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THE BEST SELLERS FOR 1957

PANZER BATTLES
This is a candid and forthright discussion of World 
War II in general that reflects the author's familiarity 
with Anglo-American views of the war in Europe. Von 
Mellenthin evaluates the nature and disposition of the 
Russian soldier, his method of fighting, his capacities, 
and his weaknesses. It is a military work of excellence. 
A must for every student of military strategy.

F. W. von Mellenthin $5.00

PORK CHOP HILL
The first two-thirds of the book belong entirely to Pork 
Chop Hill. The author traces the record of the various 
companies who were engaged in defense of the hill, 
tells what led up to the battle and what came after. A 
final section is devoted to the action of six night pa
trols. Through it all, the action is as immediate and 
personal as though the reader himself had been a par
ticipant.

S. L. A. Marshall $5.00

THE FATAL DECISIONS
Here are the inside stories of the six decisive battles 
of World War II, told by the defeated German Gen
erals who either made or carried out the command 
decisions. They are: The Battle of Britain; The Battle 
of Moscow; The Battle of El Alamein; The Battle of 
Stalingrad; The Battle of Normandy; and The Battle 
of the Ardennes.

S. Freidin & W. Richardson $4.00

DRIVE
At the end of the North African campaign, the author 
was appointed as senior aide-de-camp to General 
George S. Patton, Jr. This book is an account of his 
personal day-to-day experiences in wartime Africa 
and Europe. Patton is naturally the central and dom
inating figure of this book, but it in no sense is an at
tempt at either biography or military analysis.

Col. Charles R. Codman $5.00

MILITARY CUSTOMS 
AND TRADITIONS

Tracing military customs, practices and traditions to 
their earliest origins, this book is a unique source of 
information. The author has covered his general sub
ject under these headings: How Armies Evolved; Pomp 
and Pageantry; Origins of Military Words; Military 
Americana; Soldier Slang and Jargon; Significant Dates 
in the Forming of the U. S. Military Tradition; and 
Customs of the Service.

Maj. Mark M. Boatner III $3.00

PORTRAIT OF PATTON
This is a revealing book on the life of General George 

S. Patton, Jr. A man whose sole interest in life was the 

military art and whose practice of that art made him 

an outstanding exponent of mobile warfare and a high

ly successful World War II battlefield commander.

Brig. Gen. Harry H. Semmes $6.00
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

The GOERS

Dear Sir:
I read the article on GOERS in the 

November-December issue of your mag
azine with great interest. I consider it 
to be the finest article of its type that 
I have ever read in any magazine. It 
was extremely interesting to me as I 
spent approximately one half of my serv
ice in Research and Development, par
ticularly in the automotive fields.

In the present era where mobility 
for ground troops is of paramount im
portance, I believe that Colonel McKee 
has pointed the way toward a major 
breakthrough where no significant im
provements have been made to my 
knowledge since the last war.

If Colonel McKee has any further 
articles in this field, or similar subjects, 
I am sure they would be of great interest 
to everyone who is concerned with the 
future of armor.

R. R. Robins

Executive Assistant
Ford Machinery and Chemical Corp.
San Jose 3, California

More GOERS

Dear Sir:
Reference Lieutenant Colonel Mc

Kee’s article on the GOER vehicle prin
ciples in the November-December 1957 
issue, I have the following questions:

1. What will be the maximum width 
of the bed of such a vehicle when the 
restrictions on vehicle width as set forth 
in AR 700-105 are applied and the 
necessarily greater width of the tires for 
the vehicle is considered?

2. Will vehicles of this nature be con
sidered “special purpose and combat,” 
with a width limitation of 144 inches?

William L. Clary 
Chief, Wheel Vehicle Section 
Automotive Department, TUSAAS 
Fort Knox, Kentucky

And More
Dear Sir:

The article entitled, “The GOER 
Concept” in the November-December is
sue of ARMOR by Lt. Col. Gregg L. Mc
Kee was certainly something that many 
of us have been awaiting for a long 
time. I feel that Col. McKee and his 
associates at the LIS Army Armor Board 
have hit upon a solution that is sound, 
simple and cheap to this problem of mo
bility for the tactical support vehicle, 
which after all are the vehicles that keep 
our combat vehicles rolling. The present 
family of wheel vehicles does not have

the inherent cross-country mobility that 
we must have to operate with armored 
units without being tied to a good road 
net.

In my opinion, GOERS have great 
promise. The idea should be exploited 
to the maximum. Any efforts that can 
be made to bring this article to the at
tention of a greater scope of Army read
ers should be done because it is a con
cept that is of equal importance to In
fantrymen and Artillerymen as well as 
to Armor people.

ARMOR has done great service in re
cent times by publishing articles and 
stimulating thinking on this mobility 
problem. The book review on “The 
Theory of Land Locomotion” together 
with the “GOER Concept” has present
ed some very thought provoking material 
along these lines which should bring 
tangible results to those of us who 
would like to see some truly cross-coun
try-mobile vehicles.

The Army may well preach mobility, 
but it will not truly have it until it can 
produce support vehicles that can go 
with the combat vehicles and keep them 
moving without continually returning, 
or operating in close proximity, to a 
good, all-weather road net. Our present 
family of wheel vehicles does not have 
this capability except under favorable 
weather conditions. GOERS seem to be 
an answer that is practical, simple and 
cheap. The concept should be exploited 
to the utmost.

The trend we have been following in 
recent years in our general purpose ve
hicle development program has been 
very evolutionary, with complexity mul
tiplying every step of the way. Costs 
have adjusted upwards accordingly. The 
disappointing part of this development 
program is that we have failed to realize

significant advancement in mobility.
It is good to see an idea that is per

haps a little more revolutionary, but in 
which the stress is being placed on cross
country performance, reliability, ease of 
maintenance, simplicity, low initial and 
low operating (in terms of payload and 
efficiency) cost. This approach is a fine 
step in the right direction and should 
be continued in all development work 
where it can be applied.

Please give us more of such articles.
1st. Lt. L. H. Putnam

Commanding Officer
109th Tank Company (90mm gun)
Fort Sill, Oklahoma

The National Guard Issue

Dear Sir:
Your special National Guard issue 

(Sept-Oct) has proved itself to be an 
outstanding, and lasting, contribution 
to the national and community relations 
of the National Guard. We are already 
using the material presented, and will 
continue to do so in the future, as evi
dence to our friends and neighbors of 
the sound investment which they have 
in the National Guard as a State-ad
ministered military force, a decentral
ized military force in an age that de
mands decentralization as a matter of 
survival.

Since the National Guard may well 
be the force that decides whether an
other World War ends in victory for 
the United States or another and dead
lier Korea-type stalemate, it is important 
that every Guardsman knows the 
strengths and limitations of his unit and 
his component. By pointing out the dis
tance traveled and the road that lies 
ahead, ARMOR has made a significant 
contribution to the morale and con
tinued improvement of America’s oldest 
military force.

Kenneth W. Getty 
1st Battalion, 104th ACR 
Pennsylvania National Guard 
Carlisle, Pennsylvania

ARMOR is published bimonthly by the United States Armor Association.

Copyright: ARMOR is copyrighted 1958 by the United States Armor Association.

Reprint Rights: All Rights Reserved.
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the 25th day of the even month of the year: i.e., Dec. 25 for Jan-Feb issue, Feb 25 
for the Mar-Apr issue, etc.

Rates: See bottom of contents page.
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A Wrong Photograph Credit

Dear Sir:
On page 17 of the Sept-Oct issue 

you show a picture referred to as the 
48th Armored Division firing on one of 
the many tank ranges at Fort Stewart. 
The photo is credited from the Georgia- 
Florida National Guard.

That picture is one of the 105mm 
M7 Howitzer crews of Howitzer Co, 
3rd Bn, 116th Armored Cavalry Regi
ment, Idaho National Guard during 
Field Training at Gowen Field, Boise, 
Idaho, June 1955. This crew is still 
with this unit of the guard, with the 
exception of the Chief of Section who 
is a sergeant with the U. S. Army and 
stationed at Fort Sill, Okla.

This unit has enjoyed very much this 
particular issue.

Lyle K. Breneman

Howitzer Co, 3d Bn, 116th ACR 
Idaho National Guard 
Hailey, Idaho
• The photograph on the right should 
have been credited to the Idaho Nation
al Guard. Ed.

Idaho National Guard

' ' j
■...* j

ppl:;!

' iii§

iigp*-;

In Reply to a Letter to the Editor
Dear Sir:

This letter is to express my thanks 
to you and your staff at ARMOR for 
publishing my letter requesting assist
ance in locating a handbook on the Ital
ian Forces.

To date—2 December—I have re
ceived two replies from Italy and 61 
cards, letters, offers of aid and advice 
from people here in the States. These 
letters are from all ranks and all 
branches of the Armed Services except 
the U. S. Coast Guard.

Hence my research is progressing 
thanks to all who have replied.

James H. Graham, Jr.

5700 Chillum Heights Drive 
Hyattsville, Maryland

ROTC Awards for GMS Institutions

Dear Sir:
The Association of the US Army has 

been doing an excellent job of building 
up an organization to work for the 
Army. Here at the university a chapter 
of that organization is in being and is 
doing a great deal in increasing the pro
fessional interest among the advance 
course cadets. However their publica
tion cannot cover the field.

It seems to me the Armor Association 
has a program designed to increase pro
fessional interest among Armor cadets 
at branch material schools. What can 
we offer students at GMS Schools?

Captain Rodney R. Rehfeld 
ROTC Detachment 
University of Connecticut 
Storrs, Connecticut

RMOR
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THE COVER
The picture on the cover was taken 
in Bavaria several years ago. It 
depicts men of Company B, 759th 
Tank Battalion, providing over
watching tank fire as elements of 
Company C, 29th Infantry Regi
ment advance during a training 
problem near Munich, Germany.

• Cadet rates for Association 'member
ship are $3.00 per year. This entitles 
them to receive the magazine and the 
Newsletter for the year, hast year we 
offered through PMS&Ts, one-year hon
orary memberships and a package of sev
eral hooks to the top GMS graduate at 
each GMS institution who chooses Ar
mor as his branch. Where the student 
was already a member we extended his 
membership accordingly. More than 40 
institutions took advantage of this of
fer. We intend to repeat this offer this 
year. Ed.

It Is Now Armor Battalion

Dear Sir:
During the last few months, mem

bers of this Battalion have been watch
ing, with keen interest, the growing of 
the Armored Division under the 
R.O.C.A.D.

In viewing all the data available from 
the United States Army Armor School, 
we find that the Tank Battalion 
(90MM Gun) has been redesignated 
(Armor Battalion 90MM Gun) in ac
cordance with “Reference Data Armor 
Units (ROCAD) and (ROCID) Unit 
ed States Army Armor School, dated 
May 1957.

However, we noticed in your No- 
vember-December issue, page 6, figure 
one (1), you are still carrying the Tank 
Battalion (90MM Gun) on your Di
visional Table of Organization.

We would appreciate a clarification 
as to which of the two designations is 
the correct one.

Lt. Col. Almond E. Fisher 
27th Reconnaissance Battalion 
27th Armored Division, NYNG 
184 Connecticut Street 
Buffalo 13, New York
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On Map Symbols• Upon receipt of this letter we 
checked this matter out and find we 
were in error. At the time this article 
was prepared the title was correct. How
ever, since that time changes were made 
which make our chart incorrect. We sin
cerely hope that too many people were 
not confused and appreciate this let
ter for purposes of clarification. Ed.

British Interest in the GOER’S
Dear Sir:

Your article in the November-Decem- 
ber issue of ARMOR on the GOER 
concept, pages 31-50, made a consid
erable impact on one of the greater 
newspapers of Great Britain, the Times. 
A clipping of their editorial, published 
on 10 December, is enclosed.

Colonel John L. Atkins 
Box 79, U. S. Navy 100, FPO 
New York, New York
• As a matter of interest the editorial 
is herewith reprinted.

Most military lorries differ little from 
standard commercial vehicles. Their cost 
would be prohibitive if they did. But 
as modern roads improve, particularly 
in America, the standard commercial 
vehicle is modified accordingly until it 
is in danger of becoming too effete for 
military requirements. Its capacity for 
cross-country work becomes less and 
less, T he United States Army Armour 
Board has recently produced an idea, 
called the GOER concept, for a new 
family of military vehicles more suited 
to the demands of modern warfare. An 
article in the current issue of the Amer
ican magazine Armor describes how the 
Board has taken its inspiration from 
the rapidly growing earth-moving indus
try which produces vehicles like dump
ers, scrapers, and rollers whose natural 
habitat is mud rather than macadam.

The main characteristic of the GOER 
family of vehicles is that they have 
very large low pressure tires, which 
gives more manoeuvrability for less pow
er over difficult country. Each vehicle 
consists of a two-wheeled prime mover 
of the kind used by earth-moving con
tractors, with a trailing load-carrier be
hind in place of the civilian dumper or 
roller. Powered steering swings the en
tire axle, which carries not only the 
wheels but also the prime mover itself 
and the driver. It is therefore possible 
for the whole equippage to turn round 
in less than its own length—a feat that 
is beyond even the London taxi-cab.

It is unlikely that a vehicle of this 
kind could be an economic or practica
ble replacement for very small military 
vehicles, and the first GOER vehicle 
selected for development is in fact a 
fifteen-tonner. This is the logical start
ing point, because it is the average size 
of the earth-moving machines being 
manufactured commercially. The idea 
would be impracticable without a civil
ian industry on which to base military 
production, but now that it does exist 
the possibilities ought certainly to be 
explored. Mobility is perhaps the most 
difficult of all the military virtues to 
secure and one of the most valuable.

Dear Sir:
I would like to take exception to some of the “school solutions" presented in 

the very fine article “The Combat Arms Regimental System” by Major Olin C. 
Harrison which you published in the November-December issue of ARMOR.

I agree completely with the discussion of the Combat Anns Regimental System 
and its application to unit designations. However, the application to map symbols 
seems to be inconsistent and not in keeping with current techniques. Major 
Harrison states that “the general principles of forming map symbols are un
changed,” and then proceeds to change the principles as depicted in Figure 2.

Specifically, the designation to the right of the symbols are misleading. As 
shown they depict both the battle group (battalion) (squadron) and the parent 
regiment. FM 21-30, Military Symbols, and STANAG 2019, Military Symbols, 
both state that the parent unit designation will appear on the right of the symbol 
plus any additional or explanatory information required. To the left of the 
symbol will appear the sub unit, sub-sub unit, or sub-sub-sub unit as required. 
Applying this principle to the symbols in Figure 2:

UNIT

Trp A, 1st Recon Sq, 31 Cav

1st Tk Plat, Trp A, 1st Recon Sq, 31 Cav

Task Force 1/101 (battalion task force 
formed around 1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st 
Inf)

1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 1st Armor

Team B [company team formed around Co 
B, 1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 11th Armor]

Btry A, 1st How Bn (105-mm) (SP), 61st Arty 
(wpn symbol used only when required 
for clarity)

1st Plat, Btry C (8-in How) (SP), 1st FA Bn 
(Rkt/How), 91st Arty

NOTE: The term Rkt/How to the right of the symbol 
is really not required, any more than the term 
“howitzer" would be required in the symbol im
mediately above. If included there is no need for 
parenthesis.
(wpn symbol used only when required for clarity).

1st Bat Gp. 21 st Inf

1 C 1 CD 
* 8

91
(RKT/HOW)

1 21

2d 81-mm Mortar Squad, Wpn Plat, Co B, 
1st Bat Gp, 21st Inf (wpn symbol used 
only when required for clarity)

2 B 1 21

520-6 Kearney Major Eugene C. Camp
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas
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editorial

Cooperation Among 
the Services

The Department of Defense recently released a 
“'fact sheet” on Armed Forces Day for 1958. This 
release contained many interesting facts that are 
considered worthy of repeating. All of us—in and 
out of the service—should spend some time on its 
study.

Few people realize but it is only since 1950 that 
the services have combined on a single day of ob
servance. Armed Forces Day is intended to symbolize 
the unification and cooperation that exists between 
the services. It also serves to give the American 
people an annual report on the state of readiness of 
the nation’s military strength.

Since its inception various slogans have been used 
to emphasize the basic concept that our national se
curity is dependent upon the power which comes from 
teamwork and national unity. For example the year 
1950, when this concept was originated, the slogan 
"Teamed for Defense” was used. During the suc
ceeding years the slogans were: 1951—"Defense of 
Freedom;” 1952—"Unity-Strength-Freedom;” 1953— 
"Power for Peace.” This last slogan was deemed so 
appropriate that it has been used every year since 
and will be adopted again this year. However in 
some areas overseas it has been slightly altered to 
emphasize the fact that we and our Allies are "Part
ners for Peace.” The recent NATO conference has 
proved this to be true.

Another interesting fact is that there is no single 
day set aside this year for the observance. The period 
of observance has been set for the week, 10-18 May. 
Hence you will note that there is considerable flexi
bility and latitude in this year’s observance. During 
this period the services will demonstrate the unity 
and cooperation which exists between them. How
ever, from the headlines of late it would appear that 
there is no cooperation between the services in any 
shape or form. According to some of the various 
schools of thought, interservice rivalry has deterred 
the nation’s defensive efforts.

Armed Forces Day is not to be observed once a 
year. Interservice cooperation should be demonstrated

to the public every day. Whether the various charges 
stating that interservice rivalry has hurt the defense 
effort are true or based on half-truths is immaterial at 
this point. We must, in the services, exert every effort 
to dispel such statements. We, in the Army, should 
take every opportunity to publicize our cooperation 
with the other services. This is a year-round project 
and not one to be exhibited only on Armed Forces Day.

The public often believes that interservice rivalry 
is caused by the various services as they make their 
annual pitch for their share of the defense budget. It 
is difficult to conceive any chief of staff, regardless of 
his service, not desiring and trying to get what he 
truly believes his service needs in the matter of dollars 
and cents to carry out his mission on the defense 
team in preparation for an exigency or in an actual 
period of hostilities. If this is interservice rivalry I 
am afraid the onus will stick with the American 
people for a long time.

Since the Soviet display of equipment in Moscow 
on the 7th of November it has become increasingly 
apparent that they are well equipped to fight either 
a tactical atomic or a conventional type war. We 
must likewise be prepared to enter battle in either 
type conflict. Consequently we must make our pitch 
to get the appropriations to be prepared. Again, if 
this is interservice rivalry the onus must stick.

How can we combat these misconceptions of lack 
of cooperation that many people believe exist between 
the services? We are well aware that there is no such 
thing as a separate land, sea or air war. Hence inter
service cooperation in peace time is as necessary a 
commodity as is modern equipment and up-to-date 
tactics. And we must make known to the public what 
we have achieved and what we are doing in order to 
put ourselves in the proper light.

At the risk of reducing ourselves to the level of 
the originators of these misconceptions we must chal
lenge misstatements of fact and let the people know 
what is true and correct. Otherwise we will lose their 
trust and confidence at a time when we need it the 
most.

ARMOR—January-February, 1958 5



LEADERSHIP
WEST OF THE IRON CURTAIN

CASTLE stood on a steep 
hill three miles away. World 
War II artillery fire had par

tially wrecked it. But it was east of 
the Iron Curtain and must have had 
a superb view of everything in West 
Germany for miles. The Communists 
were using it for a watch tower. A 
spot of light came from under a tem
porary wooden roof.

“Those people are looking at us. 
That flash was the reflection of sun
light in a telescope. They have the 
advantage on us in this sector,” said 
the CO of a U. S. Armored Cavalry 
battalion in a Southern drawl.

They certainly did. The Border is 
as crooked as a snake in many places. 
Here, a small salient of West Ger-

MR. JAC WELLER, is a fi rearms consultant and 
engineer, and has written extensively on military 
and weapons history and tactics. He is an honor
ary curator of the West Point Museum and ad
viser in connection with old weapons to several 
branches of the Department of Defense. This ar
ticle is based upon actual experience with the 
Seventh Army in Europe; the author visited also 
other NATO armies with full accreditation, to 
write about their small arms, weapons tactics and 
training.

By JAC WELLER

many protrudes between the steep hill 
with the ruined castle on top of it to 
the north and an almost equally high 
hill crowned by a wooden watch tow
er to the south. Both these look-outs 
contained Communists. Had they 
wished, they could have quickly de
stroyed with artillery fire the U. S. 
observation post which was only an 
armored personnel carrier. It was 
parked on a low hill about in the 
middle of the salient.

“Your expression, ‘Those People’, 
reminds me, Colonel, of another 
Southerner who used the same words 
to refer to his opponents during the 
Civil War,” I replied.

“You’re thinking of General Lee. 
It’s curious that we should use the 
same ‘those people’, but most of us 
do.” He saw the astonishment on my 
face that he should have picked up 
my allusion so quickly and continued, 
“Many of us know a good deal about 
General Lee. Not all of them are 
Southerners either.”

I found that this was definitely 
true; more officers than I expected 
were quite familiar with American

military history in general. Even more 
important, they have developed sim
ilarities in leadership to many great 
American commanders of the past. 
Their Border duty is particularly like
ly to produce leaders. Even platoon 
CO's have what amounts to inde
pendent commands.

Western Perimeter Defenses
Neither the United States nor 

West German forces make any ef
fort at a “penitentiary wall” type bor 
der. The United States forces do not 
occupy any observation posts contin
uously, but move from one to another 
at unpredictable times. The Border 
is far too long and winding to be 
really efficiently closed by the Amer
ican Armored Cavalry forces avail
able. Primary control of the border 
is in the hands of West German Bor
der Police; unpredictable U. S. Ar
mored Cavalry patrols supplement the 
West German efforts. A part of each 
regiment is continuously on duty at 
strategic small camps or barracks just 
back from the actual Border.

The whole plan of Western de-
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Some aspects in the art of command are cited by the author, who visited the border this 

past summer. Not only do these old techniques apply but some innovations are instituted 

as our commanders gain experience. His historical examples are worthy of some study.

fense is based on economy of force. 
I he Armored Cavalry is ideally con

stituted for the first line of this duty. 
Its job is threefold:

First, to provide some sort of 
border integrity; those from be
hind the Iron Curtain should 
respect West German territory.

Second, to give intelligence of 
any border crossing or other un
usual occurrence.

Third, to oppose any actual at
tack with force.

These things must be done at a mo
ment’s notice and amid civilians and 
soldier allies speaking a different lan
guage. There are really two Borders; 
that between West Germany and 
East Germany is now not extremely 
unlike any other peacetime border, 
at least for both the East and West 
Germans. The West German-Czecho- 
slovak Border, on the other hand, is 
virtually uncrossable from west to east 
and sometimes the scenes of murder
ous exchanges of fire.

The actual numerical strength of 
the LI. S. Armored Cavalry deployed

west of the Iron Curtain is small, 
but their striking power relatively 
large. These regiments are equipped 
with superb materiel which is, how
ever, deployed over wide areas. It 
must be kept ready at all times to 
react immediately and efficiently. 
These Armored Cavalry units must 
be able to change from peace to war 
in literally ten minutes or less.

One regimental CO has a habit of 
sending a “Test Transformation Or
der,” or even allowing a guest to send 
one at any time he chooses. This ra
dio order could be actual war; it’s 
timed from the moment it’s given

ountil it reaches every single unit head
quarters in the entire regiment and 
is confirmed back to regimental head 
quarters and back to the sender. The 
time elapsed, usually four to six min
utes, would be that required to start 
every single man in the entire regi
ment tumbling out of bed, mess, 
recreation or special assignments into 
the regimental fighting vehicles.

Every Armored Cavalry patrol has 
ammunition racks filled and live am
munition belts actually in the ma

chine guns with similar arrangements 
made for other weapons. Everv man 
has his individual weapon loaded. 
Procedures have been worked out for 
every single unit so that they know 
precisely what they should do in the 
event of an emergency. The real 
fighting power of even a reconnais
sance company is in its tanks; these 
and self-propelled artillery pieces are 
held back from the Border, but are 
in instant readiness to respond to 
commands.

Leadership Around the Clock

No amount of physical prepared
ness, however, nor printed procedures, 
can be expected to work bv them
selves. One of the most difficult as
signments that soldiers ever have is 
a constant and continuous alert which 
goes on day after day, and perhaps 
even year after year. Throughout mil
itary history, there have been so many 
instances of surprise. Americans have 
suffered their share, including Pear] 
Harbor.

The Armored Cavalry on the Bor
der, however, is counting on leader-
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ship of unit commanders from the 
squad to the regiment to avoid dis
astrous surprise. I was extremely fav
orably impressed by the team spirit 
engendered by CO’s of all grades. 
Written rules become a mockery, if 
allowed to become dead in spirit. 
This does not happen. Each new en
listed man cannot help but be im
pressed by the serious attitude and 
level best efforts of his officers and 
noncommissioned officers. These men 
deal with every Border situation as 
if it might he a real emergency; they 
are so habituated to the procedure 
that no one sees anything in any 
way unusual in this continuous max
imum security treatment of events 
which usually turn out to be of small 
importance. Practice and precaution
ary sudden full fighting potential ma
neuvers are done in dead seriousness. 
These units all have continuously the 
feeling that the next one may be real.

All ranks have become abnormally 
good at this continuous vigil. 1 was 
astonished at the ability of a com 
pany CO to awaken fully in a matter 
of seconds about 4:00 o’clock one 
morning, handle a situation demand
ing his own personal attention, and 
then a few minutes later upon re
ceiving a favorable report go back 
to sleep almost immediately. J. E. B. 
Stuart, the Confederate Cavalry Com
mander, had this facility for waking 
up completely alert and ready to make 
decisions. 1 discussed with the young 
•officer the next morning his own abil 
ity along this line and found that at 
least to some extent it can be culti
vated.

The Importance of Leadership

There is, of course, more to lead
ership than producing continuous 
alertness. The finest soldiers and ma
terial amount to little in war unless 
properly handled. Mere numbers of 
soldiers and even their superior qual
ity is not always enough to insure 
success. Brilliant organization, tactics 
and strategy will accomplish far less 
than the maximum attainable success, 
if the magic ingredient of leadership 
is lacking. Leadership, like many of 
the truly great qualities of the human 
personality, is easier to recognize in 
an individual than to define in words. 
However, it is not so mysterious as 
some would have us believe. Let’s dis
cuss some aspects of it as they ap
peared during a brief visit to two Ar
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mored Cavalry regiments stationed 
along the Iron Curtain in the sum
mer of 1957.

The Tangibles of Leadership
Some of the more important qual

ities that contribute to leadership are 
simple and obvious. A serious atti
tude of mind towards the duties of a 
soldier and a desire to excel in carry
ing them out is of paramount impor
tance; a basic achievement along these 
lines is absolutely necessary. In order 
to be a good leader, a man must 
first be a good soldier. Military smart
ness, discipline and know-how are 
extremely important. Every real lead
er in American military history from 
Francis Marion to Omar Bradley has 
had a tough hard core of the real 
soldier somewhere within him.

Further, a leader must have a gen
eral proficiency and knowledge of his 
job. Academic brilliance demon
strated at an early age is not impera
tive. I Iowever, Douglas MacArthur 
and Maxwell Taylor stood one and 
four respectively in their classes at 
West Point. Robert E. Lee was sec
ond in his. Great American com
manders do not always come from 
even the top half of their classes at 
West Point, or elsewhere. However, 
in almost every modern instance of 
an outstanding success made by a 
man well down the academic rating, 
the officer who achieved it was a man 
who retained, or even formed, the 
habit of study in middle life. Gen
eral Maxwell Taylor pointed this out 
in his address to the West Point 
graduates of 1956. The really suc
cessful military commanders in Amer
ican history have, regardless of their 
standing in college, been men who 
took pleasure in learning all there 
was to know about the details of their 
jobs.

A man who aspires to leadership of 
soldiers must have physical health 
sufficient to withstand the strain of 
emergencies. He must be basically 
fair and honest in his dealings with 
his superiors, his equals and his sub
ordinates. He must have the moral 
fiber and steadfastness to handle 
emergencies both large and small. He 
must be brave; courage is a primary 
attribute of a soldier.

The Intangibles of Leadership
The intangibles of leadership are 

less obvious than intellectual bril
liance, military smartness, bravery in

action, physical stamina and the like, 
yet they are equally important. An 
officer, or noncommissioned officer, 
can achieve his real potentiality for 
command in line with his tangible 
qualifications only if he has the in
tangible qualities also. Some officers 
in our history and in the army today 
seem to possess almost every tangible 
quality required to be a good com
mander and yet for some reason fail 
to achieve that distinction. Braxton 
Bragg was like this. Excessive wran
gling with others is even more de
plorable today than in Civil War 
times.

Diplomacy
Throughout history and particular

ly today, the qualities required to get 
on with civilians and allies have been 
important to soldiers. In Germany 
today, American officers of relatively 
low rank have to be able to get along 
with dense populations of German 
civilians and their renascent army 
units. If we are not reasonably decent 
guys, they will at least think about 
changing sides. As rank increases, re
sponsibility also increases to try to 
prevent anyone from thoughtlessly 
endangering even locally the present 
excellent feeling between the United 
States Army and the German civil 
and military populations.

Soldiers, being human, are not per
fect. The tragic rape of a German 
girl of 15 by U. S. soldiers at Bam
berg was deplorable. However, a cer
tain Armored Cavalry battalion, aided 
by many other factors, has done all 
that was humanly possible to restore 
good relations here and succeeded al
most miraculously well. The COs ac
count of the long road back into the 
good graces of the civilian popula
tion was essentially just a series of 
neighborly, friendly, considerate ges
tures and kindnesses.

Twenty-four Hour Association
To some extent throughout the en

tire LInited States Army, the old 
somewhat artificial barrier between 
officers and enlisted men has been 
relaxed. This is particularly true of 
the Armored Cavalry units operating 
on the Border. Because of the dis
persion of units and the close asso
ciation on a 24-hour a day basis, par
ticularly at company and platoon lev
el, it is obvious that entirely separate 
dining and living quarters are impos
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sible. A single platoon cannot have 
separate dining facilities for one offi
cer.

Even in larger units, the old priv
ileges and privacies of rank are great
ly diminished. In the Old Army in 
the American West, both before and 
after the Civil War, there was a nat
ural cleavage between officers and 
men. The enlisted men were largely 
immigrants, at one time almost com
pletely unlettered Irishmen. They 
hardly spoke the same language with 
the formally educated officers. How
ever, our army today has few natural 
cleavages. A young private first class 
that I met on the Border was a Yale 
graduate and spoke five languages 
fluently; some fine officers didn’t fin
ish high school. A democracy which 
imposes a system of selective service 
on its youth cannot by the very na
ture of things also insist on a profes
sional soldier type of discipline and 
complete artificial separation of of
ficers and men. Proficiency as soldiers 
is currently the most obvious differ
ence between ranks. Variations in 
quarters, food, uniforms and the like 
are all reasonable and compatible 
with our democratic way of civilian 
life.

It would appear that real leaders 
are not inconvenienced at all by this 
closer association with the men they 
command, but actually benefit by it. 
Common sense appears to have taken 
the place of rigid rules. A field offi
cer will occasionally invite an enlisted 
man into his home. However, there 
is no undue familiarity; friendships 
which would warp impartial judg
ment seem to be very rare. Command
ers from squads to armies benefit 
from knowing their men in a way 
that would be difficult under the old 
arrangements. The more an officer has 
his finger on the pulse of his com
mand, the better he can direct its 
efforts. Further the better a group of 
men get to know their commander, 
the more respect they will have for 
him and the stronger the whole unit 
will be, if their commander is a real 
leader.

Leaders are Sometimes Heroes

The Armored Cavalry, like almost 
all other military units of all time, 
is mainly composed of youth. Young 
men particularly have a strong po
tentiality towards hero worship. Great 
military leaders throughout all times
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have risen in the estimation of their 
troops to the rank of demigods. 
George Washington in the American 
Revolution and Robert E. Lee in the 
American Civil War are perhaps the 
very best examples of this. Each in 
his time, and in a quite separate way, 
were looked on as superhuman by 
a good 95% of their soldiers.

The positions of Washington and 
Lee were undoubtedly due in part to 
spiritual values. However, Revolu
tionary General Dan Morgan, Con
federate General Nathan Bedford 
Forrest and World War II General 
George S. Patton were heroes mainly 
because of their reputations for ex
treme physical and mental toughness. 
These three generals stamped their 
personalities on their entire com
mands. Their armies fought better 
because of it.

Men like Washington and Lee are 
rare; fighters of the stamp of Morgan, 
Forrest and Patton are not common. 
However, becoming a hero within 
an officer’s individual command to
day is not difficult. I found evidence 
of it in unit after unit. Here a master 
sergeant would proudly relate how 
his CO had killed five men in World 
War II with the same Ml rifle. An
other similar unit a few miles away 
boasted of a CO who won his Dis
tinguished Riflemen’s medal his sec
ond year in the army; they were 
proud of his hunting ability. A third 
unit had a commander whose prowess 
as an athlete at West Point and af
terwards was well known.

The more or less physical abilities 
of the three men just mentioned ap
peal a bit more directly to young sol
diers. However, many qualities of 
mind are also appreciated. A com
pany commander was noted through
out his entire regiment for a rather 
minute study that he had made of 
many cavalry and armor battles of 
the past. Another was noted for his 
ability to repeat from memory many 
directives and whole pages of man
uals. A third was so smart in his own 
personal appearance that his com
mand imitated him.

These things are good; they bring 
units together and give them a com
mon spirit, a common reputation to 
uphold. A commander need only be 
himself if he is worthy of command 
to find that some at least of his per
sonal qualities are greatly appreci
ated, bragged about, here and there,

and perhaps copied by his unit.

The Problems of Responsibility
In armies as in life, individuals 

sometimes endeavor to blame a sub
ordinate for a failure which should 
rightfully rest with the commander. 
Phis attitude has an extremely un
fortunate effect on any group of hu
man beings. Real leaders throughout 
history have often been large enough 
to accept responsibility for failure. 
General Robert E. Lee said imme
diately to his soldiers at Gettysburg, 
“It was all my fault!’’ General Lee’s 
unique position in the heart of the 
Confederate soldiers was in part be
cause of this. This quality was ex
tremely important in molding into a 
single team of a number of Southern 
generals who had rather well devel
oped abilities not to get along with 
each other. Federal General John 
Pope, on the other hand, tried to shift 
the blame for his grievous defeat at 
Second Manassas to subordinate Gen
eral Fitz-John Porter. His next com
mand was of an expedition against 
an Indian tribe on the northwest fron
tier.

I found a company commander 
who had developed this quality of 
taking responsibility for failure to a 
surprising degree. He made it work 
very well indeed. Here’s an instance. 
On maneuvers, a subordinate endeav
oring to save time took two tanks 
through a mountain “pass” and 
smashed them both. The CO had 
ordered another safer route, but took 
full responsibility for the mishap; he 
saved his subordinate from both a 
poor record and possible personal lia
bility for serious financial loss. The 
CO was no more really responsible 
for the two smashed tanks than Gen
eral Lee was for the blunders of his 
subordinates at Gettysburg. However, 
both profited immeasurably with 
their commands by taking the blame.

This acceptance of responsibility 
for the errors and shortcomings of 
others can be easily overdone. The 
company CO referred to was well 
aware of this. If he felt that a sub
ordinate had goofed for personal rea
sons and not because he was actually 
trying to do a good job for the com
pany, he did not hesitate to charge 
him personally for the repair of a 
command car or the like.

Praise and honor for success, sim
ilarly, should never be taken by a
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commander for himself alone. It’s hu
man for a man to see himself respon
sible for the success of his command. 
However, few things can be so in
jurious to him and his leadership as 
to get a reputation for taking all 
credit himself. It is far better to en
deavor to pass on all praise to subordi
nates, or to the unit as a whole. Sol
diers have always had peculiar abil
ities for knowing exactly what goes 
on in an army. They know who is 
really worthy of praise and will quick
ly set the balance right. The com
mander who gives to his unit all 
glory they win together is very smart 
indeed. Thomas Jonathan Jackson in
sisted so long as he lived that the 
sobriquet, “Stonewall”, belonged to 
his brigade, rather than himself per
sonally.

Credit for Ideas
No commander will ever have all 

the ideas that he puts into practice 
in his unit. It is, of course, important 
that proper credit be given for these 
ideas when they come from others. 
Some commanders, however, through
out history have gone one step fur
ther. This was particularly true of 
George Washington. After a careful 
study of his Trenton-Princeton cam
paign in the winter of 1776, there 
can be little doubt that he had the 
■overall strategy pretty well in mind 
several davs before he actually carried 
it out. Yet he allowed General Ar
thur St. Clair to suggest the right 
flank march which was all important 
to the success of the entire campaign.

I sensed this same type of thinking 
when talking to a regimental CO; my 
idea was in part confirmed in lengthy 
conversations with his subordinates. 
The problems of a regiment in peace
time are not so serious as in war. But 
only by constant practice at problems 
as similar as possible to those of war 
can the efficiency of a unit be built 
up for an eventual emergency. This 
particular colonel endeavored to guide 
discussions rather than to dominate 
them. Perhaps there is no quality that 
so keeps a team of officers on their 
toes as the feeling that the CO not 
only wants, but will use, the ideas of 
others and is actually depending on 
his team as a whole for them.

An officer who thinks constructive
ly and feels that he has at least a 
chance to be helpful idea-wise is a 
better officer. The commander who
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can get from his subordinates the 
maximum in ideas, and keep them on 
their toes as well, is very fortunate 
indeed. There are, however, certain 
dangers. Meetings should not degen
erate into debating societies. A firm 
control must be maintained.

General Nathaniel Greene in the 
Southern Theater of the American 
Revolution was noted for hearing out 
every subordinate with an idea, and 
then replying in detail. By so doing, 
he not only received ideas but also 
molded a team. It’s perhaps too early 
to draw conclusions from World 
War II; however, it would appear 
that General Eisenhower has no su
perior anywhere in military history 
in bringing out the best in others and 
passing out to each a full measure of 
credit.

Dressing Down Subordinates
In all human activities, it becomes 

necessary at times for the commander 
of a group to admonish one or more 
of his subordinates. This is never 
pleasant. The commander should first 
make sure in his mind that the ad
monition is necessary. It’s only human 
to feel immediately upon hearing of 
an error, or other shortcoming, that 
it’s more serious than it actually is. 
Further, in the press of other things, 
extenuating circumstances are some
times overlooked; an act which ap
pears to be deliberate disobedience 
may be just bad luck. Most success
ful commanders give only a relatively 
small proportion of the dressings down 
they at first contemplate. Once de
cided upon, however, it would ap
pear the admonitions are best carried 
through vigorously.

Washington had a particularly 
quick temper. He held it in check, 
however, to a remarkable degree. On 
the other hand, Forrest seems to have 
fought some of his best actions “howl
ing mad.” If a commander loses his 
temper at all, he should cultivate the 
capacity for doing it at the proper 
time. Some men have been able to 
lose their tempers deliberately and in 
a manner calculated to do the most 
good.

One thing seems to be definitely 
established. No commander should 
ever hold a grudge against a sub
ordinate. If necessary, remove the sub
ordinate. However, in all other cases, 
let him know that no prejudice re
mains. One Armored Cavalry CO

told me he always went deliberately 
out of his way to show a recently 
dressed down subordinate that there 
are no personal hard feelings.

Another battalion commander with 
a particularly pleasing personality 
used an even more considerate pro
cedure. Where possible he preferred 
to criticise without mentioning names. 
He would endeavor to single out in
dividuals for praise, but use general 
terms for blame. He would say, for 
instance, “I want to compliment Cap
tain Blank and his company for a 
good job done in painting their head
quarters.” When admonition was nec
essary, however, he would say, “We 
must do better than some of our men 
did in the little town of Dawn. The 
MP’s picked up 14 men.” The com
pany CO whose men had misbehaved 
knew well that his men only had 
been at fault.

I found out later that the officers 
and men within this battalion appre
ciated their CO’s restraint even more 
than he himself realized. They were 
fully aware, however, by his facial 
expression and other signs if he was 
displeased. His general method of get
ting his team to function well re
minded me of that employed by Gen
eral Winfield Scott in his campaign 
culminating in the taking of Mexico
City.

Human Intercourse
In the Old Army battalion and reg

imental officers saw so much of each 
other day after day 365 days a year 
on fairly close-knit posts that there 
was no problem of acquaintanceship. 
There was, in fact, much danger of 
close friendships which might influ
ence a CO’s judgment. However, in 
our far flung army today, with its 
relatively quick rotations, many stran
gers are continually coming into a 
unit. A CO is not likely to get to 
know well all the officers in his bat
talion or regiment unless he goes out 
of his way to do so. It’s only natural 
that, other things being equal, a com
mander who knows, and is known 
by, his subordinates, will have a more 
effective team than one who does 
not. Mere knowing by face, name 
and personnel details is not enough. 
One must know the man under the 
military veneer.

In one instance, a young officer 
explained to me that his own battal
ion CO made a practice of inviting
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two or three company officers into his 
quarters when visiting the Border. 
The battalion CO always had a bot
tle of Canadian Club; they would 
have a nightcap together. The young 
officer’s words, as I remember them, 
were, “We never realized the Old 
Man was human. He is really a swell 
egg, not at all the type that he looks.” 
The Lieutenant Colonel referred to 
as “Old Man” had only just had his 
fortieth birthday. He seemed to me 
to be very keen on his job, but other
wise not at all awe inspiring. I Iow- 
ever, to the lieutenant of 24 who told 
me the story, the classes of 1909 and 
1939 at West Point probably seem al
most next to each other. At any 
event, this battalion CO accomplished 
more along acquaintanceship lines 
with two ounces of Canadian Club 
in a paper cup than in several weeks 
of routine activities. This same social 
acquaintanceship between officers of 
all grades is always desirable. Some 
commanding Generals make a point 
of knowing all their senior unit com
manders by arranging to spend con
siderable off-duty time together.

Larger Leadership Problems
The problems of human leadership 

in small and intermediate units are 
not greatly different from what they 
have been for the last 3,000 years. 
Even the dispersion probable in atom
ic warfare won’t be greater than that 
common in the Armored Cavalry reg
iments on the Border. However, 
above regimental level, there will be 
new leadership problems of space and 
time. Perhaps we don’t yet know the 
problems, let alone the answers. I Iow- 
ever, they will be apparently of two 
types. First, there are the G2 prob
lems of intelligence. Where are the 
different units of a given command? 
What are they actually doing? What 
orders should be given to them? Sec
ond, there are the pure leadership 
problems. Can a CG really impress 
his personality on a widely dispersed 
group of units? Can these units be 
made to feel a division and corps uni
ty? Only when these things are 
achieved will the entire command 
reach its maximum effectiveness.

The Duke of Wellington at his 
first great offensive battle in Europe, 
Salamanca, controlled personally an 
army of approximately 50,000 men. 
He gave all major orders himself, 
either personally or through messen
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gers. He knew almost all the field 
and general officers in his army at 
least by sight. Every single soldier 
in the army knew him. Throughout 
the action, the Duke controlled his 
army and maneuvered it with a min
imum of delay. He knew where every 
unit was continuously throughout the 
entire action.

In World War II and in Korea 
commanders of units numbering far 
less than 50,000 men had really no 
idea where all their men were, nor 
what was happening to them, nor 
how to get orders to them, nor what 
orders were necessary. Situations like 
this occurred time after time in spite 
of all the advances that have been 
made in the means of communication 
and the art of Military Intelligence. 
To some extent, the Korean break
downs were due to just plain lack of 
practice. New men didn’t know their 
jobs; elaborate intelligence teams had 
nothing but printed procedures. How
ever, war today means dispersion and 
makes the old forms of reconnaissance 
impossible. Atomic warfare and the 
new decentralized divisions will great
ly increase these problems. A com
mander may find his units spread 
over hundreds of square miles.

No one knows for sure what will 
be needed. There are a few things, 
however, that seem to be indicated 
with regard to leadership. The Ar
mored Cavalry dispersions in Border 

are essentially very good ex
perience for everyone concerned. 
Some people feel that American staffs 
today have a tendency to depend on 
radio and telephone to such an ex
tent that they cannot get up and 
walk 50 yards, or get in a jeep and 
ride a mile. The commander and staff 
which knows best what’s going on in 
the fog of war will undoubtedly con
tinue to win, even if they have to 
walk and ride to find out.

At one time in our military his
tory, our general officers were almost 
all superb horsemen. Their personal 
ability to move around and find out 
what was going on had a great deal 
to do with their success in military 
operations. It is probable that per
sonal reconnaissance will continue to 
be of very considerable importance 
in the future. The German General 
Erwin Rommel was not nearly so bril
liant a theorist as some of his con
temporaries. However, the success of 
his Africa Corps was in part due to

the fact that he knew what was go
ing on from personally being so often 
on hand where things were happen
ing. I here is an Old Southern plan
tation expression that may continue 
to be true even in Atomic armies. 
“There is no fertilizer like the mas
ter’s footsteps.” The commander who 
visits his units not only knows what 
is going on in them, but also keeps 
them on their toes.

Conclusions
War and soldiering are changing 

rapidly. Still, in some ways, they are 
eternally the same. The efficiency of 
an army depends on many factors, 
both material and spiritual. The arms 
and equipment of tbe American army 
are probably the best that the world 
has ever known. Further, the health, 
the education, the mentality and the 
physical prowess of our boys today 
are better than ever before in Amer
ica, or in any other nation. However, 
these are material factors. Napoleon 
once said that in war the material is 
to the spiritual as one is to three.

I he most important single spiritual 
factor is leadership. The Armored 
Cavalry along the Border, along the 
Iron Curtain that separates the West
ern Democracies from Totalitarian 
Russian Communism, gives positive 
evidence of true leadership. Literally 
hundreds of fine young men from 
corporals to full colonels are giving 
these regiments and constituent small
er units the kind of moral and esprit 
de corps that means so much in war. 
Their efforts are based on an exten
sive knowledge of the past, true na
tive intelligence and common sense. 
Because of the duty these regiments 
perform, they are perhaps more ex
posed to the type of leadership ex
perience that will be required if war 
comes.

Leadership like patriotism and bat
tlefield courage comes to its flower 
only in actual war. Everyone honest
ly and truly hopes that there will be 
no war. However, it’s better to win 
a war than to lose one, even an atom
ic war. In the army, as in every other 
type of human activity, experience 
and leadership are important. With 
God’s blessings and with the kind of 
real effort towards constant alertness 
and preparation for any emergency 
which one sees so clearly on the Bor
der, we can face the future with con
fidence.
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UNITED STATES ARMY
THE CHIEF OF STAFF

To The Members Of Armor

On behalf of all American soldiers I extend congratulations 
and best wishes to the members of Armor on the' 181 st birth
day of this mobile arm.

Throughout American history your predecessors in arms 
have fought with skill and tenacity in creating the heritage 
that belongs to Armor. Characterized by the dust of your 
columns and the thrust of your weapons, your combat arm 
has established a rich record of military achievement. Today, 
with the same spirit of dedication and esprit that has charac
terized its past, Armor contributes vital and distinct military 
strength essential to the success of the Army and the security 
of the Nation.

Yours is the pride and privilege of not only belonging to a 
distinguished fighting force, but also in being soldiers of a 
great Army whose members join me in voicing confidence in 
your professional ability and skill at arms.

/s/ Maxwell D. Taylor 
MAXWELL D. TAYLOR 

General, United States Army 
Chief of Staff

The message you have just read reaffirms the interest 
by The Chief of Staff in our branch. It is always a pleas
ure to receive such greetings and it is a privilege to 
pass them on to our members—in these pages.

For the past several years, we have taken this oppor
tunity to review the highlights during the previous year. 
We simultaneously gaze into the crystal ball to try to 
see what is in store for us the next 12 months.

Since the establishment of the 12 December date as 
the Anniversary for Armor, first celebrated in 1953, and 
the annual recognition by The Chief of Staff of our 
branch, we have advocated that all Armor installations 
hold open house, ceremonies, parades and parties hon
oring the occasion. This has grown "activity-wise” re
cently. News of two of these occasions is reported in 
the News Notes in this issue. (See page 56.) We hope 
this will continue to grow and that we will receive 
many more news items commemorating this all-import
ant date.

The year’s Association activities saw the first issue of 
the Newsletter published in January. Throughout the 
year it was mailed during the interim months between 
issues of ARMOR. Reports from the field indicate it has 
been well received and we intend to publish it as long 
as it is financially feasible. Judging from what many 
members have told us, the monthly contact with the 
Association has brought us more membership renewals 
than heretofore. In fact, at an Executive Council meet
ing held in early December, it was unanimously ap
proved to continue the Newsletter.

Our 68th Annual Meeting of the Association was 
held at Fort Knox in April. General Willard G. Wyman 
was elected to the Presidency, succeeding General Wil- 
liston B. Palmer. Despite inclement weather, this was 
the third largest off-post turnout we have ever assem
bled. Two new pieces of equipment were on display 
publicly for the first time. These included the T92 light 
gun tank and the mechanical minelayer. A complete 
coverage of the meeting appeared in the May-June issue 
of ARMOR. Looking into the future, the Council voted 
to return to Fort Knox, the home of Armor, for its 
69th Annual Meeting. However, every endeavor is be
ing mad,e to alter the program as much as possible in 
order that the presentations and other supplementary 
items will not appear "Old Hat.” We are looking for
ward to a real professional gathering in consonance 
with the past five annual meetings and a chance to re
new old acquaintances.

The first Armor Association Award to the honor 
graduate of the Armor Officers’ Advance Class was given 
during the June graduation at Fort Knox. The recipient 
was Captain Crawford Buchanan, who was presented 
with a silver "Revere” bowl appropriately inscribed.

Reference to Gyroscope, the 11th ACR from Knox 
exchanged billets with the 6th ACR in Germany. The 
4th Armored Division is presently completing its Gyro
scope move to Germany from Hood exchanging places 
with the 2d Armored Division. The advance parties of 
the 2d ACR from Fort Meade and the 3d ACR in Ger
many have already moved, making the second gyroscope 
move for these two fine old outfits.

With the cutback in strength in the Army, we took 
our first serious decrease in Armor in late December 
when the 1st Armored Division was converted to a 
Combat Command at Fort Polk. This self-explanatory 
message from The Chief of Staff of the Army to our 
Association President is published on the opposite page.

The Draper trophy was won by the 1st Platoon, Com
pany B, 2d Medium Tank Battalion, 33d Armor under 
the command of Second Lieutenant Gary L. Clark at 
Fort Polk in early December.

All Active Army Armor Divisions have completed 
their reorganization under ROCAD. It is anticipated 
that the six National Guard Armored Divisions will 
commence conversion in the Fall of 1958. Owing to 
minor changes in Armor, it is believed that the con
version can be speedily accomplished in the Guard.

The report by the ad hoc committee in the November- 
December issue (See page 22) plots our future regard
ing new equipment. The National Guard is now being 
supplied with M48 medium tanks. It is also anticipated 
that they will receive more M75 Armored Personnel 
Carriers this coming year.

Summing up, it has been a profitable year and we hope 
the future will be bright for our Army, our Branch and 
our Association. All three organizations are interested in 
the same product—the best defense for the greatest na
tion in the world.

12 ARMOR—January-February, 1958



UNITED STATES ARMY 
THE CHIEF OF STAFF

28 November 1957
TO: General Willard G. Wyman, President, 

United States Armor Association

On behalf of the United States Army, I should like to inform the membership of your asso
ciation of the conversion of the 1st Armored Division to an Armored Combat Command. This 
change is scheduled to take place on 23 December at Fort Polk, Louisiana.

The Army takes this action with sincere regret. On the battlegrounds of Africa and Italy, 
Old Ironsides fought gallantly and effectively to help defeat the Axis forces during World 

War II. More recently, the division performed the vital mission of contributing significantly to 

our national military posture as an essential element of our deterrent forces. I am confident 
that in any future emergency, those who fght under the colors of the 1st Armored will carry 

on in keeping with its distinguished history and tradition.

The current requirement to reduce the Army's strength has made it most difficult to retain 
some of our more famous divisional designations within the active Army. In the case of the 
1st Armored Division, we must remove it from our active rolls as a division, but rather than 

inactiviate the entire organization, we shall keep one of its combat commands on duty as its 

representative. This unit will be designated as Combat Command A, 1st Armored Division, 
and will be considered part of the division. It will retain the colors, trophies, and impedi

menta of the division and, I am confident, will prove a worthy representative of “Old Iron
sides ready to meet whatever challenge the future may hold.

I hope this information will serve to allay any concern you may have felt about the re
ported inactivation of the entire 1st Armored Division.

MAXWELL D. TAYLOR
General, United States Army 

Chief of Staff

ARMOR—January-February, 1958
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The Structure and Functions 
of Armored Divisions

By RICHARD M. OGORKEWICZ

This article is the initial installment of a three-part series concerning the past, present and fu
ture organization and employment of Armored Divisions. The first part deals with the British 
and Soviet organizations. Part two will present the German and American armored forma
tions. Part three will give the evolution of the French Armored Division and conclude with
a synthesis of the entire development of armored divisions............... ARMOR is pleased
to present this, the first part of the series by one of its outstanding contributors.

|T a time when the impact of 
world events compels the re- 

| thinking of military policies 
and basic philosophies it is inevitable 
that armored divisions should also 
come up for discussion. Their struc
ture and functions are both being 
widely and critically examined and 
are the subject of experiments and 
field trials in many parts of the world.

Much of the discussion revolves 
around the development of armored 
divisions to date and it is certain that 
whatever decisions are reached they 
will be based upon the accumulated 
experience of the past as much as an 
assessment of future possibilities. 
This being the case, it is essential to 
have a clear picture of the develop
ment of armored divisions, not only 
as it concerns the latest experiments 
and organizational changes but, also, 
the basic ideas which go back as far 
as World War I.

British
It was soon after World War I 

that the first steps were taken to
ward the creation of armored divi
sions. The lead was taken in Britain 
which by the end of the war had 
built a powerful Tank Corps. It com-

RICHARD M. OGORKIEWICZ, a frequent con
tributor to ARMOR, graduated from the Imperial 
College of Science, London, England, in 1946 
and was assigned there as a lecturer. He then 
held several positions with the Ford Motor Com
pany in England and is presently working on long
term automotive projects with the Rootes Group.

prised no less than 26 tank battalions 
and already had to its credit actions, 
such as Cambrai and Amiens, involv
ing more than 400 tanks at a time. 
Moreover, the Tank Corps had as its 
Chief of Staff, General J. F. C. Ful
ler, the foremost prophet of tank 
warfare, and it was he who, in 1919, 
submitted a memorandum proposing 
a further extension of the successful 
employment of tanks.

In essence, the proposal was that 
further progress should be through 
a gradual mechanization of the in
fantry divisions and it included a 
new organization in which each in
fantry battalion was given an organic 
tank company. There was also to be 
a tank battalion at divisional level 
but to start with General Fuller sug
gested the formation of an experi
mental infantry brigade to carry out 
practical trials.

Some half-hearted attempts were 
made in that direction in 1920 and 
1921 and in the following year Cap
tain Liddell Hart submitted an even 
farther reaching proposal for a “New 
Model Division.” This was, in effect, 
a large armored division which was 
to consist of three composite mech
anized brigades, each of one heavy 
and one light tank battalions, three 
small infantry battalions in armored 
carriers and mechanized artillery. 
There was also to be a divisional 
tank battalion, bringing the total of 
tanks per division to 300.

However, it was only in 1927 that 
an experimental Mechanized Force 
was assembled together on Salisbury 
Plain, in the South of England. By 
this time General Fuller had veered 
toward the idea of armored forces 
consisting almost entirely of tanks 
and the “all-tank” trend had already 
begun to exercise a powerful influ
ence. It was foreshadowed in 1916 
by General Martel in one of the very 
first papers on the organization of 
armored forces and was initially 
largely inspired by the “landship” 
concept of the tank, a concept which 
visualized the tank as the direct 
equivalent of the warship on land. 
When, after a time, this concept 
went out of fashion the “all-tank" 
trend remained, kept alive by a de
sire not to hamper the mobility of 
tanks by the attachment of other ele
ments and, partly, by overestimates of 
the capabilities of the tank on its 
own.

The Mechanized Force of 1927 
certainly served to reinforce the dif
ficulties envisaged in the combina
tion of various arms, though allow
ance should have been made for the 
hasty and rather haphazard fusion of 
its different elements. It consisted of 
a reconnaissance element of tankettes 
and armored cars, a battalion of Vick
ers medium tanks, a motorized ma
chine gun battalion and the equiv
alent of an artillery battalion—partly 
towed and partly self-propelled. This
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force opened the way for the de
velopment of future armored forces 
but the more immediate effect of its 
shortcomings was to strengthen the 
demand that armored forces should 
be composed largely, if not entirely, 
of tanks.

Thus, after the Force was broken 
up in 1928, further experiments 
which were resumed in 1931 were 
based on tanks alone. The 1st Tank 
Brigade, which was formed on a 
provisional basis in 1931, consisted 
of one light and three mixed battal
ions composed of both light and 
medium ton tanks, and armored de
velopment continued on that basis 
until 1934, when the Brigade was 
made permanent. In parallel with 
this, the first British armored force 
manual, issued in 1929 under the 
title Mechanized and Armoured 
Formations, spoke in terms of tank 
brigades as the basic operational 
armored units.

This concentration on tanks alone 
certainly speeded up the develop
ment of mobile armored technique. 
But the concentration was in part 
only possible because the British tank 
pioneers, in their desire to exploit 
the newly-found mobility, placed 
greater emphasis on strategic maneu
vering than on tactical performance. 
In consequence it was possible for 
the armored forces to revive the mo
bile roles which horse cavalry could 
no longer perform. But, through its 
neglect of tactical realities, and of the 
need to supplement tanks with other 
arms, the same development deprived 
them of much of their potential 
versatility and usefulness.

The resulting trend toward limited 
roles for the armored units was fur
ther strengthened by the decision to 
mechanize the cavalry and combine 
it with the mobile tank units, i.e., 
those units of the Royal Tank Corps 
which were not assigned to close in
fantry support. In fact, in the first 
Mobile Division, which was proposed 
in 1935 and which was actually 
activated in 1938, mechanized cav
alry predominated. The Division was 
looked upon as a successor to the 
cavalry division and its role was 
similar to that to which horse cav
alry had been reduced toward the 
end of the 19th century, mainly that 
of strategic reconnaissance.

The actual organization of the Mo
bile Division consisted of one tank
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brigade with one light and two mixed, 
light-medium tank battalions, two 
mechanized cavalry brigades each 
with three light tank battalions*, 
two small artillery regiments and two 
motorised rifle battalions. With its 
total of nine tank battalions and some 
600 tanks, mainly light, it was a 
badly balanced organization: there 
were far too many tank units and 
far too many light tanks in relation 
to its size and its other troops.

Some of the shortcomings of the 
Mobile Division were corrected in 
1939, when its name was also 
changed to that of Armored Division. 
The new organization comprised only 
two armored brigades: one, called 
“light,” consisted of three mixed bat
talions of light and medium tanks; 
the other, called “heavy,” consisted 
of three medium tank battalions. At 
the same time, however, the division
al troops were also reduced in strength 
and concentrated into a Support 
Group consisting of one rifle battal
ion, one small artillery regiment and 
an engineer company. As a result, al
though the number of tank battalions 
was reduced from nine to six, the 
ratio of infantry to tanks became even 
worse: there was now only one rifle 
battalion to six tank battalions, in

*These units and more recently all tank 
battalions in the British Army have carried 
the designation of "regiments” but, for the 
sake of clarity and consistency, the appropri
ate U. S. military designations are used here.

stead of the original ratio of 2 to 9.
The proportion of infantry to tanks 

was improved somewhat in the earlv 
part of 1940, when a second rifle bat
talion and a mixed antitank/anti
aircraft regiment were added to the 
Support Group. Simultaneously, the 
distinction between the two armored 
brigades was abandoned and each 
was reorganized on the basis of three 
medium tank battalions.

