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ABSTRACT
ENGAGE, DESTROY, SURVIVE: CHARACTERISTICS OF US. ARMY PISTOL,
CARBINE, AND RIFLE DIRECT FIRE ENGAGEMENTS IN MODERN COMBAT,
by Major Matthew L. Simon, 163 pages.
With an increasing concern for hybrid, multi-domain, and even near peer threats, coupled
with the complexity of urban warfare and subterranean operations in mega-cities, the
U.S. Army must reevaluate and change its pistol, carbine, and rifle marksmanship
training strategies, and their subsequent qualification standards, to enable Soldiers to
effectively engage and destroy threats in a direct fire engagement, across the range of
military operations, and win. After a comprehensive review of publications on
marksmanship, 22 characteristics or marksmanship skills (variables) were selected and
analyzed against 133 direct fire engagement narratives collected from 46 scholarly
publications. A collective case study analysis of the Korean War, Vietnam War,
Operation Iraqi Freedom, and Operation Enduring Freedom concluded that several
variables were present across all case studies but were found to not be emphasized in
current training strategies. Based on the gaps or shortfalls identified, the thesis provides
recommendations to change certain aspects of U.S. Army marksmanship training
strategies to better prepare Soldiers to engage, destroy, and survive in modern combat.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Our fundamental task is like no other - it is to win in the unforgiving
crucible of ground combat. We must ensure the Army remains ready as the
world's premier combat force. Readiness for ground combat is - and will remain the U.S. Army's #1 priority.
― 39th Chief of Staff of the Army Mark A. Milley, Initial Message to the Army

Overview
Since well before the United States of America was founded, American Soldiers
(colonial citizens), were called to march into battle, rifle in hand, to engage threats in
ground combat. From the earliest days of militias defending the homeland against French
occupation and British tyranny, to the modern Soldier of today who fights around the
globe to defeat violent extremism or deter aggressors, members of the United States
Army have been charged with the inherent, personal responsibility to engage threats
effectively in direct fire engagements, across the range of military operations, and win.
Much has changed in warfare, in terms of technology and tactics, since the first
Continental Soldiers carried their muskets to the skirmish line. The one constant though,
even in today’s environment, is that our Soldiers must adequately employ their personally
assigned weapons in combat against a threat. With an increasing concern for hybrid,
multi-domain, and near peer threats, coupled with the complexity of urban warfare and
subterranean operations in mega-cities, should the U.S. Army reevaluate and change its
small arms marksmanship training focus and qualification standards to enable Soldiers
across the entire force to be more effective and more lethal in modern combat?
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The U.S Army has committed an incalculable amount of time and resources in
building overmatch and creating as much standoff distance between units and our
adversaries on the battlefield to protect the force while simultaneously maintaining
lethality and exploiting the initiative. But have we, as a force, adequately balanced those
investments across all capabilities and U.S. Army warfighting functions? Have we
invested the right time, training, and resources in small arms marksmanship as we have in
the development, integration, and employment of newer technologies such as
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) systems, long range munitions,
armor, mobility, mission command platforms, space and cyberspace capability? These
technologies and their employment tactics have evolved in a short period of time,
however U.S Army small arms systems and marksmanship tactics and training techniques
have not. For years trends, advancements, and improvements in this arena have mostly
been identified and addressed by entities outside of the U.S. Army. We as the Nation’s
preeminent ground force have failed to keep up with these changes.
As an Army, are we aiming to substitute small arms marksmanship with other
technologies in an effort to distance the Soldier from the close-range fight? Has this
created an overreliance on precision strike capability from a Hellfire Missile versus the
precision strike of a 5.56mm NATO round fired by a well-trained Soldier in a direct fire
engagement? Since the Vietnam War and the introduction of the M16 service rifle 1, the
American Soldier has essentially carried the same rifle into over 37 campaigns. 2 The M9
Beretta Pistol, introduced to the U.S Army in 1985, 3 participated in 19 campaigns. 4 The
OE has significantly changed since both of these weapons were introduced to the force.
Yet the training strategies surrounding their employment have only gained traction at the
2

unit level with little change to U.S. Army doctrine. Most importantly the metrics unit
commander’s use to certify that their Soldiers are qualified on these weapons, has
witnessed no change. An example is the rifle qualification standards that were introduced
in 1955, well before the M16 was adopted, have relatively remained the standard for
basic rifle qualification.
Primary Research Question
What changes are required to U.S. Army pistol and carbine/rifle training
strategies in order to adequately prepare Soldiers to engage threats in modern combat?
Secondary Research Questions
1. What are the common characteristics of U.S. Army pistol and carbine/rifle
engagements in modern combat?
2. Based upon the OE, what are the expected characteristics of pistol and
carbine/rifle engagements in modern combat?
3. What are the current gaps or shortfalls in the U.S. Army pistol and
carbine/rifle training strategies in preparing Soldiers to effectively engage
threats in modern combat?
Background
As a professional fighting force, the U.S. Army continually evaluates the OE in
which it fights and strives to change doctrine and training strategies to meet the demands
of those contested areas. The U.S. Army recently demonstrated that commitment by
publishing updates to U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 3-0, Operations dated October
3

2017. This document sets the operational framework for how the U.S. Army will fight
our Nation’s conflicts today and into the near future. Focus has shifted from the conduct
of counterinsurgency and stability operations in a non-contiguous environment to the
execution of large scale combat operations in a contiguous environment.
The new FM 3-0 describes large scale combat operations as “intense, lethal, and
brutal” 5 where “future battles will include noncombatants, crowded in and around large
cities.” 6 The new publication acknowledges that “more than 50 percent of the world’s
population lives in urban areas, and this is likely to increase to 70 percent by 2050,” 7
which adds increased complexity to the modern battlefield. This is one of many factors
that directly impacts the employment of small arms weapon systems in the OE. Units will
be required to engage in “Decisive Action” against a near peer-threat by executing “well
synchronized, high-tempo offensive maneuver, in the form of ground maneuver” 8 in
order to “seize the initiative” and “consolidate gains.”
Although focused on actively defeating a threat, based on the OE, forces must be
prepared to execute security and stability operations in order to “exploit initiative.” As
forces continue to advance within the “Close Area,” new threats will present themselves
in the “Consolidation Area” and Soldiers must be prepared to adequately engage those
threats with effective small arms fire. Successful operations within the “Consolidation
Area” is a matter of being able to “consolidate gains” that prevent large-scale combat
operations to be refueled or worse, develop into a proxy war or counterinsurgency.
Prior to achieving stability within a region, it is anticipated that divisional level
forces will move across the operational area by executing large-scale combat operations
against a near-peer threat. Soldiers must be prepared to operate within “weapon ranges,
4

both direct and indirect, and [where] the mobility of formations define the characteristics
of operations in the close area.” 9 In the most challenging confrontations with threats,
Soldiers will likely operate in a degraded “close area” in which the enemy exploits their
cyber, electronic warfare, artillery, air defense systems (among many other capabilities).
Standoff distance and the ability to maximize the effective ranges of systems is most
desirable, but not necessarily achievable. Based on these conditions, Soldiers must be
prepared to engage threats with their direct fire weapon systems. Preparations for this
doctrinal shift in how we prepare for armed conflict comes down to training that “builds
Soldiers’ confidence in their weapons and equipment, [and] their ability to fight and
overcome challenge.” 10
Assumptions
At the beginning of this research project an assumption was made that the U.S.
Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) was not currently taking steps to
change qualification standards for the service pistol and carbine/rifle. During the course
of the research process, the literature review discovered that TRADOC’s proponent
responsible for small arms training and doctrine, the United States Army Infantry School
(USAIS) and Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCOE) at Fort Benning, Georgia,
developed and tested changes to the existing carbine/rifle qualification course. These
changes will be discussed briefly in the next chapter and will also be
considered/analyzed, based on the research outcomes, at the conclusion of the study. The
last assumption pertains to the research process itself. Assumptions were made that the
collective selection of cases studies would adequately describe how the pistol and
carbine/rifle are employed in combat. Assumptions were also made that the data collected
5

will enable conclusions that can shed light on what characteristics of direct fire
engagements can be expected in future OEs and conflicts.
Definitions
Operational Environment (OE): FM 3-0, Operations defines the OE as “a
composite of the conditions, circumstances, and influences that affect the employment of
capabilities and bear on the decisions of the commander. An OE encompasses physical
areas of the air, land, maritime, space, and cyberspace domains; as well as the
information environment (which includes cyberspace); the electromagnetic spectrum
(EMS), and other factors. Included within these are adversary, enemy, friendly, and
neutral actors that are relevant to a specific operation.” 11 Without further research it is
difficult to ascertain when the U.S. Army coined the phrase “Operational Environment”
therefore it will be a term used consistently throughout this thesis to describe the
battlefield, physical space, terrain, location, etc., (regardless of time) in which Soldiers
engaged threats in combat.
Modern Combat: It has been difficult to acquire an academic definition of
“modern combat.” For the purpose of this thesis, it will be defined by the operational
framework that is used within FM 3-0, Operations, dated October 2017. “Modern
Combat” is descriptive of the actions or activities by ground forces against an adversary
within the Deep, Close, Support, and Consolidations Areas during the conduct of largescale combat operations.
Close Combat: Army Doctrine Publication (ADP) 3-0 Operations defines Close
Combat as “warfare carried out on land in a direct-fire fight, supported by direct and
indirect fires and other assets. Units involved in close combat employ direct fire
6

weapons, supported by indirect fire, air-delivered fires, and nonlethal engagement means.
Units in close combat defeat or destroy enemy forces or seize and retain ground. Close
combat at lower echelons contains many more interactions between friendly and enemy
forces than any other form of combat. 12 Close combat encompasses all actions that place
friendly forces in immediate contact with the enemy where the commander uses direct
fire and movement in combination to defeat or destroy enemy forces or seize and retain
ground.” 13
Close Quarters Engagements aka Close Quarters Battle (CQB): Per Training
Circular (TC) 3-22.9 Rifle and Carbine, “short-range engagements are probable in close
terrain (such as urban or jungle) with engagement ranges typically less than 50 meters. 14
Employment skills include swift presentation and application of the shot process (such as
quick acquisition of sight picture) to maintain overmatch.” 15
Lethality: For this thesis lethality is defined as the employment of direct fire by a
small arms weapon system or systems that results in the destruction or damage of a
threat, object, or infrastructure.
Threat: FM 3-0, Operations defines a threat as “any combination of actors,
entities, or forces that have the capability and intent to harm United States forces, United
States national interests, or the homeland. Threats may include individuals, groups of
individuals, paramilitary or military forces, nation-states, or national alliances. In general,
a threat can be categorized as an enemy or an adversary.” 16 The term threat in this thesis
will be used to describe an actor or instance in which a U.S. Soldier engages (someone or
something) with direct fire and with the intent to use deadly force.

