RD-A167 818 TACTICAL SURVIVABILITY OF DIVISIONAL COMBAT SERVICE
SUPPORT UNITS ON THE RIRLAND BATTLEFIELDC(U)> ARMY
OllllﬁND AND GENERAL STAFF COLL FORT LERVEHICORTH KS
UNCLASSIFIED SCHOO . B W DAVENPORT 96 DEC




LRI
ate N,
wtat

v
Al

A N RN A
PASAHE .t\{'.

MY

’
o
-~
)
hd
y 4
e’ .
i
‘
g &
5 )
&
g
‘.
1%
I~
&
[ 4
Q
=

- - - e e ey A AN |
TN A L &lﬁ-v-.n-o.n\d\lu"l?o-r Calte il . e e GEEE -




o L4 N S Bk WH e Ve e S % e ¥ he 2 - p A 23 P 2 rile vn i i a8 gl . ! o 13 5y ue +
2 .
F
3
» o0
'
¢ (o
F
A D Tactical Survivability of
. < Divisiona! Combat Service Support
» Units on the AirlLand Battlefield
d
f
i
" N / .
'. by‘\ Y N ./{ ,’/ >
. Major Brian ‘ v«éﬁbort
2 Guarter
N
“~
:_'. - ,\\\(&"‘ :1
o Sc E%{n !!d Mxkftary Stu
s U.S| /l)r'_gt and General 'S‘}a‘i‘( lege
4 G ort Leavenworth Ka tgas,
N e - <7
. N Vaops b CEAVET VCjopeNy
N \\____M,.._..__ﬁ_x-,__//
. >
“ Q- 6 December 1985
> Q
n O
“"Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited."”
AR :—j
’ E
-
i 86-2186 : o S
< € % AR ™o
R < . L

S B ENE



» URITY CLA | N M
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE
. ‘ 1a. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS
: UNCLASSIFIED -
g
b 2a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY 3. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY OF REPORT _ _
‘ pPncs ol Core. POALI RELEASE
2b. DECLASSIFICATION / DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE D 10T T2 B s ho= sM oTE
:: 4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 5. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)
<
y ‘SJm‘kv‘).s (\va\. al .‘\(\\\E&TL Slaliey
N 6a. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b. OFFICE SYMBOL 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION

~{US Army Command and General (f agzvﬁvh)

. Staff College ATZL

M 6¢. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADORESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)

%" " | Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

N 66027-6900

. 8a. NAME OF FUNDING /SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
ORGANIZATION (if applicable)

:: 8¢c. ADDORESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS

0 PROGRAM PROJECT TASK WORK UNIT

< ELEMENT NO. NO. NO. ACCESSION NO.

11. TITLE (Include Security Classification)
TACTICAL SURVIVABILITY OF DIVISIONAL COMBAT SERVICE SUPPORT UNITS ON THE AIRLAND BATTLEFIELD

12. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S)
DAVENPORT, BRIAN W., MAJ, US ARMY

13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) IS. PAGE COUNT
MONOGRAPH FROM TO 1985, DECE:BER, 06 43

16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION

- 17. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)
FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP COMBAT SERVICE SUPPORT (CSS)

. THREAT SURVIVABILITY

..f TACTICAL RESPONSIBILITY TRAINING

", '9 ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)

R "7 This study examines the problem of tactical survivability for divisional%SS\ units on

the AirLand battlefield. In exploring this issue the study focuses on (1) Soviet threat
forces capable of interdicting divisional rear areas; (2) the US Arny's rear battle doctrine
outlining tactical responsibilities for CSS units; and (3) the tactical adequacy of current
. CSS equipment and training.

The Soviet Union in its military doctrine and force structuring continues to place great
emphasis on developing multiple techniques and means to exploit deep into the enemy's rear

E A .
LT
OO I
7", PR

N - | areas. The US Army's rear battle doctrine relies upon a system of mobile reaction forces .
and static defenses to protect our rear areas from the Soviet threat. Reaction forces by © g,

design are committed to a situation after the fact, therefore, CSS units will initially be E?j

» : required to engage enemy combat forces, a mission for which they are poorly equipped and A -.:-«
X inadequately trained. The development and fielding of survivable CSS equipment has not kept , o
by pace with weapons development in our combat units. CSS training has not placed an adequate b
I\ \

20. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21. ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION ﬁ

- ChuncassiFieounumiTED O SAME As ReT. [ omic users | UNCLASSIFIED N
3 22a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 22b. TELEPHONE (Include Area Code) | 22¢. OFFICE SYMBOL '.\::
. MAJ Brian W. Davenport 913-684-3345 LATZICSHY e
- DD FORM 1473, 34 MAR 83 APR edition may be used until T"’"“"“ SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE -
. All oth ith bsolete. -
Il other editions are o (] UNCLASSIFIED 6;,

o

.'. .S

'~

B9 SO0 SO Y

.'.A PR A SN AL SRS I T S R
S _,'A;'.f;.‘_‘:pf\J\;.J-. SIS




P2
- v,
o,
)

kJ

SECURTY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE

ﬁ"ﬂ

~p emphasis on developing tactical skills in CSS organizations or its soldiers. The concentra-
(ﬂL tion of effort in CSS training is on technical skill training.

The study concludes that divisional CSS units are not adequately equipped or tactically
) trained to survive on the AirLand battlefield. The study also includes recommendations to
overcome the perceived shortfalls in CSS equipment and training.

w

- %o
"’

y m&(?_‘:g‘ r

o ®b

o
_f" "ﬁ"l -, ~'

.
o
s

e

‘« Y ryﬂ“‘v“

vy e o

% 0

[ o,

. e .
0 . i 1S

? .

v .
3"

A EARIEIN
- ¥

ittty S
.

b 4

!y
»

R
O A

LR,

s

AL A A 6 ATy
(ALY

AR

,
’I

rﬁ’ L/
LN

f 8
" o
]

ry
L]

LS
'I‘l:n
o

L R Nl A S
1l
’

o
s

5

.f.f""' .

-‘l'l.l
P IR

N UNCLASSITIED -
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF TMIS PAGE ~

'
T !-.!‘.!\ s o




‘,'g-"_',b_@:“' IR P W W < o et il 2T Ll 2 A P8 P ota T e VawTp s Yy ot S Wt W el Ba. Y BN mesC oy
i .
X i34
K .:‘
E
1 ot
‘s e
’ ‘*'
k
=
’ ‘.,j‘
) ’
- Tactical Survivability aof T
- . Divisional Combat Service Support "
A Units on the AirlLand Battlefield :'
i : : :‘i
- 5
. e
: b
3 vy
2 by 3
\ .: X
Major Brian W. Davenport -
: Guartermaster $\
o hR
N e
_ =
N £
3 X
1 School of Advanced Military Studies ‘ L;
Al U.S. Army Command and General Staff College N
. Fort Leavenworth, Kansas o
» b:
.. DA
. ::
s i
6 December 1985 =
‘ e
: 5
s "Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited."” L
o
&
Y o,
l‘ ..".

