












































































































































































































































































































































Running Shoes Reduce Injuries

Dear Sir:

Because we have been studying various
PT-related issues in Initial Entry Training (IET)
here at Ft. Leonard Wood for some time, |
read with interest the Commander’s Hatch
and the Driver's Seat articles by MG Wagner
and CSM Gillis in the January-February 1981
issue of Armor.

The thrust of our efforts and experiments
was to increase overall attendance at training
by avoiding the excessive number of foot and
leg injuries we were experiencing, especially
early in each training cycle. We conducted
some tests to determine the effectiveness of
running shoes in reducing the number of foot
and leg injuries that a new soldier might re-
ceive during IET. In addition to running shoes,
we used static stretching exercises, warm up
and cool down period, prohibited some deep
knee bend exercises, and reduced running
during week three of training. Among our re-
sults were:

* In the companies that used running
shoes for the first four weeks of training,
there were fewer foot-related injuries than in
those that ran in Physical Readiness Training
in combat boots.

» The two-mile run times on the final Army
Physical Readiness Test (taken by all units in
combat boots) were lower overall for the
units that initially wore running shoes.

* We also found that the use of running
shoes by all soldiers in the company helped
to build esprit and a desire to run.

¢ There was a measurable decrease in the
number of foot and leg related problems as a
result of these techniques. The decrease
was noticed not only by those of us involved
in the experiment but also by hospital per-
sonnel and others outside the brigade.

In the final analysis, however, we disco-
vered that the mostimportant factor in reduc-
ing injuries and building an effective program
is the concern by the chain of command for
the welfare of their soldiers.

MICHAEL | SCHANY
Cagp 1, Armor
Fort Leonard vvood, MO

Burn The Threat!

Dear Sir:

Since we all know that our forces in Europe
are greatly outnumbered by the Warsaw Pact
forces, | send along these thoughts on how
those forces can be defeated, once and for
all.

Fir -~ wer Will Defeat The Threat!

It 1s @ psychological fact that man will not
face fire. This fear of fire is as elemental in
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each of us as is the fear of water. Many of us
learn to swim and overcome, to a point, our
fear of water. None of us has ever learned to
swim in fire.

If the NATO forces were to rearm exclu-
sively with incendiary ammunition in every
caliber—and if that fact were widely adver-
tised to the Threat forces and they were told
what would happen to them—to every man,
if they attack, then the Threat leaders would
be hard-pressed to find men to mount that
attack.

NATO air forces, as well, should be armed
with incendiary type ammunition.

Fire is the absolute deterrent.

What is a tank? A tank is a steel box on
tracks. Steel is one of the most effective
transfer mediums of heat and cold. Set a tank
on fire and the crew has the choice—burn in-
side or bail out. Which would you do? A tank
set on fire is a ""dead’ tank.

Bullets and shells are invisible, and time
and again men have braved the invisible
storm to press home their attack. The finest
example of such courage that comes to mind
is Pickett's Charge at Gettysburg. Fifteen
thouand men advanced in close order across
open fields for a mile in the face of shot and
shell and canister and grape and, finally,
massed infantry fire. They pressed home
their attack and fought hand-to-hand with the
Union forces before being repelled. But had
those indomitable men been subjected to
flame weapons, they never would have ad-
vanced one half that fearful distance.

War, gentlemen, is not pretty. If we have to
fight, then for the sake of ourselves, our
families and our country, we must fight to
win. And only firepower will guarantee our
success.

Burn the Threat!

J.V. CALUMET
Sergeant First Class, Armor

Hungarian Heraldist

Dear Sir:

I would like to make some comments
about the unit histories that you print each
month. | am a heraldist and an honorary
member of the Heraldy Society of England.

| recognize that the descriptions and com-
ments on the unit badges are not written in
professional heraldic language, but there are
some errors that | have seen. As for example
the badge of the 37th Armor (December,
1981 ARMOR]) contains a “"wyvern'’, but the
picture shows a legless creature although the
wyvern always 1s two legs. So, we must
call it “wyvern without legs,”” which seems
not a grand name for a mobile unit. Or, |
would suggest, a ““chimera,” which is similar
to the wyvern and has no legs. Also | noted

that the'description of the shield states that it
is a green and white shield, | guess it is a
white shield and green figure because the
wyvern is darker. If possible, mention first
the color of the shield as you did in previous
numbers.

If you suggest, | could point out other, but
minor mistakes in the description as well as
the picture.

Thank you for your kindness.

DR. LOUIS VISEGRADY
Hungary

More On XO As Commander

Dear Sir,

Major Boyd's article, “The Executive Of-
ficer As Commander’’ (January-February
1982 ARMOR) was interesting and certainly
thought-provoking. Headquarters company
commanders are certainly some of the most
frustrated officers to be found. Boyd's article
does provide an apparently reasonable solu-
tion. However, | am a traditionalist and must
take issue with Major Boyd.

The central issue is not the problem of the
headquarters company commanders, but the
role of the battalion XO. Being a traditionalist,
| view the battalion XO as the staff coor-
dinator. First and most important is that the
battalion XO must have a breadth of knowi-
edge that goes well beyond the scope of
headquarters company and the state of train-
ing or operations of the battalion. The second
is that he must have supervisory control of
the battalion staff.

If the battalion XO is to perform the func-
tion | have outlined, he cannot command
headquarters company—his focus becomes
too narrow. His concern with the “nitty
gritty’’ of company operations would, in fact,
occupy his time. His perspective, if heis tobe
more than afigurehead commander, must be
from the company's perception.

Major Boyd indicates that the battalion
would remain responsible for all logistical ac-
tivities, yet he would control all staff super-
visors. Later he goes on to say that the real
heir apparent if the mantle of command must
be passed should be the S3; it is he who is
totally abreast of the situation. There are two
difficulties with that solution. The logic of the
S3 assuming command rests on the assump-
tion that the reason for the change will occur
during active combat. While that may be so,
there are several other situations where a
change of command could occur. The S3
might take immediate control of the situa-
tion, but in the main the man who should be
intimately involved in all aspects of the battal-
ion’s activities is the XO. It is he to whom one
must look for continuity of command. Finally,
if the S3 were the number 2 officer in the






Wants Armor Beret Or Badge

Dear Sir:

| read Command Sergeants Major Gillis's
article ""An Armored Force Badge Is
Needed,” in the September-October 1981
ARMOR Magazine. Also, in the same issue, |
read the letter “Wants The Black Beret" by
Sp5 Michael P. Burkhardt.

i am in the delayed entry program (DEP)
and have signed up for Armor. | have studied
armor’s role in WWII, Korea and Vietnam and

thaty  will have an increasing need for
armor in tne future.

| believe that either the Armored Force
badge or a special beret should be made
available for Armor troops.

RICHARD LEE O. . ON
Bowling Green, FL

Mobility in Perspective

Dear Sir:

| have read Lieutenant Colonel (Ret)
Boudinot's article ""Ground Mobility in
Perspective’ in the January-February 1982
issue of ARMOR magazine, and want to say
that in most respects you hit the subject right
on the head.

Although | have designed both tracked and
wheeled vehicles over the past thirty years
and have developed a soft spot in my heart
{and possibly in my head) for tracked vehi-
cles, | would never suggest using a tracked
vehicle to take my family on vacation from
here to Lake Tahoe on Highway 80.

| guess where | really get “"hung up”" is on
the issue of the uncertainties about the rela-
tive performance of tracked and wheeled
vehicies, and the constant reference to
theoretical models. Considering the serious-
ness and the importance of the subject, | am
surprised that more definitive test work has
not been done over the years. One of the
best starts was the test between the 6x6
wheeled armored reconnaissance scout ve-
hicle from Lockheed and the tracked armored
reconnaissance scout vehicle from FMC.
However, before that program got well un-
derway, it was canceled in favor of the M3.
Tests have been performed at Operation
Swamp Fox in Panama and Operation Mud-
lark in Thailand by the British Army; but
those, to a large extent, were in extreme en-
vironments and did not permit the tabulation
of a broad spectrum of information concern-
ing relative mobility, performance, main-
tainability, reliability, durabifity, and other fac-
tors as good examples of both wheeled and
tracked vehicles. | have also seen tests in
Europe—in Beigium and Holland—and felt
that some of the conclusions did not relate to
the generic capability of either tracks or
wheels, but rather the capability of the
specific company to design good, reliable
vehicles.

I don't know if the problem will be solved in
our lifetimes, but Colonel Boudinot's article
certainly puts things in perspective and
eliminates a lot of the emotional pros and
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cons which are usually based on very little
knowledge of test experience.

J.J. MacROSTIE
San Jose, CA

M7 Resupply Problems

Dear Sir:

The article "The Best Tank Ever Built”
(Jan-Feb '82) was an encouraging report on
the outstanding capabilities of our new
mount. However, | was surprised at the 1st
Cavalary Division Commander’'s comment,
"“In terms of resupply, | don't see the resup-
ply problem, for ammunition for example, as
being that much more difficult than what we
are operating with now in terms of the proce-
dures we use to resupply a tank."” Unfortu-
nately, current ammunition resupply proce-
dures are woefully inadequate, so the com-
parison is essentially an indictment.

The rationale that loading will be simpler
because the M1 holds 8 fewer rounds than
the M60 (even fewer with the 120-mm
round) evades the issue. The fewer rounds
that a vehicle carries, the more frequently it
will need to be replenished. Each replenish-
ment involves additional coordination, a
break in temps, and exposure of crew mem-
bers and resupply personnel (the latter in
thin-skinned, wheeled vehicles). Further-
more, the switch to the larger 120-mm round
will not only reduce the capacity of the tank,
but also that of the resupply vehicle. The re-
sultis more frequent trips to the ammunition
supply and transfer points. These journeys
are extremely time consuming due to dis-
tance, waiting, loading, and route conges-
tion. Add to this the incredible problems of
unpacking the rounds and we have a real chal-
lenge.

Granted, the M7 did not create all of these
problems, and if a 120-mm round is required
to do the job, then so be it. However, no at-
tempt was made in designing the M7 to facili-
tate rapid reloading of the vehicle. It still in-
volves several crew members handling
single bare rounds up to the sponson and
then down the loader's hatch—slow, tedi-
ous, and back-breaking work. We continue to
let the package ard current procedures per-
petuate existing inadequacies instead of tak-
ing the initiative with improved weapon de-
sign.

Refueling operations, as the article pointed
out, have increased in difficulty. The fuel
transfer solution used during Operational
Test lll was to move the tanks through paral-
lel lines of Goer fuel tankers creating . . . a
significant hazard because there is a lot of
fuel around the tank.”" The division comman-
der simply wrote this off to the hazards of
war. There is, however, a better solution—
closed circuit refueling. Aviation has had
rapid refueling capability for over a decade,
using a simple system in which the nozzle is
locked into the fuel iniet port, fuel pumped in
at a rapid rate, and the displaced air from the
fuel tank vented elsewhere.

The M1, on the other hand, has four sepa-
rate fuel ports, each capable of accepting
only 50 gallons per minute. As on the M60,

there is considerable delay due to foaming
because the displaced air is vented out the
inlet port. Using multiple fuel ports invoives
several crewmembers in the refueling, re-
quires several fuel lines scattered about, and
creates the hazardous conditions described
in the article.

fronically, each Goer has (along with its two
1%2-inch 50 gal/min lines) a 2-inch line capa-
ble of pumping 100 gallons per minute. An
M1 refueling analysis conducted by the U.S.
Army Quartermaster School in April 1978,
suggested throttling back to the rate on the
2-inchline or using a Y-reducer to create even
more lines! It would seem more logical to use
the full capability of refueling technology and
do the reducing and branching of the flow
within the receiving vehicle, thus eliminating
the external tangle of hoses, nozzles, and
operators. Instead of marching backwards,
we need to apply a closed-circuit modifica-
tion to the tank that will allow it to make aone
nozzle, high pressure pit stop with minimal
time, effort, and personnel exposure.

The M1 Abrams tank is a quantum im-
provement over the M60 and is desperately
needed. These comments are not intended
to detract from its many strengths. [t is a
shame, however, that the designers who
gave it such outstanding firepower, mobility,
and survivability did not adequately consider
the more mundane but critical aspects of
rearming and refueling.

Sincerely,

JOHN R. DREBUS
Captain, Armor

The .50-Caliber Is a ‘‘No-Go"”’
Against BMP

Dear Sir:

| read with a great deal of interest the arti-
cle “"Tank Gunnery Qualification in the
1980's” by Major C.D. McFetridge, in the
January-February 1982 issue. | believe the
author has properly addressed some prob-
lems with the current methods of tank crew
qualifications.

| believe there is one major error on page
11, where a weapon of choice against the
BMP is the .50 caliber machine-gun, in addi-
tion to the main gun. In TRADOC Bulletin 7,
"The BMP," the effectiveness of the BMP is
addressed. Briefly, the .50 caliber machine-
gun cannot generate the glacis plate at any
range or the sides of the BMP at ranges
greater than 200 meters. Considering that
the. BMP main gun is effective against the
M60 tank at ranges of 800 meters, using only
a .50 caliber against the BMP is not recom-
mended. Any tank gun round will destroy the
BMP.

Since the thrust of Major McFetridge's ar-
ticle is to properly train tankers, tankers
should be aware that engaging BMPs with
.50 caliber machinegun fire is not conducive
to one’s health.

GERALD A. HALBERT
Captain, Military Intelligence
Fort Knox, KY























































































T what extent this heavy-handed approach to training
suce. xds is supposed to be proven in interunit competition—
in “socialist competition.” Socialist competition offers the
chance to be rated outstanding, and also offers awards and
gifts for the troops such as inscribed wristwatches, cameras,
and special favors.!2 But the profession literature tells us
much more.

The Problems. Soviet junior officers, and some not so
juni , have gone on record with some of their problems that
rest from this system. For example a GSFG tank company
commander wrote in April, 1981 for Red Star, “The men of
our company assumed lofty obligations for this training
yea .Butevennow,on the first days of the final lessons for
the . inter period, we note with alarm that matters in ac-
complishing what has been planned are not proceeding as we
would like. The tankers are committing errors . . . in firing
and driving. Can it be that the obligations which were as-
sumed are unrealistic? No. We have opportunities. . . The
reason is that many lessons called for by the schedule are not
conducted.”'?

The author goes on to blame “administration,” and comp-
lains that it has cost him entire training days. Mostly he
complains about unrealistic planning-——lost time! He con-
tint  with these specifics, “Shortcomings in the work of our
trai ag center also hinder the normal course of training.
Let us say that previously it was established that beginning
on Monday, we tankers will accomplish firing exercises on
the ° nk moving target gunnery range. We arrive . . . and
the; nform us ... (the) gunnery range is closed. “. .. the
nex ay, this was repeated (again closed). “. . . the tankers
retu__ed to their regimental area downcast, they did not
accomplish the firing exercise, they lost (again) an entire
day. . .14

A GSFG Lt. Colonel, writing at about the same time for
Red Star writes about his findings in a motorized rifle unit,
“Last year, the regiment did not attain the goals planned in
the competition. The inspectors found especially many
shortcomings in the tactical and weapon training of the
motorized riflemen.” He continues: ... last year, an au-
thor " itive commission which worked here drew the conclu-
sion he shortcomings of the motorized riflemen in tactical
and ..eapons training were caused to a great extent by the
low level of the methodological skill of some of the comman-
ders and by indulgences and simplifications in the training
process.” But by March, 1981 he had found no improve-
ment.!® Such articles and letters to professional journals are
common.

sentually the battalion commander did the only
th..., he could: He ordered the crews to get out and
wade or swim . . .”

A superb collection of relatively recent, open source, bleat-
ings ras assembled by Nathan Leites, for RAND Corpora-
tion a1 May, 1978, in What Soviet Commanders Fear Most
From Their Troops. It seems that these fears include ineffi-
ciency, especially wasting time, absorption in self, inactivity
(sluggishness), and instability. This literature abounds with
complaints that march training (scheduled vehicle move-
ments) is not what it should be.

Lt. General Pikalov is quoted briefly on this matter. “. . .
the columns at times stretch out to an excessive degree, un-
planned halts . . . and individual vehicles fall behind. . .as a
result of poor orientation. . .”1¢

Combined arms, or, integrated, training and capabilities
have been especially difficult. As long ago as 1968, General
of the Army 1. Pavlovskii wrote for the Military Herald this

highly critical comment. “Approaching a water barrier, the
unit of (one officer) overcame it only with great difficulty.
But at the same time nearby means for crossing were lying
idle, as the sappers had not received the mission of securing
the crossing. . . More than that, (this officer) did not know
what artillery support he had. In one word, the cooperation
between infantry, tanks, artillery, engineer and other units
had not been organized. . .17

However, the most telling, and most humorous example of
unit bungling, reflecting training problems, was reported in
a London newspaper. Information provided in October, 1981,
indicates that fundamental deficiencies cannot always be
alleviated, even under the most contrived and loaded cir-
cumstances. “Showcasing” goes awry too.

The Observer reported the following Soviet tank company
commander’s description of a major river-crossing exercise
that was conducted for members of the Army General Staff
and some Politburo members.

“The exercise turned out to be like so many military
exercises the world over . . . one big snafu . . .”

We had been given a new tank—the T-64. Before,
tracks had had to be changed every 1,400 kilometers
(870 miles); now they could stand 7,000 (4,350 miles).
The only trouble was they kept falling off. . . The exer-
cise was to commemorate the 50th Anniversary of the
October Revolution. What made it a farce was that, to
ensure a good display, the units taking part were to be
composed entirely of officers who were ordered to re-
move rank badges and wear troopers’ overalls. To build
up one show division, 10,000 officers were needed. They
had to be called from four key military districts that in
the war would be army groups.'®

The scheme for the exercise was that the T-64s would
cross the river submerged, the tanks taking air through
snorkel devices. But, as all troops know, crossing a wide
river under water requires luck and great care. The re-
duced gravity of the vehicles means that just a light
touch on the steering controls can swing them round
violently.

It is possible for an inexpert crew to drive them
round—helplessly in circles.

To make sure that this part went well, thousands of
troops were employed to pave the river bed with steel
matting and build concrete furrows to keep the tanks
running in a straight line, an operation that would be
out of the question in war.

The entire armada of 5,187 tanks had to cross to the
other bank of the Dnieper River in a strictly limited
time, before the eyes of the Politburo itself, not to men-
tion distinguished foreign guests. There were 100 fur-
rows, completely invisible from the spectators. Building
them had taken months.1®

The exercise turned out to be like so many military
exercises the world over. . .one big “snafu.” A motor bat-
talion (motorized rifle?) was to move up to the river,
covered by artillery and air bombardment. It would then
secure a bridgehead into which the tank battalion would
be the first to cross.

Two artillery brigades, plus eight artillery regiments,
cleared the way. The infantry’s armored personnel car-
riers plunged into the water and swarmed toward the
enemy bank, which was wrapped in the smoke of explod-
ing shells. Shell fragments rained down endlessly, some
reaching the middle of the river. According to the opera-
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Technology’s Effect On Warfare

“Give us the tools,” said Winston Churchill in 1941, “and
we shall finish the job.” Those tools, of course, were the in-
stru :nts of war which science and technology had rapidly
put. he hands of the soldiers at the end of the 19th century
and the first half of the 20th.

Indeed, it is time that we added to the so-called principles
of war the maxim: “Thou shalt keep abreast of the technolog-
ical developments of thy day.”

A historical truism begets the fact that only rarely does a
new weapon retain its decisiveness for very long. An excel-
lent example is the American military and its undying faith
in the capacity of technological innovation to determine out-
com on the battlefield. In particular, it is evident in the
ong: g infatuation with antitank weapons. It is the belief
that such weapons, if simply deployed in sufficient numbers,
can neutralize, if not defeat, the powerful tank armies of the
Warsaw Pact. In our embrace of these new laser and wire-
guided antitank weapons, the Army has, with characteristic
abandon, pursued a technological “fix” for a problem essen-
tiall tructural in nature. It is more the lack of mobility and
less deficiency in firepower that will cripple our NATO
forc in the face of an advancing tank force.

B robingthe historical record, one can develop a healthy
respect for the difficulties of translating technological ad-
vances into battlefield success. New technologies are virtu-
ally orthless if unaccompanied by appropriate changes in
forc tructure and tactics, and such changes are usually
long in coming. Some 500 years separated the invention of
gun powder and its full exploitation in war. The tragedy of
World War I was to a large extent the product of a deadly
combination of 20th Century weapons and 19th Century tac-
tics. The machinegun was one of those lethal considerations.
With the early application of the machinegun, the British
were able to win many of the colonial wars of the late 19th
century. However, the disconcerting truths learned during
the battles of the American Civil War and the Japanese
siege of Port Arthur in 1905-05 were lost to the strategists.
The great loss of life suffered from a steady fusillade from
breech-loading artillery, coupled with barbed wire and en-
trenchments on attacking massed infantry was largely ig-
nored.

Again as in the past, the decisive importance of the
machinegun had disappeared when its employment by both
sides led to the no-win situation on the Western Front.

Consequently, another technological solution was sought
to break the stalemate in the trenches, and the tank was
developed to crush the barbed wire and provide cover to the
infantry from the machineguns-as they rushed through the
gaps. The tank retained its dominance into World War II
when used with air supremacy and so is a decisive weapon
system even today, but only when supported by a myriad of
technological and electronic equipment.

Finally, it should be noted that even profound technologi-
cal superiority is no guarantee of success in combat; that
history is littered with battles and wars-—the Little Big
Horn, Isandhlwana, Aduwa, the Chinese Civil War,
Vietnam—in which the loser possessed vast technological
advantage.

e True grit and not the Welsh longbow destroyed the
French Feudal Army at Crecy.

» Low Russian morale and not superior Japanese gunnery
proved decisive in the great naval engagement off Tsushima
in 1905.

o France in 1940 had more and better tanks than the
Germans.

¢ Russian manpower and not the superior quality of Al-
lied arms defeated the Third Reich.

¢ Hand-to-hand fighting on Iwo Jima and Okinawa rather
than the atomic bomb sealed the fate of Japan in 1945.

But one item you cannot overlook is the human factor in
technological warfare. General George C. Marshall said of
this very issue, “The only effective defense a nation can now
maintain is the power of attack, and that power cannot be in
machinery alone. There must be men to man the machines,
and these must be men to come to close grips with the enemy
and tear his operating bases and his productive establish-
ment away from him before the war can end.”

The ends that may be attained by war, and the machinery
of war have changed throughout the centuries. The deter-
rent policies of modern times may keep a potential aggressor
from the paths trod by the Hapsburgs in 1914 and by Hitler
in 1939. But while total warfare has receded into the
background, other forms of violence still attract elements
that seek to press their advantages.

STEPHEN D. BOROWS
Captain, Armor
Ft. Knox, KY

Combat Readiness: Fifty Percent

As a commander, I am concerned that, given present de-
ficiencies in training and equipment, we as an armored force
are maintaining an average of 50 percent combat readiness.
That won’t win battles!

A great number of things are checked out in periodic oper-
ational readiness inspections (ORIs), but, based on personal
observations of the Israeli Defense Force (IDF), I feel that
several vitally important matters have either been over-

looked or deliberately ignored. Compliance with these mat-
ters would substantially improve our ORI reports—and our
combat readiness.

I recently had the opportunity to visit an armor brigade of
the IDF and was impressed by their crew drills, tank load
plan, medical evacuation drills and issue of NOMEX fire-
retardant clothing.

The IDF conducts crew drills that acquaint every crew-

ARMOR may-june 1982 43



man with every position, enabling them to react to any in-
terior condition, whether it be “fire in the crew compart-
ment”, or “round in the engine.” Crew reactions are unified,
and this training is carried out in day and night conditions.
One IDF brigade commander stated that if he could see a
decrease in minor cuts and grease stains on his crewmen, he
felt the drills were showing results. Israeli tank crews’ famil-
iarity with their crew compartments is believed to be second
to none.

A further standardization practice equating to greater
combat readiness is the fact that IDF tank load plans are
identical for a specific tank model. This load pattern covers
everything inside the tank from main gun ammunition to
individual water bottles and first aid kits—"a place for ev-
erything and everything it its place” is especially apt within
the confines of a tank. It makes for greater neatness, always
a problem in an operating tank where improperly stowed
and unsecured gear can come adrift, detracting from the
concentration required to fight the tank.

The IDF, drawing upon invaluable combat experience, has
also added medical evacuation (medevac) drills to crew
training. A damaged tank may well be returned to action
within a short period if dead and wounded crew members are
quickly evacuated, minimal repairs made and a new crew
{already thoroughly familiar with the interior arrange-
ments and stowage) installed. Medevac, therefore, is an im-
portant IDF tank crew drill. It is important that crew mem-
bers be instructed in  1ddy” first aid by assigned medical
personnel.