7

Integrated Weapon Training Strategy (IWTS): According to TC 3-20.0 FINAL
DRAFT, Integrated Weapons Training Strategy (IWTS) dated April 2018, the purpose of
IWTS is to “provide a detailed description of the maneuver force’s overarching training
strategy for all individual and crew-served weapons, through maneuver
battalions/squadrons to achieve fire and maneuver proficiency at home station. It includes
the purpose of the IWTS, its standard structure, training requirements, the integration of
combined arms assets, and resource requirements for the Armored, Infantry, and Stryker
brigade combat teams’ maneuver elements. It provides training principles and techniques
for use by units to gain proficiency in engaging and destroying threats efficiently in any
operational environment.” 17
Basic Marksmanship: The minimum skill or number of skills that are required by
all Soldiers (regardless of their Military Occupational Specialty (MOS)) to employ the
pistol or carbine/rifle in a direct fire engagement. In many instances “basic
marksmanship” is also described as “the fundamentals” or “shot process.” The skills
outlined as part of “basic marksmanship” are currently assessed when a Soldier
completes the current U.S. Army Pistol and Rifle Combat Qualification Course Tables.
TC 3-22.9 Carbine and Rifle have changed from using the term basic to the “shot
process” which is defined as “the basic outline of an engagement sequence all firers
consider during any engagement.” 18
Advanced Marksmanship: Any combination of skills an individual or units may
exercise or demonstrate while employing a direct fire weapon system in a complex
environment or under extreme conditions.

8

Rifle and Carbine: TC 3-22.9 Rifle and Carbine defines “the Army standard
service rifle [to be] either the M16-series rifle or M4-series carbine. These weapons are
described as a lightweight, 5.56-mm, magazine-fed, gas operated, air-cooled, shoulderfired rifle or carbine. They fire in semiautomatic (single shot), three-round burst, or in
automatic mode using a selector lever, depending on the variant. The weapon system has
a standardized mounting surface for various optics, pointers, illuminators, and equipment,
to secure those items with common mounting and adjustment hardware.” 19 During the
course of the research process it was determined that the carbine and rifle were employed
relatively the same way, regardless of case study. Therefore, for the purpose of this study,
whether describing the use of the M1-Carbine or M1 Rifle in the Korean War, or the M16
Rifle or M4 Carbine in Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) for example, these weapon
systems are considered like items. The terms carbine and rifle will be used synonymously
and or interchangeably.
Limitations
This research study will not provide a comprehensive history nor will it describe
the evolution of U.S Army marksmanship. Research analysis is limited to existing,
published research, as well as the review of marksmanship training strategies from the
Korean War to present day. The research methods for this study will focus exclusively on
analyzing completed research studies and scholarly publications only. No new research
will be initiated, i.e. the creation of surveys or interviews.
Additionally, this study is focused solely on determining which characteristics of
marksmanship are present in combat. This research project will not study nor attempt to
determine the effectiveness or failure of individual small arms engagements, but rather
9

simply understand and document the conditions surrounding the engagements. Also, due
to the nature of the topic, some research material from recent conflicts are currently
categorized as For Official Use Only (FOUO). Because the use of FOUO material will
prevent public distribution of this study, research will be limited to open source, scholarly
publications only. Personal publications, i.e. war journals or autobiographies, will also be
excluded from this research project to prevent concern for exaggerated descriptions of
events. Publications by valued institutions such as the U.S. Army Center of Military
History (CMH) and U.S. Army Combined Arms Center Combat Studies Institute (CSI)
will only strengthen the validity and accuracy of data collected from the case studies.
Finally, due to accessibility of material, this project will only look at four case
studies; Korean War, Vietnam War, Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), and OEF. Since
limiting the research to scholarly publications, this too has limited the number of
available publications on notable conflicts such as Operation Urgent Fury, Operation Just
Cause, Operations Desert Shield and Storm, and Operation Gothic Serpent, among
others.
Delimitations
Since the TRAINFIRE I research study was published in October 1955 the U.S
Army has engaged in countless direct fire engagements from the Vietnam War to current
operations such as Operation Inherent Resolve in Iraq and Syria, Operation Resolute
Support in Afghanistan, and a number of Decisive Action training missions and
deterrence operations around the globe. U.S. Army Soldiers of today continue to prepare
for possible future ground combat. Due to the scope of the topic and the numerous
historical examples available, this thesis will be limited to a small number of case studies.
10

A diverse group of case samples are provided that include combat arms and combat
support units operating in open, vegetated, and urban terrain, daylight and limited
visibility conditions, and other conditions that provide examples of the full range of
military operations. Due to the scope of the topic and the number of direct fire
engagement examples recorded since the Korean War, only four cases will be selected to
complete the analysis. The intent of this thesis is to focus on U.S. Army training
strategies for the employment of the pistol and rifle service weapons by the American
Soldier in modern combat. This thesis will not attempt to analyze, compare or contrast
the lethality of weapon systems solely by themselves or analyze the ballistic capabilities
of those platforms.
Significance
This thesis has significance for the entire force. The outcomes of this research
study are far reaching and have great impact on shaping U.S. Army weapon training
strategies for every Soldier.
Conclusion
Every Soldier, except the Chaplain, carries a firearm and has the inherent personal
responsibility to confidently and competently destroy the enemy or defend themselves
against threats as part of large-scale operations, small team missions, or individual
combat scenarios. To prepare the force, we must attempt to evaluate and understand how
the pistol and rifle have been employed in previous direct fire engagements to determine
trends, exploit successes, and identify ways to better prepare for the uncertainties and
challenges Soldiers will face in future ground combat. As ground forces continue to
11

operate in a complex and ever changing and contested OE, Soldiers must be capable of
remaining lethal and decisive in the employment of their small arms platforms.

1

Encyclopedia Britannica, “M16 Rifle,” accessed September 1, 2017,
https://www.britannica.com/technology/M16-rifle.
2

The United State Army Institute of Heraldry, “Campaign Streamers,” accessed
September 1, 2017,
http://www.tioh.hqda.pentagon.mil/Catalog/HeraldryList.aspx?CategoryId=9157&grp=2
&menu=Uniformed%20Services.
3

Beretta, “M9,” accessed September 1, 2017, http://www.beretta.com/en-us/m9/.

4

The United State Army Institute of Heraldry, “Campaign Streamers.”

5

Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Field Manual (FM) 3-0,
Operations (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2017), 1-2.
6

Ibid., 1-2.

7

Ibid., 5-5.

8

Ibid., 1-18.

9

Ibid., 1-31.

10

Ibid., 2-54.

11

Ibid., 1-16.

12

Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Army Doctrine Publication
(ADP) 3-0, Operations (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2016), 1-54.
13

Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Field Manual (FM) 3-90,
Offense and Defense (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2013), 1-116.
14

Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Training Circular (TC) 322.90, Rifle and Carbine (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2016), 7-26.
15

Ibid., 7-28.

16

HQDA, FM 3-0, 1-36.
12

17

Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Training Circular (TC) 3-20.0
FINAL DRAFT, Integrated Weapon Training Strategy (IWTS), (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, 2017), 1-1.
18

HQDA, TC 3-22.90, Glosary-3.

19

Ibid., 2-1.

13

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
An emphasis on safety seems to be characteristic of conventional
marksmanship training. The loss of realism which results from an excessive
concern with safety detracts from training in requisite combat skills and risks
developing in the trainee a fearful attitude regarding his weapon. The end result is
a reduction in the trainee’s self-confidence and thus the possibility of less efficient
combat performance. 1
― Howard McFann, John Hammes, and John Taylor
TRAINFIRE I: A New Course in Basic Rifle Marksmanship

Introduction
Should the U.S. Army reevaluate and change its small arms marksmanship
training focus and qualification standards to enable Soldiers across the entire force to
effectively engage threats in modern combat? On January 5, 1953 a meeting was held by
the Office of the Chief of Army Field Forces that would attempt to answer that question
by undertaking a research project that ultimately changed basic marksmanship instruction
and training. 2 The results of that study transformed U.S. Army training methodologies
and would impact the force for the next 60 years. Since the implementation of those
changes, much has changed in our OE, as well as our understanding of how Soldiers fight
in those environments. More so, the understanding of how the pistol and carbine/rifle
should be employed in those environments has also changed.
The purpose of this literature review is to provide context to the problem by:
1. Providing a brief history of marksmanship training from the end of World
War II to present.
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2. Describing current U.S. Army training methodologies for the pistol and
carbine/rifle.
3. Summarizing both military and non-military professional publications that
have been written on the subject.
4. Summarizing scholarly publications that describe the OE through historical
case studies.
World War II – Korean War: An Evolution in
U.S. Army Marksmanship Training
In 1947, esteemed military historian Samuel Lyman Atwood (S.L.A.) Marshall
published Men Against Fire which summarized observations and key points about
leadership and combat that he witnessed during World War II. Marshall, a World War I
veteran, supported both the European and Pacific Campaigns as an embed historian who
adopted a Jominian type philosophy about war, in which he believed victory is rooted in
ground combat. 3 Marshall developed a method for collecting data from Soldiers shortly
after their wartime experiences in order to more accurately paint a narrative of what
occurred in ground combat. 4
One of the most controversial observations from Marshall was that he concluded
(after interviewing more than 400 infantry companies between both theaters 5) that less
than 25 percent of an infantry formation actually engaged the enemy with their direct fire
weapons 6 and in most cases, it was less than 15 percent. 7 Marshall believed that human
nature was a factor in the low percentage of reaction and or performance when an
infantryman was involved in a direct fire engagement. He was convinced, however, that
although humans were not born to kill per se, they could be programmed to do so through
15