A far greater change, however, 
came about in the second half of 
1940, after the French campaign. A 
divisional armored car battalion was 
added for reconnaissance and the 
mixed antitank/antiaircraft regiment 
was replaced by two separate regi
ments, one of towed 40mm antitank 
guns and one of 40mm Bofors anti
aircraft guns. The Support Group 
lost one of its two rifle battalions but 
one rifle battalion was added to each 
armored brigade, so that the total of 
infantry battalions per division rose 
to three against six tank battalions.

The lessons of the 1940 French 
campaign and the example of the 
victorious German armored divisions 
went further, however, than an in
crease in the proportion of the in
fantry. The pre-war British plans 
which consigned more tanks to in
fantry support and envisaged only 
three armored divisions were drasti
cally revised. The sights were raised 
to nine armored divisions and the

(U. S. Army)
The German Blitzkrieg across France completely altered British tank formations.
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(British Information Service)

In North Africa British Armored Divisions proved themselves as versatile fighting units, from the first Libyan campaign.

title mm

long-term plans went even further. 
And, what was even more important, 
armored divisions were finally recog
nized as versatile fighting units and 
fought as such from the first Libyan 
campaign of 1940-41 to the battle of 
El Alamein and the drive to Tunisia 
in 1942-43.

By this time the organization was 
even more similar to that of the Ger
man armored divisions, as a result of 
a new organization introduced in 
1942. There was still the armored 
car battalion and one armored bri
gade organized as before, but the 
second armored brigade was replaced 
by a three battalion motorized in
fantry brigade. The Support Group 
also disappeared, all the artillery- 
increased by a second regiment of 
towed 25 pounders (87.6 mm gun-

howitzers)—being placed under a 
divisional artillery commander.

As a result of these changes, the 
number of infantry battalions for the 
first time exceeded that of tank bat
talions, as there were now four of 
the former to three of the latter per 
division. This increase in the infantry 
strength was inspired partly by the 
example of the German armored di
visions and partly by the more diffi
cult terrain conditions envisaged in 
the next theater of operations, i.e., 
the continent of Europe. The latter 
consideration, together with improve
ments in antitank defense and a re
action from the favorable conditions 
of the Libyan desert produced some 
weakening of faith in the fighting 
power of armored divisions. The 
number of divisions was allowed to

dwindle, from the total of 11 which 
were actually raised to only five, 
while the number of armored units 
for infantry support increased. At the 
same time the old and once dis
credited concept of the limited role 
of armored divisions appeared again. 
Thus, on the eve of the invasion of 
Europe, a War Office manual once 
again proclaimed that armored di
visions were only “designed for ex
ploitation.”

Actually, once they landed in 
Normandy, British armored divisions 
participated effectively in winning 
the battle, as well as exploiting it 
subsequently in the drive across 
France and North East Europe. The 
only effect of the mistaken theories 
about the limited role of armor was 
to handicap the armored divisions by

(British Information Service)
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the bias in their training toward the 
limited exploitation role and by the 
inadequate armament of their tanks 
designed on the principle of under
gunned mobility.

The 1944-45 organization was 
basically the same as that introduced 
in 1942. However, the armored car 
battalion was replaced by an armored 
reconnaissance battalion of fast 
“Cromwell” medium tanks and one of 
the artillery regiments was self-pro
pelled, as was part of the antitank 
regiment, now equipped with three- 
inch guns. The same basic organiza
tion was retained after the war but 
again with a number of modifica
tions. The reconnaissance role was 
again taken over by an armored car 
battalion and the armored brigade

Owas given a fourth tank battalion; a 
little later a fourth infantry battalion 
was added to the truck-borne infan
try brigade, thus making a total of 
five infantry battalions to four tank 
battalions per division. In addition, 
both artillery regiments and the anti
tank regiment were made self-pro
pelled, though subsequently the lat
ter was eliminated and the infantry 
brigade reverted to a total of three 
infantry battalions.

A greater change than in the or
ganization took place after the war 
in outlook. After a period of post
war hesitation British armored divi
sions were gradually accorded the 
importance they deserved as the most 
effective element in ground warfare. 
In consequence, when, on the out
break of the Korean War, British 
forces in Germany were strengthened 
as three out of the four British di
visions there were armored.

The three British armored divi
sions represented for a time the most 
effective element of the N.A.T.O. 
forces facing the Soviet armies— 
whose most important striking force 
has always consisted of armored divi
sions. Nevertheless, by the early ’50s 
the organization of the British 
armored divisions left a good deal to 
be desired. For one thing, they had 
grown large and cumbersome. Their 
infantry, except for the organic bat
talion of the armored brigade, was 
still carried in trucks of indifferent 
cross country performance and had 
limited capacity for close cooperation 
with tanks. And the artillery, with 
its 87.6mm gun-howitzers, was no 
longer in keeping with the increased
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gun power of the modern tanks.
In view of this, it was natural that 

a new type of organization should 
have been introduced in 1955. Under 
it the size of the division was drasti
cally reduced so that it came to con
sist of four tank battalions, directly 
under divisional control, and one bat
talion each of armored cars, armored 
infantry, medium artillery and en
gineers.

Many of the changes introduced 
with the 1955-56 organization were 
only to be applauded. They included 
the overall reduction in size, simplifi

cation, reduction of headquarters and 
the replacement of the light artillery 
by a smaller number of larger caliber 
units. But this could not be said of 
the wholesale reduction of the divi
sional infantry and the return to the 
“all-tank” ideas. There was now only 
one infantry battalion to four tank 
battalions, whereas all experience and 
logic showed that the ratio should be 
close to one-to-one.

Even more disturbing has been the 
tendency to restrict British armored 
divisions once again to the limited 
role of exploitation. In fact, the lim
ited role of armored divisions was 
officially proclaimed in the 1956-57 
Army (budget) estimates. This runs 
counter to all the experience in the 
employment of armor during the

past 17 years, just as the organiza
tion of the 1956 British armored di
vision runs counter to many trends 
in the evolution of armored forces. 
Therefore, this policy could only be 
regarded as regressive and one which 
is in danger of bringing the armored 
divisions back to where they started 
in the ’30s. Or even worse, for one 
of the three British armored divisions 
in Germany was broken up in 1956 
and its tank units dispersed among 
the infantry, thus putting the clock 
right back to the days when armor 
was a mere auxiliary to the infantry!

In the early part of 1957 British 
armored divisions, as such, disap
peared altogether. But so did the in
fantry divisions. Their place, as the 
largest permanent units, has been 
taken respectively by armored and 
infantry brigade groups.

However, the change has affected 
armor far less than might at first ap
pear. In fact, the 1957 British ar
mored brigade group differs little 
from the small 1956 armored division. 
Basicallv, it consists of three tank 
battalions, one armored infantry bat
talion and one artillery battalion 
equipped with U. S. self-propelled 
medium howitzers.

In general, much the same criti
cism applies to the 1957 British ar
mored brigade group as to its im-

(U. S. Army)
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mediate predecessor, both with re
gard to its organization and its in
tended method of employment. One 
can only hope that it represents a 
passing phase and that it will be re
placed soon by an organization more 
suited to the latest conditions and 
needs. And, also, that the British 
Army will revise its recent policies 
and restore to British armor its right
ful place as an effective and versatile 
component of the ground forces.

Soviet
The Russians started the develop

ment of their large armored units in 
the early ’30s with “all-tank” ideas 
similar to those with which the Brit
ish begun and which have reap
peared recently in Britain.

At the time, like most others, the 
Soviet Army was very much under 
the influence of the original British 
theories so far as the mobile employ
ment of armor was concerned. It is 
not surprising, therefore, that the 
first Soviet large armored units re
sembled the Tank Brigade of the 
British Royal Tank Corps, both in 
their composition, which consisted 
largely of tanks, and in their role 
which was that of mechanized strate
gic cavalry. They were actually called 
Mechanized Brigades and usually 
consisted of three battalions of the 
fast, Christie-type B.T. tanks, to 
which was added a small infantry-

automatic weapons element and aux
iliary units.

Closely behind mechanized bri
gades came larger armored units, the 
Mechanized Corps—the first of which, 
according to Soviet claims, was formed 
as early as 1932. Such a corps em
braced two or three mechanized bri
gades, each with its 100-odd tanks, 
together with a motorized infantry 
brigade and a rather large motorised 
field artillery regiment. In this form 
the mechanized corps bore some re
semblance to the contemporary Ger
man ideas on the organization of 
armored divisions, ideas which were 
eventually adopted by most other 
armies. The Soviet mechanized corps, 
however, was never the versatile, 
closely integrated fighting unit of 
tanks, infantry and artillery which 
the German Panzer division was; the 
mechanized brigade, with its pre
ponderance of tanks and its accent 
on the limited cavalry role, was more 
typical of the Soviet ideas on the 
organization and employment of mo
bile armor.

The relative importance of the 
mechanized corps—of which there 
were seven by the end of the decade 
—was further weakened by the 
doubts which the Soviet command 
begun to share with others on the 
eve of World War II. Partly because 
of wrong deductions drawn from the 
Spanish Civil War, the Soviet com

mand lost some of its faith in large 
armored units and shifted its empha
sis to small tank units and infantry 
support.

It was only after the success of the 
German Panzer divisions in Poland 
and in France, in 1939 and 1940, 
that the Soviet command recognized 
the error of its ways. The position 
had to be reconsidered hurriedly and 
the outcome of it was a far reaching 
program of reorganization, with the 
emphasis on armored divisions mod
elled after the German pattern.

The new armored, or tank, division 
established in 1940, consisted of two 
tank regiments, with a total of some 
400 B.T.s and the new T34 medium 
and KV heavy tanks, one motorized 
(truck-borne) infantry regiment and 
one artillery regiment. Two tank di
visions and a motorized infantry divi
sion formed a tank corps, the motor
ized division being similar in its or
ganization to the tank divison but 
with the position and ratio of tank 
and infantry units reversed.

Never parsimonious where tanks 
were concerned and haunted by night
mares of German tank strength, the 
Soviet command planned to have some 
20 tank corps, or 40 to 50 tank divis
ions by the fall of 1941. These, how
ever, never materialized as planned for 
the German attack caught the Red ar-

Omor still in the throes of reorganiza
tion. A year earlier, at the time of 
the Finnish campaign, Soviet armored 
forces were still organized into mech
anized corps and brigades, as well as 
heavy and medium tank brigades for 
infantry support, and in 1941 the 
new tank divisions were only just 
coming into being.

Apart from anything else, the fig
ure of 40 or 50 tank divisions, which 
were planned, serves to emphasize 
the strength of the Soviet armored 
forces at the time, and, together with 
the 20-odd thousand tanks which 
they possessed, makes ridiculous the 
contemporary German estimate of 
the total Soviet strength at 46 ar
mored brigades.

Nevertheless, ignorant as they 
were on the eve of “Operation Bar- 
barossa” of the total Soviet tank 
strength, of the new divisional or
ganization and of the new T34 and 
KV tanks, the Germans managed to 
destroy practically the whole of the 
Soviet armored forces arrayed against 
them. In this they were undoubtedly
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helped by the hurried organization 
of the new Soviet armored divisions, 
as well as by the legacy of the in
ferior, infantry-support Soviet tank 
methods and the inept, piecemeal 
operational handling of their armored 
forces by the Soviet commanders.

The magnitude of the German suc
cess is perhaps best shown by the 
fact that by the end of the first cam
paign, in the winter of 1941, the 
German high command had identified 
35 Soviet tank divisions destroyed in 
action and a further 30 disbanded as 
a result of heavy losses. At the time 
there were practically no large So
viet armored units left.

However, the exhaustion of the 
German forces and the stabilization 
of the Eastern Front in the winter 
of 1941-42, gave the Soviet command 
a chance to raise some more armored 
units. But the new units were of a 
different type from their immediate 
predecessors. They represented, in 
fact, a return to the earlier brigade 
basis. No doubt, Soviet commanders 
were much more capable of handling 
brigades than the larger and more 
complicated tank divisions and the 
brigades were, of course, more in 
keeping with the much reduced tank 
resources.

The new tank brigade, as at first 
reported, had a tank regiment with 
three small mixed tank battalions, a
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motorized infantry-machine gun bat
talion, a company each of antitank 
guns and mortars, and small recon
naissance and antiaircraft units. How
ever, most of the brigades used in 
1942 and 1943 were smaller still, 
with only two tank battalions of 23 
tanks each, a motorized rifle battalion 
and some smaller supporting units.

It was only in 1944 that the tank 
strength of the Soviet brigades begun 
to rise to a more respectable level. 
The brigades of that period had either 
three tank battalions each with two 
10-tank companies, or two battalions 
each with three companies, the total 
in cither case being 65 T34 medium 
tanks. By then also the organic in
fantry unit had assumed the novel 
form of a submachine gun battalion.

The operational capabilities of such 
relatively small units as the Soviet 
tank brigades were extremely limited 
and there was little option but to use 
them for some time in the limited, 
infantry-support manner. But as time 
went on their numbers grew: already 
in the late spring of 1942, some 14 
tank brigades were used during the 
abortive Soviet Kharkov counter-of
fensive. In 1943 the Germans esti
mated Soviet armored strength at 138 
brigades and by the end of World 
War II they had identified no less 
than 258 different tank brigades, in- 
chiding 49 of the Guards.

What they lacked in individual 
strength and quality, the Soviet tank 
brigades thus partly made up in 
quantity. The limited operational 
capabilities of the individual brigades 
were further made up by grouping 
them in larger armored units, the so- 
called tank and mechanized corps and 
tank armies. The first of the new- 
type corps appeared in action in the 
fall of 1942, during the Stalingrad 
operations, and marked the begin
ning of a process of differentiation 
between the independent tank bri
gades which were retained mainlv 
for infantry support and those grouped 
within the framework of corps for 
mobile operations.

The actual composition of the tank 
corps varied considerably but gener
ally it was based on three tank bri
gades and one motorized rifle brigade. 
At maximum strength, in addition to 
these the corps also had one recon
naissance battalion, one motorcycle 
rifle battalion, one or two heavy tank 
battalions, two assault guns’and two 
towed antitank regiments and a regi
ment each of antiaircraft guns, mor
tars and rocket launchers. With all 
these units and a maximum strength 
of some 300 tanks the Soviet tank 
corps corresponded roughly to a West
ern armored division.

The mechanized corps, on the other 
hand, was basically a motorized in
fantry unit, somewhat similar, in 
principle, to the German Panzer 
Grenadier division. In other words, it 
provided the infantry follow-up force 
for the tank corps, which the ordinary 
Soviet infantry divisions with their 
horse traction were unable to pro
vide. The organization of the mech
anized corps resembled that of the 
tank corps but with the position of the 
tank and infantry units reversed, i.e., 
with three motorized infantry bri
gades, each with its own tank battal
ion, and one tank brigade.

The independent tank brigades 
were generally similar to those in the 
tank and mechanized corps and like 
the latter were chiefly based on the 
T34 medium tanks, there being a 
maximum of 107 of these per brigade. 
However, being principally intended 
for cooperation with the infantry, 
they did not have organic infantry 
units. Apart from these brigades there 
were also independent heavy tank 
regiments, with 23 KV or ]S (Stalin) 
tanks each, and independent assault
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Soviet armored forces had to face the 
additional problem of doubts about 
their future raised by various new 
developments in antitank weapons 
and other fields. In this they were 
no different from other armored 
forces. But, unlike U. S. armor which 
found its strength drastically reduced, 
the Soviet armored forces emerged in 
the post-war period not only undimin

gun or SU regiments, which were 
allotted as required for the support 
of infantry or armor.

By the end of World War II the 
Soviet armored forces thus consisted 
of the following four main categories: 
the tank corps, the mechanized corps, 
the independent tank brigades and 
the independent heavy tank and as
sault gun regiments.

According to some German esti
mates, there were 25 tank and 13 
mechanized corps at the end of the 
war in Europe, representing over 
one half of the total Soviet tank 
strength in the field. Powerful as this 
force was, it was still small in rela
tion to the mass of the Soviet in
fantry divisions. It also represented 
a much smaller overall degree of 
mechanization than that in the armies 
of the Western Allies. Or even the 
German, which made the most of its 
tanks by grouping practically all of 
them in its armored divisions.

Also unlike the German, the So
viet operational doctrine was still in
clined toward tying tanks down to 
the pace of the infantry mass. But 
the increasingly successful employ
ment of armor in more independent 
roles in the closing stages of World 
War II encouraged Soviet protago
nists of armor as the mobile spearhead 
of the ground forces.

In the immediate post-war period

(Sovfoto)
Soviet Armor increased in importance during the post-World War II period.

(Acme)
Soviet operational doctrine still held Armor down to pace of the Infantry.

ished in number but, in fact, occupy
ing a far more important position 
than ever before. Published estimates 
of the Soviet strength vary somewhat 
but there seems little doubt that ar
mored units represent about one- 
third of the Soviet field forces and 
their most effective, versatile and mo
bile striking force.

To fit them for this new role the 
organization of the Soviet armored 
units was very thoroughly overhauled 
and they have changed considerably 
from their war-time predecessors. Di
visions have once again been intro
duced, for instance: shortly after 
World War II they replaced brigades 
as the basic armored units and, also, 
the rather loose corps organization.

As in the case of the earlier divi
sions and the war-time corps, there 
are still, however, two types: the tank 
division with a relatively high pro
portion of tanks and the mechanized 
division with a preponderance of in
fantry. The basis of the former are 
three medium tank regiments with 
tanks of the T34/85 or T54 type, 
one heavy tank-assault gun regiment 
with Stalin tanks and one rifle regi
ment. The four tank regiments rep
resent a total of some 300 tanks and 
SLl's and the other units of the tank 
division include a towed 122mm 
howitzer regiment, a light antiaircraft 
regiment, and a regiment each of 
heavy mortars and rocket launchers;



there is also a reconnaissance battal
ion and the usual divisional service 
units.

The organization of the mech
anized division is similar to that of 
the tank division but, once more, 
with the position of the medium tank 
and rifle regiments interchanged. 
Broadly speaking, the mechanized 
division stands in much the same 
relative position to the tank division 
as the motorized division did to the 
tank division of 1940, and as the 
mechanized corps did to the tank 
corps during World War II.

The need for the mechanized di
vision, however, is less clear than 
that for its predecessors in view of 
the increasing motorization of the 
regular Soviet infantry divisions, 
which have now dispensed with horse 
traction. The infantry divisions have 
also, once again, acquired their own 
organic tank units, usually in the 
shape of a regiment of medium tanks 
with some SU-type vehicles. The 
new infantry or rifle divisions thus 
show that the Russians have not 
abandoned the idea of using a por
tion of their tank strength for infan
try support but in view of the large 
number of tanks at their disposal 
this diversion detracts little from the 
strength of the armored divisions.

It is quite possible that the exist
ence of the two types of Soviet divi
sions will prove to he only an interim

measure and that the two will, even
tually, merge into one as the rifle 
divisions acquire still more motor 
transport. But even now, in spite of 
the different proportions of riflemen 
and tanks, the Soviet tank and mech
anized divisions are very similar.

In principle, they are both closely 
integrated divisions of tanks and in
fantry with considerable combat 
power. In this last respect, demon
strated clearly by the inclusion in the 
divisions of heavy-gun tanks and 
powerful assault guns, they are at 
one with earlier German ideas on the 
subject and well away from the 
World War II Anglo-American prin
ciples of undergunned mobility.

In trying to assess Soviet armored 
divisions from other points of view 
allowances must be made for tbe 
smaller size of some Soviet units and 
the differences in terminology. For 
instance, a Soviet tank battalion has 
had only 21 tanks and a three bat
talion regiment was not much bigger, 
therefore, than a Western tank bat
talion. The rifle battalions too have 
been small. Thus, although the num
ber of units is different, the effective 
overall ratio of tanks to infantry in 
the Soviet tank divisions is not much 
different from that represented by 
the one tank battalion to one infantry 
battalion ratio of the U. S. armored 
divisions.

In the mechanized divisions the

proportion of infantry, is, of course, 
higher—about double that in the 
tank divisions. At that it is similar to 
the proportion of the two elements 
with which the German Panzer di
visions operated during the latter 
part of World War II, though as a 
result of shortages of tanks rather 
than by design!

In the case of both the Soviet 
tank and mechanized divisions, how
ever, the degree of integration be
tween tanks and riflemen is close, 
probably closer and more permanent 
than has been the case in any other 
armored divisions. The inclusion of 
the submachine gun infantry battal
ion in each medium and heavy tank 
regiment is somewhat similar to the 
British practice of having a motor, 
or armored infantry, battalion in each 
armored brigade. But in view of the 
smaller size of the Soviet tank units 
it represents a higher proportion of 
infantry within the armored units 
and a closer tie-up between the two. 
Similarly, a close degree of integra
tion is met with in the mechanized 
divisions where each rifle regiment 
has an organic medium tank battal
ion, the latter being additional, of 
course, to the divisional medium and 
heavy tank regiments.

Apart from their organic infantry 
battalions, tank regiments have their 
own assault guns and the rifle regi
ments have their own guns, mortars 
and other heavy weapons. With all 
these means at their disposal the 
regiments form self-contained battle 
groups and each division can thus 
readily operate in four or five such 
groups, in line with all the latest 
trends in tactical ideas.

Taken as a whole, the Soviet ar
mored divisions reflect the sound les
sons of experience and up-to-date de
velopment. First, there is the accent 
on combat power and on well armed 
armored vehicles, borne out of the 
hard school of the Eastern Front and 
its decisive armored battles. Then 
there is the close integration of tanks 
and the supporting riflemen, devel
oped gradually from the days of the 
original mechanized brigades. Fi
nally, there is the relatively small 
size of the divisions and their self- 
contained regimental battle groups, 
which were borne out of war-time 
necessity and brought up on a sound 
assessment of future needs and con
ditions.

(Sovfoto)
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In closing stages of World War II Soviet Armor assumed more independent roles.
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Around the end of the 1940’s or the beginning of the 50’s the Ordnance Corps turned 

to industry with a list of areas wherein it felt that further developmental work and/or 

new products were required. Number one on the list was the increase in fuel economy 

of all fighting vehicles. Thus, the Ordnance Corps moved into the next phase of its 

engine program, the refinement of the basic product for maximum effectiveness.

FUEL INJECTED ENGINES
By ALEX HOSSACK

N December 7, 1941 the 
United States declared war 
on the axis powers and in 

so doing was flung headlong into a 
conflict which extended her armed 
forces and her supply lines from one 
end of the earth to the other.

The ensuing logistical problems al
most immediately spotlighted count
less difficult areas in the system then 
employed by our Armed Forces in 
the procurement and maintenance of 
military supplies. To illustrate this, 
the United States entered the war 
with neither a basic military engine 
design, nor an acceptable commercial 
substitute with which to power ve
hicles used in the various facets of 
spearheading, supporting or main
taining a mechanized armed force 
abroad. Because there was an ex
treme need for vehicles of all types, 
and because time therefor was a 
most precious commodity, we were 
forced to adapt for installation any 
available commercial engine which 
would fulfill the basic needs. The re
sult of this necessity was a supply 
problem that can well be imagined, 
considering that there were air-cooled, 
water-cooled, and diesel engines all 
used to propel the same class of ve
hicles. This fact dictated a base spare 
parts overstocking situation.

MR. ALEX HOSSACK has been connected with 
Army Ordnance since 1950, primarily in the 
engine and transmission fields. He served as 
project engineer at Detroit Arsenal and chief 
project engineer at ALCO Products, Inc. He is 
presently the engineering manager of the Hydro
Mechanical Department, Simmonds Aerocessories 
Inc., Tarrytown, New York, which is the prin
cipal designer and manufacturer of the fuel 
injection unit discussed in detail in this article.

Toward the end of World War 
II the Ordnance Corps decided to 
provide for itself an engine specif
ically designed for its vehicular re
quirements: providing the maximum 
power-to-weight ratio, ease of main
tenance, interchangeability of parts, 
covering a range from 100 to 1000 
horsepower, minimum size, water
proofed for water submersion and 
suitable for extremes of arctic and 
tropical climates. The result of this 
was an engine design covering the 
100 to 1000 horsepower range by 
utilizino engines of two basic sizes. 
The smaller engine classification is 
434" bore bv 4" stroke giving 67

cubic inches cylinder displacement; 
and the larger, 534" bore by 534" 
stroke, resulting in 149 cubic inches 
cylinder displacement. The variation 
in power output is accomplished by 
varying the arrangement of these cyl
inders and in some cases, by super
charging.

The first vehicle to be produced 
with the new concept engine was the 
M46 medium tank. Dubbed the “Pat
ton,” it was too late for World War 
II fighting, but saw active duty in 
the Korean War. This vehicle was 
powered by a Continental AV-1790- 
5A engine, a V-12 1790 cubic inch 
air-cooled 810 gross horsepower en-

(Simmonds Aerocessories Inc.)
Continental AV-1790-5A engine.
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(Simmonds Aerocessories Inc.)
Typical automobile carburetor.

gine. The engine application was 
gradually extended to cover other ve
hicles utilizing engines in the two 
classifications.

Around the end of the 1940’s or the 
beginning of the AO’s, the Ordnance 
Corps turned to industry with a spe
cific list of areas wherein it felt that 
further developmental work and/or 
new products were required. Number 
one on this list was the increase in 
fuel economy of all fighting vehicles. 
I bus did the Ordnance Corps move 
into the next phase of its engine pro
gram, the refinement of the basic 
product to provide the maximum ef
fectiveness.

Slightly earlier than the publica
tion of the above list, Simmonds 
Aerocessories had negotiated a con

Otract with the SU Carburetter Com
pany, Limited, Birmingham, England 
for the world’s rights, exclusive of 
the United Kingdom, to a fuel injec
tion system developed by the SU Car
buretter Company and used on the 
Rolls Royce Merlin engine during 
World War II. After successfully ob
taining these rights, Simmonds ap
proached the Continental Aviation 
and Engineering Corporation, who 
were engaged in the development of 
engines to Ordnance specification, to 
initiate a program applying fuel in
jection to these engines.

Most people are fairly familiar with 
engines and have recently been ex
posed to a great deal of publicized 
discussion of the merits of fuel injec
tion over carburetion when applied 
to automobile engines. Being familiar 
with these discussions, it should be 
quite plausible, therefore, that car
bureting an engine which is designed 
to meet the requirements specified ini
tially in this article is considerably 
more difficult than would be experi
enced in automobile engines.

A carburetor is a device to measure 
the flow of air being consumed by 
the engine and to determine and 
meter out the exact quantity of fuel 
required for proper combustion. A 
carburetor is essentially a volumetric 
device in that it measures volume of 
air relating it to the pressure drop 
in a venturi section, and quantitative
ly adding fuel as a function of this 
pressure drop. One immediate prob
lem that becomes apparent is the 
volumetric proportioning of air to 
fuel. The proper combustible mix
ture is determined by weight ratios,
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and any decrease in the specific weight 
of air results in poor matching because 
any quantity of such air will have 
a smaller absolute weight of oxygen 
resulting in a rich fuel-air ratio. Stand
ard ambient pressure is used as a ref
erence by the carburetor and a drop 
in ambient pressure upsets the fuel 
metering part of the carburetor toward 
a richer fuel-air ratio. Any increase 
in barometric pressure causes the fuel- 
air ratio to move in a leaner direction. 
These changes frequently occur in 
normal operation because of a change 
in weather or altitude.

In combustion, in order to consume 
the fuel admitted to a cylinder com
pletely, all of the fuel must present 
the maximum surface area to the air 
with which it is in contact. This can 
best be accomplished by breaking the 
fuel up into the finest possible size 
droplets. These droplets must be 
formed at the carburetor, insulated 
from one another by a cushion of air 
to prevent them from re-forming into 
larger droplets, and yet conveyed by 
a stream of air from the carburetor 
to the cylinder of the engine. The 
confines for this conveyance is termed 
a “Manifold.” The manifold must be 
carefully designed and tested to in
sure that this charge of air and fuel 
is evenly divided among the cylinders, 
that the velocity of the stream is such 
that the insulating cushion of air is 
maintained, and further, that it ac
complishes all this and still moves the 
stream through several turns and to 
near and far cylinders with equal 
proficiency.

As we have mentioned earlier, this 
is very difficult to accomplish on auto
mobile engines, but when you con
sider the complexity of a fighting ve
hicle’s engine compartment, the ne
cessity for accessibility and the re
quirement for the maximum amount 
of fuel storage, on Ordnance engines 
this task becomes almost insurmount
able.

In addition to the installation dif
ficulties, the carburetor had some bas
ic deficiencies which could and did 
present critical field problems. The 
most serious of these were cold start
ing and warm-up, and carburetor ic
ing. Either of these was sufficiently 
grievous to severely delay operations 
or cancel them entirely.

The Ordnance engines in the late 
1940’s were equipped with the latest 
and most effective carbureting aids 
and devices known. Therefore, it was 
apparent that the next step to more 
efficient fuel metering was to replace 
the carburetor with a device which 
could handle the fuel metering with 
greater efficacy. One of the devices 
which was considered was the Sim
monds SL1 Fuel Injection System.

Fuel injection has become quite 
topical over the last three years al
though as a product, it has been in 
general use in aircraft and specialized 
applications for many years. The fuel 
injection system as applied to the 
Ordnance engine is designed as a 
multiple point, low pressure, timed, 
speed density injection system. Multi
ple point means actually the deliver
ance of the fuel and the mixing of
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(Simmonds Aerocessories Inc.)
Simmonds SU Fuel Injection Pump.
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the fuel with air at each cylinder. 
Low pressure is derived from the 
fact that fuel is injected into the mani
fold rather than into the combustion 
chamber as with high pressure sys
tems. Timed injection is opposed to 
the continuous flow systems and in
dicates that injection takes place over 
a narrow range of crankshaft revolu
tions and is related in some manner 
to the air induction cycle. Speed den
sity control describes the means of 
of determining engine fuel require
ments. The density of the air in the 
manifold and the speed of the en
gine are used to define the quantity 
of fuel to be injected.

The Simmonds SU Fuel Injection 
System can be considered composed 
of three elements:

1. The control system,
2. The metering system, and

3. The distributing system.

The control system is a servo system 
which uses a combination of mani
fold pressure and temperature for an 
input signal, and oil pressure for 
power. This is achieved by exposing 
a nitrogen-filled capsule to manifold 
pressure. The nitrogen is confined to 
the capsule and connected to a bulb 
by means of a capillary tube. The 
bulb is placed in the air induction 
system and senses air induction tem
perature. The capsule then, assumes 
a position in response to the pressure 
differential created by the sensing of 
the temperature and pressure of the 
air in the intake manifold. The cap
sule is connected to a valve member 
which responds to the capsule setting 
by creating an orifice between the 
valve and the mainshaft which in 
turn establishes an oil flow from the

oil supply side of the z-shaft to the 
servo side of the z-shaft. The servo 
side is drained by a fixed orifice path. 
The resulting pressure differential oc
curring across a piston moves it to a 
calibrated position. The metering sys
tem consists of a multi-cylinder wob
ble plate pump whose stroke is varied 
by translation of the z-shaft. The wob
ble plate oscillates in a spherical seat 
and is wedded to the z-shaft by a 
wedding ring. The wobble plate as
sumes an angle with respect to the 
mainshaft in direct proportion to the 
displacement of the center of the 
z-shaft and wedding ring contact from 
the center of the mainshaft. This an
gle directly changes the magnitude of 
the stroke and consequently the flow 
of fuel. The distributing system con
sists of a stationary gear ring inside 
of which there is a rotating distributor 
valve geared to a gear ring in the ratio 
of 8 to 9. The distributor valve is 
actuated by a cam on the mainshaft. 
The resulting hypotrochoid path is 
used to provide juxtaposition of the 
proper plunger, a port in the valve 
and an outlet on the distributor block. 
This alignment is designed to take 
place at a point where the rotational 
velocity of the distributor valve port 
is at a minimum. The injection takes 
place during 180 degrees crankshaft 
and is timed to initiate at the begin
ning of the air induction cycle.

The pump itself is driven at en
gine speed, and therefore half as 
many plungers as engine cylinders 
are required with a given plunger 
injecting into one cylinder on one rev
olution and into another cylinder 360 
crank degrees later.

The flow from the individual out
let port is conveyed through piping 
to a nozzle placed in the intake mani
fold in the proximity of the intake 
valve. The nozzle consists of a filter
ing element and a spring loaded valve, 
the valve being calibrated to open 
when the pressure rises to approxi
mately 65 psi. The line length is im
material, and since the nozzles are 
not a part of the metering system, 
they need not be matched. Their 
prime function is to contribute to
wards a satisfactory spray pattern dur
ing injection and to maintain a full 
fuel line between injection periods 
and during shutdown. The fuel in
jection unit responds to a change in 
engine conditions in the following 
manner:
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AVI-1790-8 Engino equipped with fuel injection.
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1. For an increasing throttle 
opening the manifold pressure 
will increase causing the capsule 
to compress. The movement of 
the capsule creates a greater or
ifice at the end of the main- 
shaft and increases the flow from 
the oil supply side of the servo 
piston to the servo side. Since 
drain from the servo side of the 
servo piston is accomplished 
through a fixed orifice, the pres
sure differential across the piston 
decreases and the metering 
springs force the z-shaft down
ward creating a new balance of 
forces, increasing the wobble 
plate angle and increasing the 
fuel flow.

2. For a decreasing throttle 
opening the manifold pressure 
decreases, and the capsule ex
pands reducing the oil flow 
through the mainshaft increas
ing the pressure differential and 
forcing the z-shaft upward, 
which reduces the fuel flow.

3. For an increase or decrease 
in air intake temperature, the 
nitrogen in the capsule expands 
or contracts varying the fuel flow.

4. A change in ambient pres
sure conditions causes a response 
similar to opening or closing the 
throttle and any variation of load 
with a constant throttle opening 
is sensed by variations in mani
fold pressure.

The testing and evaluation pro
gram resulting between Simmonds 
Aerocessories and Continental Avia
tion and Engineering Corporation 
provided a total of 20,000 hours of 
bench testing including numerous ac
celerated endurance tests, 75,000 
miles of vehicle operation, and ap
proximately 30,000 hours of dyna
mometer operation. These tests, in all 
cases, indicated a satisfactory accom
plishment of the initial objectives. 
The fuel/air ratio was considerably 
lower and narrower than the ratios 
required for a carbureted engine and 
the brake specific fuel consumption 
was significantly reduced.

O J. Several of the test programs con
ducted by the military have been 
vehicle tests where carbureted en
gines ran in direct competition with 
fuel injected engines. Tests varied in 
their results depending on the type 
of operation and the time of year that

the tests were conducted; however, in 
most cases, economy improvements of 
20 to 35% were realized.

Among the fuel injected engines 
that have been built, the most cur
rent are being used in the M48A2, 
90mm Gun Tank; the M42, Twin 
40mm Gun Motor Carriage; the 
M41, 76mm Gun Tank; the T51 
Heavy Recovery Vehicle; and the 
M56, 90mm Self-propelled Antitank.

One aspect of fuel injection versus 
carburetion that has not been con
sidered prior to this is the effective
ness of field control and servicing. 
The fuel injection system described

(Simmonds Aerocessories Inc.)

Fuel injection test stand.

heretofore operates using engine 
speed, manifold pressure and mani
fold air temperature as a means of 
determining air flow. Since these are 
simply reproducible, it is possible to 
provide a means of field testing.

There is a lightweight, portable, 
accurate field test stand developed 
and manufactured by the Bacharach 
Industrial Instrument Company. This 
unit is designed to provide all aspects 
of field testing.

In this article we have endeavored 
to present some of the reasons why 
we feel fuel injection has a great 
deal of satisfaction to offer the using 
units. In essence, it is a valuable ad
junct to the present Ordnance engine 
policy, extending itself from both an 
operational and maintenance stand
point.

The incorporation of fuel injection 
has been accomplished at a cost equal 
to and in a number of instances, con
siderably less than the carbureted 
version which preceded it.

The most noteworthy and immedi
ately apparent improvements are that 
the effective range of all classes of 
vehicles has been increased, and the 
all-weather operability of the fighting 
vehicle has been successfully im
proved. These achievements have 
helped to provide the United States 
with an armed force equipped with 
vehicles of greater efficiency and su
periority.
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SAUMUR
The French Armor and Cavalry School

By MAJOR QUINTUS C. ATKINSON and LIEUTENANT COLONEL CARROLL McFALLS, JR.

n
HE headwaters of the Loire 
River rise in southern France 
in the Haute Loire Depart

ment and, like all the major roads and 
railroads of France, and a large per

centage of the tourists of the world, 
immediately head for Paris. Near Or
leans the river develops a mind of 
its own, however, and changes its 
course. Unwilling to compete with 
the fabulous Seine, The river of 
France, the Loire abandons its north-
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ward direction and, describing a gen
tle curve with Orleans as the apex, 
it flows south and west, emptying into 
the Atlantic at Nantes. Although the 
Loire never sees the famous land
marks of Paris and has never become 
the subject of world-famous songs, 
as has the Seine, it is famous in its 
own right. For the Loire flows through 
the Loire Valley whose scenic beauty 
is such that it has been used for cen
turies by the nobility of France as 
the site of their beautiful country 
palaces, the famous French chateaux. 
In fact, the Loire Valley is known as 
the “Chateau Country.” As the Loire 
swings deeper into western France, 
it adds further distinction to its name 
as it flows through Saumur, a French 
city located between Tours and An
gers; for Saumur is the site of the 
storied French Armor School, or, to

give it its correct French title, The 
School of Application of Armor and 
Cavalry.

Saumur! What memories the name 
evokes in the minds of those mem
bers of the arm of decision in all the 
armies of the West who still remem
ber the day when the horse was the 
means of mobility for that arm and 
the saber its cutting edge. For Saumur 
is one of the oldest, if not in fact 
the oldest, existent Cavalry School in
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Brigadier General de Clerck, the Commandant of the French Armor School.
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the world. It is interesting to note that, 
although Saumur, is actually a city, 
the fame of the school is such that 
most people, and especially military 
people, think of Saumur as a school, 
similar to the manner in which West 
Point is identified as The United 
States Military Academy rather than 
the place where the Academy is lo
cated. Saumur, the school, was born 
in the 15th Century with the estab
lishment of a school of equitation and 
with few interruptions there has been 
some form of school in existence ever 
since. In 1763 the first purely mili
tary school was established with the 
arrival of the Brigade of Carabiniers 
of the Court of Provence. This school 
for carabiniers—or mounted riflemen 
—continued until the Revolution. In 
1814 Marshal Soult ordered the re
establishment at Saumur of a “school 
for the instruction of mounted troops,’’ 
and it is from this period that the 
present black uniform of the Cadre 
Noir is dated. (The Cadre Noir, or 
Black Cadre, is a group normally con
sisting of eight officers and four non
commissioned officers who are special
ly selected from the French Army for 
their superior horsemanship. This 
group provides the instructors for the 
equestrian course which is still taught 
at the school. Members of the Cadre 
Noir are assigned to the school for 
a four-year tour, after which they re
turn to their parent unit.) By 1822 
Saumur was well established as the 
French Cavalry School and has con
tinued to this date, although inter
rupted during both World Wars. Dur
ing the period 1822 to 1940 Saumur 
became world famous as a center of 
cavalry training and equestrian ac
tivity. Such famous Ecuyers—or rid
ing masters—as Cordier, L’Hotte, 
Danloux and Lcsage made French 
horsemanship known and admired 
throughout the world. This tradition 
is carried on today by Lieutenant 
Colonel Margot, the present Chief 
Riding Master. During this period 
many foreign cavalry officers, includ
ing many from the United States, re
ceived training at Saumur. Among 
them was Lieutenant George S. Pat
ton, Jr., who was a student in 1911
1912. A plaque in the Court of Hon
or of the school commemorates the at
tendance at the school of General 
Patton and of the later contribution 
of his Third Army to the liberation 
of France.

During World War I the United 
States Army had intimate contact with 
Saumur for in 1918 a portion of the 
school and the gunnery ranges at 
nearby Fontevrault were loaned to 
the AEF for use as an American ar
tillery school. The short stay of stu
dents and instructors must have been 
quite pleasant, for it is not at all un
common for an American “tourist” 
to arrive at Saumur to show his wife

the “old school” he attended as a 
young soldier.

As early as 1918 instruction in 
mechanization was making an appear
ance in the curriculum of Saumur 
with the organization of an armored 
car school in that year. By 1928 
Saumur had become the branch 
school for both Cavalry and the Train 
—the latter being the forerunner of 
the present French Transportation

Plaque to General Patton in the Court of Honor of the French Armor School.
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Panhard Armored Cars, manned by students, on maneuvers near the School.

Corps. This organization continued 
until 1940 when war once again dis
rupted the school.

In 1940 the school added an un
usual and heroic page to its long his
tory when Saumur became a battle
field. Ordered to withdraw in the 
face of the relentless German ad
vance on the Loire, the then School 
Commandant, Colonel Michon, de
murred. He requested that the school 
be given a defensive sector along the 
river line rather than withdrawing. 
His request was granted. With ap
proximately 1,500 instructors and stu
dents and an additional mixed force 
numbering approximately 700, the 
school fought a valiant but hopeless 
battle against tremendous odds from 
the 19th through the 21st of June. 
With neither artillery nor air sup
port and with only ten old instruc
tional tanks, this small force valiantly 
defended 24 miles of river line until 
overwhelmed by superior forces. This 
courageous action was recognized by 
their opponents who christened them 
in official orders, “The Valiant Cadets 
of Saumur.” After the armistice Sau
mur became a part of the occupied 
zone of France and the school was
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closed. Armor instruction was con
tinued, however, in Tarbes, a city 
near the border between France and 
Spain.

In 1945 the present school was 
established. It combined the functions 
of both the old Cavalry School of 
Saumur and the Infantry Tank School 
of Versailles. Today, under the com
mand of Brigadier General de Clerck, 
Saumur is the Fort Knox of the 
French Army; the branch school for 
armor instruction. The school is un
der the G3 of the French General 
StafF for operations and under the 
Inspector General of Armor for tacti
cal training directives, and in many 
ways is organized similarly to The 
Armor School at Fort Knox.

The main course of instruction at 
the school is the Basic Armor Course. 
This course is pursued by graduates 
from the French Military Academy 
who have entered the Armor and 
Cavalry Branch of the French Army. 
(Note: The French Armor and Cav
alry Branch is a single branch and 
corresponds to the Armor Branch of 
the United States Army.) This course 
is of nine months' duration and is 
similar in scope to the Regular Basic

Course at Fort Knox, with one in
teresting exception. This exception 
is the fact that all students are re
quired to take equitation. This equita
tion course is used as a means for the 
development in the young officer of 
a sense of self-confidence, an aggres
sive spirit and a taste for risk. It also 
helps to instill the “Cavalry Spirit,” a 
term much heard in the French ar
mor forces and which in its simplest 
form means a deep pride in the re
sponsibilities and capabilities of the 
mounted soldier. An important by
product of this equitation course is 
excellent physical condition. It is in
teresting to note that a “bay window” 
is rarely found among officers of the 
Armor and Cavalry Branch and that 
most officers continue to ride horse
back throughout their careers.

Saumur also offers a Cours Inter- 
Armes, or Combined Arms Course. 
This course is similar to the Advanced 
Course conducted at Fort Knox. It is 
attended by selected captains and sen
ior lieutenants of all the combat arms 
and is of five months’ duration. Eq
uitation is not a prescribed subject, 
but is strongly encouraged by the 
school on a voluntary basis.

A third course offered is the Officer 
Candidate Course of five months’ du 
ration. Upon successful completion, 
graduates are commissioned as Second 
Lieutenants or Aspirants of the re
serve. 1 hey then join an active regi
ment and complete their active serv
ice. (An Aspirant is a temporary rank 
peculiar to the French Army. It is 
not actually a grade, although an 
Aspirant ranks between the senior 
noncommissioned grade and that of 
Second Lieutenant. It literally means 
a soldier who is waiting to be pro
moted to be an officer; i.e., he is as
piring to officer rank. Normally an 
Aspirant is promoted to Second Lieu
tenant after serving six months as 
an Aspirant. However, if his service 
has not been satisfactory, he may re
vert to his enlisted rank.)

As in all French service schools, 
there is also a course at Saumur for 
the Anciens Enfants de Troupe—the 
Former Children of the Troops. The 
Anciens Enfants de Troupe are the 
sons of Frenchmen who have com
pleted their military service, the sons 
of regular army officers or enlisted 
men, or the sons of French officers 
or enlisted men who were killed in 
action. They are enrolled in the ranks
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of the Enfants by their parents and 
their schooling is then the responsi
bility of the Government. They pur
sue a general education course, with 
some military subjects included, un
til they are 17 or 18 years of age. 
They are then enrolled in a service 
school, such as Saumur, for a military 
training course. After approximately 
ten and one-half months of instruc
tion and upon graduation they may 
either enter the French Military 
Academy, providing they pass the en
trance examination, or they may en
ter the regular army as noncommis
sioned officers.

Unlike Fort Knox there are com
paratively few courses for enlisted 
men offered at Saumur. Most of the 
training of enlisted specialists in the 
French Army is conducted at unit 
level. Certain technical courses, how
ever, are given at Saumur. Among 
these are the Armored Non-Com
missioned Officers Specialist Course; 
the Tank-Automotive Electrician, 
Welder and Metal Workers Course; 
and the Tank-Automotive Mainte
nance Course. The total output of 
the courses for enlisted men at Sau
mur is approximately 250 per year.

A department which corresponds 
to the Non-Resident Instruction De
partment at Fort Knox is a part of 
the school at Saumur. This depart
ment prepares and distributes cor
respondence courses for reserve Ar
mor and Cavalry officers. The depart
ment also publishes school manuals 
and a monthly information bulletin 
which receives Army-wide distribu
tion. In addition, the department is 
responsible for the conduct of re
fresher courses for reserve officers. 
These courses are a mandatory pro
motion requirement for all officers of 
the reserve.

Instruction in weapons, automotive 
and tank maintenance, and signal 
communication is the responsibility 
of three technical departments, or
ganized in a manner similar to those 
at Fort Knox.

All tactical instruction at Saumur 
is the responsibility of the Tactical 
Instruction Department whose func
tions correspond to those of the Com
mand and Staff Department of the 
LI.S. Army Armor School. Tactical in
struction is completely modern and in
cludes the tactical use of nuclear 
weapons and guided missiles. Because

of a severe shortage of suitable ter
rain in and near Saumur, the major
ity of tactical exercises are conducted 
as map maneuvers or through use of 
the Tactical Center, an elaborate ter
rain board which allows the realistic 
conduct of exercises. The students of 
the Basic and Advanced Courses 
spend one month of their course time 
in the Munsingen maneuver area in 
Germany. They are attached to an 
active unit on actual field maneuvers 
for this period and receive invaluable 
practical training.

One department of Saumur which 
is not to be found at Fort Knox is 
the Foreign Language Department. 
Each regular officer student must take 
Arabic and may elect to take another 
language. Currently, instruction in 
Arabic Russian, English and German 
are offered by the department.

All departments of the school are 
under the direct supervision of a Di
rector of Instruction. The total annual 
student output of the school is ap
proximately 1,500. Because of this 
small number the school is able to 
organize all classes into student “bri
gades” of approximately 25 men each. 
A faculty officer is appointed to super
vise each brigade during the entire 
course of instruction. This faculty 
supervisor is also the instructor for 
his brigade for all non technical sub
jects and for most of their field train
ing. Additionally, he is responsible 
for their discipline; a part of their 
administration; and most important, 
for the continuing evaluation of each 
student. This close relationship be
tween student and the faculty super
visor-instructor permits a much better 
overall evaluation of the student than 
is possible by means of examinations 
only. Technical subjects at the school 
are taught using tbe committee sys
tem of instruction. Thus the teaching 
method at Saumur is a combined com
mittee and individual instruction sys
tem.

Since practical training areas are 
minimal the school has only a small 
school troops complement. This con
sists of the 1st Regiment of Dragoons 
(a French Armor and Cavalry Regi
ment is equivalent to a U. S. Armor 
Battalion). This regiment is equipped 
with armored cars and with light and 
medium tanks. No armored infantry 
or artillery troops are present at the 
school since school training in these 
branches of the French Army is con-
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ducted bv the Infantry and Artillery 
Schools.

French armor is divided into two 
general classes. These classes are 
known as Light Armored Cavalry and 
as Battle Tank. The former classifi
cation includes all reconnaissance and 
light tank units. These units are 
equipped with either the Panhard ar
mored car, the U. S. M24 light tank 
or the French-designed and produced 
13-ton AMX light tank. The Battle 
Tank classification includes all medi
um and heavy tank units. Currently, 
there is no heavy tank in service in 
the French Army. Medium tank units 
are equipped with LIS M4 or M47 
tanks. Armor instruction at Saumur 
is designed to prepare the basic stu
dent for service in any type of armor 
unit and to prepare the advanced stu
dent for service in either an armor 
formation or a formation of combined 
arms. Officer candidates, however, are 
trained for sendee in either Light Ar
mored Cavalry or Battle Tank units 
since the relatively short length of 
their course does not permit complete 
instruction in both categories.

Western Europe, especially France, 
is a heavily built-up area. Virtually
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Ecole d’Application de 1’Armee 
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all accessible land is highly culti
vated. Adequate training areas, espe
cially for armor units, is a major prob
lem. This problem is acute at Sau
mur because of the rich lands of the 
Loire Valley. With the advent of 
the high velocity tank gun, Saumur’s 
nearby ranges can no longer be used 
for full caliber tank gunnery. The 
school therefore maintains ranges on 
the Quiberon peninsula in Brittany 
and at Camp Madly, in northeastern 
France. Thus, a French student must 
travel approximately 800 miles to 
complete all phases of tank gunnery, 
an expensive and time-consuming pro
cedure. The tank park, driving ranges 
and a very small maneuver area are

located at Fontevrault which is 12 
miles from Saumur. Small scale train
ing exercises are conducted in this 
area. As mentioned earlier in this ar
ticle, large unit maneuvers are con
ducted at Munsingen, in Cermany.

French Armor, as with U. S. Ar
mor, is a continuation of the Cavalry 
arm. To a much greater degree than 
in the LI. S. Armor, the spirit and 
traditions of cavalry are kept alive in 
French Armor. Most of their armor 
units are hundreds of years old and 
their battle honors include all the 
wars in which France has been en
gaged. Saumur contributes to the 
maintenance of this spirit in many 
ways. Among them are the instruc
tion in equitation, already mentioned; 
their Hall of Honor which includes 
cavalry uniforms, arms and equip
ment of various periods of French 
history as well as paintings, photo
graphs and souvenirs of famous 
French cavalry officers and battles; 
their horse shows; and their many 
colorful ceremonies of which the most 
moving is the Presentation of Sabers. 
This ceremony occurs at the end of 
the Basic Course. The graduates are 
formed in the Court of Honor on a 
selected night. By candlelight the 
young officers kneel in front of their 
faculty supervisor with their sabers 
and scabbards crossed on the ground 
before them. The supervisor with 
drawn saber stands before each young 
officer and at a signaled moment, as 
in the bygone days of chivalry and 
knighthood, dubs him on the shoul
der. The young officer then rises and 
carries his own saber symbolic of his 
new responsibilities as an officer and 
of his entrance into the ranks of the 
French Armor and Cavalry Branch. 
One who has experienced or wit
nessed this impressive ceremony never 
forgets the moment for invariably 
one's thoughts turn to the illustrious 
names of officers, troopers and forma
tions which roll from out of the past 
and which were borne by men who 
chose to serve in the storied ranks of 
the combat arm of decision; in the 
ranks of mounted soldiery.

Thus does Saumur blend the old 
traditions with modern instruction to 
produce trained officers for their Ar
mor and Cavalry Branch who are 
technically and tactically proficient in 
modem warfare and who are imbued 
with the Esfrit Cavalier—the Spirit 
of the Cavalryman.

(Service Cinema des Armees)

The Presentation of Sabers ceremony during Basic Class graduation at Saumur.
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A A twin 57mm self-propelled antiaircraft full-tracked vehicle.
A A 12-tube rocket launcher, approximate 

size 10" each, on full tracked vehicle.
A The new heavy tank, with 122mm 

gun, which supersedes the JS3.

A The new amphibious APC. Its carrying capacity is approximately 15 men.

A Surface to surface missiles similar to the Corporal.

^ Surface to surface missile similar to the Redstone.

A Surface to surface missiles similar to the Honest John.

^ Two new super heavy long-range self-propelled guns approximately 12" each.

NEW SOVIET EQUIPMENT
< >
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ARMOR IN NIGHT OPERATIONS
True battlefield mobility demands twenty-jour hour operation in order 

to exploit one of the most precious commodities of war—namely, time.

By COLONEL ROBERT E. O’BRIEN, JR.

|N April, 1957, the United 
States Army Antiaircraft Ar
tillery and Tank Training 

Center conducted a troop test “Armor 
in Night Fighting,” which is expect
ed to contribute significantly to the 
development of tactical doctrine for

COLONEL ROBERT E. O'BRIEN, JR., Armor, a 
1936 USMA graduate, has written for ARMOR 
for the past several years. During World War 
II he served in Europe commanding the 38th 
Reconnaissance Squadron. Subsequent to the War 
he held important assignments at AGF and D/A. 
Attending C&GSC he was the military attache 
to Rumania. Returning Stateside he was assigned 
to The US Army Armor Center, next was the G3 
at Fort Stewart, which included the period of 
these tests. He is presently the PMS&T at New 
Mexico Military Institute, Roswell, New Mexico.
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Armor in night operations. The con
tribution comes at a critical time, 
when more and more emphasis is 
being placed upon the necessity and 
desirability of fighting at night, and 
questions are arising as to the effec
tiveness of Armor to so operate. Test 
results should provide useful data in 
formulating tactical doctrine for night 
operations by Armor and reveal a 
capability of Armor to exploit its in
herent power to a greater extent than 
provided for by present doctrine.

First, a word about the testing 
agency is in order, for it is the newest 
of the centers for Armor activities, 
and one that is growing rapidly in 
importance with respect to Armor ac

tivities. The United States Army An
tiaircraft Artillery and Tank Training 
Center is located at Fort Stewart, 
Georgia, 40 miles southwest of Savan
nah. Its great asset for Armor training 
derives from its huge size, 280,000 
acres, which permits the firing of Ar
mor’s largest guns concurrently with 
antiaircraft firing, and plenty of room 
for movement. Formerly known as 
Camp Stewart, the installation was 
declared a permanent one in 1956 
and is now receiving the benefits of 
permanent construction. Its value to 
Armor will undoubtedly increase as 
the need for greater firing space in
creases. The center is the home of the 
17th Armor Group. The principal
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role of the center is the training of 
various tank and armored cavalry bat
talions which are sent to Fort Stewart 
for qualification firing and combat 
tactical firing exercises. The center is 
commanded by Brigadier General 
Paul R. Weyrauch.

The Troop Test “Armor in Night 
Fighting,” as prescribed by Head
quarters, United States Army Con
tinental Army Command, consisted 
of 21 individual tests, of which seven 
were firing tests, two driving tests and 
12 tactical tests. The test unit con
sisted of the 44th Tank Battalion, 
reinforced by an infantry company, 
field artillery battery, engineer com
pany, 4.2" mortar platoon and a 60- 
inch searchlight platoon (provision
al). All of the above units except for 
the provisional searchlight platoon 
were from the 82d Airborne Division. 
Special equipment consisted of six 
60-inch searchlights, two 18-inch tank- 
mounted searchlights per tank pla
toon (24 in all) and an M6 compass 
mounted on each tank.

Eleven test objectives were pre
scribed, dealing with gunnery, fire 
control, night driving and firing de
vices, tactical control, use of artificial 
illumination, formations, susceptibili
ty of vehicles to infra-red detection, 
necessary changes to doctrine and 
literature and the need for additional 
equipment. Space does not permit de
scribing the results of all eleven test 
objectives, nor of a full and detailed 
description of the manner in which 
the test was conducted. Moreover, the 
excellent article by Lieutenant Colo
nel Kobbe, “24 Hour Firepower,” in 
the September-October issue of AR
MOR, treats the subject of gunnery 
and allied matters thoroughly and in 
a most interesting manner. Conse
quently, this article will concern itself 
with what are considered the most 
significant test results in the tactical 
phase of the test.

The individual tests composing the 
tactical phase consisted of the fol
lowing exercises:

1. An exercise in which three 
tank-infantry teams attacked in 
succession, each under varied re
strictions as to the use of radio.

2. A tank-infantry team exer
cise to test various means of iden
tifying a line of departure.

3. An exercise in which three 
tank-infantry teams attacked an 
objective in succession, each us
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ing different means of artificial 
illumination, namely, 60-inch 
searchlights, 18-inch searchlights, 
and illuminating ammunition 
and aircraft flares.

4. The battalion task force in 
a preplanned attack.

5. The battalion task force in 
an attack, not preplanned, in 
which prior reconnaissance for
ward of the line of departure was 
denied.

6. The battalion task force in 
the exploitation and pursuit.

7. The strongpoint in mobile 
defense.

8. The task force in a delay
ing action.

9. The three remaining tests 
of the eleven in the tactical 
phase were conducted concur
rently with the foregoing, and 
dealt with control, formations 
and the effect of nuclear weap
ons at night.

Observations upon which test re
sults were based were taken from all 
the foregoing exercises, and repre
sented a distillation of the lessons 
learned in each. The foregoing de
scription of the conduct of the test 
has been presented in barest outline 
in order that we may more quickly 
examine the test results.

The first consideration with regard 
to armor night operations is the gen
eral one of just how feasible and 
effective are night attacks by Armor. 
Advantages derive from several 
sources, namely: the cover of darkness 
which permits the advance of the 
attacker under less effective enemy 
fire, an advantage of particular appli
cation to armor formations due to 
their relative invulnerability to un
observed artillery fire; the surprise 
effect derived from the capability of 
making much of the attack, particu
larly before the line of departure is 
crossed, unobserved and undetected; 
and finally, the strong psychological 
effect created by advance of tanks 
which cannot be seen or fired upon. 
Disadvantages stem from the less ef
fective fire support at night, the diffi
culties of control and maintenance of 
direction at night, and the greater 
risks resulting from moving forward 
in the face of less adequate reconnais
sance. These advantages and disad
vantages arc based on conditions of 
darkness without artificial illumina
tion, which brings us to the impor

tance of the latter, for the advantages 
are largely negated if the defender 
employs artificial illumination effec
tively, and the disadvantages can be 
largely negated if the attacker does 
so. Thus, the manner of employment 
of artificial illumination is one of the 
most important factors, if not the key 
factor, in successful night operation. 
To be sure, black-out attacks have 
their place and will often succeed, 
for there is no “always” or “never” in 
armor tactics, but as a general rule, 
it was reported in test results that ar
tificial illumination should normally 
be employed in both the attack and 
defense, in the manner, and for the 
reasons outlined below.

First, a brief review of the types 
of artificial illumination should be 
helpful to the reader.