The need for medevac drill was seen during an exercise in
USAREUR when the identification, location, and evacua-
tion of 24 casualties per day was set as a training goal. In
practice, only two to four men were evacuated daily. This
resulted from the inability of medical personnel to correctly
read a map and inadequate evacuation means for the
number of casualties generated in the exercise. Armored
warfare statistics indicate that a battalion-size unit in action
can expect more than 24 casualties per day.

Closely related with medevac and casualty-prevention is
NOMEX fire-retardant clothing. In the IDF, nearly every
crewman and rear echelon soldier wears NOMEX. Such is
not the case in U.S. armor units. NOMEX clothing is avail-
able and should be issued, regardless of administrative
hangups—for nothing equates to the horror of a burning
tank. Even assuming the general use of NOMEX, the
number of burn casualties generated in modern tank war-
fare can quickly overburden unit medical capabilities. Cur-
rent Soviet doctrine guarantees both frontline and rear eche-

lon soldiers will be involved in the fighting, therefore they all
should wear NOMEX clothing.

Other lessons learned from the IDF and related to
medevac include the inadvisability of marking medevac ve-
hicles with the Red Cross and the fact that such vehicles
should be armed. Also, it was noted upon return to my parent
unit, that very few of the items considered essential by the
IDF to these vehicles was present. Such inadequacies in-
clude: electrically-driven, on-board suction; adequate medi-
cal lighting; extended medical/surgical capabilities includ-
ing intravenous solutions and up-to-date splinting and litter
capability.

I was particularly impressed by the IDFs tactical opera-
tions centers (TOCs). Although they use the M113 armored
personnel carrier (APC) for command functions, their
brigade-level command posts (CPs) are normally no larger
than U.S. company-level CPs. If war comes to Europe, pres-
ent U.S. TOCs in USAREUR will be entirely too large, with
regard to mobility and camouflage.

Additionally, I was adversely impressed by the continual
sight of U.S. commanders in jeeps and helicopters, using
them in addition to the M577-equipped TOC. Such vehicles
imply command presence and their users would become
prime targets. Commanders at any level in the IDF rarely
used any vehicle other than their own tank or APC. These
common battlefield vehicles served both to hide the com-

ler’sx " his duty. The Israelis have also adapted
the M113 atch as a map board, e  ling the com-
mander and the S3 to use the same map while advising sub-
ordinates by radio. Also, the communications-electronics
(C-E) and the fire support officers were in the TOC vehicles,
and while it would seem that to have so many important
officers concentrated in so few vehicles would invite disaster,
that has not been the case because these vehicles are highly
mobile and, because of their similarity to other combat ve-
hicles, do not draw undue attention in battle.

Lessons learned by the IDF in combat are there for us to
use. We should not ignore them, for complete combat readi-
ness is dependent upon quality training and equipment
adaption based on combat experience. We are not being fair
to ourselves, our crewmen, or our country if we do not do all
in our power to raise our present state of combat readiness to
the highest possible level. Say, 100 percent?

JAMES R. ROWLAND
Captain, Armor
Fort Jackson, SC

Horse Sense and Grit:
The Spirit of Cavalry Leadership

We, as cavalry leaders and trainers, must convince our
troops that the absolute first priority (in spite of strength
problems, equipment status, volumes of written guidance,
and “the way we've always done it”) is definitely to fight and
win using whatever we have, however we can. A cavalry unit
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has to be functional down to the last breathing body — be he
the “first-shirt” or last cook.

The modern cavalry leader has to understand th w
ning is a combination of optimum use of all resources — even
when there doesn’t seem to be any resources. It is a matter of






Tank Commander Loader
1. Commanders hatch (3,4) 1.

2. M119 periscope mount

Fire extinguisher
handle external (2)

{205-206) 2. Torsion bars for

3 Grenade launchers, roadwheels 1-6 (1)
covers and stowage 3. Torsion bars for
boxes L/R {259-206) roadwheels 2-5 (131}

4. Track drive sprockets
Gunner 132)

1 Loaders hatch (3,4) 5. Rear grill doors

2. Portable fire (81-83)
extinguisher (255-257) Driver

3. Nylon personnel

ballistic shield 1. Drivers hatch (8)

(268-269) 2. Drivers seat

4. Main gun breech adjustment (9)
operating group 3. Drivers seat
1159-163) dumping {10,11)

5 Replenisher assembly, 4. Drivers escape
recoil mechanism hatch {12-14)
(167-170) 5. Fire extinguisher

6. M37 perscope and system (15-18)
stowage box (265-267) 6. Hydraulic brake

7 Gunners seat {60,61) system (19-20)

Chart 1. Prepower Checks for M60A T

Tank Commander Gunner

1 Air cleaner housings 1. M1718 periscope mount
and doors 22-29) {184-186)

2. Restriction indicator 2. M32 periscope daylight
RiL side (38-40) and infinity sight

3 Top deck grill doors {187-189)

(30-31)

Engine and trans-
mission oil coolers
132-33)

Air cleaner hoses,
elbows and clamps
(34-36)

Mantlet cover and

. M105D telescope, light

source control,

M114 telescope mount,

instrument light
{199-204)

. Fire control {eleva-

tion) M13A3 quadrant,
and light source
control {66-69)

mounting hardware

(270-273) 5. Ballistic computer

7 Cradle cover (274-275) \177-183)
6. Azimuth indicator
8 Rangefinder lenses, B
(70-71)
periscope windows and
telescope lens (78) Driver

9 Commanders seat (60,61)

10. Cupola azimuth control
and elevation control (63-65)

1. Master battery
indicator, power
plant warning hght

11 M36 daylight body and (21)
light source control 2. Blackout markers and
(207-209) infrared headlights

12 Grenade launcher power (119-123)
box {258} 3. Taillights {124-130)

4. Bilge pump {116-117)
Loader 5. Personnel heater
1. Biackout markers and (76-77)

infrared headlights 6. Hull-turret
(119-123) ) inflatable seal

2. Taillights {124-130) (264)

Chart 2. Prestart Checks for M60AT

the TC should verify that the turret seal has been completely
deflated. This will help avoid problems in the next phase.
The loader works with the driver during this phase to insure
that all exterior lighting systems are functional. As each
crew member completes his checks, or discovers a problem,
he reports it to the TC.

During phase 3, (chart 3), individual systems checks, the
tank’s engine is started for the first time. The loader
ground-guides the vehicle to a location where the turret can
be  :  sed 360 degrees. He then completes his suspension
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Tank Commander Driver

1. Restriction indicator (41) 1.
2. Air Cleaner elbows (37)
3. .50 caliber machinegun and 2.
interrupter {217-223) 3.
4. M17A7 rangefinder (171-176) 4.
5. Stabilization circuit
emergency shutoff 5.
and ventiliating
blower (146-153) 6
6. Ballistic Drive temperature (49)
(197-198) 7. Steering controls (50-51)
8. Shifting controls (52-53}
9. Engine idle speed
and acceleration
controt (42-43)

10. Hydraulic brake
system (54}

Power plant warning
light (44)
Battery-generator {45)
Engine oll pressure (46}
Transmission oll
pressure (48)

Engine oil

temperature (47)

. Transmission oil

Gunner 11. Manual engine fuel
1. Manual traverse, manual shutoff handle
elevation and turret (118}
lock (5-7)
2. Hydraulic power supply
(154) Loader

3. Turret power traverse
main gun power elevation,
depression, hydraulic
power (72-75) 2.

4. Stablization circuits, 3.
emergency shutoff and
ventillating blower (146-153)

5. Ballistic drive (197-198) 4.

1. Track hammer-ring
test (133-135)

Track tension {136)

Ammunition stowage
racks and ready
racks (57-59)

Batteries {110-115)
Chart 3. Individual Systems Checks

—_— —_ <

Tank Commander Driver

1. Intercom (62} 1. Intercom (62)
2. Gas particulate system 2. Gas particulate
(142-145) system (142-145)
3. 7.62-mm machinegun
(224-233)

4. Main gun firing
circuit test (164-166)

5. Boresight (234-237)

Loader Gunner
1. Intercom {62) 1. Intercom (62)
2. Gas particulate 2. Gas particulate system
system {142-145) (142-145)
3. 7.62-mm machinegun 3. 7.62-mm machinegun
(224-233) 224-233)
4. Main gun firing 4. Main gun firing
circuit test (164-166) circuit test {164-166)
5. Boresight (234-237) 5. Boresight (234-237)

Chart 4. Crew Systems Checks

checks and boards the vehicle. The TC takes the gun out of
travel lock and conducts an operational check of the induc-
tion system before returning to the cupola. He also checks
the searchlight, if it is mounted. However, he must consult
the necessary technical manual and he must insure that the
driver does not shut the engine off until the searchlight
check is completed and the light turned off. During the
stabilization checks, the TC and the gunner insure that all
crew members are clear of the turret and the gun tube.

The crew-systems checks are the final phase in the
before-operation inspection (chart 4), and the radios and
CVC helmets are inspected according to the appropriate
technical manuals.



sessfully completed all checks according
rion in the technical manual, it is ready
a0t ready, organizational maintenance

improved system of before-operation

ank crew with a rapid, well-organized,

1. The more practice the crew has in

» more proficient they will become. This

oo —n——& standardized and used in armor units
world-wide as is in keeping with the current army emphasis

on standardization. It is hoped that in the future the techni-
cal manuals will be revised to reflect this “crew” approach to
tank before-operation checks, and perhaps the searchlight
and communications systems can also be incorporated into a

single tank manual.

PHILLIP HANRAHAN
Captain, Armor
5-33 Armor, Ft. Knox, KY

Training For CP Radio Operators

While much attention and priority is given to the training and
evaluation of combat elements, little attention or emphasis is given to
the individual and crew training of the personnel assigned to the
command post (CP). Too often the radio teletype (RATT) operators
are used as clerk typists, and the radio operators are used for other
details. In this era of soldier’s manual and skill qualification test
training we cannot afford to allow this practice to continue. When
units deploy for field training, suddenly all nets and operators are
required to be up and functioning at 100 percent. This cannot and will
not happen without a sound, effective, training and evaluation prog-
Tam.

What I propose is a method of diagnostic evaluation to determine
levels of proficiency for the radio and RATT operators assigned to
M577 CP vehicles. This method is also adaptable to other types of
units. This is not a cure-all, but a technique that will improve training
and add some interest to otherwise dull, boring, crew and operator
drills.

The basic idea is to evaluate individual job skills, crew proficiency
and crew interactions. It could and should be a basis for future train-
ing. This program can be as simple or as complicated as time, equip-
ment, and terrain permits.

The course should be run in combat uniform, with weapon op-
tional. The course consists of a movement phase and stationary testing
or evaluation areas. A night, or period of limited visibility, phase
could also be incorporated.

Suggested stationary evaluation situations for a course for battalion
or squadron CP personnel follows:

The moving phase should use as varied terrain and be as long as

time, terrain, and course design permits.

The moving or driving phase would incorporate, but not be limited,

to the following:

Drive obstacle course with

Stations Supported/Administered by
Start, drive, stop M577 Maintenance Section
Stop, erect, strike and stow

tentage on M577 §2/S3 Section
Stop, unload, operate and

reload, generator on M577 §2/83 Section
Stop, erect, use, and stow

RC/292 antenna Communication Section
Send and receive messages

2 — Command Net S3 Section

2 — Intelligence Net S2 Section

2 — Administrative/Logistic Net 5§1/S4 Section

Use CEOI extract correctly,

encode, and decode message Communication Section
React to nuclear, biological,

and chemical contamination NBC Officer/NCO
Evacuate wounded from inside

vehicle Medical Section
Use hand and arm signals Maintenance Section

and without ground guide S$2/S3/Mainentance Section

1. TAM (Argentina)—This medium tank was designed in West
Germany. It weighs 33 tons (30,500 kilograms}, has a crew of
4, and a maximum range of 297 miles (550 kilometers), which
is extended to 485 miles (900 kilometers) with auxiliary tanks.
Its power-to-weight ratio is 23.27 bhp/ton.

2. VCTP-ICV (Argentina)—This infantry fighting vehicle was
designed in West Germany. It has a two-man turret mounting
a20-mm cannon and a 7.65-mm machinegun. There are three
gun ports on each side. ltcan carry 12 men, including the crew,
at a maximum road speed of 38.8 mph (72 kmph). It weighs 29
tons (27,000 kilograms) combat loaded, and has a maximum
range of 470 miles (870 kilometers) with additional fuel drums.
3. LVTP—This armored amphibious vehicle is used by the
U.S., Argentina, South Korea, ltaly, and other countries. It has
a 3 man crew and carries 25 men. It weights 25 tons (22,838
kilograms} and has a maximum road speed of 35 mph (64 kph)
and a miximum water speed of 7 mph (13.5 kmph) with water
jets. Its maximum land range is 260 miles (482 kilometers) at

22 mph (40 kmph). The main armament is a 12.7-mm
machinegun.

4. BTR-152/Vulcan (Yemen)—This self-propelled antiaircraft
weapons system is made up of a Russian-made BTR-152 and
an American-made, radar-controlled Vulcan antiaircraft gun.
5. YPR-765 (Netherlandes}—This American-made armored
personnel carriér is also known as an armored infantry fight-
ing vehicle (AIFV). It mounts a 12.7-mm machinegun, has a
3-man crew, and carries 7 passengers. It weighs 14 tons
(13,470 kilograms), has a maximum road range of 265 miles
(490 kilometers) at a maximum speed of 33 mph (61 kph}, and
its maximum water speed is 3.4 mph (613 kmph).

6. Centurion Mk5/2 (UK)—This tank is armed with a 105-mm
main gun and two 7.62-mm machineguns. It has a 4-man crew
and weighs 55 tons (50,728 kilograms). It has a maximum road
speed of 18.6 mph {34.6 kmph) and a maximum range of 55
miles (102 kilometers). It can ford 4.75 feet (1.45 meters) of
water.

Stations Supported/Administered by ) . o
Vehicle Pre-Ops Maintenance Maintenance Section This course can be adopted with a minimum of trouble to those
Camouflage Vehicle and Equipment §2/S3 Section units that are not equipped with M577s.
Installation of CE Equipment CE Officer/Section
Posting Maps and Map Graphic

Symbols $2/83 Section CHARLES D. WILLIAMSON
Stowage of BII Maintenance Section in. Arm
Field Sanitation Medical Officer Cap taén},{ARN(();

Recognition Quiz Answers
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Do You Have M1 Experience?

Armor Branch is actively working to identify officers who
have detailed knowledge of M1 tank operation. Officers who
have successfully completed the M1 Course at the Armor
School are awarded ASI 3M. These officers are easily iden-
tified by Branch, because the ASI is on the MILPERCEN
computer. However, there is no quick way to identify those
officers who have had extensive M1 experience if they have
not been awarded ASI 3M. With the increasing number of
assignments for M1 qualified officers, Armor Branch needs
to know who has M1 experience in order to better match
qualified people with the Army’s needs. If you have had de-
tailed experience with the M1, (e.g., platoon leader, execu-
tive officer, company commander), please send a short,
hand-v  ten note to:

HODA MILPERCEN
ATTN: DAPC-OPE-R
200 Stovall Street

Alexandria, VA 22332

Reserve Officers Career Status

An interim change to AR 135-215, 15 Oct 1979 affects
Army Reserve and Army National Guard officers who desire
to remain on active duty in a career status.

This interim change indicates a policy change which es-
tablishes 2 years as the minimum period of active federal
commissioned service before an officer is eligible to apply for
a voluntary indefinite extension of active duty. Also in-
cluded is a change to permit commissioned and warrant of-
ficers of the basic branches to apply for short-term exten-
sions for a minimum period of 90 days to a maximum of 36
months. These changes have been made to improve the
management of requests for extended active duty.

AR 135-215 is changed as follows: Paragraph 2-2a is
superseded to read: Obligated reserve officers serving on ac-
tive duty who desire to remain ive duty in a career
status may apply for a voluntary 1ndgetinite extension upon
completion of 2 years active federal commissioned service.
When approved, and before being accepted into a career
status, they must remain on active duty 1 year from the
expiration of their current service agreement. This 1-year
active duty service obligation will be served in a competitive
voluntary indefinite (CVD) status. Officers will be notified of
their selection, or non-selection, for retention on active duty
through the eighth month of CVIstatus. Officers in the basic
branches may apply for the short-term extensions for a
minimum period of 90 days to a maximum of 36 months
when they:

« Have been ordered to an initial active duty tour.

» Desire to extend their initial service agreement without
entering voluntary indefinite status.
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» Desire to extend their active duty for initial flight train-
ing (AR 611-110) and the resulting active duty service obli-
gation,

Applications for additional short-term extension will be
considered on a one-time basis provided the total of all such
extensions does not exceed 36 months.

Short term extensions are a voluntary active duty service
obligation and may be waived by HQDA to permit early
separation on an individual basis and only in cases of ex-
treme compassionate circumstances or when such action is
deemed to be in the best interest of the officer and the US
Army.

Officers should understand that they are required to be in
a CVI or career status prior to being selected for attendance
at the advanced course.

Assignment Officers/Assistants
LTC Norman E. Beatty ................. Branch Chief

MAJ James E. Quinlan
Ms. GloriaR. Johnson ......................... LTC

MAJ Israel P. Anderson

Ms. Janice P. Boyce ................ ... ....... MAJ
CPT Craig B. Whelden

Mrs. Laurie J. Bennett ........................ CPT
CPT Joseph G. Pallone . ......................... CPT
CPT William T. McAlpin

Mrs. Diana D. Lueker .......................... LT

Telephone Numbers
Autovon 221-6340/6341/9698/9658
Commercial (202) 325-

MILPERCEN Location

Officers desiring to visit Armor Branch at MILPERCEN
should follow Interstate 495 (The Capital Beltway) toward
Alexandria, VA, and take Exit 2 north to Telegraph Road.
Hoffman Buildings I and II are on the immediate right after
exiting the Beltway, and are located adjacent to the Holiday
Inn. Visitors should only park near the METRO station
overpass in spaces marked in red, and register POVs with
the security personnel in the lobby of Hoffman Building 1.
Officers should then report to Room 4S33 in Hoffman Build-
ing II for interviews with Armor Branch.

Officers who want to see their Official Military Personnel
File (OMPF) should call AUTOVON 221-9618 (or commer-
cially, 202-325-9618) at least 48 hours = advance for
appointment. Although a copy of the OMrt 18 maintainnain
the Branch File (CMIF), officers are encouraged to review
their official records when they come to MILPERCEN.
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Due to constantly increasing print-
ing, distribution, and materiel costs, it
has become necessary to raise the
annual Armor Association member-
ship and subscription price of ARMOR
» magazine to the following levels:

$12.00—-1 year
$21.00—2 years
$30.00—3 years

The increase will become ettective
on 1 September, 1982.

Reservist Speaks Up

| I "
Major King's letter in the March-April
32 i 1e of ARMOR voiced a concern
1nat | have had which was reinforced att
recent Armor Conference. Major King
expressed the thought that “higher head-
quarters doesn’t really understand who
makes up the Total Armor Force.”

At the Armor Conference, muchwa:  id
about new equipment for the Army to
support new doctrines for the year 2000.
We were also told that armor crewmen and
officers attending the Basic Course were
trained on M60A1, M60A3 or M1 tanks,
depending on their unit assignment. With
the Reserve Components being equipped
with Md8A45s and M60s, that means that
our recruits and junior officers are not
being trained on the equipment they will
use—and the Reserve Components ac-
count for approximately 40 percent of the
armor in the “Total Army.”

Based on my experience of more than 20
years in the National Guard, when the
Active Forces are equipped with a follow-
on tank to the M1 to fight on the battlefield
of the year 2000, the reservists may be
issued the M60A3—if our allies don’t need
them first.

Hopefully, something different will be
done, but | cannot generate a whole lot of
enthusiasm for the “One Army Concept”
based on its history.

CLARENCE L. BECKHAM, JR.
Lieutenant Colonel, Armor
MSARNG

More From Reserves

Dear Sir:

Permit me to also decry the Skipper-Kerr
article, “The Reserve Component Armor
Force,” in the November-December 1981
ARMOR and echo the sentiments of Major
Marc King, RR 1X, voiced in his letter in the
March-April 1982 ARMOR entitled “"The
Forgotten Men.” In addition to being
“forgott=n’’ it i< rotally regrettable that the
counte = hi ‘o come from an AC type
and not from one of the aggrieved. How-
ever, we of the “"forgotten’” have, for so long
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and in so many ways, been barelytolerated
stepchildren that any amount of favorable
recognition is graciously received since the
wearing of hair shirts and littering the
battlefield with expended sack cloth and
ashes is a favorite pastime at Fiddler's
Green among Armor and Cavalry part-
timers. Hopefully, your in-basket was filled
with a multitude of anguish from the RC
arena and the volume so overwhelming
that space did not permit publication. Inany
event, | suspect Majors Skipper and Kerr
will not soon forget the potential impact of
operative words such as “TOTAL"” whenin
the future they attempt to put type on paper.

Having said that, fet me now move
above the "alligator line”” and pay some
small homage to those “Combat Multipli-
ers’” who so selflessly ply their trade by
sharing their expertise among the RC
Armor and Cavalry community. True, it is
their assigned ssion, but our Advisors
and Assistors from the Readiness Groups
and Regions have demonstrated an out-
standing ability and dedication to serving
our mission of attaining and sustaining the
maximum degree of combat readiness. The
Marc Kings in our world frequently repres-
ent the “total” difference between a
successful and a deplorable readiness
status, and they are to be congratulated for
their effort. Unfortunately, we in the RC do
not always effectively employ their talents
or recognize with any sufficiency what they
can and will contribute . . ., but it is high
time that we did! A tip of the worn and dusty
Stetson to them all!

H. S. ROBISON
Lieutenant Colonel, Armor
INARNG

T-72; T-64 Clarification

Dear Sir:

| am writing this letter to emphasize a
very important point made in the very
significant article “Soviet Armor—Past and
Present” which appeared in the July-
August 1981 issue of ARMOR. This point
concerns the role of the “new’ Soviet T-64
main battle tank within the overall Soviet
tank plan.

Ever since the T-72 w  first shown to
the public in Red Square on November 7,
1977, there has been a varying degree of
confusion concerning this tank and one
which had first appeared a short time
earlier. This older tank finally became
known as the T-64 and has been sur-
rounded by controversy ever since. West-
ern experts were suddenly faced with a
problem; they had been following the
development of a “new’ Soviet tank, which
differed from the T-72 paraded in Red
Square.

The point made by Mr. Burniece and Mr.
Hoven in their article is that the T-64 is the
new Soviet tank. This idea, while obviously
not universally accepted, is clearly the
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correct one. The evidence of this can be
summarized as follows: (1) The T-64 is
apparently not exported to any other
country regardless of how close that
country is to Moscow; {2) the T-64 is
currently deployed in the Group of Soviet
Forces-Germany (GSFG); (3) the T-64 has
never been shown to the public, or put on
parade {(which goes along with the policy of
not parading the best equipment available,
since it is not for sale). This last fact is
important when it is remembered that the
Soviets have not only paraded the first
version of the T-72 in 1977, but they have
also shown the newest version of the T-72
with forward-firing smoke grenade faunch-
ers, track skirting, etc...in 1981. Mr.
Burniece’s and Mr. Hoven's point is 1l
taken.

Finally, in reference to my letter in the
January-February 1982 issue of ARMOR,
the ntence: “"Could the T-72 {and T-62,
for tnat matter) be fitted with still a different
type of armor?”, the designation T-64
should have been used instead of T-62.

JAMES M. WARFORD
1st Lieutenant, Armor
HHC, 2-81 Armor

Comments On An Issue

Dear Sir:

This issue (January-February 1982) was
very good.

| am all for an armor badge. An expert
tanker badge would be a mark of distinction
that would separate the best tankers from
the good ones.

Why not have a cavalry scout badge as
well...

My only complaint about the CFV is that
its 25-mm gun is not heavy enough. The
Germans put a 20-mm gun on their
armored cars and had to add a Pak40
antitank gun later. The 25-mm can kill
BDRMs and other lightly-armored vehicles,
but what if you run into an MBT and your
TOW tube is empty? A heavier CFV gun
would also be useful in fire and maneuver
tactics...

As for adiabatic engines, that would
make obsc  2thepr nttype of engines.
They wouta pe more etficient, use fewer
parts and be easier to supply and main-
tain...

As for dimensions of mobility, it pays to
keep your tail as fast and light as possible.
This is especially true where there are poor
roads and light-weight bridges. Tracked
supply vehicles are the answer here.