realistic training. 8 Marshall alluded that U.S. Army training programs (in his example the
rifle range) may appear to properly prepare our Soldiers for ground combat, but when
bullets start flying, the response from the rifleman is much different than when shooting
at stationary bullseye targets on the flat, open home station firing range. 9
One of the world’s leading experts on the psychology and physiology of both killing and
combat, Lieutenant Colonel (Retired) Dave Grossman 10, defends S.L.A Marshall’s
findings. Grossman is best known for his works On Killing and On Combat where he
covers extensively the way people respond both physically and mentally during stressful
and violent encounters. Grossman emphasizes that Marshall’s research results created a
shift in the way the U.S. Army would prepare for future combat. 11
If we expect our warriors to be capable of using the weapons they have been
issued, they must practice on realistic simulators that replicate what they are
going to face. Men and women who served in the U.S. military since the Vietnam
era were universally taught to shoot at man-shaped silhouettes that popped up in
their field of view, thus ingraining in them a conditioned response. 12
What Grossman refers to are the changes to marksmanship training and
qualification standards that would be introduced in 1955. Marshall’s observations from
Men Against Fire likely made an impact on U.S. Army leadership, but a shift in training
methodologies wouldn’t be considered until after the Korean War. After three years of
grueling, large-scale combat operations, a research committee was formed to address why
the rifle, “the basic weapon of the United States Army, has in recent years been used
relatively ineffectively in combat.” 13 The study ultimately wanted to create realistic
combat conditions in training through “practical marksmanship instruction.” 14 The results
of the research study demonstrated that the experimental training and evaluation criteria
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produced higher results. Trainees were more effective in range estimation, target
detection, and engaging and hitting targets. 15
What was also significant about the study was that it acknowledged that both the
OE and small arms technology and tactics evolved since World War II. “The
effectiveness of modern small arms partially forced the adoption of increased dispersion
and intensive use of cover and concealment as principal tactics” 16 in the Korean War.
Targets were well hidden and not as exposed. The study described a significant decline in
marksmanship skills during World War II (an observation possibly influenced by
Marshall’s research) where forces leveraged artillery, air power and tanks more so than
ever before. The increased reliance on combined arms capability supplemented the
common use of small arms weapon systems – making the rifle no longer decisive in
battle. The report also emphasized the decline, following World War II, in adequate
“training facilities” and “qualified instructors,” 17 which may have been a contributing
factor to small arms performance during the Korean War. The 1955 report along with
After Action Reports (AARs) may have gone so far as to influence President Dwight
Eisenhower to establish the U.S. Army Marksmanship Unit in 1956, an effort to improve
marksmanship across the force. 18
AARs and interviews with troops who were in combat in Korea would force
several questions on the effectiveness of the Army’s small arms training. One critical
question was “how well is [the Soldier] trained to fire under the difficult conditions of
battle?”19 Just as in World War II, S.L.A Marshall covered the Korean War extensively
and would revisit the controversial topic regarding a Soldier’s willingness to participate
in a direct fire engagement. In 1952, using the same research methods applied in World
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War II, 20 he published Infantry Operations and Weapons Usage in Korea and described
that “willing participation is more than double World War II averages.” 21 Marshall
attributed these numbers to several factors, one being that Soldiers and their leaders were
more aware of the dangerous fighting being encountered in Korea in which units were
commonly overwhelmed by significantly superior size ground forces. The other was the
influence of his observations from the previous war that changed the way units were
training and preparing for ground combat. 22
As the U.S. Army attempted to capitalize on its successes from World War II and
its failures in the Korean War, it began to shift focus to substituting precision fire with
volume fire. Soldiers had been thrown into an entirely new OE in which large-scale,
brutal, close-in fighting and engagements in restricted terrain and limited visibility
conditions were common. The machine gun would still hold its vital position within the
formation, but the U.S. Army would soon realize a capability gap and an “awakened
interest and a renewed emphasis upon individual marksmanship” 23 was established.
Ultimately, an analysis of performance in the Korean War led to changes to
marksmanship training strategies. One study introduced the “whole method” approach in
which trainees would be taught all marksmanship techniques in an “integrated” way. This
would be comparable to the progressive training models the U.S. Army commonly uses
today. 24 Research would continue to demonstrate that additional training time and
ammunition would also contribute to better marksmanship results. But there was
something even more critical missing in marksmanship; a training model that replicated
combat. 25 TRAINFIRE I was supposed be “an initial attempt to develop and evaluate a
rifle marksmanship training program designed for maximum, rapid transfer to combat
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conditions.” 26 Instead of a temporary solution, it has relatively remained the standard for
rifle qualification for the last 60 years.
It is important to note that although the pistol is not weighted on the same
marksmanship scale to that of the carbine/rifle, its training methodologies also evolved
with the adaptation of TRAINFIRE I. Newly designed reactive target systems were
incorporated into the new training strategies for the carbine/rifle and those tools migrated
their way to pistol training and qualification. Just as with the rifle qualification, the
combat pistol qualification standards stagnated and have remained the standard for the
last 30 years.
Summary of Marksmanship Standards After the Korean War
In 2010 the U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences
(ARI) published a report summarizing research that evaluated how basic trainees
performed on a new rifle marksmanship course of fire known as the Combat Field Fire
(CFF). The CFF differed from the existing Combat Rifle Qualification Course as it
proposed a different target array, the use of barricades, magazine changes, and
engagements that required multiple hits on certain targets prior to them falling. 27
The 2010 research report (among many other reports that will be discussed later
in this chapter) highlights that there has been reoccurring interest in trying to understand
the current training and qualification standards and determining whether or not they are
adequate for the OE. Secondly, there was a desire to know if new standards or a new
qualification course is appropriate and achievable. Additionally, the 2010 research report
developed a thorough chronological table of the changes to qualification standards for the
rifle since the introduction of TRAINFIRE I in 1955. Using data points from the 2010
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research report, Appendix A was developed after this literature review was completed
using the historical research material developed as part of the 2010 research report.
Additionally, Appendix A lists the manuals and standards for the carbine/rifle that have
been added after 2008. A historical analysis of pistol marksmanship has not been
completed by ARI, therefore, Appendix B provides a chronological summary of pistol
training and qualification standards since the adaptation of TRAINFIRE I to present day.
The major conclusions drawn from analyzing the former FMs is that major changes were
made after the TRAINFIRE I research, however strategies and standards stagnated
through the Vietnam War. Even today, very little changes have been adopted since the
late 1970’s to early 1980’s.
Current U.S. Army Pistol and Carbine/Rifle Weapon Training Strategies
In May 2016 the Rifle and Carbine manual received a major overhaul. One year
later, in May 2017 the Pistol followed suit. Now referred to as Training Circulars (TCs),
the overarching purpose of the Rifle and Carbine manual, TC 3-22.9, is to “provide
Soldiers the critical information on their rifle or carbine to properly and effectively
engage and destroy threats in a direct fire engagement.” 28 The Pistol manual, TC 3-23.35,
is not as prescriptive as the Rifle and Carbine TC, but generally emphasizes that “each
Soldier must place accurate fires on threat targets with their individual weapon.” 29 Figure
1 below outlines the existing standards for Rifle and Carbine Qualification:
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Figure 1. Qualification Standards for the Rifle and Carbine
Source: Headquarters, Department of the Army, Training Circular 3-22.9, Carbine and
Rifle (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2016), F-2, F-4.

Generally, a Soldier must attempt to engage 40 out of 40 reactive targets from the
prone supported, prone unsupported, and kneeling positions. Targets are presented from
ranges of 50 meters to 300 meters. A single round impacting a target, accurately, will
cause the target to fall, ultimately being counted as a hit. There are timed target exposures
for all engagements, and in some cases a Soldier must engage more than one target.
The Pistol Qualification consists of seven tables that include firing with a
protective mask and a night fire. Tables I-VI include firing at targets ranging from 10
meters to 25 meters (figure 2). Similar to the Rifle and Carbine Qualification, there are
timed target exposures for all engagements, and in some cases a Soldier must engage
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more than one target. An additional characteristic of the Pistol Qualification is that it
includes timed magazine reloads during Tables III and V.

Figure 2. Qualification Standards for the Pistol
Source: Headquarters, Department of the Army, Training Circular 3-23.35, Pistol
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2016), E-2, E-4.

With the implementation of TRADOC’s new IWTS, the U.S. Army is attempting
to improve its progressive training model for both individual and collective training. This
new approach sub-divides training requirements into a series of streamlined gates. Each
training requirement now follows a six step or table model. The pistol and carbine/rifle
(i.e. individual weapons) are key components to foundational training that leads to
collective training. The tables for individual weapons training includes initial instruction
on the weapon system known as Table I, Preliminary Marksmanship Instruction and
22

Evaluation (PMI&E), followed by Table II, Pre-Live Fire Simulations Training (PLFS)
which primarily leverages simulations training. Table III consists of individual drills to
build proficiency. Table IV continues with basic live fire training that includes weapon
zeroing. Table V includes a practice qualification and Table VI culminates with a record
qualification using the existing standards that were discussed in this chapter. Figure 3
provides a visual aid as to how individual weapons training aligns with the rest of the
IWTS requirements. 30

Figure 3. Integrated Weapons Training Strategy (IWTS) Structure
Source: Headquarters, Department of the Army, Training Circular 3-20.0, FINAL
DRAFT, Integrated Weapon Training Strategy (IWTS) (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 2018), 1-4.
23

With the overhaul of the pistol and carbine/rifle TC’s, training aids and skills have
been added to individual training publications to better assist unit commanders in
executing the IWTS. Below are a series of figures from those TC’s. The new zero and
marksmanship target (figure 4) improves training as part of Table IV of individual
weapons training. TC 3-22.9 Carbine and Rifle also improves the understanding of
ballistics with the explanation of Minute of Angle (MOA) and provides better, detailed
instruction on firing positions (figure 5). TC 3-23.35 Pistol has made significant
breakthroughs in the instruction of marksmanship skills. The 2017 dated publication is
the first of its kind to provide instruction on the pistol draw from a holster as well as
instruction on the two-handed group (figure 6), both considered critical skills in pistol
marksmanship.
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Figure 4. New Carbine/Rifle Zero and Pistol Marksmanship Target
Source: Headquarters, Department of the Army, Training Circular 3-22.9, Carbine and
Rifle (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2016), E-6.
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Figure 5. Improvements to Carbine/Rifle Training
Source: Headquarters, Department of the Army, Training Circular 3-22.9, Carbine and
Rifle (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2016), 3-2, 6-26.

Figure 6. Improvements to Pistol Training
Source: Headquarters, Department of the Army, Training Circular 3-23.35, Pistol
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2017), 5-6, 6-8.
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Changes to the U.S. Army Rifle and Carbine Qualification Course
As discussed in Chapter I, during the course of this research project the U.S.
Army announced pending changes to the carbine/rifle qualification course. Figure 7
illustrates the new course of fire. Major differences to that of the current qualification
standards are:
1. Added table for the standing firing position.
2. Inclusion of a barricade that firers use to support employment of the
carbine/rifle in the prone supported, kneeling supported, and standing support
positions.
3. Changes to target exposure sequencing, and in some iterations, the
presentation of up to four targets at once.
4. Mandatory reloads between tables with limited delay between tables.

Figure 7. Approved Changes to the Carbine/Rifle Qualification Standards
Source: The 82nd Airborne Division Small Arms Master Gunner, “Modified Record Fire
(Barricade),” accessed January 16, 2018, Facebook.
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In the Spring 2018 issue of the Infantry Bugler the Chief of Infantry, Brigadier
General Christopher T. Donahue, announced the pending changes to the carbine/rifle
qualification standards and how it is aligned with supporting the new IWTS. He stated
that “the existing qualification standards fail to accurately reflect the basic tactical
employment skills” 31 and “this new and improved marksmanship training increases
Soldier lethality and enhances Soldier’s ability to fight, win and survive on the
battlefield.” 32
The Marksmanship Debate: Necessary Change
Small Arms marksmanship training and lethality has remained a debated topic
within the operational force. Many current and formal service members (both U.S. Army
and Inter-Service) have published papers through professional military educational
institutions (i.e. Captain’s Career Course, Command and General Staff College, School
for Advanced Military Studies) and professional journals (i.e. Infantry Magazine) to
share insights on the marksmanship topic. The below table lists the publications that were
reviewed as part of this research:
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Table 1.