»

L&.‘ l' n..\)\'.‘...'\"‘...‘h .‘u'.‘..?n\ .\}\1‘\..~-..!-..‘-“.~\."'. .'. .

ALY



- A e o™ 75105 2 % Q! A, 2y 2 . DA ... ¥ k._.- > < - OO - o LA
S [ s SO | NG P SRRRRRE! YISO Y by ORIl JOORAe] | LI - BRI | O

ctetet e a el

4

1€ <€’ ¢c¢

/
<¢

AJ

st
APCN LN

A

Lo ¢

S

Contl G (ol
oA

;_J- 'F&{a_C;_;g;.-_;a

L5

g v, - K P& & ol o - B S NP > Lt At e At A RATIATURGE VNN ', 9 VAP ARS AANID Y VY Sy DPEPAIE A AN AAY o vyt

.
g,



P A A b i

A S s AL

l. l. '. -. o‘

i

“ s e g aa

. TeTaTa"e

A A0 KA TR ROms, gec il RVl S R o Y ot ot g0 g L o W SR RA LR TR T IV I DY g

ABSTRACT

TACTICAL SURVIVABILITY OF DIVISIONAL COMBAT SERVICE SUPFORT UNITS
ON THE QIRLAND BATTLEFIELD, by Major Brian W. Davenport, USA, 43
pages.

This study examines the problem of tactical survivability for
divisional CSS units aon the Airland battlefield. In axploring
this issue the study focuses on (1) Saviet threat forces capable
of interdicting divisional rear areasi (2) ths US Army s rear
battle doctrine outlining tactical responsibilities for CSS
units; and (3) the tactical adequacy of current CS3 equipment ancd
training.

The Soviet Union in its military doctiine and force structuring
continues to place great esmphasis on develaoping multiple
techniques and means to exploit deep into the enemy’'s rear areas.
The US Army’'s rear battle doctrine relies upon a system of mobil=
reaction forces and static defenses to protect cur rear areas
from the Soviet threat. Reaction forces by design are cocinwitbed
to a situation after the fact, therefore. C55 units wili
initially bLe required to engage enemy combat forces, a mission
four which they are poorly equipped and inadequately trained. The
development and fielding of suirvivable CSS eqgquipment has not kespt
pace with weapons development in our combat units. €88 training
has not placed an adeguate emphasis on developing tactical skills
in CSS organizations or its soldiers. The concentration of
effort in CSS training is on technical skill training.

The study concludes that divisional CSS units are not adeqguatelvy
aquipped or tactically trained to survive on the AirtiLand
battlefield. The study also includes recommendations to overcome
the perceived shortfalls in C355 equipment and training.
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SECTION I
Introduction

The principal mission of any combat service support (CSS)
unit is to Qustain the fighting capabilities of the combat force.
On the AirlLand battlefield CSS units will face a considerable
challenge in seeking to accomplish this missiaon. Combat forces
can be expected to conduct tactical aoperations requiring support
from CS5S units throughout the depth of the battlefield. Engage-
ments between opposing forces will occur simultaneously in deep,
close-in, and rear areas. Technological advances in warfare
have greatly increased the mobility, lethality, and striking
range of weapon systems, but these same advances have also in-
creased requirements for support. To be responsive to the needs
of the tactical force the CS8S operatars amust have the ability to
range the battlefield to include support to combat units in for-
ward areas. To be effective in maintaining this forward support,
CSS operators will have to possess the tactical skills necessary
to survive the battlefield threat.

However , several factors combine to make CSS units more
vulnerable than heretofore on today’'s battlefield. The first
is the threat. The Soviet Union in its military doctrine and
force structuring has placed great emphasis on developing
multiple techniques and means to exploit deep into the enemy’'s
rear areas. Interdicting lines of communications(LOCs) to

disrupt the enemy’'s flow of materiel forward is a priority
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abjective of Soviet military operations. The U.5. Army
experience of past wars with relatively secure rear areas from

which to base logistical support is not going to be the case for

k" 0"2"3722"2

CSS units in any future conflict with the Soviets.

The second factor is our rear battle doctrine. It relies

upon a system of mobile reaction forces and static defenses to

LN

defeat the rear area threat. Reaction forces by design are
conmitted to a situation after the fact, therefore, CSS units
M will initially be required to engage the enemy combat forces, a
mission for which they are poorly equipped and inadequately
trained.

Third, the development and fielding of survivable CSS
equipment has not kept pace with weapons develapment in our
combat units. CSS operators arm, fuel, and fix using tactical

sheelad vehicles that are highly vulnerable to enemy weapons fire

P A AN

from small arms on up.

Fourth, CSS training has not placed adequate emphasis on
developing tactical skills in CSS organizatiors or its soldiers.
The concentration of effort in CS5 training is on technical skill
training. In the current peacetime environment the focus of CSS
units is on day-to-day technical support requirements, leaving
little time or priority for tactical training.

These factors, when taken in combination with the destruc-
tive potential of AirlLand battle, its fluid and non-linear
alignments of opposing forces, and the basic tactical vulnera-

bility of logistical organizations, will threaten the
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survivability of CS5 units and significantly complicate their

support missions on the next battlefield.
The Froblem

The pu;pose of this monograph is to examine the praoblem of
tactical survivability of divisional €SS units on the AirLand
battletield. Specifically, I will discuss the adegquacy of their
equipment and training to survive against the tactical threat in
a combat environment. The study assumes the threat projected by
a European war-fighting scenario. C(CSS operations are discussed
assuming a non—nuclear environment, although the threat use of

nuclear weapons remains a planning consideration.
Significance of the Problem

U.S. Army tactical experience in World War II, Korea, and
Vietnam often dictated that a significant slice of the combat
force be dedicated to protecting the operations of CSS units. It
was not unusual for combat forces to be assigned the missions of
defending logistical bases, escorting supply convoys, and
securing from enemy interdiction the various lines of communi-
cations. A WW II description of the measures taken to protect
the 6th Armor Division trains during movements in the Brittany

campaign illustrates the point.

Initially, the division attached two battalions
of anti-aircraft weapons to the division trains.