Also, the Russians are more solidly
bound to their command and control
systems than we are. By shooting up the
battalion and brigade commander’s tanks,
you'll ruin their communications and have
a better chance of beating him.. . There is
nothing new about ‘deep attack.” It is
nothing more than a tank raid: You go in



deep 0ot up his support elements, and
get out...

The M1 Abrams tank should be the ‘best
tank in the world,” because the Army
doesn’t buy junk. A British sergeant once
described the M3 light tank as a ""honey.” |
think that fits the M7 as well. How many
other tanks do you know that are faster
cross-country than any other tank in the
world is on the road? None...

Colonel Boudinot forgot to mention that
the weight of a vehicle is distributed over a
much larger area more evenly when that
vehicle is tracked...You need studded tires
on wheeled vehicles to help in climbing.
Wheeled combat vehicles are best suitedto
roads or hard terrain...

Quality is no substitute for quantity, as
the Germans learned. Their Panther tank
was a highly-sophisticated (for the day)
tank compared to the Soviet T34. But the
Russians had masses of T34s, and the
German didn’t have very many Panthers.
The Panther could outshoot the T34, but
there were ten more T34s coming along
when you shot the first one...

MICHAEL MOSKOWITZ
Philadelphia, PA

Time Is Of The Essence

Dear Sir:

“Dimensions of Mobility” by Colonel
O'Meara in the January-February, ‘82
ARMOR Magazine is of primary importance
to every person in the Army from the private
to the general.

It is not just another article in Armor—it
is knowledge! It stresses one of the most
important facets of any leader’'s job—time
management. Everything takes time to do,
and too many of our present day leaders
simply don't take time into account when
they plan.

Time could well be the difference be-
tween victory and defeat in the next war.
Time to plan an operation; time to execute
the operation; time to plan for follow-up
operations. We, as leaders, should train our
troops to know and appreciate the tremen-
dous impact that time will have on our
present training and on our future opera-
tions.

There are at least 10 paragraphs in the
article that deal responsibly with the time
factor. They should be reread by everybody
in a leadership capacity.

Colonel O'Meara is to be congratulated
for writing such a'timely and worthwhile
article.

OSCAR COLBERT
Staff Sergeant, Recruiting
Antioch, GA

Battalion XO as
HHC Commander

Dear Sir:

After reading Major Boyd’s article “The
Executive Officer as Commander,” in the
January-February issue of ARMOR, | wish
to add my opinions concerning the com-

mand of the HHC in an armor or infantry
battalion.

Having just finished 18 months in
command of an HHC in a mechanized
infantry battalion in Europe, { know at first
hand the responsibility of being the com-
mander and not having the clear advantage
of being the ultimate authority in the
company.

At best, HHC command can be described
as guiding a rope from the middle.

| agree that the unit can best be com-
manded by the battalion XO. Why? Because
all of the assigned officers in an HHC
{except the commander) work for and are
rated by the battalion XO. By aligning
authority with responsibility, a better focal
point for leadership can be established for
the company, especially for the NCO’s who
are responsible for both mission as as-
signed by their staff officers and soldier
leadership as assigned to them by the
company 1SG.

Until the DA changes the TOE of the
armor and infantry battalion to having the
battalion XO commanding the HHC, |
recommend that HHC commanders seek
and gain the support of the battalion XQO to
facilitate the operation of the HHC. It would
be ideal for both officers to develop jointly
the 30-, 60- and 90-day training plan for
the company, thus insuring accomplish-
ment of the daily missions without wasting
the soldier’s time.

My past experience has shown that an
armor or infantry battalion is no stronger
than the HHC, and with a coordinated,
trained and disciplined HHC, a battalion will
repeatedly attain a much higher level of
mission accomplishment.

STEPHEN A. BRASIER
Captain, Infantry
Fort Benning, GA

Recon Revamp

Dear Sir:

Captain Mitchell’s article ‘‘Reconnais-
sance Revisited’’ presented an excellent
suggestion in the proposal to form a brigade
reconnaissance company, one long over-
due. The brigade commander needs his
own “eyes and ears’ unit to provide a
continuous “‘feel” for the battlefield, parti-
cularly with the rapid changes that alter the
brigade’s task force structure so frequently.
Such missions as passage of lines, screen-
ing brigade flank({s) and protecting the
brigade rear area could be more effectively
accomplished by this company, leaving
battalion scout platoons for other missions.

Some of the details the article presents,
however, will create problems, two of
which are discussed below:

First, while the combat organization for
the recon company is good, the support
answer is not. A brigade headquarters
company is simply not equipped to support
another company’s operations, even with
the article’'s proposed personnel additions.
The maintenance requirements for the
current USAREURM7713A7/M30T7 vehicle
mix are demanding and require the full
complement of tracked vehicle and turret
mechanics and supervisors, and | don’t see
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the CFV easing those requirements (to say
the least).

To refuel, rearm, feed, and maintain this
company would be a tough job for a
company support element dedicated to that
unit; for one that also has to support a
brigade TOC, TAC, and trains, it would be
impossible. Ask any CSC 1SG how tough it
is to look after his single scout platoon, and
then imagine three of them scattered
throughout the brigade area. The lack of a
company executive officer also would be
sorely felt for the same reasons, and then
some. The XO performs a myriad of tasks,
freeing the commander to command his
unit, as well as being ready to takethe CO’s
place immediately and effectively upon his
loss.

The second problem is the proposed
source for this company—the consolidation
of the battalions’ scout platoons; robbing
Peter to pay Paul is not the answer. The
battalion/task force commander desper-
ately needs that platoon for his own recon
and security purposes. Indeed, a much
better case can be made for adding a
second scout platoon than for tasking the
existing one away. The attached mechan-
ized infantry company is there to fight, and
all the teams need that infantry platoon
with them (there is never enough infantry).

Captain Mitchell’'s basic proposal is an
effective answer to a real requirement. The
idea needs to be followed through to the
logical conclusion—put a brigade recon
company together from scratch, complete
with its own support asset, without taking
away other units’ critical assets.

Captain Matheny's '‘Professional
Thoughts” on cross attachment also
caught my eye. As a student in the last
AOAC Military history class he taught, I can
personally attest to his tremendous talents
on the forum, and from reading his article,
his tactical thinking seems equally superb.

MARK C. THOMSON
Captain, Armor
Co C, 1-35 Armor

The Last Word

Dear Sir:

| was delighted to see that Messrs.
Burniece and Hoven have replied to my
letter and to that of Captain Halbert.

I will confine my comments on their reply
to a single point—that of the so-called 7-34
light tank and the re-use of a “"T"" number.
The vehicle in question did exist and was
photographed in the company of an SU-
76M light, self-propelled gun, but was
actually observed on only one or two
occasions. No furtherinformation on it ever
was obtained. From all appearances, it
seemed to have been a training device
rather than a production or prototype tank.
To the best of my knowledge, there have
been no references to it in Soviet docu-
ments or literature or inreliable non-Soviet
East European publications. The nomen-
clature “"T-34 light tank” seems to have
been used first by John Milsom in his book
on Soviet armor and since gained currency
in other publications. There is no founda-
tion for this nomenclature since not a shred
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of evidence exists. To this day the so-called
“T-34 light tank’’ remains one of the minor
mysteries in the history of Soviet armor.
Until firm evidence becomes available,
however, it should be removed from the
main stream and quietly placed in a
footnote filled with question marks.

DR. ARTHUR G. VOLZ
Charlottsville, VA

Liked Diagnostic/
Maintenance Articles

Dear Sir:

The article on the Future of Diagnostics
and the one on Division 86 Maintenance
Platoon were excellent. (January-February,
1982 ARMOR)

origin ' started 3 tank mainte-
nance officer, both articies struck home.
They brought up some of the problems and
what is being done about them. They also
pointed out how far we have come from the
60’s.

We had a nightmare with regard torepair
parts. As a result of WWII procurement
systems, the same part had either an
Ordnance part number or a Navy part
number, or an Air Force part number. You
could request a part by Ordnance number
and be told there were none in stock while
there were 100 with Navy or Air Force
numbers. We had tons of cross-reference
books to check numbers against parts.

| once had a class of 88 officers, all
lieutenants and one major from Libya who
had fought against Rommel. After a 4-hour
block of instruction on maintenance in the
desert he was asked for his opinions and
comments. He said it was hot, dusty and
maintenance was a real problem. Now, 40
years later, has anything really changed?

| read John Dwyer’s letter on Vietnam,
and | agree that there is much to be learned
from Vietnam, but ! suspect that it is a
subject that will have to take a few more
years before it can be discussed objectively.

WILLIAM L. HOWARD
Major, Armor
USAR

Thoughts On
“’Continuous Operations’”

Dear Sir:

| thought that Captain Frank’s article was
probably the most important in the March-
April issue of ARMOR magazine. {"Contin-
uous Operations). Few, except tankers who
have been in battle, really understand the
result of fatigue in continuous battle.

When (General) Montgomery took over
the 1st and 9th Armies during the “"Bulge””
from General Bradley, he was reputed to
have si 1 > comes a time in any
battle wnen you snould take time out to tidy
up the battiefield. * This lead to an
il ovement in readiness and in morale.
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By the end of the week, we had won the
battle and Hitler's headquarters was so
notified on 24 December, 1944,

When General Chaffee created the
armored force and the armored divisions,
he directed that there be two combat
commands and a reserve command. The
combat battalions were to be rotated
through the combat commands and the
reserve command, on about a 2 or 3 to-1
day basis, so each few days each combat
battalion would have a day to maintain and
“let down’" and be ready to go again.

The 4th Armored Division followed this
concept in training and in operations. |
believe its greatness was in a very large
measure due to this concept.

On November 1, 1944, | was sent to
another armored division that had been
organized on activation into three equal
commands; “A”, “B", and “R". Battalions
were never rotated and the division com-
mander was reduced and sent home.
General Hasbrouck immediately eased that
rigid organization.

Starting on the evening of 16 December,
the 7th Armored Division was either
marching or fighting day and night until
noon on the 23d. In this 7-day period.
nobody from the combat commander on
down had any time to relax, bathe, or sleep.
The tankers reloaded, refueled, and main-
tained in darkness and in rain and mud. At
the end of that period, all who were not
casualties were hardly fit to function as
effective combat troops.

This situation could be worse if the Rus-
sians attack NATO. Our divisions are now or-
ganized and are considered ready to be
employed in three equal brigades—probably
constantly.

Will the armored and mechanized divi-
sions be able to fight effectively by the end
of ten days? It could well be looked into.
There may be a lot of fighting to do after the
first couple of weeks.

BRUCE C. CLARKE
General, USA (Ret)
McLean, VA

A M:i ) Rebuts
Dear Sir:

Aword on the Professional Thoughts piece
by Staff Sergeant Bunce, “"NCO Respon-
sibilities” in the March-April issue of AR-
MOR.

In the old M774/M557 organization, the
scout section sergeant was responsible for
himself and two men (M774), the tank
commander for himself and three men
(M5571/M60). With the M3, the same scout
section sergeant is now responsible for
himself and four men.

It is true that a lieutenant was added to
lead the tank platoon (formerly a tank
section), but it should be noted that a
platoon sergeant was added to the scout
platoon (formerly a scout section), )ng
to increase the leader-to-led ratio at
platoon level. It should also be clear that
NCO responsibilities are increased, not
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decreased, at the squadisection level with
each M8 having a five-man crew vice the
M114 M113 three-man crews.

MARC A. KING
Major, Armor
Fort Lewis, WA

More On XO As Commander

Dear Sir:

“The Executive Officer as Commander,”
by Major David G. Boyd in the January-
February, 1982 issue of ARMOR gave me
an acute attack of deja vu. In the early
fifties, commanding the headquarters and
service company of a tank battalion in
Germany, and later commanding the
headquarters company of a combat com-
mand (brigade) in an armored division, |
found myself often caught upin the conflict
of interests that are inherent in the “staff
officer vs headshop CO" relationship. As a
battalion communications officer, | savored
the other side of the same bouquet.

| believe that Major Boyd has presented a
well thought out, practical suggestion to
remedy what | perceive to be a problem of
organizational efficiency. Implementation
of his suggestion would increase unity of
command at the headquarters staff level,
eliminate a friction point in the chain of
command, and contribute generally to the
effectiveness of armor units, in my opinion.

JAMES C. MCBRIDE
Colonel, Armor
USAR

New Subscriber
Speaks Out

Dear Sir:

| have just received my second issue of
ARMOR magazine and | am extremely
pleased. | especially enjoyed the articles on
armor aviation, German tank gunnery, and
the British tank, the Challenger. More
articles like these would be welcomed. |
would also like to see historical articles.
Judging from the comments and letters
concerning the Bastogne article in the
November-December 1981 issue, | would
conclude that others might share this
desire. | deeply regret that | was not yet a
subscriber when that issue appeared. It
must have been exceptional. Also, is there
any possibility of the magazine exploring
trends and developments in Armor in other
countries such as Israel, France, Sweden
and, of course, Russia?

GARY E. COBURN
Westerville, OH

An article on Swedish armor by Brigadier
Richard Simpkin appears in this issue and
an article on French Armor is scheduled for
September-October. Articles on armc¢ '
vehicles of other countries will be pup-
lished as information becomes available.
£Ed.



Equation Equated

Dear Sir:

The equation on page 22 of the May-
June 1982 issue of ARMOR is incorrect.
The correct equation is as follows:

£S,-100 {1- 100-2V4\ (100-ZVy
100 100

DAVID C. HOLLIDAY
Fort Knox, KY

The Closing Argument

{In reply to Mr. Zaloga's letter in the May-
June 1982 issue, Mr. Smith has the
following comments. Ed.)

Dear Sir:
... | state specificallythat . . . youneed
a lie detector to go through any Soviet
history . . .” Perhaps Mr. Zaloga misunder-
stood that this means that one must use
one’s sources carefully?
I further state that the tendency to
. rely more and more exclusively on the
German accounts . . . is equally fraught
with problems .. ."” Again, Mr. Zaloga
apparently fails to understand that this
statement also states that critical use of
any source material is necessary, espe-
cially when dealing with as emotion-
fraught a situation as the War in the East.

Mr. Zaloga states that . . . Soviet mili-
tary history is frequently of shoddy qual-
ity ...” and goes on to mention the

numerous useful histories of various Soviet
units {that apparently he has access 10), yet
gives John Erickson’s work as an example
of such material. | personally possess over
450 Soviet histories of the Great Patriotic
War, as well as numerous microfilmed
materials on the subject, and have found
that none could be used without the “lie
detector” test above. Let me quote Earl
Ziemke, author of the U. S. Army’s official
history of the Soviet Counterattacks, Sta-
lingrad to Berlin, when he wrote his
bibliographic notes sometime in 1968(?)
‘.. .virtually no significant Soviet docu-
ments relating to military operations in
World War Il have been made avail-
able . . ."”

The comment that “Mr. Smith does not
even seem to have his basic geography
straight,” seems to be Mr. Zaloga's tend-
ency to alter the printed word. | specifically
state that the German force was deployed
on the west bank of the Oder, . . . not the
east bank as Mr. Zaloga states.

Insofar as the question of the importance
of this battle is concerned, | find that
Generaloberst Halder and the Chief of the
U. S. Army's Military History program
agreed with me, including it in the descrip-
tion of Small Unit Actions On the Eastern
Front.

As for the balance of the comments on
the conduct of the battle, the material was

extracted from the diary of a man servingin
the area adjacent to the Kustrin battlefield
who personally inspected the battlefield
shortly after the action and talked with the
participants. | further stand by my conten-
tions as to the area over which the battle
was fought, based on photographs of the
battle scene provided by the above source,
and German Army situation maps &f the
period just 24 hours before the battle.

ROBERT C. SMITH
Merchantville, NJ

Battlefield Resupply

Dear Sir:

Throughout military bistory, the high
consumers have imposed heavy burdens
upon the supply systems. Like today, the
supply system has usually found itself
lagging (behind) consumption demands.

Those of us who struggled with the
problem liked the rugged jerry cans, then
the “"milker” type gas trucks and, finally,
more and bigger trucks that eased the
problem. What we liked best was the
change from gasoline to diesel for our
tanks.

We started out with a tank that got about
2 miles per gallon, and by the middle of the
1950s, we had progressed to a tank that got
about '4 of a mile to the gallon. Then along
came diesels, and our consumption of fuel
improved to about a mile per gallon.

One can appreciate that a swing in
consumption made possible by diesel
engines made a dramatic change, improv-
ing our capability to keep our tanks running.
Today, with a tank that consumes at the
level of about 4 gallons per mile, the
resupply problem shapes up like the one we
had with our M47s and M48s.

Getting back . . . by the early 1960s we
had diesel-powered tanks and 1,200 gallon
and 5,000 gallon tanker trucks and a poor
logistics organization. The 3d Armored
Division, SPEARHEAD, changed division
logistics by establishing the Forward Area
Support Team (FAST), the General Area
Support Team (GAST), and Division Trains
HQ as the Division Support Command
(DISCOM) as it is known today. Within a
year, our sister division, the 8th Infantry
Division, adopted the organization.

The concept was a task organization of
tailored FASTS for leading brigades. The
remainder of the division was supported by
the deployed elements of the GAST. Trains
headquarters called the shots and the
commanders of the FASTs and the GAST
did the work. We crossed traditional lines;
for example, the XO of the Medical Battai-
ion commanded FAST 1 and performed like
a veteran. Cooperation and enthusiasm
was outstanding; a major constructive
factor.

The operational concept, also important,
was that we would “sell” fuel and other
supplies to the brigades and other high
consumers. The planners within Division
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Trains HQ kept rolling estimates of con-
sumption reguirements which were based
many times upon best guesses as to what
the division task organization would be for
the missions ahead. The first big trial was
the Seventh Army maneuver of 1963. The
"“Spearhead” Division, as the aggressor,
moved, shifted, and counterattacked, but
never ran dry.

We usedthe large pump-operated rubber
bladder storage tanks to keep large
amounts of fuel well forward within or
close to the brigade trains areas. Safety
was a concern, but was offset by using
bulldozers to dig in our fuel sites. FAST and
fuel points were kept under Division
control. The FAST commander was the
salesman and the data collector, feeding
back planning-essential information. The
operation was primarily a night one and
geared to lead times of 12 hours, preferably
24 hours, ahead of demands. The location
of rubber storage tanks had the prominence
to Division Trains that tankcompanies had
to a brigade commander. Perhaps the
reader can appreciate the hyper activity
that came with a major change of direction.
At the end of the maneuver, we had great
amounts of gasoline and diesel fuel on the
ground, but in sum it was close to what the
Division needed to roll home. This, too, had
been anticipated by our fuel team.

During the exercise, ammunition resup-
ply was seriously considered, but
amounted to little more than a paper
exercise by our ammunition team. It
assured that ammunition trucks were not
usedto haul fuel. At a later time, Spearhead
conducted a CPX to war game the ammuni-
tion problem. We based it on our GAO and a
scenario built upon our estimates of Soviet
capabilities and most likely plans. The war
game aimed at maximum use of transport
available to haul ammunition. This permit-
ted the use of flat-beds and tank transpor-
ters to mobilize ammunition supply points
which would orient upon the operation of
high consumers. The ammunition team in
Division Trains HQ used the tested proce-
dures of the fuel team. They performed
well.

Division 86 could be described as a
logistician’s nightmare, or logistically im-
possible. Perhaps it will be neither if our
fighting commanders accept logistics as a
principle of war as did General R. E. Lee,
and if our logisticians accept his other two:
(1) intelligence {knowing) and (2) concen-
tration (getting the right things, in the right
amount, to the right place, at therighttime.)

Perhaps the best first step is to minimize
handling by developing special loaders and
transporters. In the longer term, we should
strive for “‘no hands'’ resupply of fuel and
ammunition forward of the Division rear
boundary.

Logistics has always been a decisive
factor. A commander’s best logistician is
himself. It is time for us to accept logistics
as the tenth, but most influential, principle
of war. This is the message | read when
mentally deploying Division 86 in the
Hessian Corridor.

CHARLES A. HENNE

Colonel, Armor
USA, Retired
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confidence in his or her abilities. Wiring diagrams no longer
appear as meaningless spaghetti, but as logical and routine
oc s to the person who has been “thro "1 the bays”.

Fouuwing the theory and troubleshootiuy tasks, the
JOMC students are formed into yet another team to perform
a semiannual service on a wheeled vehicle and a quarterly
service on a tracked vehicle. The students choose which ve-
hicles they will service for both the wheeled and tracked
portions. On the menu for wheeled vehicles are the M809
5-ton truck, the M35A2 2%-ton truck the M561 1%-ton truck
and the M151A1 Y ton truck. The JOMC is currently in the
process of acquiring a 900-series 5-ton truck for future clas-
ses. For tracked vehicle services, the students are offered a
choice of an M60A1 tank, an M109A1 howitzer or an
M113A1 personnel carrier. In the past, training vehicles had
been used for these services, but today most of the vehicles
come from actual unit motor pools. This, of course, adds
realism to the instruction, as nothing can compare to real
problems induced by actual operation. Approximately one
week is spent on each type of service, and no matter what the
inclination of the student may have been at the start of the
course, by this time all hands are dirty.

During the hardware portion of the course, the JOMC is
taught operational characteristics of the various recovery
vehicles in the Army inventory. First, in the classroom, the
“textbook” side of recovery including rigging, reduction fac-
tors, mechanical advantages, and safety are covered. Next,
the class is taken to a place fondly referred to as “Down
Below”, where they actually apply recovery skills on vehicle
hulls and live vehicles. Numerous recovery problems are
induced, including wheeled and tracked vehicles mired,
nosed and overturned. If the weather has been nice and the
ground is dry, water will be trucked in to make the mud that
is needed for this exercise. Since the organizational mainte-
nance officer is closest to his equipment, he must be well

trained in restoring battlefield mobility, and vehicle recov-
ery plays a large part in achieving that goal.

At the end of the seven week period, some JOMC students
will graduate, while others, depending on their branch, will
remain and receive turret maintenance instruction. Armor,
Ordnance, and Combat Engineer officers attend a 36-hour
program on the M60A1 turret. Officers with specific assign-
ment instructions to M60A3 units will be instructed on that
system instead of the M60A 1. Field Artillery officers attend
a 36-hour program on the M109A1 turret. In all cases, the
turret instruction is self-paced, following an initial turret
familiarization. At this point in time, students are well
versed in performing troubleshooting procedures and read-
ing wiring diagrams, so the real task is to apply those skills
to the turret using the appropriate organizational mainte-
nance manuals. If officers from branches other than those
listed have assignments to Armor units, they too, will re-
ceive the turret instruction, although it must be noted that
orders stating a specific assignment are required.

Graduation from the JOMC awards officers an MOS of
77D Motor Officer. Many graduates return to their field as-
signments to become organizational maintenance officers.
Others, because of their seniority, may never be mainte-
nance officers, but the course stands them in good stead as
executive officers and, later, as commanders. The course
meets the AR 750-1 requirement of having a qualified
maintenance officer at each level of command.

The Junior Officer Maintenance Course produces a
maintenance manager capable of establishing and directing
a quality organizational maintenance program. Units which
are fortunate enough to have one or more graduates of this
course (formerly known as the Motor Officer Course) should
seriously consider assignments which can benefit from their
training. Units needing allocations to the course should con-
tact the branch of the officer being considered.