List of Military Professional Publications

Title
How to Improve Rifle Marksmanship
in the United States Army
Moving Personnel Targets and the
Combat Infantryman
Close Quarters Combat Training Using the IDPA System
Current Inadequacy of Small Arms
Training for all Military Occupational
Specialties in the Conventional Army
Improving Army Marksmanship:
Engaging the Initiative in the
Infantryman's Half Kilometer
Increasing Small Arms Lethality in
Afghanistan: Taking Back the Infantry
Half Kilometer
Closing a Critical Gap: Enhancing
Small Arms Combat Skills Training
Squad Overmatch - Software Before
Hardware

Author
CPT John Lauterbach (US
Army)
Major Bruce Wilson (US
Army)
Captain Jay Shebuski (US
Army)

Publication, Date
Advanced Infantry Officer's
Course, 1954
US Army Command &
General Staff College, 1971

MAJ Issac Ellison (US
Army)

US Army Command &
General Staff College, 2005

Lieutenant Colonel David
Liwanag (US Army)

Infantry Magazine, 2006

Major Thomas Ehrhart (US
Army)

School for Advanced
Military Studies, 2009

Lieutenant Colonel(Retired)
James C. Crowley and CPT
Daniel Wilcox (US Army)
Sergeant First Class(Retired)
Mike Lewis (US Army)

Infantry Magazine, 2004

Infantry Magazine, 2015
Infantry Magazine, 2016

Source: Created by author.

The overarching theme from these publications, regardless of the years in which
they were published, is change. More specifically, all authors expressed some sort of
need to either change marksmanship training methods, weaponry, range equipment, and
qualification standards. Most interestingly, all of these works were published during or
shortly after some form of armed conflict.
In 1954, Captain Lauterbach, a member of the second class of the Infantry
Officers Advance Course at Fort Benning, Georgia wrote in his monograph that “the
practical work of firing is so limited that the ability to shoot never reaches the stage of
automatic performance. It is required that every man fire his basic weapon annually;
however, the brief time allotted serves little more than a reintroduction of performance,
constant practice is axiomatic.” 33 Lauterbach’s monograph primarily encourages change
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(as it relates to the time period) to instruction and coaching of basic marksmanship and
the need for more range time to improve marksmanship performance and proficiency. A
precursor to the research done in 1955 with TRAINFIRE I, Lauterbach’s monograph
inadvertently exposes the way of thinking for the time period. It appears that Lauterbach
expresses that there should be a degree of separation between what must be taught as part
of basic marksmanship and what is required to replicate combat.
Contrary to Lauterbach’s monograph, Major Wilson’s 1971 Master’s in Military
Art and Science (MMAS) thesis emphasizes that rifle training standards are too basic and
don’t adequately reflect combat. One could argue that U.S. Army marksmanship
experienced somewhat of a revolution between the time Lauterbach wrote his monograph
in 1954 and when Wilson introduces drastic changes to training and qualification
standards. Results from the Korean War led to the TRAINFIRE I research as well as the
development of two new battle rifles (the M14 and M16). After more than six years with
American involvement in the Vietnam War, Wilson writes “failure to emphasize
marksmanship training designed to prepare a rifleman to hit battlefield targets seems to
be both illogical and irresponsible on the part of the Army.” 34 His thesis focuses on the
need for “exposure to realistic moving target situations” which “could ease the Soldier's
transition from the rifle range to the battlefield.” 35 He determined that certain conditions,
such as moving targets, needs to be reflected in marksmanship training strategies. The
data in his research is convincing, however it was not enough for the U.S. Army to
change their qualification standards.
In 2005 Major Isaac Ellison published a MMAS thesis at the U.S. Army
Command and General Staff College that argues that small arms weapons training and its
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associated qualifications are focused largely on preparing Soldiers for the defense and
lack preparation for operations in a “dynamic nonlinear/noncontiguous (NL/NC)
asymmetrical battlefield.” 36 Ellison’s thesis was published after the U.S. Army had been
involved in OEF for almost five years and in OIF for a little over two years. The impact
of conducting de-centralized operations in an urban area (such as a Baghdad) was
suddenly being felt by the conventional force, and Ellison was concerned that the U.S.
Army was not addressing the importance of incorporating advanced marksmanship into
training programs for all Soldiers, regardless of their Military Occupational Specialty.
Although it was described as defensive in nature, Ellison believed that the existing basic
marksmanship programs were still relevant in teaching the fundamentals of shooting, but
significantly lacked the adequate doctrinal tasks to prepare Soldiers for “engagement
ranges of 0 to 100 meters.” 37
In 2009 Major Thomas Ehrhart published a monograph at the School of Advance
Military Studies, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College that analyzed the
effectiveness of the Infantryman in Afghanistan. His major argument in his research is
the lack of lethality beyond 300 meters with the existing M4/M16 variant rifle.
Additionally, Ehrhart argues for changes to the current rifle qualification standards. Just
like previous authors, he echoes similar sentiment; the qualification course is outdated, it
is not dynamic enough, and does not replicate combat. Some of the characteristics he
proposes for the rifle qualification include:
Engagements from 3 to 500 meters; include multiple types of terrain requiring
different shooting positions; a combination of moving and stationary targets;
engagements from differing elevation and a scoring system which rewards shot
placement in vital areas. Any of these characteristics can be added to the current
qualification. 38
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Despite efforts to communicate the need for change to better prepare the
warfighter for combat, these professional publications have not swayed significant
changes to marksmanship training for all Soldiers in the U.S. Army, nor have they
significantly impacted changes to qualification standards for both the carbine/rifle and the
pistol.
U.S. Army Sponsored Research on Marksmanship
Marksmanship Research has continued since the implementation of TRAINFIRE I
in 1955 and has consistently focused on enhancing Soldier lethality on the battlefield. A
1987 report by ARI emphasized that “the Infantry Soldier must be able to engage
personnel targets under all combat conditions. The battlefield will test each Soldier in all
of his learned skills. Soldiers can expect to be confronted by multiple moving personnel
targets, hindered by darkness, and forced to perform in a chemically contaminated
environment.” 39 After review of the earlier works, it is apparent that marksmanship
training research following Vietnam and prior to Desert Storm, identified critical skills
and requirements to prepare Soldiers for combat, and those conclusions subdivided
training into three categories, basic, advanced, and unit marksmanship. 40 Perhaps this
subdivision is due to the number of skills required to effectively engage threats in
combat, but also, in part, due to the time it takes to learn and apply these skills. This
research also assumed that certain branches would only train on basic marksmanship.
These subdivisions have served as the foundational training strategies for the last 30
years.
As the United States became involved in two conflicts (OEF and OIF) the U.S.
Army began to invest in learning and understanding new strategies to meet the demands
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of the OE. As new strategies presented themselves, the challenge was tracking
implementation and ultimately their effectiveness in combat. A RAND Corporation study
in 2014 determined:
Assessing alternative weapon training strategies is complicated by the fact that the
Army does not have a system for knowing how closely units follow current
weapon training strategies, the degree to which they meet standards, or how well
current standards relate to combat success…no systematic data are available to
answer this question and support Maneuver COE [Center of Excellence] training
development efforts to improve small-arms training strategies. 41
In 2016, ARI conducted a comprehensive survey of Soldiers (combat veterans) to
determine what changes were needed to marksmanship. Based on Soldier input, the study
also determined “there is merit to re-examining qualification again” 42 as Soldiers in the
study expressed there are “skills not in the common set of requirements reflected in the
current qualification course-of-fire, primarily engaging moving targets, firing from
different positions, and discriminating between friendly, enemy and noncombatants.” 43
These studies have been valuable in providing analysis and recommendations to
improving marksmanship training strategies, however, the implementation of those
recommendations have been either slow moving or ignored. Table 2 provide a list of
research reports reviewed for this thesis.
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Table 2.

List of U.S. Army Sponsored Research

Title
TRAINFIRE I: A New Course in Basic Rifle Marksmanship
Training Support Package Advanced Marksmanship
The Development and Implementation of Basic, Advanced,
and Unit M16A1 Rifle Marksmanship Training Programs
Shooting Straight – Twenty Years of Rifle Marksmanship
Research
Soldier Performance on a New Marksmanship Course of Fire
Changing the Army’s Weapon Strategies to Meet Operational
Requirements More Effectively and Efficiently
Evaluation of Courses of Fire for Law Enforcement Firearms
Training
Development of Two Courses-of-Fire: Night Fire with
Aiming Lights and Combat Field Fire
Marksmanship Requirements from the Perspective of Combat
Veterans Volume I
Marksmanship Requirements from the Perspective of Combat
Veterans Volume II

Author
Human Research Unit #3,
Continental Army Command
ARI

Date
1955

ARI

1988

ARI

2000

ARI

2010

RAND

2014

ARI

2014

ARI

2016

ARI

2016

ARI

2016

1987

Source: Created by author.

The Civilian Perspective on Combat Marksmanship and Practical Shooting
There are several publications available in the civilian market that bring a wealth
of knowledge and most importantly, experience, to the forefront of the combat
marksmanship discussion. Some of the most recent, popular, and respected books were
published between 2005-2011 by former Special Forces Soldiers. Several of these authors
applied combat marksmanship principles, in actual combat engagements, in support of
the Global War on Terrorism. Many of these authors are also retired from service and
either work for or have founded their own tactical security companies in order to share
their lessons learned, help train the next generation of law enforcement and military
professionals, and prepare the average citizen for home defense or concealed carry.
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Table 3.
Title
Practical Shooting: Beyond
Fundamentals
T.A.P.S. Tactical Application of
Practical Shooting
Green Eyes and Black Rifles: The
Warriors Guide to the Combat
Carbine
Tactical Pistol Shooting
Stay in the Fight!!! The Warriors
Guide to the Combat Pistol
Compete to Survive

List of Civilian Publications
Author

Publisher, Date

Brian Enos

Zediker Publishing, 1990

Pat McNamara

iUniverse Inc., 2008

SGM(RET) Kyle Lamb

Trample and Hurdle
Publishers, 2008

Erik Lawrence and Mike Pannone
SGM(RET) Kyle Lamb
Chris Cireno

Gun Digest Books, 2009
Trample and Hurdle
Publishers, 2011
Recoil Magazine, 2012

Source: Created by author.