The characteristics of the 60-inch 
searchlight are described in detail 
in FM 6-115, The Field Artillery 
Searchlight Battery. The 60-inch 
searchlight, when used in a direct 
illumination role, casts a brilliant, 
focused beam which illuminates ob
jects within effective tank gun range 
almost as well as daylight. When 
used in the indirect role, that is, with 
a spread beam from a defilade posi
tion, the searchlight provides a dif
fused light equivalent to a half or 
quarter moon. The subject of search
light illumination is a complex one, 
and the foregoing characteristics as 
described verge on being oversimpli
fied. Flowever, they are regarded as 
sound for the purpose of orienting the 
reader on the light.

There is no official publication ex
tant describing the 18-inch tank- 
mounted searchlight, but the Draft 
Manual “The Employment of 18-inch 
Tank-Mounted Searchlights” does the 
job very well, if the reader can find 
a copy. Also, “24 Hour Firepower” 
by Lieutenant Colonel Kobbe in the 
September-October issue of ARMOR 
describes the light very well. This light 
can be used only as a focused beam 
in the direct role. It illuminates ob
jects at 1500 yards so that they can 
be successfully engaged by tank gun 
fire.

Illuminating shells and aircraft 
flares are described in Training Cir
cular 30 dated 20 August 1952. Il
lumination by 4.2-inch mortar and 
105mm howitzer illuminating ammu
nition is approximately the same, de
pending on the model of the round.
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This is one of the two truck-mounted 60-inch searchlights that were used in the
test. This light can be operational in 30 seconds from the time vehicle stops.

The light is bright enough by which 
to engage targets within a cone of 600
800 yards diameter under a single 
flare, gradually diminishing beyond 
the cone of bright illumination. This 
method of illumination has the great 
advantage, as compared to the search
light, of not disclosing the original 
light source, which of course is the 
piece which fired the round. It is 
also readily available to any unit with 
4.2-inch or 105mm howitzer support. 
Its only disadvantage is that it illu
minates friendly forces coming into 
the area of illumination.

Aircraft flares have generally the 
same characteristics as illuminating 
ammunition, except that the light 
from a single flare is much brighter. 
Dropping the flares requires a great 
amount of coordination with the air 
unit, which is not easy to arrange or 
foolproof by any means. Since the 
parachute is large, the flare is subject 
to considerable drift as it burns out 
and thus becomes lighter. The 
chances are good that it will drift to 
where it is not needed, or worse, 
where it is not wanted, i.e., over 
friendly troops.

The test report carried the firm 
opinion that artificial illumination 
should normally be used during the 
course of the night attack, for it 
makes possible and effective aimed 
fire support and the control of the 
attacking force, including its mainte
nance of direction. Although it was

visualized that there would be occa
sions when the local tactical situation 
would be of such a nature that a 
black-out attack would be successful, 
it was considered that the two essen
tial services of artificial illumination 
would normally call for its employ
ment. The worst that could happen 
with artificial illumination is that it 
could reveal friendly forces without 
a compensating benefit in the form of 
illuminating the enemy, but such 
should not happen if the artificial 
illumination is properly employed. 
The use of artificial illumination need 
not detract from the surprise element 
if it is used only after crossing the 
line of departure.

The decision having been made to 
employ artificial illumination in the 
attack, mortar and/or artillery illu
minating ammunition (depending 
upon the type of supporting weapons 
available) forms the backbone of the 
illumination scheme, due to the char
acteristics of the light, the flexibility 
of its employment, its ready avail
ability, and the fact that the original 
light source is not revealed. The flares 
illuminate enemy positions so that 
they may he engaged by gun fire. 
Beyond the cone of bright illumina
tion, the light diminishes so that it 
can be used for movement light by 
the attacking force. Finally, the flares 
can be used as an orientation point 
for maintenance of direction. Flare 
illumination should commence as

soon as the line of departure is crossed 
and the objective is subject to aimed 
gun fire. The number of rounds 
should gradually be reduced and the 
flares placed further to the rear of the 
objective as the attacking force ap
proaches the objective, in order to 
enable the latter to close under cov
er of darkness. Flare illumination 
should cease when the attacking force 
closes on the objective, since the ad
vantage then accrues to the defender, 
who, being dug in and concealed, is 
less visible than the attacker. By re
ducing the number of flares and plac
ing them further to the rear of the 
objective, the attacking force can close 
to within 300-400 yards of the objec
tive before this type of illumination 
ceases. This distance is presented as 
a guide only, and is not intended to 
be followed rigidly. The idea under
lying the foregoing scheme is to use 
the illuminating rounds to get the 
attack going, thus saving the tank- 
mounted searchlights, which are visi
ble and therefore locatable, for the 
time when flare illumination must 
cease. The attacker can use the fringe 
light from the illumination rounds to 
aid his movement, but he should 
cease this form of illumination when 
it starts to illuminate himself.

With flare illumination ceasing as 
the attacker closes on the objective, 
there is a resulting dead space of 
darkness, when 18-inch tank-mount
ed searchlights come into play. The 
tank-mounted searchlights should nor
mally be used by base of fire tanks on
ly. These tanks should have reached 
a point between 600 yards of the ob
jective, where they have not yet come 
under the cone of bright illumination, 
and 1200 yards of the objective, where 
their tank guns and searchlights are 
still effective. An optimum distance 
would be 800-900 yards, terrain per
mitting. Under this light and fire 
support, the maneuvering force can 
close on the objective. Generally 
speaking, use of the tank-mounted 
searchlights by the moving tanks was 
not favored in the test report, for 
there is little to be gained thereby. 
The light bounces too much to be 
useful as a driving light or pinpoint
ing enemy positions and weapons. 
Use of the 18-inch tank-mounted 
searchlight should be keyed to the 
fire plans, and used by tanks doing 
the firing. As the maneuvering force 
closes and opens fire, it should then
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use its searchlights. It will be noted 
how closely the Fort Stewart test and 
the 2d Armored Division test agree 
on the employment of the tank- 
mounted searchlights with respect to 
tying together the lighting and firing 
function. The “base of light” term, 
used by Colonel Kobbe, expresses this 
idea very well.

The tank-mounted searchlight was 
so highly regarded that recommenda
tion was made that it be included in 
T/O&E on the basis of two per tank 
platoon. It was realized that adding 
more weight and complexities to an 
already heavy and complex tank is 
a serious matter. However, in view of 
the advantages to be gained by night 
combat, and the important role played 
by the tank-mounted searchlight in 
such combat, it was considered that 
the step should be taken.

60-inch searchlights, if available, 
should he employed in the indirect 
role during movement to the line of 
departure to provide movement and 
control light and during the attack 
to augment other light. The 60-inch 
searchlight can and should be used, 
if available, during the attack in the 
direct role to illuminate the objective 
if the terrain and enemy fire permit. 
The searchlights must have an un
obstructed line of sight to be used in 
the direct role, which is not always 
to be found. In view of the terrain 
requirements, the vulnerability of the 
lights, and particularly their ques
tionable availability, 60-inch search
lights can be regarded only as a spe
cial purpose means of illumination. 
The questionable availability stems 
from the fact that, while a tank bat
talion can reasonably expect to have 
artillery or mortar support and would 
have 18-inch tank-mounted search
lights if the decision is made to in
clude them in T/O&E, the 60-inch 
searchlights would have to come from 
outside the division, and might not 
be available for a particular unit.

Aircraft flares provide more light 
per flare than illuminating ammuni
tion, but are difficult to deliver in a 
precise manner. Moreover, the means 
of delivery is not assured. In view of 
the foregoing, it was considered that 
they are most effective in illuminat
ing rear areas for the benefit of tac
tical air and/or artillery action.

It is in defense that artificial illu
mination was found to be essential, 
for it makes it possible for defensive
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fires to keep the attacker from over
running the strong point. Once again, 
flare illumination by artillery or mor
tar illuminating ammunition is re
garded as the backbone of the illumi
nation scheme for the strongpoint in 
defense. The flares can be directed 
over areas where an attack is probable 
or has been detected by auditory per
ception or other means. The defend
er, being less visible than the attacker, 
can and should bring the illumina
tion in right over his position as the 
attacker reaches it. Searchlight illu
mination (18-inch or 60-inch) from 
within the strongpoint is not regarded 
favorably, for it discloses the position 
of the light source, which is restricted 
in its movement as compared to the at
tacker. 18-inch tank-mounted search
lights should, however, be used as 
an emergency or final protective line 
measure as the attack closes on the 
strongpoint. Counter-attacking or 
striking forces in the defense would 
use searchlights in the manner sug
gested and found effective for tanks 
in the attack.

The foregoing test results regard
ing the effectiveness and essentiality 
or artificial illumination in defense 
point up the necessity for the capa
bility of similar illumination in the 
attack. Even if the decision has been 
made to conduct a black-out attack, 
the attacker must be prepared to em
ploy illumination on his part, pref
erably by illuminating ammunition.

Otherwise the advantage lightwise 
will be all on the side of the defender, 
and the attacker will be illuminated 
while the defender is covered by 
relative darkness. The only way the 
attacker can redress such a situation 
is to employ artificial illumination 
himself.

The illumination scheme just out
lined is designed to serve the two 
essential purposes of providing light 
by which to fire, and to maintain 
direction and control. Other control 
measures can and should be em
ployed, making sure, however, that 
they do not confuse the overall 
scheme. For example, it was found 
in the test that the use of search
lights for more than one purpose, 
i.e., marking the objective, marking 
boundaries, and providing general 
battlefield illumination, caused con
fusion. Thus if there should arise the 
desirability of using searchlights for 
more than one purpose, they should 
be used for the most important, name
ly, illuminating the objective. Since 
the latter use has a by-product effect 
of providing directional guidance, the 
problem should be readily resolved. 
In actuality, the scheme outlined 
above should normally provide all the 
control, as provided by light, that is 
needed. A refinement that can he 
applied is the use of tracer streams to 
maintain direction and mark bound
aries. When so used, machine guns 
should be loaded with solid tracer

(U. S. Army)
This is a time exposure of an aircraft flare lighting the target area. Note the 
18-inch tank-mounted searchlight. Tank markings have been masked by mud.

„ S___ *
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to prevent the marking fire from be
ing confused with normal tactical fire. 
The method is sure, safe and simple, 
and this has merit.

A method of maintaining direction 
which proved to have little merit was 
the use of the tank-mounted compass. 
There is just too much movement of 
the compass needle to permit precise 
navigation for short distances, al
though it might work in very open 
terrain over longer distances.

The use of light to mark lines of 
departure was also regarded unfav
orably. It was considered that light 
should be used only for really essen
tial purposes and not prematurely so 
as to lose surprise. The line of de
parture can be identified by a terrain 
feature, supplemented by guides 
and/or artificial moonlight (diffused 
60-inch searchlights from a distance) 
if necessary.

The foregoing comments on the 
use of artificial illumination are in
tended to present a sound workable 
solution to the problem of using illu
mination at night, a solution which 
exploits the characteristics of each 
means of illumination to the best ef
fect. Since there is an infinite variety 
of tactical situations, so there will be 
many different applications of meth
ods of using light. It is considered, 
however, that an approved solution 
should be presented as a foundation 
upon which to lay a plan for any 
particular operation.

Readers of the final report of the 
troop test will probably note that it 
is sanguine indeed with respect to 
the overall value of attacks by Armor 
at night. When one considers the 
great advantages of continuing the 
attack at night, the case for the night 
attack is strong. If the attack has been 
proceeding throughout the day and 
is either in the exploitation phase or 
has a chance of reaching its objective 
it is considered that the balance of 
advantages and disadvantages is such 
as to warrant the night attack in order 
to maintain momentum and prevent 
the enemy from re-establishing him
self. The rewards and risks of any 
exploitation are great, and both are 
compounded at night. The rewards 
are the classic ones which accrue to 
any attacker who maintains momen
tum, and the risks are those which 
result from less adequate reconnais
sance, information, and control at 
night. However, there is no valid rea
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son why the rewards of continuing 
the attack around the clock should 
be forsaken due to the risks and dif
ficulties involved, for they can be 
alleviated, if not negated, by the liber
al use of artificial illumination and 
a high state of training. The latter is 
an essential factor. If night operations 
are to be accepted as commonplace, 
then training therein should be so 
accepted.

The troops participating in the test 
were probably as well trained as any 
in the Army, yet even they found 
much to learn as the test progressed. 
It was mainly a matter of practice in 
applying normal control techniques, 
to render them effective at night, and 
above all, of psychological adjustment, 
so that operating at night receives the 
confidence that a well trained unit 
brings to daylight operations. Then 
there are tricks to the trade to be mas
tered; for example, the maintenance of 
proper distance between tanks. There 
is a tendency to rely on the cloak of 
darkness, to bunch up and not seek 
defilade. This could be dangerous 
should artificial illumination be used 
suddenly by the enemy. By practice, 
the crews can learn to maintain nor
mal distances by guiding on exhaust 
flashes or glow, and on the rear black
out marker lights.

It is considered that the infra-red 
driving light is sound, useful equip
ment, and should be relied upon 
heavily for night movements. Once 
again, however, even the well trained 
battalion which participated in the 
test was somewhat lacking in famili
arity with and confidence in the infra
red equipment. A prime cause of this 
condition was the lack of training 
literature, for there is nothing in field 
or technical manuals which covers the 
operation and use of the infra-red 
driving light and T41 periscope, 
which is used in conjunction with the 
light. Recommendations were made 
as to specific manuals in which to 
cover this important equipment. The 
big job with the infra-red light is to 
convince the troops that it is a vital 
part of their equipment and encour
age them to put it to greater use.

One of the more important test ob
jectives was to determine changes to 
current tactical doctrine as expressed 
in training literature, for little can be 
accomplished in the way of training 
until doctrine is set forth in appropri
ate manuals. The report of test car

ried some specific recommendations 
with regard to this subject. Com
ments with respect to these texts dealt 
not so much with changes as with the 
necessity for more written doctrine 
on the subject of night operations. 
There is a great amount of literary 
sendee given to the proposition that 
night operations are becoming in
creasingly necessary, yet of the 430 
paragraphs in Training Text 17-1-1, 
only 13 (or 3%) are devoted to night 
operations; nine on the attack, two on 
exploitation, and one each on defense 
and withdrawal. Training Text 17
33-2 has no paragraphs on night oper
ations except one which makes ref
erence to Training Text 17-1-1. Com
ments on these texts dealt with the 
need to strengthen the case for night 
attacks and artificial illumination and 
to explain in greater detail techniques 
of employing artificial illumination. 
It was recommended that there be 
more guidance as to the need for arti
ficial illumination in the defense, and 
techniques for employing same.

With further regard to training 
literature, the test report recommend
ed that the material contained in 
Training Circular 30 dated 20 Au
gust 1952, “Battlefield Illumination” 
he published in field manual form in 
view of the importance of the subject. 
Training circulars do not receive the 
broad distribution which field man
uals do, and thus their value is lim
ited. This entire subject of training 
literature is regarded as of vital im
portance to the training effort. If we 
intend that troops train intensively at 
night, and this test showed the neces
sity therefor, then it is essential that 
the troops have adequate, readily ac
cessible, training literature to present 
the doctrine and techniques to be fol
lowed. This, of course, is appropriate
ly accomplished through the medium 
of field manuals according to our cur
rent publication scheme.

It is generally accepted that modern 
battle demands increased mobility, 
and many, particularly armor people, 
believe that Armor presents the means 
to provide battlefield mobility. True 
mobility, moreover, demands 24 hour 
operation in order to exploit one of 
the most precious commodities of war 
—namely, time. Troop training, a doc
trine oriented to regard night opera
tions is normal, and the efficient use 
of artificial illumination will make 
possible the true mobility.
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FROM THESE PAGES

65 Years Ago
It has been previously suggested that in future wars 

conditions will constantly arise in which armies will 
confront each other for days, weeks and possibly 
months, the invading force finding all progress checked 
by the stubborn defense of intrenched lines. It is un
der these conditions that the cavalry, by independent 
expeditions against the enemy’s lines of supply and 
communication, will find full opportunity to demon
strate the value of its dismounted fire action. Expedi
tions like those of Sheridan’s around Richmond, in 
May, 1864, and Wilson’s against Selma and Mont
gomery, Alabama, in March, 1865, are only possible 
to cavalry possessing the ability to fight equally well 
mounted or dismounted; and the conditions that must 
arise from the increased efficiency of small-arms fire 
are those that will give great value to such expeditions. 
Cavalry that can fight equally well on foot or horse
back, given some horse artillery, combines the powers 
of the three arms, with the immense advantage of 
celerity of movement. These expeditions should not, 
however, rely for success on celerity alone. They should 
be in sufficient force to command respect, and be able 
to devote all necessary time to the destruction of rail
roads and supplies.

Major Moses Harris 

Smokeless Powder in its Relation to Cavalry Efficiency

50 Years Ago
When studying military history something more is 

wanted than the mere absorption of the narrative and 
the retention in memory of certain facts. Combined 
with the mastering of the particulars narrated in the 
history, there should be a comprehension of the les
sons in strategy and tactics which the events recorded 
in each campaign illustrate, and the mental analysis 
of the causes which led up to the success of one com
mander and brought about the failure of another, so 
that material profit may be wrung from the study, 
which would be likely to benefit the officer should 
he ever be placed in a similar situation. Without a 
close study of this nature it is quite impossible to 
gauge the extent of the difficulties that are ever aris
ing in war, and which test to their uttermost the 
superior qualities of mind which every great command
er must possess. All our training is lessons of war, as 
well as the wonders of modem science, that we can 
hope to acquire that intelligent combination before 
which brute force and even individual skill must fail.

The professional soldier who reads history after this 
fashion, equips himself with the power to apply the 
facts of yesterday to the circumstances of today and 
tomorrow. It is not, after all, a difficult habit to ac
quire, and without it the study of -strategy or tactics 
is of little value to the really practical soldier.

Reprint from United Service Gazette 

The Study of Military History

25 Years Ago
Anyone who has been through the Cavalry School 

has heard the statement that the three principal char
acteristics of Cavalry are “Mobility, Firepower and 
Shock.”

Of these, Mobility is the outstanding and the one 
characteristic that has made it possible in the past and 
which in the future will make it possible for the Cav
alry to bring the other two to bear in an effective man
ner.

In the middle ages Cavalry relied to a considerable 
extent upon the defensive power of armor, and in mak
ing this mistake sacrificed its value as a mobile arm to 
such an extent that it could charge at no gait faster 
than a trot. After the introduction of fire amis, armor 
became so heavy that if a knight feel off his horse he 
had to remain flat upon his back until someone came 
along to pick him and put him back upon his feet, or 
what was more likely, put him out of his misery.

It is recorded that Cavalry charged at a trot, dis
charged their pistols and withdrew to reload. Gustavus 
Adelphus finally realized how ridiculous the Cavalry 
of the day was and took the armor away from it, 
trained his Cavalry to maneuver at a gallop in masses 
that could strike at a vulnerable point.

Since then the Cavalry has not failed to utilize its 
mobility, despite the power of “Modern Arms.”

Major Eustis L. Hubbard 

And the Greatest of These is Mobility

10 Years Ago
The unassailable fact remains that in a fight, a good 

big man will generally defeat a good little man. The 
temporary advantage gained by the little man in pro
viding himself with a knife or gun is rapidly offset 
when the big man does the same.

So it is with tanks. Our tank specifications will be 
greatly influenced by the type of tank the enemy can 
place against us in the field. Enemy tanks possessing 
sufficient armor (either in thickness or strength) and 
type armament to permit them to roam about on the 
battlefield with impunity must be combatted by tanks 
comparable in armor and armament. If the enemy uses 
a tank weighing 100 tons, assuming that such a tank 
makes full use of strength-giving alloys, and all the 
technical skill that we must assume the enemy will 
have, then we will be opposing them with a tank 
which, willy-nilly, must be of the same weight, wheth
er we like it or not. Let this statement not be construed 
as indicating that any thinking armored cavalryman 
desires a tank behemoth, but simply as a statement of 
cause and effect.

So, to answer the lesson question:
First—Let us design a tank that may be flown into 

battle, either whole, or in parts.
Second—Let us continue to develop our present tanks 

with the idea of making them better than any tank 
or weapon the enemy may pit against them, regard
less of whether this requires a 100-ton tank, or a 200- 
ton tank, or only a plastic tank.

Colonel Paul A. Disney 

Armored Cavalry of the Present—and Future
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THE ARMOR GROUP
By LIEUTENANT COLONEL NEIL J. ASTING

D
IE armor group with its at
tached battalions assumes a 
new importance to army 
ground forces in the roles depicted 
here.

First, some background information 
will help the reader to a better un
derstanding of this little known ar
mored organization.

The armored group was bom dur
ing World War II with the mission 
of command, control and supervision 
of one or more separate tank battal
ions assigned to corps or field army.

During World War II, the groups 
exercised this function stateside, but 
in the European theater they were 
utilized to form armored sections at 
corps and army level. Actually the 
group is a tactical organization with 
the capability of fighting its attached 
battalions, when reinforced, in a man-

LIEUTENANT COLONEL NEIL J. ASTING, Ar
mor, served in Europe during World War II 
with the 774th Tank Battalion. Reverting to ci
vilian status in 1945 he returned to duty in 
1948 as Reserve Instructor in Boston. In 1950 
he was assigned to the Far East. Returning State
side in 1953 he was assigned to Fort Hood. 
After attending the Associate Advanced Class at 
Fort Knox he was assigned to his present posi
tion as Advisor with the Georgia National Guard.

ner similar to a combat command, "for 
short periods of time.’' The reason 
for including the words “short periods 
of time”, in this capability, is because 
the group organically lacks the neces
sary personnel and equipment to 
carry on a sustained armored opera
tion.

The principal reason why armor 
groups did not exercise this combat 
capability in the European theater 
was due to the demand of infantry 
divisions for permanent attachment 
of the separate tank battalions. Con
sequently, there were no tank bat
talions for the groups to command 
and control.

Originally, the separate tank bat
talions (and possibly an entire group), 
were to be attached to infantry divi
sions to aid in accomplishing specific 
tasks and then revert to corps control 
when the job was completed. But, it 
did not work out that way. The in
fantry divisions wanted a tank battal
ion with them continuously.

The continuous attachment of the 
separate tank battalions was hard on 
battalion personnel. When an infan
try division was pulled back for rest 
and reorganization, the tank battal
ion usually was ordered to remain in

position and became attached to the 
new division upon arrival. This meant 
that the tank battalion had to accom
plish its reorganization as best it could 
under whatever conditions happened 
to exist.

The use of a group headquarters 
and headquarters company to form 
an armor section for a higher head
quarters did not utilize its manpower 
or equipment to best advantages. For
mation of an armor section at a high
er headquarters should only require 
a few officers and enlisted men at 
the very most. Certainly it should not 
require an entire headquarters and 
headquarters company!

The use of the armor group as an 
armor section left it with very little 
to do. It could not influence the tac
tical employment of the tank battal
ions attached to the infantry divisions 
since it did not function as a com
mand organization. The group com
mander and his staff did visit the bat
talions and were sometimes helpful 
in getting replacement personnel and 
equipment to meet battalion needs. 
This is not intended to infer that the 
infantry divisions were unmindful of 
the tanker’s requirements. On the 
contrary, once they learned to appre-

ADDITION OF SUPPORTING TROOPS MAKES 
THE ARMOR GROUP A FORMIDABLE TASK FORCE
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date the tanks they took care of them 
as they did their own units. In some 
instances this included furnishing in
fantry replacements when armor per
sonnel were not available.

Now that the infantry division has 
an organic tank battalion, the armor 
group will have battalions to com
mand and control. The group with 
its battalions becomes a valuable as
set to the corps, not only by adding 
more firepower, but also by giving 
it the potential to sustain an attack 
or defense even wTen its armored 
or infantry divisions are crippled by 
nuclear attack.

This ability can be realized by the 
substitution of whole battalions from 
the group, or even the entire group, 
for a battalion or combat command, 
whose combat effectiveness has been 
destroyed. In the case of destruction 
of a divisional battalion, the rem
nants of the destroyed battalion re
verts to armored group control and 
is reconstituted and is made ready for 
combat again. Where an entire com
bat command becomes ineffective, 
and its place taken by a group, the 
combat command would assume the 
status of a group for rehabilitation 
purposes. This leads to the need for 
revisions of the present TOE of the 
group to make it more like the com
bat command it may replace.

The use of the armor group in this 
role practically eliminates the need 
to pull a division out of combat for a

long period of time for rest and re
organization because some of its units 
have become ineffective.

The group with its attached battal
ions also gives the corps commander 
a nice little reserve Sunday punch. 
He can quickly form it into a task 
force by giving it the necessary sup
port for a counterattack, to fill a gap 
between divisions, or for flank securi
ty. It could also be used to spearhead 
the attack of an infantry division 
against an objective heavily defended 
hy enemy armor.

The group should have at least one 
separate armored infantry battalion 
attached to it. In general armored in
fantry sustained higher battle losses 
during World War II than did tank
ers. Again in the next war their losses 
will be higher because they will be 
less protected from the effects of mod
ern weapons. If the group is to meet 
unit replacement needs of armored 
divisions, it must be able to furnish 
armored infantry battalions as well as 
armored units, and have the means to 
effect reconstitution of these units. 
The inclusion of the armored infan
try battalion in the group structure 
will also enhance its ability to exe
cute a combined arms combat mis
sion.

As visualized the armor group 
would take control of an armored 
unit hit by a nuclear weapon at the 
scene, and assume responsibility for 
executing rescue and salvage opera

tions. Assumption of this task leaves 
the division free to concentrate on its 
mission.

The adoption of the unit replace
ment system would not eliminate the 
individual replacement method. Light 
battle losses would still be filled from 
replacement pools. Replacements for 
units being reconstituted would also 
be drawn from individual replace
ment sources.

Actually the same general system 
was used during World War If, ex
cept that it was not called a unit 
replacement system and was done 
on a larger scale. When a division 
became ineffective it was pulled back 
and replaced by a fresh division. Af
ter its units were reorganized (recon
stituted), it was ready to go again. 
The battalion or group system of re
placement as described here should 
reduce the need to pull divisions out 
of the line for reorganization (with 
the resultant loss of combat time), 
since the battered units would be 
quickly replaced by fresh ones.

While the armor group was born 
during a period which is now consid
ered to be in antiquity it basically 
retains the modernity of the battle 
groups and combat commands along 
with the inherent flexibility of its 
branch. All it needs to bring it up- 
to-date with its sister organization, the 
combat command, is a modernized 
TOE and a rewriting of its mission 
and capabilities.

To armor group control 
for reconstitution __-

Replaces decimated battalion

UNIT REPLACEMENT MAINTAINS FULL FORCE 
OF DIVISION'S ATTACK
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THE ARMORED SCHOOL, 
SOUTH VIETNAM

By MAJOR JOHN V. NOLL, JR.

I IN the high ground overlook
ing Thu Due, a suburb of

|_____ | Saigon, is one of the newest,
if not the newest, armored schools in 
the Free World. Here in spacious 
modern buildings young Vietnamese 
service men are busily engaged in the 
pursuit of the fundamentals of ar
mored warfare. Tactics, gunnery, 
communications, maintenance and all 
other subjects required to enable them 
after graduation to weld the armored 
forces of the new republic’s armed 
forces into efficient hard hitting mem-

patterned after that of the American 
service school, adapted, of course, to 
requirements peculiar to Vietnam.

There are four principal sections 
in the school’s organization. The Of
fice of the Commandant, the Admin
istrative Section, the Bureau of In
struction and School Troops.

All of these sections are small but 
efficient, their size being dictated by 
requirements. The Office of the Com
mandant has two officer spaces, the 
Commandant and the Executive Offi
cer who is, in addition to his other

Armored Center consist of a com
posite Reconnaissance Company. This 
unit is not permanently assigned to 
the school. It is organic to a regular 
reconnaissance unit and is assigned to 
the school for a six-month period. 
After completion of the six-month 
tour it returns to its parent organiza
tion and another company is brought 
in.

Since the number of armored units 
in the Vietnamese Troop Basic is 
fairly low this procedure will, with 
each successive cycle, provide all com-
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bers of the team. Truong Tbiet Giap 
(The Armored School) was organized 
in February 1955 utilizing the Ar
mor Section of the former ARVN 
Reserve Officers School as a cadre. 
Its organization is similar, in fact was

MAJOR JOHN V. NOLL, JR., Armor, graduated 
from OCS in 1942. He served in the Pacific dur
ing World War II with an AAA AW Battalion. 
He reverted to civilian life but was active in 
the National Guard. In 1951 he was recalled 
and assigned to the National Guard Bureau. 
In 1953 he went to ALFSE, Turkey. Returning 
Stateside he was assigned to the 894th Tank 
Battalion at Fort Knox. He is now the Armor 
advisor to the Armored School, South Vietnam.

duties, also Chief of the Bureau of 
Instruction. The Administrative Sec
tion has one officer and three enlisted 
men, the Bureau of Instruction has 
ten officers and two enlisted men and 
School Troops consists of three offi
cers and eighty-two enlisted men.

The Bureau of Instruction is sub
divided into four committees: Tacti
cal, Automotive, Communications and 
Weapons. These committees are re
sponsible for the preparation of all 
programs of instruction and lesson 
plans, and the instruction and train- 
ins conducted in the Armored School.

oSchool Troops at the Vietnamese

pany-sized Armored units with valu
able training “right from the horse’s 
mouth.”

The company presently serving as 
School Troops is equipped with M8 
Armored Cars, M3 Scout Cars, M8 
Gun Carriages, M24 Tanks and an 
M3 Recovery Vehicle. Since all Viet
namese Armored Units are reconnais
sance type due to the nature of the 
terrain in this part of the world, fu
ture companies serving as School 
Troops will be similarly equipped. 
The school itself has no organic ar
mored vehicles in its possession. All 
the equipment is brought in from the

ARMOR—January-February, 195842



field by the company being assigned.
Programs of Instruction closely fol

low those employed at Fort Knox. In 
fact they are the Knox POI’s adapted 
to the requirements and the equip
ment capabilities of the Vietnamese 
Armed Forces, and the directives of 
the General Staff. Lesson plans are 
also adapted from those prepared at 
Fort Knox, as well as selected man
uals.

The physical plant at the Armored 
School is excellent. The buildings are 
new and modern. Classrooms are well 
lighted and ventilated. Personnel of 
the school have constructed many at
tractive and highly useful training 
aids from scrap and salvage material. 
These training aids vary from a cut
out turret to models of armored ve
hicles currently in the hands of 
troops. 1 he live engine room is espe
cially well fitted; students work on 
actual running engines indoors.

The biggest problem confronting

diers, better known to the American 
as replacements. Following induction 
the Vietnamese recruit receives eight 
weeks of basic training at the Quang 
I rung Training Center located not 
far from Thu Due. Upon completion 
of the eight weeks basic training se
lected personnel are sent to the Ar
mored School for advanced individ
ual training. Lienee the Armor School 
has the additional responsibility of 
conducting an ARTC. The advanced 
individual training program lasts for 
eight weeks with 336 hours of in
struction. During the eight weeks the 
recruits, many of whom had never 
in their lives worked with mechani
cal equipment, are transformed into 
qualified tankers. Following comple
tion of their advanced individual 
training the soldiers are sent to ar
mored units to complete their one 
year tour of military service.

In addition to the courses current
ly presented at the school a basic of-

there are too few students available. 
Selected officers will continue to re
ceive off-shore schooling until at some 
time in the future the requirement 
for such classes at Truong Thiet Giap 
may be justified.

Hie present commandant of the 
school is Captain Nguyen Duy Hinh, 
a forceful young officer and a dved- 
in-the-wool tanker. He is a graduate 
of the company officers course of the 
Armor and Cavalry School, Saumur, 
France, and Associate Advance Class 
3 in 1956 at Fort Knox. His execu
tive officer and Chief of the Bureau 
of Instruction, Captain Luong Bui 
Tung, is also a graduate of the Sau
mur School’s Company Officers 
Course. There are four other Fort 
Knox graduates on the staff: Lieuten
ants Le Hong Tien and Phan Tien 
To of the Automotive Committee, 
Lieutenant Nguyen Due Dung of the 
Weapons Committee and Lieutenant 
Phan Thanh Xuan of the Communi-
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the staff at this time is an area for 
service firing. Only sub-caliber ranges 
are available in the immediate vicini
ty. The nearest ranges for service fir
ing are approximately 160 miles away 
at Three Frontiers. These ranges will 
he completed in early 1958, the classes 
will then be rotated to Three Fron
tiers for service firing.

There are three classes currently 
in session. A Junior noncommissioned 
officers class, a tank maintenance class 
and a class for “New Soldiers.”

Perhaps the most interesting of 
these is the course for the new' sol-
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ficers course will begin in October. 
This course will be attended by grad
uates of the first officers candidate 
class, presently in progress in the In
fantry School of the Thu Due Mil
itary School Center. This course 
again is patterned after the BOC of 
Fort Knox adapted to Vietnamese re
quirements.

Courses still in the planning stage 
are a Senior NCO Course and an 
Organizational Maintenance Course. 
No plans are being made at present 
for a Company Officers Course or 
an Advanced Officers Course since

cations Committee. Two additional 
officers are presently en route to the 
school from Fort Knox.

The Commandant and his officers 
and men are to be commended for 
the progress they have made in so 
little time. Starting from scratch they 
have produced a school of which they 
can be justifiably proud. They have 
the more important satisfaction of 
knowing that more than five hundred 
graduates are presently serving in the 
Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces, 
and that all graduates in the future 
will be well trained Tankers!
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Are We Training Leaders?
By COLONEL JOHN F. RHOADES

jHE nature of atomic war is 
the subject of grave concern 

I and intense study by mili
tary men the world over. This subject 
is not a matter of interest to the mili
tary alone—the civilian armchair strat
egists are also having a field day. 
This is healthy and this is good. 
There can be little doubt that the 
military services of the United States 
are doing their best to prepare for the 
next war, instead of training to fight 
the last war.

True, the nature of this atomic war 
is not too clearly defined yet; however, 
a picture of the future battlefield is 
beginning to emerge. The sum total 
of the many concepts conjures up the 
picture of a very loose amorphous bat
tlefield of great depth with no clearly 
defined front line. A rather depopu
lated combat zone in which relatively 
small units are constantly moving, 
fighting independent engagements, 
rapidly concentrating for larger but 
short and very violent battles, then 
equally rapidly dispersing and moving 
on. This is a vicious, violent and un
civilized type of war. Atomic firepow
er is the king of the battlefield. Dev
astation of savage magnitude is wide
spread, and entire units disappear in 
the flame and dust of the mushroom 
cloud that is becoming all too familiar.

A tremendous effort has been or
ganized and directed to the study of 
future tactical concepts, organizations 
and equipment. It is generally ac
knowledged that all military power 
stems from the land, and that secure 
land bases are essential to all forms 
of military power. It is generally 
agreed that only armed fighting men 
can seize, secure and hold the land 
areas essential to the generation and 
support of military power. Thus, man, 
the fighting soldier, is still the essen
tial element on any battlefield—future 
as well as past.

As noted, immense efforts are be-
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mg focused on the development of 
tactical doctrine, organizations and 
equipment with which to fight the 
next war, if and when it comes. It 
is also a fact that a significant portion 
of each Service’s R&D funds is being 
directed to the study of the human 
element on the battlefield—man. The 
unique value of the scientific ap
proach to the study of man that the 
trained psychologist can offer is be
ing exploited; however, the simple 
combat experienced leader has a 
wealth of practical experience in this 
field that is generally closed to the 
trained psychologist. It is knowledge 
that is difficult to express in words 
that are meaningful to the man who 
has never experienced close combat. 
The purpose of this article is to stim
ulate thinking by the military “lay
man” on this area.

First, let us isolate our problem. 
While there are many problem areas 
in this field, training is certainly one. 
The purpose of any training program 
is to prepare men and units to fight 
the type of war that they may be 
called upon to fight. Even though 
tactical concepts and doctrine, organi
zations and weapons systems are un
dergoing evolutionary changes, one 
paramount requirement has emerged 
in clearly defined fashion. The mag
nitude of the psychological impact of 
atomic weapons combined with the 
normalcy of isolated, independent, 
small unit actions clearly has estab
lished a demanding requirement for 
strong, competent, confident leader
ship at the lower tactical levels. Are 
our training -programs designed and 
pointed toward producing and devel
oping these leaders? Based on com
ments of officers and noncommissioned 
officers who have served with combat 
units in training since World War 
II, we are not training leaders at the 
battalion—squad levels.

Rather than detail the faults, let 
us look to see what we can do to 
correct them. While it is true that 
the bold, forward look of progress 
must guide our thinking, the past 
still provides a wealth of experience 
that may give us leads, and may 
prevent our repeating old mistakes.

The tactical concepts being bruited

about today call for military activity 
not entirely unlike the actions typical 
of the Indian wars; or, more recently 
and in more modern form, of many 
Cavalry actions in Europe during 
World War II—small isolated units 
operating independently and alone on 
the field of battle.

What can we learn from the ex
perience amassed during the Indian 
campaigns and by our Cavalry actions 
in the various wars? One obvious 
conclusion is that men can be condi
tioned to accept the strains inherent 
in isolated, small unit actions. From 
personal experience gained in World 
War II, I know it to be a fact that 
men conditioned to this type of op
erations grow to prefer it. When 
men so conditioned are restricted to 
a limited zone of action, with mu
tually supporting units on either 
flank, they have a feeling of being 
hemmed in—of being denied freedom 
to maneuver, and of being forced to 
make a frontal attack with little or 
no possibility of achieving surprise. 
Thus, historical evidence indicated 
strongly that isolated, small unit ac
tions do not present an inherent and 
insurmountable obstacle.

How, in the past, have men been 
trained or conditioned to accept the 
strains of this type operation? One 
obvious answer is that in almost all 
their training the units were constant
ly operating as small, independent 
forces. In other words, timewise, the 
bulk of unit training was devoted to 
separate company, platoon and even 
smaller unit training. As a result, not 
only did the private soldier grow to 
accept small, independent operations 
as being normal, and thus lost his fear 
of such type operations; but, equally 
or more important, the small unit 
leaders were conditioned to carrying 
the full responsibility for their men 
and equipment, to making independ
ent decisions. The net result of the 
heavy stress on small unit training 
and repeated, independent small unit 
operations was the development of 
nearly complete confidence of the 
private soldier in his own combat 
capability as an individual, and in 
the combat effectiveness of his squad, 
platoon and company as an independ-

ARMOR—January-February, 195844



ent fighting team. _ _
A training program slanted so heav- 

i\y on small unit training has the 
obvious disadvantage of failing to 
train commanders and staffs to make 
effective use of the means available 
to a combined arms team. In short, 
this program provides for training 
leaders up through company grade, 
but how about the battalion, regi
mental and higher commanders and 
staffs? This has always been assumed 
to be a major problem, but is it in 
fact an insurmountable problem? Cer
tainly our experience in the 1940-42 
maneuvers appeared to prove that our 
Achilles heel then was the inadequacy 
of our higher level commanders and 
staffs. They had seldom even seen 
an entire division assembled, let alone 
had the opportunity to maneuver and 
employ such a size force. As we were 
confronted with the problem of build
ing and fielding in combat many divi
sions and corps in the minimum time, 
it was essential to provide senior com
manders and staff officers with practi
cal experience in the maneuver and 
employment of these larger forces.

Let us, however, remember that the 
conditions of 1940-42 were peculiar 
to that period. With our present de
fense establishment and program, to 
include tactical concepts, the condi
tions peculiar to ’40-’42 do not apply. 
First, we should recognize that the 
combined arms team is no longer 
centered at division level. Small unit 
training will he combined arms train
ing. We no longer have to have a 
division or even an RCT level ma
neuver to gain such training. How 
about the training of division and 
higher level commanders and staffs? 
Is it not true that, to a degree far 
beyond that of the past, divisions will 
no longer have the problem of con
ducting tightly interacting, if not act
ually interlocking, highly coordinated 
actions of battle groups? Will not bat
tle group commanders normally be 
given broad mission-type orders and 
be operating in wider zones, well re
moved from their neighbors on either 
flank? This is not to say that coordina
tion and planning of fire and maneu
ver will not be required of division 
headquarters, or that it will be sim
ple; however, the frequency of tightly 
knit, massed operations will be great
ly reduced. In preparation for World 
War II, the German Army effectively 
trained division and higher command
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ers and staffs primarily by map exer
cises and CPX’s. Seldom were they 
able to assemble divisions for divi
sion field exercises. Granted this takes 
time, time we didn’t have in ’40-’42, 
but time that we do have now.

It must be recognized that to a 
far greater degree than heretofore vic
tory on the field of battle will depend 
on the combat effectiveness of the 
small units and small unit leaders. 
These people must train on the 
ground in actual field exercises. On
ly in this fashion can the men in 
the units develop the esprit, morale 
and confidence in the combat effec
tiveness of their units and leaders to 
live, operate and win in battle. And 
it should be noted here that to the 
soldier “his unit’’ is primarily his 
platoon and his company—at the very 
most it is his regiment (battle group).

Have the new weapons and equip
ments introduced factors that invali 
date conclusions based on experience 
gained in the past? Certainly the psy
chological impact of atomic weapons 
is of such a magnitude that it may 
well cause greatly differing effects on 
the individual. It is not sufficient to 
say that it makes no difference wheth 
er you are killed by a 30 caliber rifle 
bullet or a megaton nuclear weapon. 
True you are just as dead cither way, 
but the threats do not have equivalent 
impact. Further there is no use in 
denying that there is an increased 
probability of meeting death on a bat
tlefield dominated by weapons of such 
massive, area destructiveness. We 
must face up to the fact that we have 
a psychological problem of a magni
tude never before encountered.

J Since for the great majority of the time any combat unit will spend on 
the battlefield it will be operating 
independently and well separated 
from other units, more than ever the 
level of leadership required is that 
of the small unit commander.

Small unit leaders can be developed 
and trained only by giving them the 
responsibilities they will have to carry 
in combat. They must be allowed to 
go out and tie things up and make 
mistakes. In so doing one learns why 
it is wrong as well as the fact that 
it is wrong. Also one remembers com
mitted mistakes longer than he re
members text book lessons.

If we adopt a program concentrat
ing on small unit training which 
permits small unit leaders to go out

on their own and learn by doing, we 
must ensure adequate supervision 
without stepping in and taking away 
the freedom of the subordinate leader 
to exercise his own initiative. For
tunate^ in this area, modern tech
nology may provide a very effective 
means. I visualize senior command
ers using TV to record, even film 
for later play back, exercises being 
conducted by subordinate units. 
Knowing the assumed situation and 
mission the commander could readily 
critique the problem. If the exercise 
had been filmed, the key leaders could 
review it and see their mistakes 
through the eyes of the commander. 
All this without the presence of the 
senior commander on the scene— 
which always has an inhibiting in
fluence.

In short, let’s take first things first. 
To meet the tremendous morale and 
psychological problems of the atomic 
battlefield and to fight and win the 
atomic battles, first and foremost we 
must have strong, competent and con
fident small unit leaders, and com
petent effective small units whose 
men arc convinced of their unit’s com
bat effectiveness as a separate unit 
while on its own. Our training pro
grams must be aimed directly at 
achieving this goal. If our unit com
manders are going to be expected to 
fight with only broad mission type 
orders, let’s give unit training back 
to the unit commander. Higher head
quarters, beginning with CONARC, 
should establish standards and goals 
to be accomplished. Intervening head
quarters can further refine training 
programs to fit the peculiarities of the 
local situation, and to establish their 
own inspection and test requirements. 
Specific decision as to how and what 
to include in training must be left to 
the men that arc responsible for fight
ing the battle—the battle group and 
the company commanders.

Not only would such a program 
train effective small units and com
petent, confident small unit leaders, 
but also it would restore the prestige 
of the noncommissioned officer, thus 
going a long way toward stabilizing 
our personnel situation. Combine this 
with an effective gyroscope program 
based on the historic regiment-battle 
group and we might once again start 
producing career noncommissioned 
leaders, and units to whom the word 
esprit is not just another word.
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THE SOVIET 
POTENTIAL IN ARMOR

This article, compiled from unclassified sources, is a summary of available information on So
viet armored equipment. Any evaluations and conclusions are left to the reader’s discretion.

I IEGARDLESS of the type of 
military action in which the 

I______lUnited States may be re
quired to engage during the next 
several years—limited or unlimited; 
nuclear or conventional—it appears 
certain that in any such engagement 
we will be called upon to face equip
ment built by the USSR. We in the 
military are vitally concerned with 
and interested in the timely and ade
quate development of unconvention
al, radical and unique equipment 
which may be provided for our mili
tary establishment in the future. In 
evaluating our current capabilities in 
the U. S. Army, we must always keep 
in mind the six or eight years of 
lead time usually required to produce 
even one prototype of a new vehicle, 
for instance, followed by years of 
testing and perfection before it is 
ready for issue to the troops. We must 
base analysis of current techniques 
of warfare upon the capabilities of 
the equipment with which we will 
be expected to operate in case of 
armed engagements in the near fu
ture. And we can confirm our analy
sis of the concepts of present-day war
fare by examining the comoposition, 
tactics, and current production rec
ord of our potential enemies. We are 
certainly interested in the challeng
ing proposals for new weapons sys
tems which may eventually revolu
tionize warfare as we know it today. 
But it is essential that we be more 
realistically concerned with the equip
ment which will be in the hands of our 
own and enemy troops during any 
brushfre engagements in which we 
may be involved during the next 
few years, or during all-out war if

* Prepared jointly by members of the Au
tomotive Department, U. S. Army Armor 
School,

it occurs before 'push-button warfare, 
either nuclear or conventional, be
comes an actual capability.

In planning and training to make 
today’s units combat-worthy in case of 
armed conflict against Soviet-built 
equipment, leaders in Armor must 
constantly keep themselves informed 
as to the capabilities of Soviet Ar
mor. Unfortunately, information is 
not always available upon which to 
make a logical appraisal of Soviet 
capabilities because of the limita
tions imposed by security require
ments. This article is intended to 
summarize some of the information 
which has been printed in unclassi
fied sources, setting forth such cur
rent information about Soviet ar
mored equipment as is available, and 
leaving evaluation and conclusions 
as to the Soviet potential to the read
er, taking into consideration his own 
knowledge relative to the capabilities 
and density of armor in our own 

,.Army today.
Several general comments are appro

priate in an analysis of Soviet Armor. 
It is important, first, to consider that 
since 1945, Russia has outstripped 
the United States in the production 
of armored equipment. Current esti
mates define the Russian army as a 
force heavy in armor, consisting of 
65 armored and 105 rifle divisions.

This emphasis upon armor in the 
current Red Army stems from a basic 
element in Soviet tactical policy. The 
cardinal principle in United States 
Armor tactics, employment in mass, 
is heartily subscribed to by the Sovi
ets. The Soviet concept, however, 
carries this principle much farther 
than employing armor by battalions 
or divisions. Soviet tacticians stress 
the use of tank armies, committed as 
a major part of strategic planning;

the Soviets have loudly criticized our 
own tactics in armor, maintaining 
that the United States fails to capital
ize upon the full potential of armored 
units by not utilizing larger masses 
of armor operating as a tactical entity.

This endorsement of mass employ
ment of armor results from what the 
Soviet Army considers one of its ma
jor blunders during World War II. 
At the beginning of the war, Soviet 
armor was spread quite thinly along 
the front. During the first three 
months of the war, 17,500 of the 24,
000 Russian tanks which were com
mitted were destroyed, while the Ger
mans during the same period com
mitted only 2,434 tanks and sustained 
casualties of 550 tanks. These un
usual losses on the part of the Red 
Army resulted in drastic changes in 
the concepts of Soviet tank-warfare, 
and during the rest of the war both 
the Russians and the Germans em
ployed entire tank armies in their 
operations.

In addition to this difference in 
emphasis upon strategic employment 
of armor in mass between the United 
States and Russia, there exist several 
other fundamental differences in the 
tactical use of the tank. The Soviet 
Army, like that of the United States, 
uses tanks either as the principal 
force in an operation, supported by 
infantry and artillery; or in a support
ing role, with armor assigned or at
tached to infantry units, furnishing 
close support. The intended use of 
the tank itself in the Russian Army, 
however, even at unit level, conforms 
more closely with the principle of 
employment in mass than does its 
use is U. S. tactics. According to 
Soviet doctrine, the firepower, mo
bility and shock action of the medium 
tank should be directed toward the
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preselected objective, and enemy 
tanks should not be permitted to in
terfere in this mission. Other weap
ons have been developed to engage 
enemy tanks when they are encoun
tered, and the medium tank seldom 
engages enemy armor voluntarily. 
This concept, of course, is not in ac
cord with United States policy that 
the medium tank is the main battle 
tank, which is expected to engage 
and destroy enemy tanks as a matter 
of course and which requires little or 
no additional protection against en
emy armor.

This difference in concept in Rus
sian tactics partially explains the 
heavy emphasis in Soviet tactics upon 
the use of artillery support. Artillery 
support for all types of combat is 
provided wherever possible, and 
many different types of artillery have 
been produced, in large quantities, to 
accomplish this capability. Soviet tac
tics rely heavily upon the use of self- 
propelled artillery in armor engage
ments. Heavily armored assault guns 
and antitank artillery have been de
veloped to engage enemy tanks, so 
that “tank-to-tank” combat will not 
deter the movement of the principal 
mass of armor to its preselected ob
jective.

The heavy tank has been specifi
cally designed to provide antitank 
protection for the Soviet medium 
tank, in line with this same concept, 
and its primary role is to deal with 
enemy armor and antitank weapons.

The training in Soviet armor units 
corresponds closely to that in our 
own units. Universal military train
ing is enforced, and the trainee 
spends three years in the service. The 
training program is clearly defined 
and all-inclusive in scope to provide 
well-trained crews. Basic training for 
tank crews includes individual and 
crew training, encompassing such 
subjects as gunnery, driving, main
tenance and communications. Unit 
training includes all types of tank 
tactics and combined arms training 
with infantry, artillery and air sup
port. Four months of each year are 
devoted to individual and small unit 
training, and the remaining eight 
months are used for unit training. 
Each year the unit training period 
culminates with army-level maneuv
ers.

Fhe following paragraphs deal 
with the information which can be
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published at the present time in re
gard to the major items of Soviet 
equipment. One significant character
istic which pertains to all of this 
equipment is the use of diesel-power. 
The Soviet Union defends this ex
tensive use of diesel engines pri
marily because of decreased fire haz
ard and better fuel economy. It is 
interesting to note that U. S. policy 
restricted the use of diesel fuel for 
tank engines between 1943 and 1956 
because of the possible non-avail
ability of the quantities of that fuel 
which would be required in case of 
mobilization. In 1956, however, the 
Department of the Army announced 
a change in policy, permitting the 
use of diesel fuel in tanks, self-pro
pelled artillery, armored personnel 
carriers and tank transporters. U. S. 
leaders in Armor have long appreci
ated the inherent advantages of the 
application of diesel power to armored 
vehicles, and it appears likely that 
there may be extensive resort to die
sel power for U. S. armored vehicles 
in the near future, when satisfactory 
engines with matching transmissions 
are made available.

Light Tanks
The light tanks which are cur

rently in use or in production in the 
USSR are generally limited to am
phibious types of lightly armored ve
hicles. A series of amphibious tanks 
has been developed, at least one 
model of which is presently in the

hands of troops. No information is 
available, at the present time, as to 
the existence of any light tank which 
is comparable to our light tank in 
firepower or armor protection.

Medium Tanks
The Soviet Army currently em

ploys two standard medium tanks, 
the T34/85 and the T54. Although 
current policy provides for phasing- 
out the 1 34/85 in active Armv units, 
replacing it with the newer, better- 
armored, heavier-gunned T54, we 
must still consider this earlier vehicle 
when discussing Soviet Armor be
cause of the vast number stockpiled 
for reserve units and other M-Day 
forces. Also, it is primarily the 
T34/85 with which the Satellite 
Armies are equipped.

T34/85. This vehicle first appeared 
during the later stages of World 
War II when it gave an outstanding 
account for itself against the Ger
man forces. Featuring excellence of 
design and extreme simplicity, which 
the Soviets have consistently achieved 
in their armored vehicles, it has the 
most sharply-sloped armor plate of 
any medium tank which saw service 
in World War II. Further, it pos
sesses the heaviest armament of anv 
vehicle in its weight class, and con
tinues to be one of the most efficient 
tanks in existence. It was this vehicle 
which saw extensive service against 
LIN troops in Korea.

T54. This tank is the latest-known

(U. S. Army)
The T34/85 medium tank first appeared during World War II.
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The T54 medium tank first was seen in the Hungarian revolt.

venture of the Soviets into the medi
um tank field. It first received world
wide recognition during the recent 
Hungarian revolt when it appeared 
in considerable numbers. Retaining 
all of the better features of the 
T34/85, it also incorporates new fea
tures which give added emphasis to 
Soviet originality in tank design. Of 
particular interest is the fact that, de
spite the improvements which have 
been incorporated in the T54, in 
eluding the installation of a 100mm 
tank gun to replace the older 85mm 
weapon, this later vehicle weighs 
only 5 tons more than T34/85. The 
T54 is currently being mass pro
duced, and has been issued by the 
thousands to Soviet combat units.

Heavy Tanks

The powerful Joseph Stalin-3 
(JS3) heavy tank incorporates two 
conspicuous departures in armor ar
rangement that are entirely new in 
tank design. The first is the prow
shaped front hull; the second is the 
turret which is the first turtle-back 
design on a standard tank. Both of

Othese features give added emphasis 
to the superior nature of Soviet tank 
design. The main armament of this 
vehicle consists of a modified 122mm 
field gun which has been adapted to 
armor usage, giving the JS3 the larg
est caliber gun of any standard tank 
in existence. The fact that the Rus
sians saw fit to consign a number of 
these vehicles to the Egyptians prior 
to the Suez dispute suggests the pos

sibility that it is being replaced, in
side Russia, by a later model heavy 
tank. (Ed. Note:—These were on dis
play at the Armed Forces day parade 
in Moscow.)

Self-Propelled Assault Guns

During the early stages of their 
battles with the German Army on 
the Eastern Front in World War II, 
the Russians recognized a need for 
self-propelled (assault) artillery 
pieces. As a result, self-propelled as
sault guns assumed their role as ma
jor weapons in the Soviet arsenal of 
arms in early 1943, and they have 
been used extensively ever since.

Soviet self-propelled assault guns 
consist of adaptations of standard

field, tank and antiaircraft guns 
mounted on standard or slightly modi
fied tank chassis. By retaining the 
same general characteristics as their 
parent guns and chassis, development 
of these vehicles is greatly facilitated. 
In the mind of the Soviets, it appears 
that the end product is a composite 
type assault gun well able to exist on 
the battlefield in face of antitank op
position. The trend in the develop
ment of these vehicles is toward 
large caliber guns on medium to 
heavy tank chassis.

The primary role of the Soviet as
sault gun is to accompany tanks and 
provide direct fire on targets which 
hinder the advance of the tanks. 
While the assault gun lacks the flexi
bility of its main armament which 
the revolving turret provides for the 
tank, the Soviet tactical concept ap
pears to require the increased destruc
tive power of its main gun.

Early in 1943, the Russians issued 
the SU37, a 37mm antiaircraft gun 
on a modified version of the obsolete 
T70 light tank chassis. This was 
closely followed by the SU76, the 
same chassis mounting a 76mm gun. 
The SU37 was designed for protection 
of column movements and for normal 
antiaircraft roles. The SU76 was de
signed for tank destroyer missions. 
Both vehicles have since become 
obsolete. The SU37 was last seen in 
the Moscow parade of 1946 and the 
SU76, not possessing enough power 
to combat heavy tanks, was relegated 
to a role of supporting artillery for 
infantry. Since the early 1950s, al
most all of the SU76 assault guns 
have been issued to satellite nations.

COMPARATIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF SOVIET TANKS

T34/85 T54 JS3

Weight (tons) 35 40 51
Crew
Engine

5 > 4

Type V-12 diesel V-12 diesel V-12 diesel
Horsepower 493 @ 1800 RPM 500 592 @ 2000 RPM

Maximum speed 35 30 23
Cruising Range 
Armament

186 230 156

Primary 85mm 100mm 122mm
Secondary 2-7.62mm MG's

Ammunition carried

l-12.7mm MG 
l-7.62mm MG

(Primary) 56 rds — 28 rds
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The JSU self-propelled gun was given to the Satellites.

Obsolesence of these vehicles marked 
the departure from the light tank 
chassis and small caliber guns for 
Soviet self-propelled artillery pieces.

The SU85, an 85mm antiaircraft 
gun mounted on a T34 tank chassis, 
assumed a primary role as a tank de
stroyer. After World War II, this ve
hicle was classed as obsolete and since 
then has been seen only in the armies 
of satellite nations. Its principle fault 
was the fact that it was too lightly 
gunned to compete with the German 
heavy tank.

The self-propelled assault gun re
tained as standard with the smallest 
caliber gun is the SU100 (M1944), 
mounting a 100mm field (antitank) 
gun on a T34 tank chassis.

One of the assault guns most 
heavily relied upon by the Russians 
is the JSU122 (M1943), a 122mm 
tank gun mounted on the Joseph 
Stalin (JS) heavy tank chassis. It is 
rugged, reliable, and used predomi
nately as an assault artillery piece. 
In the 122mm gun field, it is quite 
probable that the Soviets will also 
mount this gun, or a later version, 
on the T54 tank chassis, the tank 
which performed so capably in the 
Budapest campaign last year. Models 
of an earlier version of the 122mm 
assault gun, the JSU122 (M1931/7) 
have been turned over to satellite 
nations. These earlier models are 
most readily distinguished from the 
JSU122 (M1943) by their lack of 
a muzzle brake.

The largest gunned self-propelled
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artillery piece in the Soviet arsenal 
is the JSU 152. This vehicle incorpo
rates the Joseph Stalin heavy tank 
chassis and 152mm gun-howitzer. 
Its 12 baffle muzzle brake and larger 
caliber howitzer tube distinguish it 
from the JSU 122. It is a rugged, flex
ible and dependable vehicle.

Personnel Carriers
The Russian Army makes exten

sive use of armored personnel car
riers in infantry and armored-infan
try units. In the past, the great ma
jority of those carriers have been of

the 4x4 and 6x6 pneumatic type. (Ed. 
Note: Tracked APCs were also ex
hibited in the 7 November parade)

Summary
Consideration of the foregoing in

formation makes it apparent that the 
Russians heartily subscribe to the 
theory that the most expensive piece 
of equipment on the battlefield is the 
second-best tank. While Russia is 
doubtless concentrating proper effort 
upon the development of revolution
ary, unconventional weapons for the 
warfare of the future, it is significant 
that in the Soviet Army today, the 
USSR has amassed great quantities 
of modern, effective armored equip
ment, ready at any time for utiliza
tion according to Russian tactical con
cepts, as demonstrated during World 
War II. Russian tanks are neither 
too few nor of inferior design. The 
USSR realizes that for manv years to 
come the preponderance, operational 
effectiveness and proper employment 
of Armor will continue to decide 
battles just as it did during World 
War II. Present organization and 
types of equipment in the Soviet 
Army, with emphasis constantly be
ing exerted on the further improve
ment of the types of equipment de
scribed in this article, certainly indi
cate that Russian leaders still sub
scribe to the theory that Armor is 
destined to fulfill an important role 
in future warfare.