Eventually an advance guard consisting of an
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infantry company, minus two platoons and a
platoon of light tanks was used. A platoon

of infantry and a section of tank destroyers
marched in the middle of the column. The rear
gu;rd consisted of a tank company, minus two
platoons, and a platoon of infantry. Anti-—
aircraft sections were dispersed throughout the
column. A section of light tanks was used to
escort advance supply points.?

In the kKorean War, after the successful landing at Inchaon,
UN forces found that, "...far to the south, guerrillas and
remnants of North Korean I1 Caorps continued operations in the
[UN] rear areas. Although these forces were scattered...[theyl
posed a constant threat to UN supply routes. No truck convoy was
safe from the marauders.”2 The U.S5. 1st Marine Division was
dedicated to fight these rear area enemy forces. In Vietnam
"base camps occupied large areas which generated correspondingly
large security requirements..."S General Bruce Palmer, Jr. cites
the example of a separate infantry brigade that habitually kept
almost one-third of its strength to provide security for the base
camp from which it operated.*

In past wars experience showed that a loss in logistical
support capability could translate into a loss in the tactical
force’'s ability to project combat power. Therefore, combat units
were habitually used to protect support functions. At the same

time, it is also true that there is a cost associated with using

4

R Ve

-
-

'y 7y ", b
L

o

v

AN, e

> YT

R

' s

.

s

ik

a

. T ¥ A _F_ T _ "
YRR AS

o8
PP LS

e e v,

r s

¥

Y tets e
I e
ol

P

(3R]
.

o
>
o~
<

wh

s
D)
Y
L
-7,
e
.
.
*a
-

’




va A e e A RA -

“

Lo e

O N N A Y

LW I N

combat units to protect CSS5 units. The cost 1s the diversion of
combat power that could be otherwise used to mass forces else-~
where on the battlefield. Department of the Army studies of
logistical qperations in these conflicts recognized tnis diver-
sion of cDmSat power and recommended increasing the capability

af CSS units to assume the additional mission of their own
security by training them to fight,® and by authorizing
sufficient personnel and equipment to do the jaob.* youever,
these changes to the CSS force structure did not materialize, and
if one examines closely the tactical training and equipment given
CSS units today it appears that the lessons “learned" in our last
wars will once again be learned in the next.

BG Kirk, U.S. Army (Retired), in his draft book Panzegr-
grenadiers, enjoins commanders to "Train your rear to fight
alone. Diversion of combat battalions to that task will
unacceptably reduce mass up front".? The recently published FM

?0-14, Rear Battle, states that "Every unit in the rear area is

responsible for its own defense". It goes on to discuss the
concept of rear area units in mutually supporting base clusters
that will forestall committing to rear area operations "combat
forces until such time that a substantial enemy threat exists".®
Given the correlation of forces in Europe between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact, generating adeguate combat power for conducting
close—in and deep aperations will tax the combat capabilities of

U.S. tactical units. BG Kirk’'s advice to "train your rear to

fight alone" appears sound.
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+ Additionally, it is not only for the rear area logistical
. support bases that CS5 tactical training must take place. The k'
lﬁ charge to logistical planners and operators is to be able to EE
s fuel, fix, arm, and man combat equipment "as close to the point - 5
) of employmeﬁt as possible".® Divisional CSS personnel with sup- &
yﬁ ply, maintenance, and transportation responsibilities will be ) ii
; required to perform mission tasks well farward on the batt'e- ;:
} field. Mastery of individual tactical skills will be of para- jg
é mount importance to the survival of these CSS soldiers. i
: The U.S. Army is operating in Europe today fraom what is con- ‘g
™ sidered an austere support base. In a recent statement given Eg
iﬁ before the Senate Apprapriations Committee Subcommittee on gz
: Defense, General Rogers, Commander—in—Chiet of the lUnited States :;
E European Command, identified as a major concern "the inadequate E.
o Y
;i CSS structure available to sustain USEUCOM in the early days of EE;
" a crisis or conflict.... Today, the Army’'s CSS structure is in- .
i adequate to support not only the early arriving FOMCUS (pre-— izz
;f positioning of material configured to unit sets) units but also %S%
the combat forces currently forward deployed in Europe."!® He o
5 went on to note that on the ground in Europe he had only 35é é:
; percent of the required CSS units, and that he needed more E-
.
? "people and facilities to guard, service, and repair equipment ;1
% and to distribute supplies..."?? : - Eé
S In the Army as a whole, the force structure trend has been Y
) to reduce CSS units and manpower spaces in favor of increases in ni
y Y
~§ combat unit strength.®2 This trend to streamline the CSS force EE\
:
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2
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structure has made the rnieed to improve the survivability uf :
%
J existing logistical units and soldiers in the support base even A
" set
more important. Given the significance of €SS units in sustain- :ﬁ
= ing combat power, the austerity of the CSS force structure, the L,
L] .‘f
ig8 .
, responsibility for self-defense, and the projected threat, it is 5
- N
imperative that CSS units have the tactical capability and skills Qe
. D J
to survive on the AirLand battlefield.
[+ -.:
Methodology :f
NS
. o
In order to focus on the adequacy of equipment and tactical ;
E training for CSS units at divisional level the following ques- ;f
Y tians will be addressed. What is the projected threat for divi- i‘
- Py
siaonal €SS units? What are the responsibilities of CSS organi- \;
- zations to respond to the threat? What are the shortfalls in CSS 13
. A
) equipment and training? Based on these analyses, conclusiaons and ?:
: LK
recommendations on divisional CS8S survivability will be made. .
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SECTION I1I

CSS Survivability

The interdiction of the enemy’'s supply lines has long been

considered as a maxim of war by both military theorists and

practitioners. In The Art of War, Jomini ‘s one great funda-
mental principle of war is to throw the mass of one’s forces
successively "upon the decisive points of a theater of war, and
also upon the communications of the enemy as much as possible
without compromising one’s own".?®* General Douglas MacAr thur, who
certainly followed this principle in landing at Inchon, stated
that "The history of war proves that nine out of ten times an
army has been destroyed because its supply lines have been cut
off..."® Former German general officers and general staff offi-
cers from WW II with combat experience in Russia caution that an
army must be prepared to fight in rear areas with adequate forces
to protect the integrity of supply operations. They noted "It is
a fact supported by many examples in military history that events
and conditions behind the front lines have often failed to
receive sufficient attention. 1In all but a few cases this has
worked as a disadvantage to the front."S

However , despite the recognition of the importance of laogis-
tical support and its inherent vulnerabilities to attack, the
general tendency of tactical commanders in the U.S. Army has been
to focus on the close—in and deep operations of the combat force.