Junior Officers Maintenance Course

Title Hours

Logistics and Maintenance Management

Welcome and Orientation. .................... .. ... ... 1
The Army Maintenance System . .......................... 1
Maintenance Publications ........... ... ... . . ... 5
Operational RECOrds. . ... ...t 3
Maintenance Records . ... ....... ... i 5
Historical Records. ............ i 4
Materiel Condition Status Report (DA Form 2406) .......... 5
Repair Parts Supply . ... .. 11
Maintenance Management Retest |........................ 1
Maintenance Records Evaluation.......................... 8
Management of Maintenance Resources................... 3
The Maintenance Program............................... 10
Maintenance Management Retest Il ................ .. .... 1
Field Exercise for Motor Officers ............ .. ... ... .. ... 6
Maintenance Management Evaluation..................... 4
Maintenance Management Retest Il ...................... 2
Principles of Automotive Engines.......................... 3
Principles of Automotive Electricity ..................... ... 3
Test Equipment and Battery Maintenance.................. 6
Calibration Records and Procedures ....................... 1
Performance Evaluation Retest................ ... ... .... 1
Power Plant Troubleshooting. ............................ 54
Tools and Test Equipment . ................. ... ... ..... 3
Performance Evaluation Retest. ................. ... .. .... 1
Semiannual Services, Wheel Vehicles .................... 36
Quarterly Services, Track Vehicles ....................... 36
Auxiliary Equipment. . ... . e 3

Title Hours

Staff and Maintenance Support Activities .. ................ 2

Ground Mobility Division

Vehicle Operations............ ..o i, 8
Vehicle Recovery. . ... ... .. ... i 13
Performance Examination ......... ... ... ... ... ... ... .... 2

Additional Specialized Training
M60A1 Turret Maintenance

DA Maintenance Forms, and Unit OJT Programs ......... 2
Turret Familiarization, MB0AT .......................... 4
Turret Inspection, MBOAT ... ... ... . ... ... .. ... ..... 4
Special Tools, Equipment, and Troubleshooting, M60A1 . 26
Examination, MBOAT ... ... ... ... . . . . . 4
MB60A3 Turret Maintenance
DA Maintenance Forms, and Unit OJT Programs ......... 2
Turret Familiarization, M60A3 .. ... ..................... 4
Turret Inspection, M60OA3 . ........ ... ... ... ........... 4
Special Tools, Equipment, and Troubleshooting, M60A3 . 26
Examination, M60OA3 .. ........ . ... ... ... 4
M109A1 Howitzer SP
Turret Familiarization, M109AT ......................... 6
Turret Inspection, M1O9AT ... ... ... ... ... .......... 8
Special Tools, Equipment, and Troubleshooting, M109A1 20
Examination, MT1O9AT .. ... ... .. ... .. .. .. ... 4
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Doctrine Is Needed for Light Cavalry

Within the next few years many armored and mechanized
divisions will have a new, tankless, cavalry squadron. This
light cavalry squadron will have less combat power, but
more reconnaissance and liaison capability, than the exist-
ing armored cavalry squadrons organized under the H-series
tables of organization and equipment (TO&E). These sig-
nificant changes were inspired by the U.S. Army and Doc-
trine Command’s (TRADOC) comprehensive Division and
Corps 86 studies. To implement these changes, TRADOC
and Army tacticians will have to make a continuous, critical
review and revision of cavalry employment doctrine.

Instead of the old, controversial Sheridans and the new
M1 Abrams tanks, the light cavalry squadron will have the
new M3 cavalry fighting vehicle (CFV) along with attached
scout and attack helicopters, motorcycles, a nuclear, biologi-
cal, and chemical (NBC) reconnaissance platoon, a sensor
platoon, and six 81-mm mortars. Certain revisions will have
to be made in current doctrine to enhance the intended
capabilities of the new organization and its equipment and to
minimize confusion over the meaning of division operation
orders.

If recent Armor School guidance is taken at face value, the
only intended function of the new, light cavalry, squadron
will be to provide timely battlefield information to the heavy
division commander so that he can react quickly to and offset
superior Threat forces. If this operational concept is to be
implemented in both theory and practice, he will have to
understand that certain capabilities now assigned to exist-
ing armored cavalry squadrons in the armored division
(TO&E 17H) and mechanized division (TO&E 37H) will not
exist in the altered cavalry organization. For example, he
must appreciate that the new, light cavalry, squadron
should not be used in an economy of force role during offen-
sive, defensive, or delaying actions. He should also realize
that guard or protect missions would also be beyond its
capabilities. Accordingly, he would not use the new cavalry
squadron to protect the flank(s) of the division; to act as a
division covering force, even if reinforced; to perform dam-
age control operations; to provide forces for rear area se-
curity; to exploit the success of other units and the effects of
mass destruction weapons, or to provide armed air escort for
airmobile operations.

The heavy division commander should also recognize the
change in the reconnaissance  ssion of the new cavalry
squadron. I ad of conducting ground and air reconnais-
sance over wide fronts and to extended depths, the new
squadron will operate closer to division control; it will con-
duct detailed ground and air reconnaissance within, to the
front, on the flanks, and to the rear of the division. Therefore,
its surveillance tasks should concentrate on lines of com-
munication within and through the division’s area of opera-
tions in order to assist troop movements therein, to facilitate
rear area combat operations and planning, and to maintain a
positive command link by means of helicopter or motorcycles
between the division commander and the brigade command-
ers, especially in a electronic warfare or NBC environment.

Although division and squadron commanders should
acknowledge that the light cavalry squadron is not intended
to function as a combined arms, combat maneuver force, it
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will still be expected to find and maintain contact with the
enemy in order to prevent the friendly main body from being
engaged under adverse circumstances and to provide, within
its capability, security for the main body. In other words, the
traditional fundamentals of reconnaissance and screening
missions will still apply. Yet, with the new operational con-
cepts and equipment, combat action should no longer be the
preferred way to develop the situation rapidly, or to ac-
complish other cavalry missions. While always ready for
battle, the light cavalry squadron will have to become even
more adept at keeping its mobility and still be capable of
completing its tasks.

But what new tactics or techniques will be designed so
that the new light cavalry squadron can develop the situa-
tion rapidly and provide reaction time and maneuver space
for the division without fighting? These are problems that
will have to be solved through a close and continuing work-
ing relationship between the writers and users of doctrine. A
start in the right direction can be made if field commanders
increase the use of surveillance and maneuver with existing
equipment and reduce the use of firepower to accomplish
cavalry missions. If, however, by habit or otherwise, they
favor the use of firepower over visual or mechanical surveil-
lance, stealth, and movement as the means of either develop-
ing the situation or providing reaction time and maneuver
space, they could quickly and irrevocably degrade the new
squadron’s ability to accomplish its primary reconnaissance
and command and control missions.

The screening mission, the one security mission still com-
patible with the new operational concepts, will also present
problems for those revising employment doctrine. Even
under Armor School guidance, a light cavalry unit on a
screening mission will still be expected to impede and harass
the enemy, preferably by long-range fires. And, within its
capability, it will also be expected to destroy or repel enemy
reconnaissance units. Thus, as in the case of developing the
situation on a reconnaissance mission, the cavalry squadron
on a screening mission can quickly become engaged in a
immobilizing fire fight. Therefore, those who are revising
employment doctrine should find ways for squadron com-
manders to accomplish their reconnaissance and screening
missions at even greater distances and with less revealing
methods than those used in the past. And, certainly, once the
new equi n iv  these commande wuld be able to
perform these basic cavalry missions without the n for
combat.

In the meantime, division and cavalry squadron
commanders can immediately help influence the revision of
cavalry employment doctrine by testing the new operational
concepts with existing equipment and organizations. In
their training and field exercises, commanders can start to
reduce some traditional, combined arms armored cavalry
missions, such as guard or protect missions, economy of force
assignments, and covering force tasks. In the course of this
testing process, field commanders should also encourage
their cavalry units to avoid the use of organic firepower and
to rely, instead, on stealth, maneuver, and surveillance as
the preferred means of developing the situation during re-
connaissance missions, Screening missions should be substi-



tuted whenever possible for traditional protect missions so
that cavalry leaders will think in terms of multiple observa-
tion points rather than the more static, combat-oriented,
battle positions. In all of these situations, cavalry command-
ers would use their current fighting vehicles as pure scout or
cavalry fighting vehicles (CFV’s), instead of deploying them
as part of a miniature, but increasingly vulnerable, com-
bined arms team.

As the organizational and operational concepts for the Di-
vision 86 cavalry squadron are gradually implemented by
the Army, squadron and troop commanders should start to
see some changes in division operation orders. Even the
model operation orders published by the Army schools will
begin to change. For example, orders for a mechanized divi-
sion offensive operation will no longer require the cavalry
squadron to protect a division flank by occupying certain
battle positions, and on order, to secure a certain objective.
Even orders to maintain contact with divisions on the
flank(s) may be beyond the capabilities of the light cavalry
squadrons, as this mission may entail more than screening
and would be incompatible with the new operational con-
cepts. Certain standard “be prepared” orders, such as “re-
lease a troop to brigade to clear Threat forces in zone” or
“Division Support Command for rear area security,” would
start todisappear as they are also incompatible with the new

concepts. One will still see, of course, screening missions, and
in place of the inappropriate missions, there will be more
specific liaison with surveillance missions. And division
commanders will soon have to look elsewhere, to corps or the
brigades, to find the units that can perform the minicombat
tasks normally assigned to the armored cavalry squadron.

To survive on the chaotic, nonlinear battlefield of the fu-
ture, heavy divisions need the capability to observe the en-
tire battle area 24 hours a day. The new Division 86 cavalry
squadron is designed to provide this all-round capability.
But old habits and doctrine must change if this light squad-
ron is to be used properly. This squadron cannot be used for,
or wasted on, combat-type missions that may have been
suitable for the armored cavalry squadron. It is therefore
important that cavalry employment doctrine for the new
heavy divisions be revised to emphasize the concepts of re-
connaissance and command-control as the proper, primary,
missions of the new light cavalry squadron.

DAVID A. ROSS
Major, Infantry, USAR
Washington, DC

(Coordinating draft of TT 17-95-1. "Divisional Cavlary
'86” was sent to the field in April. Ed.)

Leadership Visibility

As a junior lieutenant I was taught the Fourteen Leader-
ship Traits (tact, integrity, loyalty, etc.) that one must pos-
sess to be an effective leader. Since then, I have discovered
that it takes a lot more to be a good leader than merely
attempting to emulate those noble traits. That list is only a
starting point.

In Korea with the 2d Infantry Division and, later, at Fort
Bliss, Texas with the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment, one
additional trait continually struck me as being critical to
good leadership. The best leaders (in the eyes of the soldiers)
always seemed to exercise a kind of leader visibility. Their
physical presence extended from the motor pool to the bar-
racks and from the training areas to the sports fields. But
what made such an impression on me was that wherever the
good leaders were they were always with their soldiers. Now,
you may ask, what is so significant about that? Look around
your unit. The truly effective and respected leaders are those
who insure that they spend as much of their time as possible
with their subordinates; they definitely are not the lieuten-
ant or sergeant (or captain or first sergeant, for that matter)
who remains well-hidden doing other important things.
Nothing is more important to the company-grade officer or
NCO than exercising leader visibility to the utmost if one is
to gain the respect, confidence, and response of subordinates.

Lieutenant Colonel (Chaplain) Harold Alexander ex-
plains the principle of visibility thusly: “The troops will trust
those leaders whom they see regularly in their own terri-
tory.”! Today, many of our junior officers and NCOs are suc-
cumbing to a 9-to-5 syndrome, leaving the unit area and
their soldiers as soon as possible at the end of the normal
garrison duty day. Rarely do the soldiers see their leaders
after duty hours. This, I feel, has a profoundly negative and
potentially dangerous effect on the morale, cohesiveness,
and discipline of a unit. It fosters a kind of subculture within

the unit that imposes its own chain of influence (if not of
command). Chaplain Alexander calls this “horizontal lead-
ership”? as opposed to the normal superior-subordinate form
of vertical leadership. With leaders seemingly so anxious to
get away from their jobs and their soldiers during and after
duty hours, and with soldiers left to the negative influences
of horizontal leadership, how can a unit be expected to de-
velop the cohesiveness so necessary for success in combat? It
can only be accomplished through leader visibility—being
where the action is, whether it be a training site, motorpool,
basketball court, or even the 3d floor of the barracks at 2100
hours.

As a young platoon leader in Korea I didn’t understand
why my first company commander forced the lieutenants
and sergeants to perform additional duties after normal duty
hours. But now I know he did this for two reasons. First, to
force us to spend time with our soldiers during their work
day. And second, to make us visible in the company area in
the evening. Most soldiers appreciated our presence on their
turf and would more readily open up to their leaders about
problems and suggestions. Upon returning to the U.S., I
found unit-level, team sports competition to be an excellent
forum for developing cohesiveness and leader-subordinate
respect. I don’t believe that team sports are just for the
troops. It is my experience that soldiers expect unit leader-
ship to participate. But participation must be on an equal
basis, without rank. Here, soldiers can be shown the leaders
are as much a part of the group as they are leaders. This has
been a particularly effective means for me to demonstrate
leader visibility and to promote confidence.

Frequent after-duty hours visits to the barracks are also a
good way to make leaders more visible to their subordinates.
This enables the leader to become a recognizable part of the
soldier’s surroundings, helps break down the “us-them” at-
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titude, and can help in identifying potential unit problems.
Confidence is built when such visits are not viewed by the
soldier as harassment or duty-oriented, and can be enhanced
by wearing civilian clothes and engaging in casual conversa-
tion.

When a leader can work his way into the confidence of his
subordinates he becomes much more effective in under-
standing them as soldiers and as people. By becoming a fix-
ture in a soldier’s environment, the leader is not perceived as
some kind of menacing threat that some of the more negative
influences in a unit might wish to prepare. Together, these
two points enable the true leader to develop discipline and
cohesion without appearing to be some sort of tyrant. It is
when a leader is standoffish to his soldiers that he has diffi-
culty in gaining confidence and in building a disciplined
organization. The soldiers will only obey such a leader be-
cause he is in a position of authority. The true leader who
exercises his leader visibility, on the other hand, will be
regarded as a significant part of the group and his orders and
instructions will be obeyed because his soldiers have de-
veloped a reliance on his presence and judgment in all situa-

tions that the group encounters. His authority lies not alone
in his rank but in the confidence and respect that he built
within his organization.

I've found that my being there with my soldiers when
things were rough, when the situation was a difficult one,
enabled me to nurture the respect of my subordinates. I like
to think that they did what I told them to do because they
looked up to me as a leader rather than as a lieutenant or a
captain. This is a very satisfying personal feeling and keeps
me conscious of the effects of leader visibility. I submit that
this should be the goal of all leaders.

I must, however, add that mere physical presence is not
enough. Leader visibility is only a vehicle for conveying to
subordinates the other twelve leadership traits I referred to
above. You can possess all of these traits and characteristics
you want, but unless you make them apparent to your sol-
diers through words and actions you will never be a truly-
effective and respected leader.

GUY C. SWAN, III
Captain, Armor
Fort Benning, GA

Training A Support Platoon

Officers and NCOs who supervise support personnel are
constantly faced with the dilemma of how to train them
while still meeting the support mission. Frequently, officers
come straight from a combat arms platoon and have little or
no sense of what training service support soldiers need. After
a very short tumultuous time, the requirements imposed
from battalion or squadron force the platoon leader into a
crisis-reaction situation, from which he may never recover
enough to establish a good training program. When this is
not the case, the officer is there 3 to 6 months, then is re-
placed by another officer for the same time frame, ad in-
finitum. This lack of leadership stability in the job graphi-
cally reveals to the soldiers the low level of importance
placed on their commander’s position by the battalion or
squadron commander.

Both cases not only undermine the start of a good training
program, but also serve to demoralize these service support
soldiers.

The specific example of a hypothetical support platoon in
Europe will be used to illustrate the problem and to provide
some suggestions for a solution.

Transportation requirements for daily administrative
garrison operations, coupled with the travel distances in-
volved in both, serve to constantly tax the platoon’s men and
equipment.

Present service support fleets are old and barely sufficient
to sustain a battalion or squadron in extended operations. If
you add a chronic shortage of personnel to the situation, the
supervisors are invariably put into a never-ending state of
crisis management. Proper maintenance becomes an un-
realized dream, work days are to be endured, weekends fre-
quently are nonexistant, morale is low, and good training is
a joke. The rest of the battalion sees ammunition, fuel, and
transportation requirements sometimes not met, often met
late, rarely met on time, and the support vehicles invariably
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in poor condition. Support platoon personnel, gain the un-
warranted reputation as the battalion or squadron “duds.”

Thus begins a vicious cycle. The troops do everything in
their power to leave the outfit, whether it be by reenlistment
to change station, “pulling strings,” retirement, or, in ex-
treme cases, AWOL. NCOs are usually the most successful
at leaving or avoiding the assignment, which causes a severe
gap in leadership and practical experience throughout the
platoon. The battalion or squadron commander directs line
company or troop commanders to fill the critical shortage of
truck drivers in the platoon. Invariably, the worst soldiers
are assigned. An assignment to the support platoon in the
above situation would be the ‘kiss of death’ to the career of
any good soldier. Given this, the platoon will eventually
level out as a self-perpetuating legacy of bad news. And
someday it will pull the rest of the battalion or squadron
down to disaster when a truck breaks down with the fuel or
ammunition needed to complete an army training and
evaluation program.

Hopefully, not all these problems exist in any real unit at
the level described. It is quite probable, though, that they
exist somewhat in every support platoon. It takes firm lead-
ership at the platoon level to correct the situation along with
firm assistance from the company or troop level, and a large
amount of patience and support from battalion and higher
levels or command.

The following actions must be taken by the battalion or
squadron commander and his staff.

¢ The battalion or a squadron commander must select a
platoon leader with good leadership skills and a strong per-
sonality.

* The lieutenant must remain there for a minimum of 1
year.

¢ Line units must realize that while the platoon is there to
support them, it should not be constantly on call to fulfill



last-minute requirements that result from the failure to
coordinate requests for service support.

e A strict suspense system for coordinating Class III, V,
and/or transportation support must be established and en-
forced by the S4, with full approval of the commander. This
would allow the support platoon leader to plan for the com-
mitment of his assets in a timely manner, and begin to break
the cycle of crisis management. He could begin budgeting his
time to meet the unit mission, his maintenance require-
ments, and training his platoon.

¢ The S1 will have to bring the platoon up to strength with
quality personnel. If this can be accomplished by obtaining
the ~+thorized number and grades of 64Cs, excellent. If not,
ther he establishment of a 6-month rotation system is one
way w solve the problem. By rotating combat arms soldiers
for 6 month periods, minimal damage is done to their career
progression while fulfilling the service support platoon’s
personnel requirements. This would also provide these sol-
diers an opportunity to experience what the service support
personnel must do to successfully complete their mission.

» Depending on the truck fleet state of repair (or disre-
pair), the battalion or squadron commander might have to
order an intense 1- to 2-week period of catch-up mainte-
nance. Nothing but two or three essential missions would be
handled by the support platoon while the equipment was
being serviced. This would likely cause a short period of
stress to the battalion or squadron training program, but
would pay future dividends in consistent support.

The brigade commander may need to assist his battalion
commanders in accomplishing some of the above, particu-
larly if the condition of the truck fleet is poor. Rotating the
support platoon’s committments among battalions for a
while might be considered. This concept is already applied in
training and post support schedules. Its application to sup-
port platoons throughout the brigade would allow battalions
the time to intensely maintain their truck fleets for at least 1
week per month. When the maintenance situation has
stabilized, each battalion could again handle its own support.

Furthermore, the headquarters unit commander must
also do several things. First, he must insure an equal dis-
tribution of extra duties throughout the unit so that no one
group is carrying more or less than their fair share of the
load. Second, all maintenance assistance possible must be
rendered to the truck fleet. During a special maintenance
period, he should ask the battalion or squadron maintenance
platoon for assistance and consider temporary shifting of
extra duties to allow personnel to work on their vehicles
during this period. Additionally, the commander and S4 can

provide guidance and assistance to the platoon leader in
planning and executing training. They also can insure that
the training schedule is adhered to, and that the platoon is
sheltered from unreasonable last-minute requirements that
disrupt the training schedule.

Once the system for tasking platoon assets, receiving
maintenance support, and the personnel situation are re-
solved, the platoon leader must use his planning and train-
ing skills to structure a viable maintenance and training
program that can be executed by his NCOs. When he does
that, half of his job is done.

The support platoon’s training problem becomes more dif-
ficult when the platoon leader addresses some specific skill
qualification test 64C/(SQT) task for which the equipment
required is unavailable, or finding time for the ammunition
sergeant or specialist to maintain his 19E MOS skills. This
training must be coordinated with higher level support units
for their assistance and the time set aside to accomodate
these requirements.

The platoon leader needs to have the training make sense.
A truck driver may not see the necessity of knowing how to
read a map, but place him in the situation of leading a convoy
of trucks cross-country and he will rapidly understand.

Despite all possible steps taken to prevent them, situa-
tions will arise to disrupt training. If this happens, the pla-
toon leader must adjust to the circumstances. He must never
forget that his mission is battalion or squadron support, and
this will, at times, require last minute changes.

Regardless of the difficulty of managing this platoon, it
does not warrant exempting platoon members from duty.
Special situations might warrant the temporary shifting of
duties. However, all members of any organization, especially
a headquarters and headquarters company or troop needs to
shoulder its fair share of the duty load based on the comman-
der’s guidance. If any one element is singled out as more
important than another, a seed of resentment is planted
within the rest of the soldiers, causing more problems.

While setbacks will occur and the work will be difficult,
the soldiers will rapidly see that the platoon leadership is
looking out for their welfare by doing everything possible to
prepare them for survival in combat. Morale will improve,
and the willingness to work will increase. Eventually, bat-
talion or squadron operations in general will run smoother
as a result, serving to justify the efforts expended.

RANDALL M. SAFIER
Captain, Armor
Fort Knox, KY

Lessons In Leadership: The Legacy of Kursk

The Battle of Kursk, the most massive tank battle in his-
tory, decided the final outcome of the savage fighting on
World War II's Eastern Front. This pivotal battle ended
Germany’s last offensive in the East and marked the begin-
ning of the Red Army’s unending drive to Berlin. This deci-
sive fight across the steppes left us numerous lessons that

can be applied to the modern battlefield. These lessons, as
well as the end of the German onslaught, were a portion of
the Legacy of Kursk.

When the 4th and 9th Panzer Armies attacked the Kursk
salient on 4 July 1943, they became embroiled in a gigantic
Soviet ambush that cost them 500,000 casualties and the loss
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of 2,000 tanks and 3,000 guns. That would have been tragedy
enough, but from the German point of view, the greatest
tragedy was that it should never have happened. The blame
for this faulty decision lay directly on higher headquarters.
Hitler, backed by his rear echelon puppets, ignored the ad-
vice of his frontline commanders. Hitler felt he had a better
grasp of the situation from behind his desk 3,000 miles dis-
tant, than his combat commanders at the scene. Most of the
latter firmly opposed the plan for Operation Citadel. When
Hitler ordered the operation despite these voices of protest, it
was not the first time, nor would it be the last, that a senior
commander erred by failing to listen to his subordinates.

The Wehrmacht was an excellent military tool in 1943. It
was armed with the finest weapons available and led by
experienced combat commanders. The Germans had de-
veloped a superior system of command that did more to pro-
duce the stunning victories early in the war than any alleged
materiel superiority. The leaders in this system were a far
cry from the American movie stereotype of the heel-clicking
puppets who followed orders regardless of the consequences.
In reality, the Germans expected far more individual initia-
tive than did any of the Western armies. Junior leaders were
given great flexibility and were encouraged to exploit local
advantages. They were not given precise orders, but were
assigned tasks. The execution phase of operations was left to
their discretion. They were supported by an efficient general
staff organization. This staff was expected to anticipate prob-
lems and have proper solutions ready when a particular
problem arose.

The most important principle of leadership was that the
unit commander, at all levels, led from the front. The com-
mander was located as far forward as possible. This position
allowed him to make a correct decision immediately. It was a
greater sin to delay a decision than to make a poor one. By
being at the front, the commander was able to smoothlv
adapt to local problems. It must be noted, however, th
senior commanders had to refrain from playing “platoon
leader.”

The Germans realized that a superior could not tie himself
down to one sector by becoming too closely involved with a
single unit. They also knew that junior leaders learned noth-
ing when a senior staff officer interfered. Although junior
officers made mistakes, individual initiative was not to be
stifled. When a leader was not up to the task, he was relieved
on the spot and another leader appointed.

These were the hallmarks of the command system: initia-
tive from junior leaders, a staff that supported but did not
dictate, and senior leadership from the front. The troops
learned to recognize and trust leaders whom they knew
could perform well. They saw their unit commander daily

and realized that he shared their risks. If the commander
was at the front, they knew that maximum support from the
rear could be expected. They viewed their leaders as indi-
viduals, not power-hungry martinents that created useless
orders from safe rear areas. The result was superior indi-
vidual performances by ordinary soldiers, even against tre-
mendous odds. Hitler’s concept of Operation Citadel violated
each one of these principles. He allowed no tactical flexibility
tosubordinate commanders. He personally interferred in the
most minor details. The result was disaster.

Even though three decades have passed, the lessons of
Kursk can still be applied to the battlefield. The German
system of leadership was an excellent one. Had Hitler not
desecrated the system, history might well have taken a dif-
ferent turn. Modern commanders should give subordinates
tasks, not specific objectives that allow no latitude. Junior
officers and NCOs must be free to conduct their own opera-
tions. The commander should provide direction and support,
but allow the lower level leaders to make their own deci-
sions.

The modern commander must be careful not to become a
slave of technology. The radio-telephone (RT) and the
helicopter are excellent machines. However, care must be
taken to ensure they remain tools and do not become
crutches. The leader’s position is still at the forward edge of
the battle area (FEBA). Leaders can direct their units and
talk to their leaders on the RT, but they cannot be seen by
their troops. The job of the leader is to see (terrain, weather,
morale, fatigue, etc.) and to be seen by the troops. The RT
must be used properly. Stay off the platoon net; let the pla-
toon leader handle his troops. He will report or request help
when necessary.