CHARACTERISTICS OF STANDARD SOVIET 
SELF-PROPELLED ASSAULT GUNS

SU76 SU85 SU100 JSU122 JSU 152
Weight (tons) 12.3 32.5 33.1 51 51
Crew
Engine:

4 4 4 5 5

Type Two 6 cyl V-12 V-12 V-12 V-12
diesel diesel diesel diesel diesel

Horsepower 132 each 493 @ 493 @ 592 @ 592 @
1800 RPM 1800 RPM 2000 RPM 2000 RPM

Maximum
speed

Cruising
28 35 30 23 23

range
Armament:

225 190 190 156 156

Primary 76mm 85mm 100mm 122mm 152mm
Secondary

Ammunition
carried

None None None l-12.7mm l-12.7mm

(Primary) 60 48 34 30 20
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news from
THE US ARMY ARMOR SCHOOL

The Forward Look in 
Armor Logistics 

"Division Forward Distributing 
Points"

Prior to the current reorganization 
of the field army, from which has 
evolved the ROCAD Armored Divi
sion, the ROOD Infantry Division 
and the ROTAD Airborne Division, 
one basic principle of logistics has 
never been completely adhered to. 
This important principle, “The Im
petus of Logistics is from REAR to 
FRONT,” was designed to relieve the 
commander from having to fight on 
two fronts—the enemy in front of 
him and for his logistical support in

his rear. Unfortunately the advocates 
of supply point distribution, in which 
the commander must constantly send 
back to the REAR to get his required 
supplies, have long been in the as
cendancy. Today, however, there is 
a change in the concept. The “sup
ply point closed-shop” concept is 
breaking up and we are in fact 
starting to put into practice this basic 
principle which pushes logistical sup
port forward to the user. The divi
sions must still go back to Army for 
classes III and V supplies. How
ever, Army delivers classes I, II and 
;IV supplies to the divisions. The 
Armored Division delivers classes I,

II, III and IV to its subordinate units. 
The Armored Division achieves this 
forward look in logistical support of 
its units by establishing division class 
I and class III forward distributing 
points in each combat command 
train area and making unit distribu
tion of class II and IV supplies. 
(Figure 1.)

Resupply procedures for class V 
supplies have not changed as a result 
of ROCAD.

The detailed operation of this new 
concept is contained in FM 17-50 
“Armor Logistics,” which is presently 
being written and should be pub
lished by the summer of 1958.

xxxx — DIVISION FORWARD DISTRIBUTING POINTS

XXXX

FWD

/~~1[ 5000
U GO--- UDLCC

LEGEND

DLCC — DIVISION LOGISTICS CONTROL CENTER

— COMBAT COMMAND TRAINS

— TANK BATTALION FIELD TRAINS

TANK BATTALION COMBAT TRAINS
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Solar Battery Power

One of the many outstanding 
achievements in recent years is the 
application of the “solar battery” to 
the practical production of useful 
electrical power directly from solar 
energy. The solar battery was taken 
out of the experimental classification 
about two years ago when it was 
used to supply power to charge tele
phone batteries on a telephone line 
near Americus, Georgia. Since that 
time much effort has gone into re
search and development to improve 
this device so that it could be adapted 
for other uses.

As a result of this research the 
United States Army Signal Engi
neering Laboratories, Fort Mon
mouth, New Jersey, have constructed 
an experimental helmet-housed radio 
which is powered by sunlight. The 
helmet radio contains long, narrow 
clusters of tiny silicon wafers, or solar 
batteries, grouped on the crown of 
the helmet. All the electrical power 
necessary to operate the radio can 
be obtained by simply exposing the 
helmet to sunlight. Use of solar cells 
in combination with nickel-cadmium 
storage batteries will provide power 
for day and night-time use. The solar 
cells can provide power for operation 
of the radio for as long as a year, as 
compared with dry cell life measured 
in hours.

T37 Unit Leaves Knox as Tests 
Are Completed

The Santa Maria, Nina and Pinta, 
the three T37 Jets of Project Long 
Arm, disappeared into the skys over 
Fort Knox recently with the same 
speed and grace which distinguished 
their arrival.

Good weather allowed Test Unit 
T37 to complete its tests at Fort Knox 
earlier than anticipated. The group 
departed for Fort Rucker, Ala. before 
beginning a new series of tests at Fort 
Benning, Ga.

The tests, which began in Novem
ber, have covered a number of situ
ations which might be found in 
actual combat. The purpose of the 
tests has been to determine what use, 
if any, higher performance aircraft
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can be for Army reconnaissance and 
artillery fire adjustment missions.

One of the last tests undertaken 
by the unit was a long range situa
tion which involved flying from Fort 
Knox to Camp Breckinridge and ob
serving the land on the route for 
possible enemy troops. The results 
of this test, like those of the others, 
will be evaluated by a team headed 
by Lieutenant Colonel James H. W. 
Treadwell, U. S. Army Armor School.

Team Will Evaluate Tests

The evaluation team will evaluate 
the tests from the standpoint of route

reconnaissance, air reconnaissance, 
area cover, etc. Each test will be 
taken under careful consideration and 
the results will be passed on to high
er headquarters.

The observers who took part in 
the test were from the U. S. Army 
Armor School. They were either 
graduates from the Observer School 
at Fort Rucker or light aircraft pilots. 
Prior to each test, the observers and 
pilots were briefed on the test situa
tion and debriefed after the mission. 
During the tests, observations were 
made from altitudes, generally, un
der 1,000 feet.

THE U. S. ARMY ARMOR SCHOOL HONOR GRADUATES
The following students received top scholastic honors of their classes 

(listed in order of standing in the class):

Associate Armor Officer Advanced Course Nr 4
Capt. Roger F. Ash, 4th Armd Div, Fort Hood, Texas; Maj Helmut 

J. Haag, Hq 205th Tk Bn, New York NG, Troy, New York; Capt 
Lester C. Bennett, 44th Tit Bn, Fort Bragg, NC.

Armor Officer Basic Course Class Nr 15
2d Lt Wm. J. Johnson, USATC, AAA, Fort Bliss, Texas; 2d Lt 

Richard W. Brandt, USATC, Inf (6003-01), Ft Ord, California; 2d 
Lt Robert K. Bergman, USATC, Engr (5017), Ft Leonard Wood, 
Missouri.

Armor Officer Basic Course Class Nr 1
2d Lt Dale K. Brudvig, 1st Armd Div, Ft Polk, Louisiana; 2d Lt Alan 

B. Buchan, 2d Armd Div, Ft Hood, Texas; 2d Lt Richard L. McDowell, 
1st Inf Div, Ft Riley, Kansas.

Armor Advanced Non-Commissioned Officer Course Class Nr 1
MSgt Neil P. Farmer, Co C 1st Med Tk Bn 68th Armor, 3d Inf 

Div, Ft Benning, Ga.; Sfc Miles L. Allen, Co D 2d Bn 6th Armd Cav, 
Ft Knox, Kentucky; MSgt Alexander I. Shabalin, Trp A 2d Recon 
Sq 15th Cav, 4th Armd Div, Ft Hood, Texas.

Armor Communication Supervision Course Class Nr 2
Sgt George N. Carman, 1st Med Tk Bn 69th Armor, Ft Riley, 

Kansas; Sgt Paul M. Luttio, Hq & Hq Det 40th Armd QM Bn, Cali
fornia NG, Los Angeles, California; Sgt Bobby Thompson, Hq & Hq 
Trp 2d Recon Sq 8th Cav, Ft Lewis, Washington.

Armor Track Vehicle Maintenance Course Class Nr 15
Pvt Kenneth C. Fish, 4th Armd Div, Ft Hood, Texas; Pvt Wilhelm F. 

Sangen, USA OR Sta (1264), Ft Dix, New Jersey; Pvt Carl B. Knapp, 
USA OR Sta (1264), Ft Dix, New Jersey.

Armor Turret Maintenance Course Class Nr 1
Pfc Daniel F. Garrahy, 38th Recon Bn, Ft Knox, Kentucky; Pvt 

Robert C. Stone, 4th Armd Div, Ft Hood, Texas; Sp2 Charles A. Criss- 
man, Co B 104th Armd Cav, Pennsylvania NG, Sunbury, Pennsylvania.
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AN EXERCISE IN LEADERSHIP

WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

PROBLEM 1
You are a platoon leader in a tank company 

located in an attack position. Five minutes 
before H-hour your radio becomes inoperative. 
Your loader, who has been to radio repairman 
school, says that he thinks he can fix the radio 
in about three minutes.

How Would You Do It?
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PROBLEM 2
The enemy withdraws, and the advance continues. The company 

commander and executive officer having become casualties, you are in com
mand of the tank company team. Air observers have reported that the enemy 
is retreating and that a distant bridge on your axis of advance has been 
destroyed. You are ordered to occupy commanding terrain overlooking the 
bridge site and then to support the construction of a bridge and the con
tinuation of the attack. During your advance to the bridge site, you meet 
only scattered resistance. On your arrival, you discover that the bridge is 
still intact; at the same time you observe an enemy demolition party at the
bridge WHAT WOULD YOU DO?

»S»5
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PROBLEM 3
Your unit has been given a rest of one day. During this 

period, which is being used mostly for maintenance and re
supply, you receive three replacements. They are all privates, 
young, inexperienced, and quite nervous.

WHAT WOULD YOU DO?
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HOW WOULD YOU DO IT?

Discussion and Answers
PROBLEM 1
ANSWER: Move to a tank with a radio that is 
operative.

DISCUSSION: The tank unit leader must be able 
to communicate freely if he is to exercise the control 
necessary for success in battle. Without a radio, he 
is without his most effective medium of communica-

PROBLEM 2
ANSWER- Take the enemy under fire and seize the 
bridge, notifying higher headquarters of the situation.

DISCUSSION: In this situation, you must decide 
whether to obey your orders, having discovered that 
these orders were based on a false premise (that the 
bridge was destroyed), or to disregard them by capi
talizing on the unsuspected opportunity of seizing 
the bridge intact. Keeping in mind that your orders 
are merely to secure the dominating terrain on the 
near side of the bridge site, you weigh the alternatives. 
You consider the possibility that the bridge is pre
pared for demolition and may be blown up as the 
company crosses—or after it crosses. On the other 
hand, you realize that the presence of the undamaged

PROBLEM 3
DISCUSSION AND ANSWER: Replacements, par
ticularly those entering combat for the first time, 
should be of the greatest concern to the leader. The 
binding forces of esprit de corps, confidence, morale, 
and the feeling of belonging, so important to men 
in combat, are not present in the newcomer and must 
be developed before and during the first few days of 
combat if he is to become lastingly effective. The 
leader can do much to foster his development, his 
efforts being limited only by the exigencies of combat 
and the availability of time. If at all possible you as 
company commander should:

a. Prior to the arrival of the replacements, remind 
the veterans in the unit that you expect them to make 
the new men feel welcome.

tion. In this situation, you would move immediately 
to a tank whose radio is working, avoiding the risk 
of the inoperative radio not being repaired in time. 
The tank containing the inoperative radio can still 
be fought from and, commanded by the tank com
mander whom you displaced, will accompany the 
platoon.

bridge so late in the battle is evidence that the re
treating enemy is too disorganized to prevent ite 
seizure or subsequent exploitation. The seizure of the 
bridge would mean great savings in equipment, in 
effort, and, most important, in time—time the enemy 
could well use to reorganize and to stiffen his 
resistance. This new course of action, once begun, 
could easily be countermanded by higher head
quarters if circumstances unknown to you required it, 
but the opportunity to take the bridge, once lost, 
could not be regained. The armor leader must 
be prepared to act decisively and boldly, without 
taking counsel of his fears.

b. Welcome the replacements personally; talk to 
them at length about their backgrounds and their new 
unit. In so doing, you will learn a great deal about 
them and at the same time show them that you are 
interested in them and their welfare.

c. Ensure that they have all necessary personal 
equipment.

d. Assign them to positions under the most cap
able NCOs. In doing this, which may necessitate the 
reorganization of some already well-functioning teams, 
the advantages outweigh the disadvantages. Further 
readjustments, if required, can be made in the future.

e. During the first few days after their assign
ment, whenever the situation permits, observe these 
men at work and speak to them.
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NEWS ^f©XES
Draper Trophy Winner for 1957

The 1st Platoon, Company B, 2d 
Medium Tank Battalion, 33d Armor 
won the 1957 Armor Leadership Award 
competition conducted by the 1st Ar
mored Division.

Commanded by Second Lieutenant 
Gary L. Clark, the platoon defeated 
platoons from four other armored units 
of the 1st Armored Division by scoring 
1,649.40 points out of a possible 2,325 
points.

The Armor Leadership Award com
petition, a rugged test of the combat 
readiness and effectiveness of a tank 
unit, is held each year by units of a 
selected armored division. Platoons tak
ing part in the contest were selected by 
competition in their battalions.

Although the test normally requires 
slightly less than two days for a platoon 
to complete, adverse weather conditions 
hindered this year’s competition. Orig
inally scheduled for November 18 
through 23, heavy rains and subsequent 
mud delayed the contest. Testing got 
under way November 19 only to be can
celled by rain and heavy ground fog 
three days later. After being suspended 
from November 22 through 24, the 
competition was concluded November 
27.

Included in the test were eight 
events, each controlled and scored by 
trained and impartial personnel. The 
competition included physical fitness 
test for each man in the platoons, run
ning the military stakes course, individ
ual weapons firing, a combat readiness 
inspection, a tactical phase, the individ-

COMMAND CHANGE

(U. S. Army)
Major General Robert W. Porter 

Department of the Army
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ual tank course, tank-infantry combat 
course and a post-operation inspection.

Platoons received a numerical rating 
for each phase of the test, with the total 
score for all events detennining the win
ner.

Final platoon scores were: 1st pla
toon, Company B, 2d Medium Tank 
Battalion, 33d Armor, 1649.40; 3d pla
toon, Company A, 1st Tank Battalion, 
1st Cavalry, 1634.46; 1st platoon, Com
pany B, 2d Tank Battalion, 32d Armor, 
1605.26; 1st platoon, Troop B, 1st Re
connaissance Squadron, 12th Cavalry, 
1541.24; and the 1st platoon, Com
pany C, 1st Tank Battalion, 13th Cav
alry, 1498.01. The highest possible 
score was 2,325 points.

In congratulating the winner and 
runners-up, Major General Edward G. 
Farrand, Fort Polk and 1st Armored 
Division Commander, noted that all 25 
competing tanks completed the com
petition and were present for the post- 
operational inspection, in spite of the 
difficult weather and terrain conditions.

The Armor Leadership Award trophy 
was presented to the winning platoon 
at the 1st Armored Division review 
December 14. The platoon will keep 
the trophy for one year.

The company of the winning platoon 
will be presented a wall plaque while 
a silver bowl will be awarded to Second 
Lieutenant Clark, platoon leader, and 
a silver tray will be presented to Master 
Sergeant John A. Carlson, platoon ser
geant. Men of the platoon will each 
receive an engraved wrist watch.

The Armor Leadership Award was

(U. S. Army)
Brig. General Thomas F. Van Natta 

CG, 3rd Armored Division

<*«

originated in the mid 1920’s with a do
nation from Colonel Wycliffe P. Drap
er, a wealthy horse fancier. The test was 
originally called the Cavalry Leadership 
Test for small units, and, as today, 
tested a lieutenant and his platoon act
ing alone.

The test was suspended during 
World War II and again during the 
first two years of the Korean conflict. 
With the disappearance of cavalry from 
the U. S. Army following the end of 
the second World War, the award was 
passed on to the mobile arm, armor.
Army to Activate Third Redstone 

Unit
The Army’s third operational RED

STONE unit, the 2d Battalion of the 
333d Field Artillery, will be activated 
at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, February 1, 
1958, the Department of the Army an
nounced recently.

Activation of the 2d Battalion, 333d 
Artillery, will be the initial step in the 
formation of another Field Artillery Mis
sile Group (Fleavy) employing the 
REDSTONE missile. Forming the head
quarters of the new missile group will 
be Headquarters and Headquarters Bat
tery, 46th Field Artillery Group which 
is scheduled to move from Fort Bliss, 
Texas to Fort Sill in late March, 1958.

When fully organized the RED
STONE missile group will contain ap
proximately 600 men and will include 
Ordnance and Engineer units as well 
as the basic missile unit. The Army ac
tivated its first REDSTONE group, the 
40th Field Artillery Missile Group 
(Heavy), in July, 1957, at Redstone 
Arsenal, Huntsville, Alabama. A sec
ond REDSTONE Battalion, the 4th of 
the 333d Field Artillery, was activated 
at Fort Sill on October 1, 1957.

TV Show Depicts the History of 
the Cavalry

One of the Army’s big picture series, 
soon to be released, will depict the his
tory of the Cavalry from the early days 
up to and including the inheritance by 
Armor of these early traditions and hon
ors.The film can be identified by the 
number, TV-382. It is suggested that 
local public information officers contact 
their local television stations so that 
full publicity can be given in their areas. 
1 his film should serve to stimulate re
cruiting for Armor units of all com
ponents. It is also suggested that it 
might be possible to borrow the film 
for special showings. Most stations will 
carry the film in early January. How
ever some stations will not show the 
film until the Spring.
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L. to R. Lt. Col. W. H. 
Zierdt, Jr., The Honorable 
Wilber M. Brucker, General 
Maxwell D Taylor, and Brig. 

Gen. Frank H. Britton.

The inscription
Presented to (....) by The Ar
mor Officers of the U. S. Army on 
the occasion of the 181st Anni
versary of their branch.

:

Commemorating the 181st Anniversary
On the occasion of the 181st Anniversary of Armor, 

12 December 1957, many festivities were held at various 
Armor installations around the world. In Washington, 
D. C., all Armor officers and their guests assembled at 
Fort Myer, Virginia, foi; a dinner-buffet. The 2d Armored 
Cavalry Regiment, soon to depart Fort Meade, Mary
land, for Germany, sent their guidons, standards and 
Color Guard to help grace the Main Ballroom of Patton 
Hall, in all the dignity, splendor and heraldry of that 
famous old regiment. The Secretary of the Army, the 
Honorable Wilber M. Brucker, and the Chief of Staff, 
General Maxwell D. Taylor, due to other commitments, 
were unable to attend. However, they were presented 
beautiful prints of General Adna R. Chaffee in the Sec
retary’s office a few days later. A similar ceremony was 
held at Fort Monroe, where General L. L. Doan, repre
senting all Armor officers of the Army, presented a similar 
print to General Willard G. Wyman, CG, USCONARC

and President of the U. S. Armor Association.
The inscriptions on the pictures are shown left above.
A quote by General Chaffee printed on the pictures 

shown right below.
General Frank H. Britton, R&D, D/A and your Asso

ciation Secretary represented the Armor officers in pre
senting pictures here in Washington. Upon receiving 
his picture, Mr. Brucker stated that he “received this pic
ture of General Chaffee with a great deal of enthusiasm 
and pride. The Army is grateful to General Chaffee for 
his contributions during his service. In fact there is an 
Army installation named in the honor of General Chaffee.’’

General Taylor recalled when he was a student at Fort 
Leavenworth in 1934 that General Chaffee, then com
manding the First Cavalry (Mechanized), put on a dem
onstration at Leavenworth during a march from Fort 
Knox to Fort Riley. He stated that Armor and the Army 
had certainly grown since that time.

■naMS

(U. S. Army)
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L. to R. General Willard G. 
Wyman, Maj. Gen. L. L. Doan 
and Maj. Gen. Paul A. Disney.

The quote by General Chaffee
"It is often said, and it may be 
true in the abstract, that the prin
ciples of war do not change. It is, 
nevertheless, absolutely true, that 
methods do change and are con
stantly changing. We may study 
the great captains of the past to 
learn of their principles and, above 
all, of their character, but do not 
let us be tied too much to their 
methods. For methods change with 
every change of armament and 
equipment.”
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Army Missile Master Air Defense 
System Put into Operation

MISSILE MASTER, the first fully 
operational electronic air defense control 
system in the United States, was put 
into action on 5 December by the Army 
Air Defense Command.

Located at Fort George G. Meade, 
Maryland, MISSILE MASTER will 
help defend the Washington-Baltimore 
government-industry complex against 
air attack. It is an electronic system 
which controls and coordinates the fire 
of the Army’s air defense weapons to 
insure their maximum effectiveness. 
1 argets can be selected economically, 
with control of each NIKE missile be
ing retained by local battery command
ers. In this way, preselected targets in 
an attacking air fleet are assigned for 
destruction by Missile Master to indi
vidual batteries of a NIKE network.

This first MISSILE MASTER instal
lation is operated by the 35 th Antiair
craft Artillery Brigade. The Army said 
that the next MISSILE MASTER sys
tems to become operational will be for 
the New York City defense area and 
other strategic, industrial and popula
tion centers across the nation.

.Prior to MISSILLE MASTER, the 
antiaircraft batteries were controlled 
and coordinated by voice telephone from 
a central defense command post where 
targets were plotted manually on a map 
of the area.

The increase in speed of aircraft and 
the high accuracy of the NIKE mis
sile has necessitated the development 
of a rapid, automatic, electronic system 
for transmission and coordination of in
formation. MISSILE MASTER relays 
a tactical decision of a weapons battery 
commander or the defense commander 
to all other commanders in the area as 
soon as it is made.

MISSILE MASTER electronically 
stores all information on targets in the 
area and presents it on a TV-like pic
ture tube in a simplified form. This is 
in addition to its instantaneous trans
mission function.

Although MISSILE MASTER oper
ates independently, it also has the ca
pability of coordinating the fire of the 
NIKE batteries in cooperation with the 
U. S. Air Force SAGE interceptor air
craft control system in the overall de
fense of the continental U. S.

No Additional Force-outs

The Army announced recently that 
it will not make any additional forced 
separations of officers in achieving its 
year end strength for Fiscal Year 1959.

First half of Fiscal Year 1958 in
voluntary releases remain unchanged. 
These releases will be completed as 
indicated by orders received by indi
viduals concerned. All have already 
been notified.

The reduced strength for Fiscal Year 
1959 will be reached without forced 
separation by a combination of reduced 
procurement, normal attrition, and oth
er normal administrative procedures.
ARMOR—January-February, 1958
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This is the Army’s newest surveillance drone, the SD3. Using advanced sensory 
devices, it is an all-weather system. It is launched by JATO and is recoverable.
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I he harmless looking box this British “Tommy” is carrying is in reality an anti
tank weapon. The metal box actually houses a missile which is launched by the 
operator’s sight controller, no other power being required. Using the sight con
troller, the operator can position himself close to a number of missiles and 
fire them in succession with only a few seconds delay between his launchings.
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This is the HARRIER, a new British vehicle. It is an air transportable, general 
purpose vehicle which seats four and weighs only 6VI cwt. (317.5 kgs) and when 
it is folded occupies only 33 cubic feet. An additional saving in airlift resources 
results from the fact, when they are folded, these general purpose vehicles 
can be stacked one on top of another without the need for supporting racking.
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A TRILOGY
By BRUCE CATTON

The Book Section

These reviews of three well-known books are more than the ordinary book review. They sum 

up as an objective analysis of all Civil War books and should serve to stimulate all students of 

the military into the reading of the best Civil War histories. ARMOR is pleased to devi

ate from its usual routine of featuring an exclusive review to bring this reprint to you.

MEMOIRS OF GENERAL WILLIAM
T. SHERMAN: By Himself. Fore
word by B. H. Liddell Hart. Two 
vols. in one, 405 and 409 pp. 
Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press. $8.

NUMBERS AND LOSSES IN THE CIV
IL WAR IN AMERICA: 1861-65. 
By Thomas L. Livermore. Intro
duction by Edward E. Barthell, 
Jr. 150 pp. Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press. $4.50.

GRANT AND LEE: A Study in Per
sonality and Generalship. By 
Maj. Gen. J. F. C. Fuller. 323 pp. 
Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press. $5.

ONTRARY to general im
pression, the literary discov-

______ I ery of the Civil War did not
take place within the last decade. 
Civil War literature is nearly a cen
tury old, and it has its established 
classics—books that, for one reason or 
another, stand out as genuinely im
portant and will continue to be read 
long after most of our current output 
has been quietly forgotten. With a 
very few exceptions the really notable

These excellent book re
views appeared in the New 
York Times Book Review 
on November 10, 1957 and 
are reprinted here with the 
kind permission of both the 
Reviewer and the Editor of 

the Book Review.

books in the field have been available 
for many years.

Perhaps the word “available” needs 
to be qualified. Most of the Civil War 
classics are long since out of print. 
They can be found, of course, in 
public libraries, but to buy them usu
ally involves examining the shelves of 
many used-book dealers. This takes 
time, and now and then it is quite 
expensive. Fortunately, publishers, 
who have discovered that almost any 
Civil War book will sell nowadays, 
have reflected that the old stand-bys 
might sell also, if someone bothered 
to reprint them. As a result, we are at 
last beginning to get a considerable

O o O

number of reprints of Civil War clas
sics, of which the three books listed 
at the head of this column are ex
amples. Each is published as a title 
in the Civil War Centennial Series 
of Indiana University.

These books are in the great tradi
tion; that is, they will be reference 
books for students a century from 
now, and they arc also books that can 
be read with much enjoyment by the 
man who does not pretend to be a 
student but who just wants to know 
what the shooting was all about. 
They are very different, these three, 
and to label them as classics is to do 
no less than bring up the question: 
Just what is a Civil War classic, and 
how does it get that way?

In the established canon of Civil 
War literature some books stand out. 
Of these, a few are memorable simply 
because they are excellent pieces of 
literature, which is to say that they 
are well written by perceptive and 
sensitive men who knew how to han
dle the English language. Others are 
books by participants, who somehow 
managed to tell what they were up 
to in terms that can be comprehended 
later. Still others are books of careful
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scholarship, the fruit of much study 
and analysis, which dissect some as
pect or incident of the war and show 
what the facts behind it really were. 
And some, of course, are just books— 
works which for no really obvious 
reason somehow last and speak to us 
now in terms we cannot forget. There 
is a mystery about such things, and a 
few of the Civil War classics share 
in it.

What these classics have in com
mon is the ability to take one part of 
the greatest national experience this 
country ever had and show it to us 
so that we get a little added under
standing out of it. Sometimes this 
added understanding has to do with 
cold facts—how many men did this 
and that, what moneys were involved 
in such-and-such a deal, how many 
votes were cast here and who tabu
lated them and where did they come 
from? At other times these books that 
go on living give us a measure of emo
tional understanding—which, since 
the war was a matter of emotions to 
begin with, and to end with, is per
haps the most important of all. And 
now and then a man who was actual
ly in the war sets down what he saw 
and felt and did, and puts us in touch 
with the spirit of the person who 
stood under the gun at the moment 
when (to change the metaphor slight
ly) everything was riding on the next 
pitch.

These books are various. One clas
sic, certainly, is the “Personal Mem- 
moirs” of Gen. U. S. Grant; another,

completely different, is the four-vol
ume Battles and Leaders set. Still 
another is the star-crossed little book, 
badly overwritten but immensely 
compelling, called “The Battle of 
Gettysburg,” by Lieut. Frank Haskell, 
who scribbled his account less than 
two weeks after the battle and who 
got a bullet in his brain, and died of 
it, ten months later at Cold Har
bor. Stephen Vincent Benet’s “John 
Brown’s Body” certainly belongs on 
the list—this poet can put you in 
closer touch with what the war cost 
and meant than any number of sober 
historians—and, with all of their 
faults, so do Mary Johnson’s “The 
Long Roll” and “Cease Firing,” nov
els which are badly dated but which 
still have the pulse of life in them.

With “Jeb Stuart,” Col. John W. 
Thomason goes on the list, along with 
G. F. R. Henderson’s marvelous 
“Stonewall Jackson” and Joshua 
Chamberlain’s evocative account of 
what went on in the 20th Maine in
fantry. (Put close to that the modern 
work, John Pullen’s “The Twentieth 
Maine”; one need not actually have 
fought in the Civil War, apparently, 
in order to understand what it meant 
to the people who were in the middle 
of it.) Add the four volumes of Carl 
Sandburg’s magnificent prose poem 
on Lincoln, and the four of Freeman’s 
on Lee—the latter a set which suffers 
slightly because one Virginia gentle
man, writing about another Virginia 
gentleman, is bound to cut some cor
ners here and there, but which never

theless presents Lee as fully as anyone 
will ever do it.

Of the three reprints presented 
here, Gen. William T. Sherman’s 
“Memoirs” is a book that will survive 
as long as anyone is interested in the 
tragic convulsion of the Eighteen Six
ties. It happens now and then that an 
author does more than he thinks he 
is doing when he writes a book, and 
this was the case with Sherman. In a 
way, he lowered the boom on himself 
—which is to say that he elected him
self one of the great villains of the 
piece as far as the Southland is con
cerned.

Sherman went through Georgia 
and the Carolinas like the wrath of 
God and put a scar on the land for 
remembrance. But he sympathized 
with the South rather than with the 
fire-eaters of the North; and when 
Gen. Joseph E. Johnston surrendered, 
Sherman gave him terms so liberal— 
they amounted to a reconstruction of 
the Union on an all-is-forgiven basis 
and would have permitted the South
ern regiments to march happily back 
to their state capitals and deposit their 
weapons there, where they could 
handily get at them at some later date 
as need might arise—that Washing
ton immediately disowned him and 
his treaty and denounced him as the 
next thing to a traitor. Immediately 
after the war, Sherman was actually 
a well-liked character in Dixie; he had 
fought a hard war but he did his best 
to make a soft peace, and he was re
spected for it.

jjgi

THE REVIEWER
Mr. Bruce Cotton is the well-known editor of American Heritage, 
A graduate of Oberlin College, Oberlin, Ohio and holder of 
numerous Literary Degrees, he was a newspaper reporter for 20 
years. He served as Director of Information for the War Produc
tion Board during World War II. Subsequent to the War he 
served in the same capacity with the Department of Commerce. 
He recently completed a trilogy on the Civil War, the most 
famous being A Stillness at Appomattox, for which he received 
the National Book Award and the highly coveted Pulitzer Prize.
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Then, ten years later, he wrote his 
memoirs, and the picture changed. 
For Sherman was a hard-talk charac
ter-one of those American soldiers 
who say just a little more than they 
really mean, and have a way of saying 
it in the most offensive way possible 
—and what he said ran ahead of what 
he had actually done. He had gone 
through the South to devastate the 
Southern economy, a mission he per
formed with rare success, and al
though the job was done in a heavy
handed manner it did not actually 
kill very many Southerners. Lloyd 
Lewis (whose “Sherman: Fighting 
Prophet” is another of the Civil War 
classics) has remarked that you can 
stir up more ill will by burning bams 
than you can by killing young men. 
The big trouble was that in his mem- 
moirs Sherman treated the whole 
business as a grand lark—or, alterna
tively, undertook to speak as an Old 
Testament personage denouncing err
ing men for willful sin.

Thus he could write—to the Mayor 
of Atlanta, protesting against Sher
man’s order to get all the civilians out 
of town so that the place could con-

(National Archives)

General William T. Sherman

veniently be destroyed—“You might 
as well appeal against the thunder
storm as against the terrible hardships 
of war.” Preparing to go to Savannah, 
he could wire General Grant—and, 
later on, could exultantly reprint the 
wire—"I can make this march and 
make Georgia howl!” He could speak

of being “rather amused than 
alarmed” at the efforts patriotic Geor
gians made to delay him, and he 
could and did say coldly that he was 
fighting a hostile people “and must 
make old and young, rich and poor, 
feel the hard hand of war.”

He could casually notify the Fed
eral Chief of Staff, on his march 
through the Carolinas, that Charles
ton was likely to have a bad time of 
it: “The Fifteenth Corps will be on 
the right of the right wing, and their 
position will naturally bring them in
to Charleston first; and if you have 
watched the history of that corps you 
will have remarked that they gener
ally do their work pretty well.” The 
fact that in the end neither Sherman 
nor any part of his army got into 
Charleston made no difference. Here 
was a man who cotdd toss off casual 
phrases about the total destruction 
of a great city without giving it a 
second thought, and the South was 
never able to forget it.

Anyway, Sherman wrote his book, 
and whether you consider him a great 
soldier or a pre-Hitler roughneck the 
book does remain as one of the classic

(Library of Congress)

111111

BP

§gk

w&*>

Sherman went through Georgia and the Carolinas like the wrath of God and put a scar on the land for remembrance.
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(Library of Congress)
General Ulysses S. Grant

|ggp|!|

(Library of Congress)
General Robert E. Lee
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Civil War documents. It made Sher
man the one man the South hated 
more than any other—except, perhaps, 
for Benjamin Butler, whom even ar
dent Northerners can detest—but it 
also is a hook that lives, a thing with 
red blood in its arteries, an unforget
table narrative left by one of the first 
of the world's modern soldiers.

Very different is Col. Thomas Liv
ermore’s “Numbers and Losses in the 
Civil War in America.” Colonel Liv
ermore, a New Englander of the 
Eighteenth New 1 iampshire Regi
ment, addressed himself to one of the 
great mysteries of this otherwise well- 
documented war: Exactly how many 
men actually fought in it, on both 
sides, what happened to them and 
what was the butcher’s bill in each of 
the major battles? He comes up with 
answers that do not quite fit into the 
tradition: he demonstrates that the 
Federal armies did not outnumber 
the Confederate armies nearly as 
much as is commonly supposed: he 
shows that battle losses on the South
ern side were heavier than ardent 
Dixie patriots have been willing to 
admit, and he clears away a great deal 
of the sentimental rubbish that has 
hung over the whole business.

He shows, for instance, that Fed
eral records indicate that just short 
of 2,900,000 men enlisted in the Un
ion Army in the Civil War, and then 
goes on to ask: Just what did that 
mean in terms of men actually under 
arms? The total includes a great many

ARMOR—January-February, 1958

thirty-day and sixty-day militia en
listments, plus an enormous number 
of bounty men who enlisted any
where from two to a dozen times and 
who performed very little actual serv
ice in return. Besides all of these 
there were the authentic veterans 
who re-enlisted and served out their 
time but who, on the records, go 
down as double their actual numbers.

By painstaking study Colonel Liv
ermore finally came up with an in
formed estimate indicating that ap
proximately 1,500,000 men actually 
served in the Union Army, as com
pared with slightly more than 1,000,
000 men in the Confederate Army. 
Of the 2,500,000 men thus engaged 
about 600,000 died—in battle, of 
wounds and of disease. All of this 
took place in a nation that, North 
and South together, contained about 
30,000,000 human beings. Extrapo
late these figures into terms of mod
ern America and you can see why the 
Civil War is still spoken of as the 
costliest war this country ever fought.

Gen. J. F. C. Fuller’s book on

Feature Reviews

Exclusive with

ARMOR

Grant and Lee cuts squarely across 
the accepted tradition. This British 
military man—who has an odd way 
of mixing straight discussions of strate
gy with speculations on the modern 
spirit and a slightly nebulous exami
nation of whither-are-we-drifting— 
finds Grant a much better soldier 
than Lee. Lee, he feels, lacked the 
cutting edge, the capacity for hard 
decisions, the ability to stand on his 
own feet and do his job regardless of 
political considerations. The great Vir
ginian, he says, was altogether too 
subservient to President Davis, never 
saw the war as a whole and was so 
poor an administrator that his army’s 
famous lack of food, shoes and equip
ment can he blamed on its general 
rather than on Southern poverty.

All of this may prove nothing more 
than that General Fuller would be 
well advised to stay out of Virginia, 
but at least the man examines these 
two great soldiers from a fresh view
point and refuses to let himself be 
bound by tradition. In his final chap
ter General Fuller is capable of writ
ing: “It was not because Lee placed 
Virginia before the Confederacy that 
he failed to be a grand strategist, a 
true General-in-Chief, but because 
he placed his sense of duty to God 
before all things.” This remark does 
bespeak a different viewpoint, and 
while students of Grant and Lee and 
their campaigns may not follow Gen
eral Fuller’s ideas they are at least 
bound to take them into account.
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WINSTON CHURCHILL 
AND

THE SECOND FRONT
An expert, thorough and informed analysis 
of the war strategy of Russia, Germany, 
Britain and the United States. It plays no 
favorites, shows no reverence for the great 
names of Churchill and Roosevelt, and often 
lightens a serious historical record with sur
prising humor.

Trumbull Higgins $6.00

GEORGE WASHINGTON
Vol. VII: First in Peace

The final volume of the biography begun by 
Douglas Southall Freeman, who died be
fore the sixth volume was published. The last 
six years of Washington's life are covered 
here, beginning with his second term as 
President and ending with his two years of 
retirement and his death.

J. A. Carroll & M. W. Ashworth $10.00

EIGHT HOURS 
BEFORE RICHMOND

The author of “Gray Ghosts and Rebel Raid

ers” describes General Kilpatrick's unsuccess

ful raid on Richmond, with all its implica

tions and its ramifications.

Virgil C. Jones $3.50

THE
GREAT DETERRENT

Taking as his starting point the German plan 
for a European war made by von Schlieffen 
and von Moltke in 1914, the author analyzes 
and discusses the strategical problems which 
followed the development of mechanized 
warfare and the growth of air power. He 
then provides what he describes as “a 
launching site for future strategic thinking,” 
a step needed in view of possible nuclear 

war.

Sir John Slessor $6.00

PANMUNJOM
The Story of the Korean 

Military Armistice Negotiations

Panmunjom represents an impasse in the Ko
rean War and symbolizes the two long years 
during which the Communists held up the 
truce talks. In this book the author ap
proaches the negotiations chronologically, 
telling what actually transpired inside the 
truce tent, and then outlines the lessons that 
can be drawn from those experiences.

William H. Vatcher, Jr. $4.75

A. P. HILL
Lee’s Forgotten General

This is the first biography of the colorful Con

federate general who quarreled with Jack

son, saved the Army of Northern Virginia at 

Antietam, and earned a place in Lee’s esti

mation next to Jackson and Longstreet.

William W. Hassler $3.95



THE DIRECTION 
OF WAR

This book describes the development of the 
command of war from the simplicity of war 
waged by a sovereign ruler to the heter
ogeneity of modern Allied high commands. 
It tells of the effect of present day conditions 
and scientific advances on traditional con
cepts. It concludes with the author's formula
tions and ideas on the conduct of war today.

E. J. Kingston-McCloughry $4.00

UNHOLY
ALLIANCE

A detailed history, including material from 

new sources, of the political and military 

relationship between Germany and Russia 

since World War I.

Gerald Freund $6.00

LEE’S DISPATCHES TO 
JEFFERSON DAVIS, 1862-1865
Originally published in a 750-copy edition 

in 1915, this source book of invaluable infor

mation about the Civil War has been ex

panded. With newly available dispatches, 

a foreword, notes and a map.

$5.00

THE
FLAG ROOK

The historical background of American flags, 

the geographical divisions of flag motifs, 
descriptions and explanations, and 800 pic

tures of official flags, 80 coats of arms, the 
flags of States and Territories, historical 

flags, etc.

Preben Kannik $3.50

GLOBAL
STRATEGY

This book breaks new ground in its approach 
to strategic concepts. Its author presents 
realistic concepts for a new relationship and 
balance among the economic, political and 
psychological resources of the major West
ern democracies. He also attempts to clarify 
the essential relationships among the various 
services and their adjustment to new situa
tions, methods and weapons.

E. J. Kingston-McCloughry $4.50

MR. LINCOLN’S 
NAVY

An Annapolis professor tells the whole story 

of the Union Navy—its successes, failures, 

strategy and great personalities—in this well- 

researched Civil War study.

R. S. West, Jr.Freeman & MeWhiney, Editors
$6.50



THE BRIDGE AT REMAGEN
by Ken Hecliler

Here is the complete, authoritative account of what happened at Remagen on March 7, 1945, when a 

handful of American soldiers took the bridge by crossing it while the Germans were still trying to blow 

it up. The author was a combat historian at that time, and arrived at the bridge in time to interview both 

Germans and Americans who had taken part in the action. General Matthew B. Ridgway says of this 

book: “In war, time and timing are of vital importance. Nowhere is this better illustrated than in the epic 

of Remagen. Ken Hechler has produced an account of deep and lasting human interest, a gripping por

trayal of the reactions of seasoned leaders in decisive moments of combat. It is an absorbing story, backed 

by extensive research, and should prove to be a great contribution to military history.

$4.00

PLEASE KEEP US INFORMED OF VOOR CORRECT ADDRESS
r ORDER FORM BOOKS

BINDERS

Please send me the following:

Armor
1757 K Street, N.W., Washington 6, D. C.

1

NAME (Please Print)

ADDRESS (Street or Box Number)

CITY (Town or APO)

STATE

| | I enclose $............. ..
| | Bill me. (Members only.) 

| | Bill unit fund.
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TWO BEST SELLERS ON U. S. ARMY HISTORY

AMERICAN MILITARY 
HISTORY 1607-1953

The purposes of this Department of the Army ROTC manual are to show, in a gener
al way, the origin and growth of the United States Army and its. great accomplishments in 
both peace and war; to teach the principles of war and illustrate their application by exam
ples drawn from American military history; and to bring out the attributes and contributions 
of American military leaders. Woven into the text is a record of the coordination or lack 
of coordination of the foreign and military policies of the United States and the basic 
causes that have led to the various wars in which the Army has participated.

This manual presents the elementary facts of American military history which, it is 
hoped, will interest the student in an ever-expanding study of the past, from which he 
will acquire knowledge and wisdom from the experiences of others. No profession can 
benefit more directly from the study of history than the military, for as Marshal Foch has 
said, ... no study is possible on the battlefield; one does there simply what one can in or
der to apply what one knows.”

The study of American military history is important for all officers, because each offi
cial act of every officer contributes good or bad history to add to the lengthening record 
foi our country. Also, it will prepare him to solve his own problems and to build upon the 
experience acquired from others. A book worthy of vour attention.

510 pp. $2.50

KOREA 1951-1953
1 lus volume is the second of a special two-volume narrative pictorial history of the Ko

rean conflict. It spans the period from the dark days of January 1951, when Chinese 
Communist forces were threatening to drive General MacArthur’s troops out of Korea, 
to the signing of the Armistice on July 27, 1953. Like its predecessor, Korea 1950 (avail
able at $1.25), it attempts to provide an accurate outline of events in order to show the 
L . S. Aimy veteran of the Korean conflict how the part he played was related to the 
larger plans and operations of the United Nations forces. Like the earlier Korean volume, 
this history focuses primarily on the U. S. Army story, but it also covers the roles played 

• v the LI. S. Air Force, the Navy and the Marine Corps and includes the contributions of 
tbe many nations that participated in the successful resistance against armed aggression. 
Korea 1951-1953 is an authentic and striking portrait of combat.

328 pp. $2.50



ESTABLISHED IN 1885

U. S. ARMOR ASSOCIATION
The Organization of Mobile Warfare

1757 K STREET, N. W, WASHINGTON 6, D. C.

The aims and purposes of this Association are to dissem
inate knowledge of the military art and sciences, with special 

attention to mobility in ground warfare; to promote the pro
fessional improvement of its members and to preserve and 

foster the spirit, the traditions and solidarity of Armor in the 

Army of the United States.

In furtherance of its aims and purposes, the Association 

publishes this professional and scientific journal known as 

ARMOR. In the interim months between issues of the journal 

it publishes a NEWSLETTER for domestic addressees. It also 

conducts a book department for the sale of books.

Any person or organization may become a subscriber to 

ARMOR upon payment of a subscription price.

DOMESTIC RATES: FOREIGN RATES:

SPECIAL CADET RATE:
$4.75 one year 

$8.00 two years $3.00 per year

$5.50 one year 

$10.00 two years
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on its mission of service to the Mounted Arm and the Army
[See page 4]
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WAR-1974
fly LIEUTENANT COLONEL ROBERT 6. RIGG, USA

This is a dramatic, action-packed account of a future 
global war. Now you will realize why our top leaders 
have been so alarmed!

This is fiction, it is imaginative, but it is by no 
means fantasy. The story is based on known facts, 
on weapons now being used by our armed forces, 
plus machines of warfare on the drawing boards 
or undergoing tests. The author, on active duty in 
the Pentagon, has spent years studying new develop
ments at close range and his gripping account of 
WAR—1974 shows how these incredible devices will 
be used. This story will command your interest from 
the very beginning because events described strike 
close to home.

The first thermonuclear missiles fired in hate leave 
the snowy, frozen earth of Siberia on New Year’s 
Eve 1974. Chicago becomes a ghastly thermonuclear 
crater, the New York holiday crowd becomes a mill
ing mob so panicked that the streets and subway 
entrances are full of trampled dead. Two smoking 
radioactive craters scar the earth several hundred miles 
from Detroit and Pittsburgh. American satellites signal 
from their celestial orbits that more ICBM’s are on 
the way.

By dawn the population centers of America are 
ghost cities. America is now essentially a nation of 
people living in automobiles as the population spreads 
out over the super-highway networks to the motel 
complexes and small towns that have been predesig
nated to serve evacuees in the event of war. Back in 
1962, Congress had decided that the Nation would 
not go totally underground in the event of attack. 
So, instead of voting money for huge shelters, it granted 
billions for a vast web of freeways and highways that 
would permit ultra-rapid evacuation of cities.

On the morning of 1 January 1974, it was the 
small-town newspapers and radio and TV stations that 
carried the war news to a tense American public, most 
of which was still traveling.

WAR—1974 is a studied military prediction of some 
of the things to come. This stimulating book is packed 
with dynamic concepts which are supported by modern 
facts on the missiles, machines, and precepts of today 
which portend an era of fantastic flying vehicles and 
3-dimensional tactics in the future. While the reader 
may at first challenge portions of this vision of future 
conflict—he cannot refute the stimulus of the text, its 
wealth of concepts and its authoritative background 
of logic. In fact, WAR—1974 was primarily designed 
by Colonel Rigg to stimulate military thinking, and 
it is a powerful shot in the arm to note the degree 
to which American military men arc now probing 
beyond tomorrow to prevent war as well as to enable 
this Nation to win it should conflict not be deterred.

This is a brilliant, thought-provoking text, packed 
with episodes ranging from hidden struggles below 
the earth in secret missile bases to electronic combat 
and undersea warfare with strange drone craft. Atomic 
powered aircraft, aerial jeeps, flying platforms, space 
satellites, Sky Cavalry’s drone spies, battlefield tele
vision, logistical computers, delta winged planes, earth 
skimming tanks, atomic missiles, nuclear powered heli
copters, men in strange garb with infrared-night-vision 
helmets—all of these are powerfully thrust in brilliant, 
fast moving kaleidoscope action across a brutal pano
rama of future battlegrounds. Fantastic as these ma
chines and strangely garbed men may seem at first, the 
author explains how present day military research and 
development progress and programs indicate these 
strange and unusual things to come. The book is 
packed with vision that is backed by fact. While it 
is undoubtedly destined to create argument, it is also 
certain to provoke a high degree of civilian as well 
as military interest. Recognizing both the value and 
limitations of vision, Colonel Rigg vividly describes the 
awesome scenes, electric pace, and dimensions of war
fare strange to the minds of many. This is a gripping 
story you won't want to miss.

This book will be reviewed in Ihe May-June issue by

Brigadier General Carl I. Hutton
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
In Support of Reserve Components
Dear Sir:

Enclosed is a check in the amount of 
$123.50 to ewer the cost of member
ship to Armor Magazine for three Offi
cers and 23 Enlisted Men, of this Com
pany, for one year. Request if accepted 
that membership cards be issued to 
those personnel listed on the attached 
roster.

As a direct result of prior subscrip
tions to Armor this Company was for
tunate to meet Dr. Robert B. Baker of 
the Armor Human Research Unit CON- 
ARC, Fort Knox, Kentucky. Under his 
direct supervision we established and pro
grammed a Tank Commanders’ School, 
the results of which will not be fully 
known until this unit, or rather the TCs 
of this unit, undergo field testing by 
Dr. Baker in June 1958 at Fort Knox. 
But one result of this program can al
ready be noted, i.e., the change from 
apathy in a Reserve Unit to real inter
est in an Armored Unit.

Here was a Tank Company that has 
been in existence since 1948 and has 
trained without a single tracked or 
wheeled vehicle, turret trainer, radio, 
etc., of its own (except at Annual Unit 
Training). Most of the losses of experi
enced veteran personnel over the past 
years were a direct result of the com
plete loss of interest in so-called skull- 
practice or blackboard type training year 
in and year out. It had appeared as 
though all other echelons of the sendee 
tolerated rather than supported the Re
serve program and its members. Passive
ness naturally had to follow.

Articles that appeared last year in 
Armor, the present promises of the pos
sibility of receiving some equipment to 
train with, and the intense personal in
terest of Dr. Robert Baker, Dr. Mac- 
Causlan, Colonel Crocker, and others, 
are fanning new sparks into a heretofore 
dying flame. Esprit de corps is rising; 
attendance is way up; voluntary attend
ance at non-scheduled and non-paid 
drills to accomplish additional training 
has definitely increased; no loss of ex
perienced personnel has been effected 
since the beginning of Dr. Baker’s pro
gram in July 1957; and lastly a notice
able hunger of the Company personnel 
for Armor news and information, hence 
the enclosed membership.

We are extending the gratitude of the 
Officers and Men of Company B, for the 
opportunity to be members of the U. S. 
Armor Association.

Captain Isadore E. Stein 
Company B, 813th Tank Rattalion 
79th Infantry Division' (USAR)
5200 Wissahickon Avenue 
Philadelphia 44, Pennsylvania

The GOER Concept
Dear Sir:

This year, for the first time, a brief

survey of the problems of atomic tactics 
has been inserted into our course in the 
History of Military Art. One fact that 
has been carefully impressed upon us 
is the need for extreme mobility in 
our future army. Relative to this, how
ever, one cannot help but feel that the 
need for additional logistical support has 
increased far more than proportionately. 
In remembering Lieutenant Colonel 
McKee’s article on the GOER concept, 
I am unable to see any good reason why 
this idea should not be the solution to 
our logistics problem. Another article to 
describe more of its tactical capabilities 
and to emphasize its simplicity would 
answer many of our questions. But more 
important than this, it may well provide 
the additional spark that is necessary to 
stimulate Army-wide thought on such 
a very promising and revolutionary idea.

John G. Schroeder 
Co. M-2, U.S.C.C.
West Point, N. Y.

Jane’s Fighting Armor
Dear Sir:

I just completed a second and careful 
reading of the GOERS piece in the 
Nov-Dec issue and find it sensational. 
The idea of making use of a civilian 
development is not only good but should 
have been done more often in the past. 
Interested civilians can at times produce 
things of real value to the military. In 
various combinations they could well be 
the saviors of not only the LI. S. Army 
hut also of the armies of our allies. 
Since they are simple machines, the 
Turks for example could increase the 
effectiveness of their foot bound army 
500% by the use of GOERS not only 
as supply carriers but as troop transport 
and even heavy gun mounts. I just hope 
the whole idea is not filed away and 
forgotten. (So do we. Ed.)

I would also like to compliment you

on your fine book. I subscribe to a num
ber of service journals and of them all 
ARMOR is the most lively. It is tech
nical enough to satisfy the machine bug 
and general enough to interest an aver
age civilian. Of course I am somewhat 
prejudiced in favor of Armor since I 
spent a bit of time in tanks during 
World War II and have studied the de
velopments in mobile land w'arfare since 
I was a boy, 20 years ago. But as an 
active magazine editor myself, I feel that 
I can speak with enough experience to 
say that you do a fine job in the area 
in which you work.

One other thing before I quit. For 
years I have sought a book like Jane's 
Fighting Ships on Armor. In 1942 a 
poor example was published but it hard 
ly served the purpose. What is really 
needed is a spiral bound loose leaf book 
containing pictures and data on all mili
tary vehicles of all the armies of the 
W'orld. Has anything along this line ever 
been published? If not it should be and 
a service to print supplements should 
be maintained to keep up with new ad
ditions.

Joseph Morschauser III 
22 Top of Ridge Drive 
Scarsdale, New York
• Take note, Book Publishers. Perhaps 
you are missing a bet. In 1945 a hook 
entitled “Tanks and Armored Vehicles” 
by Colonel Robert J. leks was pub
lished. Colonel leks did an excellent 
job. If this material was brought up to 
date and published in loose leaf form it 
would have a lasting long time val
ue. Ed.

Picture Corrections
Dear Sir:

May we thank you for including the 
article Fuel Injection Engines in the 
January-February 1958 issue. We be
lieve that this is the first time so com
plete a story on the Ordnance Depart
ment Fuel Injection program has ap
peared in print.

We would like to call to your atten
tion that the illustrations of the Conti-

ARMOR is published bimonthly by the United States Armor Association.

Copyright: ARMOR is copyrighted 1958 by the United States Armor Association.

Reprint Rights: All Rights Reserved.
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nental AV-1790-5A (page 22) and the 
AVI-1790-8 (page 26) Engines are 
shown upside down. We feel that this 
should be called to the attention of the 
members of your association.

Edward L. Spellerberg 
Manager, Technical Publications and 
Publicity
Simmonds Accessories, Inc.
Tarrytown, New York
• Yes our faces are red. The acts right 
side up are shown on the right, ed.

(Simmonds Aevocessories Inc.)
Continental AV-1790-5A engine.

(Simmonds Aerocessories Inc.)
AVI-1790-8 Engine equipped with fuel injection.

A Handbook on German Forces
Dear Sir:

Could you or any of ARMOR’s read
ers tell me where I can obtain color 
reproductions or plates of German uni
forms of World War II? The “Hand
book on German Military Forces” would 
serve my need, and I would be willing 
to buy, rent, borrow or trade some other 
book for this Technical Manual if any 
reader is interested. Like reader Graham, 
I am doing research and would be most 
grateful for any assistance.

Robert H. Large
1348 11 th Street 
Douglas, Arizona

Any Back Issues of ARMOR?
Dear Sir,

This is to inform you that copies of 
ARMOR have begun to reach me, 
commencing with the January-February 
1958 issue (5 February 1958). When 
I first wrote to you last year, it was my 
intention that payment arranged then 
should be for a complete set of the
1957 issues, and that further payment 
would be made at the beginning of
1958 to cover a current subscription. I 
would still like to have the 1957 copies, 
and will be pleased to arrange the neces
sary payment if they are available.

When I became interested in the de
velopment of armored fighting vehicles 
last year and began looking around for 
suitable material from which to compile 
notes, it soon became apparent that 
very few books on the subject had been 
published since the 1930’s. It was not

until I visited the Imperial War Muse
um here in London and was shown the 
backfiles of ARMOR and the Armored 
Cavalry Journal that I was able to make 
any substantial progress.

The tremendous backlog of articles 
with which I was faced prompted me 
to make immediate arrangements for a 
subscription. This incidentally is the 
reason why I should like to have the 
1957 copies. Even then I am several 
years behind, and at the present rates of 
exchange I cannot afford to make up 
this backlog even supposing that all the 
journals were available. If at any time 
you hear of a reader who is looking for 
a home for back numbers I should be 
pleased to hear from him, also from any
one who is interested in the develop
ment of armored forces, and who would 
like to correspond with someone on this 
side of the Atlantic.

I was very pleased to make the ac
quaintance of ARMOR last year and am 
looking forward to receiving my oum 
copies in the future. It will be quite a 
pleasure to read an article and be able 
to refer to it at leisure.

Mr. G. C. Willoughby 
16B Keightley Drive 
New Eltham 
London S.E.9 
England

ARMOR
THE COVER
The cover was designed by Major

mm mmII »
jgj William G. Bell, the editor of 

ARMOR preceding the incumbent.

ps# pm iTri PI
Spanning 70 years of military pub
lishing, it depicts the format changes

Sue the journal has undergone down
through the years from the Cavalry 
horse to today’s modern mobile 
hard-hitting full-tracked armor.
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1888-1958

Haring weathered changes from saber to revolver, horse to horsepower, 
arid Cavalry to Armor, the United States Armor (nee Cavalry) Association 
and its magazine ARMOR (nee Cavalry Journal) approach three-quarters of 
a century of service to the mounted soldier in better shape than ever

SOCIETY and JOURNAL . . .

O
HE period from 1881 up to the Spanish Amer
ican War has been called the United States 
Army’s Renaissance. In that span of years the 

foundations of American military professionalism were 
laid down. This was no precise and planned develop

ment, but a groping evolution that materialized from 
and overcame what has been called the Army’s Dark 
Ages—the period from the Civil War up to 1880, when 
declining strength, inadequate appropriations and pay, 
inefficient organization, wide dispersion, a provincial ex
istence and a hostile society, all combined to reduce the 
Army to such a low estate that a rising sentiment for 
reform and position was inevitable. It was a sign of the 
times when, on November .9, 1885, a group of cavalry 
officers at Fort Leavenworth met to form the U. S. Caval
ry Association, for the “professional unity and improve
ment, and the advancement of the cavalry service gen
erally.”

The measure of the mounted officers’ thirst for status 
and professional development is evident in their decision 
to organize an association in the face of many obstacles. 
Cavalrymen were scattered about the country from the 
Division of the Atlantic to the Division of the Pacific. 
In an Army numbering less than 27,000 officers and 
men, there were but ten regiments of cavalry, contain
ing as potential members of the Association only 424 of
ficers. The regiments were split into small detachments 
and parcelled out over a remote frontier, charged with 
such assorted duties as fighting Indians, controlling them 
on reservations, guarding and operating stage lines, safe
guarding settlers, protecting railroads, restricting the dep
redations of desperadoes and keeping watch over labor

disputes—in sum, a police force rather than an army.
Under these circumstances an officer had little hope 

of finding an opportunity to acquire leadership expe
rience through the command of sizable units in maneu
vers (although cavalry officers in particular gained self
reliance in the very fractionalization of their units, which 
placed a full load of responsibility on officers serving in 
small isolated commands and far removed from their 
superiors). And campaigns of a size comparable to that 
of 1876, when Custer was overwhelmed at Little Big 
Horn, by 1885 were highly unlikely. For even though 
General Crook was actively campaigning in Arizona ter
ritory against Geronimo and his Chiricahua Apaches, 
and Wounded Knee was yet five years in the future, 
this was the twilight of Indian uprising. The officer 
corps had little choice but to turn to theory to promote 
professional qualification.

The creators of the Cavalry Association took their 
problems into account in organizing their society. To 
contend with the matter of dispersion they established 
not only the headquarters at Fort Leavenworth, but 
branches at West Point and in Indian Territory at Fort 
Reno. They demonstrated a fine touch for the cultiva
tion of higher authority and an alertness to extra-military 
considerations by conferring honorary membership on 
the Commanding General of the Army, General Wil
liam T. Sherman; on Lew Wallace, soldier, lawyer, gov
ernor, diplomat and author of Ben Hur; on Philip St. 
George Cooke and William S. Harney, distinguished 
retired general officers; and on two ex-generals of the 
Confederacy, Fitzhugh Lee, who became governor of 
Virginia as the Association was being launched, and

ARMOR—March-April, 19584



“Fightin’ Joe” Wheeler, then a member of Congress 
from the State of Alabama. To these were added John 
Codman Ropes, distinguished military historian of the 
day, and Professor Jean Roemer, vice president of City 
College of New York and author of Cavalry, Its History, 
Management and Uses in War.

In the matter of active officership of the Association, 
the founders elected a Medal of Honor winner, Major 
Abraham K. Arnold, then of 6th Cavalry, as president, 
and Captain Theodore J. Wint of 4th Cavalry as secre
tary. The membership would turn to the general officer 
ranks for Arnold’s successor, setting a precedent that 
holds to this day. But more on the presidents later.

Fort Leavenworth offered auspicious surroundings for 
the development of professional activity. Here in 1881 
Sherman had established the School of Application for 
Infantry and Cavalry, a great stride forward in the build
ing of a military educational system for the Army. It 
had been Sherman who sent Emory Upton to Europe

and Asia to study the workings of foreign armies, and 
Upton had confirmed the place of the service school in 
the development of a professional officer corps. With 
their mature professionalism, European armies were the 
object of careful scrutiny in America, where military pro
fessionalism was yet in the formative stages. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that many of the papers presented 
and discussed in early Cavalry Association meetings 
turned on the European scene.