Rear area operations have been considered as more a matter of
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administration and lcgistical concern than as a matter of tac-
tical concern. Even Clausewit:z helps to foster this attitude
when he writes, "One would not want to consider the whole busi-
ness of maintenance and administration as part of the actual
conduct of Qar.“‘ Clausewitz considers logistics an important
but preliminary activity quite different from war’'s main event,
“the ut:ilization ot fighting Torces.”®

The technology of modern warfare with its highly mechanized
forces and resource hungry weapon systems requires CSS units to
be capable of going where the combat furce goes in order to sus-—
tain tactical operations. As these CSS units move forward on the
battlefield, the risks to survivability increase. Commanders in
future conflicts may find that €55 survivability has become the
driving factor affecting continuous support, which significantly

influences their tactical plans and ultimate battlefield success.
The Threat

Soviet military doctrine is built around highly mobile
forces that can concentrate quickly, move rapidly, and strike
deep into rear areas. DOnce Soviet forces are committed to
military action, their goal is the rapid defeat of enemy forces
ideally before the enemy is able to fully mobilize. Using armor-
heavy combined arms concentrations, Soviet forces will try to
rupture or bypass enemy defenses in order to penetrate into and
exploit through the rear areas. To help make the front line

advance of their combat forces more effective, the Soviets have
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developed the weapons and forces toc attack simultaneously on and
across the forward line of troops (FLAT). The attacks aimed at
the enemy’'s rear areas may be independent actions, or they may be

coordinated maneuvers designed to assist the advance of attacking

* s J SR
'y f‘f“:"‘.{ , ‘
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forces in the main battle area.®

For U.S. Army armored and mechanized divisions, the division

¢
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rear boundary is normally represented as extending S0-65 kilo-
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meters behind the forward edge of the battle area (FEBA), and the
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brigade rear area typically extends 15-20 kilometers behind the

o .

FERA. FM 20-14, Rear Battle outlines a variety of threat forces

' %'y

that could be employed in these rear areas. They include air-—
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borne, air assault, and heliborne units; special operat:ions

p
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units; reconnaissance units; de=ep cover agents; and ground
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maneuver forces consisting of either second echelon forces or an

‘e

operational maneuver group (OMG). The Soviets are also capable

of supporting rear area combat operations with artillery , air

£
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attack, radio—-electronic combat (REC), and nuclear and chemical

assets.”
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It will be useful for discussion later to explore some of
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the basic characteristics of each threat likely to be applied
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against divisional CSS units. Soviet airborne forces consist of

)

elite troops trained for both airdrop and helibaorne assault

,
-
4 4y

missions. At tactical level a reinforced company or battalion

A
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will normally assault against a gpecific objective designed to

facilitate the advance of attacking ground forces.® An

airborne battalion consists of three airborne companies. Each

.
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airberne company i3 e2qguipprd with air droppable light armor=d

vehicles (BMDs), and a variety of weapons to include assault

o,
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rifles, light machine guns, automatic grenade launchers, anti- &
-~ tank guided missiles (ATGMs), anti-tank grenade launchers (RPGs),

and shoulde} fired surface—to-air missiles (SAMs).*® -3

\} b
:5 Soviet air assault brigades have been formed at front level Ef
i and air assault battalions appear at army level.!'® The brigades E:
2 consist aof two BMD equipped battalions and two parachute bat- EE
: talions. The equipment for a Soviet air assault brigade ;ﬁ
i includes: &4 BMDs, six 120 MM mortars, 9 ATGMs, 150 RPGs, and 45 iﬁ
E SAMs. An air assault brigade is able to operate out to 150 ;i
i kilometers beyond the FLOT, while air assault battalions aperate Et
out to a distance of 50-75 kilometers beyond the FLOT.» ;;

E Heliborne operations are designed to insert Soviet motarized §£
: rifle forces of battalion size or smaller at a depth that nor- ié
_ '

mally remains within range of Saviet divisional artillery to N

. seize key terrain (such as a bridgehead) or to conduct recon- .i
? nissance, ambush, sabotage, and deception operations.® Each -
: Soviet motorized rifle division (MRD) and tank division (TD) ﬁ&
E has at least one motorized rifle battalion that has received f:
; specialized training to conduct heliborne operations. In gi
- addition, the Soviets claim to be able to prepare and train any t;
E motorized rifle battalion (MRB) for heliborne operations within 2;
3 8-10 hours.®S Mpost heliborne operations are conducted without ;

.

. transporting light armored vehicles, which limits the ground ;%
% mobility of the inserted force. Therefore these operations are 52
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usually planned to be executed at a liamited taclical depth o tie
battliefield to enable link-up with the advancing Soviet ground
force within only a few hours.

Special operations forces include highly trained special

purpose forces consisting of Soviet officers and senior NCOs

with skills in language, demolition, communicatian, and foreign
weapons.*? These individuals will deploy intoc NATO at the out-
break of hostilities in small teams to destroy specific military
targets, to conduct reconnaissance, and to create as much con-—
fusion as paossible in the enemy’'s rear areas.® Deep cover
agents living in NATO countries have also been trained by the
Soviets to conduct clandestine operations of all types and will
be activated for subversive operations in rear arszas as hostil-
ties commence.®® Conservative estimates currently place.over
27,000 Soviet and Warsaw Pact controlled agents in NATO.*7
Soviet second echelon ground forces have the mission to
exploit through penetrations in the enemy’'s defense made by the
first echelon forces. These second echelon forces will seek to
destroy enemy forces and targets in depth. OMGs at army level
consist of a reinforced MRD or TD. At front level the OMG may
consist of a two or three division army group. The OMG's mission

is to conduct "high speed, large scale raid and exploitation

operations deep in an enemy’'s rear area."'®

Soviet artillery can support rear area operations to a
range of 30-40 kilometers. Artillery fire can be augmented with

missiles and rockets using conventional, chemical, and nuclear




warheads to ranges between 70-900 kilometers.*® Air attack

capability in support of rear area operations includes fighter Sﬁ:
bombers, tactical aircraft, attack helicopters, and reconnais-— iﬁ
QY Y

- sance planes. Radio—-electronic combat (REC) includes'a Soviet =2
.capability ;or jamming, direction finding, and deception. The §}
Soviets REC capability acquires signal intelligence that can be ;S
used to target suppressive fires on rear area command and control i;
elements by means of artillery, missile, and air strikes.=° ;%
The threat forces capable of interdicting divisional rear 5;
areas in advance of main body ground forces represent a formi- %%
dable tactical challenge. U.S. Army Airtand battle doctrine ii
looks to both deep and rear operatiocns to create the conditions gﬁ
that will lead to the succasss of the close-in fight. The sheer ?L
number and variety of Soviet threat forces capable of disrupting E:
€S5S operations in the rear will make effective support of the éﬁ
_ N,

close-in fight difficult. Tactical ability on the part of CSS »A
units will be crucial in helping to minimize the impact of threat :g%
forces and in keeping open lines of logistical support. It will ;;
be useful in this context to look now at the tactical responsi- fﬁ
bility of C8S units as described in the U.S. Army’'s rear battle ég
doctrine. §?¢
;‘

Tactical Responsibility i$

To provide some sense of structure and order of magnitude tao £§

.

the rear area threat, three levels of threat activity in rear c:
area operations have been established. FM 90-14, Rear Battle Eéi
\':.