Too often in Vietnam, the company grade officer spent
valuable time answering the same repetitive questions to
successively higher commanders. The radio nets frequently
became jammed with useless information, while important
traffic was delayed. Stick with proper procedures.

The helicopter is fine transportation, use it that way. Use
the chopper to go from unit to unit, or get to the trouble spot
quickly. Don’t allow it to become an “ivory tower” in the sky.
Put your S-3 in the command-and-control bird, let him ad-
vise you. You should be on the ground to give your orders
face-to-face. You owe it to your subordinates to realize you
understand their situation and are making a sound decision.
Visit every unit every day. Know all your leaders at least two
levels below you. Do these things, and your troops will gladly
follow where you lead.

RONALD J. BROWN
Captain, USMCR
Novi, MI

1. Pbv 302 (APC}. Crew: 2 plus 10; weight: 13,500 kg (29,767
Ibs);, power-to-weight ratio: 20.74 hp/ton, maximum road
speed: 66 km/ hr; maximum road range: 300 km; armament: 1 x
20-mm cannon.

2.1KV-91 (TD). Crew: 4; weight: 16,300 kg (35,941 Ibs); power-
to-weight ratio: 21.5 hp/ton; maximum road speed 68 km/ hr;
maximum water speed: 7 km/hr; maximum road range: 550
km; armament:1 x 90-mm gun, 1 x 7.62-mm machinegun
(coaxial), 1 x 7.62-mm machinegun (AA).

3.Strv 103B(S-Tank). Crew: 3; weight: 39,000 kg (85,995 Ibs);
power-to-weight ratio: 18.7 hp/ton; maximum road speed: 50
km/hr; maximum water speed: 6 km/ hr; maximum road range:
390 km; armament: 1 x 105-mm gun (autoloader), 2x 7.62-mm
machineguns (coaxial), 1 x 7.62-mm machinegun (AA).

4. BV-206 (Snow Vehicle). Crew & passenger capacities: 6-

Recognition Quiz °
(All vehicles are in service in the Swedish Army)

wers

front, 8-11-rear; amphibious; maximum speed: 55 km/hr;
variants-basic cargo, command & electronics, AT 90-mm gun,
AT TOW.

5. 8trv-102 (Centurion). Crew: 4; weight: 50,813 kg (112,042
Ibs); maximum road speed: 34.6 km/hr; maximum road range:
184.4 km; armament. 1 x 83.4-mm gun, 1 x 7.62-mm
machinegun {coaxial), 1 x 7.62-mm machinegun (AA).
6.155-mm Bandkanon 1A (SP Gun). (Photo shows prototype
chassis. Production chassis is S-Tank type). Crew: 6; weight:
53,000 kg (116,865 Ibs); maximum road speed: 28 km/hr;
maximum road range: 230 km; armament: 1 x 155-mmgun, 1 x
7.62-mm machinegun (AA).

(Prepared by SSG David L. Merryman, intelligence NCO, DCD,
Threat Branch, USAARMC, Fort Knox, KY.)
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INTRODUCTION TO
BATTLEFIELD EAPONS SYS-
TEMS & TECHNOLOGY, by R.G. Lee.

Brassey's Publishers, Oxford, England.
$29.50 Hardbound; $15.00 Softbound.

The Royal Military College of Science, UK,
conducts a series of military technical
specialist courses for the British Army and
Lee's book serves as the introductory test to
those courses. This volume is to be followed
by a nine-volume series keyed to chapters in
this book.

Introduction to Battlefield Weapons Sys-
tems & Technology is a conventional
textbook with self-test questions after each
chapter and the answers at the end of the
book. The chapters cover armored fighting
vehicles; logistic vehicles and bridging; guns,
mortars and rockets; ammunition; NBC;
small arms and cannons; control and com-
munications; surveillance and target acquisi-
tion; and guided weapons, including light an-
tiarmor weapons.

Lee'sbook is not only easy to read, but also
interesting. There are plenty of diagrams and
illustrations. It has commendably few errors,

The strong point is Lee's illuminating dis-
cussions in each chapter defining the sys-
tems and how the military plans to use those
systems.

Any serious student of the military arts
should read this book and the following vol-
umes. Any officer with a speciality in re-
search and development should buy those
parts that pertain to his, or her, area of in-
terest.

GEf D A. HALBERT
Captain, Mintary Intelligence
Fort Knox, KY

THE LIBERATORS: INSIDE THE
SOVIET ARMY, by Victor Suvorov
(Psued.). Hamish Hamilton Co., London.
1981.

This fascinating account of life in the Soviet
Army is written by a defector who served as a
young officer in tank and mechanized units
from 1967 through the early 1970s. He
graduated in 1967 from the Kiev Tank-
Technology School and trained on the then
new T-64 tank, took part in the famous 1967
Operation Dnieper summer manuevers (see
“lvan Has Training Problems’” May-June
1982 ARMOR), and participated in the 1968
invasion of Czechoslovakia.

The general trend of the book will be famil-
iar to readers of literature written by the
growing body of Soviet defectors. What
makes this account of interest to the armor
community is not so much the portrayal of
the stupidly brutal life of the Soviet soldier
and the corruption of the officer ranks, but
rather the details and opinions of the author
regarding the operational capabilities and
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shortcomings of t  inits in which he served.

According to “suvorov’, the T-64 was a
failure due to severe engine problems, a fact
confirmed by other defectors.

His account of 2 Dnieper maneuvers is
particularly intriguing, and he also points up
several of the operational entanglements of
the Czech invasion, especially when two
Soviet divisions nearly came to blows be-
cause the planners had inadvertently as-
signed both units the same objectives, the
same maps and the same routes.

STEVEN ZALOGA
Greenwich, CT

THE JEEP, by J.G. Jeudy and Marc
Tararine. Violo, Inc., 1981. 272 pages.
$21.95.

Three books have been printed in France
dealing with specific American trucks used in
Europe during World War . The first was on
the 2-ton, 6 x6 GMC model CCKW. The sec-
ond related to the %-ton 4 x4 Dodge WC
series. The third volume covers the ubiqui-
tous Jeep. Jean-Gabriel Jeudy, author of the
first two volumes, joined with M. Tararine to
produce an exceptional history of the Jeep. It
has over 500 illustrations, is carefully re-
searched and well written. The coverage in-
cludes the subject vehicle as well as its pred-
ecessors and successors. There are a few
errors of fact: e.g., it was the Dodge car that
achieved fame with Pershing in Mexico and
Europe, not the Ford. The Ford Model T
cross-country carof 1923 was nota4 x4. The
Howie "belly flopper’” had rear axle drive, not
front axle. This is perha  the best pictorial-
historical review of the MB/GPW series
Jeeps so far published.

FW. CRISMON
Major, Ordnance
Fort Knox, KY

AT THE GOING DOWN OF THE
SUN, by Oliver Lindsay. Hamish Hamilton,
N. Pomfret, VT. $25,00

situation faced by Allied prisoners of war held
by the Japanese in an overall view rarely, if
ever, before presented.

Allied prisoners were subjected to a wide
variety of treatment ranging from relatively
good through neglect to intentional brutality.
Poor nutrition, nonexistent or rudimentary
medical care, beatings, “'refined” interroga-
tions, overwork, and moves from camp to
camp in old, overcrowded, transport were
their general fate. Conditions in captivity
were grim, and first-hand accounts of prison-
ers graphically portray their existence under
the Japanese.

Included in the work are descriptions of the
Japanese occupation policy in Hong Kong
and the activities of British intelligence ef-
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At The Going Down Of The Sun detalls the

forts in China which had some support from
within POW camps near Hong Kong until the
Japanese penetrated the organization and
executed the members.

Lindsay admits that there can be no strict
comparison between Allied POWSs held by
the Japanese and those held by other Axis
powers. European POWSs were ofteninabet-
ter climate, better fed, not as overworked,
and had a greater life expectancy after re-
lease than did those held by the Japanese.
He does, however, draw some conclusions
based solely upon the Japanese experience.
Frequently British and Canadian POWs fared
better than their American counterparts and
this is attributed to the British regimental sys-
tem with its traditions and esprit de corps
which made discipline easier to enforce and
made teamwork for survival possible. Sec-
ond, the role of British and Commonwealth
NCOs has always been one of unquestioned
authority and since officers were frequently
separated from their men, everything de-
pended upon the NCOs doing their job. And
they did it superbly. The benefits that come
from a strong NCO corps are made quite
clear.

This book is an excellent study of leader-
ship and the effects of stress on individuals
and groups.

ROBERT STACY
Marlborough, MA

MIXED COMPANY: WOMEN IN
THE MODERN ARMY, by Helen Ro-
gan. G.P. Putnam’sSons, N.Y., 1981, $14.05.

Few iss 1e Army spark emotions
more than tne controversy over women in
the Army. Studies have been made and more
will follow and one can guarantee that they
will generate more controversy and resolve
few issues.

The same can be said of Ms. Rogan’s book.
But she did her homework, which is more
than most who involve themselves in the de-
bate.

She followed a coed basic training unit
through its course at Fort McClellan,
Alabama and she went to West Point to in-
terview the first female cadets. She talked
with women veterans of both World Wars,
including some female Army nurses who en-
dured capture in the Phillipines and impris-
onment by the Japanese.

The book is well-documented but probably
will not alter one’s opinion on the subject.

Her accounts of women in the military ser-
vices of different countries is very revealing.

Read the book, even though you may not
agree with Ms. Rogan. A clearer understand-
ing and appreciation of the role of women in
the Army is essential for Army leaders, re-
gardless of rank and sex.

FREDERICK W. SHIRLEY
Lieutenant Colonel, Armor
Ft. Knox, KY



Thirty nine years ago in July, 1943, the Battle of Kursk demonstrated that mobile,
protected firepower embodied in the tank was the wave of the future for victory in
land warfare. Yet, it was not too long ago with the improvements in antitank guided
missles, that the prophets of doom were forecasting the demise of the tank. They
compared it to the dinosaur, the Edsel, and other extinct creatures whose time had
come and gone. In grand headlines they declared it dead!

The tank, however, is alive and well, having risen like a Phoenix from the fires of
more recent conflicts. Few at the Battle of Cambrai in 1917, when tanks were used to
breach heavy defenses, could have foreseen the extraordinary mobility and armor
protection of the modern main battle tank. Twenty-six years later, at the Battle of
Kursk, few could have predicted the awesome firepower, speed and agility that ena-
bles today’s tanks to lead lightning thrusts against deep objectives. Far from extinc-
tion, the tank has become the primary land combat weapons system around which
the modern mechanized army is built. Its dominance as the key to land combat power
is evident from continual technological struggle between the forces of penetration
and those of protection focused on the tank.

The effects of technology go far beyond the penetration-protection struggle, how-
ever. It is offering the prospects of truly integrating the man with his machine by
enabling the machine to extend the crewmen’s senses beyond their natural limits. Itis
offering the prospects of gathering and collating battlefield and system information
that assist unit and crew leaders to fight more efficiently.

And itis improving maintenance through improved diagnosis and soon, prognosis
capability.

Like those at Cambrai and Kursk, few of us today can predict the evolution of armor.
What we can be assured of however is the survival of the tank and its dominance on
the battlefield for the foreseeable future. The tank will not follow the path of the
dinosaurs. Despite their size and ferociousness, those terrible beasts that dominated
the swamps and jungles of their primeval world, perished because their brains didn’t
match their brawn, while less hearty species survived. Such will not be the fate of the
tank, for technology will provide the means for the tank to adapt to future battlefield
environments however land warfare may envolve in the course of history. Good
shooting!

— N
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A Letter From The Editor

The results of our reader survey (March-
April 1982 issue) are pouring in. We are
pleased that so many readers are respond-
ing. And, we are even more pleased that so
many have taken the opportunity to provide
us with their written comments as well.

These comments have shown some
misconceptions existing about ARMOR
that need to be clarified for our readers.

Many have suggested that ARMOR use
full color photos and illustrations. We
would like to do so, but are restricted to
using two colors by Army Regulations.
Usually that means black for the type face
and one other color. Special permission
was obtained from DA to print the full-color
centerfold on the Soviet T-72 tank in the
November-December 1981 issue.

ARMOR did not arbitrarily reduce its
pages from 64 to 56. But, along with most
every other government periodical, was
forced to do so by policies imposed on the
Army Periodical Review Committee by the
Office of Management and Budget as a
means to save money. ARMOR offset the
page loss by tightening the copy.

The statement below “Old Bill”" in each
issue best describes the purposes of
ARMOR. It functions as the primary me-
dium available to Armor profe >nals in
the field to express their unotticial opin-
ions. ARMOR's constituency is, therefore,
extensive, encompassing active and re-
serve military, officer and enlisted, veteran
and retired; civilians, both DA and private
industry, as well as many for whom
armored vehicles and activities are a
consuming interest. In serving these many
and varied interests, we actively pursue the
best articles and professional thoughts
available, Jirrespective of their source.
Consequently, we do not levy Armored
Officer Advanced Course students for
articles, nor reject out of handthose by new
lieutenants without experience. Nor, dowe
accept, out-right, articles by senior officers.
Neither do we reject articles because they
dissent, nor, do we accept articles to
“punch someone’s ticket.” The vitality of
ARMOR as a thought-provoking journal
and its credibility among our constituents
are the results of that policy.

A criticism that has been noted is that
some of our articles are too technical. We
agree, and will attempt to simplify those
articles consistent with the technology
involved. We can’t escape the fact, how-
ever, that the future of armor is coupled to
the revolution in armor and weaponry
technology and we feel the obligation to
keep our readers informed of trends in that
field.

So far, the responses to the survey are
overwhelmingly positive. We are pleased
about that because, while published by the
Armor School, ARMOR does not belong to
the School, but, rather, to you in the Armor
Force whom we serve. It has been so since

2 ARMOR

1888 when its predecessor was first
published as the CAVALRY JOURNAL. And
it will remain so in the future. We on the
staff will continue to do our best to serve
your interests.

CHARLES R. STEINER, JR.
Major, Armor
Editor

German Tank Gunnery Lauded

Dear Sir:

The article,””German Tank Gunnery,"” by
Lieutenant Colonel Georg K. Schulze-
Buettger, was a superb, in-depth, and
chronological assessment of an extremely
successful gunnery program. (March-Aprit
1982 ARMOR). My personal thanks to
Lieutenant Colonel Schulze-Buettger for
responding to my request for this analysis.

The pertinent points that came through
clearly to me are the stabilization of crews,
crew and leadership training, and total
command involvement at the battalion
level in planning and conducting tank
gunnery.

Stabilization of crews in the U.S. Army
has normally been a problem recognized,
with very few satisfactory solutions forth-
coming. At present, the Army is attacking
the problem by fielding COHORT compan-
ies. The Department of the Army can only
solve part of the problem, the battalion,
company, or platoon must look to itself to
cut the majority of turbulence.

The German method of training beyond
advanced individual training (AIT) appears
to be similar to ours; i.e., progressive, with
crews attaining and mastering each level
before moving to the next. Of course, our
lack of stabilization prevents most crews
from moving through a yearly gunnery
program that includes a combined arms
table as the same crew. Hopefully,
standardization will be helpfulinimproving
this area. It also should be noted that the
COHORT companies have taken AIT to the
field for testing.

It appears that both countries are heavily
committed to the master gunner program,
with the U.S. tables of organization calling
for a fill in two of three platoons and the
Germans placing one in each platoon. My
feeling about the master gunner program is
that it is the best school the Army has. The
graduates of this program are the most
technically proficient NCOs | have had the
opportunity to work with. | feel that every
NCO should be required to pass this course
to hold the MOS. Probably should be
substituted for Armor NCOES.

Again, my thanks to Lieutenant Colonel
Schulze-Buettger for a professional article
that should provoke much thought in the
Army community.

JERRY A. THOMAS
Lieutenant Colonel, Armor
Fort Sheridan, IL
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Israeli Armor
Dear Sir:

| have been reading and enjoying
ARMOR for some years and | now have a
pertinent question that perhaps you can
answer.

Recent media coverage of the Israeli
invasion of Lebanon has uncovered a very
interesting modification to the U.S.-
supplied M60 tanks...the glacis and turret
sides are covered by some sort of boxes,
either ammo, storage or a form of spaced
armor plating. Also, the mantlet has
frontally arranged plates. The M48, the
captured 7-55 and 7-62 and, until recently,
the Centurion, have had no such changes
or additions to their basic armor. However,
the M60 has so many of these ‘boxes’
attached as to be almost unrecognizable.
Are these 'boxes’ equipment storage, or
increased armor protection, and what need
are they fulfilling?

As a military vehicle enthusiast and
modeler, | find this question highly interest-
ing. The American armor vehicle crews
should find it a basic matter of survival.

RICHARD W. ZAPH
Charleroi, PA

See letters concerning “Applique Armor”
and “Israeli Add-On Armor’ in this issue.
Ed.

YPR-765 Armament

Dear Sir:

In your Recognition Quiz in the May-
June 1982 issue of ARMOR Magazine, you
included the YPR-765. Your description of
this vehicle could lead to the (false)
conclusion that the AIFV is solely equipped
with a 12.7-mm machinegun.

Although some variants, like the com-
mand vehicle, the mortar vehicle, etc.,
mount a 12.7-mm machinegun, the basic
AIFV mounts a 25-mm cannon in a two-
man turret,

PETER A. FERRIG

Colonel, Royal Netherlands
Army, Liaison Officer

I TRADOC

Armor Officers Miss A Bet

Dear Sir:

The Armor School was founded after
WW Il on the concept that: Armor is more
than a branch. It is a state of mind whereby
a balanced team of arms and services work
together in a climate of equal importance
and equal prestige.

More than any other branch school, the
Armor School is based upon a combined-
arms approach. This requires armor offi-
cers to become generalists earlier in their
careers than officers of other branches.
Thus, the term “‘combat commander’” was
coined by the chief of the armored force in



1940. It has less one-branch connotation
than “brigade.”

| believe | read that only one-third of
armor officers subscribe to ARMOR Maga-
zine. If this is true, it is disappointing,
because | consider it to be a very profes-
sional magazine.

My army schooling ended with a short
course at Command and General Staff
School, but | do not believe my professional
studying and education stopped on 1
February 1940.

BRUCE CLARKE
General, USA
Retired

Vehicle Misidentified

Dear Sir:

While looking through the answers for
the Recognition Quiz in the May-June
1982 issue of ARMOR Magazine, | found
several errors in the description of #3, the
LVTP. This is the LVTP-7 with a range of
300 miles, road speed of 45 mph and a
water speed of 8.4 knots. These figures
differ from the description’s which give the
maximum range as 260 miles, 35 mph road
speed and 7 mph water speed. The biggest
error, however, is that #3 is not even an
LVTP, it is an LVTC-7A1, landing vehicle
tracked, command.

BRUNO A. deHARAK
PFC, USMC
Camp Ledeune, NC

Whither Airborne Armor?

Dear Sir:

As a former battalion XO of 4-68 Armor, |
read with interest Captain Bob MacKen-
zie's article {ARMOR September-October
1981) about the battalion, and Captain Guy
Swan'’s letter (ARMOR January-February
1982) concerning the demise of airborne
armor.

Although Captain Swan'’s predictions are
logical, | do not welcome them. The Armor
School no longer teaches the employment
of airborne armor, nor does Fort Knox train
Sheridan crewmen or turret mechanics.

In order to fill personnel requirements,
the battalion had to have a recruiter at Fort
Knox trying to encourage newly-enlisted
soldiers to volunteer for airborne duty and
eventual assignment to 4-68 Armor.

Obviously, DA personnel managers were
not interested, nor could they focus their
interests on one battalion’s problems, no
matter how unique the unit was, doctri-
nally.

Moreover, the battalion’s consistently
high availability rate of over 90 percent was
seldom easy to achieve.

On one occasion, | remember sweating
out a dearth of sprocket bolts that threat-
ened to deadline half the fleet because
bolts provided during the Product Improve-
ment Program (PIP) were defective, which
caused them to shear off during field
operations.

Captain MacKenzie's article emphasizes
all of the benefits the active force receives

from the airborne armor capability. So, why
hasn’t the Army seen fit to nurture this
capability and follow MacKenzie's logic?
Why can't its use be projected into the
future?

The answer lies in our philosophy of
arming the force and a shortage of money.
Airborne armor is not cost effective. Rapid
deployment force (RDF) planners see the
use of limited airframes best suited to
deploy light infantrymen and other equip-
ment. There are no extra bucks allotted to
build additional transport aircraft to move
specifically a light airborne armor force.
Even if there were sufficient funds, one
experienced in airborne armor employment
gets the distinct feeling that the generally-
held low opinion of the Sheridan among
armor knowledgeable officers would pro-
hibit greater use of the battalion by top-
level planners.

I wonder if anyone thought of using an
evolutionary approach to improving the
much maligned Sheridan? Certainly, the
aforementioned PIP did much to improve
the vehicle mechanically. Mounting a high-
caliber main gun on a light chassis,
combined with the more sensitive missile
system, caused most of the vehicle's
problems over sustained periods. Few
efforts to resolve fire control problems
generated by the Sheridan’s extraordinary
mix of weapons were noted at unit level.
Something more cost effective couid have
been accomplishedto improve the vehicle’s
potential worth to the Army rather than
issue this light tank to the Arkansas
National Guard, sell it to the Koreans, or
strip it down for use as an opposing force
vehicle at the National Training Center. I'm
not sure our nation has the money for the
type of weapons development that features
arequirement to demonstrate aremarkable
technological advance everytime off the
drawing board, instead of fine-tuning the
rolling stock already in the inventory and
developed at substantial costs.

Although Captain MacKenzie's article
demands the ear of high-level planners, itis
the reality of Captain Swan’s comments
that have been heard.

In spite of the special qualities inherent
in the concept of airborne armor, it seems
destined to remain a novelty to our top
planners and, as such, will not receive a fair
share of the budget to insure its survivabil-
ity.

THOMAS V. FLORES
Major, Armor
USMAAG, Lima, Peru

Applique Armor

Dear Sir:

| am inclosing a picture from my local
newspaper (Ventura, CA) of an lIsraeli
Centurian tank with applique armor and
triangular siugs of plating in the shot traps
along the top of the hull and at the turret
ring.

Additionally, "spacing plates’’ have been
applied to the gun mantel and in front of the
telescope opening and more applique
armor is shown along the frontal portion of
the turret.

ARMOR

Presumably the purpose of this addi-
tional armor is to counter chemical energy
weapons through providing standoff dis-
tance.

| recall that in WWII the Germans had a
similar program for their PkWI/I/ and PKWIV
tanks and some of their Tigers to counter
the effects of shaped-charge ammunition.

| also recall that there was a sand-
bagging program popular with U.S. tankers
using M4 Shermans to thicken up inade-
quate armor of that tank. | also recall that
General Patton forbad the use of sandbags
or any other type of add-on armor on the
premise that it put unwarranted stress on
the suspension system and generated a
lack of confidence on the part of crewmen
in their equipment.

The lIsraeli Army does not, apparently,
agree with General Patton.

| must wonder whether or not the tank
force managers have made any plans to
obtain some sort of applique kits for the
M60 series. Although the Chobham armor
on our new M7 Abrams is quite effective
against chemical energy rounds, the M60s
could apparently stand a little help in this
area.

JAMES SPENCE
Major, Armor
Ventura, CA

Density Altitude Typos

Dear Sir:

In reading my article which you pub-
lished in the May-June ARMOR Magazine,
| discovered the following typographical
errors:

{1) On page 8, column 2, line 5, the last
sentence should read, “This method is
useful to altitudes of 3,000 meters (10,000
feet).”

(2) On page 10, column 1, line 9, the line
should read : “...of just more than 3,000
meters {10,000 feet).”

Hopefully, those in a position to under-
stand the article will realize that the errors
are typos and that the message will get
through.

EMIL M. DULAR
Master Sergeant, Armor
Wausau, Wi

Israeli Add-On Armor?

Dear Sir:

The cover of Time magazine for 21 June
shows an Israeli tank in Lebanon. The tank
appears to be an American M60 series, or
an M48A5 . . . What is interesting about
the picture ts what appears to be add-on
armor. It would be interesting to know the
background and the performance of this
armor. Anything that can improve battle-
field survivability should be of interest to
the armor community.

The Israelis have also added side skirts to
many of their American-made tanks.
Fortunately (and unfortunately for Ameri-
can tankers) the Israelis do not seem overly
concerned about how something loockson a
vehicle, as long as it helps protect the crew.
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reduce the overall speed of the op¢  ion, which enables the
remaining elements to keep up using traveling overwatch.
Logistical support, too, must be planned for in advance, be-
cause our less mobile combat service support equipment can
not keep up with the M1s. So, to take advantage of the M1I’s
mobility, commanders at all levels must think faster, plan
ahead, simplify operations, and anticipate logistical re-
quirements.