The early months of Association activity are somewhat 
vague due to a paucity of records. A general lack of a 
sense of history on the part of successive administra
tions, not limited to the early years, has permitted the 
dissipation of much valuable archival material. The sav
ing feature has been the society’s publication, which 
today constitutes a priceless record.

The first issue of the Journal of the U. S. Cavalry 
Association came from the steam press of Kecheson and 
Reeves at Leavenworth, Kansas, in March of 1888. The

... of the MOUNTED ARM
By MAJOR WILLIAM GARDNER BELL
Illustrations from the author’s collection

MAJOR WILLIAM GARDNER BELL, Armor, a 1941 
inductee, received his basic training at the Cavalry 
Replacement Training Center, and his advanced train
ing as horse trooper and NCO with the 4th Cavalry 
Regiment. Commissioned through OCS from a mech
anized course at the Cavalry School in 1943, he 
served as horse and mechanized platoon leader and 
squadron stafF officer in the 28th Cavalry Regiment, 
from Mexican border service to North Africa and 
inactivation of the unit. Detailed in Infantry, he 
entered combat in the Italian campaign, serving 
successively as platoon leader, company commander 
and battalion staff officer in the 350th Infantry 
Regiment. He moved up to the regimental staff for 
the Morgan Line occupation duties, a story set out 
in his book, “350th Infantry in Occupation." As
signed in 1948 as Associate Editor of the Armored 
Cavalry Journal, Major Bell moved into the chair 
as Editor of the mounted arm magazine effective 
with its name change to ARMOR in 1950, and his 
cover-to-cover restyling brought national awards in 
the Magazine Shows of 1951 and 1952. Concurrently 
Secretary of the Armor Association, he sponsored 
such innovations as the large annual meeting, expan
sion of the Executive Council, broadening of member
ship provisions, overseas advisory boards, Association 
chapters, and annual awards to outstanding ROTC 
students. Major Bell served a tour in the Staff Sec
retariat at Allied Forces Southern Europe Headquar
ters prior to his present assignment in the Office of 
the Chief of Military History, where he is engaged 
in work on a World War II volume. A contributor 
to the Encyclopedia Americana, his writings and 
photography have been widely published, in national 
publications, military journals, and magazines de
voted to his lifelong interest—Western Americana.
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Major
Abraham K. Arnold 

1885-1887

Brig. Gen. 
Wesley Merritt 

1 887-1908

Brig. Gen. 
William H. Carter 
1908-14, 1917-21

Brig. Gen. 
James Parker 
1915-1917

Maj. Gen. 
John K. Herr 
1939-1945

Maj. Gen. 
Isaac D. White 

1946-1947

Maj. Gen. 
Ernest N. Harmon 

1947

Maj. Gen. 
Hobart R. Gay 

1947-1949

preoccupation of the American military with European 
armies is evident in two articles: “Some German Ideas 
on Cavalry Gathered from ‘Conversations on Cavalry’— 
Prince Kraft de I Iohenlohe-Ingelfingen,” and “The 
French Cavalry; Its Organization, Armament, Remount 
Service, Schools, Instruction, Drill and Tactics.” A great 
debate of the period—whether the mounted soldier should 
be armed with saber or revolver, or both—runs through 
several articles. Other items discuss remounts, a new type 
field artillery piece and devices to assist the cavalryman 
in firing the pistol and carbine efficiently from the back 
of a horse.

Equally interesting with article content is a list of 
Association members appearing at the back of Volume 
I, Number 1. There is Captain Myles Moylan, who 
commanded A of the 7th Cavalry with the Reno battal
ion at Little Big Horn. Captain H. W. Lawton, who 
rendered conspicuous service in bringing Geronimo to 
heel, and who will die a lieutenant general while serving 
against Filipino insurgents, is a member. Soldier-author 
Charles King, progenitor of the Ernest Haycox school 
of literature, is there. There are Lieutenants W. C. Brown 
and J. V. S. Paddock, whose names are inscribed respec
tively in the history of the Sheepeater war in Idaho and 
the Milk River engagement in Colorado, in 1879. Rufus 
Fairchild Zogbaum appears—artist and author, faithful 
delineator of military and naval subjects. And then there 
is Major, Brevet Colonel, Guy V. Henry, holder of the 
Medal of Honor for action at Cold Harbor in ’64, and 
severely wounded at the Battle of the Rosebud with 
Crook in ’76: Guy V. Henry, who will retire a major 
general, and whose son, the distinguished Major Gen
eral Guy V. Henry, Retired, is today honorary president 
of the society of the mounted arm.

Publication of that first list in March 1888 apparently 
gave the organization a shot in the arm, for the mem
bership jumped from 182 to 310 by June and was push

ing 400 in November on the third anniversary of the 
Association. Joining up were Frederick W. Benteen, Win
field S. Edgerly and E. S. Godfrey, all of the Benteen 
battalion at Little Big Horn; Samuel B. M. Young, Adna 
R. Chaffee, J. Franklin Bell and John J. Pershing, all 
destined to be Chiefs of Staff of the United States Army; 
James Parker, another Medal of Honor recipient and a 
future Association president (1915-1917); and Camillo 
C. C. Carr, Jacob A. Augur and Ezra B. Fuller, future 
editors of the Cavalry journal.

In three score and ten years of publication, 26 officers 
have held the editorial chair of the magazine of mobile 
warfare, as it is sometimes called today. Fifteen have 
been West Pointers, and eight went on to become gen
eral officers—Carr, William H. Carter, Charles D. 
Rhodes, Robert C. Richardson, Jr., Karl S. Bradford, 
Oliver L. Haines, Charles S. Kilburn and Fenton S. 
Jacobs. Of these, Carter, who won the Medal of Honor 
in Arizona in 1881, holds the distinction of having served 
the Association in both editorial and executive capaci
ties: he was editor as a captain in the period 1892-1897, 
and president as a general, from 1908 to 1914 and again 
from 1917 to 1921.

Six of the 17 presidents to date of the mounted society 
were Chiefs of Cavalry, encompassing the full period 
of existence of that office from 1920 to 1942—Major 
Generals Willard Holbrook, Malin Craig, Herbert Cros
by, Guy Henry, Leon Kromer and John Herr. One of 
these, Malin Craig, was Army Chief of Staff from 1935 
to 1939, bridging the tours of Generals Mac Arthur and 
Marshall. The trend in presidential rank has been up
ward through the years, from Major Arnold to the pres
ent incumbent, four-star General Willard G. Wyman, 
who heads our Continental Army Command. All of the 
top officers of the Association, those already mentioned 
and these others—I. D. White, Ernest N. fJarmon, Ho
bart R. Gay, Willis D. Crittenbcrger, John H. Collier
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Lt. Gen.
W. D. Crittenberger 

1950-1953

Lt. Gen. 
John H. Collier 

1954

General
Williston B. Palmer 

1955-1957

General
Willard G. Wyman 

1957-

and Williston B. Palmer—have made significant con
tributions to the professional society. But it is the sec
ond president, Brigadier General Wesley Merritt, who 
deserves a large share of credit for the success, indeed 
perpetuation, of the Cavalry Association.

A West Pointer, Class of 1860, Merritt graduated 
into the Civil War, rising to become a general before 
the age of 30. Assuming the presidency of the Associa
tion in 1887, Merritt was retained by the membership 
for a 20 year tenure, until his death in January 1908. 
His great contribution was to give prestige to the organi
zation in the critical years of consolidation. He was large
ly instrumental in boosting the society over the hurdle 
caused by the Spanish American War, when all officers 
except the vice president were at the front, resulting in 
a single issue of the journal in 1898, four difficult num
bers in 1899, and a complete suspension of operations 
in 1900 and 1901. In an inspirational letter to the mem
bership, Merritt in April 1902 threw his weight behind 
continuation of the organization and its magazine. “I 
have been told,” he wrote, “by more than one officer 
whose advancement in the cavalry service has been 
marked, that much of the success was due to the in
fluence of the studies induced by the Cavalry Associa
tion.”

The studies to which Merritt referred, those papers 
presented before various groups of members and as ar
ticles in the Journal, ranged over a field of subjects of 
logical interest to the military man, and particularly the 
mounted soldier: tactics, techniques, training, weapons, 
doctrine, equipment, organization, horsemanship and 
horsemastership, education, personalities and history, to 
mention some major areas. Discussions were lively and 
detailed. In the Journal for July 1903, for example, 30 
officers discoursed on the Johnson bridle bit. To stim
ulate such professional interest the Association in 1897 
had launched an essav contest. Back of a requirement

ARMOR—March-April, 1958

that essays be based on an assigned subject lay a plan 
to publish a history of the American Cavalry. Although 
this never materialized, the professional activity engen
dered by the annual contest inspired the preparation of 
much good material for the magazine. In the 1903 con
test, for instance, a board composed of Generals J. H. 
Wilson and Fitzbugh Lee and Colonel Arthur L. Wag
ner (the latter the noted educator at the Leavenworth 
school), judging material on the basis of historical ac
curacy, professional excellence and literary merit, 
awarded top honors to Captain James G. Harbord for 
his treatise on “The History of the Cavalry of Northern 
Virginia (Confederate) During the Civil War.” As Har- 
bord’s advancement in the service would be marked (he 
was to rise to Deputy Chief of Staff of the Army), his 
serves as a case in point in confirmation of General 
Merritt’s remark on the value of Association studies with 
relation to professional advancement.

With the close of the Spanish American War the 
United States Army embarked on what has been called 
the second phase of its Renaissance. In its sphere, the 
Cavalry Association moved forward. Its gathering pro
fessional strength is evidenced in many ways in this 
period, and not least by the October 1902 membership 
list, which carries the names of Generals Arthur Mac- 
Arthur, Leonard Wood and Tasker Bliss. It was at this 
time, too, that the Journal got a face-lifting from an un
expected source.

Frederic Remington, whose pen and brush contributed 
so materially to the enduring historical record of our 
Western frontier, was a life member of the Cavalry As
sociation. In 1898 Remington visited the camp of the 3d 
Cavalry at Tampa, Florida, where the regiment was 
staging for the Santiago campaign. The artist, on his 
way to cover the war in Cuba for Harper’s Weekly, was 
a close friend of Captain Francis H. Hardie, who com
manded Troop G of the 3d. During the visit Remington’s
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The
Editors

Twenty-six officers have held the editorship of the 
mounted arm’s magazine over its seventy years of 
life. Fifteen were West Pointers, and eight became 
general officers. The editors have been concurrently 
the parent organization’s single full-time active 
official—secretary-treasurer—and in the triple ca
pacity inescapably have left their imprints on the 
professional society’s history. Several were men of 
some intellectual attainment and produced books 
during their careers. Notable among these is Mat
thew Forney Steele, whose American Campaigns, 
outgrowth of his service as educator at the Leaven
worth School of the Line, ranks as a military

continued on opposite page

^ ■ ::

1st Lt.
Otto L. Hein 
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C. C. C. Carr 
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William H. Carter 
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1st Lt.
Thomas H. Slavens 

1897-1898

Major
Jacob A. Augur 

1 898-1 899

1st Lt.
Charles D. Rhodes 

1899

Captain
Lewis C. Scherer 

1902-1904

Captain
Matthew F. Steele 

1904-1905

attention was drawn to one of G’s noncommissioned offi
cers, Sergeant John Lannen. A superb rider and an im
posing figure, the soldier impressed Remington as the 
perfect example of a cavalryman. He made several rough 
sketches of Lannen.

From these roughs Remington later made two finished 
sketches, which he presented to the Cavalry Associa
tion in 1902, as the Cavalry Journal was resuming pub
lication. His excellent drawing of a frontier cavalryman 
appeared on the front cover of the Journal in January 
1903. It was to hold this position for almost 40 years, 
until July 1942, and through the years would acquire 
the label “Old Bill.” The second sketch, of a cavalryman 
riding away from the viewer at a gallop, appeared on 
the back cover and as a tailpiece inside the magazine for 
many years. But it was the front cover sketch that had 
feel, character, authenticity. Always a branch of great 
esprit and highly conscious of history and tradition, the 
Cavalry took the Remington masterpiece to its heart. 
It appears to this day on the masthead page of the pro

' fessional magazine of the mounted arm, a trademark of 
mobility in war.

As the impact of the Army’s renaissance and the 
Cavalry Association’s example became increasingly felt, 
other branch associations and magazines began to ap
pear on the military scene. Many officers of Infantry, 
Artillery and other services had joined the- Cavalry As
sociation, drawn by a community of professional inter
est. Inevitably a desire for greater concentration on branch 
affairs intruded, and the various specialists took steps to 
form their own organizations. The year 1892 saw the 
creation of the Coast Artillery Association and magazine. 
Infantrymen launched an organization in 1893 and a 
journal in 1904. Field Artillerymen put their society un
der way in 1910, and between 1920 and 1946 the serv
ices lined up—Engineers, Ordnance, Quartermaster, 
Transportation, Signal and Chemical. These organiza
tions and their “trade journals of war” over the years 
have rendered a clear service to the Army and the nation.

With the 20th Century came mechanization. Its ap
plication to military purposes had broad implications, 
especially for the Cavalry arm. As the tank moved onto 
the battlefields of World War I its element of protection 
was in the ascendant, for it was designed to break the 
trench stalemate by overcoming the machine gun and 
barbed wire. Yet it was an augury for the future when 
General Pershing placed the Tank Corps under the 
command of a cavalryman, Brigadier General Samuel 
D. Rockenbach, longtime member of the Cavalry Asso
ciation and a contributor to the Journal’s pages as far 
back as 1894. One of his younger officers was Captain 
George S. Patton, Jr., who a quarter-century later in an
other global conflict would do so much with this machine 
which he helped introduce to the battlefield. Incidental
ly, the careful researcher in the Cavalry Journal may 
trace the career of Association member Patton through 
articles under his byline ranging from lieutenant to gen
eral and spanning three decades.

World War I brought another crisis in Cavalry Asso
ciation affairs. The secretary-treasurer-editor, retired Lieu
tenant Colonel Fuller, in poor health but carrying on, 
was awaiting replacement. But as Fuller noted in the 
July 1917 issue of the Journal, “everybody who can
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wants to go to war, and those who can’t don’t want the 
job.” He suggested that it might be better to suspend 
operations as had been the case at the turn of the cen
tury. But he got out three more issues, and with the 
April 1918 number the Cavalry Journal went into sus
pense for two years, with 1919 a complete blank.

As it had on the occasion of the other interruption, 
the Journal came out of this one with a new face. Old 
Bill still graced the cover, but page size was expanded 
and layout revamped. Major Robert C. Richardson, Jr. 
moved into the chair in replacement of Fuller. And now 
the Association’s base of operations was moved to Wash
ington, D. C. The organization had need to be on the 
scene in the Nation’s Capital, for its future, inextricably 
interwoven with the future of the Cavalry, was by no 
means definitely assured. As Major LeRoy Eltinge put 
it in the April 1920 revival issue, “the Cavalry of the 
Army emerged from the World War in poorer condition 
than any arm of the service.” Indeed, there was much 
to be done.

That issue opened fittingly enough with an inspira
tional message to the Cavalry from General John J. 
Pershing, designed to carry the arm through critical 
times. The theme running through the number was hope
ful : “the future of cavalry lies in its mobility.”

It was in this period that the Army, recognizing the 
real contribution of the unofficial professional associa
tions and journals to the profession of arms, authorized 
the assignment of active duty personnel to the editorial- 
secretarial posts; the task up to this time had been car
ried out in their spare time by a small number of highly 
dedicated officers. Under the new arrangement the or
ganizations rightfully retained their freedom of opera
tion, although in the ’30s they lost the revenue of ad
vertisers when Congress wrote into the appropriations 
bill a rider prohibiting publications run by active duty 
staffs from taking paid advertising—a far cry from those 
years in the ’80s and ’90s when the Journal carried a 
lively advertisers’ section; when the ads were oozing with 
testimonials and even the Post Chaplain at Fort Leaven
worth was delighted to give his endorsement to Wood
ley’s Sans Pareil, the Great Army Remedy for the Pres
ervation of the Hair!

At the close of World War I the thinking with respect 
to employment of the tank was still far from clear. There 
was indecision as to which of the ground arms should 
have cognizance over development. The Tank Corps was 
dissolved and tank development placed under the Chief 
of Infantry. The general theory of mechanization, how
ever, was assigned to the Cavalry. Few professionals yet 
saw the possibilities inherent in armor—that Cavalry 
might logically inherit armor, and that armor possessed 
the classic cavalry characteristics of mobility, firepower 
and shock action, and therefore the capability of carry
ing on the cavalry role. Daniel Van Voorhis, Adna R. 
Chaffee, Jr., and a few more spoke out. But the horse 
had an attraction to the heart as well as the head of 
the cavalrvman, and even at the time in the ’30s when 
the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) was formed, it 
was generally considered to be a professional hazard for 
an officer to identify himself with the new medium. 
Few cavalrymen were prepared to trade the horse for the 
tank and perhaps compromise their careers. Among those

classic. William H. Carter authored several texts 
on cavalry subjects, recognized beyond the borders 
of this country. The versatility of many of the 
editors may be readily uncovered from the pages of 
the magazine through the years; there are articles, 
book reviews, editorials, even translations of for
eign publications, all giving evidence of their ac
complishments in the field of military scholarship.

In addition to their editorial qualifications, these 
officers necessarily had to demonstrate their talents 
as businessmen, for the Association, although sub
ject to its ups and downs through the years, yet has 
represented a sizable business requiring efficient 
administrators to keep it on the road. Yes, these 
officers who have been charged with the steward
ship of the society and journal of the mounted 
arm have made significant contributions to their 
organization, their branch, their Army. The anni
versary is an appropriate moment to call the roll.

V,

Captain
Herbert A. White 

1905-1907

Lt. Col.
Ezra B. Fuller, Jr. 

1907-191 8

Major
Robert C. Richardson 

1920-1921

Photo Photo

Not Not

Available Available

Major
Jerome W. Howe 

1921-1924

Captain
George A. Moore 

1924

Lt. Col.
W. V. Morris 
1924-1927

Major
Karl S. Bradford 

1927-1928

Photo

Not
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Major
K. G. Eastham 

1928
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Major
Oliver L. Haines 

1928-1931

L». Col.
George M. Russell 

1931-1935

Captain
Charles S. Miller 

1935-1937

Author's Note: It is extremely diffi
cult to round up pictures of so 
itinerant a group as army officers, 
especially over the spread of years 
involved here. The record turns out 
to be gratifyingly complete, even 
while some of the photos are not 
contemporary to the individual’s edi
torial stint and accompanying rank 
as indicated in the captions. Credit 
is due as follows: Hein, Slavens, Au
gur, Rhodes, Scherer, Steele, White 
and Fuller from USMA Archives; 
Carr, Morris, Bradford, Haines, Rus
sell, Miller and Jacobs copied by the 
author from Cavalry Journal; Carter, 
Richardson, Kilburn, Yale, Burch 
and Zierdt from U. S. Army; Sum
ner by Hessler; Bell a self-portrait. Major

Charles S. Kilburn 
1937-1940

Major
Fenton S. Jacobs 

1940-1942

Colonel
Edwin M. Sumner 

1942-1948

Colonel
Wesley W. Yale 

1948

Colonel
Claude O. Burch 

1948-1950

Major
William Gardner Bell 

1950-1953

Lt. Col.
William H. Zierdt, Jr. 

1953-

who stepped to the new field, however, were two future 
presidents of the mounted society, I. D. White and 
Willis D. Crittenberger.

OThrough these years of growing pains the Cavalry 
Association gave some attention to mechanization through 
the pages of the Journal, but more to horses. Gradually 
the article had taken the place of the paper of earlier 
times. The Association became essentially its magazine, 
and there through the '30s many of the big names of 
World War II put in an appearance, and not all were 
cavalrymen: Jonathan M. Wainwright, Lucien K. Trus- 
cott, Joseph W. Stilwell, Maurice Rose, Robert W. Grow; 
and in 1931, Major Dwight D. Eisenhower, authoring 
an article on “War Policies.”

As war flared once again in Europe, the crisis develop
ing in the Army over the Cavalry role deepened. Events 
came to a head with a rush. In 1940 the Army bypassed 
the traditional ground arms by organizing an Armored 
Force, while at the same time in the Cavalry famous 
horse regiments were partially and then completely mech
anized. In 1942 the offices of the Chiefs of the Combat 
Arms (Cavalry, Infantry, Artillery) were abolished. As 
a crowning blow to the Cavalry, the famous First Cavalry 
Division was dismounted and sent to the Southwest 
Pacific as a foot unit.

A hint of the struggle attendant upon these events is 
apparent in the words of Major General John K. Herr, 
last Chief of Cavalry (1938-1942), and president of the 
Cavalry Association from 1939 to 1945. The quotation 
is from his book, The Story of the U. S. Cavalry (Little 
Brown & Co., Boston, 1953), written with Edward S. 
Wallace and published not long before his death:

What caused this sudden and extreme action? It 
was probably a combination of factors. The great 
successes of the German panzers (which nobody de
nied) over the good roads in the flat country of 
northern Europe had their effect on the extremely 
motor-conscious American public and its tendency 
to rush en masse to extremes. The horse was dead! 
Long live the motor! Thus reasoned many people 
who had never tried to cut cross country, between 
the hard roads, in their shiny, chromium-plated, 
streamlined pride of the Detroit production line 
and knew nothing about the use of horses. That 
there was influence brought to bear by certain in
dustries which would profit heavily by the produc
tion of the enormously expensive tank and other 
mechanized vehicles is almost certain. Then, there 
was the ever-eternal green-eyed monster of jealousy 
which had been aroused in the breasts of the other 
services, especially among soft and inactive officers 
behind desks, over the color and glamour attached 
to the cavalry, over the good times which officers of 
that branch enjoyed in their sports at all the cavalry 
posts, and over the certain indefinable social prestige 
which the man on horseback, the cavalier, the hi
dalgo, the gentleman, has always had over the man 
on foot. All these influences combined, and amidst 
the excitement at the outbreak of war, managed to 
eliminate what they called an archaic branch.

Whatever the reasons, the horse departed the Army, 
and the mounted arm was beset by internal divisions that
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threatened its professional base. The Cavalry Association 
suffered as well, and partly by its own hand.

With the U. S. Army at its wartime peak in strength, 
the Infantry Journal soared to well over 100,000 subscrip
tions exclusive of the Overseas Edition. Not so the Caval
ry Journal. Against a potential represented by 16 ar
mored divisions full of cavalrymen, a cavalry division, 
many armored cavalry groups and squadrons, and many 
separate tank and tank destroyer units, the Cavalry 
Journal reached a subscription peak of little more than 
7,000. This can be attributed to a failure to break with 
the past and step out resolutely to embrace the new 
medium armor—which had absorbed the great percent
age of branch members. As German panzer forces lashed 
out across European battlefields, Russian horse cavalry 
galloped across Cavalry Journal pages. Armor and mech
anization got some space, but a provisional platoon of 
horse-mounted soldiers in the Italian campaign was like
ly to receive equal attention with the exploits of an 
American armored division. And there was continuing 
attention to foreign horse cavalry, horse breeding and 
equestrian sports. The Association lost many sincere pro
fessionals from its membership rolls.

In World War II the Cavalry Association and Cavalry 
Journal met a war which did not put operations at least 
temporarily on ice. But in clinging to the past the Asso
ciation came close to sealing its own doom. The low point 
was late 1947, when subscriptions dropped to around 
1,800. One step of importance had recently been taken 
which might redeem a had situation. In mid-1946 a 
small group of professionals had rallied round and put 
the organization in tune with realities. The name was 
changed to U. S. Armored Cavalry Association. The 
magazine became Armored Cavalry journal. Content in
creasingly reflected the new order.

In all fairness it must be noted that all service journals 
suffered a share of the difficulties growing out of the 
postwar ebb. The league-leading Infantry Journal, feel
ing the subscription pinch, in the late ’40s put forward a 
merger proposal which in essence suggested the liquida
tion of the Associations and journals of Cavalry, Field 
Artillery and Coast (Antiaircraft) Artillery, with all as
sets to be turned over to a new organization and mag
azine of Army-wide implication and title, based on the 
Infantry Association’s existing plant and staff, with some 
minor representation of the other three organizations. 
By 1953 the two Artillery organizations had joined this 
Association of the U. S. Army in the Combat Forces 
Journal (today Army). The members of the Armored 
Cavalry Association voted down the proposition, seeing 
it as a sub-merger, and desiring to retain a strong voice 
in behalf of their troubled branch. The Association posi
tion was admirably represented by Lieutenant General 
Geoffrey Keyes in high-level meetings with advocates of 
a merger of the several combat arms magazines and so
cieties. From initial negotiations in 1948 through AR
MOR’S Nov.-Dec. 1952 editorial and later reaffirmation 
by Executive Council resolution, the mounted organiza
tion has consistently supported the concept of an Armv- 
wide Association, while maintaining a firm stand in behalf 
of branch societies and journals. A sentiment for perpetua
tion, it may be noted parenthetically, was not unusual 
for an organization with a lineage such as that of the
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mounted society. Many military families may be traced 
through the history of the mounted organization and the 
pages of its publication, from distinguished father to dis
tinguished son. The Cavalry family tree is liberally 
sprinkled with the accomplishments of several generations 
of Henrys and Ilowzes, Holbrooks, Reads and Pattons, 
to note a few examples.

Mid-century will go down in the history of the society 
of the mounted arm and its publication as a moment of 
resurrection. For it was then that Congress passed the 
Army Organization Act of 1950. The legislation made 
of record an evolution which had been in process for 
several decades. The passage that cleared the air read: 
The Armor shall he a continuation of the Cavalry.

The steps remaining to be taken were obvious, and 
the Association s Executive Council moved immediatelv 
to implement them. On the heels of the legislative action 
the Armored Cavalry Association became the U. S. Ar
mor Association. The magazine became simply ARMOR. 
The July-August 1950 issue came out re-designed from 
cover to cover, setting a style which won for the publica
tion national certificates of award in the Magazine Shows 
of 1951 and 1952, sponsored by the American Institute 
of Graphic Arts. New features and top authorships and 
material greatly enhanced the magazine’s reputation.

A year and a half later the society, breaking the 
precedent of 25-member annual meetings in one room 
of Washington’s Army and Navy Club, moved to Fort 
Knox, the Home of Armor, for its annual reunion. As 
many officers attended the business session in Theater 
No. 1 as had been on duty in the ten regiments of caval
ry existing in the Army when the society was launched 
at Fort Leavenworth 66 years before.

The subscription rolls of ARMOR, continuation of the 
Cavalry Journal, today almost match those of the mag
azine at the height of World War II, and since 1957 
member and unit subscribers have been getting a News
letter in the off months between magazines into the 
bargain. The Armor Association, continuation of the Cav
alry Association, is today a strong and vital professional 
organization, devoted to the affairs of a strong and vital 
combat arm of the Army.

Perhaps the outcome for a society beset by many diffi
culties was foreordained. For after all, these were events 
affecting the mounted soldier, the arme blanche, CAV
ALRYMEN! The sense of all this has perhaps never 
been put more effectively than by a non-cavalryman. 
Writing from Tokyo a decade ago in observance of the 
Cavalry Journal s sixtieth anniversary of service devoted 
to “keeping the military profession abreast of the cavalry 
arm in the art of war, General of the Army Douglas 
MacArthur said: “During these decades no other branch 
has experienced greater change in weapons, in technique, 
and in tactical requirement. Discarding the horse and 
the saber to keep pace with the increasing tempo and 
violence of modern war, the cavalryman speedily ad
justed himself to armored mechanization and commen
surate firepower, firmly to hold his historic role of the 
far-flung and rapid movement echelon. In this he dem
onstrated with striking clarity that the invincible esprit 
which has characterized his past yet carries him to the 
vanguard of every advance, an irresistible force toward 
victory.”
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The ensuing article by our Association President 
and the Commanding General of CON ARC is an un
classified version of a classified speech delivered 
to the Air War College. We choose to title it

HIGHLIGHTS
of A rmy Doctrine

By GENERAL WILLARD G. WYMAN

IHILOLOGISTS agree that all that has been 
written about all of the subjects of human 
thought since the dawn of history would not 

suffice to completely explain what is meant by a single 
word. So do not expect a complete explanation of Army 
doctrine in the next 50 minutes! At best I can only “X 
in” the major bench marks, indicate some of the more 
significant contour lines, and trust that you already know 
by heart “the uses of a hill.”

In a recent article on our national strategy and military 
doctrine, Dr. Raymond L. Garthoff used the following 
thumbnail definition to establish his initial frame of 
reference: “Strategy relates to the attainment of objec
tives and doctrine relates to the employment of means.” 

While too narrow for the scope of our discussion, his 
definition illuminates a much broader frame of reference 
if we apply it to the statement in your study circular 
which sets forth the purpose of this lecture: “To provide 
an understanding of U. S. Army doctrine and an appre
ciation of its influence on U. S. military strategy."

In the light of Dr. Gartholf’s definition, a fundamental 
principle of Army doctrine is at once apparent here. It 
is the principle that the determining influence between 
the employment of means and the attainment of ob
jectives in war travels on a 2-way, 3-dimensional street. 
The universal truth that the means determines the ends 
as well as vice versa is the roadbed of this 2-way street. 
Its three dimensions are Air, Sea and Land.

Failure to appreciate the workings of this principle has 
sent many a nation to the morgue and the autopsy tables 
of history. For example, consider the prewar objectives 
A Nazi Germany, the means employed by Hitler to at
tain them and the end results. Would the end have been 
different had Hitler not employed genocide and wanton 
force as he did at Rotterdam, Coventry, Lidice and in 
the Ukraine? On the other hand, consider the prewar 
objectives of France, the imbalance of her military means, 
the rigidity of her doctrine for employing them, and the 
consequent disaster of military defeat and occupation.

May historians of the future never have reason to at
tribute our nation’s fate to either wantonness or rigidity! 
May we never stake our national existence upon a “Mega

ton” or a “Maginot Line” anywhere—on land, at sea, in 
the air or in the mind!

On the azimuth of this aspiration, we arrive at the 
first bench mark to understanding Army doctrine. Neither 
absolute nor rigid, Army doctrine predicates no single 
solution, no set pattern for national defense. It harbors 
no narcissistic illusion that land forces alone can en
force our national policy in the teeth of the multi-dimen
sional threat posed by our obvious enemy.

Army doctrine is Tri-service!
Our tri-service doctrine recognizes the entire spectrum 

of possibilities in warfare—not only as they stem from our 
own military capabilities and national objectives, but as 
they stem from the enemy’s capabilities and national ob
jectives. Red Russia now has military means of great 
numerical and technological strength covering the entire 
gamut of known military force by land, sea and air.

This full scale of military means enables Soviet plan
ners to exercise great flexibility in their grand strategy. 
It provides them with a very high potential for accommoda
tion to our own capabilities and responses. Hence the 
possible characteristics of an armed conflict with the 
Communist Bloc are manifold.

In broad outline, here are three major possibilities that 
condition our tri-service doctrine. And I take them in 
order of gravity—not their order of probability.

First, there is the possibility that the enemy might try 
for a nuclear knockout. This possibility would seem re
mote. Or does it? That it would be dangerous to rule out 
such a miscalculation is evinced by the pages of recent 
history.

In this event it is obvious that our national existence 
would depend initially upon the performance of our 
strategic retaliatory forces. But what then? With air 
bases, ports, factories and cities on both sides of the Iron 
Curtain pulverized, do both sides surrender to each other? 
Or does victory go to the side which can continue to fight 
most effectively with the means remaining?

Since it is axiomatic that the first objective of airpower 
is the destruction of the enemy’s airpower, we must not 
be astigmatic to the possible effect of nuclear parity upon 
airpower itself, at the very outset of such a war. . . .
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How many 'planes, missiles and facilities for their produc
tion would he left on both sides after the first few days 
of an all-out effort? .... While this question is as impos
sible to answer exactly as it is dangerous to ignore, it has 
one facet of which we may be sure! If there is anything 
left, there will be people! And among the peoples of the 
world, there will be jackals—like Mussolini when France 
was reeling in 1940—eager for the spoils. In this situa
tion, our national survival would obviously depend upon 
the loyalty of our allies and the preparedness of our 
Army to fight with whatever air and naval support re
mained.

To fulfill the demands posed by this first possibility, 
broad Army doctrine would require: An Army force 
in being with a strong training base on which to build 
and rebuild.

Second, there is the possibility of a general or global 
war in which tacit or announced limitations in weaponry 
and targetry are mutually observed! Such restraint in a 
future war is neither unprecedented nor irrational—un
less we deem mankind to have been irrational ever since 
the day Cain spared Abel’s mother. The entire history 
of warfare is one continuous precedent of restraint in 
exercising force. Without it, mankind would have been 
reduced to nonentity long ago. The job of mutual ex
termination could have been accomplished just as surely 
with clubs and swords, and just as quickly—just as 
cheaply as it could with nuclear fission and fusion. Even 
the Nazis chose military defeat in preference to mutual 
extermination and refrained from loosing the products 
of their bacteriological and chemical laboratories on the 
world.

Assuming that any restraint is observed . in a global 
war, it appears logical that it would be a limitation in 
weapons employed against the civil populace. The strate
gic nuclear weapons on both sides might still be used 
against purely military targets or not at all.

This possibility in no way mitigates the grim necessity 
of maintaining a clear-cut superiority in our nuclear re
taliatory capability before and during such hostilities. 
While history indicates that moral law imposes stiff pen
alties upon nations that violate it in war, it rarely does 
so in time to save the victims. So our best insurance that 
mutual restraints will not be broken by the enemy is the 
obvious ability to make the crime instantly unprofitable. 
By clear-cut superiority in our nuclear retaliatory capa
bility, I mean a delivery system that cannot be thwarted 
plus sufficient destructive power to administer a coup de 
grace. I do not mean, however, that we must be able to 
destroy our enemy a hundred times or even ten. Once 
will do.

But even in this second possibility of so many vari
ables in degree, a broad Army doctrine will require: An 
Army force in being with a strong training base on which 
to build.

To win another global war waged with mutual re
straints in weaponry and targetry against the Communist 
Bloc would require the maximum efFort by land, sea and 
air that we and our allies could produce. Which of the 
three services would strike the decisive blow is impossible 
to predict, or even to know after the fact. For example, 
who could say that winning the undersea struggle would 
be any more or any less decisive than mastering the
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enemy in the stratosphere? Without control of vital sea 
lanes, it would be impossible to sustain our embattled 
allies and forces overseas. Without control in the air, it 
is doubtful that we could control sea approaches—let 
alone land areas—critical to military operations.

But of this we can be sure: The conclusive role in 
such a conflict would be performed by MAN on the 
ground with weapons in his hand. Only when he is in a 
position to enforce any decision at arms upon enemy 
peoples where they live can any conflict be victoriously 
concluded. That he will be opposed in great numbers by 
the enemy’s MAN on the ground goes without saying. 
But numbers alone do not win wars. Otherwise the 
American people long ago would have been on a diet of 
black bread and borsch! Nevertheless, the American 
soldier will need better training, better tools, and stronger 
air and naval support than ever before to cut his goliath 
down to size.

The third possibility is a localized war—a conflict limit
ed in geography, though not necessarily in weaponry. 
Such a war would be the product of our response to an
other act of limited Communist aggression like the in
vasion of South Korea. The localizing factor in the con
flict would be the value of the limited objective at stake 
and the risk to both sides of triggering a thermonuclear 
holocaust by expanding hostilities.

Far from being remote, the possibility of another 
localized war could materialize with the next tick of the 
clock. The Soviet strategy to activate it has been in suc
cessful operation ever since Lenin adopted the strategy 
of limited objectives set forth in the last will and testa
ment of Peter the Great, Tzar of Russia. And if you 
haven’t read that document, I suggest that you do so as 
part of your professional education. Whether penned by 
Peter or by Napoleon (as some historians claim), there 
can be no doubt that it is an authentic work of a clever 
but devious mind. You’ll find it quoted by Sykes in 
volume II of his authoritative book A History of Persia, 
printed in 1905.

If you thought that Mein Kampf was an amazing blue
print for world conquest, you should see how faith

fully Peter’s heirs have followed his blueprint! In addi
tion to specifying the limited objectives to be taken in 
sequence, Peter advised his descendants to adopt a priest
ly dogma, a fanatic approach, which could serve as an 
ideological tool for subversion. Beginning with the adop
tion of Communism in 1917 and continuing step by step 
with the annexation of the Baltic States on the north 
flank, the satellization of the Balkan States on the south 
flank, the division of Poland, Germany and China, the 
pincering of India, right up to more recent events in 
Syria, the Kremlin’s fidelity to Peter’s blueprint is at 
least a remarkable coincidence.

Far from being outdated by the atom bomb, the Com
munist strategy of expansion by limited objectives has 
proved a highly successful accommodation to our nuclear 
deterrent. So successful, that the cartographers have been 
hard put to keep up to date with it. Since 1945 we have 
seen the successive fall of Central Europe, China and 
North Indo-China, and we have been confronted with 
aggressive actions against Iran, Greece, Korea, Formosa, 
Malaya, North Africa and other areas—all under condi
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tions less than would warrant massive retaliation or gen
eral war.

Today—and I use the world literally—Red Russia is 
continuing to pursue its goal of world domination by a 
strategy of limited objectives. The value to us of each 
objective is carefully calculated in advance to be well 
below the high level of mutual risk posed by the strate
gic nuclear threat. With a complete scale of military capa
bilities, Soviet planners can employ the means most 
appropriate to the objective and our opposition in ac
cordance with the timeless principle of war: “Economy of 
force.”

H
aving selected a limited objective, they cannot be de
terred by threats of force which are so disproportion

ate in mutual risk as to be implausible on the face of it. In 
fact, they can flash aces of their own and “beep beep” 
across our horizon—not only to remind us that the risk 
of annihilation is mutual, but to assist them in softening 
up their prospective victims psychologically.

As the level of mutual risk has risen since 1950 with 
increasing parity and power of the strategic nuclear 
threat, so have the value and scope of the limited ob
jectives that Soviet planners may deem it safe to select. 
In this regard, recent events in the Near East menacing 
the Free Worlds vital oil supply speak for themselves.

To win a localized war—and here is our doctrine—we 
must have ready military means as flexible, as controllable 
and as usable as our opponents, but more efficient. We 
must be able to impose a price upon the enemy for limit
ed aggression that exceeds the cost to ourselves, but does 
not exceed restraints appropriate to tbe limited objective 
involved. While we must be able to defeat the enemy 
tactically, we must be able to leave him an avenue of 
strategic and political withdrawal that will make it pos
sible for him to accept a limited defeat. In this connec
tion, it is interesting to note that the concept of the an
cient Chinese strategist Sun Tzu of building a “Golden 
Bridge” behind the enemy cropped up in a figure of 
speech used by our country’s foremost member of the 
profession of arms at a press conference recently. His 
inference that it is a good idea, under certain conditions, 
to leave a back door open for our enemy to retreat from 
a strategic position is not without significance at a time 
when absolute concepts in war are so readily realizable.

So I repeat, broad Army doctrine for meeting the pos
sibility of localized war requires: A strong Army force in 
being with the ability to move to any part of the globe 
in minimum time.

Failure to tailor our defense capabilities to the obvious 
strategy of the enemy is every bit as critical for the Navy 
and Air Force today as it is for the Army. LInless the 
Army is provided with the strategic mobility, the modern 
tools and the trained men to deter or defeat limited ag
gression, the United States in due course may find her
self isolated in a fortress America with her freedom of 
action to defend herself dangerously restricted

Turning now to tactical doctrine, the most important 
bench mark to remember is this: Our tactical concepts 
of future operations presume neither the use nor the non
use of tactical atomic weapons. The very existence of 
tactical atomic weapons in the hands of the enemy has 
already conditioned the battle area of the future regard

less of when or whether the weapons are employed. In 
addition, the lethality of conventional weapons has so 
increased since World War II that the troop formations 
employed in Korea, for example, might well invite dis
aster today, even without the presence of the atomic 
weapon.

However, it would be naive to assume that the aggres
sor will always refrain from using one tactical weapon 
to do the work of a hundred against troops and military 
targets in the field of operations. Risking tactical retalia
tion against units in the field poses an acceptable danger 
quite different from that of risking a retaliatory exchange 
of strategic nuclear blows which could destroy mankind.

Regardless of the tactical weapons that the enemy em
ploys, moreover, we can never afford to meet the masses 
of Eurasia on a man-to-man, life-for-life basis.

While we recognize that the destruction of enemy 
units can often be achieved by capturing, bypassing or 
dispersing them, we must always have sufficient tactical 
firepower to reduce the enemy to manageable propor
tions. While we should continue to strive to attain our 
objectives by superior mobility and schemes of maneuver, 
we must never forget that the enemy’s manpower ex
ceeds ours by eight to one. A series of Pyrrhic victories 
which imposed a disproportionate drain upon American 
manpower would be just as disastrous to our country as 
Napoleon’s victories ultimately were to France.

One of the most immediate problems—the reduction 
of fallout and radiation—has already been solved by sci
ence. Tests have shown that nuclear explosives can be 
“sanitized” to produce negligible fallout effects. While 
the announcement was coldly received by laymen of the 
press who thought of it only in terms of strategic bomb
ing against cities—“How' dead can we get!” some of them 
said—its tactical importance can scarcely be overstated. 
Not only does this development make atomic weapons 
adaptive to a much wider variety of situations on the 
battlefield, but it renders their tactical use more likely 
in view of the reduced danger to the civilian popula- 
lations of the areas involved.

Another, more complex, problem of the atomic battle
field which currently confronts us is that of improving 
our combat surveillance capability.

The elements for extending our target acquisition and 
combat surveillance capability must be instantly respon
sive to the combat commander who has the immediate 
responsibility of acting upon the information obtained. 
In the fluidity of situation which we must anticipate in 
atomic battle, we cannot wait until a target has com
pletely formed to identify, locate or even detect it. We 
must be able to detect hostile targets deep in the enemy- 
dominated portion of the battle area while they are form
ing. We cannot wait until a tactical situation has crystal
lized to act upon it. We must be able to deduce from the 
information furnished by our combat surveillance sys
tem the nature of events before they happen!

Our ground commanders must also have a surveillance 
capability to cover the area between and behind their 
units as well as the vastly increased distance in front of 
their units.

To meet these requirements, a great deal of effort has 
been devoted to the development of electronic and other 
sensory devices for indicating enemy installations and
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activity. While they are readily employable from and 
within our own area, they are somewhat limited in 
range by terrain, fog, snow, haze and ground clutter. 
As matters now stand the only way we can extend their 
range to the minimum depth of perception required is 
by using air platforms to fly the sensory devices into and 
over suspect areas of enemy activity

No less important for successful adaptation to the con
ditions of atomic battle is our requirement for vertical 
mobility. Without the capability to use the third dimen
sion tactically, it would be impossible for us to cope with 
a numerically superior enemy who already has this capa
bility to a degree that is just as advanced as the capability 
for strategic weapon delivery he recently unveiled. Like 
our enemy’s land forces, we must have tactical aerial 
vehicles that will permit us to:

1. Move patrols and assault forces up to battle 
group size to seize critical terrain and exploit tactical 
atomic blows.

2. Move reinforcing elements in depth or laterally 
to meet or counter an enemy threat or to create one 
of our own.

3. Effect rapid shifting of weapons with crews 
and other combat equipment within the battle area 
—particularly across natural or manmade obstacles.
Please note that I am talking about tactical movement 

within the battle area. The United States Army has no 
intention whatsoever of competing with our own team
mates only with the Red Army. There is no conflict of 
role or doctrine here-save in the minds of those who 
mistake the means for the mission! It is no more and 
no less logical that the Army have flying gun platforms 
and other tactical vehicles for our purposes above the 
ground than it is for the Air Force and Navy to have 
jeeps and trucks for their own purposes on the ground.

As those of you who have visited our U. S. Army 
Aviation Center at Fort Rucker, Alabama, well know, 
we have not been idle in our efforts to provide ourselves 
with the eyes and vertical mobility we need to stay alive 
on the atomic battlefield. Craft to meet our tactical re
quirements are being developed as fast as the stringent 
limitations of our budget will permit. We are moving 
ahead with what we have on hand and on the way, 
changing our tactics and organizations to fit the condi
tions of atomic battle as they could materialize tomorrow.

By next summer, all our divisions will be streamlined. 
With their new pentagonal organization, the ratio of 
fighter to administrative personnel is increased and the 
chain of command shortened. Rockets capable of atomic 
fires have replaced much of the conventional artillery in 
the fire support group of the division. Air transporta
bility has been given the high priority that its importance 
to strategic mobility deserves.

Looming in the background of our transitional scene 
is a very real danger. To catch an enemy while he is 
crossing a stream is the classic equivalent of crossing the 
naval “T”. Alert to the possibility that the enemy might 
come at us in midstream, we have been working for 
three years now with what we call a mobile forces 
concept which provides our tactical units with combat
readiness today, even in this transitional period.

Within the framework of its organic means, each in
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fantry division has organized and trained mobile forces 
of combined arms teams having a much higher firepower- 
manpower ratio than provided by transitional tables of 
organization. In the 1st Infantry Division at Fort Riley, 
for instance, each Battle Group is prepared to field a 
mobile force with more firepower than an Infantry regi
ment of World War II days but with fewer men than 
an Infantry Company!

By integrating tank, artillery, automatic weapon, rifle, 
communication, engineer and other support elements into 
tight-knit mobile teams of great tactical self-sufficiency, 
we are preparing our divisions in advance for the disper
sion and fluidity of atomic operations. After experiment
ing in atomic maneuvers with a mobile force—compa
rable numerically to a battalion—one division commander 
voiced the opinion that three such mobile forces could 
have accomplished the mission in the given situation as 
effectively as his entire division employed conventionally.

To gear our mobile forces for the rapid responses de
manded by atomic battle, cumbersome troop-leading pro
cedures are being eliminated. Instead of formal& field 
orders, simple code signals are being used to set rehearsed 
tactical plays into motion and to control them.

Work with mobile forces has stimulated the entire 
Armys response to the requirements of atomic battle and 
helped us to break the crust of custom. Especially im
portant is the effect it is producing upon the ability of 
young troop leaders to THINK in new terms and to 
handle combined arms decisively.

Our measures of adaptation for atomic battle with the 
means already available to us have not been confined to 
Army doctrine alone. We have been working closely 
with our tactical air teammates to produce a new air- 
ground operations manual, published in September, 1957, 
which revises and modernizes an earlier, now obsolete 
text.

\ mong its other advantages, our new joint doctrine will 
_/”\_help us to implement the “Army Operations Center”

a new concept which ties together in one coordinated 
agency all the means now available to assist the Army 
Commander to place his firepower and keep his ma
neuvering elements of Infantry and Armor where he 
wants them. It is a modernized version of the former 
Fire Support Coordination Center, but with Air Defense, 
Army Aviation and Electronic Warfare added. This con
cept will be implemented both at Corps and Field Army 
levels under G3 supervision. Concurrently the old un
wieldy Joint Operations Center is discarded and the Air 
Force will establish small mobile Air Support Operations 
Centers (ASOC’s) to work with the Army.

During the coming year, we hope that we will achieve 
a comparable measure of agreed joint doctrine for air
borne and amphibious operations. Certainly there is a 
need for us to bring all of our joint tactical doctrine up 
to date. Every day we waste in resistance to change now 
may be paid for with the blood of blunders in future 
battle.

In all our past wars, the United States has been forced 
to develop tactics and tools that could meet the enemy's 
standards after hostilities were initiated. This must never 
happen again. In the future we must insure that it is 
the enemy who has the disadvantage.
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A highly important step in this direction was taken 
with the establishment last year of a held laboratory at 
Fort Ord, California, where academic theory pointing to 
new doctrine can be validated. The name of our held 
laboratory is the “United States Army Combat Develop
ment Experimentation Center”—or CDEC in verbal 
shorthand.1

Already we are beginning to receive valuable thoughts 
in many areas that I have mentioned. For example: Real
istic held tests show that offensive and defensive tactics 
of the future tend to merge into one with hut a single 
goal: Fix the enemy for the kill! Often, tactical hrepower 
alone can accomplish the purpose of maneuver. As a 
corollary, hre support capabilities will, often determine 
plans of rapid maneuver to a degree never known before.

In future battle, portrayed at Fort Ord with all of the 
realism that modern scientihc technology can produce, it 
has been clearly demonstrated that cumbersome troop
leading procedures, detailed orders and improvised tacti
cal groupments of the past can be dangerous. Experiment 
confirms the necessity and practicability of rehearsed 
tactical plays by combined arms teams such as we are 
employing in our Mobile Forces Program.

In addition to refining and testing operational concepts 
resulting from deductive analysis, CDEC experimentation 
is beginning to provide valid ideas for the development 
of methodology for testing future combat formation. At 
the moment, we do not know what the composition of 
the Armv’s basic fighting element will be in 1977; but 
CDEC’s held explorations to date indicate that the need 
to increase our firepower-manpower ratio will continue to 
accelerate. More and more as time and technology ad
vance, operations will consist of the coordinated efforts 
of small, powerful, self-contained units with vastly in
creased ground and air mobility.

In summary, here are some of the tactical characteris
tics of future ground operations as they now appear to us:

We see no lines of entrenchment as we have known 
them in previous wars. No masses of men waiting in re
serve. No roads jammed with trucks moving to the front. 
In fact, we see no front. Only a battle area!

\V AITHIN t^'e battle area> t0 a depth of as much as a 
\\ hundred miles or more, we see small mobile units 

deployed at intervals measured in miles instead of yards. 
While their numerical strength per unit may or may not 
be much greater than a reinforced company of World 
War II days, their hrepower can exceed that of our old 
regiments and include all of the trajectories of divisional 
artillerv. With this hrepower, they dominate the unoc
cupied" ground between them. When the units move, they 
are guarded against radiation and blast by a protective 
skin! At rest they are dug in for all-around protection 
and camouflaged.

Even the language of operations employed here differs 
from that of the past. New concepts call for new defi
nitions of old terms—even new words to convey our 
thoughts. For instance, the word “defend” no longer 
means what it did in World War II parlance. In some 
situations, an order to “defend” actually calls for aggres
sive action to knock out an enemy unit before it can 
launch a coordinated attack. Linder the conditions of

iThe story of CDEC appears in this issue commencing on page 18.

atomic battle, taking and holding the initiative is more 
important than taking and holding a hill.

In offensive operations, combat units move rapidly and 
operate in widely dispersed formations. When necessary, 
units concentrate sufficiently to accomplish the mission, 
then quickly disperse. Aggressive offensive action is 
continuous whether by fire or maneuver or both. As in 
the past, tactically important terrain must be fought for 
and controlled, but it is selected carefully and used as a 
means to control the battle, destroy enemy forces, create 
favorable opportunities for use of our own atomic weap
ons, for line of sight electronic devices and to deny the 
enemy similar advantages.

The tactical defense is fluid with units shifting their 
positions frequently according to an overall plan. The 
entire front is screened by covering forces, whose ele
ments may resist fiercely, withdraw without resistance, 
counterattack violently, or even attack in apparently il
logical patterns. The purpose of these deceptive opera
tions is to confuse the enemy, induce him to commit 
his forces prematurely, create attractive atomic targets 
and provide the opportunity for offensive action to de
stroy him by fire and maneuver.

Long-range fires—atomic or nonatomic—can be placed 
instantly anywhere in the battle area necessary to in
fluence the course of operations by guided missile bat
teries which are located deep in the rear. The exact dis
tance to the rear that these supporting weapons must 
be located to accomplish their mission depends upon so 
many variables of situation and geography that it is im
possible for anyone to predict today. Consequently, I 
consider it dangerous to fetter our development now 
with arbitrary limitations of ranges and rigid definitions 
of the future battle area which the enemy land forces 
may choose to ignore. It is the uncertain depth of the 
battle position that prompts my concern—not an ambi
tion to stamp “LJ. S. Army” on the moon! I just hope 
that our united efforts will put us there first as well as 
safeguard our way of life here on this earth.

Another aspect of our concepts for future battle that 
has been misinterpreted by the press is that of “depopu
lation.” Decreasing the average number of men per 
square mile in no way decreases the total number of men 
that will be needed within a vastly deeper battle area. 
On the contrary, the casualty-inflicting potential of mod
ern weapons renders it much more probable that we will 
need more trained men for future ground combat than 
ever before.

Familiar as you are with the maximum destructive 
capacity of strategic nuclear weapons, and schooled as 
you are in the current doctrine for their employment, 
some of you may question their effect upon the feasibility 
of these tactical concepts. “Of what avail,” you may ask, 
“is ground dispersion, flexible organization and improved 
mobility in the battle area of the future against the 
threat of thermonuclear weapons which even now could 
obliterate or contaminate an entire theater of operations 
in a matter of hours? . . . Upon what assumptions re
garding the enemy’s restraint in the application of nu
clear firepower to the battle area are these tactical con
cepts based? . . . And w'hat assurance is there that the 
enemy’s restraint will hold under the stress of tactical 
reverse and impending defeat?"
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The basic question posed by this line of inquiry is 
neither new nor nuclear. Nor is it posed to the Army 
alone. The problem of where the line will be drawn be
tween the absolute and the discriminating application of 
force in war has always been with the profession of arms. 
And never has the final solution been known in advance.

As Chesterton once said, “ART consists in drawing 
the line somewhere!’’ But even the artist cannot prede
termine precisely where he will draw it. He can only pro
vide himself with all of the means to draw it well.

So it is with the ART OF WAR
While Army doctrine recognizes that there are probable 

limitations to the force which people will apply—particu
larly at a time when unlimited force could so swiftly 
destroy mankind—we draw no lines in advance for the 
enemy to circumvent or ignore. Our tactical concepts for 
future land operations make only these assumptions:

1. That our enemies have no more intention of 
ueathing the world to the oyster-

worm than we have!
2. That our teammates in the Armed Forces will 

work in close unison with us and will continue to 
develop the tools and men to perform their roles in 
support of our common effort!

3. That the American people will never sell their 
sons, their freedom, and their national honor down 
the river!

So assuming, the United States Army is going ahead 
in its own area of responsibility planning and develop
ing the means to play our part on the tri-service team, 
to enforce our national policy and to insure our national 
survival!

When I accepted the invitation to address you today, 
one of the points that I was asked to discuss was the 
basic conflict, if any, between U. S. Army doctrine and 
the doctrine of the other services. I have saved it to cli
max my remarks because it is the point I wish most to 
leave with you.

In my opinion, there is no basic conflict in doctrine 
whatsoever between the Army, the Navy and the Air 
Force!

Despite what I sometimes read in the pages of our 
service journals and the staff studies of our word-bird 
Indians, I refuse to believe that the doctrine of any serv
ice is chained to the obsolete concepts of the gunpowder 
age. I refuse to believe that the fundamental doctrine 
of any member of our tri-service team was dictated once 
and forever by an Italian staff officer named Douhet 
and a Prussian staff officer named Clausewitz. What 
could be more absurd in our nuclear age than the precept 
of Clausewitz that any attempt to limit the application 
of force in war is an “absurdity?” What could be more 
suicidal than to rely solely upon Douhet’s shortcut to 
victory in an age when his shortcut is a 2-way street to 
total destruction?

I believe that the Army is not alone in recognizing 
that a dynamic change has taken place in our military 
environment during the last decade— not alone in realizing 
that we must think anew if we are to respond anew. I 
believe that professional thought throughout the services 
is moving rapidly in the same direction—toward the con
cept of a full scale of flexible and usable force for a
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flexible national strategy! I believe that the American 
people are moving toward the realization that they must 
sacrifice much of the frosting on our standard of living 
in order to keep the cake!

I believe that we are moving toward all of this in our 
public and professional thinking but I am equally con
vinced that American minds and hearts and hands must 
move faster now than ever before. As always the race 
is to the swift and laggards die ignominiously!

It is true that there are some points of surface friction 
between the three services as we move in the same di
rection—particularly where our roles, missions and means 
overlap. But whoever heard of a good suit of armor that 
did not overlap at vital points? How safe would our na
tional armor be without some overlap? Who cares if it 
rubs a bit now and then if it makes our country safer?

S
ome of our surface friction even produces creative 
sparks which illuminate the path for all of the services 

to follow—particularly in the field of research and de
velopment. It is imperative, however, that all services re
ceive the benefit of these creative ideas. They should 
never be hoarded, snuffed out or dampened by bureauc
racy or false economy.

There is one kind of surface friction between the 
three services that we certainly can do without: Public 
bickering and parochial ballyhoo! For a member of one 
service to knock the legitimate needs of another service 
in order to promote public esteem for his own is a dis
service to all. We should unite our public information 
efforts and show the American people why we need 
more dollars for their tri-dimensional defense.

There remains a final bench mark that I must “X in.” 
It is the apex of all military doctrine—the timeless prin
ciple of Unity of Command. Sometimes I call it the “I” 
factor in war to distinguish it from the “Committee” 
concept of command. Executive committees may work 
very well for running an industry or business corpora
tion, but not in battle—the big business of our profession. 
I have yet to see a committee that could vote a battle 
group up a hill or a bomber over a target. It takes one 
man who is not afraid to say “I” and face the conse
quences! One man with the professional competence to 
know what to do, the guts to decide to do it and the 
dynamic leadership to inspire other men to do it with 
him.

In Europe, right now, Army troops are commanded by 
an Air Force general; in the Pacific by an admiral. That 
suits our tri-service doctrine to a “T”. Regardless of the 
mission or composition of the joint forces involved, we 
believe that individual capacity for tri-service command 
should be the decisive factor in selection. Military com
mand requires the best man for the job and the absolute 
loyalty of subordinates!

Doubtless some of our key commanders for joint opera
tions of the future are here in this room. Some day one 
of my grandsons in Army Green may have the privilege 
of serving under one of you in Air Force Blue. If so, I 
trust that he will be commanded by a man who is more 
than a scientist—more than a tactician. For our country’s 
sake, I hope that he will be commanded by a man who 
knows by heart the art of war and what Stephen Vincent 
Benet with poetic insight called: “The uses of a hill!”
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The Army’s capabilities to fight a war of the future and the role of 
the Combat Development Experimentation Center are discussed in

COMBAT
SURVEILLANCE REQUIREMENTS

By BRIGADIER GENERAL FREDERICK W. GIBB

n
HIS article on the US Army 
Combat Development Ex
perimentation Center’s role 

in developing combat surveillance 
requirements could be presented in 

one of two methods. I could use this 
article as a vehicle to extol the virtues 
of CDEC with a smattering of combat 
surveillance requirements woven in, 
or I could truly examine the “why” 
and “how” of combat surveillance 
requirements, and mention CDEC’s 
role in its proper relationship to the 
bigger problem. To the readers of this 
magazine I am sure the virtues of 
CDEC must be apparent and so I 
have chosen the second approach.

This article will cover three areas. 
Firstly, I will examine the funda
mental factors which establish combat 
surveillance requirements. Secondly, 
I shall then establish the relationship 
between the capability to meet these 
requirements, and the Army’s ability to

BRIGADIER GENERAL FREDERICK W. GIBB is
a 1933 USMA graduate. During World War II 
he served in Europe with the 1st Infantry Division 
in various capacities. He commanded the 16th 
Infantry Regiment in five campaigns. Returning 
to the Zl he attended the 1st Command Course. 
Serving a tour at The Infantry School he next 
attended The National War College and was 
assigned to the Army General Staff. He returned 
to Europe as the Chief of Plans and Operations, 
ALFSE. Returning Stateside he served on the 
Army General Staff prior to his present assign
ment as Commanding General, CDEC, Fort Ord.

fight the type of war envisaged in the 
future. Thirdly, I shall cover CDEC’s 
role in this vitally important area.