Y
Be:
g
B
.

ORI PR _:- O P e AN e AN YT P PR
RORIAALESHAY, LS O LT AR O L O NS Ao N




2V Wa P P (i, A Sar et L Y Mt 19D A8 i i Sl A I el kgl el A PalPa N A s

O

lists the threat levels as follows: ';

tevel 1 -Enemy centrolled agents activity. ::

)

~Sabotage by enemy sympathizers. %:

-Terrorism. - o

‘ Level iI -Diversionary and sabotage operations conducted by :é
: unconventional forces. ) ;
—~Raid, ambush and reconnaissance cpearations con- :

ducted by combat units. ;I

—Special missions aor unconventional warfare (UW) ;S

missions. i;

- Level 111 (battalion size or larger) :E
f -Heliborne operations. ig
—Alrborne oper ations. '.‘

-Amphibious operations. ;:

~-6round force deliberate operations. ?5

—Infiltration operations. .?;

; €SS units have the basic responsibility for their own ;&
tactical self defense, and when confronted by a level 1 thireat '

they are expected to be able to defeat it.=?* Military Police ;;

EQ (MP) units provide mobile reaction forces to defeat level 1I ;;
threats. When the threat exceeds the tactical capability of both E

MP and CSS assets, combat forces are assigned to fight the rear ;g

battle.=22 3r

Y

Being able to evaluate their rear area situation accurately ';

is going to tax the "coup d’oeil"” of commanders at all tactical ;i(

levels. At any one time U.S. rear area units could find :E
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themselves facing elements from one or more of the threat levels.

The different levels of threat will occur in no particular order
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and threat actions in rear areas may or may not be in suppart of

-
Iy

- each other.*= The ability to build an accurate intelligence

S

picture of fhreat activities is going to be crucial to the ef-

e e

fective employment of scarce rear area combat capability.

The cornerstuna2 of the rear battle doctrine 1s the base
R cluster concept. A base cluster consists of rear area unitse
. whase base defenses are geographically grouped together to
provide mutual support.=2* A base cluszter, unlike a unit’'s baze
defense, has no clearly defined perimeter. Each base cluster
will establish a base cluster operation center (BCOC) to co-
ordinate and integrate =ach unit’'s base d=2fense plan into the
base cluster 's defense plan. The base cluster will normally be
created around a battalion-sized or larger unit due to the BCOC s
requirement to operate 24 hours a day and to carry out staff
functions associated with rear battle activities.®% For
divisional CSS units, base clusters will be created around the
division support command (DISCOM) in the division suppoart area
and around the forward support battalion in the brigade support
-, areas. The BCOC commander is normally the senior CS8S commander
within the base cluster. He is responsible for upgrading or
downgrading his threat level posture, and he will also caoordinate
. with either MP or combat forces as appropriate to defezat threat
; levels heyond his cluster ‘s defensive capability.

The concept of forming base clusters by integrating mutually

.
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supporting base defenses mandates that €53 uniuts becume
proficient in conducting tactical operations. The wminimum
requirement is for CS5 units to meet level I threats which, in
turn, dictates-training in perimeter defencse and physical

security measures. However, the tactical problem that CSS units

will face is a more complex one. The nature of the threat forces

and strategy will l=2ad to C5S units facing level II and leval III

.
P |

; threats at least for that indeterminate period from identifi-

TN
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cation of the threat to the arrival of the leval Il and level II11

reaction forces. Hence the need exists to train CS5 unitse to

Y
a . . .
0 operate in such an environment. If one alsao considers that
S . . . .
s incursions 1nto rear areas may portend the advanuce of the enomv's
h
main effort forces in th=2 rear battle area, a tactical comnander
ag

could be reluctant to commit significant combat power to respond

to rear aresa incursions until the overall threat can be clearly

defined. Under such circumstances, it will be essential for CSS

units to have organic combat power and training to survive all

e
s tale T

levels of rear area threats for at least an interim period

.
L

between the engagement with threat forces and the arrival of

A

level 11 and level II1 reaction forces.
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SECTION IXX

In 1931 Mikhail Tukhachevskiy, a Marshall of the Soviet
Union, wrote that, "The rear area establishment should be so
organized, armed, and trained as to be capable at all levels of
fighting airborne enemy motorized assault forces."?® He further
stated that "The expanded rear areas of tcday and their contin-
twous vulnerability to air attack require...intensified organi-
zational work with respect to rear areas, s=2tting up indepandeant
defenses against airborne assault landings and tank break-
throughs, as well as general antiaircraft defense measures..."?
The Russian Tukhachevskiy’'s rear area concerns of 1731 remain
rear area concerns for the U.S. Army in 1985, €SS units comprise
a large part of the force which opetrates in divisional and
brigade rear areas, and as such C55 units need to be "organi:zed,
armed, and trained" not only to sustain the combat force, but
also, through an adequate self defense capability, to survive the

enemy threat.
€SS Equipment

Equipment developments for CSS units have normally focused
on the impacts of change on overall loagistical capabilities
almost to the exclusion of any analysis dealing with the impacts
that the change will have on survivability of CSS units in a

combat environment. A 1784 Armor Conference White FPaper
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examining "Combat S=rvice Support-nt War" madcs the obhscirvabtizn L

that "As the fighting force transitions with the introduction ot

’I
S

. s e =y
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p power ful new weapon systems, C55 impraovements have not kept

»
L
.,

pace."® As an example, the Armor Conferei.ce White Paper cited

the need far a resupply vehicle with armor protection, stating

¥, ..without such vehicles, optimum potential [forl operational

v T

a2f fectiveness of new close cambat fighting vehicles cannot b=
achieved. Attrition of the current fleet of wheeled recsupply

vehicles would beqin with the first requirement to support in

combat. "<

The need far an armored resupply vehicle is not a revolu-—

tionary thought, but it points out an i1mportant problem in

fielding CS5 equipment. It is only when the projected swwr v sal

rate for forward area resupply vehicles is examined that such

vehicles begin to make sensa and appear as affordable. Develop-

ment of all CSS equipment and training must incorporate a tac-

tical focus on survivability.