The M1’s fire control system with its digital ballistic com-
puter, laser rangefinder, and improved stabilization system
greatly improves firing on the move; therefore, more vehi-
cles can be used in the maneuver force and less in the over-
watch element. More ammunition may be consumed by M1
units, which will create a logistical burden. The M1’s ther-
mal sights enable it to fire in darkness and through fog, rain,
snow, and smoke. Although some of these conditions degrade
the sight’s capabilities more than others, it is still a superb
new capability. Commanders must be thoroughly trained in
the M1 and its capabilities, and ensure their crews are
trained to employ the M1 to its full potential.

The M1’s low profile, special armor, improved fire control
system, greater speed and agility, turbine engine, automatic
fire detection and suppression system, and compartmented
fuel and ammunition, all add up to an unprecedented degree
of survivability. But again, crews and units must be trained
to take advantage of these capabilities or the M1 will per-
form only marginally better than the M60-series tank.

The Division 86 tank battalion is designed to enable the
battalion commander to integrate and fight the combined
arms battle, and the company commander to fight weapons
systems. Four companies give the battalion commander
greater flexibility to defend on two avenues of approach or
attack on two axes. This means the brigade commander
must analyze the situation to determine if the task force
should fight pure, balanced, or heavy in tanks or mechanized
infantry. Task organization based on the factors of METT
will often be accomplished at no lower than task force level
where there is a staff and logistical organization adequate to
employ and support a mix of weaponssystems. The task force
commander who task organizes to team level must ensure
that his subordinate units are adequately trained and sup-
ported for the employment of combined arms.

Doctrinally this means the company commander is a
leader-fighter, is less encumbered with the logistical effort,
and is totally familiar with the weapons systems of his com-
pany. Because of this additional flexibility, the company
commander must now know all aspects of the plan in a level
of detail that previously was known only to the battalion
commander. He must understand the battalion comman-
der’s intent and be prepared to continue the mission if com-
munications are lost. The tank company is smaller, which
increases the leader-to-led ratio, and is often employed with-
out attachments. The tank platoon is also smaller (four
tanks vs five) and organized to fight L entity, splitting
into sections only when absolutely necessary. The platoon
leader is also a leader-fighter who, in the absence of other
orders, leads his platoon using the wingman concept, mean-
ing "“follow me and do as I do.”

Continuous operations will strain command and control to
an unprecedented degree. That’s why it may often be neces-
sary for the S3 to remain with the command post and to work
closely with the S2, FSO, and other staff officers. Comman-
ders must ensure that necessary cross-training is ac-
complished to allow personnel to relieve each other for rest
during continuous operations. To accomplish this we have a
fighting executive officer at battalion and company level.
For example, during critical periods, the battalion comman-
der must be forward, of course, and mounted in his tank to
personally control the battle; but, by being in the second-
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most critical location on the battlefield, the bat  ion execu-
tive officer can relieve the commander during lulls to ensure
that he doesn’t become ineffective from a lack of rest. There-
fore, the headquarters company commander and battalion
staff must take a more active role in supervising logistics
operations, especially when the executive officer is forward
assisting the battalion commander in controlling the battle.

The Airland Battle, which employs the Army and other
services in the attack against enemy second echelon forces to
disrupt his command and control, delay him, and destroy his
logistics support, is another aspect of emerging doctrine that
requires considerable thought by commanders of M1 units.
To attack deep, commanders must have an effective plan for
relaying communications and providing logistical support
over long distances, possibly by aircraft, with both aircraft
and M1 tanks rearming and refueling at a forward area
rearm and refuel point.

With the introduction of more sophisticated night vision
devices, we have a much greater capability to operate at
night. Commanders must conduct reverse cycle training and
practice night operations to become proficient in the best
tactics and techniques. We can also take advantage of our
improved optics by using smoke more often. With the prolif-
eration of smoke grenade launchers and the advent of vehi-
cle self-screening smoke systems, we can now conduct smoke
operations concurrently with any other operation and suffer
little or no degradation in our own capabilities. However,
using smoke at the wrong time or place, or in the wrong
weather conditions, can be disastrous. Therefore, comman-
ders must be proficient in planning and conducting smoke
operations and soldiers must be well-trained to maneuver in
and fire through smoke.

Staffs must anticipate requirements and push supplies
forward based on the commander’s intent, with emphasis on
arming, fueling, fixing, and manning the systems forward.
The logistical and operational planning are accomplished
concurrently; therefore, if a portion of the operational plan
cannot be logistically supported, the commander can decide
to alter the plan or accept the risk. The tactical operations
center and the S1/S4 (Admin/Log Center) must communi-
cate more often to en : adequcte logistical support is
available and is being provided to the companies.

The changes I have mentioned give us a much greater
capability to conduct highspeed, offensively-oriented opera-
tions; but they also bring greater challenges in planning and
execution. All leaders must be thoroughly familiar with
their weapons systems and support operations to achieve the
best results during continuous operations. We must all seek
new ways to operate—not just transfer old ideas and
techniques to the new equipment and organizations.
TRADOC Training Text 71-1/2, The Abrams Battalion, was
mailed to all active duty tank battalions in April of this year.
In it we express much “how to” for the M1 tank and the
Division 86 tank battalion. However, don’t take it c
pletely at face value. Challenge us and be innovative. Tell us
how you do it so we can get your good ideas to others in the
field and make changes in manuals during draft stages. Mail
your comments to:

Commander

U.S. Army Armor Center
ATTN: ATZK-CSD-D
Fort Knox, KY 40121
























































































































The businesslike approach must be foresaken, at least
until NATO nations field sufficiently strong forces or de-
velop a sufficiently imaginative indirect offensive strategy
to win a business-as-usual war.

Given the current balance of forces and the NATO posture,
only unprecedented ferocity will buy the time we need. Only
an honest conviction in the soldier that he has the moral
fiber to fight to the bitter end, a determination that “the
other guy [l break first because I'm not going to break,
ever”, will produce the requisite ferocity.

Such is the Spirit of Victory our Army needs in the 1980s.

It is a most untraditional requirement, for an Army accus-
tomed to approaching war as an engineering project, to be
solved cold-bloodedly, with superior resources, ingenuity,
and soldiers who are everyday folks temporarily clad in
Army green.

Somehow we must find a way, within our democratic con-
text, to resurrect the dedication, self-sacrifice, and fury of
John Paul Jones.

If this seems to be asking U.S. soldiers to become suicide
fighters, that is a mistaken interpretation. For, as Sun Tzu
repeatedly remarks, it is the soldiers who reconcile them-
selves to self-sacrifice who are most likely to survive in war.
Those most anxious to preserve their lives, ironically
enough, are the very ones most likely to panic, become disor-
derly and die needlessly, Sun Tzu argues.

Even if Sun Tzu is right, priming American soldiers for
such fierceness is not a pleasant prospect. But neither is
losing World War III.

HARRY F. NOYES, III
Westland, MI

The Motor Sergeant

The motor sergeant’s job is not an easy job even under the
best of circumstances. However, when it is just a title, be-
stowed without regard to qualifications, it becomes an im-
possible series of daily tasks.

After analyzing a series of reports it is apparent to me that
a trend is developing. The average unit motor sergeant’s
rank is lower than authorized—sometimes as much as three
grades. Also, he or she generally lacks the necessary train-
ing and experience to be fully qualified for, and capable of,
filling that position.

This is not to infer that those filling the slot lack potential,
initiative, or drive. Most give it all they’'ve got—and more.
The problem is systemic and certainly not the fault of excel-
lent soldiers doing their very best. There is an apparent
shortage of experienced maintenance NCOs (available toun-
its) who are capable of immediately taking charge of a motor
pool. Far too many of our young motor sergeants are in an
on-the-job training (OJT) status, doing the job as they per-
ceive that it should be done. They have not been prepared,
however, for the responsibility of managing a motor pool.
Such a situation is demoralizing and creates frustration.

The motor sergeant is a vital middle manager in the
maintenance system. Filling existing motor sergeant vacan-
cies is usually considered a simple process. (Perhaps simplis-
tic is a better word.) The company commander needs one;
personnel cannot help hir he installation has all the
maintenance personnel it is authorized. So, the CO goes
down to the motor pool, taps the most experienced mechanic
on the shoulder and tells him he is now the motor sergeant.

Good solution? Yes, if the pick is a good one. Most often it is
the beginning of mayhem in the motor pool because it takes
management training to become a motor sergeant. Motor
sergeants should be made through training, not by an oral
order from the CO.

Consider some of the functions the position demands:

Shop layout. Anyone experienced in vehicle maintenance
can take one look at a motor pool and pretty well tell its

itional qualities. Work must flow in the shop just as
ethciently as it does in any other facility.

Work scheduling. Mechanics are mostly part-time work-
ers these days. A 50-percent wrench-turning availability has
become the norm. Experienced management can take up
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some of this slack. Lack of such training aggravates the situ-
ation.

Motor stables. This is the time set aside for the chain of
command to supervise sections, squads, platoons, and head-
quarters staff elements that are performing preventive
maintenance. Unfortunately, if anyone shows up at the
motor pool, the one expected to supervise is the motor
sergeant. And, when the unit fails an equipment mainte-
nance inspection, the motor sergeant is usually blamed. Dur-
ing motor stables, the motor sergeant is an advisor. He is an
invaluable part of the period, but not all of it.

Repair parts ordering and stockage. To effectively super-
vise a motor pool, an NCO must be able to reference techni-
cal publications, correctly identify needed parts, know how
and when to order them, and be thoroughly familiar with
prescribed load list (PLL) procedures. This takes training,
which is eventually returned to the unit—with dividends.

There’s an old saying that familiarity breeds contempt. It’s
surprising how many are familiar with the existence of TM
38-750, The Army Maintenance Management System
(TAMMS), but not with its contents. If a mechanic is ex-
pected to come out from under a vehicle and run a motor pool,
it would be wise to find out if he or she knows TM 38-750 from
cover to cover. This publication is the foundation of a sound
vehicle maintenance program.

Teacher. There is no formal instruction in the Army’s
school system to train motor sergeants and there are very
few installations that include this requirement in their
logistics training programs. We have survived over the years
because motor sergeants have traditionally trained their
own replacements. But they did not do so by limiting their
efforts to only the mechanical aspects of the job. TAMMS and
PLL clerks, as well, were included, as were a number of
officers.

But we still need a formal training school for motor
sergeants because the more we “make” motor sergeants, the
more we “break” the system. We must train motor sergeants
to qualify for the job, not merely appoint them—and hope for
the best.

The motor sergeant job list above is not all inclusive. You
can probably add a few more, but it’s easy to lift a pencil and
be critical. What we need are solutions; things that can be



done to get us away from the crisis, quick-fix, temporary
solutions we now have.

Aberdeen is to be commended on initiating the organiza-
tional maintenance supervisors’ (motor sergeants’) course. It
fills a very real need in units. As for course content, it should
include the following:

¢ Motor pool management

¢ Recovery

¢ Repair parts ordering and stockage

¢ Use of technical publications

« TAMMS

¢ Techniques of leadership.

I would offer these considerations for eligibility. Let E4s
attend the course as a reenlistment option or place them on

TDY while enroute to a new duty station.

If that approach is considered too costly, contract out a
training package to the civilian educational institutions that
now provide logistics training at installations. Also, there
are probably enough trained, retired maintenance personnel
around who would jump at the opportunity to impart their
hard-won knowledge—knowledge based on experience.

I'll end with a plea. Give some ambitious soldiers a break.
Those who are willing to take over a motor pool not only
exhibit the initiative needed in maintenance, but are also
much needed in the Army.

THOMAS H. FLETCHER
Lieutenant Colonel
Chamblee, GA

A Jump TOC for Command and Control

An armored battalion commander must provide for the
control of the battle in spite of the fact that his tactical opera-
tions center (TOC) will be expected to move at a moment’s
notice, if it is to avoid enemy harassing fires and direction
finding techniques.

To accomplish this he has two assets when displacing the
TOC. They are the Headquarters and Headquarters Com-
pany, and Combat Support Company (HHC and CSC) com-
manders. Once the battalion deploys, the various platoons of
the HHC and CSC are either under battalion control or are
attached to the line companies.

Traditionally, the armored battalion will use at least one
of these two commanders as the officer in charge (OIC) of the
TOC, or commandant. This task usually goes to the HHC
commander since it is his soldiers that man the TOC and it is
his equipment being used. The CSC commander is usually
given jobs ranging from combat outpost commander in the
area defense, to base of illuminations commander during
night operations since the assets for these tasks come from
his company. The varied nature of the equipment under the
control of the CSC commander makes him a rover, like a
roving linebacker in football defense.

There is a system by which the CSC commander can
monitor the activity of his sub-elements and provide the bat-
talion command group with valuable assistance inits control
of the battle. In the 4-37th Armor, the CSC commander is the
controller of the “jump” TOC and a member of the command
group for the battalion’s field operations. In this role he is
responsible for the tactical organization, displacement, and
control of the jump TOC.

Jump TOC Concept. In addition to providing an auxiliary
command center for the battalion during the displacement of
the main TOC, the jump TOC also provides the commander
with an outpost through which he can tactically command
the unit as far forward as possible.

The jump TOC provides this continuous control by being
forward of the main TOC in relation to the battle and by
maintaining constant radio contact with the main TOC and
the maneuver units. The jump TOC is, in fact, a smaller
version of the main TOC and provisions must be made for it
to duplicate the efforts of the main TOC if it becomes neces-
sary. The officer in charge must stay abreast of the battle to
facilitate an instantaneous handoff of command and control
from the main TOC. The main TOC normally displaces at

least once or twice during a 24-hour period, so that it is not
unusual for the jump TOC to assume net control respon-
sibilities for hours at a time.

The jump TOC is an independent agency that must pro-
vide its own security and logistical support, and deploy sepa-
rately from the main TOC. In this vein, it is better to support
the jump TOC through the assets of the CSC, which relieves
the HHC from this requirement and permits it to devote its
full effort to the responsibility to support the main TOC.

Jump TOC Composition. In the 4-37th Armor the jump
TOC is made up of the command tank section, a personnel
carrier from the CSC and, when feasible, the jeeps of the
battalion commander and the CSC commander. These vehi-
cles are manned by their regular crews, while the CSC nor-
mally takes one scout crew in the personnel carrier. This
small mobile group comprises the auxiliary center that
moves with the commander when he is not with the main
TOC. Each vehicle has its specific purpose and the loading
plans for these vehicles are based on the mission of mobility
and backup control of the battle.

Though the jump TOC is designed to be small and mobile,
it must contain some rudimentary items to accomplish its
mission. It must have the radio capability to maintain con-
tact on the secure brigade and battalion command nets. The
TOC also must have situation maps and other graphics to
depict the battle so that the commander has the most up-to-
date information available in making tactical decisions from
that location.

The tanks of the jump TOC (usually two) come from the
HHC command group vehicles. They are manned by the bat-
talion commander and his crews, and an HHC tank crew.
The personnel carrier is the CSC commander’s tracked vehi-
cle specially modified for the purpose of being the control
center of the jump TOC. This M113A1 is outfitted with a
two-net transceiver capability, with one net secured and one
auxiliary receiver. The nets monitored on this track are: the
brigade command, the battalion command, and either the
battalion administrative/logistic net or the firing frequency.
The CSC commander normally commands the personnel
carrier and is assisted by a sergeant from the scout platoon.
The vehicle also carries a large plywood map board with
several overlays to be used to depict current battle situations
and unit dispositions.

When the jump TOC is not forward of the main TOC, it
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integrates into the security plan of the main TOC. Whenitis
forward, the vehicle crews provide local security, and the
tanks cover likely enemy avenues of approach. The carrier
employs a modified M577 extension to provide alight-secure
working area and briefing tent for the commander. In a sta-
tic situation, the jump TOC can deploy a small general pur-
pose tent for sleeping if it is required to operate at extended
periods away from the main TOC.

Jump TOC Operations. The CSC commander is responsi-
ble for the movement of the jump TOC and instructions for
this movement normally are issued in the initial operations
orders while the command group is still situated with the
main TOC. Once the order is released, the CSC commander
conducts a map reconnaissance and selects likely forward
sites for the placement of the jump TOC. The normal consid-
erations are taken into account with emphasis on the radio
siting, overhead concealment, and defensibility. If possible, a
ground reconnaissance is conducted by the CSC commander
or his scout assistant. During this time, the jump TOC OIC is
also looking for supplemental sites for the main TOC and
advising the main TOC OIC of their location.

Before the order is executed, the jump TOC moves into the
site most likely to promote communication between it, the
main TOC, and the maneuver units. The new position is
reported to the main TOC and the jump TOC begins to
monitor the battle.

The CSC commander’s job is more than that of a glorified
radio operator. He must maintain situation maps, be pre-
pared to assume net control responsibilities, and answer for
the commander on both the battalion and brigade command
nets since the commander can only transmit and receive on
one net at a time if he is in his tank. Having a scout crew on
the personnel carrier gives the jump TOC OIC a scout NCO,

who is familiar with operations, and who can act as an assis-
tant.

As the battle progresses, it may be necessary for the com-
mander to go forward and personally assess the situation.
This is when the mobility of the jump TOC becomes valuable
by permitting the commander to move about the battlefield
in a combat vehicle and have all the assets immediately
available to him for controlling the battle and making deci-
sions based on as much information as possible.

The jump TOC system as practiced by the 4-37th Armor
has become a battle drill and has proved its usefulness to the
battalion commander. While acting as the jump commander,
the CSC commander can monitor the employment of the
assets of his own company, advise the battalion commander
on their employment, and monitor the execution of their
assigned missions. This makes for smart, aggressive, de-
ployment with all commanders deeply involved in the opera-
tion. A prime example of the value of this system occurred
during a recent battalion Army Training and Evaluation
Program exercise. During the attack phase, the comman-
der was travelling ahead of the jump TOC as it was moving
with the advancing armored forces. The commander was
“killed” by enemy fire. This event normally may not have
come to the attention of the main TOC for some while; but it
was SOP that if the commander did not answer the net im-
mediately, then the jump TOC personnel took over control of
the battle and supplied information to the main TOC. This
occurred without delay, with the CSC commander control-
ling the battle until the S3 and, later, the XO, could come
forward from the main TOC and be handed the battle with no
disruption of control.

DAVID HEATH, JR.
Captain, Armor
Fort Knox, KY

Tank Gunnery and The Training Dilemma

There has been a great deal of discussion lately on the
necessity and ability of the Army’s Reserve Components to
adequately train and meet the requirement to “flesh out” the
force. In Armor, we are faced with the challenge of insuring
that Reserve Component (RC " sof Armor are trained to
meet the stan  ds set for wel ned Armor crewmen and
leaders who are tactically ana technically proficient. It is
with that requirement that a training dilemma emerges.

The guide for RC training is Forces Command
(FORSCOM) Regulation 350-2. As currently written, Ap-
pendix B, “Reserve Component Weapons Qualification and
Familiarization,” states, “The armor unit gunnery program
is the first priority training requirement for armor and ar-
mored cavalry units” ... and most armor leaders would
agree that tank gunnery is the single most important con-
tribution a tank crew can make to the battle. However, the
statement continues by noting, “Gunnery must be integ-
rated with Soldier's Manual (SM) and Army Training and
Eva ion Programs (ARTEP) training to provide a
rour orogram.” Now, here’s the rub. A well-rounded pro-
gram oriented to the SM and ARTEP requires a well-trained
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armor crewman, The SM for 19E skill level 1 or 2 identifies
102 common tasks and 50 duty tasks that an armor crewman
should be able to perform to standard, if he is to be basically
trained and MOS-qualified. Of the 152 tasks required, 32 are
dire _to tank gunner; kills that would be
requireu w provide a “qualifiec n. At skill level 3,
some additional gunnery related tasks are required by the
tank commander, but these are basically position-specific
skills, reflecting the fact that skill levels 1 or 2 contain all
that is necessary to shoot the gun effectively. With these
points in mind, let’s look at the dilemma we face.

As mentioned earlier, the armor unit’s tank gunnery
program has been identified as the “first priority training
requirement.” Along with this requirement comes the pres-
sure on unit commanders to provide “qualified” tank crews
during inactive duty training (IDT) and annual training
(AT)periods. As a result of this pressure, the focus of a major-
ity of training is directed at the tank gunnery program. This,
in itself, is not bad until we bump off the total time available
to RC units to train in all areas related to tank crew profi-
ciency. Under the current system, each RC unit in addition



toits 2-week AT (minimum 88 hours) participates in 48 paid
drills during the training year. Each of these unit training
assemblies is 4 hours in duration and is combined into a
multiple unit training assembly 16 hours in length
(MUTA-4). As a minimum, there are 280 hours available to
the RC unit throughout the training year and while that
number represents the minimum amount of time available,
it is a number that closely matches the total actual time
available to the unit to train. A problem begins to develop
when it is understood that included in the 280 hour figure is
the time required for personnel and logistical requirements
that must be administered at company level. The amount of
time it takes to satisfy such requirements will differ from
unit to unit and therefore, it is impossible to determine
exactly how much is sacrificed, but any soldier that has ever
been assigned to a company understands the importance and
necessity of spending this time, especially when the unit
members are only available a total of 16 hours a month. So
given a well-thought out and flawlessly executed training
plan, it is clear that sometimes less than 192 hours is availa-
ble at home station (less than 88 hours of AT) to cover the 152
SM tasks and insure the ability of the soldier to perform
those tasks to standard.

With the number of hours available, and the emphasis
placed on tank gunnery, it is clear that any unit attempting
to maintain a balanced training program is forced into focus-
ing its attention on gunnery. The results can be anticipated;
less than standard performance on a majority of the SM
skills required of an armored vehicle crewman. Coupled with
this realization is that in addition to generally weak
performance in SM tasks not related to gunnery, the gun-
nery program itself may fall short of the qualifications stan-
dards prescribed in FM 17-12. The reader should note that
this is not an indictment of the soldier’s ability or willingness
to train, but rather of the “training philosophy” that drives a
program beyond the limits of what can reasonably be ac-
complished within the time, space, and monetary con-
straints of reality. Now we have the dilemma; too much time
devoted to tank gunnery, not enough time on other training
skills.

A proposal for consideration in resolving the dilemma
would change the wording and intent of FORSCOM 352-2 by
reducing the annual tank gunnery requirement from qual-
ification to what can be best described as integrated tank
crew familiarization including a familiarization run on Ta-
bles VII A and B. (The term integrated tank crew familiari-

zation is appropriate since mini-tank ranges are stationary
and remove the driver from tank gunnery. Furthermore, the
subcaliber tables do not make full use of loaders.) Remove
the pressure to “qualify” annually and you have removed a
significant training burden from the reserve component unit
commander. Note that this approach in no way eliminates
the requirement to have tank crews shoot both subcaliber
and main gun tank tables annually; the approach is de-
signed to bring the gunnery requirement into perspective as
a training requirement. With tank crews shooting mini-tank
ranges at home station and main gun tank tables during
IDT/AT, the commanders could restructure their training
into a more rounded program intended to cover all SM re-
quirements.

The most obvious question is, “when do RC tank crews
“qualify” to the standards set in FM 17-12?” This require-
ment could be met during the post-mobilization training
period that is utilized to fine tune RC units prior to deploy-
ment. If the unit has trained up to standard on 120 of the 152
SM tasks required, and is familiar with the 32 gunnery
specific tasks, it should take a minimum amount of time to
qualify tank crews to the standards required. It seems logical
to concentrate our effort on 21 percent of our training re-
quirement after mobilization, rather than try to qualify a
majority of the soldiers on 79 percent of what it takes to
survive and accomplish the mission on the battlefield.

Once again, it should be stated that not all observations
and recommended solutions apply equally in all cases. There
will always be the exceptional unit that can train to standard
and produce outstanding armor crewman in the time avail-
able, as well as the unit that lacks adequate training time
after mobilization to allow modification in training stan-
dards, and their needs and requirements must be handled on
a case by case basis. Tailoring training to the unit’s needs,
rather than the blind acceptance of an unachievable training
philosophy is what is needed to produce results.

Armor leaders and senior commanders must face the fact
that if we are to successfully apply the firepower, mobility,
and shock effect of all our armored units, then we must focus
our training and attention on those skills so vital to getting
to the first battle position successfully. Without those skills,
we may well never get any opportunity to fire a shot.

MARC A. KING
Major, Armor
Fort Lewis, WA

1. AMX VCA1. (ICV)Crew: 3 plus 10 infantry; Weight: 15,000
kg (33,075 Ibs); Power-to-weight ratio: 16.66 hp/ton; Maxi-
mum road speed: 65 km/h; Maximum road range: 350-400 km;
Armament: 1 x20-mm cannonor 1 x12.7-mm machinegunor 1
x 7.62-mm/7.5-mm machinegun.