Concepts of Modern Warfare
The most significant factor af

fecting our future concepts, is the 
introduction of atomic weapons to 
the battlefield, and it is essential that 
the bulk of our thought and effort be 
directed toward the exploitation of the 
potentialities of these weapons, and 
solutions of the problems related to 
their use. The philosophy of the Army 
in facing this problem is based on the 
following points.

First, we must attain the best pos
sible capability for waging atomic 
warfare, with the proper recognition 
of the requirement to be prepared 
to engage in a war in which there is 
a constant threat of the use of atomics, 
but in which atomic weapons may 
not be used.

Second, we must have forces with 
superior strategic and tactical mobili
ty, prepared to conduct operations 
anywhere in the world and in any 
type of terrain, ranging from sus
tained operations with major forces 
on the Eurasian land mass, to smaller 
scale operations in jungles, deserts, 
mountains or arctic regions.

Third, a modem Army to succeed 
on the battlefield of tomorrow must

excel any potential adversary in the 
fields of firepower, mobility and com
munication; although I have not in
cluded it as a specific element, the 
ability to properly utilize our fire
power and mobility is to a great extent 
dependent upon a high combat sur
veillance capability.

I should now like to cover my con
cepts of future land warfare. When 
both sides employ or have the capa
bility of employing atomic weapons, 
our offensive actions will probably 
resemble a reconnaissance-in-force, 
with numerous small bodies of troops 
operating at extended distances on a 
broad front, with the main objective 
of determining the configuration of 
the enemy, without offering a remu
nerative atomic target to him. Once 
the configuration of the enemy has 
been determined, atomic fires from di
visional weapons or from missiles lo
cated far to the rear will be used to 
destroy him. This means then that 
the mission of the Infantry to find, 
fix, close with and destroy the enemy, 
is now, to find the enemy, to fix him 
for the purpose of creating an atomic 
target, to accomplish this mission 
without closing, and to call for de
structive fires without risking the 
destruction of our own forces by the 
atomic blast which destroys the ene
my. The value of terrain in offensive
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operations need not, as in the past, 
represent an objective which must 
be physically captured at all costs. 
Instead terrain may be used, along 
with other methods of influencing 
the enemy, to create traps which can 
become killing grounds for atomic 
weapons. Even within the framework 
of this concept, we cannot ignore the 
fact that full exploitation of our mas
sive firepower will require continued 
utilization of our conventional weap
ons. Although we will seek to avoid 
actions in which we close with the 
enemy, we must be prepared to do 
so, but in so doing our goal must 
continue to be to force the enemy to 
react to us in such a way as to insure 
his destruction by means other than 
massed riflemen utilizing rifles and 
bayonets as principal weapons.

For a concept of an offen
sive operation involving a 
unit advancing on a wide 
front in which we can an
alyze the requirements for 
a successful application of 
this concept, refer to Fig
ures 1 and 2. In Figure 1 
we have assumed as our 
objective a major enemy- 
held area protected by sep
arated islands of enemy re
sistance disposed in depth 
across a wide front. We 
have also assumed that the 
method of advance of the 
attacking unit is character
ized as a fast moving, elu
sive reconnaissance-in-force 
with many small, mobile
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units moving forward in dispersed 
formation, seeking out the configura
tion of the enemy, without presenting 
a remunerative atomic target.

Ideally, the configuration of the 
enemy is determined without closing. 
In Figure 2, atomic fires from divi
sional weapons or missile units far to 
the rear are applied. Sufficient islands 
of resistance to insure the disruption 
of the defense, are destroyed, the ob
jective area is placed under atomic- 
attack, and our mobile forces move 
quickly through the area exploiting 
the effects of the atomic attack, de
stroying the remaining elements of 
the enemy and preventing him from 
organizing any further effective re
sistance.

Before I discuss the requirements 
for combat surveillance under these

conditions, I should like, briefly, to 
consider the concept of defensive op
erations on a battlefield on which 
troops are widely dispersed.

Defense under these conditions 
connotes the occupation of a deep 
and broad area, by forces which are 
capable of excluding or ejecting the 
enemy without offering remunerative 
targets which can be detected and 
destroyed by the enemy’s atomic ca
pability. (Figure 3) Such a defense 
carries implicitly the necessity of 
screening the periphery so that re
connaissance detachments of the ene
my cannot punch through and deter 
mine the configuration of our forces. 
In other words, a counter-reconnais
sance mission including counter-sur
veillance becomes a very important 
part of this concept, to hold the ene

my at arm’s length while 
seeking to force him to 
concentrate in order that 
he may be destroyed by 
a lethal atomic blow. Dis
persion and concealment on 
the part of the defense are 
essential and as described 
before, we will have oc
casion to use conventional 
weapons to deal with in
filtration of small enemy 
forces at short ranges. And 
again under defensive situa
tions, terrain must be re
studied as a means to assist 
in creating enemy targets 
as well as an aid to us in 
limiting the effectiveness of 
enemy atomic weapons.

mm

Figure 3
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Figure 4

If we assume that the enemy will 
employ essentially the same basic 
tactic which I have described in our 
offensive concepts, we can anticipate 
a scries of probing actions all along 
the front, with no attempt to close, 
but merely to determine the configura
tion of our major position. If we 
permit this to happen, the effects of 
the enemy atomic attack followed by 
exploitation will probably be success
ful.

If, however, we prevent the enemy 
from doing this and force him to 
concentrate before he reaches our po
sition, we may again apply our atomic 
power on these concentrations (Fig
ure 4) in such a way as to destroy 
the continuity of his attack in the 
rear while we destroy those forward 
elements which have penetrated our 
defensive position, by conventional 
means or by small yield atomic 
weapons.

I would like to discuss briefly the 
logistic system which we must de
velop for the future. No longer will 
we be able to establish large complex 
dumps close to the front lines with
out risking their destruction, with a 
concurrent adverse effect on our abil
ity to fight.

It is considered, as indicated in 
Figure 5, that major dumps will be 
several hundred miles to the rear of 
the battle zone. The daily require
ment for ammunition and supplies 
will be moved into the battle zone in

d>
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quantities required for a particular 
unit to accomplish a particular mis
sion during a specified time frame, 
and at no time should we expect more 
than two to three days of supplies to 
be in forward dumps. This system 
will not permit the expenditure of 
millions of tons of ammunition to be 
fired searching for an enemy, but it 
must be used rather to either destroy 
the enemy, or to force him, without 
necessarily killing him, into an area 
in which he can be destroyed by some 
other larger weapon.

Requirements for Combat 
Surveillance

I shall now discuss the require
ments for combat surveillance under 
the concepts of warfare just reviewed. 
We have always known that in order 
to destroy an enemy we must be able 
to locate him. If we wish to proceed 
from one point to another in an area 
in which there is, or may be an ene
my, and we wish to avoid him, we 
must of necessity know his location 
in order that we may properly choose 
our routes. In past wars, in many in
stances, we located the enemy only 
when he shot at us. We developed 
his position by a slow and laborious 
movement of troops supported by 
small arms and other conventional 
weapons. This is not the environment 
at which we are looking today. We 
are concerned with the dispersion of 
forces in operations on a battlefield 
in an atomic age, where inability to 
move rapidly, where concentrations 
of men and materiel which were

deemed essential to success in the 
past, are certain to bring defeat. Pe
culiar to the concepts which we have 
just reviewed are three fundamental 
factors which establish most of our 
combat surveillance requirements. 
These are—

1. The range and power of 
our weapons system.

2. The relatively great dis
tances between friendly elements.

3. The speed of movement.

The commander to whom a given 
weapons system is furnished, must 
also have the capability of locating 
targets appropriate to that system, and 
of assessing the results of his fires.

OThus, the range of the weapons sys
tem available to him establishes a 
requirement that our commander have 
a surveillance capability equal to 
the usable range of our weapons.

Soviet doctrine stresses the tactic of 
hugging his adversary as a defense 
against atomic fires. This, of course, 
is logical, based upon a known and 
appropriate refusal on our part to sub
ject our own troops to the effects of 
friendly atomic fires. On the atomic 
battlefield wherein great distances be
tween units will be normal, only by 
knowing the enemy’s size, location 
and direction of movement can we 
prevent the application of “hugging” 
tactics. Our commanders must also 
have a surveillance capability to cover 
the area between their units and adja
cent units.

To reduce the vulnerability and to
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exploit the results of our massive fire
power, our forces must be able to 
move on the battlefield at greatly in
creased speeds. At the same time, 
however, our forces will not be de
signed for the assault of non-located, 
strong enemy positions prior to their 
being subjected to devastating fires. 
1 hus, the speed at which we must 
move establishes a requirement that 
we have a surveillance capability to 
a distance which, when translated at 
the desired speed, to time, must be 
greater than the closing time and the 
delivery time of our massive firepower.

Let us now briefly review the con
cepts of future operations with these 
fundamental factors in mind.

As indicated previously, in Figure 
2, the offensive concept is based 
upon—

1. The rapid advance of many 
small, separated, self-sustained 
units over a wide front.

2. The ability, without clos
ing and without offering a remu
nerative target, to locate and de
stroy the enemy by fire.

3. Exploitation of our atomic 
fires by the movement of fast 
mobile forces through the ene
my’s position to insure his de
struction before he can rally from 
their effects.

Let us now take a look at the prob
able results of this type of operation 
without adequate combat surveillance 
capabilities. (Figure 6)

Without combat surveillance to a

range commensurate with that of the 
speed of our movement, and of our 
means of delivery of atomic firepower, 
such firepower would either not be 
employed, or would be expended with 
questionable results on suspected, 
rather than known, enemy locations. 
Our mobile forces would, without 
warning, find themselves engaged in 
fruitless close combat with an enemy 
quantitatively superior in manpower 
and conventional materiel. Thus, de
feat with conventional weapons—if 
dispersion is maintained, would be 
probable.

If, on the other hand, our forces 
concentrate to defeat the enemy, they 
would merely create targets for ene-

J omy atomic fires. (Figure 7) Enemy 
concentrations by-passed by our wide
ly dispersed columns, because of our 
lack of knowledge of their existence, 
could strike us in flank and rear with
out warning. The sad but obvious fact 
is that without adequate combat sur
veillance, this concept cannot succeed 
nor have we a satisfactory alternative.

If we return to the narrow front
ages, slow movement, and massive 
formations, employed in World War 
II, this would merely assure our de
struction by other means. (Figure 8) 

Looking again at the concept for 
defensive operation, it is emphasized 
that the concept is based upon—

1. Widely dispersed forces oc
cupying a broad deep area.

2. An effective counter-recon
naissance including counter-sur
veillance system.

3. The ability of these forces 
to cause the enemy to concen
trate and canalize his movements 
thereby forming remunerative 
targets.

4. By movement and the ap
plication of conventional fire
power in the event of local pene
tration.

As shown in Figure 9, without 
combat surveillance capabilities—

1. Long range random fires 
aimed at a suspected enemy 
build-up would probably be in
effective.

2. Distances between out- 
forces would not permit adequate 
coverage by ground forces to 
deny the enemy knowledge of 
our configuration.

3. The logistic system cannot 
support continuous reconnais
sance by fire as a protective meas
ure.

4. The enemy forces could 
close with and engulf our dis
persed forces and insure their 
defeat by conventional means or, 
if forcing our concentration, 
could destroy us with his atomic 
weapons.
We would thus place ourselves in 

the position into which we had hoped 
to force the enemy by our offensive 
tactics, and without adequate sur
veillance our defeat would probably 
be assured.
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Before I describe CDEC’s role in 
developing combat surveillance re
quirements, I would like to place it in 
its proper perspective in the overall 
Army combat development system.

Research and development agencies 
of the Army have already produced 
some truly revolutionary weapons and 
items of equipment, and can be ex
pected to continue to do so. In addi
tion to the programs for materiel 
development, continuous study and 
experimentation must be conducted 
to determine the combat applicability 
of such weapons and materiel, and to 
discover and report new materiel re
quirements based on tactical concepts. 
This latter responsibility rests upon 
the Commanding General, United 
States Continental Army Command, 
known under the short title of CON- 
ARC.

The Commanding General, CON- 
ARC, is charged with the responsi
bility for evaluating the effects on 
tactical doctrine of new scientific de
velopments. He likewise has the re
sponsibility of developing require
ments for new weapons where nec
essary to meet the demands of new 
tactical concepts. This responsibility, 
and the combat development effort 
derived therefrom, is often mistaken
ly identified with the pure materiel 
research and development effort 
which results in the creation of spe
cific weapons and items of equipment.

In order to clarify the meaning of 
“combat developments” as I shall use 
it here, it is dehned as “the develop
ment of information on the combat

applicability of new concepts, organi
zation, tactics, techniques, weapons, 
and equipment, and the application 
of that information in the synthesis 
of an effective fighting system."

To achieve the desired results with 
in this framework, a combat develop
ment program must work toward a 
five fold objective.

First, it must examine the Army’s 
offensive and defensive effectiveness, 
under a variety of assumptions of 
enemy weapons and tactics, under 
varying conditions of light, weather, 
terrain and the like.

Second, it must incorporate the 
most modern weapons into the fight
ing system.

Third, it must look ahead and an
ticipate the changing battlefield con
ditions, and the problems brought 
about by scientific and technical ad
vances, that may force combat proven 
weapons and procedures into obso
lescence.

Fourth, it must prepare for startling 
innovations in tactics and techniques, 
that may completely outmode estab
lished weapons, equipment, methods 
of operation and doctrine.

Fifth and finally, to make up for 
a lack of experience in many new 
areas, it must provide intensive field 
experimentation, to supplement analy
sis, and to provide an arena in which 
new theories can receive the acid tests 
of practical application.

To discharge his overall combat de
velopment responsibilities, the Com

manding General, CONARC, has a 
widespread combat development or
ganization.

There is a principal control and 
coordinating group at Headquarters 
CONARC. In addition, there are 
combat development groups at most 
service schools, and at various other 
installations both in the United States 
and in certain overseas areas.

A review of the combat develop
ment program in 1954, bv the Ha
worth Committee, found the existing 
effort not fully adequate in the prac
tical testing of theories by field ex
perimentation. A need therefore was 
established for a combat development 
agency devoted to scientific experi
mentation, divorced from external 
training requirements, located in an 
area in which experiments could be 
conducted, and staffed with military 
and scientific personnel and experi
mentation troops, dedicated solely to 
the task of producing unbiased factors 
upon which decisions could be based.

The Role of CDEC
To fill this need, the US Army 

Combat Development Experimenta
tion Center (or CDEC), a field 
agency of Continental Army Com
mand, was established on 1 Novem
ber 1956 at Fort Ord, California, as 
an integral part of the overall combat 
development effort of the United 
States Army.

CDEC’s mission is, “to assist the 
Commanding General, CONARC, in 
the discharge of his responsibilities, 
for the development of, and experi
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mentation with, concepts, organiza
tion, doctrine and procedures for the 
Army in the field.”

The more important functions of 
CDEC are:

1. To prepare, conduct and 
evaluate, with maximum objec
tivity and scientific control, ex
periments with concepts, organi
zations, doctrine and procedures 
for future combat, as directed by 
the Commanding General, Con
tinental Army Command. This 
function includes experiments 
for the integration of new ma
teriel into organizations.

2. To design and establish ex
perimentation methods and pro
cedures for the accomplishment 
of function 1 above.

3. To apply scientific analysis 
to solutions of combat develop
ment problems under considera
tion.
A staff of 54 officers, 20 scientists 

and a force of roughly 3,000 men, 
have been assembled at Fort Ord, 
California, to perform these functions.

The experimentation program at 
CDEC is geared to a three-year cycle, 
with experimental objectives in both 
the mid-term, and long-range time 
frames. I he goal of our mid-term 
program is to determine through ex
perimentation, adequacy of the or
ganization, weapons, equipment, tac
tics and techniques of employment 
proposed for an integrated combat 
group with its external combat and 
logistic support requirements with 
materiel which will be or can be made 
available by 1962.

The goal of our long-range pro
gram is to determine through experi
mentation basic information on tac
tics, organizations, techniques of 
employment and external combat and 
logistic support requirements for units 
indicated by CONARC as being con
sidered for employment on the 1965
1970 battlefield.

Most of the major areas which will 
be investigated are—

1. Surveillance
2. Communication
3. Firepower
4. Mobility
5. Command and Control
6. Logistic Support
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7. Vulnerability
1 shall discuss the combat surveil

lance area in some detail, and I shall 
cover the remaining areas only in 
their relationship to surveillance re
quirements. I can assure you that the 
prominent location of surveillance in 
this listing is in no way related to the 
setting of this particular presentation.

In our mid-range program, experi
mentation will be conducted in com
bat surveillance at all levels within 
the Combat Group or its equivalent 
at the level of the Combat Group it
self, and of certain elements of the 
division and higher surveillance sys
tems. Information will be obtained on 
the adequacy of tactics and tech
niques, communication requirements, 
organizational structure and adequacy 
of the combat surveillance system, en
visaged for the integrated combat 
group of the 1961-1963 era.

Technical assistance in accomplish
ing our investigations in the surveil
lance areas will be obtained from the 
Office of the Chief Signal Officer, 
from Project MICHIGAN which has 
established permanent liaison at CD
EC, from the Army Electronic Prov
ing; Ground and from the Signal 
Corps Electronics Laboratory.

Experimentation in this time frame 
will place the surveillance system un
der consideration in the environment 
in which it is designed to operate.

In the remaining experimental 
areas, in both the mid-term and 
long-range programs, the combat sur
veillance requirements are woven 
throughout every area which we will 
investigate.

Communication will be examined 
in terms of surveillance requirements, 
as well as those of command and 
control.

Firepower will he examined in 
terms of the ability of the commander 
to acquire appropriate targets and 
assess results.

Mobility will be examined in terms 
of surveillance capabilities and require
ments, as well as movement rates, for 
as I have previously stressed, we can
not accept speed of movement alone 
as the criterion for this vital aspect 
of future concepts.

Command and control will he ex
amined in terms of surveillance ca
pabilities and requirements, as the 
span and area of control is so greatlv 
influenced by the knowledge of the

enemy. This will include collection, 
collation, dissemination and presenta
tion of basic intelligence information 
to using agencies.

Logistical support requirements for 
ammunition will be dependent to a 
large measure upon the effectiveness 
of firepower, and the degree of mo
bility which we can attain as a result 
of surveillance capabilities.

Vulnerability will be examined in 
terms of the dispersion we can attain, 
and this too is largely dependent upon 
our surveillance and counter-surveil
lance capabilities.

In our program, no attempt will be 
made to identify particular items of 
equipment or specific surveillance 
systems but rather our goal will be 
to determine the objectives to be 
achieved, and to indicate these ob
jectives in such a way that they may 
be translated into specific items of 
equipment or systems.

Particular items of equipment 
which are made available to us will 
be thoroughly investigated to deter
mine their tactical applicability, level 
of employment, the organization and 
optimum methods of use.

In closing, I would like to empha
size that a revolution has taken place 
in weapons. This revolution must be 
spread to concepts of operations, to 
tactics, to techniques, to doctrines and 
to the development of materiel which 
will achieve the maximum utilization 
of the power we have in hand and 
thereby provide us not only the tools 
that are needed to insure the success 
of future Army operations but their 
application to the battlefield of the 
future. Our fundamental approach to 
the many problems must consider the 
past and the present usable to some 
extent as guides to the future, but 
yesterday's doctrine, weapons systems 
and concepts must prove themselves 
adequate to tomorrow’s task, or be 
discarded.

The surveillance problem admit
tedly is one of our greatest. The 
equipment and the systems we have 
today and which in many instances 
were developed to support concepts 
of operations which no longer exist 
must be closely scrutinized in light 
of the new requirements because 
without adequate combat surveillance, 
major changes in our basic concepts 
of operation would have to be con
sidered.
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The end sought in planning and executing an attack is 

brought about by deliberate planning and violent execution.

THE PLANNING OF BATTLE 
GROUP AND BATTALION ATTACKS

By LIEUTENANT GENERAL BRUCE C. CLARKE

n
HE principles and techniques outlined below are 
generally applicable to company, battalion, cav
alry regiment, combat command and division at

tacks as well as to battle group attacks. You will note they 
fall into five fundamental groups:

1. Troop leading.
2. Use and coordination of tanks and infantry.
3. Planning and coordinating of supporting fires.
4. Conduct of the assault.
5. Command and staff duties and relationships.

Airborne and infantry division, armored cavalry regi
ment, and combat command commanders should make 
this a subject of schools, sand table exercises and tactical 
walks or rides for appropriate officers.

Training
The training philosophy applicable in Seventh Army

tactical units is aimed at the attaining and maintaining 
of a peak level of combat readiness. This can be achieved 
only through careful analysis of individual and unit 
weaknesses, establishment of high training goals and con 
tinuing effort to reach goals set.

Training, regardless of size of unit, has but one pur
pose, that is, to teach effectively the techniques of com
bat. The attack is the key to success; the defense is merely 
a temporary expedient to conserve forces for an attack 
elsewhere or to prepare for an attack at a future date.

The consequences of having an attack grind to a halt 
are great. The effort required for it to bounce back is tre
mendous. Once an attack is launched, its momentum 
must be maintained until the objective is seized and 
secured. Battle losses received due to poor planning and 
faulty execution are inexcusable and will result in loss 
of respect .for, and confidence in the commander. The 
best reputation a commander can have is that he accom
plishes his missions with few losses.
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Any commander who prepares a check 

list from this article will have a great 

aid in time of pressure. It will enable 

him to plan with speed instead of haste.

The end sought in planning and executing an attack is 
brought about by deliberate planning and violent execu
tion. The opposite is fatal. Speed in planning is often 
needed, but haste should be avoided. Remember that in 
combat there is no second opportunity and seldom op
portunity for rehearsals.

Troop Leading
What principal factors must be considered bv a com 

mander in deliberate planning? They are:

1. Mission (objective).
2. Enemy situation (what must 1 overcome to ac

complish my mission?).
3. Troops available (combat, combat support and 

service). (What characteristics of these units and 
their commanders can I use to the best advan
tage?).

4. Terrain and weather.

The commander, once he has received an attack mission, 
develops initially a tentative plan. This plan can be 
developed only through careful analysis of the four 
principal factors listed.

In analyzing the factors the commander must consider:
Ifow much time do my subordinate units and I have 

for reconnaissance, planning and the issuance of orders?
What general scheme of maneuver do I want to employ?
What formation(s) are feasible?
What is the mobility of my command?
How much dispersion can I achieve and still accomplish 

my mission with speed and violence?
What supporting atomic fires are planned for or avail

able to me? For adjacent units?
How can I employ my conventional hre support?

What logistical problems will I have? Can I support 
the operation logistically?

What is the status of personnel and equipment?
How can I best use my supporting elements to include 

armored personnel carriers and helicopters?
Are communication facilities adequate? Can I com

municate with my supporting units? Do their radios net 
with mine?

What flank security problems do I have?
How can I best control the attack? From where? What 

control measures?
What must I be ready to do next when I have seized 

and secured the objective?

Planning and Coordination
I laving analyzed these factors and having developed 

a tentative plan based on this analysis, the commander 
is ready to get down to details.

These things must then be considered:
What formation will be used initially? Mounted, dis

mounted or by helicopter?
What units will be in the initial attack?
What units will be in support or reserve?
What will constitute my base of fire?
Will forward assembly area(s) or attack positions be 

used for my attacking troops? If so, where?
When will the components of my fire support start? 

When will fire shift and stop? How will I arrange for 
this to happen?

How can I exploit the effects of supporting atomic fires?
From what position will each of my attacking elements 

start their attack by fire and movement? This is the true 
Fine of Departure (LD) and should be considered as 
such. There may be other coordinating lines or points in 
the rear.

LIEUTENANT GENERAL BRUCE C. CLARKE, a 1925 
U5MA graduate, earned a Civil Engineering degree in 
1927 from Cornell University. He has long been associ
ated with Armor and the U. S. Armor Association. During 
World War II, he served in Europe with the 4th and

7th Armored Divisions. During the Korean Conflict 
he became a Corps Commander. Subsequently he was 
Commanding General, U. S. Army Forces, Pacific, 
prior to his present assignment as the Commanding 
General of the U. S. Seventh Army, stationed in Europe.
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How and from what distance will I start a coordinated 
assault? What signal, command or contingent event will 
I use to start it?

What reports will I expect from my subordinate units? 
What reports will I give to my superiors? With whom 
should I establish liaison?

How, when and where should I issue my attack order? 
What arrangements should I make in advance for this?

Conduct of the Assault
The commander, having come to a pretty firm idea 

of what he wants to do and how he wants to do it, 
now war-games it in his mind and asks himself the 
following questions:

To the maximum extent possible, have I based my 
plan on knowledge gained through active ground, map 
and aerial reconnaissance and knowledge of the enemy 
situation?

Have I analyzed the enemy defense thoroughly, there
by locating and taking advantage of weaknesses in enemy 
dispositions or in terrain where the defender cannot use 
his weapon or obstacles to advantage?

Have I given adequate consideration to terrain and 
weather? What effects do they have on the accomplish
ment of my mission?

Have I planned for maximum exploitation of available 
atomic fires?

Have I considered troop safety in the planning of my 
atomic fires and scheme of maneuver? Have I considered 
use of armored personnel carriers?

Have I considered the effects of atomic weapons upon 
the terrain over which I am attacking? Blowdown? Con
taminated areas? Secondary fires?

Have I provided for the full “shock effect” on the 
enemy? This comes from surprise, tanks in strength, at
tacks from several directions simultaneously, intensity of 
supporting fires during the assault and speed of the assault 
by use of armored personnel carriers and helicopters.

Does my plan provide for weighting the main effort?
Have I used attacking units as a base of fire when I 

have artillery, heavy weapons and mortars for this pur
pose? The use of tanks for this purpose is especially 
faulty if the tanks can be used in the attack role to close 
with and overrun the enemy.

I las the excessive use of attack troops as a base of fire, 
as reserves, or as reconnaissance and security elements, 
caused me to have too little strength in the attack?

Have I selected unnecessary “intermediate” objectives 
which distract from the attainment of the final objective? 
Intermediate objectives facilitate control and maintain 
direction. However, too many such objectives destroy 
flexibility and initiative and tend to slow up the attack.

Have I determined the “time and space” factors of 
attacking units from the LD back to the assembly area(s) 
to insure that everything is set to go when units arrive 
on the LD?

Have I set the stage for the assault of all units to be 
started concurrently? The commander should endeavor, 
as does a football coach, to start all assault elements to
gether. No one should be “off side.” No one should start 
late.

Have I set the LD too far back? It should be as far

forward as can be reached without resorting to a fire and 
movement technique to advance.

Have I used mv forward air controller, support artillery 
commander, mortar battery commander, engineer platoon 
leader, communications officer, assault gun platoon leader, 
reconnaissance platoon leader, surgeon and my staff in 
planning, checking and completing the details of my 
plans?

Have I considered the ammunition available to my fire 
support units? Are my supporting fires planned so that 
there will be no lulls during the critical phase of the 
attack? Have I given consideration to the use of atomic 
fires? To time fire over my tanks, if tanks are available? 
To smoke? To having my infantry follow closely the 
supporting fires?

Does my plan require holding up any elements during 
the attack to clear barriers or obstacles, thereby exposing 
my units to enemy fires while in a vulnerable position?

Does my plan of attack foresee and provide for the 
next step in case of success, partial success or failure? 
(This planning should in no way influence the violence 
with which the attack is to be executed.)

Have I given some unit the mission of watching and 
securing my flanks? Have I established liaison where 
called for?

Have I insured that after seizure of the objective, my 
units have a detailed plan for consolidation and reorgani
zation so they will not “rest on their laurels” thus expos 
ing themselves to a surprise counterattack and losses from 
enemy fires?

Command and Staff Duties
Having war-gamed the plan in his mind, and being 

satisfied as to his solution, the commander then proceeds 
to the actual issuing of his order.

It can he assumed that some time during the foregoing 
process, he has in addition considered the following:

I must not take so much time making my plans and 
announcing my orders that my subordinates have inade
quate time before “I I-I lour.” In case of doubt, I will 
send a staff officer forward to a subordinate commander 
rather than calling him back, or hold my conference for 
issuing orders well forward.

In order to avoid misunderstandings and overlooking 
important things, I must issue my orders in the standard 
sequence.

I must make sure that every commander knows what 
he is to do and when.

I must fire all with the need for vigorous execution of 
my plans.

If the answers to all of these are satisfactory, you and 
your unit are off to a good start. Do not later “second 
guess" your decisions and change your orders. Do not 
harass the subordinate commanders while they are plan
ning, issuing their orders and getting ready to carry out 
their assignments. You and your staff should make such 
checks as arc needed without violating this.

OOnce the attack starts, you can influence the battle by 
the shifting of supporting fires, maneuver and the use of 
reserves. You should be prepared to do this.

You should now anticipate what may happen so that 
you will be at the critical spot at the critical time to give 
that “command push” necessary to keep the attack going.
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editorial Let’s Walk Before We Get Shoved

On occasion we have asked for members to contribute not only articles but material provocative enough to be 
considered for editorial content. The following editorial arrived here in this office immediately after we closed the 
last issue in which we had written “Cooperation Among the Services” which appeared on page five of the Janu- 
ary-February Issue. We feel that “Let’s Walk Before We Get Shoved” is a natural follow-up^ It was written by 
Lieutenant Colonel Franklin M. Davis, Jr. who recently completed The Armed Forces Staff College. He is pres
ently en route to MAAG, Cambodia.

For those who will believe their ears, the knell is 
sounding for the military services. The bell is tolling for 
the National Security Act of 1947, and when the cur
rent exhumations, dissections, autopsies and funeral ora
tions are over, it is not hard to see who’s still going to 
be shedding the tears.

The Army, the Navy, the Air Force and the Marine 
Corps can toss the same crying towel back and forth. 
Because what the whole hassle about Sputnik, missiles 
and inter-service wrangles boils down to is this: if the 
services don’t solve the problems involved, somebody— 
the Congress, the President, the public—will step in and 
solve it for them.

Indeed, the solving is already in the mill. Opinions 
have been expressed on all sides, varying from the 
considered utterances of dedicated statesmen to the ax- 
grindings of men who have never worn the uniform or 
seen a battle but are qualified in their own estimation 
as military experts. The net result, of course, will be 
to force a solution in one form or another, be it the
U. S. General Staff concept already gaining credence 
and momentum on Capitol Hill, or be it an increase 
in the civilian operation already devouring the present 
national military' defense structure in large gulps.

But whatever its direction, when the current solving 
effort is finished, the services will be relegated to a 
secondary role in providing experienced military advice 
to the national civilian leadership. This is the tragedy, 
this is for whom the bell tolls.

Because nowhere in the current hue and cry now 
engulfing the Pentagon from all sides has anyone 
outside the services given credence or acknowledgement 
to the two vital characteristics of the military that have 
guided this country’s destiny on the battlefields from 
Lexington to Korea. These characteristics are: first, mili
tary experience gained the hard way; and second, the 
professional integrity of the national officer corps.

In the current scramble for solutions, in the current 
race to get the right tail pinned on the right donkey, 
the U. S. General Staff advocates seek a military staff 
Utopia which in general acknowledges experience but 
disavows professional integrity and duplicates a structure 
which, given a chance, already exists. The other solu
tions, depending on the extremes they take, deny service 
roles and missions entirely or advocate a revised service 
concept, thus sacrificing military experience first and 
the professional integrity of the national officer corps 
second.

At the same time, of course, perspective must not be 
lost by the military. General Hazel, the hard-bitten base 
commander in the Steve Canyon comic strip, summed it 
up as well as anybody when he said, "The same people
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who squawked about jet engine noise now want to 
know why we don’t have a Sputnik up.”

But this is the nature of our country, our way off 
doing things. When something goes haywire, there has 
to be a change. Change corrects things. That is, it does 
when it stems from sound reasoning but it doesn’t when 
it stems from fright. Change, per se, butters no parsnips 
and orbits no Sputniks.

Our military experience would seem to tell us, in all 
this, that the service roles and missions are changing; 
indeed, have already changed.

But looking at the broad spectrum of war which our 
national security effort must face, the military knows 
better than anyone else that the United States needs and 
will continue to need the best military advice—experi
enced military advice—it can get. So it’s up to the serv
ices to square away the roles and missions and to keep 
faith with the professional integrity which is, after 
all, dedicated to the security of the country.

There is an answer, too. Right in our present struc
ture. Let’s put General Medaris, General Schriever, Ad
miral Raborn and their respective aggregations of sci
entists and technicians into a unified missile develop
ment command under the Joint Chiefs of Staff in an 
agency that might be called AFMOP—Armed Forces 
Missile Operations Project. In this project, the full 
weight of the three-service missile efforts, now proceed
ing at variance, can be coordinated and aimed at one 
single goal—giving the United States a missile weapons 
system responsive to the long-range, intermediate-range, 
tactical-range and missile defense needs of the three serv
ices in support of the nation in modern war.

Second, let’s get the service wrangle back into con
text, back into honest differences of opinion among 
military experts, back into perspective and out of a 
life-and-death type of struggle over roles and missions. 
Let’s have an ad hoc committee consisting of the service 
deputies—the assistant chiefs of the Army, Navy, Air 
Force and the Marine Corps—sit down with their feet 
up and provide the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the best 
solution that can be developed. This is required so that 
public confidence is restored, the statesmen and ax- 
grinders are satisfied, and best of all, the country’s best 
military advice remains immediately accessible to the 
national leadership from the people best qualified to 
give it—experienced professional officers.

Because, if we don’t do this, if we don’t walk before 
we can run in this era of missiles and satellites, somebody 
will give us a shove and we’ll be tottering until the 
services stumble and fall. And then, don’t send to know 
for whom the bell tolls. It tolls for you and it tolls for 
me and it tolls for national security.
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Training EXPEDIENTS
for Reconnaissance Units

By FIRST LIEUTENANT STUART A. BECKLEY

N peacetime, the Army be
comes involved in the many 
tasks which are necessary 

even though they do nothing to in
crease the operational effectiveness of 
the active Army. At times it seems to 
commanders that there is no hope for 
training. All effort is to he consumed

FIRST LIEUTENANT STUART A. BECKLEY, Ar
mor, entered the service in 1951. Commissioned 
in 1953 from OCS he served with the 11th Air
borne Division. Moving to Germany he served 
with the 2d Armored Division. Returning State
side he was assigned to his present duty with 
the 82d Airborne Division, Fort Bragg, North 
Carolina. Nearly all his service has been with 
reconnaissance units in various type divisions 
which is his basis of experience for this article.

in commitments and troop require
ments. What little time is left to the 
commander's discretion appears over
controlled by the numerous lengthy 
directives emanating from higher 
headquarters on the many programs 
supported by the Army including 
safety, information, education, recruit
ing, chaplains' activities, athletics 
and recreation. These activities seem 
to commanders to have priority over 
training. The missions of reconnais
sance, security and combat seem un
important when compared to all else 
that is directed and given priority. 
This will cause our units to stagnate 
and become ineffective unless aggres

sive command action is taken. Al
though we cannot completely change 
this bleak picture of the peacetime 
Army, as commanders we must fight 
for the time with which to train. 
What is more important, we must 
make maximum utilization of what 
little time we get by producing su
perior training. Further aggravating 
the problem, specifically for com
manders of reconnaissance, is the lack 
of available terrain in variation and 
quantity; this being the essential in
gredient required in the training of 
the reconnaissance unit. There is not 
one post or training area in the 
United States which provides ade-
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quate running room and varied terrain 
to accommodate even the smallest 
reconnaissance unit, the reconnais
sance platoon. This means the recon
naissance commander at all levels is 
laced with an almost insurmountable 
problem in training. It is up to com
manders to devise methods and ex
pedients from which maximum train
ing is derived from the time allowed 
and maximum utilization is made of 
available terrain, facilities and equip
ment. This article concerns expedi
ents, which if aggressively employed, 
will permit the most garrison-bound 
reconnaissance unit to carry on suffi
cient training to sustain it through 
the first days of combat.

No matter what missions have re
placed the tactical, there will always 
be leaders to effect them. The key 
lies in the training of the leaders and 
potential leaders; that we can do un
der the most abortive circumstances. 
This article, then, deals with orders 
group or leaders training expedients, 
touching only lightly on the training 
of the indiviual reconnaissance sol
dier. It can further be broken down 
into two major sections, the first 
entitled Mapper Exercises and second 
Jeeper Exercises. Both expedients are 
relatively easy to organize and con
duct, and can be worked into ATP 
requirements and overriding support 
commitments without difficulty. All 
that is required is a four-hour block 
lor the average mapper exercise and 
from four to eight hours for jeeper 
exercises. Both type problems can 
he conducted while other scheduled 
training is being carried out. This 
means that the commander should 
be able, once a week, to conduct one 
orders group mapper exercise and one 
jeeper exercise without interfering 
with other scheduled activities. If the 
commander can count on just this 
much time with his subordinate lead
ers he can he assured of excellent 
control of his unit and accomplish
ment of mission when called on for 
field operation.

Training Standards

It is a foregone conclusion that to 
train an armored reconnaissance unit 
is by far the most difficult of the 
various combat units at each given 
echelon. Realizing this and the in
surmountable problems facing recon
naissance commanders in the conduct 
of peacetime training, we must adopt
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training standards for the individual 
reconnaissance soldier, the potential 
reconnaissance leader and the ar
mored reconnaissance leader. If we 
are fortunate enough to attain the 
desired standards, they should be 
raised.

The Individual Reconnaissance 
Soldier: It is sufficient to insure that 
this group, made up of all basic skill 
level MOSs, is well grounded in the 
fundamentals of infantry soldiering 
and the operation and maintenance 
ol that equipment entrusted to them. 
If, for example, the soldier is a re
connaissance tanker, he must be able 
to operate and maintain the light gun 
tank and the equipment affiliated with 
it. Likewise, the individual soldier of 
the reconnaissance rifle squad must, 
along with those basic infantry skills, 
be well versed in rifle squad tactics 
and in the use and care of those weap
ons and I O&E equipment assigned 
to that squad. The individual recon
naissance soldier's training program 
should be built around advanced in
dividual and squad level subjects. 
This places the desired stage of profi
ciency at squad level.

The Potential Reconnaissance 
Leader: This select group includes 
those specialist grades slated to as
sume command position. This is due 
to normal fluctuation of NCO strength 
or because of demonstrated ability. 
The group, training-wise, must be 
carried one step further than the in
divid ual reconnaissance soldier, into

combined arms training. This is to de
velop in the prospective leader an
awareness of the wide range of sub
. e>jects encompassed in reconnaissance 
unit operation. The training of this 
group can be accomplished by inte
grating the potential leader into the 
unit’s leaders or orders group training 
program.

The Armored Reconnaissance 
Leader: This group is composed of 
the subordinate leaders of a command 
making up the orders group. (Those 
who lead the separate elements of the 
major unit, be it platoon, company 
or battalion.) This article is con
cerned mostly with the training of 
the orders group, and goes into detail 
on practical training expedients that 
can be used to effectively train these 
leaders.

Mapper Exercise

The tactical mapper exercise is de
signed to meet thd* need for recon
naissance orders group (leaders) train
ing when operating conditions pro
hibit sufficient field training time. 
These “signal calling sessions” enable 
garrison-bound commanders at all 
levels to teach, familiarize and sharp
en their subordinate commanders and 
staff in the interpretation and use of 
unit field SOPs, SOI items and map 
play. Integrated in these exercises are 
the numerous techniques incorporated 
in field operation including: radio
telephone procedure; spot, shell, route 
reconnaissance and after action report-
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ing; terrain appreciation and evalua
tion; interpretation and use of radio- 
issued operations orders; and battle 
drills as applied to mission, terrain 
and tactical situation. All the afore
mentioned can be applied practically 
through the use of the tactical mapper 
exercise. The exercise can be conduct
ed in the average size classroom using 
only equipment available to company 
or battery level units. The classroom 
layout can be organized with little 
difficulty and, once a system for or
ganizing is effected, the layout can 
he set up over and over again with 
little effort. The conduct of the exer
cise can be perfected to the extent of 
using a standard scenario format at 
each exercise, merely changing co
ordinates and other variables to meet 
the requirements of each different 
problem. The end result is a highly 
effective orders group training aid 
which can be utilized with a mini
mum of preclass preparation. It should 
be noted that this exercise calls for a 
complete field SOP and the incorpo
ration of standard battle drills in unit 
field operation. They are the founda
tions for all tactical maneuvers of the 
reconnaissance unit. Without stand
ard map play codes, battle drills and 
reporting procedures, no reconnais
sance unit can function effectively.

As described in this article, the 
exercise is designed to function best 
with a class of 15 students, noncom
missioned or commissioned officers. 
Of course variations to expand its 
potential may be employed. This de
pends entirely upon the initiative and 
ingenuity of each commander or in
structor. For the sake of simplicity, 
1 will discuss the training expedient 
as I have perfected and troop tested 
it, leaving further development to 
each user. The following materials 
and equipment are required in the 
conduct of the exercise:

Map Coverage: Map coverage pf the 
selected area should encompass an 
area 50 miles square, and can be 
secured or extracted from the unit 
training load. Either four copies of 
the same scale of the given area or 
one each of the given area in differ
ent scales with an instructor copy 
should be amassed. Once an area is 
selected and map coverage amassed, 
store it in a separate container refer
enced for easy inventory and selec
tion, preventing the use of these maps 
for anything other than the training

expedient. I have amassed area cover
age of a section of West Germany 
which permits the conduct of prob
lems involving any possible type of 
terrain. I am able to select the terrain 
to match the skill level of the class 
and the type problem I plan to run. 
In the United States, unlike Ger
many, it is difficult to amass a map 
coverage of an area encompassing all 
terrain types, since in no one 50-mile- 
square section can all terrain types 
be found. Further it is desirable to 
select an area close enough to the 
unit’s station to permit running fol
low-up jeepers and field problems.

Film Coverage: A motion picture 
film library should be established: ap
proximately 30 minutes footage of 
each terrain type (plains, low hills, 
plateaus, semi-mountains, mountains) 
should be available as backup for the 
maps. It serves to establish a ground 
to map relationship; at present few 
leaders are able to read terrain from 
a map describing the ground in detail. 
The film coverage will help to devel
op the understanding of map-ground 
relationship as well as establish for 
each specific problem a picture of the 
ground used. The film footage need 
not be of the same ground covered in 
the map coverage. It should be cata
logued by terrain type and would 
apply anywhere that specific terrain 
type is found. If it is impractical for 
the unit to provide its own film foot
age, as I have, standard training films 
available at any film library can be 
utilized. In every company or battery 
unit there is at least one officer or 
noncommissioned officer who takes 
home movies. It is possible to make 
use of his equipment in both taking 
and showing movies in conjunction 
with the tactical mapper exercises. 
(NOTE: another use of home motion 
picture equipment is the photograph
ing of units participating in field 
training exercises. The commander 
arms himself with film and camera to 
shoot all errors in camouflage disci
pline, use of defilade, battle drills and 
formations. On return to garrison tbe 
commander uses those films in con
junction with his critique of the exer
cise in much the same manner as a 
football coach reviews past games 
pointing out to his squad errors in 
blocking and line play.)

Tape Recorder: The tape recorder 
(not presently available for issue to 
troop units) will become available

through the same agencies as are 
motion picture projectors. At present 
PIOs at division and higher level 
units have this equipment. If not 
available, a simple arrangement can 
be set up as a substitute. A quarter- 
ton truck mounting a standard radio 
with the speaker placed in the class
room and the operator, an assistant 
instructor, outside with canned mes
sages will serve the same purpose. 
The purpose of the tape recorder or 
radio arrangement is to instill radio
telephone procedure; use of radio in 
the issuance of full mission type oper
ations orders; spot, shell, route recon
naissance and after action reporting; 
and the use of unit field and brevity 
codes which should be covered in the 
unit field SOP but receive too little 
actual practice. This tape recorder or 
radio arrangement also injects enemy 
situations and enemy contact reports.

Conduct of the Exercise: Now 
that we have listed the required 
equipment we shall set up a tactical 
mapper exercise and move through 
an actual problem to show the con
duct of the exercise. Initially the in
structor must select an area in which 
to run the problem. In doing this he 
must take into consideration the class 
skill level, missions to be covered, 
and practicability of follow-up jeep
ers and field problems. After selecting 
the terrain the instructor pulls those 
maps required and appropriate film 
coverage. The assistant instructor sets 
up the three student map layouts and 
the instructor map layout, secures re
quisitioned equipment such as motion 
picture projectors and tape recorder, 
and prepares the classroom. The in
structor then drafts a training SOI 
including call signs, brevity code, and 
map play items. (This should be 
covered in the unit field SOP.) A 
copy of this training SOI should be 
available at each student map layout 
to be superimposed on the maps by 
the students on arrival at the class
room. A series of problems are then 
planned by the instructor to cover the 
required time. Instead of preparing a 
lesson plan, the instructor draws up 
a scenario listing the situations and 
requirements of each problem. The 
first student requirement is to proper
ly interpret the training SOI and 
apply the map play items to each 
student map layout. The second re
quirement is to build a word picture 
of the terrain from class participation
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covered on the map layouts on which 
the problems are to be run. After the 
instructor is satisfied that the class is 
aware of the type, capabilities and 
limitations of the terrain, he follows 
up the discussion with 15 minutes 
film footage of like terrain to firmly 
establish a ground-map relationship. 
Once this all-important ground-map 
relationship has been established, the 
instructor initiates the problem by 
issuing a general situation which lists 
what normally is covered in para
graph 1 a of the five-paragraph field 
order. After the class has been 
briefed on the general situation and 
the terrain, the instructor issues his 
first operations order which might be 
in the form of a five paragraph field 
order or mission type radio order 
issued by tape recorder simulating the 
radio transmission. 1 tend to stress 
radio issued orders as they are the 
hardest to standardize and under
stand. The next student requirement 
is to place the received order upon 
the map layout. Once this has been 
satisfactorily accomplished, the prob
lem moves at a speed dictated bv the 
instructor. Discussion evolves around 
tactical employment and the use of 
battle drills as applied to the specific 
terrain on which the problem is be
ing run. Specific missions of subordi

nate elements are emphasized. Basic 
combat skills are stressed throughout, 
including basic fire and maneuver, 
use of cover and concealment, hasty 
attack and defense battle drills, and 
reporting procedures. Enemy situa
tions can be injected through the tape 
recorder or radio arrangement and spot 
reports which force the orders group 
to make decisions as to the hasty de
ployment of the unit. At the comple
tion of each mission, new orders are 
issued presenting new situations.

Jeeper Exercises

The second orders group training 
expedient falls under the general 
heading of jeeper exercises. The term 
jeeper covers a multitude of problem 
types, those which involve the use of 
an organization’s wheeled vehicles in 
place of the heavier tracked vehicles 
in the conduct of leaders’ training. 
We cannot count on extensive use of 
full-tracked armored vehicles in our 
training for two basic reasons. First, 
many posts and training areas have 
rigid restrictions on cross-country de
ployment to save ground maintenance 
funds. Secondly, the logistic support 
of an armored unit is expensive and 
the peacetime budget will not sup
port unlimited maneuvers involving 
armored vehicles. The various types

of jeeper exercises permit the conduct 
of unlimited numbers of orders group 
or leaders’ field problems allowing free 
cross-country maneuver without civil 
damage or appreciably draining class 
III supply sources. In the reconnais
sance unit we have sufficient quarter- 
ton trucks mounting radios to make 
the jeeper exercise a simple and effi
cient expedient. There are several va
rieties of jeeper exercises which serve 
the needs of the reconnaissance orders 
group; the only limitation is in the 
ingenuity of each commander.

The Tactical jeeper: This is the 
most difficult ol the jeeper exercises 
to organize and conduct. It is also 
the most effective training expedient. 
It requires leaders riding in flag- 
marked quarter-ton trucks to execute 
combat missions and formations as if 
they were, in effect, operating with 
their TO&E vehicles. The problem 
is set up with either verbally issued 
five-paragraph field orders or radio is
sued operations orders to leaders riding 
in quarter-ton trucks bearing various 
colored flags which denote the vehicle 
type (Example: Red flag on a quarter- 
ton truck identifies it as an M41 
tank). Missions arc driven through; 
route reconnaissance, spot, shell and 
after action reports submitted; battle 
drills executed; basic fire and maneu-

M-38 M-38 M-38M-38M-38 M-38M-38

RECONNAISSANCE COMPANY - PLATOON TACTICAL JEEPER
RCN HQ SCOUT SECTION TANK SECTION RIFLE SQD SUP SQD AGGRESSOR

3 PLT.LDRS 

5 SCTDVRS

ANYRQ I
» SCOUT (RAD) LDRS 
6 SCOUT (MG) LDRS

4 SCOUT DVRS

AN/VRC8 CAL30 MG AN/VRC 8 AN/VRC 8

3 PLT SGTS 
3 TANK SECTION LDR

2 SCOUT DVRS

3 RIFLE LDRS 3 SUP LDR 
SCT DVR SCT DVR

AN/VRC 8 AN/VRC 8

CAL30 MG 
AGG. DETAIL

Organization for Plat°°n Tactical Jeepers; ROCID Armored Cavalry Battalion: This chart shows schematically1 the 
use ol the KOCIl) Reconnaissance Company’s organic vehicles in the conduct of a Company operated Platoon Tactical 
Jeeper. Any platoon of this type company may conduct its own Tactical Jeeper by borrowing vehicles from Company 
Headquarters or the other two line platoons providing a 14-ton truck for each of its full tracked elements NOTE- The 
rectangle marked M38 simulates the >4-ton truck; the triangle represents the flag denoting simulated quad or vehicle.
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ver discipline adhered to; all these 
techniques are practiced on the 
ground. In effect, the only require
ments not effectively covered in the 
exercise are squad level troop lead
ing procedure and armored vehicle 
crew teamwork. The unit’s organiza
tion for the tactical jeeper depends 
upon the commander’s initiative. An 
example is shown on the preceding 
page of a reconnaissance platoon of 
the reconnaissance company organ
ized for the platoon tactical jeeper. 
A reconnaissance company tactical 
jeeper exercise may be conducted by 
merely adopting the organization for 
the platoon tactical jeeper of the 
separate reconnaissance platoon in 
each of the three line platoons in the 
reconnaissance company.

In the reorganization of the Army 
into more mobile striking forces, sev
eral new organizations have been 
effected in reconnaissance units. In 
the Infantry Division (ROOD) an 
Armored Cavalry Battalion, TO&E 
17-85T dated 20 December 56, has 
been organized. The schematic dia
gram shown on the preceding page 
indicates one method of using the 
line company’s organic vehicles to 
operate a Jeeper Exercise. The Ar
mored Division has also changed 
its reconnaissance unit (ROCAD) 
TO&E 17-45T ROCAD, and has a 
different form of Armored Cavalry 
Battalion. The Armored Division Ar
mored Cavalry Battalion line com
pany, instead of having three com
bined arms teams or reconnaissance 
platoons, has a Scout Platoon, two 
Tank Platoons, an Armored Infantry 
Platoon and a Mortar Section. In 
the tactical employment of this scram
bled organization the various elements 
are issued out, forming balanced 
or unbalanced combined arms teams 
as the enemy situation, mission and
terrain require. They still have more 
than adequate quarter-ton trucks to 
effect the jeeper exercise. However, 
in planning a jeeper exercise the 
commander must make up his platoon 
or company order of battle for each 
problem. It will not be the same each 
time as is the case in the Infantry 
Division Reconnaissance unit. Under 
the new structure, the separate Tank 
and Armored Infantry Battalions have 
lost their Light Tanks and Infantry 
leaving only what in effect is a Scout 
Platoon; their problem of training is 
.consequently reduced. The only or

ganization that we have not covered 
is the Airborne Division (ROTAD) 
Reconnaissance Company which has 
recoilless rifles instead of tanks and 
is entirely jeep mounted which pre
cludes the problems of full tracked 
mobility.

Cross-country Map Exercise: The 
first of these easily organized and 
conducted jeepers is nicknamed the 
foxhunt. It is actually a high speed 
mounted map reading exercise. The 
idea was taken from European road 
races conducted by automobile clubs. 
This problem is designed to develop 
the map reading capabilities of our 
subordinate leaders, enabling them to 
think at a gallop. Student leaders, 
mounted in quarter-ton trucks and 
armed with maps, are required to 
negotiate a 10 to 20 mile circular 
course laid out in such a manner as 
to deprive them of a recognizable road 
network. Checkpoints are placed at 
intervals along the course at positions 
difficult to locate and reach. Each 
jeep-mounted leader is timed around 
the course and between checkpoints. 
Radio-telephone procedure; route, 
bridge, ford and bypass reconnais
sance; mine and demolitions training 
can be integrated through require
ments placed on the leaders at the 
start of the course by the officer in

charge and subsequently throughout 
the remainder of the course by check
point attendants. It is possible, at each 
checkpoint, to operate a station in
volving techniques of reconnaissance 
requiring the leader to solve the sta
tion problem before moving on to the 
next checkpoint.

An innovation to the foxhunt, 
called the blackout jeeper, makes use 
of modified maps in the conduct of 
the exercise. The unit modifies the 
maps by inking out all town names 
and route designations. This forces
the leader to read his map by ground 
forms or terrain features and not, as 
so many do, by town names and route 
numbers. In all other aspects the exer
cise is identical to the foxhunt. 
Through this innovation, the leader 
develops an appreciation of terrain 
and a thorough understanding of 
map-ground relationship. It is best to 
select and modify one set of maps, 
using the same modified maps over 
and over again, saving maps.

Another variation of this type jeep
er is called the mounted cross-country 
compass exercise and is initiated to 
develop proficiency in the use of the 
compass. The problem is set up and 
conducted in the same manner as 
the other cross-country map exercises, 
substituting compass directions or azi

III!! wm
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■

(U. 8. Army)
The Blackout Jeeper Exercise makes use of modified maps in the conduct of 
the exercise. The maps are modified by inking out all towns and route 
designations. This forces the leader to read his map by ground forms 
or terrain features and not by the names of towns and route numbers.
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The Terrain Ride Exercise: This Jeeper Exercise requires the commander 
to lay out problems on available terrain and “talk” his leaders through 
these problems step by step, bringing out through class participation, the 
techniques, battle drills and the actions of the various subordinate units.

muths for map instructions, lt also 
may be set up in the form of a course 
laid out over a single azimuth which 
would train the leader in long range 
movement to an objective in an un
mapped area. The latter is presented 
in the form of a tactical mission and 
conducted without maps. The idea 
of being forced to function without 
maps is a thought that brings horror 
to commanders, especially reconnais
sance unit commanders. Realizing 
that a great portion of the earth’s 
surface is unmapped, however, the 
possibility becomes one that we can
not overlook. In the African Cam
paigns of World War II, according 
to accounts of General Rommel, major 
units were forced to function in com
bat situations minus maps. Our recon
naissance leaders must never be total
ly dependent upon maps. They should 
be prepared to execute long range 
combat missions navigating by com
pass.

It is possible to incorporate the 
mounted cross-country compass exer
cise with the tactical jeeper exercise 
by issuing only compass directions 
(No maps). The various tactical ele
ments must successfully accomplish 
the combat mission maneuvering 
strictly by compass direction. This 
maneuver is extremely difficult to

perform and should not be attempted 
until the unit orders group has be
come a well organized efficient oper
ating machine.

Terrain Ride: The terrain ride is 
an exercise by commanders who de
sire to personally review tactical em
ployment and basic combat techniques 
with their subordinate leaders. This 
insures adherence to the unit SOP 
and standardization of thinking with
in the unit orders group. A relatively 
slow-moving exercise, characterized by 
class participation, it moves at a speed 
governed by the discretion of the 
commander. A tactical problem is 
written covering the missions desired. 
A ground reconnaissance is made to 
firm the problem in the commander’s 
mind. During the ground reconnais
sance the commander selects a series 
of vantage points from which to 
conduct the various phases of the 
problem. This allows for student ob
servation of the problem area from 
commanding terrain. The exercise 
commences with the commander’s ini 
tial order and subsequent movement 
to the first vantage point. From this 
vantage point the commander queries 
his subordinates as to ground locations 
of problem boundaries, phase lines 
and control points given verbally in 
the initial order. This is followed bv

movement from vantage point to van
tage point, a stop being made at each 
to cover in detail evaluation of terrain, 
choice of battle drill formations and 
employment of subordinate squads 
and sections. The exercise is termi
nated with a critique and review of 
the entire problem.

Summary

In conclusion several points should 
be highlighted. First, the only limita
tion to the number of variations that 
may be applied in the conduct of 
jeepers or mappers is in the ingenuity 
of each commander. Secondly, the 
equipment requirements of any of 
these training expedients fall within 
any reconnaissance unit TO&E. 
Thirdly, and most important, any of 
these gimmicks may be conducted 
concurrently in addition to required 
training or training support commit
ments. No matter what the unit may 
be involved in, from conducting basic 
training to providing troop require
ments for reserve summer training, 
these training expedients may be con
ducted simultaneously. This means 
that even the most garrison-bound, 
least combat ready reconnaissance 
unit may still strive effectively towards 
efficient orders group operation. The 
basis for this orders group training 
lies in the maximum utilization of 
quarter-ton trucks as an in-licu-of item 
for the heavier full tracked vehicles 
the use of which will be restricted 
by both the peacetime economy and 
probability of claims damage. Bv us
ing only quarter-ton trucks the pos
sibility of obtaining off-post maneuver 
areas increases. This allows for terrain 
selection in conjunction with field 
training. I he equipment requirements 
of mapper exercises are equally simple 
to meet. Once the layout has been 
set up and equipment requirements 
met, the class may be repeated as 
often as needed with little pre-class 
preparation. The end result is simply 
teamwork training. We can still have 
the capability of efficient orders group 
operation. The success or failure of 
the reconnaissance unit in the per
formance of its missions depends upon 
a smooth working, thoroughly orient
ed orders group that can move, shoot 
and communicate at a gallop. This 
we can accomplish if we do nothing 
more than utilize gimmicks such as 
the jeepers and mappers outlined and 
a little ingenuity.
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1st Platoon, Company B, 2d Tank Battalion, 33d Armor (U. S. Army)

Report of the 1957

ARMOR LEADERSHIP AWARD
By CAPTAIN JOSEPH A. PATTI

This award is presented to the outstanding 

tank platoon of the division holding the competition

D
OR I Polk, Louisiana, was 

the scene of the 1957 Armor 
leadership award competi

tion. Honored as the “Draper” divi
sion was the 1st Armored Division, 

commanded by Major General Ed
ward G. Farrand. During the period 
19-27 November, five selected pla
toons, handicapped by adverse weath
er conditions, vied for this highly 
coveted trophy in tests of individual 
and unit proficiency and endurance.

The Armor Leadership Award is 
presented to the outstanding tank

CAPTAIN JOSEPH A. PATTI, Armor, enlisted in 
1939. Serving in the Pacific during World War ll( 
he received a battlefield commission. After a 
Stateside tour he was sent to Austria where he 
worked with Military Intelligence. After a tour 
with the 11th ACR at Camp Carson he went to 
Korea in 1953. Returning home in 1955, he was 
assigned to his present position, Assistant G3, 
1st Armored Division; Fort Polk, Louisiana.

platoon of the division holding the 
competition. The Commanding Gen
eral, Continental Armv Command, 
designates a different armored division 
each year to hold the award competi
tion. The winning platoon receives 
the distinguished rotating trophy, val
ued at $3,750, with suitable individu
al trophies for the members of the 
platoon.