The U.S. Army Logistics Center {(LOGC) recently completed

a study "to determine whether CSS units are sufficiently armed to

survive the Rear Battle...."® The findings in the LOGC study

concluded that €58 units are not sufficiently armed to survive

the rear battle. The LOGC effort drew heavily upon a previously

conducted study by VII Corps entitled "The Rear AirLand Battle."&

The VII Corps study used a computer assisted map exercise and a

modification of the McClintic Theater Model Wargaming Simulation

to evaluate the sel f-defense capability of rear area corps units
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against a thre2at airborne battalion.?7 The VII Ceorps study found

M
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that dramatic improvement in the self-defense capability of corps

'-. 'n' v
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rear area (CRA) units could be achieved not by adoption of anv

e s
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one particular measure, but rather by adcption of a combinat:on
of measures. These include: (1) establishing an effective
command and control system for rear battle activities, (2% T
upgunning €S and C35 units, (3) training €5 and CSS units in base o
defense, and (4) providing adequate MP and field artillery to
support the rear battle.® The LOGC study generally supported y
these findings and added a finding that reccgnized thz need for Eé
€S5 units to have night vision devices and ground sensors. ?
The LOGC studv rezcommand=d a "manrnu" of items to ugagun and
enhance the rear bhattle defense capability of C55 units. Ini i;
making these recommendations, the LOGC study noted that much of
the current CSS defensive capability depended on the M6 rifle. -
The LOGC used a "menu" approach in the recommendations because o% ig
the wide variety of CSS5 units tables of organization and CE
equipment (TOE). The LOGC "menu” of items shown below® would

have to be adapted as appropriate for each CSS unit.

1. Weapons- (a-c, TOE changes; d-e, non-TOE items).
a. M-249 Sgquad Automatic Weapon (SAW). Sustained

rate of fire is three times that of the M16AlL.

(XN

It has a range of 350 meters. Basis of issue

14

is one per ten enlisted personnel in TOE cate-

D

gory [1 units and one per twenty enlisted per-

sonnel in category III units.
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b. .E2 cal! MG, with vehicle and yround mountc.

3 Cyclic rate of fire is S00-450 RPM with ;.;i
T an eftfective range of 1800 meters. The E;
Be -
. basis of issue is one per six 2 1/2 ton - ’5
5 "or larger trucks, except in motor trans-— ti
? port units. In motor transport units the ) if
_ o
X basis of izssue is one per ten 2 1/2 ton ‘i
. or larger trucks. Each recovery vehicle tg
- would also be equipped with a .30 caliber ?f
- L
. machine gun, .;
3 €. 40mm MK-19 grenade launcher. Cyclic rate of %i
- fire is I25-375 RFM. It has an effective "‘-
range of 146570 meters and maximum range of ;;
? 2200 meters. It can defeat light armor and Eg
é is also effective against helicopters. The Eﬂ
. o
y basis of issue is one per company with TQE -
S strength af 75 or less, two per caompany EE
i with TOE strength af 746-130, and three per ;E
' company with TOE strength of 151-250. One éﬁ
E additiaonal weapon will be included for each Zi}
E 150 personnel or major fraction thereof }f
: in excess of a unit strength of 230. This ' ;;
E weapon is also authorized one per detachment, - E%
. platoon, or team with a TDE leadership %‘
) o
position of a commissioned or warrant -~
> P
; officer when the organization habitually :{i
:' %
A o
. S
K S o s e S L et 22 e 3




N L Sl it AN IO U R S AN A g gh i SO g S e gl gieh g ptian S gt e gt ol i el gl gb 4 ari sl LS § S SRS B E A a Il St A d' S s B4 S8 e

2%a%a%s

operates independesntlvy.
d. M72AZ, &6MM Light Antiarmor Weapon (LLAW).

Range of 323 meters, system to be replaced

S PP

- by VIFPER. Basis of issue is determined
'by the thzater commander.

e. M18A1 claymore antipersonnel mine. Range

, <
| O,

SO meters. Basis of issue determined by
theater commander.
2. MWeapons Sights and Night Vision Devices:
a. AN/TVS5-5 night sight. One per .ZS0 cal
MG and MK-19. Frovides a visibility
N range of 1200 M (moonlight)/1000 M
{starlight).
b. AN/PVS—-4 night sight. One per M-60 MG.

FProvides a visibility range of 700 M

IR

(moonlight) /350 M (starlight).

c. AN/PVS-SA individual night vision device.

& This is a head-mounted device with built-

_. in infrared source. It provides a range

of 150 meters.

Z. Platoon Early Warning System (PEWS). Detects,
locates, and classifies targets up to a
distance of 1500 meters. Each set has two
receivers and ten detectors that can identify

. ground vibrations or magnetic signatures from

vehicles.

21,
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4. Communications =quipment:

a. Radio Set: AN/YRC-46. One per company far
operation in base cluster net.
b. Radio Set: AN/FRC-77. One per company far

mobile perimeter defense operations.

c. Antenna Group: 0E-254. One per AN/VCR-
45 in the base cluster net. The antenna
is used to extend the range of the tactical
FM net radio set from 146 miles out to 36

miles in average terrain.t'°

There is little doubt that, given the current limitations of
weapaon svstems within CSS units, the acquisition of the
LOGC's "menu" of recommended items would enhance the surviv-—
ability of CSS units. It is alsg important to recognize from the
viewpoint of combat multipliers that the LOGC study recommend-
ations include not just weapons, but also communications equip-
ment, night sights, and early warning devices to improve the rear
battle command, control and intelligence capability of CSS
units. Given this equipment and proper training, "upgunned" C5S
units will be better able to carry out the security, surveil-
lance, and defense missions implied in their rear battle respon-
sibility to defeat the projected level I threat. The question
that remains for the LOGC and rear battle doctrine writers ta
answer becomes, "Will these additional items enable CSS units
to survive level II and level 11I threats until reaction forces

can be deployed?" It is the opinion of this writer that for

LT R A T L S
TR AL AL A T AL ALY

i S
»

A

o

- 4 . ..
"".' -‘;5'{";‘5'.-', o

L

l, .
i QL L

I

ol




SHVARE IR TA TR Y AULTLELNLCS Lo IR RO Y

divisional C55 units the “"upgunn=2d" equipment alone will not
enable €8S units to survive the projected Soviet rear area
threat. Additional survivability measures need to be taken to
- include: (1) the integration of anti-tank systems, air defense
systems, ana field artillery support into all base defenses,

4 and (2) improvement to mobility and armor protection of forward

arza ra2supply vehiclaes. Th=2se measures should not be viswed as an
attempt to create LSS5 units as "surrogate" combat arms forces,
but simply reflect the reality of the Airtand battle. These
measures may also be viewed by some as detracting from the
support mission which is the primary focus of CSS units.