One of the first publications to hit the market during the early stages of conflict in
the Iraq and Afghanistan theaters was in 2005 with Tactical Pistol Shooting by Erik
Lawrence, a former Green Beret and founder of several training companies. The 2nd
edition of his book was written in 2008 with co-author Mike Pannone, which provides
noteworthy detail on the use of the pistol. Pannone is a former Marine and Special Forces
Soldier, firearms instructor, and competitive shooter. 44 Through the book’s illustrations,
Pannone demonstrates all of the pistol handling techniques.
In their book, Lawrence and Pannone present the “Combat Triad” 45 model, a
concept originally developed by the late Colonel(Retired) Jeff Cooper who wrote
Principles of Personal Defense in 1989. Cooper served in World War II and the Korean
War and is accredited with being the father of practical pistol competition and founded
the International Practical Shooting Confederation (IPSC) in 1976. 46 Cooper was a
contributor to Lawrence and Pannone’s first chapter. The Combat Triad is “composed of
three elements: gun handling, marksmanship, and mindset (mental conditioning).” 47
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The essential elements of the triad are “taught to help students identify, assess,
and respond to potential life-threatening decisions.” 48 Gun handling is focused on the
ability to manipulate the firearm; loading, unloading, presentation and control of the
weapon, and the ability to clear malfunctions. The Marksmanship element of the triad is
the ability to apply the fundamentals of marksmanship quickly and accurately. Finally,
the Mindset element is the ability to maintain “self-control” 49 and operate under extreme
stress with “awareness, anticipation, and concentration.” 50 The new Pistol manual, TC 323.35, covers Mindset extensively within its Appendix D. The balance of these three
elements, incorporated into a realistic training environment, will help enable Soldiers to
not only engage threats more effectively, but become more lethal. Lawrence and Pannone
emphasize that “no expensive handgun or accessory will replace true skill and solid
fundamentals in a less-than-desirable situation” 51 and “pre-conditioning permits us to
defend ourselves more easily and survive that deadly encounter.” 52
One of the most well-known and respected names in the shooting industry is
former Special Forces Soldier and owner of Viking Tactics Inc. Sergeant Major (Retired)
Kyle E. Lamb. In 2008, Lamb published Green Eyes & Black Rifles, Warriors Guide to
the Combat Carbine. A majority of the material written in his book were lessons captured
by Lamb over the span of five years while he actively served in combat. 53 Of note,
Pannone served as the Senior Instructor for Viking Tactics and is mentioned in Lamb’s
acknowledgements as a contributor. In similar style to that of Lawrence and Pannone,
Lamb provides detailed illustrations and content to explain and teach the combat focused
employment of the rifle.

36

Lamb also wrote Stay in the Fight!! Warriors Guide to the Combat Pistol in 2011
and uses a similar writing and illustration style to that of Green Eyes and Black Rifles.
Both books are extremely detailed and provide a comprehensive and progressive
approach to training with the pistol or carbine/rifle. Although more detailed, Lamb’s
books apply the same concepts to that of the Combat Triad introduced by Lawrence and
Pannone in which gun handling, marksmanship, and mindset are balanced concepts that a
shooter must embrace in order to be lethal in a direct fire engagement.
Both of Lamb’s books share a lot of the same techniques presented by Lawrence
and Pannone, but also deep dive into dynamic shooting by illustrating multiple alternate
firing positions, use of barricades, shooting on the move, and transitioning from a
carbine/rifle to pistol if equipped with both. Lamb emphasizes the importance of training
beyond the fundamentals of marksmanship and preparing for combat. “Invariably, you
will practice the prone position 90 percent of the time. But how often in a real scenario
are you even able to get into this perfect prone position?”54
Selection of Case Studies
There are a myriad of AARs, historical summaries, and published observations by
U.S. Army entities such as CMH, CSI, ARI, and the Center for Army Lesson’s Learned
(CALL) that help to paint a picture of what occurred on the ground during armed conflict.
A majority of these publications attempt to provide a holistic view when analyzing these
conflicts. Their overall purpose is to provide analysis, feedback, and critiques so that the
force can better prepare for the next conflict. APPENDEX C provides a comprehensive
list of the publications analyzed during this research project in order to collect and
interpret direct fire engagements with the pistol and carbine/rifle in combat. These
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publications not only provide insight and perspective as to what happens in armed
conflict, but they also demonstrate that the OE has changed over time and is a significant
variable when attempting to understand the outcomes of direct fire engagements.
Criteria for the Case Study
Based on the literature reviewed, criteria were developed to assist in the research
process and to help answer the primary and secondary research questions. Overall the
characteristics of small arms engagements should be based on the current pistol and
carbine/rifle qualification tables and training strategies. Criteria for this study are outlined
below:
1. Case Study analysis should explore and determine if skills tested as part of
the current qualification tables are applied in direct fire engagements. The
criteria is defined by those skills that are performed during the qualifications
themselves.
2. Case Study analysis should explore skills that are considered characteristics
of advanced marksmanship, CQB, and characteristics of practical and
competitive shooting to determine if they are applied in direct fire
engagements. The skills determined to be applicable or present in direct fire
engagements are based on review of the literature in this chapter.
3. Direct Fire engagements will be collected from bodies of work considered
“scholarly” since publications by certain institutions bring credibility to
narratives that may describe these engagements. Invariably, the oral histories
and other sources used to describe conditions on the ground have been vetted
by the publisher. Their credibility is held in high regard and their validity only
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increases the accuracy of analysis and interpretation of what occurred in
combat.
4. The characteristics of the OE should be considered during case study analysis
to determine if there are certain factors and conditions that are only applicable
to certain direct fire engagements or if those characteristics and conditions
transcend all of the case studies being researched.
Summary
The literature review has attempted to put the research problem into context by
summarizing the origin of the current carbine/rifle and pistol training strategies and
qualification courses, as well as describe some of the research that has been completed
and works published on the subject. There are significant takeaways from this literature
review that have not only helped to frame the problem but have also assisted in
developing criteria to conduct further analysis to answer the primary and secondary
research questions.
1. This literature review has demonstrated that significant changes to U.S.
Army pistol and carbine/rifle training strategies have not been implemented
since the adaptation of the 1955 TRAINFIRE I Research.
2. Not only has the OE changed since the adaptation of TRAINFIRE I, but
tactics, techniques, and training strategies for the employment of the pistol
and carbine/rifle have also changed. More so, these changes have mostly
been adopted by entities outside of the U.S. Army and or not fully
implemented across the entire force.
39

3. There has been very little research and analysis of characteristics, factors, and
conditions of direct fire engagements to determine what changes are required
to U.S. Army pistol and carbine/rifle training strategies and their qualification
courses.
The next chapter will outline the research method and its appropriateness for
completing the study.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Introduction
There is an old adage in the U.S. Army, “train as you fight.” To do this Soldiers
must understand the OE and understand how training directly translates to the conditions
Soldiers face in combat. Chapter 2: Literature Review helped to define the problem and
determined there are characteristics of marksmanship that may or may not be applicable
to direct fire engagements in combat. A metric to determine whether or not U.S. Army
training strategies are preparing Soldiers for combat requires analysis of actual narratives
or descriptions of direct fire engagements. To analyze direct fire engagement narratives,
this research will identify the common characteristics or conditions of pistol and
carbine/rifle engagements and then compare those characteristics against current
marksmanship training strategies. Ultimately this analysis will determine the
appropriateness, effectiveness, and perhaps ineffectiveness of current training strategies
through a study of recent armed conflicts, determining trends and characteristics that are
unique or consistent to all OEs.
Research Method Appropriateness
It is appropriate to analyze direct fire engagements in combat because it is the true
measure of performance for the U.S. Army’s marksmanship training strategies. This
research identified and evaluated common characteristics of pistol and carbine/rifle
engagements in combat, across multiple OEs, and compared those characteristics to
current training conditions. This research specifically assessed the effectiveness of
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current marksmanship training and qualification standards to determine appropriate
changes needed to accommodate the characteristics found in modern combat. As
described in Chapter I, this research project was limited by several factors and did not
analyze the degree of lethality applied in the engagements studied.
The research process began by first determining what the common characteristics
of marksmanship are. Second, a diverse group of historical combat case studies were
analyzed, from the Korean War to OEF, in order to adequately locate and describe those
characteristics of pistol and carbine/rifle engagements likely to be found in modern
combat. Below is the Research Design Model (figure 8) that was used to complete the
study:

Figure 8. Research Design Methodology
Source: Created by author.
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Research Method Defined
Prior to analyzing pistol and carbine/rifle direct fire engagements, variables for
the study were identified. Chapter 2: Literature Review provided insight into former and
current U.S. Army marksmanship training strategies as well as a review of marksmanship
publications and research that describe requisite skills to be trained or likely conditions
Soldiers will find themselves in during a direct fire engagement in combat. Based on the
review of scholarly work, a list of likely engagement characteristics (22 total) were
developed. For example, characteristics one thru three are described as requirements for
Soldiers to engage targets/threats from either close range, mid-range, or long range
respectively. The standards for close range are based on the U.S. Army doctrinal
definition of close quarter engagements in which Soldiers must be able to engage threats
within 50 meters. This characteristic would be applicable for both the pistol and
carbine/rifle, whereas mid-range and long range engagements would be more applicable
to the carbine/rifle only because any engagement beyond 50 meters is beyond the
effective range of a combat pistol. The criteria to define mid-range versus long-range was
based on the current target array for the Carbine and Rifle Qualification Course (targets
ranging from 50-300 meters). The other characteristics identified from the literature
review exist as part of current U.S Army marksmanship training strategies, advanced
marksmanship skills, combat and competitive shooting skills. Appendix D provides the
list and definitions of the 22 characteristics that were selected and evaluated during the
study to determine if they are applicable in a direct fire engagement.
To determine if the 22 characteristics of marksmanship exist in combat
conditions, a Case Study Method was used. There were four conflicts analyzed during
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this process; Korean War, i.e. Case Study 1, Vietnam War, i.e. Case Study 2, OIF, i.e.
Case Study 3, and OIF, i.e. Case Study 4. These conflicts were selected as likely
candidates, based on available publications, to provide insights into the application of the
training strategies and qualification courses that influenced TRAINFIRE I research in
1955 to present day research. Although a Case Study Method is mostly qualitative in
nature, quantitative measurements were used to organize and interpret the data. This
approach assisted in developing a pattern analysis to determine trends and unique
qualities of each case study.
In Dr. Robert K. Yin’s book titled Case Study Research, Design and Methods, he
cites that multiple-case studies have advantages over single-case designs in that “the
evidence from multiple cases is often considered more compelling, and the overall study
is therefore regarded as more robust.” 1 This holds true for this research process. A singlecase study could be completed to determine the characteristics of marksmanship
applicable to that case study alone, however it would prevent a comparable analysis to
other conflicts. Multiple-case studies helped to determine which characteristics are
common or unique by case study.
Analyzing case studies that provide examples of what characteristics where
present was important to help answer the research questions. The intent of this research
was to understand which characteristics have been used in direct fire engagements. In Dr.
Robert Stake’s book titled The Art of Case Study Research, he emphasizes that “the use
of [this type of] case study is to understand something else” 2 or better referred to as an
instrumental case study. He further explains that studying multiple-case studies, in an
instrumental way, results in a Collective Case Study Approach. 3 The variables in this
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study will be organized and interpreted collectively to better determine common
characteristics across all of the case studies.
Collective Case Study Approach
Within each case study, a series of direct fire engagements involving the use of
the pistol or carbine/rifle by U.S. Army Soldiers were analyzed, interpreted, and then
catalogued within a data collection tool. Modern day technology has improved the
accessibility of these scholarly publications. CSI and CMH all have digital publication
libraries on their official websites to download these publications. Both digital libraries
were easy to navigate and organize publications by theme or conflict.