Plans
Upon notification of being selected 

to conduct the Armor leadership com
petition for 1957, the Commanding 
General, 1st Armored Division, ap
pointed a board of officers to deter
mine the policies and procedures for 
the conduct of the competition. The 
board outlined in detail the selection 
criteria, the events to be judged and 
the manner in which they would be 
scored. The scope of the competition

covered all aspects of training from 
physical fitness to simulated combat.

Resume of the Competition

Three days prior to the test the 
platoon leaders and the platoon ser
geants were oriented on the conduct 
of the test and introduced to their 
test company commanders and um
pires. The method of control and 
means used to introduce situations 
were explained.

Each platoon received an orienta
tion at 1000 hours the day before 
being committed to the test. This 
orientation furnished the participants 
some background on the Armor Lead
ership Award and ironed out last 
minute details.

The decision to test each platoon 
within a two-day period and complete 
the tests for all platoons within six
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days required dose coordination and 
timing. The committees responsible 
for each event had to be thoroughly 
versed and all foreseeable breakdowns 
were anticipated to insure uninter
rupted flow of the competition. As 
examples, daily reconnaissance was 
made of all bridge crossings; an en
gineer company was on standby alert 
to repair all roads damaged in the 
Tactical Phase, Individual Tank 
Course and Tank Infantry Combat 
Course; also, on-site engineer support 
was required at the Individual Tank 
Course to insure operation of the 
aerial and moving targets.

To set the stage each day for the 
tactical phase and add realism, an 
Aggressor Team consisting of a light 
tank platoon (M41) and one scout 
section plus one scout squad was 
used to oppose the tested platoon. A 
demolitions team of one officer and 16 
EM daily emplaced 300 lbs. of dem
olition, 100 gun flash simulators, 
smoke pots and the atomic blast simu
lator to portray friendly and enemy 
fires. The final setting was the for
ward observer team and six fire mark
ing teams with flare guns and artillery 
simulators, flash and sound.

With the stage set the platoon was 
confronted with the following situa
tions during the advance and flank 
guard missions:

1. Breeching a minefield with 
the aid of Infantry.

2. Reduction of a road block.
3. Seizure of a bridge in a de

file which air reconnaissance re
ports intact. (The bridge is sub
sequently blown during the 
platoon’s dash to secure it; and 
the platoon is required to execute 
a withdrawal.)

4. Passage through overhead 
artillery fire.

5. Actions during an air at
tack, platoon leader’s tank is dis
abled, requiring him to change 
tanks.

6. Preparation for an atomic 
blast. (Atomic simulators were 
used.)

7. Reduction of enemy delay
ing position, requiring an attack 
be made from the march column.

8. Establishment of a blocking 
position.

Weather
The scheduled date for initiation

of the competitions, 18 November, 
was ushered in by heavy rains which 
necessitated delaying the competition. 
Competition, however, commenced 
19 November and continued through 
21 November when heavy rains ac
companied by ground fog again neces
sitated suspension until the period 
22-24 November. Competition was 
resumed 25 November and was com
pleted on 27 November. All platoons 
were hindered during the tactical 
phase of the competition by poor 
trafficability resulting from the heavy 
rain.

Scoring
To select the outstanding tank pla

toon from the five top tank platoons of 
the Division, the scoring and control of 
each platoon had to remain constant 
and the human element removed 
wherever possible. To achieve this 
standardization of scoring, control and 
round the clock operation, it was 
emphasized that the same personnel 
must be used daily to score and con
trol the same event for each platoon. 
To further insure this, two test con
trol groups were organized for the 
conduct of the Tactical Phase. Each 
group consisted of a test control team 
of one officer and one NCO and an 
umpire team of one officer and five 
NCO’s. The test control officer in
sured uninterrupted conduct of the 
phase and acted in the capacity of 
company commander for issuance of 
orders to the platoon leader and fur
nishing necessary guidance. The um
pire team introduced situations into 
the problem and scored each platoon 
on its actions and responses. To main
tain this consistency in the scoring 
of all events, one group accompanied 
each platoon 14000200 hours daily 
and the other group 0200-1400 hours 
daily. A combination scenario and 
check sheet was utilized by the um
pires. The scenario gave detailed in
formation of the tactical situation so 
that each platoon received the same 
guidance throughout the problem. 
The check sheet portion was objective 
in form in that it left little room for 
opinionated responses by the scorers; 
a platoon either responded to a given 
situation or did not respond and was 
graded accordingly.

Scorers and inspectors for the other 
events were rehearsed several times 
to insure uniform grading throughout 
the competition and to eliminate the

familiar readjustments usually made 
after the first platoon has been tested.

Support

Normal company logistical support 
was provided by two company test 
command post groups. These test 
command post groups were alternated 
daily so that one group accompanied 
each platoon throughout the tactical 
phase. They each consisted of an in
fantry squad which was available to 
the platoon leader when requested, a 
signal monitor team for recording all 
messages from the platoons, a recovery 
section for clearing the impact area 
prior to firing live ammunition, main
tenance personnel, both track and 
radio, from the company maintenance 
section of the test platoon, and a tank
er type gas truck.

Commendable is the fact that of 
the 25 tanks which started in the 
competition, all 25 tanks finished and 
participated in the post-operational in
spection. This is not to imply there 
were not breakdowns or tanks stuck; 
one individual tank was stuck four 
times. The credit goes largely to the 
company maintenance sections and the 
recovery' teams whose missions were 
to keep the tested platoon rolling.

Conclusions
The designation of a unit as a 

'“Draper” division generates an enthu
siasm and a keen competitive spirit 
in training during the period leading 
up to the selection of the competing 
platoons which has the added effect 
of increasing the effectiveness and the 
combat readiness of all the tank pla
toons within the division. The compe
tition points up the importance of the 
role of the small unit and its com
mander. It further supports the thesis 
that the effective fighting strength of 
an armored division is directly pro
portionate to the state of readiness of 
its platoons.

In order to arrive at a fair and im
partial method of selecting the out
standing platoon, it is necessary to 
standardize the control, umpiring and 
scoring, and to keep the rules for ex
ceptions to absolute zero.

The 1st Armored Division has ben
efited from the lessons learned from 
the 1957 competition. It is also proud 
of its winners. Good luck and best 
wishes are extended to the division 
selected to hold the 1958 Armor 
Leadership Award competition.
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precise and delicate instru
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Interior instruments of the satellite launched by the 
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The main stage booster being prepared for checkout.

1

Artist’s conception relating to interior instrumentation of U. S. Army earth satellite. The scientific earth satellite put into orbit 
by the U. S. Army is 80 inches long and weighs 30.80 pounds. The instrument-carrying section (forward) and the final-stage rocket 
(rear) orbit as a single unit. Fanning out from the mid section is the antenna, made up of whip-like rods with weighted balls on 
the ends of the rods. The rotational spin of the satellite forces the antenna out from the satellite. Both the high-power transmitter 
(radiating 60 miliwatts of radio frequency power) and the low-power transmitter (radiating between 10 and 20 miliwatts of power) 
transmit information continuously on eight channels to ground stations.

Main stage booster and nose section now are mated.

36

High speed assembly of satellite vehicle joined to nose of main stage rocket.
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The JUPITER-C now ready for launching. The Army’s JUPITER-C carrying the free world’s first satellite blasts off on its history making flight.
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PART II

Part I of this series covered the Brit
ish and Russian Armored Divisions. 
Part II traces the early growth and 
development of the German Panzer 
and the American Armored Divisions.

The

STRUCTURE
and

FUNCTIONS
of Armored Divisions

By RICHARD M. OGORKIEWICZ

I ART One of this series of 
articles described the devel
opment of the armored di

visions in the British and Soviet 
Armies. The former had pioneered 
the organization and mobile employ
ment of armor but, largely through 
the persistence of hidebound limited 
role theories, on several occasions has 
failed to give its armored divisions 
full scope and to make full use of 
their capabilities. A striking instance 
of this is the official British attitude 
toward armor during the past two 
years, also the recent reductions and 
restrictions imposed upon British ar
mored units.

The Soviet Army, on the other 
hand, having failed to make proper 
use of its armor in the early stages 
of World War II, has learned its

RICHARD M. OGORKIEWICZ, author of this 
series, presently a consulting engineer and lec
turer at the Imperial College of Science, London 
University, graduated from that institution in 
1946. Prior to his present employment he held 
positions with Ford Motor Corp. and Humber Ltd.

lesson and has consistently placed 
great emphasis on its armored forces. 
Since World War II armored forces 
have been considerably expanded in 
relation to the rest of the Soviet Army 
and have become a most important 
element of the Soviet military and 
political strength.

In many ways, what the Russians 
have done during and since World 
War II is an extension of the prin
ciples and the importance of armor 
established by the German Panzer- 
waff e. It is appropriate, therefore, to 
examine next the development of the 
German armored divisions.

German
The development of the German 

armored, or Panzer, divisions began 
in October 1935, when the first three 
divisions were activated. This event 
was, however, preceded by smaller 
scale experiments and an improvised 
Panzer division used in the summer 
maneuvers of that year.

The organization of the original

Panzer divisions was built around a 
tank brigade of two tank regiments, 
each with two battalions, with a 
nominal total of 16 tank companies, 
or 561 tanks per division. This repre
sented a very powerful tank compo
nent and reflected in part the influ
ence of the contemporary British 
theories with their emphasis on tank 
brigades within the framework of 
armored forces, often to the exclusion 
of everything else.

However, this last extreme of “all
tank” ideas was never accepted by the 
German Panzerwaffe, due largely to 
the wisdom of its leader, General 
Guderian. In contrast to the contem
porary British theories and the British 
and Soviet practice, the Panzer di
visions were from the start a combined 
arms team and they became versatile 
fighting formations—the mobile spear
head of the German Army and not 
merely a limited-role arm of exploita
tion and pursuit.

Thus, the original Panzer divisions 
each had a motorized infantry bri
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gade, consisting of a two-battalion 
truck-borne infantry regiment and a 
motorcycle rifle battalion, to comple
ment its tank brigade. It also had an 
artillery regiment with 24 105mm 
howitzers, an antitank battalion with 
towed 37mm guns, a reconnaissance 
battalion of motorcyclists and armored 
cars, an engineer company—rapidly 
expanded into a battalion—and the 
usual divisional service units.

The original 1935 organization of 
the Panzer divisions was widely as
sumed, outside Germany, to have re
mained unaltered until after the 1940 
French campaign. In fact, however, 
several major changes took place even 
before the outbreak of World War II.

One of the first major changes was 
an increase in the infantry strength. 
Peacetime maneuvers showed that 
three rifle battalions per division were 
not enough and, therefore, it was 
decided to add a fourth. Then, on 
mobilization, each tank battalion was 
reorganized on the basis of one medi
um and two light tank companies, 
the fourth company of each battalion 
becoming a depot and replacement 
unit. As a result, each Panzer division 
had an actual strength of between 
270 and 320 tanks and the proportion 
of tanks to infantry became 12 tank 
companies to 12 rifle companies in
stead of the original ratio of 16 to 9.

The modified organization held 
g<x>d for the six Panzer divisions 
which were raised by the outbreak 
of World War II, in September 1939, 
and for the six out of the ten Panzer 
divisions used in the 1940 French 
campaign. The other four Panzer di

visions used there differed in their 
organization and, what is more, also 
in their origin from the original six 
raised under the aegis of the Inspec
torate of Motorized Troops. They 
were the outcome of an independent 
development initiated by the German 
cavalry and started in 1937 with the 
creation of the 1st Light Brigade—a 
mobile formation intended for the 
classic cavalry role of strategic recon
naissance and security. A vear later 
the brigade was expanded into a light 
division and three more such divisions 
were simultaneously created.

In essence the light division was a 
motorized infantry formation with 
four rifle battalions and one, or two, 
light tank battalions; artillery and 
other units of the division were similar 
to those of the Panzer division. The 
chief characteristic of the light di
vision was its strategic mobility, there 
being organic tank transporters for 
all of its tanks, for instance, and in 
keeping with its defensive screening 
role its rifle companies possessed twice 
the normal allocation of machine 
guns.

In 1938 the light divisions passed 
from the control of the cavalry and 
together with the Panzer divisions 
came under the newly formed Inspec
torate of Mobile Troops under Guder- 
ian. But they retained their identity 
until after the 1939 Polish cam
paign. At this time they were re
named Panzer divisions and they re
organized to some extent. In the 
main, the reorganization was confined 
to increasing the tank strength to a 
regiment with three, or, in the case

of one division, two tank battalions.
Altogether, on the eve of the 1940 

French campaign, there were 35 tank 
battalions in the ten Panzer divisions 
with a total of 2,574 tanks. This was 
no more than the total French front 
line tank strength but the bold and 
concentrated employment of the Pan
zer divisions, grouped in Panzer corps, 
proved decisive.

After the French campaign, which 
firmly established armored divisions 
as the decisive element in ground 
warfare, a further reorganization and 
expansion of the Panzer forces took 
place. The number of Panzer divi
sions was doubled, but at the expense 
of the number of tank units per divi
sion. At the same time the strength 
of the organic infantry was increased 
still further, partly to make up for 
the reduction in the number of tank 
units and partly to satisfy the usual 
demands for more infantry.

The reorganized 1941 Panzer di
vision thus had only one tank regi
ment, with three tank battalions in 
the ease of six divisions and only two 
tank battalions in the case of the other 
14 divisions. On the other hand, the 
organic motorized infantry brigades 
now had two two-battalion rifle regi
ments and one motorcycle rifle bat
talion; other changes included the ad
dition of a third, medium artillery bat
talion with 150mm howitzers and 
105mm guns, and of an antiaircraft 
battalion.

The reorganization of 1940-41 re
duced seriously the strength and 
proportion of tanks in the Panzer 
divisions. Each division now had only

German 
armored troops 
in Poland, 1939

mss
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200 or 150 tanks and only 9 or 6 tank 
companies to 15 rifle companies, that 
is, there was a complete reversal of 
the original ratio. This was strongly 
criticized by the leading Panzer com
manders who deplored the reduction 
in the tank strength of the individual 
divisions and considered it inadequate 
in relation to the infantry strength. 
However, in view of the low rate of 
German tank production at the time, 
there was little that could be done 
about it. The Germans had only 46 
tank battalions in their 20 Panzer di
visions on the eve of the 1941 Russian 
campaign. Nevertheless, with 17 Pan
zer divisions concentrated in four 
Panzer groups, or armies, they came 
close to defeating the Soviet Army.

The Russian campaign of 1941 took 
a heavy toll of the Panzer divisions 
and affected seriously their strength 
which began to be governed by losses 
and the availability of replacements 
as much as by their tables of organi
zation.

Thus, in preparation for the sum
mer offensive of 1942, Panzer divi
sions in the Southern Sector of the 
Eastern Front, where the main Ger
man effort was concentrated, were 
re-equipped with three tank battalions 
each. But those in the Central and 
Northern Sectors received practically 
no replacements and as a rule had 
only one, sometimes two, weak tank 
battalions. In consequence, although 
the total number of Panzer divisions 
was increased further, to 25, their 
effective strength varied considerably.

During 1942 several other changes 
also took place. The organic infantry 
was reduced, for instance, with the 
disappearance of the motorcycle rifle 
battalion amalgamated with the recon
naissance battalion. The infantry bri
gade headquarters also disappeared,

like the superfluous tank brigade 
headquarters had done two years ear
lier, and the two rifle regiments were 
placed directly under divisional con
trol, like the tank regiment. At about 
the same time a small nominal in
crease took place in the strength of 
the tank battalions, the number of 
tank companies per battalion being 
increased from three to the original 
pre-war figure of four. However, this 
increase in the number of tank com 
panies was neither immediately car 
ried out nor generally maintained.

In 1943, following the heavy losses 
of yet another winter campaign and 
the return of Guderian to the scene 
as Inspector of Armored Troops, an
other reorganization was contemplat
ed. The losses in the Stalingrad 
operations of the period were stagger
ing, in February 1943 amounting to 
1,596 tanks or more than any other 
month of the war. Tank production 
was, however, rising above the totally 
unrealistic level of the early war years 
and in 1943 was almost double that 
of 1941.

Partly on the strength of the rising 
production figures and partly due to 
Guderian’s firm conviction of the 
need to strengthen the tank core of 
the individual Panzer divisions, the 
main change which was contemplated 
was an expansion of the tank regiment 
of each division to four battalions. 
One of these was to be temporarily 
equipped with the turretless assault 
guns which on the Russian plains 
were almost as good as turreted ve
hicles. Another was to be equipped 
with Tiger heavy gun tanks to in
crease still further the striking power 
of the divisions.

In addition to tanks, a much more 
generous allocation of armored per
sonnel carriers was also contemplated

as was the use of self-propelled guns 
by the divisional artillery, the first 
few self-propelled 105 and 150mm 
howitzers having appeared toward the 
end of 1942.

However, in spite of the rising pro
duction, few of the proposed changes 
were put into effect. As a rule, from 
1943 on, Panzer divisions had no 
more than two medium tank battal
ions and only one of the four rifle 
battalions equipped with armored car
riers. Similarly, only one of the three 
artillery battalions was self-propelled. 
In the summer of 1944 this was recog
nized as the official establishment and 
it may be taken as the “average" 
composition of the Army Panzer di
visions during the latter part of World 
War II.

There were, of course, exceptions 
to the rule. In 1943 some divisions 
still had three tank battalions, includ
ing a Tiger heavy tank battalion, and 
in 1944 the “elite” Grossdeutschland 
Division even had four, also including 
a Tiger battalion. On the other hand, 
on the eve of the Allied landings in 
Normandy in 1944, the Panzer Lehr 
Division had all four of its rifle bat
talions and its combat engineer bat
talion mounted in armored personnel 
carriers and the whole of its artillery 
self-propelled. But even this favored 
division had only two tank battalions, 
one of Panthers and one of Pz.- 
Kpfw.IVs, with a total of some 190 
tanks. Other divisions were similarly 
equipped with one Panther and one 
Pz.Kpfw.IV battalions but their total 
tank strength was seldom more than 
170 tanks.

Another exception to the rule was 
the Panzer divisions formed by the 
conversion of Panzer Grenadier di
visions, as was the case with the 
Waffen-SS Panzer divisions. At their
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peak, in 1944, there were eight of 
these SS Panzer divisions against 25 
Army Panzer divisions.

Panzer Grenadier divisions them
selves started life as motorized infan
try divisions and, just as the light 
divisions represented the contribution 
of the cavalry to the motorization and 
mechanization of the German Army, 
they represented the contribution of 
the infantry.

The original pre-World War II 
motorized infantry division was a con 
ventional three-infantry-rcgiment, or 
nine-rifle-battalion, formation which 
had simply exchanged its horse trac
tion-retained by regular German and 
Soviet infantry divisions throughout 
World War II—for motor transport. 
After the 1939 Polish campaign the 
motorized division was adjudged too 
heavy for its mobile follow-up role 
and one of the three infantry regi
ments was replaced by a motorcycle 
rifle battalion. In 1942 the motorcycle 
battalions disappeared but in that year 
the divisions on the Southern Sector 
of the Eastern Front received for the 
first time an organic tank battalion 
apiece.

In the following year this was ex
tended to all divisions of this type, 
although some received an assault 
gun battalion in place of the tank 
battalion. In June 1943 they were 
also officially re-named Panzer Gren

adier divisions, the Panzer Grenadier 
designation having been applied al
ready to the infantry units organic 
to Panzer divisions. At about the same 
time all the Panzer Grenadier regi
ments passed from the control of the 
infantry to the Inspectorate of Ar
mored Troops but this did not prevent 
Guderian, the then Inspector, from 
deploring the diversion of tanks from 
the Panzer divisions proper to the 
Panzer Grenadier divisions!

A further diversion occurred later 
in the same year on the creation of 
the first SS Panzer divisions. Up till 
then the Waffen-SS, which had orig
inated with the Storm Troops of the 
National Socialist Party, had con
tented themselves with motorized in
fantry formations. But in 1943 the 
first SS Panzer divisions were created 
by the transformation of some of the 
existing SS Panzer Grenadier divi
sions. In principle their organization 
was the same as that of the Army 
Panzer divisions but they retained 
three-battalion Panzer Grenadier regi
ments.

The existence of these divisions 
with six rifle battalions each and the 
fact the Army Panzer divisions often 
had only one tank battalion and were 
thus no better off than Panzer Gren
adier divisions, resulted in demands 
for three-battalion infantry regiments 
for the Panzer divisions also. Gener

ally, however, the four Panzer Gren 
adier battalions per division were 
considered adequate and the Panzer 
commanders who looked beyond the 
more immediate needs and problems 
emphasized the importance of increas
ing the tank strength of the Panzer 
divisions rather than their infantry. 
I heir principal aim throughout World 
War II was to expand the Panzer 
regiment of each division to four tank 
battalions.

During the latter part of World 
War II the tank strength of the Pan
zer divisions was plainly inadequate. 
Not only were there no more than 
two tank battalions to four rifle bat
talions but the actual tank strength 
in the field was even lower.

I he inadequate tank strength was 
a severe handicap to effective tactical 
employment of the Panzer divisions 
which was further hampered by short
ages of armored personnel carriers 
and self-propelled guns. As a result, 
because the major portion of their 
infantry was carried in unprotected 
wheeled vehicles, the formation of 
closely knit tank-infantry teams was 
difficult, even when sufficient tanks 
were available. The Panzer divisions 
could not, therefore, develop fully 
their system of mixed battle groups, 
or kam-pfgruppen, which they pio
neered and which gave them such 
a tremendous initial advantage

O
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Armored half-track troop carriers unloading Panzer Grenadiers

(Associated Press)
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over their quite surprised opponents.
Nevertheless, in spite of all the dif

ficulties, the Panzer divisions retained 
right up to the end of World War II 
their pre-eminent position as versatile 
fighting formations which combined 
maximum striking power with mo
bility. Just as they formed the spear
head of the German offensives in the 
early part of World War II, so, when 
the tide turned, they formed the core 
of the German defense and distin
guished themselves in mobile defense 
as well as numerous counter offen
sives.

In the light of this it was natural 
that the new German Army should 
attach great importance to its new 
Panzer divisions. A total of six has 
been planned, each based on three 
tank and three armored infantry, or 
Panzer Grenadier, battalions. The 
sound, equal proportions of tanks and 
armored infantry and the emphasis 
placed on the development of ar
mored cross-country personnel carriers 
show that the earlier hard-earned 
experience has not been forgotten. 
At the same time, the organization 
of the new Panzer divisions based 
on self-contained battalions and in
corporating three combat command 
tactical headquarters shows that the 
Germans have brought the structure 
of their armored divisions in line with 
currently accepted ideas.

American

Just as the new German Panzer 
divisions show signs of American in
fluence, so the early organization of 
American armored divisions was in
fluenced by that of the Panzers which 
were then leading. However, the ini
tial impetus came from Britain for it 
was as a direct result of the British 
experiments with the Mechanized 
Force of 1927 that the first American 
Mechanized Force was assembled, in 
1928, at Fort Meade, Maryland.

This first, mixed, brigade-size force 
lasted barely three months. But a 
second, smaller Mechanized Force set 
up two years later, in 1930, at Fort 
Eustis, Virginia, did much better and 
on disbandment in 1932 a part of it 
became the nucleus of the mecha
nized cavalry unit organized at Fort 
Knox, Kentucky, and soon afterwards 
absorbed into the 1st Cavalry Regi
ment, Mechanized.

From this there gradually grew the 
7th Cavalry Brigade (Mecz), which

was called into being in 1932 but 
which did not become effective until 
the late thirties. By 1939, l^owever, 
the brigade was complete: it consisted 
of two mechanized cavalry regiments, 
which were, in effect, light tank bat 
talions, with a total of 112 light tanks 
(or "combat cars,” as they were then 
called) and a small motorized artillery 
regiment with towed 75mm howitzers.

The role originally envisaged for 
the brigade was a mechanized form 
of the traditional and limited cavalry 
role of exploitation, raids on enemy 
flanks and rear and so on. This nar
row outlook, common to most of the 
early armored forces, did not, fortu 
nately, remain in force for long, par
ticularly under the impact of the 
successes scored by the German Pan
zer divisions. The decisive role played 
by the latter in France in 1940 showed 
convincingly the value of armor as 
the spearhead of modern armies and 
the French campaign was barely over 
when the American Armored Force 
was created. It was visualized by its 
founders as the decisive arm in ground 
warfare and its principal elements 
were to be armored divisions—versatile 
fighting formations made up of all 
arms, like the Panzer divisions.

Some steps toward the organization 
of armored divisions had already been 
taken before the creation of the Ar
mored Force. During the 1940 spring 
maneuvers in Louisiana the expanded 
7th Cavalry Brigade had attached to 
it a motorized infantry regiment and 
although several shortcomings were 
found in this first combination of tanks 
with motorized infantry it formed an 
acceptable basis for an armored divi
sion. And it became one when the

first two American armored divisions 
were activated, in July 1940, the 7th 
Cavalry Brigade becoming the 1st 
Armored Brigade of the 1st Armored 
Division.

As originally organized, the armored 
divisions consisted of a reconnaissance 
battalion, an armored brigade, a two- 
battalion infantry regiment, an artil
lery battalion with 105mm howitzers, 
an engineer battalion and service 
units. The armored brigade itself, 
which was the main clement of the 
division, consisted of two light tank 
regiments, each with three M3 light 
tank battalions, one medium regiment 
with two battalions of M3 medium 
tanks and one artillery regiment with 
two battalions of 105mm self-propelled 
howitzers. Altogether the division had 
108 medium tanks and 273 light 
tanks.

Basically, the organization of the 
original American armored division 
with its armored brigade and a sup
porting infantry regiment was similar 
to that established earlier by the Ger
man Panzer divisions. The influence 
of the latter was natural but the 
American armored divisions also 
showed several original features, as 
well as the influence of the earlier 
mechanized cavalry brigade organiza
tion, and thereafter evolved along in
creasingly independent and original 
lines.

The original divisional organization 
was tried during the 1941 maneuvers 
and—not unexpectedly for a first at
tempt—a number of defects were not
ed. The chief defect was a lack of bal
ance between the number of tank 
units and other arms: there were no 
less than 25 tank companies and only
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7 rifle companies, showing clearly the 
underestimate of the importance of 
the infantry component so common 
to the early armored forces. There 
was also overlapping of responsibility 
between the divisional and armored 
brigade headquarters—again found 
elsewhere, in the early Panzer divi
sion. In consequence, the organization 
of the American armored division was 
remodelled to give it better balance, 
greater flexibility and greater striking 
power.

The reorganized division consisted 
of a reconnaissance battalion, two ar
mored regiments, each with one light 
and two medium tank battalions, one 
armored infantry regiment with three 
battalions, three self-propelled 105mm 
howitzer battalions and, as before, 
one engineer battalion and service 
units. In general, the organization 
was tidier and the effectiveness of the 
division greater. The total number of 
tanks was reduced slightly, from 381 
to 375, but the number of medium 
tanks was actually doubled and the 
division gained in most other respects 
also.

The most significant and novel fea
ture of the new 1942-type divisional 
organization was the introduction of 
the two combat command tactical 
headquarters capable of assuming 
command of any combination of the 
division’s units. This and the system 
of organizing combined-arms’ tactical 
teams bestowed upon American ar
mored divisions a remarkable degree 
of flexibility and effectiveness. Added 
to this was the fact that these ar
mored divisions were the first to have 
the whole of their artillery self-pro
pelled and the first to have the whole
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of their infantry mounted in armored 
half-track carriers, all of which com
bined to give American armored di
visions a considerable lead over the 
armored divisions of other armies 
which were neither so equipped nor 
so organized.

The introduction of the combat 
command system has been credited 
to General Chaffee, the father of the 
Armored Force. In all fairness, how
ever, something similar began to be 
practiced a little earlier by the Ger
man Panzer divisions in the form of 
their mixed battle-groups, or kampf- 
gruppen. Its origins could be traced 
back even further, to the older sys
tem of splitting German divisions into 
march-combat groups and the German 
emphasis on the tactical self-sufficien
cy of small units. But although the 
Germans may have anticipated some 
of the features of the combat com 
mand system they never carried it 
to its logical conclusion and did not 
base their divisional organization on 
it until well after World War II.

Admirable as it was, the 1942 com 
bat command system was capable of 
improvement, as was the organization 
of the contemporary armored divi
sions. Changes in both came in 1943, 
as part of a general reorganization of 
the Army Ground Forces.

The atmosphere in which the reor
ganization took place could hardly be 
described as favorable to the armored 
divisions. The Armored Force had bv 
then lost a good deal of ground and 
the decisive role originally envisaged 
for it was played down. At the same 
time control passed into the hands of 
men with less vision and less under
standing of the value of armored di

visions. Their narrow outlook was 
epitomized by the then commander 
of the Army Ground Forces who 
stated that armored divisions were 
"of value only in pursuit and ex
ploitation.”

In the circumstances, it is hardly 
surprising that the overall effect of 
the 1943 reorganization was to restrict 
the scope of the armored divisions 
and to shift, once more, the major 
portion of the tank strength of the 
American Army to infantry support. 
Armored divisions themselves were 
tied more closely to infantry by a new 
corps organization of two infantry and 
one armored divisions.

Apart from the lack of understand
ing ol the full potentialities of ar
mored divisions as versatile fighting 
formations there were also other fac
tors. There was, for instance, a desire 
to economize at the expense of the 
armored divisions, which were ad
mittedly more expensive than infan
try divisions, and one of the periodic, 
almost world-wide waves of exagger
ating the importance of antitank 
weapons. There were also the changes 
in the organization of the German 
Panzer divisions which reduced the 
proportion of tanks to infantry in 
them and which were wrongly inter
preted—in Britain as well as in the 
United States—as a major combat 
lesson and not, as they were in fact, 
the result of inadequate tank pro
duction!

Lastly there were the shortcomings 
of the existing divisional organization 
which was still considered somewhat 
unwieldly and having too many head
quarters. The situation was not as 
bad as in the early Panzer divisions 
where there were as many as five 
brigade and regimental headquarters 
to control seven tank and infantry bat
talions, but the three regimental head
quarters of the 1942 American ar
mored divisions were considered 
largely superfluous.

The outcome of all this was a 
new organization issued in September 
1943, which eliminated the regimental 
headquarters and which also brought 
in other changes and reductions. The 
armored division now had a third but 
smaller combat command and three 
battalions each of medium tanks, ar
mored infantry and 105mm SP how
itzers, in addition to the reconnais
sance and engineer battalions and 
service units.
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The main reduction was in the 
number of tank battalions, from six 
in the 1942 organization to only three 
in that of 1943. However, two of the 
three eliminated battalions were light 
tank battalions, whose equipment was 
of doubtful combat value; so effective
ly the loss amounted to one jnedium 
tank battalion. Most of the other 
reductions affected the “fat” so that, 
in the end, the armored divisions came 
through the ordeal looking leaner but 
not much less powerful.

In general, the new' 1943 organiza
tion was only a further development 
of the system introduced in 1942. By 
eliminating the regimental echelon, 
by making battalions self-contained 
basic units and by giving even more 
emphasis to the combat command sys
tem the organization w'as made even

omore elastic and adaptable. So much 
so that the 1943-type organization has 
since been described as a federation 
of thirteen battalions!

It was with this organization that 
14 out of the 16 American armored 
divisions fought in Europe in 1944 
and 1945. The two exceptions were 
the 2d and 3d Armored Divisions 
which retained a modified form of 
the 1942 organization and conse
quently were called “heavy divisions.”

Having proved itself in battle, the 
divisional organization based on com
bat commands and separate self-con
tained battalions w'as retained after 
the war. The basic 1943-type organi
zation was, however, modified, the 
principal post-World War II changes 
being the addition of a fourth tank 
battalion and of a fourth armored in

fantry battalion, and of a battalion 
each of medium and antiaircraft ar
tillery; in addition the three combat 
command headquarters were placed 
on an equal footing.

The overall effect of the post-World 
War II organization, introduced in 
1947 and retained, with modification, 
to date, was a return to something like 
the 1942 level in effectives. The total 
number of tanks, for instance, rose 
again, from 248 of the 1943-45 divi
sion to 361. This, combined with 
changes in equipment, increased con
siderably the striking pow’er of the 
armored divisions.

Unfortunately, the post-World 
War II changes also brought with 
them increased complexity and fur
ther additions to the already formi
dable logistical problems. These facts 
and the universal trend toward small

necessary to consider the problem of 
reducing the overall size of the ar
mored divisions.

Within the present system of com
bat commands and self-contained bat
talions something can be done by 
reducing the number of tank and 
infantry battalions from four to three, 
replacing the light howitzers by a 
smaller number of larger caliber units,, 
and proportional reductions in the 
size of other units. Beyond that any 
reduction in the overall size of the 
division, while retaining the existing 
type structure, would inevitably in
volve reductions in the size of the 
individual battalions.

An alternative to the latter course 
would be to abandon the system of 
combat commands and self-contained 
but homogeneous battalions for one 
of mixed, or integrated, battalions di
rectly under divisional control. Some
thing of a precedent for this already 
exists in the armored cavalry regi
ments with their mixed battalions. 
The adoption of an organization based 
on mixed battalions in armored divi
sions would mean some loss of flexi
bility at divisional level, but on the 
other hand, it would increase the 
effectiveness of its constituent units. 
Moreover, it would be in keeping 
with the demand for far greater tac
tical and administrative self-sufficien
cy on the part of the battalions in the 
dispersed mobile operations envisaged 
for the future. This, more than any
thing else, would argue in favor of 
integrated tank-infantry armored bat
talions, or small integrated regiments, 
which would, in addition, make pos
sible a greater number of smaller but 
more mobile armored divisions.er, more compact divisions make it
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Submitted herewith to the membership 
is the annual report covering the general affairs 

of the Association for the calendar year 1957

The
ANNUAL REPORT
of the

Secretary-Treasurer-Editor
The Association

The year 1957 continued to be favorable to Armor 
within the military field. In consonance with this theme 
the Association had an excellent year. January saw the 
new companion piece to ARMOR in its initial publication 
effort—The United States Armor Association News
letter.

The 68th Annual Meeting was held at Fort Knox dur
ing the period 4-5 April. Despite inclement weather, 
which covered the entire Eastern half of the United 
States, attendance by off-post personnel was not far below' 
our previous high of the preceding year. General Willard 
G. Wyman, Commanding General, CONARC, gave the 
principal address. He also was elected to succeed General 
Williston B. Palmer as our Association President. During 
the business sessions one amendment to the constitution 
was passed. The size of the Executive Council was in
creased from 18 to 24 members. In lieu of this change, 
the new' council included this increase when the slate 
of nominees was presented. It is also worthy of note that 
the Armored Division Commanders of the two divisions 
stationed in Europe were included as council mem
bers. Although unable to attend council meetings, it was 
felt that this w'as a necessary move owing to the pre
ponderance of Armor personnel in the Seventh Armv.

Two resolutions were proposed and adopted during this 
session. A resolution proposing the wearing of the Garri
son hat on the left side of the head as a means of identifi
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cation and to promote esprit and morale among Armor 
personnel was passed and forwarded to the Chief of Staff 
of the Army. Secondly, in view' of the two years of out
standing leadership and able guidance rendered the Asso
ciation by the outgoing President, General Williston B. 
Palmer was given a standing ovation for his services and 
a job well done.

Awards to ROTC graduates, newly commissioned West 
Point graduates choosing Armor as their basic branch, 
and OCS students being commissioned in the mobile 
arm were continued. Interest in ROTC awards increased 
greatly due to the awarding of books and honorary one- 
year memberships not only to institutions instructing in 
Armor but to schools with General Military Subjects. For 
the first time the Association presented a suitable award 
to the outstanding graduate from the Armor Officers’ 
Advanced Class. In December w'e saw the Draper trophy 
being awarded to a platoon leader from the 1st Armored 
Division. (See story on page 34.)

One council meeting was held during the year. On the 
4th of December the council met at Washington, D. C. A 
program committee was appointed to prepare for our forth
coming 69th Annual Meeting. Major General John L. 
Ryan, Jr., Commanding General, U. S. Army Armor 
Center, was appointed Chairman. Other committee mem
bers are: Major General Hamilton H. I Iow'ze, Command
ing General, 82d Airborne Division, Fort Bragg, North 
Carolina; Major General L. L. Doan, Chief, Armor Sec-
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don, CONARC, Fort Monroe, Virginia; and Colonel 
Samuel McC. Goodwin, DCS/OPS, D/A, Washington 
D. C. A nominating committee was appointed; headed 
by Lieutenant General Willis D. Crittenberger, Retired; 
the other members are: Major General Donald W. 
McGowan, NGB, Washington, D. C., National Guard 
representative; Major General William M. Stokes, Jr., 
Army Reserve unit representative; and Lieutenant Gen
eral George W. Read, Jr., Commanding General, Second 
Army, Fort Meade, Maryland; and Brigadier General 
Frank H. Britton, R&D, D/A, Washington, D. C., 
active duty representatives. The auditing committee was 
appointed and instructed to examine the books for the 
calendar year 1957. They also were asked to review the 
yearly report of the Secretary-Treasurer-Editor prior to 
publication. (This was accomplished on 28 January 1958.) 
Chairmaned by Brigadier General Willard A. Holbrook, 
Retired, the other members are: Brigadier General Creigh
ton W. Abrams, OCSA, D/A; Brigadier General George 
R. Mather, DCS/PER, D/A; and Colonel Frederick W. 
Boye, OASA, D/A.

Total receipts for the year were greater than at any time 
since World War II. More than $38,500 was taken in 
during the year. Although expenditures exceeded that 
amount it is well to point out that there are sufficient 
funds set aside for a contingent liability. Hence the mag
azine contained more pages this year. In addition there 
were expenses for the newsletter. Also at the year’s end 
there were more equipment and supplies on hand—used 
for day-to-day office procedures—than in the past.

The Magazine
Three issues during the year contained 80 pages; one 

72 and two 64 pages. This is the largest number of pages 
printed during the incumbent’s tenure in office. Four 
issues contained special features. I he January-February 
issue put the spotlight on Armor activities in Germany; 
the May-June issue concentrated on the Annual Meeting; 
the September-Oetober issue featured Armor in the Na
tional Guard and the last issue of the year featured the 
GOER Concept.

At our last council meeting held in 1956, the council 
gave the editor permission to explore the possibilities of 
promoting a joint meeting of all Armored Division Asso
ciations for 1960. This was done editorially through the 
Reconnoitering pages of the magazine. However, the re
sponse to date has been too meager to consider pursuing 
this idea any further at this time.

The Newsletter
Monthly contact was established in January when the 

initial issue of the Newsletter was published. Circulated 
to all members and U. S. Armed Forces unit subscribers 
between issues of ARMOR, it is intended to disseminate 
short news items from The U. S. Army Armor School, 
Armored units to include reserve components, and other 
news releases of interest in the mobile field. The News
letter is included with the membership costs of $4.75 for 
one year or $8.00 for two years. We also welcome the 
submission of material from Armored Division Associa-

FINANCIAL REPORT
For the Year Ending 31 December 1956

Cash Receipts & Expenditures
Department Receipts Expenditures

ARMOR Magazine .............................. $30,523.05 $19,278.40
Book Department ................................ 3,776.43 2,533.83
Income from Investments...................
District of Columbia Sales Tax.........

468.20
2.89 2.99
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Stationery & Printing ..........................
Telephone & Telegraph........................ 2.25

2,291.23
399.27

Machinery & Equipment..................... 40.35 114.10
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Rent .......................................................
Janitor Service......................................
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Executive Council & Editorial Exp. . . 
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75.00
1.080.00 
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21.77
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Drayage ...............................................

75.49
97.85

U. S. Savings Bonds Purchased........ 3,000.00
Miscellaneous............... ....................... 84.31

SUBTOTALS ................... .$35,053.05 $34,227.43
Cash Balance (1 Jan. 1956) . . 
Cash Balance (31 Dec. 1956) .

3,097.45
3.923.07

GRAND TOTAL—CASH
RECEIPTS & EXPENDITURES . .$38,150.50 $38,150.50

NET WORTH—December 31, 1956 . .$22,198.49

For the Year Ending 31 December 1957
Cash Receipts & Expenditures

Department Receipts Expenditures

ARMOR Magazine .......................... . .$34,517.80 $25,928.42
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Income from Investments ............... 457.20
District of Columbia Sales Tax . . . 2.06 2.33
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Office Supplies.................................. 1.75 287.84
Stationery & Printing ..................... 1,171.83
Telephone & Telegraph ................. .20 403.35
Machinery & Equipment................. 428.94
Maintenance & Repair of Equip. . . 79.00
Rent ................................................... 2,640.00
Travel Allowance ............................ 1,080.00
Travel Expense ................................ 22.70
Express Charges .............................. 8.95 55.48
Executive Council & Editorial Exp. 196.33
Fire Insurance .................................. 27.28
Awards & Contributions.................
Royalty on Book .............................. 18.91

230.00

Miscellaneous .................................. 8.27
SUB-TOTALS ................. . .$38,561.85 $39,114.05

Cash Balance (1 Jan. 1957) . 
Inactive Outstanding Checks

. . 3,923.07

Cancelled ......................... 22.41
Cash Balance (31 Dec. 1957) 3,393.28

GRAND TOTAL—CASH
RECEIPTS & EXPENDITURES . .$42,507.33 $42,507.33

NET WORTH—December 31, 1957 .....................$22,256.49
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THE 69TH ANNUAL MEETING OF THE UNITED STATES ARMOR ASSOCIATION

The 69th Annual Meeting of the Association will be held at The U. S. Army Armor 
Center, Fort Knox, Kentucky, during the period 1-2 May 1958. The Program and 
Nominating committees, as appointed by the Association President and reported else
where in these pages, are already busy preparing for the biggest and best meeting 
held to date. Please reserve these dates and try to be with us. Members will receive 

official notices by first class mail in early March.

tions and others who feel they have a newsworthy item 
which should be considered for possible publication. The 
cost of the six Newsletters for the year is slightly below 
the cost of one 64 page issue of ARMOR without a color 
cover. At our Executive Council meeting held in Decem
ber, your Secretary made inquiries of the members present 
as to the actual worth of the Newsletter and whether it 
should be continued. It was unanimously agreed to con
tinue the Newsletter. At the present time we can publish 
64 page issues of ARMOR and the Newsletter. It is 
believed that the present format and color combination 
of the Newsletter is in keeping with the style of the 
magazine.

The Book Department
Book department receipts were slightly less than the 

preceding year. By comparing receipts and expenditures 
it would appear that our profits were great. However, it 
would be well to emphasize the fact that a book on 
equitation was completely sold out. This department had 
hundreds of copies on hand which had been purchased 
many years ago. Now that this item is sold out, book 
profits will not be as great in the future. We will continue 
to award books as prizes as long as we can financially 
afford it. We continue to give ten percent discount on all 
books ordered over $5.00. We also pay the postage when 
vour check accompanies the order. Book brochures con
tinue to be our best advertising media. Books are adver
tised on a gratis basis in the magazine and are selected 
upon their worth to the military and our members. These 
selections are made by your office staff. Among the best 
sellers for the year were: Panzer Battles, by von Mellen- 
thin; Drive, by Codman; and Patton and His Pistols, by 
Perry and Parke; American Military History, Korea 1951
53 and Korea 1950 were the three best sellers among the 
books published by the Office of the Chief of Military 
1 Iistorv,

ARMOR binders continue to be a good seller. Our stock 
on hand is ample and we will continue to re-order as the 
demands require.

The Association will utilize every possible effort to 
obtain any book ordered by members and unit subscribers.

Summary
This consolidated report covering the business activities
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of the Association from the home office during the calen
dar year 1957 leads us to believe that we are continuing 
on a sound financial basis. The facts are: Receipts have 
been greater this past year than at any time since World 
War II. We have been able to return more to our mem
bership and unit subscribers through an increase in the 
number of pages in ARMOR and the publication of the 
Newsletter during the interim months of the magazine. 
We are continuing to issue membership cards and we are 
still awarding prizes.

Owing to Gyroscope many members and units are on 
the move. We would like to take this opportunity to re
mind one and all that magazines and newsletters are not 
forwarded as is first class mail. We need any address 
change as soon as possible. The cost of changing an 
address plate is minor compared to the loss of magazines 
because of wrong addresses. Keep us informed of your 
whereabouts and we will keep you informed with the 
latest in the field of mobile warfare.

The material continues to maintain a high degree of 
excellence, thanks to you who take time to write it up 
and submit it. This is a tribute to those who voluntarily 
send in material with the realization that they are assisting 
their fellow members. There is no compensation. From 
responses received to date, it can be said it is of the highest 
quality.

The permanency in value in the material can be attested 
to by requests for back issues covering a span back to the 
beginning of ARMOR in the summer of 1950 when the 
branch name was officially changed to Armor. Also the 
number of binders purchased during the year is indica
tive of the long-time value to our readers.

At the risk of too much repetition, it would be well 
to reiterate: this is your Association! The values to be 
obtained are directly in proportion to the efforts expended 
by the membership. This applies especially to the sub
mission of material. The efforts exerted by each and every 
member to encourage additional people to join and obtain 
unit subscribers will result in a better magazine. The year 
1958 can be as good as 1957 provided the same degree of 
support is obtained. This applies to Association activities 
concerning the Annual Meeting, the magazine or the 
newsletter.

Recommendations and constructive criticism are always 
welcome.
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The U. S. Army Armor School is teaching the following techniques in the formation of

MILITARY SYMBOLS
|HE recent adoption of the 

Combat Arms Regimental 
System by the Army pre

sents a problem in the portrayal by 
military symbols of units on maps and 
overlays. The problem is how to show 
the parent organization of the desig
nated unit.

Military symbols for units whose 
title and designation have not been 
changed will remain as specified in 
FM 21-30, with Change 1. For ex
ample, the symbol for the 1st Squad
ron (Battalion), 11th Armored Cav
alry, will continue to be as follows:

1

Military symbols for units of RO- 
CAD, ROCID and ROTAD organi
zations will be formed in accordance 
with the principles of symbol con
struction in FM 21-30, with the fol
lowing modifications. In writing the 
numerical designation of the parent 
organization of units affected by the 
Combat Arms Regimental System, 
both the battalion or battle group and 
the regimental numerical designations

O O

will be included, separated by a slash 
—for example, 1/31 for the 1st Medi
um Tank Battalion (Patton), 31st 
Armor; 1/41 for the 1st Battle Group, 
41st Infantry.

The Armor School prescribes this 
method based on the following in
terpretation of paragraph 13f of FM 
21-30 which states in essence that 
numbers designating separate units 
are placed on the right of the symbol. 
Battalions and battle groups organized 
under ROCAD, ROCID, and RO
TAD, while specifically identified by 
means of a regimental designation 
under the Combat Arms Regimental 
System, are still separate units with 
separate TO&E’s that are not organic 
to a parent regimental organization 
as is the case with the old infantry 
regimental or the current armored 
cavalry regimental organizations. Fur
ther, since the regiment under the 
Combat Arms Regimental System is 
not a tactical unit with controlled 
organization and equipment, it does 
not completely fit the definition of a 
parent unit given in paragraph 13j; 
and since the battalion and battle 
group do not have specific numerical 
designations which are not duplicated

by any other unit of the same type, 
they do not completely fit the defini
tion; both designations are necessary 
therefore, if the requirement of plac
ing the parent unit designation on 
the right is to be met. Thus in order 
to specifically identify the numerical 
designation of battalions and battle 
groups in ROCAD, ROCID, and RO- 
TAD, it is necessary to show the bat
talion numerical designation immedi
ately adjacent to the Combat Arms 
Regimental designation on the right 
of the symbol. This method immedi
ately tells the reader that this numeri
cal designation indicates a separate 
battalion or battle group with its 
regimental derivation under the Com
bat Arms Regimental System. Too, 
this method ensures simplicity by the 
continuous use of the same unit desig
nations whether it be to designate 
unit boundaries and symbols on maps 
and overlays or to list unit designa
tions in appropriate field orders.

The branch symbol will in all cases 
correspond to the designation of the 
parent organization placed to the right 
of the symbol.

The following symbols illustrate 
these techniques.

301st Armored Division

301 DIV

HQ CCA O 301

Hq Co, CCA, 301st Armd Div

CO 1/31

Hq Co, 301st Armd Div 1st Recon Sq, 31st Cav

X 1 ji

A

o
301 HQ

0

CCA, 301st Armd Div Hq Trp, 1st Recon S

1/31
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Hq Co, 1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 11th Armor

1 TK A

J 4.2

Mort Plat, Hq Co, 1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 11th 
Armor

1st Tk Plat, Trp A, 1st Recon Sq, 31st Cav

(TM) A 1/31

1st Tk Flat Team, Trp A, 1st Recon Sq, 31st Cav

Co A, 1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 11th Armor

(TM) A \m 1/31

RIFLE

Rifle Plat Team, Trp A, 1st Recon Sq, 31st Cav

Team B (company team formed around Co B, 
1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 11th Armor)

1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf

301 st Armd Div Arty

Task Force 1/101 (battalion task force formed 301 DIV

Hq Btry, 301st Armd Div Arty

Co A, 1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf

T 105

Hq Co, 1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf

Set Plat, Hq Co, 1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf

1 st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 1 st Armor
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SVC CD 1/61

A 105

Svc Btry, 1st How Bn (105mm) (SP), 61st Arty

_1_L
1/91
(rkt/how)

1st FA Bn (Rkt/How), 91st Arty

CD

CD
till 155

1/91
(rkt/how)

Btry A (155mm How) (SP), 1st FA Bn (Rkt/How), 
91st Arty

Brg

-L

CD
A'

1/91
(rkt/how)

II 8

Btry C (8-in How) (SP), 1st FA Bn (Rkt/How), 
91st Arty

1 C 1/91
(rkt/how)

III 8

1st Plat, Btry C (8-in How) (SP), 1st FA Bn 
(Rkt/How), 91st Arty

D
__1__

CD 1/91
(rkt/how)

Btry D (Honest John) (SP), 1st FA Bn (Rkt/How), 
91st Arty

l I

Cm) 301

301st Engr Bn (Armd Div)

A
_l__
Cm) 301

Co A, 301st Engr Bn (Armd Div)

l
BRG (Pn) 301

Co, 301st Engr Bn (Armd Div)

oo|301
301st Avn Co (Armd Div)

II
(g) 301

301st Sig Bn (Armd Div)

1
MP 301

301st MP Co (Armd Div)

1
ADMIN 301

301st Admin Co (Armd Div)

II
(^5) 301

301st QM Bn (Armd Div)

_l_l
(E) 301

301st Ord Bn (Armd Div)

II
■CgJ 301

301st Med Bn (Armd Div)

201st Infantry Division
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2 1 A

Mortar Squad, Wpn Plat, Co B, 1st Bat

RECON

Recon Plat, Hq Co, 1st Bat Gp, 21st Inf

2d Antitank Squad, Wpn Plat, Co C, 1st Bat Gp, 
21st Inf

Boundary designations will be indicated as specified in FM 21-30, with the modification as previously discussed. 
Examples of boundary designations are given below. From left to right they show 201st Infantry Division and 301st 
Armored Division; 1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 11 th Armor (1/11), and 1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf (1 /101); and Co A, 
1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf, and Co B, 1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf.

A-B

In the preparation of operation or administrative orders, or at any other time when brevity is necessary and con 
fusion or misunderstanding will not result, unit designations may be shortened as follows:

1st Armd Rifle Bn, 101st Inf— 
1/101 Inf.
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1st Med Tk Bn (Patton), 1st Ar
mor—1/1 Armor.

1st Recon Sq, 31st Cav—1/31 Cav.
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This is the first medium tank recovery 
vehicle ever designed from the ground 
up expressly for the purpose intended

The T88

iilit

illllt!

Assault Recovery 
Vehicle, Medium By EUGENE A. SIDERS

All Photographs 
Bowen-McLaughlin-York, Inc.

IESIGNED to operate prima
rily with the M48A2 Tank, 

I this recovery vehicle utilizes 
many parts common with the tank. 
The basic engine, track and suspen
sion components, some controls, peri
scopes, seats, electrical components 
and many other miscellaneous items

EUGENE A. SIDERS has been associated with 
industry for more than 30 years, more than half 
of which has been spent exclusively on Ordnance 
work. For the last ten years, with Bowen-Mc
Laughlin-York, Inc., the author has been re
sponsible for engineering control through the 
remanufacture of approximately 7,000 army tanks. 
He has, during this time, been in charge of 
engineering staffs charged with designing major 
modifications of tanks and components. Probably 
the best known of these works is the M74 Recov
ery Vehicle, based upon the M4A3 tank chassis.

are common between the tank and 
the recovery vehicle.

With the use of common compo
nents, however, similarity ends. The 
T88 is the first medium tank recov
ery vehicle ever designed from the 
ground up expressly for the purpose 
intended.

Based upon experience gained from 
working with the M74 and preceding 
recovery vehicles, the Continental 
Army Command developed a set of 
requirements and characteristics to 
cover the exact type of recovery ve
hicle needed. These requirements in
cluded all of the best features of 
previous models and necessitated the 
development of many additional fea
tures.

The hull and crew compartment,

in cross sectional aspect, is shaped 
to utilize to the maximum the area 
available within the limiting trans
portation clearances.

The general configuration provides 
maximum armor protection, maxi
mum tractive effort in unfavorable 
terrain and is symmetrical about the 
vertical centerline to provide a bal
anced dimension to center of gravity.

In longitudinal section the hull is 
shaped to provide maximum approach 
and departure ability. It is also de
signed to afford an armor balance in 
line with major component arrange
ment to effect the best possible center 
of gravity and balance for hoisting, 
winching, dozing and towing opera
tions.

The hull is expressly shaped to
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The boom is a modified “A” 
Frame, and is powered by 
dual hydraulic cylinders. It 
has been tested in handbng 
loads of more than 50,000 lbs. 
It also has a greater lifting 
height of more than 22 feet

'

mm

ms
jagai

afford maximum forward vision and 
approach aspects for driving, doz
ing, hoisting and winching operations. 
f The crew compartment, with a 

volume of more than 300 cubic feet, 
provides ample space for stowage for 
comfortable crew and passenger seat
ing, and for convenient arrangement 
of equipment and controls.^

Two winches are incorporated in 
the vehicle to handle all recovery 
operations.

Located in lower hull, the winches 
are separated from the crew com

partment by removable floor plates.
The main winch (90,000 lbs. ca

pacity) and the hoist winch (50,000 
lbs. capacity) are of well proven de
sign. Equipped with automatic brakes, 
these winches are driven by reversi
ble hydraulic motors, thereby afford
ing single lever control for all normal 
winching operations.

The hoom is a modified “A” Frame, 
and is powered by dual hydraulic 
cylinders. It is tubular in structure 
and has been tested in handling loads 
of more than 50,000 lbs. The boom

is mounted on the front top portion 
of the vehicle and affords a lifting 
height of more than 22 feet.

The boom is normally pre-rigged 
while stowed and is thereby ready for 
instant use. It may be elevated to 
full forward hoisting position with a 
single control lever. This position 
gives a clear reach of 96 inches while 
vehicle is stabilized and 78 inches 
when the vehicle is mobile. From this 
position, and with the same control 
lever, the load may be moved through 
a live-boom arc of 48 inches
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The T88 Assault Recovery 
Vehicle, Medium, is shown 
towing an M48. It is using 
the main winch which has a 
capacity of around 90,000 lbs.
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Crew Compartment—Left Front Crew Compartment—Right Front

which approximates 14 Yz degrees.
Live-boom movement is obtained 

through additional dual hydraulic 
cylinders which power the stayline 
crankarms. This design permits shift
ing and spotting of maximum hoisted 
loads.

As a positive safety means, to pre
vent accidental overshifting of load 
toward top dead center of boom arc, 
an automatic valve is connected to 
each crankarm cylinder, which limits 
the live-boom movement to 14Vi de
grees of arc. At this point, it is nec
essary for the operator to use an 
additional control valve to continue 
the boom movement rearward into 
stowed position.

The spade-dozer is stowed in full 
elevated position, in front of the 
vehicle while traveling. It is powered 
bv dual hydraulic cylinders, connect
ed to the spade pivot by crankarms, 
and is controlled with a single lever 
located at the driver-operator station.

Primarily, the spade-dozer, when 
lowered completely, stabilizes the ve
hicle when heavv loads are winched 
or hoisted.

Bulldozing with the spade-dozer is 
efficient and compares satisfactorily 
with special purpose equipment de
signed for this function.

Provided with ample motive and 
holding power the spade-dozer may 
be used for a variety of functions such 
as stabilizing, dozing, leveling, clear
ing and lifting.

Automatically secured upon stow
ing, the spade-dozer, in this position, 
may be used effectively to augment

the vehicle’s ability to negotiate ver
tical obstacles.

All controls are conveniently 
grouped about the driver-operator. 
This requires only one man to remain 
within the vehicle during recovery 
operations and allows more freedom 
for the rest of the crew to perform 
their respective duties.

These controls are simple, positive, 
and of single lever design. Fully 
equipped with safety devices, all hy
draulic controls are automatically re
turned to neutral, in which position 
all hydraulic power units are off, and 
brakes are automatieally applied.

The power take-off unit is of self- 
contained design, driven bv the main 
engine through a short universal drive 
shaft. The main hydraulic pump is 
mounted directly to the out put end 
of the power take-off.

The unit may be engaged or dis
engaged while the engine idles. The 
power take-off is equipped with a 
governor to limit the main engine 
speed to 1800 rpm when the main 
hydraulic pump is operating.

From a self-contained reservoir, 
lubrication is automatically force-fed 
and cooled thereby providing for 
heavy duty operation.

The hydraulic system is of series- 
parallel design, based on Ordnance 
proven elements and components.

The main pump and winch motors 
have been equipped with integral 
self-contained control valves, thereby 
effectively reducing the normal re
quirement for lines and connections.

Cylinders for winch brake opera

tion are powered directly from the 
winch motor circuits. This improve
ment provides fully automatic brake 
operation and eliminates the require
ment for a separate hydraulic pump, 
the appendant lines and manual con 
trol valves.

The main winch operation is aug
mented with an automatic hydraulic 
level-wind unit thereby providing for 
efficient winch operation and maxi
mum cable life.

The auxiliary hydraulic system is 
powered with a small pump directly 
connected to the auxiliary generator 
engine. Safety devices protect the 
engine from overload.

In case of emergency, when the 
main engine, power take-off, or other 
components are inoperative, this aux
iliary system may be engaged by 
operating a lever-type selector valve, 
which, in turn, directs a limited oil 
supply into the main hydraulic system 
thereby allowing operation of the 
boom and spade.

A second valve is provided which 
will operate an additional small hy
draulic motor and fuel pump. ITiis 
pump will handle 25 gallons of fuel 
per minute and can be used for re
fueling and defueling operations.

This auxiliary hydraulic system 
also furnishes power for a newly de
signed hydraulic impact wrench. This 
power wrench, developed by the con
tractor especially for this application, 
is equipped with sufficient length 
hose to reach all parts of the vehicle 
as well as to be able to service com
panion vehicles.
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The platoon leader who stresses simplicity in 
planning and practices close, continuous communication 

stressing minimum usage of the radio will find his 
platoon operating on good basic principles

Simplicity of Plan and
Dependable Communication

By FIRST LIEUTENANT WILLIAM C. HAPONSKI

INHERENT needs in tank 
platoon tactical training are 

I simplicity of plan and de
pendable, continuous communication.