However , without added survivability the guestion of support on

the battlefield may gquickly becocms moot as threat force

1]

operating in rear areas attrit our support capabilities.

£S5 Training

FM 1C0-5, QOperations states, "Soldiers who are alwavs
raquired to do it right in training will instinctively do so in
combat."** For the C5S soldier, “"doing it right" applies to
both technical and tactical competency. Laogisticians need the
technical skills to sustain the combat force, and the tactical
skills necessary to survive in a combat environment. This
technical versus tactical split in training focus must be pro-
perly balanced to produce battlefield capable CSS units.

However, today the U.S. Army CS8S community may be overly

committed in its training to the technical side of logistics

~r
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! suppert. This technical commitmant rasulits in part from cie LA
rapid changes brought on by the Army’'s force modernization K '
i programs. The advanced technology of modern weapons systems i\f
\ regquires that the soldiers who service these systems within the - Té
X support basé be well versed in matters of technical support. ] kg
; This is a considerable challenge when one looks at the volume of l EE
new equipment in the Army inventary. -
The technical focus is also a product of the way logis- 53
ok
ticians are usually evaluated in peacetime. Backlog rates, ;ﬁ
: demand accommodation, supply availability, readiness percentages. ;é
- and other such support measures are the toaoals by which CSS 5%
oerfturmance is rated. C355 units do deploy and suoport £ om E%
remote field locations in training exercises, butbt the tactical T%
threat played for rear areas rarely constrains CSS operations. %?'
The focus all too aften remains on providing technical support tq zii
the combat force from what is in essence a secure rear area. ;i:
Given the CSS orientation on technical support, the question E%&
arises as to how €8S units will gain the tactical level of :E
proficiency required of them for the AirLand battle. The ?%
responsibility for tactical training of a CSS unit and its ;?:
' soldiers lies within the CSS unit itself. The Army Training and
Evaluation Program (ARTEP) and the Skill RQualification Test (SQT) ’{:
material provide the foundation upon which CSS units base their - gg
3
training. The ARTEP provides a mechanism for evaluating in %?‘
collective training the capability of a CSS unit to carry out iﬁ%
mission-oriented tasks "to standards necessary to survive in EE%
L) ...‘
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combat."*® The ARTEP ic¢ the primary vehicle arcund which Lhe

C3SS unit centers its tactical training. The ARTEP includes such

tactical tasks as (1) establishing a unit defense; (2) camouflage
- activities; (3) convoy and movement operations; (4) responding to

ground, artillery, and air attacks; (5) handling enemy prisoners

of war (EFW): (&) intelligence collection; (7) implementing
operational security (OPSEC) measures; (8) gperating in an EW
environment; and (9) conducting NBC defense.

However, there are a number of shartcomings in CSS ARTEPs.
To begin with, there are disparities among C35 unit ARTEF:s with
respect .to common tactical tasks. For example, in convoy opera-
tions a common tactical task is to ‘defend against ground ambush
when the road 1s not blecked.” In the ARTEF for the Supply
Company of a Forward Support Battalion, the training and svalua-

tion standard states the following:

Y=hicles which pass through the kill zone and
become separated from the remainder of the
convoy piraoceed to a point which can be affect-
ively defended and stop. Fersonnel immediately
establish a defensive perimeter under the com-
mand of the senior member present. The element
commander immediately contacts the column com-

mander in the most expedient manner.?t=

In the ARTEP that covers the Light Maintenance Company and

Heavy Maintenance Company of the Main Support Battalion, the

e
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Vehicles which pass through the kill zone and

4y i
become separated from the remainder of the i X

B, .. R .

: convay proceed until directed to halt. The - :t
2lement commander immediately contacts the S*
column commander 1n the most expedient £

7. Seg

o0 manner.4 4

2 4

:‘i » 3

In yet a third C53 ARTEF covering the Transpor tation Mutor =
&
S

:f Transport Company, the training and evaluation standard again ‘ﬁ

. e .\

1 differs from the previous two. It states: ﬁf

~ :‘_

) 4

po Vehicles which pass through the kill zone and ,

‘ "h.

3 become separated from the remainder aof the &-

. S,

o b0

o canvoy proceed to a point which can be effect- 3
ively defended and stop. Personnel immediately t:

3 establish a defensive perimeter under the com-— :¥

i mand of the senior member present. The ele- ;7

3

Q ment commander immediately attempts to con- -

% tact the column commander in order to deter-— n

e mine if fire is to be placed upon the threat R R

Y force.*s o

n. -~ \I~

: 3

ke * \:"

: The Quartermaster School, the Ordnance Center and School, ;;

> N

and the Transportation School respectively developed the training ?

>, Y

j and evaluation standards above as the proponent agencies for E-

ﬁ their branch ARTEPs. In each case the guidance on how to respond ﬁ”
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to a cenvoy ambush 13 s3lightly differeat. This type of disparicy
appears in the C55 ARTEFPs not only in the Yraining and evaluation
standards but also in tactical tasks to be performed.

Rear battle doctrine for CSS units depends upon bacse defense

in mutually supporting base clusters. If a base cluster is going

to be able to operate successfully, it is critical that CSS units
share a common understanding of how to operate tactically in a
combat enviranment. This becomes even more important when it is
recognized that in the taileoring of logistical support, CSS units
without the benefit of habitual associaticn will be vperating
together in base clusters. The CS5 ARTEFs should be revis=zwed
aointly by the CES service schpols and cther THADDE L ocponants Yo
insure continutty of tactical tasks and standards that supoocrt
rear battle doctrine.

& second area of concern with £S5 ARTEFs is the compes:tion
of the oppasition forces (OFFJR) normally specified for company
evaluatian. The OFFOR is usually comprised of a platoon or
snaller sized element. PBased upon the projected Soviet threat
to rear areas, training should include operations against larger
threat elements. Training scenarios in which the threzat force
exceeds the defense capability of the C£55 unit would be usetful
in determining the effectiveness aof the response of MFP and combat
unit reaction forces. This evaluation should include how well
the defending unit coordinated with th=2 relieving reaction force.

A third factor to consider in CSS ARTEPs is the composition

of the external evaluation teams. For CS3SS units they are
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coaprisad of 883 afficers and senior MCOs wibth bthwe

tadiniloeal

backgrournd af the unit being evaluated. The inclusion of a
combat arms officer or senior NCO on the evaluation team would
provide expertise in evaluating the tactical components of the
ARTEP tasks; This action would also serve to give combat arms
personnel a greater appreciation of the arganization and function
of C5S units.