Figure 9. Examples of Scholarly Publications
Source: Created by author using book covers from four of the 46 scholarly publications
listed in Appendix C.
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Process for Identifying Direct Fire Engagements
The process to identify a direct fire engagement involving a U.S. Army Soldier
employing a pistol or carbine/rifle began with a Key Word Search Method. This method
enabled the researcher to cover and locate engagement narratives from a large volume of
sources. The idea was if a larger body of sources can be analyzed, a larger body of data
can be identified, catalogued, and interpreted. The below list (table 4) provides the key
words selected that helped identify direct fire engagements within the larger body of
published work. The key word search method began with the terms “pistol,” “carbine,”
and “rifle,” but later expanded to other words that were likely to appear in a direct fire
engagement narrative.

Table 4.

Key Word Search List

M1 or M-1
M14 or M-14
M16 or M-16
M4 or M-4
.45 or 1911
M9 or M-9
Pistol
Revolver
Carbine
Rifle
Small Arms
Shoot or Shooting or Shot
Engaged, Engaging, or Engagement

Killed or Killing
Fight or Fighting
Direct Fire
Fired or Firing
Weapon
Magazine
Reload or Reloading
Jam or Jammed
Malfunction
Hit
Wounded or Wounding
Bullet
Round

Source: Created by author.
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Using the Key Word Search Method
The digital publications selected were formatted in a way that allowed for the
word search method to be applied. Figure 10 below provides an example of a narrative
that was identified within a body of work after the word “pistol” was searched.

Figure 10. “Control F” Method to Locate Engagement Narratives
Source: Created by author using an excerpt from Francis J. Kelly, Vietnam Studies, U.S.
Army Special Forces 1961-1971 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
2004), 94.

Analyzing an Engagement Narrative
Once an engagement narrative was determined to have met the case study criteria,
it was analyzed to determine if the case study variables were present. Figure 11 below
provides an example of an engagement narrative selected from the Vietnam War Case
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Study in which a Special Forces officer, serving as an advisor, is reacting to an enemy
ambush.

Figure 11. Example of a Direct Fire Engagement Narrative
Source: Created by author using an excerpt from Francis J. Kelly, Vietnam Studies, U.S.
Army Special Forces 1961-1971 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
2004), 94

Organizing Engagement Narratives
Once an Engagement Narrative was analyzed, the narrative itself, along with a
description of the OE, and the corresponding variables were catalogued into a narrative
collection database. The narrative was then given a unique identifying code (figure 12).
Each code begins with an acronym for the case study of origin (i.e. Vietnam War is coded
as “VW”). The next part of the code consists of either the letter “R”, “C”, or “P”,
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depending if the narrative involved the use of the rifle, carbine, or pistol respectively.
Finally the number in the engagement code accounts for the number of narratives, by
type and case study.

Figure 12. Engagement Narrative Collection Tool
Source: Created by author using narratives collected from the 46 scholarly publications
listed in Appendix C.

Process for Organizing and Analyzing Data
After the publications for all four case studies were searched and all of the
identified narratives were catalogued, a data collection tool (APPENDICES E thru H)
was used to calculate the number and types of variables that were present within the case
studies. The collection tool was created to organize narratives that met the criteria by
publication title. Columns were created to provide a brief description of what type of unit
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was involved in the engagement and the circumstances surrounding the engagement.
Publications that did not produce narratives that met the research criteria were still listed
within the collection tool, but the table that would have housed a narrative was marked
“no narratives applicable.” After all narratives were collected and given an identifier, the
data was inputted into a sorting tool (Appendix I), calculated, and converted into
clustered column charts for interpretation (Appendixes J thru N).
Summary
Using a Collective Case Study Design helped to answer the primary and
secondary research questions. The same evaluation criteria and variables were used for
each case study in order to maintain a consistent analysis, regardless of the OE, and
helped to draw conclusions on what marksmanship characteristics are applied in combat.
The next section of this thesis, Chapter 4: Data Findings and Analysis, will outline the
results of the research by case study, and will also provide a summary of all data
combined to determine overall trends of marksmanship characteristics in modern conflict.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS
Something in war stories often seems frozen out by print on paper, not so
much any particular element but perhaps the immediacy of memory and its
relationship with every physiological sensation and reaction that recall produces.
The literature of battle, however, reaches beyond the physical and temporal
presence of participants and their memories, at least 2,500 years beyond in
surviving texts still counted as useful by warriors. They may not be the best
accounting, but written reports of combat have accessibility and durability that
permit close study and facilitate wide understanding of the conduct of this ancient
political activity.
― Jack Stuster and Zail Coffman, “Capturing Insights from
Firefights to Improve Training, Phase I Final Report”

Overview
During the course of the research process, approximately 46 publications from
four conflicts (Case Studies) spanning the years 1950 to 2011 were analyzed. From those
publications, approximately 133 direct fire engagement narratives involving the pistol,
carbine, and rifle were collected. Chapter 3: Research Methodology described how the
characteristics of direct fire engagements were selected and were developed into
variables for analysis. At a minimum, at least one of the 22 characteristics of direct fire
engagements were identified in each of the narratives that were collected. Those
characteristics were then documented and converted into data tables for interpretation.
Restated Purpose
The purpose of this research is to determine which characteristics of direct fire
engagements involving the pistol, carbine, and rifle are unique and or common in modern
combat. The purpose of Chapter 4: Data Findings and Analysis is to:
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1. Present the data points (variables present within direct fire engagements).
2. Interpret the findings.
Chapter Layout and Design
This chapter is organized in a way to present the research data by case study.
Figure 13 below illustrates how each case study is organized:

Figure 13. Case Study Outline
Source: Created by author.

After the results of each Case Study, a Combined Summary Analysis of all the
Case Study data is presented and interpreted. Below is the outline for the Combined
Summary Analysis (figure 14):

55

Figure 14. Combined Data Outline
Source: Created by author.

Case Study 1 (Korean War)

Table 5.

Korean War - Publications Analyzed
Type

U.S Army Center of Military History (CMH)
Combat Studies Institute (CSI)
Source: Created by author.
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Total

6
2

Table 6.

Korean War - Operational Framework

Deep Area
Close Area
Consolidation Area
Support Area

Type

Total

0
33
2
1

Source: Created by author.

Table 7.
Armor
Engineer
Field Artillery
Infantry
Logistics
Military Police
Ordnance
Reconnaissance

Korean War - Units Analyzed
Type

Total

2
2
1
27
1
1
1
1

Source: Created by author.

Table 8.
Pistol
Carbine
Rifle

Korean War - Engagement Types
Type

Total

9
9
18

Source: Created by author.

Data from the Korean War Case Study was collected from four of eight
publications by CMH. Although other works were analyzed (primarily from CSI), they
did not meet the criteria for this study. One of the applicable works from CMH was
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published as early as 1954 and is comprised of personal accounts from interviews with
Soldiers shortly after they participated in close combat. The publications covered the
involvement of U.S. Soldiers in the Korean War during periods ranging from June of
1950 to April of 1952. Most accounts involved Soldiers in combat serving at the battalion
to squad level. 1
The OE during the course of the Korean War was unforgiving. Most engagements
occurred on elevated terrain surrounded by rice paddies and streams, 2 but also included
urban areas. The climate ranged from extreme cold and snow during the winter, to rainy
seasons that produced unfavorable operating conditions. Not only did the climate impact
morale, but there were many accounts in which the extreme cold induced malfunctions on
weapon systems. 3 Enemy forces were also relentless. North Korean and Chinese Forces
consistently massed Infantry against U.S. Forces in an effort to overwhelm positions and
force withdrawal from terrain.
Below is an example of one of the 36 direct fire engagements analyzed as part of
the Korean War Case Study. This narrative in particular provides seven of the 22
characteristics of direct fire engagements and were determined applicable to both the
carbine and rifle. The combat conditions Infantryman in the Korean War faced are
italicized in the below narrative while the corresponding direct fire engagement
characteristics (variables) are in parentheses:
When Lieutenant Mitchell explained that he couldn’t move for a while, Stratton
offered to stay with him. Just about this time, three Chinese riflemen [Engaged
Multiple Targets] appeared on top of the ridge and stopped about fifteen feet
[Close Engagement] from where the two men were sitting [Engaged from Seated
Position]. Mitchell was hidden partially by brush. Stratton saw them first and
fired seven rounds from his rifle [Fired Multiple Rounds at Target], missing each
time. Mitchell fired one round and missed. His carbine jammed then and he had
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to take out his bayonet and pry the cartridge from the chamber [Weapon
Malfunction]. Meanwhile, a bullet from one of the Chinese guns hit the stock of
Stratton’s rifle and then his hand, tearing it badly. Then the enemy gun jammed.
The other two Chinese had turned their backs and appeared to be listening to
someone who was shouting to them from the opposite side of the hill. Lieutenant
Mitchell finally got his carbine in operation and killed all three of the enemy
[Engaged Multiple Targets]. The two men slid down the hill a short distance to a
small gully that offered more cover from enemy fire [Engaged from Elevated
Position]. [Emphasis by author.] 4
Figure 15 below illustrates the percentage of variables identified within the 36
Korean War engagement narratives:

DATA FROM 36 KOREAN WAR
DIRECT FIRE ENGAGEMENTS
70%

64%

60%
50% 47%

44%

40%
30%
20%

14%
0% 0%

17%

14%
11%

10%
0%

33%

28%

0%

0%

3%

6%

14%

11%11%

6%
0%

Figure 15. Korean War Engagement Data Table
Source: Created by author.
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8%
0%

Unique Characteristics/Trends in Case Study 1
The data points organized in the Korean War Engagement Data Table (figure 15)
suggests there is a correlation between close range engagements (47%) and limited
visibility conditions (44%) during the Korean War. During the course of analysis,
publications described how enemy troop movement would typically occur against U.S.
positions under the cover of darkness to penetrate defensive lines or in the early morning
when conducting large scale attacks. Additionally, Soldiers were routinely outnumbered
and engaged multiple targets at close range (64%). Also, Soldiers were consistently put in
positions in which they engaged enemy forces from elevated positions, either because
they were in a defensive position firing down from a hilltop on attacking forces or they
were the attacking force firing up terrain at defended enemy positions. Finally,
engagements described the need for a Soldier to eliminate a threat by firing more than
one round at the target (28%), suggesting this to be a necessary characteristic of engaging
in close combat against a large enemy force whom favors fighting under limited visibility
conditions.
Case Study 2 (Vietnam War)

Table 9.

Vietnam War - Publications Analyzed
Type

U.S Army Center of Military History (CMH)
U.S. Army Transportation School
Source: Created by author.
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Total

18
1

Table 10. Vietnam War - Operational Framework
Deep Area
Close Area
Consolidation Area
Support Area

Type

Total

0
18
3
10

Source: Created by author.