2. AMX-10P(ICV). Crew: 3 plus 8 infantry; Weight: 14,200 kg
(31,311 Ibs); Power-to-weight ratio: 19.71 hp/ton; Maximum
road speed: 65 km/h; Maximum road range: 600 km;
Armament: 1 x 20-mm cannon, 1 x 7.62 machinegun, 2 smoke
dischargers.

3. PANHARD EBR (heavy armoredcar). Crew: 4; Configura-
tion: 8 x 8; Weight: 13,500 kg (29,767 Ibs); Power-to-weight
ratio; 14.81 hp/ton; Maximum road speed: 105 km/h;
Maximum road range: 650 km; Armament: 1 x 30-mm gun (FL-
11 turret) 1 x 7.5-mm machinegun (coaxial), 1 x 7.5-mm
machinegun at each driver’s position (2).

Recognition Quiz Answers

Submitted by SSG David L. Merryman, Intelligence NCO, DCD (Threat) USAARMC.

4. AMX-10RC (recon vehicle). Crew: 4; Weight: 15,800 kg
(34,839 Ibs); Configuration; 6 x 6; Power-to-weight ratio: 17.72
hp/ton; Maximum road speed: 85 km/h; Maximum water
speed 7.2 km/h; Armament: 1 x 105-mm gun, 1 x 7.62-mm
machinegun {coaxial).

5. PANHARD AML (recon vehicie). Crew: 3; Configuration:
4 x 4; Weight: 5,500 kg (12,127 Ibs); Power-to-weight ratio:
16.36 hp/ton; Maximum road speed: 90 km/ h; Maximum road
range: 600 km; Armament: 1 x 90-mm gun, 1 x 7.62-mm
machinegun (coaxial), 2 x 2 smoke dischargers.

6. AMX-13 (tight tank). Crew: 3; Weight: 15,000 kg (33,075
Ibs); Power-to-weight ratio: 16.66 hp/ton; Maximum road
speed: 60 km/h; Maximum road range: 350-400 km; Arma-
ment: 1 x 90-mm gun, 1 x 7.5-mm or 7.62-mm machinegun
(coaxial). Optional for AA: 1 x 7.5-mm machinegun.
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Officer Terms Clarified

The new Defense Officer Personnel Management Act
(DOPMA) was signed into law in September 1981 and many
terms relating to officer management have been clarified by
MILPERCEN. The act will be fully implemented by Sgp-
tember 1982. According to MILPERCEN officials, a number
of Army Regulations dealing with officer promotions, re-
tirements, accessions and other matters are being revised.

Some of the officer terms involved include:

Officer—a commissioned or warrant officer, unless other-
wise specified.

Regular Army (RA)—Those persons whose continuous
service on active duty is governed by law. At present thereis
a limit of 63,000 RA officers in the Army.

U.S. Army Reserve (USAR)—All Reserve Component of-
ficers who are not members of the Army National Guard.
Some USAR officers may be on active duty, and some of these
may be on the active duty list (ADL) (See below.)

Army National Guard of the United States (ARNGUS)—
Reserve Component officers who are members of the Army
National Guard. Again, some of these may be on active duty,
and some may be on the ADL.

Army of the United States Without Component (AUS)—
Consists of officers not assigned to a component, such as RA,
USAR, or ARNGUS. Before DOPMA, the AUS provided a
means for temporary appointment of officers to fill Army
grade requirements. With DOPMA, however, commissioned
officers will normally not receive AUS appointments.

Temporary Appointment—Appointment or promotion in
the AUS. Generally applies to warrant officers only.

Permanent Appointment—With DOPMA, all commis-
sioned officer promotions will be permanent promotions in a
component: RA, USAR, or ARNGUS. Also, an officer can be
in only one component at a time.

Active Duty List (ADL)—A list of commissioned officers,
by seniority, serving on active duty. Some categories of offi-
cers are not on the ADL, such as USAR officers on active
duty for training.

Promotion Zone—An eligibility category defined by an
announced range of dates of rank. It consists of commis-
sioned officers from the ADL, and in the same grade and
competitive category.

Date of Rank (DOR)—The date on which an officer was
appointed to a particular grade.

Competitive Categor group of commissioned officers
competing for promotion. L'hese categories include Army of-
ficers in specialties 00 through 54, and 69 through 97. Also,
chaplains, medical, dental, and legal officers are included.

Active Guard/Reserve (AGR)—Applies to USAR and
ARNGUS officers on fulltime duty (over 179 days) who pro-
vide fulltime support to the Reserve Components. This term
replaces “statutory” and “long tour” as they pertained to
training and fulltime duty. AGR commissioned officers, it
should be noted, are not reflected on the ADL.

Enlisted Preference Statement
AR 614-200 requires that each soldier submit an Enlisted

Prefere : State it within 3C s of his promotion to
f sergeant.
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The following information on the Enlisted Preference
Statement is not available anywhere else and is necessary to
the assignment process:

¢ Duty position preference (troops, staff, instructor,
ROTC, ARMR, Full Time Manning, 1SG)

¢ Service schools desired (Drill Sergeant, Recruiter, 1SG
Course, etc.)

¢« Number and ages of dependents

+ Unique assignment considerations (joint domicile, sole
parent, special dependent care requirements, etc.)

» Typing ability

» Remarks by soldier concerning specific assignments de-
sired and for which he is qualified.

The Enlisted Preference Statements now at the Career
Management Individual File (CMIF) for soldiers in grades
E6 through E8 range from 1 to 9 years out of date. You can
influence the assignment process by ensuring that your cur-
rent DA Form 2635 is on file with Branch. You can further
assist in your future assignments by ensuring that at least
one of your first three choices is to a command with a high-
density armor population. This holds true for divisional in-
stallations in CONUS, Germany, Korea, Hawaii, and
Panama, and Alaska for CONUS tours.

Route your completed—and signed, Preference Statement
through your PAC and MILPO so that your assignment
preference can be recorded on DA Form 2-1 and the Enlisted
Master File as well.

Files on soldiers in grades E1 through E5 are not main-
tained at Branch. If you are within this grade spread, your
preferences are available to Branch through the Enlisted
Master File which is updated when you screen your DA
Form 2-1.

Enlisted Assignments Branch,
Infantry/Armor Branch

LTC Richard C. Pahland, Chief, Infantry/Armor Branch
MSG Leonard L. Cook ............. SR Career Advisor
SFC (P) Robert Way . . .Professional Development NCO
SFC Philip M. Schaffer Professional Development NCO
Ms. Velda Fisher .......... Schools/Reclas Coordinator
Ms. Zilpha Pinkney ........... Assignment Supervisor
Mr. Jerry Brown .......... E7/8 Assignment Manager
Ms. Dianne Miller ..E6 CONUS Assignment Manager
Ms. Mulvina Dean ...... E6 O/S Assignment Manager
Mr. David Groome .. ... E1-5 O/S Assignment Manager
Mrs. Jean Picco ...E1-5 CONUS Assignment Manager

Address
Commander, MILPERCEN
ATTN: DAPC-EPK-I
2461 Eisenhower Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22331

Telephone N e
AUTOVON 221-8071/R072/¢
Commercial (202) 325-8 /80






DEUTSCHES MILITAR ARCHIV,
loose leaf, $8 per issue. GE Archiv Verlag,
3300 Braunschweig Kosherstraze 2, Ger-
many.

The high interest, not only in Germany,
given to military matters, traditions and his-
tory, prompted the publishers to begin a his-
tory of the German soldier from an objective
and critical point of view. The series is com-
piled by military historians and the publishers
did not restrict them to purely military de-
scriptions, but also looked at contemporary
history. This is where the real value of the
collection lies.

The collection is subdivided into five parts
entitled, The Military, The Soldier in Service
and Society, Weapons, Tactics, Strategies,
The Uniform in the Change of Time, and
Wars, Battles, Encounters.

Beginning in February 1981, five new col-
lection sheets have been issued each month
and a binder is available. This publication will
attract military buffs, historians and laymen.
Highly recommended.

WOLFGANG GERHARDT
Brigadier General, GS
German Army

THE AMERICAN THREAT: NA-
TIONAL SECURITY & FOREIGN
POLICY, by James L. Payne. Lytton Pub-
lishing Co., College Station, TX. 1981. 344
pages. $7.95.

Payne labels his book an analysis of inter-
national relations and US foreign policy. The
central feature of his analysis is relationships
"‘on the basis of threats of war.”” To support
his thesis, he takes us through what he terms
appeasement theory; examples of US suc-
cesses and failures in the application of na-
tional threat. What Payne is really serving is
deterrance theory under a different name.

On balance, Payne fails to make a convinc-
ing argument for his analytical framework.
Flaws notwithstanding, those whose in-
terests lie in deterrance and decisionmaking
will findt  w~orth t time.

COLONEL WILLIAM M. STOKES, Il

Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Washington, DC

EISENHOWER'S LIEUTENANTS;
THE CAMPAIGNS OF FRANCE
AND GERMANY, 1944-1945, by Rus-
sell F. Weigley. University of Indiana Press,
1981. 800 pages. $22.50.

Eisenhower’s Lieutenants, a new study of
Allied generaiship from Normandy to final vic-
tory in Europe, synthesizes much of Weig-
ley's earlier work and combines it with
painstaking research to produce what may
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well emerge as the definitive work on the
subject.

Technically a study of Allied generalship,
this is actually more a study of Amerian gen-
eralship. Allied contributions and generalship
are not brushed aside. Montgomery, for
example, receives a particularly careful and
balanced examination. But, Weigley de-
monstrates that the final compaigns across
France and Germany were mostly American
in degree of participation and almost totally
American in strategy and operations. His
conclusions are provocative. American gen-
eralship is rated competent, but overly cauti-
ous. Bolder, more audacious, generalship, he
argues, might well have shortened the war.
More importantly, he suggests that the
American way of war was flawed. With com-
bat formations mobile, but lacking in sus-
tained power, Eisenhower’s lieutenants pur-
sued a strategy of direct confrontation with
the German Army. The result, says Weigley,
was that victory reflected more the prepon-
derance of American materiel than the bril-
lance of American generalship.

Readers interested in the tactics of the
breakout and pursuit across Europe are pro-
vided an engrossing, richly-detailed cam-
paign history. Those interested in a more
theoretical analysis of the American way of
war will be equally satisfied. Only the very
mediocre collection of supporting maps de-
tracts from this volume.

Professionals will find this book particularly
important since Weigley's conclusions raise
disturbing questions about the inadequacies
of American wartime doctrine. On the Euro-
pean battlefields, the preponderance of
American materiel offset those doctrinal
shortcomings. But no such luxury exists to-
day. This book should be read and studied by
every serious military student.

CHARLES F. BROWER
Major, USMA

AMMUNITION (INCLUDING
GRENADES AND MINES), Brassey's
Battlefield Weapons Systems & Technology,
Volume IHl, by K.J.W. Goad and D.H.J.
Halsey, Pergamon Press, Inc., 1982,
Elmsford, New York. $17.50

This well written and liberally illustrated
volume is a primer on the requirements,
methods of operation, design principles and
brief history of various kinds of ammunition
including kinetic energy, HEAT, and antitank
mines. It is for the young army officer and
NCO who desires further knowledge in mili-
tary weapons. The self-test questions follow-
ing each chapter are an additional value.
However, the glossary is more readable to
UK readers, but will be useful to US readers.

The technical content is concise but avoids
formulas and lengthy tables. It lacks, how-
ever, a bibliography. Even so it is highly rec-
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ommended for all military personnel who de-
sire an overview to ammunition and its ef-
fects. However, those who have access to
the US Army Research and Development or
Materiel Engineering Design Handbooks
(AMCP 706-Series), are advised to consult
those handbooks for precise detail and useful
reference material.

JOSEPH E: BACKOFEN, JR.,
Battelle’s Columbus Laboratories
Columbus, OH

THE MILITARY: THEORY OF LAND
WARFARE AS BEHAVIORAL SCI-
ENCE by Harry Holbert Turney-High. Chris-
topher Publishing House, West Hanover,
Mass. 1981. 320 pages. $12.00 paperback.

This anthropological approach to the study
of warfare considers history, psychology
political science and economics.

The historical nature of man in conflict is
fully explored as one form of human behavior
and the reader is compelled to reflect on the
motivation of those faced with the uncertain
future in battle. The effects of tactical and
technical revolution are well addressed as
they relate to human behavior. Also, the
meaning of professionalism and all it entails
is given much attention, and such demands,
and how soldiers have reacted to them are
demonstrated. The use of mercenaries is
presented as well as how they perceive
themselves and how they are seen by soci-
ety in general.

The Military is well documented and pro-
vides interesting reading about the most chal-
lenging of human endeavors.

SFC ROBERT CORDELL
Teaching Associate
USACGSC, Ft. Leavenworth KS

THE SIXTH PANZER DIVISION
by Helmut Ritgen. Osprey Publishing, Ltd.,
London. 1982. (German)

The organization, equipment, battle ac-
tions, leaders and units of the 6th Panzer Di-
vision are the subject of this superb little book
of text and first rate photographs from the
author’s own files. Colonel Ritgen com-
manded tank units in Russia and the West
from his commissioning in 1938 until his cap-
ture in the Ruhr Pocket. He has had an equally
distinguished career with the FGR Bundes-
wehr.

The book is an excellent account of how
various changes in armor organizations af-
fected the lower level units of the
Wehrmacht. It is highly recommended for
armor students.

DONN A. STARRY

General, USCINCRED
McDill AFB, FL






























































































































CC A elements were deployed as
shown on map 1, and on corps maps it
must have looked ideal. Unfortunately,
Fredendall and the corps staff did not
really appreciate the terrain. The two
hill masses were not mutually support-
ing; in fact, they were approximately 8
km apart. Therefore, instead of two
mutually supporting battalion
strongpoints guarding the exits from
Faid Pass, 1st AD merely had two iso-
lated outposts in the desert; and the
mist and fog of February’s weather
compounded the problem.

The German Plan. About to de-
scend upon these outposts were two
veteran Panzer divisions. These divi-
sions, the 10th and 21st, were com-
manded in this operation by the Chief
of Staff Fifth Panzer Army, General
Heinz Ziegler, Ziegler’s scheme of
maneuver for this effort, code-named
Fruehlingswind (Spring Wind), called
for 10th Panzer to attack Sidi Bou Zid
directly through Faid Pass. Mean-
while, the 21st Panzer would emerge
from Maizla Pass, about 15 miles to the
south (the area screened by the 1st
AD’s, 81st ARB), swing behind the U.S.
position at Sidi Bou Zid, and strike it
from the rear. If all went well, the U.S.
armored CC in the area would be
caught and crushed in the pincer
movement.

10th Panzer, commanded by Gen-
eral Fritz von Broich, was a proud and
veteran formation. Instrumental in
Guderian’s famous breakthrough at
Sedan in May 1940, it had long years of
experience in France and Russia before
being transferred to Africa. For this op-
eration, however, because of the lack of
full support given this maneuver by the
army commander, the division would
consist of only four maneuver battal-
ions and one heavy tank company (Mk
VI Tigers), reinforced by antitank and
artillery units. Von Broich divided this
force into three brigade-sized
kampfgruppen (KG) (battlegroups).

The first unit to attack would be KG
Gerhardt, consisting of a reinforced
tank battalion and a reinforced
mechanized battalion, which would
exit the pass, swing north around the
northern hill guarding the exit (Djebel
Lessouda), and strike the U.S. position
from the rear (map 2). The second
group, KG Riemann, consisting of a
mechanized battalion (heavily rein-
forced with engineers, additional in-
fantry, and antitank units), and the
heavy tank company, would follow KG
Gerhardt but continue straight up the
road to Sbeitle and strike the U.S. posi-
tion from the front. The third group,
consisting of a motorcycle battalion,
plus the divisional engineers and an-
titank units, would be in reserve.

21st Panzer had been the first Ger-
man division in Africa and had perhaps
more desert experience than any for-
mation on either side. For this opera-
tion, it was under the command of Col-
onel Hans Hildebrandt and contained
the equivalent of seven maneuver bat-
talions.®? Hildebrandt organized two
KGs: KG Stenkhoff, (armor-heavy with
two tank and one mechanized battal-
ions), would execute the planned left
hook, swinging all the way around the
U.S. position to attack the rear (map 2)
and KG Schuette (with one tank and
one mechanized battalion) would drive
due north and strike Sidi Bou Zid from
the south. The 21st Panzer’s flank
would be guarded by a reconnaissance
battalion, and nonmotorized elements
of the division—approximately a bat-
talion in strength—were to hold Faid
Pass until Sidi Bou Zid was reached by
the rest of the division.

The plan was set to commence on 14
February. If all went well, nine rein-
forced German battalions would strike
CC A, 1st AD from all sides and destroy
it.

The Battle. CC A, 1st AD com-
manded by Brigadier General
Raymond E. McQuillan, recognized the

2168+ RCT
21 1 Inf
G3/1st AR (Med Tks)
Rcn Coflst AR
Pit/A/701st TD Bn
GM91st AFA

3/1st AR (+)
A/701st TD Bn (—)

Legend
TD—Tank Destroyer
CA (AAA)—Coast Artillery {Antiaircraft)
AFA—Armored Field Artillery
AP Armored Regiment
B_. -Battalion Combat Tream
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Note. The 2/168th BCT was commanded by the executive officer of the 1st AR, the
headquarters of which was attached to CC A.

Figure 1.

3/168th BCT

" 3/168th Inf
E/2/168th Inf
AT Co/168th Inf
Cannon Co/168th Inf
PIt/109th Eng
Rcn Plt/168th Inf

CC A Control
91st AFA Bn (—)
(105-mm SP)
2/17th FA Bn
(155-mm towed)
Eims/443d CA (AAA)
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problems inherent in the corps’ plan
that had been thrust upon him. To at-
tempt to maintain some contact bet-
ween its scattered task forces, CC A’s
plan called for each reinforced infantry
battalion to dispatch tank and antitank
elements to positions in the plain be-
ween the hill masses during the day,
and for aggressive infantry patrolling
to cover that area at night. Hopefully,
the nighttime patrols or the units in the
daytime blocking positions, supported
by artillery observed from the hill mas-
ses, could delay the enemy long enough
for the brigade reserve (the 3/1st AR
(+)) to move to the threatened location.

Obviously, this plan was at its
weakest at dawn when the infantry
would be coming in from patrol and the
armor would be heading out. Not sur-
prisingly, dawn was the time the Ger-
mans attacked. At around dawn on 14
February 1943, G/31st AR(+) left
Djebel Lessouda to accomplish the day-
time mission.

Company G, under the command of
Major Norman Parsons, was reinforced
by elements of the regimental recon-
naissance company and A/701st Tank
Destroyer Battalion. As Parsons moved
his force through the misty desert to his
daytime positions, he ran smack into
the veteran 10th Panzers moving out of
Faid Pass.

Apparently, Parsons’ tank was one of
the first destroyed (perhaps he was
leading). Unfortunately, all communi-
cations with the task force and its sup-
porting artillery went with him. In a
brief but violent action, Company G
was quickly overrun.

Although neither the 2/168th BCT or
CC A knew precisely what had oc-
curred, the sounds of a tank battle con-
vinced them a significant action had
taken place. Consequently, General
McQuillan ordered his reserve, the
3/1st AR (+), under command of
Lieutenant Colonel Louis V. High-
tower, to advance toward Poste de Les-
souda to clear up the situation.® As the
3/1st AR (+) was leaving its assembly

a, it was struck by a heavy ene
air strike. After absorbing some losses
and overcoming the resulting confu-
sion, the force moved out. After a short
distance, it was stopped cold by long-
range tank fire from KG Reimann’s
Tiger tanks. The M3 Grants of the 3/1st
AR were unable to close the range suf-
ficiently to be effective.

Meanwhile, at CC A’s headquarters,
reports showed the situation rapidly
deteriorating. As visibility improved,
2/168th BCT reported approximately
80 enemy armored vehicles moving
north in front of its position and that
nothing more had been heard from
G/3/1st AR. Next, CC A was informed



that the enemy force (KG Gerhardt)
was now behind the 2/168th BCT and
had scattered B/91st AFA. The Ger-
mans now appeared to be moving south
toward the main road to Sbeitla. Then
the commander of the 3/168 BCT, Col-
onel Thomas D. Drake, called General
McQuillan to report that a second large
enemy force was driving between the
two infantry forces, heading for the
2/17th FA’s position. Drake reported
observing the artillerymen panicking
and fleeing.

“You don’t know what you’re say-
ing,” McQuillan replied. “They’re only
shifting positions.”

“Shifting positions, hell,” answered
Drake, “I know panic when I see it.”

McQuillan then hastily ordered this
towed artillery unit to withdraw to
safer positions. But as the shaken bat-
talion was getting underway, it was
struck by an air attack and totally de-
stroyed, with every gun lost.

Hightower, commander of the 3/1st
AR (+), was now in danger of being cut
off. He directed his Company H (+) to
delay the northern enemy formation
while the rest of his force fell back
slowly toward Sidi Bou Zid. In this ac-
tion, he was ably supported by the 91st
AFA (—),firingin a direct-fire role. The
tankers fought their way back slowly
and relatively skillfully, but with
heavy loss.

Meanwhile, to the south, 21st Pan-
zers emerged from Maizla Pass at 0600
and moved slowly north, the soft sand
making the going hard for the Afrika
Korps veterans. The 81st ARB, which
was supposed to be screening this
flank, failed entirely in its early warn-
ing mission. [t was not until 0940 thata
report reached division from C/1/81st
ARB that 20 unidentified vehicles were
emerging from the pass, a report that
hardly described the advance of a
Panzer division! Later that morning,
A/1/81st ARB was cut off and captured
with all its vehicles.

By noon, KG Schuette was approach-
ing the 3/168th BCT from the south,
but KG Stenkhoff, with a longer way to
go, would not approach Sidi Bou Zid
until late afternoon. The poor traffic-
ability of this route would save the sur-
vivors of CC A.

The division commander, General
Ward, at first did not consider the situ-
ation to be serious. Nevertheless, seem-
ingly as a precautionary measure, most
of the division reserve, the 1/6th BCT (3
armored infantry companies and 1
light tank company), was attached to
CC A and ordered to begin movement
toward Sidi Bou Zid. However, by noon,
the seriousness of the situation became
apparent at division when a report was
received that the 3/1st AR had lost half
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its tanks. When KG Schuette ap-
proached the 3/168th BCT from the
south, it was learned that the force
from Maizla Pass was much stronger
than the 81st ARB had reported, Ward
saw that CC A was in trouble. He or-
dered the 1/6th BCT to form a blocking
position on high ground 11 miles
northwest of Sidi Bou Zid. CC A was
ordered to withdraw its mabile ele-
ments through the 1/6th BCT to avoid
being cut off. It was recognized that the
2/168th and 3/168th BCTs could not
get out due to their lack of transport,
and they were ordered to hold
strongpoints until relieved by coun-
terattack.

While the division commander was
reaching these decisions, the 3/1st AR
(+) was fighting for its life against
superior forces. Lieutenant Colonel
Hightower’s command performed
yeoman’s service that day. While head-
quarters and service elements of CC A
and the survivors of the artillery bat-
talions packed up and withdrew, the
3/1st AR, now the size of a company,
fiercely resisted probes from the 10th
Panzers pushing southward toward
Sidi Bou Zid. In the late afternoon, CC
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A’s western movement was threatened
by the advance elements of KG Stenk-
hoff moving up from the southwest.
Hightower rushed over in his command
tank and personally knocked out sev-
eral enemy vehicles and drove off the
rest. A parting enemy shot, however,
destroyed his tank, but he and his crew
escaped. Given respite by this sharp ac-
tion, the exhausted and harried sur-
vivors of CC A passed through the lines
of the 1/6th BCT.

Thus, through the hard fighting of
the tankers of the 3/1st AR, the sur-
vivors of CC A, which, according to the
Official History, “might have been pur-
sued and perhaps destroyed,” were able
to get away.!? This is certainly an op-
timistic assessment of the battle. Of the
five battalions under the control of CC
A, two were now cut off and sur-
rounded, one (the 2/17th FA) had been
totally destroyed, and the two remain-
ing (the 3/1st AR and the 91st AFA),
were so reduced as to be combat ineffec-
tive. Losses included 14 tanks, 10 of the
12 tank destroyers in A/701st TD Bn,
and 9 of the 12 105-mm pieces of the
2/17th FA.1* Nevertheless, the efforts
of the 3/1st AR had saved many trained
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tankers and artillerymen (albeit with-
out their weapons systems) and the
smashed battalions could be more eas-
ily rebuilt.