Another argument for adding combat arms expertise to
external ARTEP evaluation is that a number of factors currently
work against CSS5 soldiers obtaining the skills ta be good tacti-
cians. These factors include: (1) a lack of combat experience at
the company level: (2) tacticeal training in L85 service schools
limitad in scopes and completely subordinated to tecnnical
trainings; (3) Regular Army CS55 officers who no longer serve
combat arms details, losing a valuable opportunity for gaining
tactical experience; (4) assignment patterns for CS5S socldiers
which result in their spending large portions of their careers in
non—tactical support units; (9) assignment patterns for officers
which dictate that the bulk of their career will be spent in
other than tactical combat service support organizations.

The factors listed above also contribute to the lack of
focus on tactical training in CSS units. It is human nature for
individuals and organizations to concentrate efforts on those
skills that they do best and upon which they are evaluated. In

the case of CSS units, concentration of effort clearly lies in

rendering technical support.
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Maioer Wayne M. Hall, in a zcent Milibtaoy Beview arcicle

on "A Critigue of the Training Doctrine Fit", makes the «rau-
ment that "...the officer corps generally is not mentally
prepared tolimplement Airt,and Battle doctrine Cand thatl... the
officer corés will remain unprepared to implement the doctrine
precisely because of a lack of adeguate mental preparation for
war."*¢ This argument holds true in the caze aof technically
oriented CSS aofficers. The ability to provide support on the
fluid, non-linear, destructive battlefield of the future 1s going
to be a function of a C35 unit’'s ability to survive as it carries
out its mission of sustaining the combat force. The LOGC's
"upgun" 1intlttiatives and the current rear battle doctrina are
stepes in the right directiorn. However, much more is reguired i
the way of command emphasis at all echelons to insure that CSS
units are ready to execute proficiently thelr tactical responsi-
bilities as part of the combined arms team.

One way to show this command emphasis throughout the
logistics community would be to develop an expert tactical
logistician’'s badge to be awarded for demonstrated individual
proficiency similar in concept to those now awarded under the
expert infantry bacdge (EIBR) program and the expert field medical
badge (EFMB) program. The purpose of an expert tactical
logistician’ s badge (ETLB) program would be to develop and
identify CSS soldiers who are tactically proficient and capable
of performing basic logistic support functions in a field

environment. By concentrating on developing individual tactical

- . Q. L, e
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s thoe ETLE program would praducs LSS .
trainers who are tactically qgualified. Overall. such a program
would create a needed concentration on the tactiéal side of
logistical support.

The foilowing brief comments ocutline a subject area .
structure for the ETLEB program. In drawing from the EIB and EFMZ
programs, the ETLRE program would be designed to incorporate
performance orientad testing in common soldier tasks. These
include: (1) map reading: (2) communications: (3) survival tech-
niques; (3) land navigation; (5) MNBC operations; (9 first aid;

(7)) weapons gualification: (8) a forced road marchj; (?) the Army

N

. A comprehensive wriltitesn test would

—f

(r

Fhysical Readiness Tes

cerve to establizsh ral logistical knouwledge of forward sup—
o b

I 9]
n
o
(g

port procedures in a tactical field environment. Finally. addi-
tioral performance testing for award agf the ETLB would cover: il}
aerial resupply methods; (2) driver qualification (2 1/2 ton
truck); (3) convoy operations; (4) perimeter defense and physical
security measures; and (3) fire support coordination. The
tactical skills listed above are not intended as all inclusive,
but they do provide a tactical foundatian for greater surviv-—

ability of logistical support on the Airland battlefield. -
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Conclusions

This monograph has examined the hypothesis that divisiocnal
CSS units aée not adequately equipped or tactically trained to
survive on the AirLand battlefield. In exploring this issue the
study examined (1) Soviet threat furces capable of interdicting
divisional rear areas; (2) the U.S5. Army’'s rear battle doctrine
cutlining tactical responsibilities for C3S units:; and (3} the
tactical ad=sguacy of current CSS equipment aud training. Based
upon the analysis of these factors, it is clear that divisional
£S5 units are not adeguately eguipped or tactically trained to
survive on the AirLand battlefield.

The circumstances that have led to this conclusion can be
summarized as follows. The Saoviet Union has continued to
modernize and expand that portion of its military force structure
that can be used to interdict C55 operations in divisional rear
areas. At the current timé the U.S. Army has responded by
developing a rear battle doctrine that relies upon MP and combat
reaction forces to defeat the level II and level 11l rear area
threats. Divisional CS5S5 units will, by design of the doctrine,
find themselves initially engaging significant threat forces,
at least until such time that the reaction forces are able to
respond. The mobility and firepower that the threat can insert
into rear areas far surpasses the current tactical capability of

CSS units.
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Indicative of thi shaortfall is the fact that 583 tactica

r
[

[

eguinpment and training has not been adjusted to meet the recuire-

ments of the Airland battle snvironment. It is imperative that

“‘;H V"‘

CSS equipment be consistent with the survivability, mobility, and

v

conmnmunications ability of the supported force. Training in CS3

7

e
Ayt be

v

service schools, while continuing to produce technically

N

competent soldiers, must also incorporate tactical training that

>
.

Al ol

builds upon and adds to their basic soldier skills. This focus

PO

T2
B

o 4V

on tactical training must carry over into divisional €55 units in

.
»

conducting support exercises that portrav

reallistic tacticea:

threat environments. In short, divisional CSS unit survivability
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1s a function of how well a CSS unit is eguippDe:
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organized te cperate tactizally as a member of ths combin=ad arms

. "'. &

team.
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Feacommendations g

\

Based on the conclusions of this study the tollowing 1
recaommendations are presented:

—Approve and field the "menu" of items recommended by the !;

.‘_..;

) LOGC s "upgun" study, but consider adding gresater organic anti- {H

armor and air defense capability for CSS5 units. s

-Develaop and field forward area armaored resupply vehicles

[
s e
2

B
«

for brigade level logistics support that are capable of surviving Y
Ll ]
-
thae indirect fire threat. ;ﬁ

.

< 4

~Review C55 ARTEFs to develop coordinated CSS5 guidance on

-
-
o

camnon tactical tasks and standards.
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—Add combat arms evaluators to provide =up in

areas for external ARTEF evaluations.

'.-,\‘.

N

—Include ARTEF training against larger than platoon si:zed e
OFFDR elements to exercise operations with MF and combat unit s

reaction forces as specified in current Rear Battle doctrine.
-Develcp and approve implementation of an expert tactical

logistician badge program to emphasize mastery of those combat

survival skills necessary to conduct logistical support on the

AirlLand battlefield. -
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