We have heard that the plan must 
be simple, yet many times we have 
seen this precept violated. The tank 
commander or tank section leader 
certainly has enough to occupy his 
mind during the conduct of a tactical 
problem without needlessly confus
ing him with complex operations or
ders. The plan should be reduced to 
fundamentals to insure that in the 
quickly changing situations of a tacti
cal exercise, the tank commander or 
section leader can effectively employ 
his tank or section according to the 
platoon plan as he simultaneously 
controls the actions of his crew. Ag
gressor harassment is less likely to 
shake him from his part in executing 
the plan if the plan is simple.

Simplicity of Planning

What is meant by simplicity of 
planning? This phrase resolves di
rectly from one of the nine principles 
of war, the principle of simplicity. 
The ultimate in simplicity of platoon 
planning would be this: each indi
vidual tank commander or section 
leader will be capable of fully under
standing his role in the platoon plan;
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he and his equipment will be capable 
of the performance required, all risks 
will be calculated and eliminated.

Although we may never be able 
tc attain the ultimate by the complete 
fulfillment of all three qualifications 
in planning any given operation, we 
can reduce our planning to funda
mentals so as to be reasonably as
sured the individuals concerned are 
capable of comprehension and could, 
according to their own capabilities 
and those of their equipment, execute 
the plan with a minimum of risk.

We know that different individuals 
possess varying capabilities to compre
hend. This is taken into considera
tion in striving for the simple plan. 
The tank commander must first be 
able to fully understand the plan be
fore he can execute it. If there is any 
phase too complex for him to grasp, 
the whole platoon may fail in its mis
sion.

The capabilities of our men and 
their equipment are many times not 
adequately considered in our planning. 
A man is generally capable of a cer
tain level of performance. Sometimes, 
he can outdo himself and perform a 
difficult task extremely well. At other 
times, he may fail miserably in an 
easy one. Generally though, we can 
expect a certain degree of accomplish

ment from a given individual in a 
given situation.

Barring mechanical failure, equip 
ment performs according to certain 
standards. Unlike the individual, the 
equipment cannot be counted on to 
outdo itself in any given instance. 
A tank will climb a certain slope 
and no more. It will go just so far 
on a full tank of gasoline and no 
farther. In striving for simplicity in 
planning, the individual’s capabilities 
and the capabilities of his equipment 
must be considered.

It is said, never to gamble is never 
to win. To incur needless risks is, 
however, foolish. If the platoon lead
er adequately considers the level of 
his men’s comprehension, their in
dividual capabilities and the capa
bilities of their equipment, he has 
automatically gone a long way toward 
risk minimization.

Recently, in the early stages of 
basic unit training, a platoon of 
trainees failed to execute an effective 
attack upon a platoon size objective.

FIRST LIEUTENANT WILLIAM C. HAPONSKI,
Armor, graduated from USMA in 1956. After 
attending the Basic and Airborne courses he was 
assigned to the 4th Armored Division as a Tank 
Platoon Leader. Gyroscoping with the Division 
he is now the Scout Platoon Leader, Headquar
ters Company, 1st Medium Tank Battalion, 35th 
Armor, 4th Armored Division, now in Germany.

55



This failure was due to a lack of sim
plicity in plan. One important simpli
fication might have led to better re
sults in the attack.

A lieutenant, as platoon leader, 
and a sergeant first class were the 
only experienced tank commanders. 
The other three tank commanders 
and all other crew members in the 
platoon were trainees.

The plan of attack was not com
plex. It called initially for a move
ment in column from the assembly 
area. The terrain prohibited further 
deployment in the attack position 
and the platoon was to continue on 
through to the assault position in 
column. Here the platoon was to 
split up, one section to be a base of 
fire and the other, plus the platoon 
headquarters tank, to be the ma
neuver element. This general outline 
for the operation conforms to stand
ard doctrine. Attacks executed in this 
manner have succeeded time and 
again.

The platoon leader led out of the 
assembly area followed by the ma
neuver section and then the base of 
fire section. The platoon passed 
through the attack position in column 
and approached the assault position. 
So far, the movement had been com
pletely covered and concealed from 
the aggressor position. The platoon 
leader reached a predetermined draw 
and halted with his maneuver sec
tion. The platoon sergeant continued 
on with the base of fire section. He 
was to proceed to another draw, some 
500-600 yards farther on. At this 
place, he was to move into defilade 
firing positions and, eight minutes 
after separation from the maneuver 
section, he was to lay down a base of 
fire as the maneuvering element as
saulted.

Unfortunately, the platoon sergeant 
missed his assault position in this 
draw and lost several minutes in 
searching for it. Meanwhile, the ma
neuver element had been detected 
while moving into position on line 
for the assault. As soon as he realized 
he was discovered, the platoon leader 
launched his maneuver element in 
the assault in an attempt to make the 
best of the situation and retain some 
of the surprise already gained. How
ever, one of the basic elements in the 
plan was missing. There was no base 
of fire to support the maneuvering 
force. Approximately 40% of the pla

toon's available firepower was lost in 
the final assault with the base of fire 
missing. Had this been combat, that 
maneuvering force might have found 
things tough going.

One simplification, a change in 
march order for the two sections, 
seems to offer more hope for success. 
This proposed plan still provides for 
essentially the same action in the 
final assault, calling for a base of fire 
element and a maneuver element.

Again, the platoon leader leads his 
tanks in column out of the assembly 
area. This time, however, he is fol- 
low'ed by the base of fire section and 
then his maneuver section. The pla
toon sergeant rides the number two 
tank in column and the other sec
tion leader is in the fourth tank. 
Since the terrain permits, the posi
tions for the base of fire force and 
the maneuvering force wall simply be 
switched.

As the platoon leader reaches the 
first draw, he motions the platoon 
sergeant in the tank behind him to 
position his base of fire section. In 
this arrangement, the platoon leader 
will have had direct visual contact 
with the platoon sergeant since they 
left the assembly area. There is much 
less chance for the base of fire section 
to go astray since it will have been 
physically placed by the platoon 
leader.

Tanks four and five now catch up 
to the platoon leader and the ma
neuver element continues to move to
ward its position. Again, the platoon 
leader has direct visual contact with 
the section leader in the tank behind 
and can easily motion him into posi
tion for the assault.

When the maneuver element nears 
its assault position, a signal will place 
the base of fire into operation. The 
maneuver element may take up its 
assault formation and launch the as
sault without stopping. This solution 
does not depend upon the arbitrary, 
and somewhat unreliable, time lapse 
of a certain number of minutes.

While we should not dwell too 
much on tactical advantages in dis
cussing simplicity of plan, there are 
certain advantages we cannot over
look. In this example, the base of 
fire section is emplaced first. It can, 
therefore, quickly pin down the ene
my and draw fire away from the ma
neuvering element should this ele
ment be prematurely discovered in

moving to its new assault position.
Review for a moment the greater 

simplicity and resultant better con
trol in this second suggested plan. 
The platoon leader has direct visual 
contact with the platoon sergeant in 
the tank behind. He can physically 
emplace his base of fire section and 
expect covering fire, if needed, for 
the remainder of the maneuver ele
ment's movement to the assault posi
tion. The maneuver section may 
close on the platoon leader and now 
can be physically controlled by the 
platoon leader. This maneuver ele
ment may now move into position 
and immediately launch its assault, 
supported by the covering fires of the 
base of fire section. Simplicity of 
planning will greatly improve our 
tank platoon tactical training.

Dependable Communication

When communication is mentioned 
in armored units, the first thing that 
comes to mind is, of course, the radio. 
Without the radio, the armored di
vision would be ineffective. On all 
levels above the tank platoon, radio 
communication is a necessity. With
in the tank platoon, however, radio 
communication is not so much a 
necessity as an asset. Initial enemy 
contact reports, vehicle out of action 
reports, casualty reports and others 
are sometimes necessary. Neverthe
less, there arc several advantages to 
be gained by training the tank pla
toon in a minimum use of the radio.

First, the number of transmissions 
within the company is limited to a 
reasonable number. When you con
sider that within the tank company 
there are 23 T/O&E radios plus a 
few more from any attached units, 
the desirability of limiting the number 
of transmissions is obvious. The com
pany commander can get very per
turbed if he is trying to call an im
portant message to his platoon lead 
ers and he hears something like this 
within one of the platoons: “Redboy 
16 Charlie, this is Redboy 16 Bravo, 
Uhhhhhh—move over a little to your 
left,—your left. That’s it, now swing 
slightly toward me—” etc, etc, etc.

Next, a radio failure is not so seri
ous a matter if the tank commanders 
and section leaders have been trained 
to look to their commander for visual 
signals.

There has never been a mechani
cal device produced by man which
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has proven 100% operational at all 
times. The tank radio is no exception. 
It is a wonderful piece of equipment 
but it gets some hard usage and many 
times fails to operate at a critical 
moment.

An operational failure can result 
in serious adverse consequences if 
the platoon have become accustomed 
to receiving all their instructions via 
the headsets they wear. Too many 
instructions received by this means 
tend to break down the tank com
mander’s attention to his section or 
platoon leader for visual signals. If 
this happens and a radio failure oc
curs, the platoon leader may find 
himself standing in his turret franti
cally waving his arms in an attempt 
to get attention and discover that not 
one tank commander notices him. The 
tank commander knows from past ex
perience that if the section or platoon 
leader wants him to do something, 
the instructions will come over the 
air. Hence, he looks neither to the 
left nor right and fails to notice the 
exasperated platoon leader. The pla
toon may fail in its mission due to 
this lack of attentiveness for visual 
signals.

The use of initiative by the tank 
commander or section leader suffers 
if he has been trained to use the radio 
extensively for platoon communica
tion. The tank commander never has 
to select a good firing position for 
himself when his section leader al
ways jockeys him into it via the air 
waves. The section leader never has 
to pick good routes to a position 
when his headset exclusively controls 
his movements. These tankers in this 
case are missing some valuable train
ing in the use of initiative.

Examine once again the main ad
vantages to be gained from training 
the platoon with a minimum use of 
the radio within the platoon.

1. Radio traffic within the 
company will be simplified.

2. A radio failure at a critical 
time is a less serious problem.

3. Tank commanders and sec
tion leaders receive training in 
the use of initiative.

There are many visual means of 
communication. In the tank platoon, 
the most frequently used visual sig
nals are arm and hand si gnals. The 
standard signals and all other good 
arm and hand signals portray by
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means of an image the action to be 
executed. A discussion of the basic 
arm and hand signals is unnecessary 
here. Some of the difficulties in ap
plication and possible solutions to 
them merit consideration, however.

Arm and hand signals are a means 
of control; therefore, the platoon lead
er must select his position in a given 
formation with this control factor in 
mind. The formation and placement 
of both the platoon and section lead
ers within the formation depend 
largely upon the mission and plan of 
action. Only general rules can be 
stated since the action taken will 
vary with different situations.

In a column formation, if the pla
toon leader has given a section a mis
sion which requires independent ac
tion by that section for a period of 
time, this section leader will gener
ally be initially positioned adjacent 
to the platoon leader in the column. 
This placement allows the platoon 
leader to more easily visually con
tact this section leader. This contact 
is maintained up to the point where 
the section is released on its mission. 
This visual contact assures the pla
toon leader that this section has at 
least been properly started on its mis
sion.

If the platoon leader is in the lead 
tank or the third tank in column, 
one of his section leaders should 
generally be in the second tank and 
the other in the fourth. Aside from 
tactical advantages to be gained, this 
positioning puts the platoon leader 
in best visual contact with his section 
leaders.

When the platoon is operating in
dependently as a maneuver element 
and is in a line formation, the pla
toon leader should usually position 
himself in the center of the formation 
with the section leaders on either 
side and adjacent to him. If oper
ating within a company line forma 
tion, the platoon leader will adjust 
his position in his platoon formation 
to allow best visual contact with tire 
company commander. Many times 
this means he will be on the flank 
of his platoon.

To effectively use arm and hand 
signals within these formations, two 
important considerations must be im
pressed upon the tank commanders 
and section leaders. They must watch 
their next higher commander for his 
signals and they must pass the signals

on to the adjacent tank in formation.
Regardless of the difficulties in

volved in operation of their own ve
hicle, tank commanders must be alert 
for signals. Mechanical difficulties 
tend to greatly distract the tank com
manders, and visual contact suffers. 
By one means or another, the tank 
commanders must be trained to be 
mentally alert.

The tank commanders must auto
matically pass on signals. Dust or 
other conditions of poor visibility are 
sometimes so bad that adjacent tanks 
have difficulty in seeing each other. 
If one man does not pass on a signal, 
much of the effectiveness of the for
mation has been lost. Visualize a 
formation in which the first three 
tanks in column have gone into line 
formation and the fourth and fifth 
are still in column due to a failure 
of the third tank commander in 
column to pass on the signal. This 
'line” formation leaves something to 
be desired in maximum firepower to 
the front.

The standard arm and hand signals 
are many times insufficient to control 
effectively. Within the platoon, sig
nals should be worked out to convey 
various meanings. For example, con
fusion arises when a platoon leader 
tries to convey meaning to a specific 
tank when all tanks are nearly on 
line. The tank commander wonders, 
“Is he signaling to me or to the next 
tank in line?” A simple signal to clear 
up this point of confusion might be 
for the platoon leader to point low 
for the closest tank or high for the 
farthest to get the tank commander’s 
attention and then give the signal to 
the intended recipient. Many other 
methods will work for this and simi
lar situations. The important thing 
is, additional signals, understood by 
all, are many times necessary to the 
operation of a tank platoon which is 
being trained by using extensive arm 
and hand signals.

The platoon leader who stresses 
simplicity in planning and practices 
close, continuous communication 
stressing minimum usage of the ra
dio will find his platoon operating 
on good basic principles. The platoon 
will be geared toward simple think
ing and simple action. The resultant 
simplicity and better control will 
greatly improve the tank platoon’s 
effectiveness as a hard-hitting, fast- 
moving combat unit.
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‘ISS'E'THE THU*ER?5^

news from
THE US ARMY ARMOR SCHOOL

Change to FM 17-79

Change 1 to FM 17-79, Tank, 
90mm Gun M48 which was recently 
published, is of special interest to all 
units equipped with M48 tanks, since 
it includes information on the com
mander’s cupola, Ml. The nomen
clature, fire-control equipment, char
acteristics, mounting of the caliber 
.50 machine gun and other points pe
culiar to the cupola are covered in 
detail in this change.

Chapter 5, FM 17-79 is also su
perseded by this change. The new 
chapter contains the prescribed Tank 
Gunnery Qualification Courses and 
Gunnery Qualification Standards.

Date of publication of this change 
is 18 July 1957 and, therefore, should 
be in AG Publication channels at the 
present time. All units equipped with 
the M48 tanks should secure this 
change.

Tank Gunnery
Confidence

During the past year the pages of 
ARMOR have been devoted more 
and more to the subject of Tank Gun
nery. Some of the articles were:

Gunnery is Not a Stepchild
Tank Gunnery Training in the 

Seventh Army
Tank Crew Proficiency Courses
Recommended Changes for 

Tank Gunnery Qualification 
Tables

Safety in Tank Gunnery Train
ing

Miniature Tank Target Firing 
Range

24 Hour Firepower
Preparing for the Payoff at Bel- 

sen Hohne
Tank Gunnery: Economy plus 

Quality
These and many more prove that 

interest in Gunnery Training is on 
the upswing and that gunnery is 
becoming a star attraction. Gunnery

—good gunnery—is a combination of 
confidence, equipment and training. 
If one element is missing, the hope 
for superior gunnery may not only 
fade, it may vanish! Why is confi
dence a chosen element? FM 21-6, 
Techniques of Military Instruction, 
states “The instructor will find that, 
if he is sold on his subject and con
veys this feeling to the class, he will 
keep his students interested and eager 
to learn.” If the unit commander and 
his subordinate leaders are sold (con
fident) on their subject and equip
ment, training will be much more 
effective. A good salesman must show 
confidence in his product regardless 
of any faults that he personally feels 
are present in the product. It is 
apparent that some Armor Leaders 
(young and old) do not show such 
confidence in our present equipment, 
and actually omit the use of certain 
items of equipment during the course 
of training. An example of this omis
sion is the stereoscopic range finder 
found on our present day medium 
tank. If proper range finder training 
is not conducted in a unit equipped

with medium tanks, a costly fire con
trol system is being neglected, and a 
unit’s ability to obtain fast first round 
hits is being suppressed. We must 
also show confidence in the stamp of 
approval which CONARC Boards 
have placed on equipment in the 
hands of troops and in the courses of 
training (ATP’s) set forth by De
partment of the Army.
Equipment. “Boresighting procedure 
for the M48A2 Tank.”

For the M48A2 Tank some minor 
changes must be made to current 
borcsight and emergency zero pro
cedures outlined in paragraphs 32 
and 33 of FM 17-79, Tank 90mm 
Gun M48.

1. Remove all superelevation be
fore aligning the axis of the bore on 
boresight point (because of superele
vator action).

2. Else range reference marks (in 
red) on the M13A1 Range Finder 
and M20A3 Periscope to obtain a 
1500 yard boresight setting when a 
1500 yard target is not available. Lock 
the boresight knobs after rotating the 
boresight knobs as necessary to move

RANGE FINDER M13A1

10----
15 4.
48--------- ■—

—

PERISCOPE M20A3

L
10 48

Boresight Knob Scales 
(with range reference marks in red)

Fifirure 1
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the aiming cross (periscope and range 
finder) exactly on the boresight point. 
If selected Slip scales on bore-
boresight range sight knobs of peri- 
was: scope and range

finder (less auxiliary 
gun-laying reticle) to 
index: (See Figure 1) 

600 Red 6
(both az and elev) 

1000 Red 10
(both az and elev) 

4800 Red 48
(both az and elev)

3. Emergency zero is accomplished 
the same as outlined in FM 17-79; 
however, the following procedure 
should be added. After boresighting 
and emergency zero have been estab
lished on the range finder gun-laying 
reticle and periscope; using the turret 
controls, lay the aiming cross on an 
aiming point (index 1500 on range 
scale when using red range reference 
marks); turn on the auxiliary gun-lay
ing reticle and with unlocked bore- 
sight knobs, superimpose the auxil
iary gun-laying reticle on the gun
laying reticle.
Equipment. “Metric System.”

AR 700-75 dated 14 May 1957 
establishes the policy that all U. S. 
Army weapons and related equipment 
will be converted to the use of the 
meter for measurement of linear dis
tances by 1 January 1966. “All exist
ing survey and fire direction equip
ment for U. S. Army Weapons,—will 
be converted with the least practicable 
delay—.” “All U. S. Army weapons 
and related equipment, to include 
sighting and fire control equipment, 
firing tables, charts, range finders, 
radars, training aids, and other auxil
iary equipment now in development 
and developed in the future, will be 
designed to employ the meter as the 
unit of linear measurement.”

It is anticipated that during the 
period of conversion (present to 1966) 
tank sighting and fire control equip
ment, and training literature may 
have a combination of yards and 
meters for linear measurement. As an 
example the meter is employed as the 
unit of linear measurement in FM 
6-135, Adjustment of Artillery Fire by 
the Combat Soldier, dated July 1957; 
however, artillery fire control equip
ment, firing tables, etc., are at present 
in yards.

A ready conversion factor may be
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usefid during the period of conver
sion. To convert yards to meters, mul
tiply “yards” by .9 (or .914402). Ex
ample: 1500 yd x .9=1350 meters. 
To convert meters to yards, multiply 
“meters” by 1.1 (or 1.09311). Exam
ple: 1500 meters x 1.1 = 1650 yds. 
Framing. “Tank Gunnery Training 
Literature.”

The July-August 1956 issue of 
ARMOR had a news item from the 
Armor School (page 51) listing “ref
erences for tank gunnery training” 
which a commander and his staff 
should use in planning and preparing 
such training. To this list each Armor 
unit should now add Change 1 FM 
17-79, dated 18 July 1957 and Change 
1 to FM 17-80, dated 9 September 
1957. Change 1 to FM 17-79 includes 
information on the commander’s cu
pola Ml, a computer check and 
the new tank gunnery qualification 
course.

The complete tank gunnery quali
fication course covers the gunner’s 
preliminary examination, subcaliber 
firing exercises and service firing ex
ercises. The tables are now fired in 
two courses:

1. Limited—tables I thru V
(subcaliber firing exercises).

2. Standard—tables V thru
VIII (service firing exercises).

Each tank crewman must pass each 
test of the gunner’s preliminary ex
amination before firing either the lim
ited or standard course, and gunners 
must attain a score of 300 or higher 
on the limited course before they can 
fire the standard course.

The following indicates the title 
and a summary of purpose for each 
of the Tables 1 through VIII:
Table I—First-Round-Hit and Burst- 
on-Target Exercise, 200 feet.

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the gunner’s ability to zero the 
caliber .30 machine gun, using the 
primary sight; to teach correct sight 
picture and accuracy of lay; and to 
test the gunner’s ability to use the 
primary method of adjustment (burst- 
on-target) prior to firing service am
munition.
Table 11—Manipulation Exercise, 
1000-inch.

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the gunner’s ability to manipu
late the gun controls rapidly and to 
engage stationary targets, firing single
shot.

Table 111—Moving Target Exercise, 
200 feet.

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the gunner’s ability to lead, track 
and adjust fire on moving targets prior 
to firing service ammunition.
Table IV—Auxiliary Fire-Control Ex
ercise.

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the ability of the gunner in the 
proper use of the tanks auxiliary fire- 
control instruments.
Table V—Zeroing Exercise, Service 
Firing.

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the gunner’s ability to zero the 
primary and secondary direct-fire 
sights using shot ammunition on a 
6x6 foot range target at a range as 
near 1500 yards as possible.
Table VI—Service Firing Exercise, 
Stationary Targets at Variable Ranges 
(HE and SHOT Adjustment).

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the gunner’s ability to obtain a 
first-round hit firing service ammuni
tion at stationary targets.
Table VII—Moving Target Exercise.

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the ability of the gunner to hit 
a moving target.
Table VIII—Range Card Firing Ex
ercise.

The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the ability of the gunner to deter
mine prearranged firing data for se
lected targets and to engage area type 
targets successfully with HE ammu
nition under conditions of restricted 
visibility.

Radiotelephone Procedure

Commanders must insure that train
ing in proper radiotelephone proce
dure emphasizes the detrimental re
sults caused by:

1. Transmitting unnecessarily.
2. Transmitting too rapidly.
3. Failing to use prowords to 

expedite traffic thus causing con
fusion and delav.

4. Failing to end a transmis
sion with the correct proword.

5. Failing to transmit clearly.
6. Failing to reply promptly. 

Such procedure violations can be
just as damaging as discussing classi
fied information over the air. The 
enemy takes advantage of every mis
take we make—so don’t give him a 
chance—Use correct radiotelephone 
procedure at all times!
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A Lightweight Mine Detector
A mine detector weighing only one 

fourth as much as the current standard 
model has been developed by the U. S. 
Army Engineer Research and Develop
ment Laboratories, Fort Belvoir, Vir
ginia, the Department of the Army an
nounced recently.

The seven-pound detector, designed 
to locate mines with metal components, 
is equipped with transistors instead of 
electron tubes. It has four times the 
battery life of the standard model. In 
addition to reducing overall weight, sen
sitivity has been increased and stability 
improved. Maintenance, always a prob
lem in the field, has been simplified to 
such a degree that operators can perform 
major repairs.

Major weight reductions have ,been 
accomplished in the electronic assembly 
worn on the operator’s standard military 
cartridge belt. This 7" x 5" x 1" unit 
consists of four hermetically sealed plug
in subassemblies each containing several 
transistors with their associated circuitry. 
Repairs involve merely replacing one or 
more of these compact, plug-in units 
with a spare.

The search head is mounted on a 
collapsible handle through which wiring 
connects it with the electronic and head 
set assembly. A control box attached to 
the handle contains a combined power- 
sensitivity switch and an indicating 
meter.In operation, metal upsets the search 
head balance, the electronic assembly 
amplifying this unbalance signal for 
headset and meter indication.

Built by Texas Instruments, Inc., 
Dallas, Texas, under negotiated contract 
with the Laboratories, the detector has 
passed all engineering tests and is now 
ready for field testing.

More APCs
The Army has just awarded the Food 

Machinery and Chemical Corporation 
of San Jose, Calif., a $51,500,000 con
tract to produce additional amphibious 
M59 armored personnel carriers.

A fast tracked land vehicle capable 
of crossing water or climbing steep 
slopes, the M59 gives mobility and fire
power to the Army’s new Pentomic 
divisions. In addition, it offers protection 
against blast and small arms fire.

The M59 can double as a mobile 
command post, a communications cen
ter, or provide logistical support besides 
carrying 12 fully-equipped infantrymen. 
Constant improvement on the vehicle 
since it was designed in 1952, has given 
the modern infantryman the most ma
neuverable armored carrier in Army 
history.
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Combat Surveillance
Development of combat surveillance 

methods for the Army is provided for 
in a two-year contract awarded to the 
Cornell Aeronautical Laboratory, Buffa
lo, New York, the Department of the 
Army announced recently.

Combat surveillance is the continuous 
and systematic watch over a battle area 
under all conditions of weather by day 
and night, and is of direct and important 
aid to Army commanders.

Purpose of the contract, awarded by 
the Army Signal Corps, is to improve 
systems of surveillance of a battlefield 
by radar, infrared, sonic, meteorological, 
drone reconnaissance, photographic and 
televisual means. Such information is 
essential to Army commanders who may 
operate on battlefields covering thou
sands of square miles, and employ the 
devastating weapons of modern warfare.

For example, a profitable target for 
a guided missile might exist for only a 
brief period at a distance of hundreds 
of miles. A commander of the future 
must be able almost instantly to scan 
a large battle area, locate and identify 
a potential target, prepare missile guid
ance information, launch a missile, and 
then verify results of a target strike. The 
smallest tactical units must have a means 
of knowing what goes on around them 
and what lies beyond their line of sight.

The study of combat surveillance be
ing undertaken by the Cornell Aero
nautical Laboratory is a three-fold task:

1. to evaluate all major pro
grams of combat surveillance with
in the Department of the Army,

2. to review tactics and tech
niques in relation to existing and 
future combat surveillance pro
grams, and

3. to recommend new policies 
and practices to the U. S. Army 
Combat Surveillance Agency.
Key personnel involved in the study 

include 35 scientists and engineers from 
Cornell Aeronautical Laboratory and 
about 35 military personnel of the Army 
Combat Surveillance Agency. The Of
fice for the study will be located in the 
Washington, D. C., area.

Army Aviation at Knox
The 64th Transportation Light Heli

copter Company and the 544th Trans
portation Detachment (Cargo Helicop
ter Field Maintenance) completed a 
1000-mile move recently from Fort 
Hood, Texas to their new station here 
at Godman Army Air Field. They are 
the first two helicopter units to be 
based here.

Equipped with 21 H34 helicopters

and two light reconnaissance helicopters, 
the units will train as a part of the U. S. 
Army Armor School and will be at
tached to the Special Troops Battalion.

Though only three years old, both 
units have an active record of participa
tion in disaster relief and Army field 
maneuvers. Activated at Fort Sill, Okla., 
in 1955, the units participated in Opera
tion Cold Spot in 1956, in Operation 
Sledgehammer in 1957 and served in a 
rescue mission to Louisiana in the after
math of Hurricane Audrey last year.

Improving Fuel
Army scientists have discovered avia

tion gasoline improves when stored in 
pits carved out of ice in the tunnel 
U. S. Army Engineers have driven into 
the Arctic Icecap.

The fuel, which evaporates rapidly 
and takes on other impurities under 
normal climatic conditions, can be stored 
indefinitely in the pits under the Icecap. 
Scientists employed by the Snow, Ice 
and Permafrost Research Establishment, 
Wilmette, 111., a Corps of Engineers 
laboratory, have found that the fuel re
tains all of its properties and is improved 
after an extended storage period.

The tunnel, cut through the Arctic 
Icecap by the U. S. Army Engineer Arc
tic Task Force, reached the 1,170 foot 
mark this past fall. The engineers and 
scientists attached to the unit have sus
pended work on the Icecap until next 
spring. The Task Force has returned to 
its winter headquarters at Fort Belvoir, 
Virginia.

Improved Tank Gunnery
During the months of October, No

vember and December of 1957 approxi
mately 600 tank crewmen of the 2d 
Armored Cavalry Regiment, recently 
transferred to Germany, qualified on 
the difficult tank gunnery Table IVH. 
This firing was the first use of Table 
IVH in the Zone of the Interior. Table 
IVH is a difficult subcaliber precision 
laying exercise designed by Lieutenant 
General Bruce C. Clarke, Commanding 
General, Seventh United States Army, 
for the purpose of improving, within 
Armor units, the direct firing marksman
ship of tank crewmen. Briefly, the 
course involves boresighting the coax 
on the M48, a zeroing exercise and 
finally—the pay-off—firing at 200 yards 
five rounds of .30 caliber on each of the 
two rifle “A” targets, alternating targets 
after each round. To qualify on this 
table a gunner must place five (5) 
rounds in each target within a 12 inch 
bull. Table IVH is an all or nothing 
exercise for the minimum qualification 
score is 100%.
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Film on Trainfire
The Department of the Army an

nounced recently that a new training 
film titled “Trainfire I” is now being 
distributed on an Army-wide basis to 
Signal Corps central and major film 
exchanges.

“Trainfire I” is a Research and De
velopment film produced in conjunction 
with the Human Resource Research 
Organization to show the Army’s newly 
adopted method of training in rifle 
marksmanship.

The new film points out certain de
ficiencies in the old method of marks
manship training and shows new pro
cedures that include increased emphasis 
on 1,000 inch firing; improvised support 
for the weapon; firing without the sling; 
half-bull target; Kentucky windage; 
hold-off method during known distance 
firing; and the use of ranges from 75
300 yards when firing on the known 
distance range.

The 20-minute color production 
stresses the use of combat-type targets 
and realism. As training progresses, the 
time of target exposure is shortened. In 
line with this type of firing, new meth
ods are used to teach range estimation, 
target detection, and combat firing tech
niques.

The qualification firing range is situ
ated in an area of varied terrain which 
the soldier has never seen. Each firing 
exercise is conducted on a different type 
of terrain such as level, hilly, wooded, 
or clear.

The Pershing Missile
The Army’s new solid propellant mis

sile has been named the PERSHING, 
Secretary of the Army Wilber M. 
Brucker announced recently.

Named after General John J. Persh
ing, the new missile will soon be under 
development and will succeed the RED
STONE, as announced recently by Sec
retary of Defense Neil H. McElroy.

While retaining REDSTONE’s mo
bility, field worthiness and accuracy, 
PERSHING will be smaller, lighter, 
and even more mobile. The new missile 
will provide the Army a more versatile 
and flexible weapon with which to dis
charge its role on the future battlefield.

The Army Finance Journal
The Army Finance Association took 

its first tottering steps five short years 
ago with the publication of a newspaper 
for its members. During these early days 
this medium served them well. How
ever, as their Association grew it became 
apparent that, as one professional asso
ciation in a field of many, they had to 
improve on its content and appearance 
in order to continue a steady growth. 
This they have done. Volume 1, Num
ber 1 of the new FINANCE JOUR
NAL, with a completely revised format, 
now steps into the service journal field. 
The U. S. Armor Association welcomes 
the FINANCE JOURNAL, and their 
association membership into our ranks. 
Captain George Shepard is the editor.

(U. S. Army)
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This new self-propelled U. S. Army Hawk missile loader makes it possible to 
quickly transfer three “birds” at a time from storage area to the launcher.

(U. S. Army)
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The Army’s new surface-to-surface guided missile blasts off during a recent 
test flight at the White Sands Proving Ground, N. !V1. The Sergeant missile can 
be quickly emplaced and fired under all conditions of weather and terrain.
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US ARMY ARMOR SCHOOL PRESENTATION

SPECIAL

AUTHOR: CAPT J L SCHMALZEL, JR

SKETCH 1

ILLUSTRATION: J H BAIN

. SITUATION
The 301st Armored Division has been attacking to the east with the 

mission of seizing an objective approximately 4 miles away. (See Sketch 1.) All 
three combat commands have been advancing abreast. Air reconnaissance has 
reported an estimated 30 Aggressor tanks two miles to the east, moving toward 
the south flank of the center combat command (CCB). The division commander 
immediately ordered the commander of CCA to move north to support CCB.

At the time the division commander issued this order to CCA, Task Force 
1/1 (1st Medium Tank Battalion (Patton), 1st Armor) on the south flank of CCA, 
had just seized the bridge (643227) over the AUFSES River.

SITUATION
At 121830 August 19, the commander of CCA issued the following 

fragmentary order to the commander of Task Force 1/1. “CCA, minus Task Force 
1/1, moves north to support CCB, which is threatened by a large Aggressor 
force. Your task force will secure the bridge at 643227 until further orders.”

(643227)
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SKETCH 2
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REQUIREMENT NR 1
You are the commander of Team A (Company A, 1st Medium Tank Battalion 

(Patton), 1st Armor), with two rifle platoons attached. The bridge has been secured 
and night is falling. You are very much concerned with the fire coordination of your 
unit after dark.

As team commander, what tools and techniques would you use in planning the 
coordination of fires of your unit? What tools and techniques would you expect your 
platoon leaders to employ?

REQUIREMENT NR 2
After positioning his tanks, the leader of the first platoon assigns numbers to 

probable targets to facilitate fire coordination and target designation. (See Sketch 2.) 
Each tank crew of the first platoon then completes a range card that covers all probable 
targets, including avenues of approach, defiles, obstacles, and other terrain features 
where targets might appear.

The platoon leader then inspects the range cards. What information should 
have been recorded for each target?

REQUIREMENT NR 3
After dark a listening post reported a group of about 20 enemy soldiers attempt

ing to improve the ford designated at Target 6 (Sketch 2).
As platoon leader, what command would you give to take the enemy target 

under fire? ®
What means of battlefield illumination could the platoon leader have arranged for?

REQUIREMENT NR 4
You are tank commander of the second tank of the first platoon and have 

received the command to place fire on Target 6. No battlefield illumination is to be 
used. Your range card shows a quadrant elevation of -6 and a deflection of 645 left for 
Target 6.

What command would you give your gunner so as to take the target under fire?
ARMOR—March-April, 1958
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HOW WOULD YOU DO IT?

REQUIREMENT NR 1
The fundamentals involved in night 

defense by armor units are the same as for 
daylight defense; however, at night greater 
emphasis must be placed on prearranged 
fires and fire coordination, Positive fire 
control and fire discipline are necessary to 
prevent premature or indiscriminate firing. 
Predetermined data must be used.

The team commander should make use 
of some or all of the following tools and 
techniques in planning the coordination of 
fires:
1. Visual and sound communication to all 

subordinate units to assist in ensuring 
fire control. (Informal fire orders are 
issued to platoons to engage targets).

2. Plans for illumination of critical areas by 
searchlight and pyrotechnic devices.

3. Assignment of sectors of responsibility 
to each platoon, and plans for necessary 
supporting fires.

4. Registration on probable targets (de
pending upon the need for secrecy and 
on the availability of ammunition).

5. Preparation by all tank and weapon 
crews of range cards covering all prob
able target areas. If time permits, range 
cards should also be prepared so as to 
permit firing from alternate and supple
mentary positions.

6. Positioning of tanks so that they can 
support one another.

7. Prearranged signals.

8. Available infra-red and other electronic 
devices.

Unless the fire of a tank unit is con
trolled, the tank crews may expend am
munition carelessly and ineffectively. On 
the other hand, sufficient fire must be

Solutions
delivered to ensure destruction or neutrali
zation of the target in the shortest possible 
time. The tank company commander and 
the platoon leaders must always control 
the distribution and volume of fire. If sup
porting units are available to protect its 
flanks, the tank company concentrates its 
fire on targets to its front. If supporting 
units are not available, certain tanks must 
be designated to watch for targets to the 
flanks and to the rear. Supporting artillery 
and mortars should be employed against 
distant or large area targets, leaving the 
tanks free to engage closer targets. When 
there are several important targets, fire 
should be distributed to engage as many 
of them as possible. Primary, alternate, 
and supplementary positions should be pre
pared. Tanks should be drawn in closer 
at night and should move to their new 
positions before dark.

After selecting a primary position, 
each tank commander selects one or more 
alternate positions. Supplementary posi
tions are normally selected by the platoon 
leader. Range cards are prepared for each 
of these positions. A good range card must 
be complete, simple, and easily read. Two 
of the range cards that meet these basic 
requirements are the circular and sketch 
range cards. When observation is poor, 
tanks may be sited to fire down roads on 
which enemy tanks might approach. The 
fires of each platoon and all supporting 
weapons must be carefully planned and 
coordinated. As soon as the sector is 
organized, platoon leaders report the dis
position of their platoons to the company 
commander. Artillery or mortar concentra
tions are requested to cover likely enemy 
avenues of approach and to cover any 
gaps in their front. The platoons’ plans are 
used by the team commander in develop
ing the team fire support plan.
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REQUIREMENT NR 2

A range card is a diagram or sketch of an 
area showing the tank position, prominent ter
rain features, and probable target, all in relation 
to their actual position on the ground. For each 
target plotted on the range card, four items of 
information must be shown: target identifica
tion, to include a reference point; deflection, 
which is the azimuth indicator reading from a 
reference point; quadrant elevation; and range. 
Example at right shows data for target 6.

© Pord

REQUIREMENT NR 3
a. The platoon leader would issue a five 

element initial fire command such as:

NOTE: He would designate an amount of
ammunition that he thinks would 
have the desired results on the 
target area.

REQUIREMENT NR 4

GUNNER 
HE
QUADRANT—6 
DEFLECTION 645 LEFT 
TROOPS 
FIRE

1600

FROMT 
(D 0 (R) 

I

2400

the

PLATOON /

2 ROUNDS HE* 7

(1)
(2)

TARGET NUMBER SIX
TROOPS
F|RE /

(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

b. The platoon leader might have obtained

toon under ROCAD),

searchlights per corps artillery).

The gunner would index the announced 
elevation on the quadrant, traverse the turret 
until the announced deflection was indexed, 
level the leveling vial on the elevation quad
rant announce ON THE WAY, and fire.

Detailed information on the technique 
of firing at night or with poor visibility is 
found in paragraphs 142-146, FM 17-12, Tank 
Gunnery, dated May 1957.
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FROM THESE PAGES

65 Years Ago
The requirements of good cavalry and the best meth

ods of instruction are, no doubt, generally understood 
by our cavalry officers, but, by some, such knowledge 
is not possessed, or else unapplied. These appear to 
understand that a cavalryman is simply a combination 
of man, horse, arms and equipment, that can be moved 
rapidly; their only test of good or poor cavalry being 
whether the combination does or does not hold together 
at any given time, instead of its constituting a mounted 
soldier who is capable of performing efficient service, 
not only by having good use of himself and arms, but 
who also has perfect control over his horse and knows 
how, with the least possible fatigue, wear and tear, to 
obtain the greatest amount of work from him.

In the first case, although the combination might 
not fly to pieces, and consequently be pronounced good 
cavalry, a cavalryman might see in the combination an 
unmanageable horse and helpless rider that, for any 
mounted service, would not only be worthless, hut actu
ally in the way of better trained men and horses.

To train a serviceable cavalryman, the different parts 
of the combination must first be made ready for as
sembling, and then put together piece by piece with 
as much care as would he taken with any piece of mech
anism. Good results cannot be obtained in any other 
way, and the combination when not so made up can 
at once be detected by a competent instructor.

First Lieutenant William H. Smith

Gaits and Gaiting of Horses

50 Years Ago
The saber is the weapon upon which the cavalry 

chiefly relies for its distinguishing characteristic, for its 
essential quality. The chief weapon of the cavalry is 
the horse. The saber stands for the horse in combat, 
for the mounted charge, for the shock. There are offi
cers in our cavalry who scorn the thought of being 
mounted infantry, but think of the mounted charge 
as a past glory of the cavalry that will never return to it. 
If their ideas prevail our so-called cavalry is not cavalry. 
It is no use for it to display crossed sabers, and outshine 
the infantry and artillery in its uniforms; it is essentially 
and simply mounted infantry. To be truly cavalry it 
must believe in the mounted charge as the essential 
thing. This does not mean that it must consider it as 
the most important thing. Modern cavalry must expect 
to fight more on foot than on horseback, to use its rifle 
perhaps a hundred times where it uses its saber once, 
but it must be adapted to meet that one case in a hun
dred, and meet it effectively. Dismounted fighting may 
be ever so common, ever so important; it is not essential 
to cavalry. Cavalry can be cavalry without it, but it 
cannot be cavalry without the ability to fight mounted. 
The essential difference between cavalry and mounted 
infantry is that the former can fight mounted while 
the latter cannot.

Major John Bigelow, Jr.

The Saber and the Cavalry

25 Years Ago
The surest way to guarantee continued peace for the 

United States is to develop in the American people a 
broad knowledge of the facts of our military history, 
and an appreciation of their true significance. Let them 
know how close this nation has come to the brink 
of disaster; in addition to exploiting our triumphs, 
dwell on the humiliating defeats that we have suffered. 
Failure to investigate thoroughly our military history, 
and to apply its teachings, has added to our public debt 
billions that might otherwise have been devoted to the 
maintenance of peace. Before, during and after each 
great national emergency, we have repeated many of 
the costly errors that could have been avoided had ex
perience been our guide. If our people could but know 
the truth, it would constrain them to recoil from war 
until there is, with honor, no alternative. All the peace 
societies in the world could do no more. Instead of 
antagonism between students of American military his
tory and those who advocate peace at any price, there 
should be close cooperation.

It is essential that we know the strength and weak
nesses revealed by our past, military experience. This 
experience should be studied, in its proper relation to 
economic, social and political factors, as an integral 
part of our national life.

Major C. C. Benson

American Military History

10 Years Ago
The enemy’s watches must have been pretty well 

synchronized with our own for just at noon I counted 
35 enemy tanks come rolling over a rise in the ground 
almost to our direct front.

The tank destroyer battalion soon found things too 
hot for them and they came streaming back. As the 
enemy fire began to land around us, I ordered the bat
talion mortar and. assault gun platoons, which had been 
immediately behind the tanks, to take up a position 
further to the rear. The field artillery battalion that 
was also in our general area was ordered to displace 
and took off for a new jjosition.

Our hoys, with the exception of one platoon of the 
right company which, of necessity, was sitting out in 
the open, were in excellent positions to meet the attack 
without disclosing their positions until they fired. 
There was a series of small wadis running at right 
angles to the direction of the enemy’s approach and our 
tanks were so favorably located and their camouflage 
so effective that they were difficult to detect until you 
were right on them.

We held our fire until sure it would be effective and 
then let the tanks that were in view have it in what 
amounted to almost a volley. It stopped the attack cold 
and the enemy was obviously very much surprised to 
find that they had run into some organized resistance.

Colonel Henry E. Gardiner

We Fought at Kasserine
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The amazing story of March 7, 
1945—the day we crossed the Rhine

THE

BRIDGE AT 
REMAGEN

^ iWiuwm, ■ *l
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On March 7, 1945, the Allied free world heard the news of a victory. That afternoon a small group of American 
infantrymen, engineers and armored soldiers captured the Ludendorff Bridge at Remagen and were across the Rhine.
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THE AUTHOR
Mr. Ken Hechler received his Ph.D. in Political Science from Columbia 
University in 1940. Receiving his commission from OCS at Fort Knox in 
1943 he remained there to write a history of the Armored Force, which 
was published serially during the winter of 1943. He became a Combat 
Historian in Europe and remained there after the War. Returning to civilian 
life he is now a Lieutenant Colonel in the Active Reserve. Teaching 
in Princeton University he has been active in political writing and 
research for Presidents Roosevelt and Truman and Mr. Stevenson. He 
taught at Marshall College until recently. He now has a weekly Television 
and Radio show entitled "Comment" at WHTN, Huntington, West Virginia.

THE BRIDGE AT REMAGEN. By 
Ken Hechler. 238 pp. Ballan- 
tine Books, New York, New 
York, $4.50. (Paperback Edi
tion $.50.)

Reviewed by
Major General Harry W. Johnson

IEN Hechler has written an 
excitingly entertaining ac-

| count of “The Bridge at 
Remagen,” which evidences exten
sive, painstaking research. We know 
that success or failure in many mili
tary operations is dependent upon the 
deeds and actions of people we never 
hear about. In Ken Hechler’s book, 
we hear about these “unknown” peo
ple. He has analyzed the many deeds 
and actions of the people involved in 
this particular operation, both Ger
man and American, from the Su
preme Commander down to company, 
platoon, squad, tank and individual 
level, with emphasis upon actions at 
lower levels. He delineates the Ger
man weaknesses in command struc
ture, intelligence, communications 
and logistics. In essence, he gives us 
a ledger account of pros and cons. 
Through the study of this account, 
we begin to understand why this in
credibly lucky operation which pro
foundly changed the course of the 
war was successful.

As to why the German troops failed 
to destroy the bridge as ordered, and 
as to why they failed to contain or 
destroy the bridgehead, we further 
examine Hechler’s ledger account of

68

pros and cons. Many contributing 
factors are evident, factors which the 
author reveals by chronological and 
detailed account of orders, actions and 
deficiencies on the part of the Ger
mans. The two orders which had the 
greatest effect on developments at 
Remagen emanated from Hitler’s 
Headquarters. The first was, “to hold 
out in place to the last man.” This 
order was reinforced in far more 
stringent terms late in 1944 and made 
to apply specifically to troops in the 
West Wall fortifications. Written re
ports were required whenever such a 
position was given up, and many 
courts-martial followed with conspicu
ous posting of notices naming officers 
and men executed for “treason.” This 
order scuttled any possibility of con
ducting a normal, effective withdraw
al, delaying action and defense. Com
pliance with this order meant that 
when Combat Command B of the 
9th Armored Division broke through 
there were no reserves to fill the gap. 
Further, it precluded moving troops 
back to cover the bridge and, lastly, 
it precluded having sufficient combat

Feature Reviews 
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troops east of the river to contain or 
destroy the bridgehead.

The second order, “that igniters 
should be attached to demolition 
charges only at the last moment, and 
that the orders to prepare a bridge for 
demolition as well as the orders for 
the demolition itself must be given 
in writing by the responsible tactical 
officer. Further, in areas of more than 
five miles behind the front lines, only 
initial preparations should be made; 
that is, the demolition charges were 
to be stored in the vicinity.” This 
order had a great psychological effect 
on the defenders of Remagen. As Ken 
Hechler put it—it meant: Don’t arm 
those explosives too soon, or it will 
be somebody’s neck. With the quick 
breakthrough and the rapid advance 
of Combat Command B upon Rema
gen, compliance with this order neces
sitated last minute, frantic, hasty, in
effective demolition operations.

Other factors which contributed to 
the end result were the constant 
stream of orders changing the com
mand responsibility for the security 
and demolition of the bridge. The last 
such order was issued to a Major 
Scheller by General Hitzfeld, Com
mander of the German LXVII Corps, 
who had been informed at one o’clock 
on the morning of March 7, 1945 that 
“Bridgehead Remagen is at once sub
ordinated to LXVII Corps. Strength 
at Remagen—one battalion and anti
aircraft artillery.” Major Scheffer’s 
mission: Go to Remagen, establish 
a narrow bridgehead with forces he 
could find at Remagen, to find out

ARMOR—March-April, 1958



THE REVIEWER
Major General Harry W. Johnson graduated from Bucknell in 1922 and 
USMA in 1926. Commissioned in the Cavalry he served in various troop 
positions during the period 1926-37. He was next a tactical instructor at 
West Point. He spent the War with the 9th Armored Division, rising to the 
command of Combat Command B. He was the Division Chief of Staff at the 
seizing of Remagen. Returning Stateside he was AGF G3. He was next the 
DCS for Administration at EUCOM. He returned to Fort Knox as Director 
of C&S department. Next he went to Europe as ADC of the 2d Armored. 
Alter an assignment with COMZ, USAREUR he was assigned to his present 
position as Commanding General, U. S. Army Military District, Alabama.

(U. S. Army)

immediately about all the technical 
features of the Ludendorff Bridge, 
and to prepare the bridge for demoli
tion if necessary. Considering that 
Major Scheller was, at the time, 40 
miles west of Remagen and that he 
had never been to Remagen, this 
tended to be a “large order.” Major 
Scheller arrived at Remagen about 
11:15 on the morning of March 7, 
to find the situation chaotic and with 
time running out. (Major Scheller 
was subsequently executed for his 
“treachery” at Remagen.)

Peremptory actions on the part of 
higher commanders without coordina
tion with the “tactical commander” at 
Remagen contributed their bit toward 
chaos. These actions included remov

ing battalions which were directed by 
Army Group Commander Model to 
be available for the Bridge Security; 
removing traffic control teams from 
the Remagen area late in the morning 
of 7 March; moving 20mm antiair
craft guns from on top of the Erpeler 
Ley on the afternoon of 6 March. 
The best spot in the area from which 
to cover the bridge and the approaches 
from the West was unmanned.

German deficiencies which helped 
to weigh the balance were first, the 
lack of sufficient troops; second, the 
absence of a clear-cut command struc- 
tore in the bridge area proper. The 
Wehrkreis leader had certain respon
sibilities, the Bridge Company (En
gineers) Commander had certain re

sponsibilities, the Bridge Security 
Company Commander had other re
sponsibilities, and many responsibili
ties were overlapping. Commanders 
were ordered to cooperate. (It is diffi
cult to conduct a military operation 
with command vested in a commit
tee.) Other deficiencies were a woeful 
lack of intelligence at all levels, lack 
of communications and, finally, a de
ficiency in quality and amount of 
explosives supposed to have been 
available.

The bridge remained standing as 
a monument to a confused command 
structure and to the fallacy of highly 
centralized control.

The efforts of the German forces 
to contain or destroy the bridgehead
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Because of the high priority 
for moving combat troops 
and the damage to the floor
ing of the bridge, it was 
marked for one-way traffic 
only—going east.
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(U. S. Army)
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The control and effectiveness 
troops reached the east bank.

of the Germans in the vicinity of the bridge disintegrated the moment the first American 
Within 24 hours after its capture 8,000 combat troops formed the expanding bridgehead.

were sporadic, piecemeal and “too little 
too late.” Ken Hechler sums it up 
nicely with one sentence: “Almost 
the entire defense of the bridgehead 
could be explained in terms of small 
groups of infantry and tanks rushing 
to put out fires.” The blame can be 
placed squarely upon Hitler s ada
mant order to hold the Siegfried Line 
to the last man and not to pull back 
to the defense line of the Rhine. 
There were no organized reserves im
mediately available to throw against 
the first American troops crossing the 
bridge. Timing is so important. Ini
tially one battalion could have ac
complished a mission which, three 
days later, was beyond the capabilities 
of a force of 10,000 combat troops.

The control and effectiveness of 
the German troops in the immediate 
vicinity of the bridge disintegrated 
the moment the first American troops 
reached the east bank. The first coun
terattack was launched about mid
night of 7-8 March by a “rounded- 
up” group of about 100 engineers 
and antiaircraft men. Further efforts 
to utilize “service type troops" for

counterattack went for naught due 
to prolonged arguments by high level 
staff officers as to whether such troops 
should be so employed. In the first 
24 hours after the Americans crossed 
the bridge, the Germans had approxi
mately 3,000 fighting troops at nearby 
areas to counterattack along the en
tire bridgehead perimeter, but by 
the end of that time they were op
posed by approximately 8,000 Ameri
can troops.

The last major German counter
attack effort was made when General 
Bayerlein took charge “to throw the 
Americans hack to the west hank.” 
After much difficulty, communication 
and logistic-wise, he massed approxi
mately 10,000 combat troops to launch 
a counterattack at dusk March 10. 
This, too, went for naught because 
by that time the American momen
tum was such that this force was 
utilized in brush fire roles, with only 
local and temporary successes.

At this same time upon the same 
stage, the Americans were playing 
their respective parts to the hilt, ex
ploiting the errors in the German cues

and keeping the opposing players off 
balance. Ken Hechler points out in
stances of initiative, flexibility and 
drive exhibited by the Americans 
from SHAEF Headquarters down to 
the individual soldier. General Hoge’s 
orders to Combat Command B on the 
morning of March 7, designating the 
rate of advance as ten miles an hour, 
coupled with his previous instructions 
“to go around resistance, don’t get 
into a fight, hy-pass towns and leap
frog units” visualized the optimum 
in the employment of Armor. The 
author’s narrative from this point un
til Combat Command B gets a toe 
hold east of the river, depicts with 
considerable detail the apprehensions 
and reactions at all levels. General 
Hoge, with orders from his Division 
Commander to push south wdth all 
possible speed to link up with the 
Fourth Armored Division of General 
Patton’s Army, was faced with a soul
searching decision. The decision be
ing made, you arc kept constantly 
aware of the drive and urgency for 
speed on the part of the Combat Com
mand commander. We feel this drive
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oll®erv®|; on “Flak Hill,” on the east bank, looks down on “Purple Heart Valley,” the bridge still standing 
Ten days after ,ts capture it collapsed, but for the Germans it was too late, the final offensive wasunderway

and urgency being transmitted down 
through the chain of command to the 
individual soldier. At the lower eche
lons we sense keenly the fears, the 
bravado, yes even the hope that the 
"damn” thing will fall. They had 
no desire to be heroes, but each had 
jobs to do and they were done—ad
mittedly motivated somewhat by the 
drive of the commander.

Decisions and actions at echelons 
above the Combat Command were 
immediate and enthusiastic in approv
ing and supporting the actions of 
lower echelons. Subsequent orders 
and actions resulted in the rapid 
massing of sufficient combat troops 
in the bridgehead area to assure the 
collapse of the German defenses on 
the Rhine.

The natural aftermath of the Ger
man debacle at Remagen was to find 
the scapegoats. The author portrays 
a sordid picture of the moral disinte
gration of high ranking German offi
cers. As we sit through the trials of 
the designated culprits, we realize 
what a farce German military justice 
became in the hands of a drum-head
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court-martial with its attached execu
tion squad.

Although this is an historical nar
rative, there is woven into the web of 
the story a saga of Lieutenant Karl 
Timmermann and of the company 
which he commanded, the first com
pany to cross the Bridge. Timmer
mann was a seasoned veteran of Able 
Company, 27th Armored Infantry Bat
talion, having commanded the com
pany’s first platoon since Fort Riley 
days in 1943. He took command of 
Able Company on the evening of 
March 6, 1945, the eve of the dav of 
departure for Combat Command B, 
9th Armored Division, upon its his
torical adventure which was to gain 
fame and honor for many. The story 
of his life is traced from his birth in 
Frankfurt, Germany, through his boy
hood days in West Point, Nebraska, 
until his death from cancer in an 
Army hospital in 1951. Visualizing 
his pathetic poverty-stricken existence 
during his formative years, living on 
the wrong side of the tracks under 
the shadow of taunts and shame 
evoked by his father’s desertion

during World War I, we under
stand the growth of Timmermann’s 
burning desire to live down his fa
ther’s Army record and restore honor 
to the Timmermann name. This dedi
cation undoubtedly did much to mold 
his character and to motivate his every 
action as a combat leader.

We live, fight and cross “the Bridge” 
with Timmermann and Able Com
pany. We come to know intimately 
the platoon leaders, the squad leaders, 
supporting tank commanders, and 
many of the ordinary G. I.s, includ
ing the company characters such as 
the cooks and the mail orderly, as 
they unconsciously reveal their fears, 
loyalties, strength, peculiarities and 
unit esprit. Then, as Hechler brings 
the picture into focus, we see in this 
outfit composed of men from all walks 
of life a good fighting unit command
ed by a good combat leader. A unit 
which is typical of the many thou
sands of similar units in the Ameri
can Army in World War II, hut also 
a unit which was fortunate in having 
an outstanding author select their 
story as one to be told.
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THE CIVIL WAR
A SOLDIER’S VIEW

by Colonel G. F. R. Henderson - Edited by Jay Luvaas

A brilliant interpretation of tbe American Civil War by one of the great military 
historians of the 19th Century. It clearly reveals why the Civil War is called 
“The First War of the 20th Century” with its applications of such advances 
as cavalry for combat, the repeating rifle, air reconnaissance. As top-rated history 
it also shows why the classic maneuvers of Lee, Grant and Jackson are required

study for military tacticians today.
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The Civil War Centennial Series
(now available)

Grant anil Leo:

A Study in Personality and Generalship 

by Maj. Gen. J. F. C. Fuller

$5.00

The Memoirs of 
General William T. Sherman

Introduction by B. //. Liddell Hart

$8.00

lumbers and Losses 
in the tivil War

by Thomas L. Livermore,

Edited by E. E. Barthell, Jr.

$4.50
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Napoleon’s 
Russian Campaign
Philippe-Paul de Segur 
Translated by J. David Townsend

No great military campaign has stimulated 
the interest and the imagination of men more 
than Napoleon’s disastrous invasion of Russia 
in 1812. Among all the accounts of this great 
event, the Comte de Segur’s has long been one j 
of the most reliable and dramatic.

The Comte de Segur was born in 1780. As a 
young man of 19, impoverished by the Rev
olution, Segur earned his living writing plays.
He was a victim of the frustrations facing his 
class in the late days of the Revolution when, 
one day in 1799, he saw Napoleon emerge with 
a bodyguard of cavalry from the Palais des 
Tuileries. The glamor of this figure snapped 
Segur out of his lethargy, and he decided to j 
become a soldier.

Bonaparte made him a lieutenant, and in a 
few years the young man rose to be a general 
and aide-de-camp to the Emperor. It was in this 
capacity that he went on the Russian Campaign 

of 1812. j
Napoleon’s Russian Campaign begins with \ 

the departure of the Grand Army from Paris, 
but rapidly takes them to the Niemen and the {
invasion of Russian soil. It follows the cam- j
paign closely, with dramatic chapters on the 
great Battle of Borodino (or the Moscowa 
River), the capture and burning of Moscow, 
and the tragic retreat.

This classic account of a world-famous event 
presents, in addition to the story of the erosion 
of the Grand Army, a study in Napoleon’s dis
integration.
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The Halfle of 
Gettysburg
Frank Aretas Haskell 
Edited by Bruce Catton

In his introduction to this book Bruce Catton 
writes: "One of the genuine classics of Civil 
War literature is Frank Haskell’s account of 
the battle of Gettysburg . . . Now, at last, it 
is being made available to all.

"It is valuable in two ways. First of all, this 
Union officer was on the staff of the division 
commander who held the precise part of the 
Federal line against which was directed the 
most famous military assault in American his
tory, Pickett’s charge. During all of it, he was 
in the exact storm center; and in this account, 
with the heat of battle still on him he tells 
just what happened there, under the smoke 
that must always dim the sight of later genera
tions.’’

Mr. Catton goes on to point out that Lieuten
ant Haskell had "the talent to convey the look 
and the sound and the feel of what he had been 
through . . . Any visitor to the stone wall . . . 
on Cemetery Ridge is bound to find himself 
musing . . . What was it really like up here 
then? As far as the question can ever be an
swered for one who was not there, Haskell 
answers it.”

Here is the climactic moment of the war 
written down within two weeks of the events 
it describes. The author was later to be killed 
at that other terrible battle, Cold Harbor, but 
he left behind him a piece of true literature 
which hurries a reader’s pulse a hundred years 
after the smoke of Gettysburg has subsided.

$3.50










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