The first phase of the battle was over,
but the 1st AD, though chastened, had
not yet given up the fight.

The American Counterattack.
The reaction to these events at II Corps
and First Army had been cautious.
The 10th Panzer had not been iden-
tified during the fighting; therefore, it
was thought that the enemy’s tank
strength, variously estimated at 90-

120, could have come from the 21st
Panzer alone.

The II Corps and First Army staffs,
not knowing that the 10th Panzers had
been committed, still insisted that the
main attack would eventually be made
by the 10th Panzers in the center.
Hence, the only major reinforcement
sent to the 1st AD was a tank battalion
(2/1st AR) from army reserve. Orders
issued by the various headquarters re-
flect the total misreading of the situa-
tion by the Allied high commanders.
The Army directive to II Corps stated,
“As regards action in the Sidi Bou Zid
area, concentrate on clearing up the
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situation there and destroying the
enemy.” This cavalier assessment of
the strength of the German force was
also evident in division headquarters
as reflected by Ward’s plans for a coun-
terattack. He selected Colonel Robert L.
Stack’s CC C to conduct the attack, say-
ing, “This force will move south, and by
fire and maneuver, destroy the enemy
armored forces which have threatened
our hold on the Sbeitla area.”!2

This order, which seems somewhat
offhand in tone, is hard to reconcile
with the fact that division knew that
the force that had struck Sidi Bou Zid
had at least 90 tanks.

This is certainly the greatest Ameri-
can blunder of the battle. For this at-
tack, CC C would consist of the 2/1st
AR, the 3/6th Armored Infantry, G/
3/13th AR and supporting artillery and
tank destroyers. CC C was, in fact,
smaller than CC A, which was routed
in a defensive battle by the very Ger-
man forces CC C was supposed to de-
stroy! That enemy force, I reiterate,
was estimated at the time to be of divi-
sional strength.

As one historian put it, “If ever there
was a repetition of the Charge of the
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Light Brigade at Balaclava this was it.
How it was thought that this small
force would rescue two infantry battal-
ions over 13 miles away with even one,
let alone two, Panzer divisions ready to
dispute its passage is hard to im-
agine.”13

The American commanders could
not have failed more completely to see
the battle.

These failures of the division and
corps commanders were compounded
by the reckless manner in which CC C
conducted its attack. One would as-
sume, considering the disastrous oc-
currences of the 14th, that CC C’s ad-
vance would be cautious. Instead, it as-
sumed the characteristics of a cavalry
charge. The CC C plan called for an ad-
vance southeast with the line of depar-
ture being Djebel Hamra (the position
of the 1/6th BCT) in a column of battal-
ions. The tank battalion would be in the
van followed by the 68th AFA (SP). The
3/6th BCT, followed by a reserve tank
company, would bring up the rear. The
75-mm half-track tank destroyers of
B/701st TD were grouped on the wings
of the lead battalion. Apparently, no
thought was given to the front or, more
importantly, flank security.

Colonel Stack established his com-
mand post atop Djebel Hamra, from
which place he could observe the
movement of his unit all the way to Sidi
Bou Zid. Lieutenant Colonel James D.
Alger, commander of the 2/1st AR,
would be in tactical command of the
advance. This interesting command ar-
rangement would have tragic
consequences.

The long distance some of the attack-
ing units, especially the 2/1st AR, had
to travel, coupled with enemy air
strikes that repeatedly hit the brigade
assembly area, caused the attack to be
delayed until about 1240 hours, 14
February, when the brigade moved
southeast in a large mass, with its ele-
ments maintaining precision forma-
tion. To the inexperienced soldiers of
“Old Ironsides,” the hundreds of vehi-
cles moving as if on parade through the
flat desert expanse must have looked
impressive.

To the Germans it looked suicidal.

Antitank batteries were swiftly
massed in front of the attacking force
while elements of KG Gerhardt circled
around to strike the northern flank of
CC C. KGStenkhoff did the same to the
south. Airstrikes and artillery bar-
rages were called in to divert American
attention from these maneuvers. The
German tactics worked like 8 n.

CC C’s axis of advance crossed tnree
wadis that could only be crossed at cer-
tain points. At the first wadi, the pla-
toon of tank destroyers on the northern









The Price of Leadership

The most effective leaders are those whose focus of concern
and daily actions are directed down the chain of command.
The leader serves his soldiers. His purpose is to create an
environment that allows each of his soldiers to grow profes-
sionally. He is the coach and the teacher of his subordinates.

Good leaders are not arrogant but are supportive of their
subordinates. They create mutual trust that is built upon
confidence that the leader will subordinate his personal in-
terests to the welfare and the mission of the unit.

Recently, I had the misfortune to go through a chow line
behind a unitleader, who asked for a larger portion than that
called for by the menu and provided to the soldiers. His large
portion meant some soldier did not receive a full serving.
This small, selfish act was a glaring example of this officer’s
poor understanding of his leadership responsibilities. He
was unable to subordinate his appetite to the welfare of his
soldiers, thus indicating that he was inadequately trained or
lacked the self-discipline required of a leader. Leaders are
expected to exhibit a generous spirit in their daily conduct.
And, above all else, to be professionals. The finest definition
of professionalism is captured in the words of Vince Lom-
bardi, the famous football coach, who said, “The quality of a
man’s life is in direct proportion to his commitment to excel-
lence, regardless of his chosen field of endeavor.” Profes-
sionalism is a commitment to excellence that is met daily. It
is a commitment that acknowledges the leader’s responsibil-
ity to be a teacher, a coach and the custodian of good order
and discipline within the unit.

Membership in the profession of arms is a proud calling,
and a noble profession when each of its members accepts his
membership as being predicated upon self-sacrifice, which
fully epitomizes the meaning of leadership. The basis for this
unique calling of the profession of arms is best captured in
the words of LTG Sir John Winthrop Hackett, who observed
that: “The soldier has an unlimited liability contract.”
Whereas those in other callings within the civilian sector
have specified legal limits set upon their commitments, the
soldier’s duty is not done until his mission is complete. As
long as the soldier lives and wears the uniform, the unlim-
ited liability contract exacts a higher standard that is un-
compromising and is relaxed only in death—or upon retire-
ment.

The special commitment of the professional soldier is rec-
ognized in a number of ways, among them the Uniform Code
of Military Justice, which sets soldiers apart from all others
in society.

Obedience is the test of our commitment. It requires each
soldier to subordinate his will to the authority placed over
him. When leaders cross the line of departure they do not
look back. They accept obedience even though it places a
unique demand on their leadership.

When sacrifice is made, every leader expects that sacrifice
to serve the best interests of his country’s defense, the unit,
and the proper execution of the unit’s mission. Subordinates
share these same expectations of their leaders. They expect
their leaders to have mastered the fundamentals of their

profession. They can only subordinate their will to theleader
when he has won their confidence through the demonstrated
mastery of his profession. They, too, can accept sacrifice but
not in the execution of ill-conceived orders and poorly exe-
cuted plans.

Sacrifice takes many forms. A soldier accepts the daily
sacrifice of heat, cold, dust, and mud in the execution of his
duty. These sacrifices are borne lightly when he understands
why his sacrifice is made, and his time is not squandered by
the failure of his leaders to properly plan his training and the
maintenance responsibilities of his unit. Time is the most
precious resource of the soldier, for time is life, measured in
seconds, minutes, hours, days, weeks, and years. When lead-
ers fail to properly execute their responsibilities to schedule,
plan, and lead, they squander the most precious possession of
their subordinates, their lives.

Soldiers want to excel, but they cannot excel unless their
leadership is dedicated and sets demanding standards that
force each individual to sweat and grow and reach new levels
of accomplishment. We fail the soldier when he is not forced
to do so.

Leaders sometimes fail to recognize this in the mistaken
belief that they do the soldier a favor by being permissive
and by not establishing rigorous standards. Such permis-
siveness is poisonous to the unit. It encourages lax attitudes
and it causes the soldier’s performance to be unworthy.

The soldier is idealistic. He expects that his service to his
country will be challenging and he considers his service to be
noble. However, service to one’s country cannot be noble if it
is characterized by flabby muscles, missed targets,
haphazard inspections, property not accounted for, and sol-
diers who are unsure of the skills of their MOS. In short, the
soldier’s service to his country cannot be noble unless the
leader sets high standards then coaches and trains his sol-
diers to meet those standards. The leader who makes them
stand tall, work, sweat, grow, and be proud is the leader
whom they will follow.

The leader who allows them to “get by” not only fails them,
he fails himself and the Army. The leader must set the stan-
dards in every area of endeavor charged to his responsibility.
The higher he sets his standards, the prouder his soldiers
will be and the greater will be the unit’s esprit.

Setting high standards and teaching his soldiers to meet
those stan: Is will take a leader far in the Army, but his
ultimate contribution will rest on his values and the trust he
builds in his unit. His contribution will rest upon his ability
to make the right decision when confronted by hard choices.

Those decisions will frequently be difficult, and will in-
volve the proper use of resources, the counseling of young
soldiers, and the proper reporting of the manner in which
units have performed.

A unit’s confidence in their leader will ultimately rest
upon their trust in that leader. If he has the courage to accept
responsibility for his unit and to make the hard decisions, his
soldiers will recognize it and will trust him. If he fails, no
amount of hard training will compensate for their lack of
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confidence in his leadership.

We each have an inner compass of values that keeps us
pointed down-range, but we need to continually reinforce
them. What are those values upon which we depend? They
are religious values, they are commitment to duty, honor,
and country, and they are the loyalty that we share with our
fellow soldiers and our loyalty to our unit. These values con-
stitute the core of our professional character and we cannot
lead if we are not true to them. The reason is very simple:
soldiers are idealistic. They reject corrupt leadership and
they will not follow a leader without integrity.

Personal integrity also involves another attribute of good
leadership-—that of accepting responsibility. In the 18th cen-
tury Lord St. Vincent observed that responsibility is the test
of man’s courage, and one of the finest examples of courage
and capacity to accept responsibility for a unit was provided
by Robert E. Lee when Pickett's Charge failed at Gettysburg.
Lee observed the attack and saw it break against the Union
center. He moved among the survivors as they streamed
back across the valley, and he understood the meaning of
their failure to break through the Union position. His re-

marks following that failure help us understand the mean-
ing of responsibility.

Lee met General Pickett with these words, “General Pic-
kett, place your division in rear of this hill and be ready to
repel the advance of the enemy should they follow up their
advantage.” Pickett answered tearfully, “General Lee, [
have no division now; Armistead is down, Garnett is down,
and Kemper is mortally wounded.” “Come, General Pickett,”
Lee responded, “This has been my fight, and upon my shoul-
ders rests the blame. The men and officers of your command
have written the name of Virginia as high today as it has
ever been written before . .. your men have done all that
men can do. The fault is entirely my own.”

Responsibility means total acceptance of the men we lead.
Their victories are theirs, their failure is ours—the men who
lead them. This is the price of leadership.

ANDREW P. OMEARA
Colonel, Armor

Commander, 1st AIT/OSUT Bde
Fort Knox, KY

Tanker’s Direct Fire Commands

The modern armor battlefield continues to increase in vio-
lence and intensity. Engagement ranges increase and en-
gagement time decreases. The rising efficiency of wire-
guided missiles will place even greater demands on our tac-
tical doctrine. Survival today is measured in seconds.

Confronted with these facts, several questions must be
asked. Does the currently accepted method of directing pla-
toon direct-fire weapons take into account the increased
capability of the newest generation of armor which can move
across the battlefield at speeds of forty km/hr, firing on the
move? Is our present doctrine for avoiding an ATGM by
dodging the missile and then engaging its source with direct
fire weapons, or going to ground, really an effective counter
measure, and does the present technique of directing platoon
fires reduce the engagement time to the necessary
minimum?

The best way to suppress an ATGM is to preferably kill or,
at least, force the operator to take cover. The firepower that a
tank platoon can generate is substantial, but how about the
placement of those rounds and the reaction time? Two or
more 150-mm HEAT rounds going off near a Sagger position
would very probably throw off the gunner’s aim, or, at least,
obscure his target for a few critical seconds. If the missile is
launched from a vehicle, there is always the likelihood of
hitting it with the M1’s new primary direct fire sights and
stabilization system. Even if the enemy target isn't hit, the
dirt and smoke from the round’s impact might obscure his
target ... you.

The unit that can put the most accurate and heaviest vol-
ume of fire on the enemy will win. Speed and violence of
attack are the keys to victory.
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Assuming that these are valid points, the next question is,
how can these problems be solved? The answer lies partly in
the procedure for calling indirect fire: it must be short and
precise; it must convey all the necessary information—
direction, target location, and method of engagement, in as
short a transmission time as possible.

For example, you are leading your tank platoon (traveling
overwatch) as an element in pursuit of a withdrawing enemy
formation. Suddenly, your left flank TC spots the backblast
of a Sagger-type weapon being fired. No one else has seen the
weapon’s signature. The TC has nine seconds to react . . .
Using his override, he traverses left, aims quickly at the
smoke and fires his main gun, having determined by edu-
cated guess that the weapon was out of range of his machine
guns. At the same time the rest of the platoon hears in their
radios, “Target, three o’clock, linear, Sagger, Fire!” The
other TC’s traverse to three o’clock, pick up the smoke in
their sights and, using battle sight, engage with their main
gun, each firing one round. Depending on their location in
the formation each one aims left or right of the initial round.
Being unsure of a kill or effective suppression, the left flank
TC transmits “Repeat, Fire”, and five more rounds impact in
the target area. The TC who initiated the fire command
completes it unless the platoon leader intervenes on the
radio.

Corporal Ivan Tankovich was surprised by the enemy
tank firing a main gun round at him and ducked when the
HEAT round exploded nearby, showering him with dirt. He
was killed by the folloy salvowhich, eventho  1hefired
his weapon remotely, covered his area of conceaiment.

Using this technique, I will describe how 1 believe a pla-



toon, or larger unit, would be able to deliver well-aimed im-
mediate fire on any target within range. The advantages of
this method are the flexibility, simplicity, clarity and, most
important, the speed which it can be employed.

Briefly described, the tankers direct fire command,
(TDFC), is a means of directing the simultaneous fires from
vehicle-mounted weapons at a target or targets, as directed
by the platoon leader, or any TC, in the least possible time,
with the fewest words. This technique 1s based on the as-
sumption that all the vehicles are moving, or pointed, if
stationary, in the same direction. If they are in laager, a
common direction would have to be designated beforehand.
If moving, turret orientation would remain as described in
FM 17-12. The TDFC has five elements: 1: the warning, 2:
the target direction, 3: the shot group pattern, 4: the target
description, and 5: the command to fire.

The warning alerts the unit that a firing order will follow.
The word “Target” will suffice. The target direction is deter-
mined by the clock method and points out the approximate
direction of the target to the other vehicles.

The shot group pattern follows. If the target is an enemy
vehicle and presents a clear shot it would be a point target
and the TC’s would concentrate their shots. If for some
reason the initiator of the command is unsure of the location
of the target, or a linear shot group is more appropriate, he
can call for a linear pattern. The command words are “point,”
and “linear.” Further fine tuning could be achieved by in-
cluding other decriptive words such as “vertical-linear”
which would produce a linear pattern on a vertical axis. At
this point I must stress that to be effective this method of
command must be kept short and simple. Speed 1s all impor-
tant.

The fourth element is the target description. By describing
the target, the TC will further reinforce the third element
(shot group pattern) of the TDFC. If the target description is
“T-72” the other TCs can make an educated guess that it is a
point target. Ifit is “ten T-64's”, that would be a linear target.
The target description is actually more important if a second

salvo is called for. The first shot fired by all vehicles should
be whatever is in the barrel. While traversing and firing that
all important first shot in an ambush situation, the loader,
knowing what kind of target is being engaged can select a
more appropriate round for the second salvo, if necessary. It
could be argued that by putting the target description in the
first part of the firing order, the loader would have the
chance to reload the correct type of ammo. This might be true
if the gun tube was pointed well away from the target. What
about a direct front engagement? I believe that getting off a
round, any round, is far better than the perfect round five
seconds later. I'll grant the fragmentary effect of a sabot
round may leave something to be desired, but I'll bet 1t
makes the devil's own noise when it goes by. I might point
out here that the first two elements of the TDFC contain all
the necessary information to get off the most critical first
salvo should radio transmission be cut short.

The last element of the firing order is the command to fire.
Obviously, expecting the unit to wait and fire exactly at the
same moment is unrealistic in battle. Therefore the inclu-
sion of the word “fire” should be defined as a release to fire at
will (as fast as you can).

So far I have discussed the reaction to ambush, a situation
which actually bred the TDFC. How is the TDFC employed
as a standard platoon fire command? Actually, there is little
difference. The target description would reflect the array of
targets, 1.e., four tanks, three BMP’s, dismounted infantry,
and the platoon leader would not fire his main gun until
completing the platoon fire command.

Given the vast superiority of the Soviets in every category
save determination to win, we must fight using our weapons
to their greatest potential. The M1 is the finest tank in the
world today. Employing a platoon fire command that takes
advantage of its speed and mobility is a must.

GEORGE GRAVES
Second Lieutenant, Armor
Fort Bliss, TX

There Are No Excuses for Poor Training

The demand for well planned and executed training has
never been more important than during the current decade.
New and sophisticated weapons systems, recent public de-
mands for improvement in the Army’s readiness posture,
and the lack of key noncommissioned officers, have com-
bined to create one of the Army’s toughest training chal-
lenges. All too often, however, company commanders fail to
meet this challenge as effectively as they should, citing
numerous reasons—excuses, for such shortfalls. With over 6
years experience as a company commander and operations
officer of tank and infantry units on three continents, I am
convinced that training excuses are unnecessary obstacles to
the planning and execution of quality training.

One of the reasons given by company commanders as a

basis for failing to conduct good training is the lack of people
for scheduled training. This excuse is perhaps the most
common, and the easiest to overcome. Having used this ex-
cuse myself, while serving as a company commander, I can
fully understand the basis for its use. I also remember the
day I came to the realization that a commander seldom if
ever has all of his people available for training, but,
nevertheless, remains responsible for providing the best pos-
sible training for those present. Bolstered by the satisfaction
of this self-discovery, I immediately embarked on a training
program with more vigor than before—undaunted by the
absences of a few soldiers, and adamantly reluctant to use
their absence as an excuse for poor training.

The commander is responsible for planning and conduct-
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THEORIES OF LEARNING AND
INSTRUCTION, edited by Ernest R. Hil-
gard. The National Society for the Study of
Education, Chicago, Illinois. 1964.

Using the work of 15 experts on theories of
learning and instruction, this book is one of
the more readable that has appeared in its
field and provides consideration and evalua-
tion of the various aspects of learning and
instructional theories. Hilgard traces the de-
velopment of the aspects of learning and in-
structional theories from 1900 to the early
1960s.

Of special interest are three sections deal-
ing with psychological and linguistic analyses
of reading instruction; the relationship be-
tween learning theory and educational prac-
tices, and Hilgard's postscript on Learning
Theory in Relation to Education.

The volume is recommended for any be-
ginner in the field of learning/instructional
theory.

RON PRITCHARD
Education Specialist
Fort Knox, KY

NATO, TURKEY AND THE
SOUTHERN FLANK, A MIDEAST-
ERN PERSPECTIVE. AGENDA
PAPER # 11, by General Ishan Gurkan.
National Strategy Information Center. 1980.
67 pages.

An apt, complementary piece to Agenda
Paper # 10, The Soviet Threat at NATO's
Northern Flank, this paper establishes the
geo-political vulnerability of the alliance’s soft
underbelly.

Turkish General Gurkan sees his nation as
the lynchpin to security of the southern flank
of NATO. The myriad other problems there —
such as Greek threats to withdraw com-
pletely from NATO are discussed. The essay
wants to clearly recommend that US-Turkish
relations, which have slipped badly over the
past few years, be overhauled. Now!

Suggested Western response to the threat
to NATO's southern flank would be to be par-
ticularly solicitous of Turkey and Greece; that
they be treated as equal partners with our
other, more centrally located, Western allies.

ARTHUR W. McMASTER
TRADOC
Fort Monroe, VA

SHARPE'’S GOLD by Bernard

Cornwell. The Viking Press, inc., New York.
250 pages. $13.95.

There isn’'t anything approaching an M7 in
this book. The mobility factor is limited to the
short, deadly charge of cavalry. The grunts
{riflemen) of the Light Company of the South
Essex Regiment provide the firepower, and
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they are commanded by Captain Richard
Sharpe, a tough, ex-sergeant commissioned
in the field by Wellington.

Sharpe’s Gold is the second of 10 volumes
that will take Captain Sharpe from the Battle
of Talavera, Spain, in 1809, to the climactic
Battle of Waterloo, Belgium, in 1815.

This is nothing more than adventure read-
ing and, as such, rates high. Lots of small unit
actions and a plan by Wellington to steal a
vast horde of Spanish gold to finance his
campaign in Portugal when funds from Eng-
land are not forthcoming. Sharpe, of course,
steals the gold. With the help of Teresa, a
woman of the guerillas.

If you have an interest in the Napoleonic
Wars, read this one, and the others as they
appear. Sharpe’s Company is due in June.

R.E. Rogge
Master Sergeant (Retired), USAF
Lebanon Junction, KY

VIETNAM WAR LITERATURE by

John Newman. The Scarecrow Press, Inc.,
Metuchen, NJ. 1982. $10.00.

This is a beginning attempt to catalogue all
the stories, books and articles relating to the
Vietnam War and is based upon the Vietnam
War Literature Collection at Colorado State
University in Fort Collins. The author has di-
vided the book into novels, story collections,
short stories, poetry, miscellaneous work,
drama, and works not seen.

Many people do not understand the Viet-
nam War and do not wish to be reminded of
it. These stories and novels, while fiction, are
based upon real incidents and they make a
discussion of the war and its incidents a bit
easier for the layman to understand. It may
also make it easier for the Vietnam veteran to
discuss the war, perhaps from a third person
viewpoint. ltis a good reference for someone
just beginning to understand and study the
Vietnam era. However, | feel that if you don’t
include some of the nonfiction about the
Vietnam War in your reading, you will end up
with a very slanted view of the situation.

WILLIAM L. HOWARD
Lieutenant Colonel, Armor
Spring Lake Heights, NJ

SHARPE’S COMPANY, by Bernard

Comnwell. The Viking Press, Inc., New York.
280 pages. $14.95.

The third of a promising ten-volume series,
Sharpe’s Company continues to lead its fol-
lowers toward the climatic Battle of Water-
loo.

The central figure, Captain Richard Sharpe,
who earned a battlefield commission from
Wellington, is embroiled with his past in the
guise of Sergeant Hakeswill who once had
him flogged, and the reluctance of Whitehall
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and its bureaucratic fumbling on his commis-
sion to captain. If that's not enough, an ex-
girlfriend who's trapped within the walled
city of Badajoz, Spain, is exposed to the rav-
ages of the soldiers once they break through
the city’s defenses.

Sharpe’s Company refreshes the reader’s
knowledge of what seige warfare is all about,
and the deadly costs involved. Bernard
Cornwell continues his excellent portrayal of
the nineteenth century, and itis shown in the
amount of research needed to write so realis-
tically. As past reviewers have commented,
the historical accounting may be shocking in
parts, but the series is thoroughly entertain-
ing reading that cannot be put down untit the
end. What is also delightful is the anticipation
of the next episode.

CHARLES E. GRIFFITHS
Major (Retired), Infantry
Radcliff, KY

THE RISE OF MODERN
WARFARE, 1618-1815,by H. w.
Koch. Prentice Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs,
NJ. 1981. $29.95.

Koch, a senior lecturer at the University
of York, has produced a lavishly ilfustrated
and colorful book with period paintings,
maps and portraits and photographs of
weapons. [t must be emphasized that thisis
a “coffee table” book, not an exhaustive
study of its subject. It is a companion book
to his book on medieval warfare, published
in 1979, and covers the major European
and North American conflicts from the
Thirty Years War through Napoleon.

A. HARDING GANZ
Ohio State University
Newark Campus
Newark, O

SMALL ARMS & CANNONS,
Bracssey’s Battlefield Weapons Systems &
Technology, Vol. V, by C.J. Marchant Smith
and P. R. Haslam. Pergamon Press, Inc.,
Maxwell House, Fairview Park, Elmsford,
NY, 10523. 1982. $17.50.

This book provides an overview of the
military requirements for small arms and
cannons. It provides the professional soldier
with a basic understanding of their weapons
and is written in the style of a primer with
self-test questions following each chapter.
The appendicies with the question answers
and glossaries are very useful.

A basic introduction to the technology in-
volved is given while retaining an easy-to-
read format.

DONALD J. BUTZ
Battelle's Columbus Laboratories