Table 11. Vietnam War - Units Analyzed
Type

Aviation
Infantry
Special Forces (Advisory Role)
Transportation

Total

1
16
12
2

Source: Created by author.

Table 12. Vietnam War - Engagement Types
Pistol
Carbine
Rifle

Type

Total

4
0
27

Source: Created by author.

Data from the Vietnam War Case Study was collected from ten of 18 publications
by CMH and one from the U.S. Army Transportation Corps Historian. Many of the CMH
publications were focused on providing operational to strategic level perspectives of the
Vietnam conflict and did not describe direct fire engagements at the tactical level. The
publications that met the criteria for the case study provided narratives from periods as
early as the battle for the Ia Drang Valley in 1965 up to engagements occurring in 1971.
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The OE during the course of the Vietnam War presented multiple challenges to
U.S. forces. According to the direct fire engagements analyzed, a majority of operations
occurred in thick, jungle vegetation and in mountainous regions. A majority of the
engagements involved Infantry Soldiers executing offensive operations against North
Vietnamese forces. There were several engagements, however, that described offensive
operations by North Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces against static positions such as
patrol and fire bases.
Below is an example of one of the 31 direct fire engagements analyzed as part of
the Vietnam War Case Study. The narrative below presents four of the 22 characteristics
(variables) of direct fire engagements applicable to the use of the M16 rifle. The combat
conditions the Infantryman faced while his unit attacked a fortified enemy position are
italicized and the corresponding direct fire engagement characteristics are in parentheses:
On 13 July, one element of the 101st Airborne Division— Company B, 1st
Battalion, 506th Infantry—was moving along a ridgeline in Thua Thien Province
to attack a fortified position that had pinned down an adjoining company.
Suddenly, from a nearby hill, the North Vietnamese unleashed heavy fire that
stopped the unit in its tracks. Sp4c. Gordon R. Roberts, a rifleman who had
received a Silver Star at Hamburger Hill, crawled through the grass toward the
nearest emplacement. He then jumped to his feet and, with rifle blazing, headed
straight into the enemy’s fire [Engaged Target on the Move]. He killed two
gunners [Engaged Multiple Target] and, after pausing to load a fresh magazine in
his M16 rifle [Reload], advanced on a second bunker. When enemy fire knocked
the weapon from his hands, he picked up an M16 dropped by a comrade and
continued his assault, killing the crew at the bunker with rifle fire before
eliminating a third position with an accurate grenade toss [Close Engagement].
By then, he was cut off from his platoon, but he continued forward, knocking out
a fourth enemy position. He then helped move wounded men while under fire to
an evacuation area. [Emphasis by author.] 5
Figure 16 below illustrates the percentage of variables identified within the 31
Vietnam War engagement narratives:
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DATA FROM 31 VIETNAM WAR
DIRECT FIRE ENGAGEMENTS
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Figure 16. Vietnam War Engagement Data Table
Source: Created by author.

Unique Characteristics/Trends in Case Study 2
The data points organized in the Vietnam War Engagement Data Table (figure 16)
indicate that the majority of direct fire engagements (61%) within the Vietnam War OE
required Soldiers to engage threats at close range. Additionally, similar to the Korean
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War Case Study, more than half of the engagements (52%) occurred in limited visibility
conditions. Due to the jungle environment, the execution of night ambushes by U.S.
forces, the execution of large scale attacks by North Vietnamese Forces against U.S.
defensive positions, and the movement of enemy troops during limited visibility
conditions, are all contributing factors to the higher number of close range and limited
visibility engagements. Additionally, more than half of the engagements (55%) analyzed
had U.S. Soldiers in circumstances where they described engaging more than one target
in a single engagement. Finally, 26% of the engagements described the need to engage a
moving target.
Case Study 3 (OIF)

Table 13. OIF - Publications Analyzed
Type

U.S Army Center of Military History (CMH)
Combat Studies Institute (CSI)
U.S. Army Transportation School

Total

4
4
2

Source: Created by author.

Table 14. OIF - Operational Framework
Deep Area
Close Area
Consolidation Area
Support Area

Type

Total

0
0
27
3

Source: Created by author.
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Table 15. OIF - Units Analyzed
Type

Armor
Cavalry (Reconnaissance and Security
Squadron)
Field Artillery
Infantry
Maintenance
Military Police
Special Forces (Advisory Role)
Transportation

Total

2
2

1
11
1
4
2
7

Source: Created by author.

Table 16. OIF - Engagement Types
Pistol
Carbine
Rifle

Type

Total

4
5
21

Source: Created by author.

Data from the OIF Case Study was collected from CMH, CSI, and U.S. Army
Transportation Corps Historian publications. Of the ten publications analyzed, two (one
from CMH, one from CSI) did not meet the criteria for this study. All of the publications
analyzed covered OIF from the years 2003 to 2008. Of note, all of the engagement
narratives only covered the period of armed conflict known as “Phase IV, Stabilize” and
did not include the initial invasion. As a result, the type of enemy forces U.S. Soldiers
encountered within the dense urban jungles of Iraq were primarily well organized and
armed insurgent forces, not the Iraqi Army Forces encountered during the initial invasion.
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Below is an example of one of the 30 direct fire engagements analyzed as part of
the OIF Case Study. This narrative in particular provides six of the 22 characteristics of
direct fire engagements with the rifle. The combat conditions Transporters in OIF faced
are italicized in the below narrative while the corresponding direct fire engagement
characteristics are in parentheses:
Walsh claimed, “I continued to stand on the side of the truck [Engaged Target
While Standing] as we went only about twenty-five to thirty miles per hour
[Engaged Target from Moving Vehicle]; there were no tires left on the truck, it
was driving completely on the rims. As we entered Baghdad, I fired into the city
buildings and just about everywhere trying to keep the suppressive fire down
[Engaged Multiple Targets]. Unfortunately, it wasn’t working. The more I fired,
the more rounds were fired at us. And I couldn’t stabilize my weapon; I was
attempting to hold onto the truck with one hand while firing with the other
[Alternate Firing Position]. I decided I would be more stable on the hood of the
truck.” Hamill remembered, “He was standing up on the running board and had
absolutely no protection. He was shot in the arm but kept firing away and trying
to hold on. A couple of times he grabbed another clip, bumped it, and slammed it
in his M-16 [Reloaded Weapon]. He was sweeping his gun back and forth and
firing, not really picking his targets. He realized he needed a better prone position
[Engaged Target from Prone Position]. Using as a rest, he continued firing at
anything that moved. We steadily crept along, barely moving at all. [Emphasis by
author.]” 6
Figure 17 below illustrates the percentage of variables identified within the 30
OIF engagement narratives:
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DATA FROM 30 OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM
DIRECT FIRE ENGAGEMENTS
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Figure 17. OIF Engagement Data Table
Source: Created by author.

Unique Characteristics/Trends in Case Study 3
The data points organized in the OIF Engagement Data Table (figure 17) suggests
that in almost half of the engagements analyzed, Soldiers were required to engage
multiple targets at once (40%). These conditions were mostly in response to enemy
ambushes along lines of communication or against U.S. and Coalition dismounted patrols
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within urban areas. Approximately 40% of the direct fire engagements analyzed occurred
at close range. This is likely due to a majority of the engagements analyzed occurring
within dense cities such as Baghdad, Fallujah, Mosul, and Nasiriyah. Unique
characteristics of the OIF Case Study (compared to Case Studies #1 and #2), was the
increased necessity to engage targets from moving vehicles (23%) and the increased use
of cover/barricade (23%) when engaging threats. These variables correspond with the
characteristics of the OIF OE in which units primarily maneuvered the battlefield with
wheeled and track vehicles, and likely used those vehicles, or adjacent buildings and
structures, as cover while engaging a threat in an urban environment.

Case Study 4 (OEF)
Table 17. OEF - Publications Analyzed
Type

U.S Army Center of Military History (CMH)
Combat Studies Institute
U.S. Transportation School

Total

4
6
1

Source: Created by author.

Table 18. OEF - Operational Framework
Deep Area
Close Area
Consolidation Area
Support Area

Type

Total

10
19
2
5

Source: Created by author.
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Table 19. OEF - Units Analyzed
Type

Aviation
Cavalry (Reconnaissance and Security
Squadron)
Engineer (Route Clearance Patrol)
Infantry
Infantry (Rangers)
Logistics (Convoy Escort)
Special Forces (Direct Action)

Total

1
4

2
16
5
2
6

Source: Created by author.

Table 20. OEF - Engagement Types
Pistol
Carbine
Rifle

Type

Total

2
34
0

Source: Created by author.

Data from the OEF Case Study was collected from CMH, CSI, and U.S. Army
Transportation Corps Historian publications. Of the 11 publications analyzed, three (from
CMH) did not meet the criteria for this study. The publications covered operations as
early as the initial invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 to clearance and disruption operations
of insurgent strongholds in 2010. The OE in Afghanistan is harsh and diverse.
Engagement narratives described conditions in which Soldiers operated in terrain ranging
from mountainous regions, small villages, vast open areas, irrigated farmland, orchards,
and river valleys. Because the case study collection analyzed publications that described
operations spanning ten years of combat operations, the enemy ranged from large sized,
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foreign trained, organized, and equipped insurgent forces, to small teams operating in
local areas. Because U.S. forces have been focused primarily on conducting
counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan, the OE was more non-linear than linear. In
many instances during the case study, U.S. forces were focused on removing enemy
forces within certain areas, as opposed to focusing on traditional stability operations.
Several of the engagement narratives were also categorized as Deep Area operations by
Special Operations Forces tasked to eliminate enemy forces.
Below is an example of one of the 36 direct fire engagements analyzed as part of
the OEF Case Study. This narrative provides seven of the 22 characteristics of direct fire
engagements and is divided among three separate engagements involving two Special
Forces Soldiers; one who employed the carbine, the other who employed both the carbine
and pistol. The conditions these Soldiers faced are italicized, while the corresponding
direct fire engagement characteristics are in parenthesis:
At Objective Brigid, a guard opened ﬁre when he spotted Ashford’s assault teams
as they ran through the main gate of the compound to their breach points. His
alarm shots started ﬁreﬁghts as the assaulters fought their way across the
courtyard and into the main building. Once inside, it was close-quarters combat
from room to room [Close Range Engagement], and the resistance was sharp.
Having initially stunned the enemy ﬁghters in the room with ﬂash-bang grenades,
the assaulters killed ﬁve enemy ﬁghters as two escaped out windows. When MSG
Albert Payle and SFC Jon Hsu (pseudonyms) burst into another room, an enemy
ﬁghter ran out right between them. Hsu spun about and pursued him, shooting
him down before he could escape [Shot on the Move; Engaged a Moving Target].
Alone and wearing NVG, Payle faced three enemy ﬁghters surrounding him in the
darkened room [Limited Visibility Conditions]. He quickly killed two of them with
his M-4 carbine [Engaged Multiple Targets] before the third jumped him from
behind, clawing at his eyes. Payle, using combat jiu-jitsu, threw the enemy soldier
over his shoulder, sharply snapping the man’s head to one side. In the darkness,
Payle felt the enemy ﬁghter, even with a broken neck, still grasping at him. Payle
drew his 9mm pistol and ﬁred twice [Transitioned to Secondary Weapon; Fired
Multiple Rounds at Target], ﬁnally ﬁnishing his opponent. As he started to move,
Payle realized that his opponent was still hanging on him, his hand having been
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caught in his body armor during their struggle. Not all fought so violently or so
stubbornly. In the next room, a single enemy ﬁghter dropped his riﬂe when
assaulters charged in and was readily subdued and ﬂex-cuffed [Emphasis by
author.] 7
Figure 18 below illustrates the percentage of variables identified within the 36
OEF engagement narratives:

DATA FROM 36 OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM
DIRECT FIRE ENGAGEMENTS
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Figure 18. OEF Engagement Data Table
Source: Created by author.
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3%

5%

3%

Unique Characteristics/Trends in Case Study 4:
The data points organized in the OEF Engagement Data Table (figure 17) suggest
that there is a decrease in close range engagements (25%) compared to the other Case
Studies. This is likely due in part to the terrain and efforts by the enemy to maintain
standoff distance. There is also a decrease in the number of described limited visibility
condition engagements (22%). This may also be attributed to the increase in U.S. Soldier
capability (use of night vision devices, infrared, etc.) versus the enemy. The most
significant data points, which are consistent with the other Case Studies, is the need to
engage a single target with more than one round (44%) and the number of instances in
which Soldiers were required to engage more than one target during a single engagement
(47%). Finally, similar to the Vietnam War Case Study, there was a number of
engagements that described the requirement to engage moving targets (25%).
Pistol Data
A total of 19 pistol engagement narratives were collected across all four case
studies. The Pistol Data Chart (Appendix J) provides combined and separate data points
for the variables identified in the study. The small number of pistol engagement
narratives collected limits the ability to interpret data accurately, however it was
concluded, based on available narratives, that pistol engagements were consistently
described as close range engagements (68%), in which Soldiers were required to engage
in limited visibility conditions (47%) against multiple targets (49%). A variable unique to
pistol engagements is the requirement to transition from a primary weapon to the pistol.
Three out of the four Case Studies had narratives that described the action of transitioning
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to the pistol due to a weapon malfunction or lack of ammunition from a primary weapon
such as a rifle.
Carbine/Rifle Data
A total of 114 carbine/rifle engagement narratives were collected across all four
case studies. The Carbine/Rifle Data Chart (Appendix K) shows
commonality/consistency across all case studies with two variables; the need to engage
multiple targets at once (54% combined average) and the need to engage moving targets
(20% combined average). There were, however, inconsistences across all case studies for
three variables; close range engagements, the requirement to engage targets in limited
visibility conditions, and the need to fire more than one round at a target to eliminate a
threat. For example, only 24% of OEF narratives described a close range engagement,
whereas 55% of Vietnam War engagements were described as close range.
Combined Data
The Combined Data Chart (figure 18 below and Appendix L) presents the data for
both the pistol and carbine/rifle totaling 133 direct fire engagements. There are trends
applicable to both weapons systems for three of 22 variables; engaging targets in limited
visibility conditions (34% average), the need to fire more than one round at a target to
eliminate a threat (34% average), and most notably the need to engage multiple targets at
once (53% average).
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Figure 19. Combined Data Table
Source: Created by author.

Operational Framework Data
The Operational Framework Data Chart (Appendix M) divides the data into four
categories, Deep Area, Close Area, Support Area, and Consolidation Area to determine
which variables are unique to those operational areas and which variables are consistent
across all operational areas. The data shows a correlation between the Deep, Close, and
Consolidation Areas for close engagements. The most consistent variable across all
operational areas is the requirement to engage multiple targets at once and most
applicable to the Close Area (63% of the time). The data also indicated the need to
engage in limited visibility conditions across all operational areas. Engaging a moving
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target variable was identified to be more common in the Support and Consolidation Areas
(23% and 26% respectively), likely attributed to a static friendly force (forward operating
base, defensive perimeter, etc.) with enemy forces converging on those areas.
Infantry/Special Forces Compared to All Other Branch/Unit Data
A chart was developed to delineate which variables were more common for
Infantry and Special Forces Soldiers vice all other branches/units (see Appendix N). The
data suggests that Infantry and Special Forces Soldiers were two times more likely to be
in a close range engagement than other branches/units (52% versus 21%). Also Infantry
and Special Forces Soldiers were 21% more likely to be required to engage multiple
targets at once. All other branches/units, however, were more likely to engage targets
seated and or from a moving vehicle (13% and 26% respectively) than Infantry and
Special Forces Soldiers. This is likely attributed to the majority of other branches/units
using mounted platforms to perform their duties.
Conclusions Based on Analysis
After careful review of all data collected in support of the Collective Case Study,
it was determined that certain variables were present more than others, and some not
present at all. Trend lines indicate that all type units, whether employing the pistol or
carbine/rifle, were likely to engage threats with the following conditions and
characteristics (variables) present:
1. Soldiers were likely to engage threats within close range.
2. Soldiers were likely to engage threats during/within limited visibility
conditions.
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3. Soldiers were likely to engage multiple threats during a single engagement.
4. When engaging threats, Soldiers would need to engage a single target multiple
times to eliminate the threat.
5. The OE is not static and is extremely dynamic, requiring Soldiers to engage
from various positions, from cover, while moving individually or as a unit
against an equally maneuverable threat.
The following variables were rarely described or not applicable/present in any of
the Case Studies:
1. Engaged targets in Mission Oriented Protective Posture (MOPP) Gear.
2. Engaged targets kneeling.
3. Long range engagement (300m>).
Analysis of the OE by case study never indicated/described the need for Soldiers
to engage threats in MOPP Gear (i.e. in a protective mask, chemical suit, gloves, boots,
etc.). Although this type of threat could be likely, given the OE, it was not a common
variable identified during the study. Also, due to limitations imposed on the study, there
was never a narrative that was descriptive enough to account for Soldiers firing from a
kneeling position. Based on several of the narratives analyzed, it would be reasonable to
suggest that Soldiers likely engaged targets from the kneeling position, just as some
narratives described engaging from the prone, standing, seated, and foxhole positions.
But, given the limitations, unless the firing position was directly mentioned or obvious
based on the action of the Soldier, the variable was not documented. This is true for the
distance in which Soldiers engaged threats. A majority of the narratives described close
range engagements and only several described mid-range engagements. Even without the
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imposed limitations to the study, there was rarely an instance or narrative where it could
have been reasonably interpreted that Soldiers engaged threats at 300 meters or farther.
Primary Research Question
What changes are required to the U.S. Army pistol and carbine/rifle training
strategies to adequately prepare Soldiers to engage threats in modern combat?
Research concluded that the U.S. Army pistol and carbine/rifle weapons training
strategies and qualification standards need to change to account for the following:
1. Engagements at a much closer range (within 50 meters).
2. Engagements in which Soldiers are required to engage a single target with
multiple rounds.
3. Engagements in which Soldiers must engage multiple targets at once.
4. Engagements that replicate a dynamic OE in which friendly forces and threats
are not static, and requires training focused on engaging moving targets,
engaging threats while moving, engaging from various positions that include
from covered positions, and accounts for elevation.
5. Increased focus on night fire training to account for the number of
engagements that occur in limited visibility conditions.
6. Decreased focus on CBRN engagement training and qualification tables with
an increased focus on weapon reloading, malfunctions, transition drills, as
well as alternate firing position drills.
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Secondary Research Questions
1. What are the common fundamental characteristics of U.S. Army pistol and
carbine/rifle engagements in modern combat? The top five common fundamental
characteristics included:
a. Engaging threats at close range.
b. Engaging threats in limited visibility conditions.
c. Engaging multiple targets at once.
d. Engaging singular targets with multiple rounds to eliminate the threat.
e. Engaging moving targets.
2. Based upon the OE, what are the expected characteristics of pistol and
carbine/rifle engagements in modern combat? Consistent with all four Case
Studies, Soldiers should be expected to engage moving threats in close combat, in
limited visibility conditions, are prepared to face multiple threats at once, and if
necessary, engage singular targets, multiple times, until eliminated.
3. What are the current gaps or shortfalls in the U.S. Army pistol and carbine/rifle
training strategies in preparing Soldiers to engage threats in modern combat?
Results indicate a major shortfall in the lack of qualification requirements for
Soldiers to engage threats with their carbine/rifle within 50 meters. Additionally,
there are characteristics or skills that should be necessary for all Soldiers to
demonstrate as part of qualification standards as they are consistent characteristics
present in combat, i.e. magazine reloads, engaging and then transitioning to
different firing positions (which includes from cover), engaging multiple targets,
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or demonstrating the ability to engage a single target with multiple rounds to
eliminate a threat.
The next and final chapter of this research project will provide further conclusions
from the study as well as recommendations for immediate changes to U.S. Army pistol
and carbine/rifle training strategies as well as outline areas/topics that require further
study.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The most complex form of shooting is under combat conditions when the
Soldier is moving, the enemy is moving, under limited visibility conditions.
Soldiers and leaders must continue to refine skills and move training from the
simplest shot to the most complex.
― Headquarters, Department of the Army,
Training Circular 3-22.9, Carbine and Rifle
Overview
After analyzing and interpreting data collected from 133 direct fire engagements
among four case studies, it was determined that several characteristics of U.S. Army
pistol and carbine/rifle engagements are present in combat. Furthermore, there are
common fundamental characteristics within direct fire engagements involving the pistol
and or carbine/rifle that have helped to determine what changes are required to the
existing training strategies to enable Soldiers to effectively employ their individual
weapons systems in modern combat. This chapter will briefly review the findings from
the study and provide recommendations to the existing training strategies.
Layout and Design
Figure 20 below outlines how Chapter 5 is organized:
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Figure 20. Chapter 5 Outline
Source: Created by author.

Interpretation of Findings from Chapter 4
What Was Discovered?
1. There were little to no narratives that described direct fire engagements
beyond the close engagement range. The narratives collected either clearly
described the close engagement or when describing engagements beyond the
close range, they simply were not descriptive enough to categorize as mid or
far range engagements.
2. With such a concerted effort by the U.S. Army to develop overmatch and
standoff distance, it was surprising to see the number of engagement
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narratives in which enemy forces were able to mass on individual
Soldiers/units.
3. There were common characteristics of direct fire engagements across all case
studies:
a. More than half of the narratives in the study described how Soldiers
engaged threats within the close range.
b. More than one-third of the narratives described how Soldiers required
more than one round to eliminate a threat.
c. More than one-third of the narratives described how Soldiers were
required to engage multiple threats at once.
d. More than one-third of the engagements described how Soldiers were
required to engage threats within limited visibility conditions.
What was not Discovered?
Based on limitations imposed on the study, the narratives analyzed were not able
to adequately describe the various shooting positions used by Soldiers within combat, i.e.
engaging from the prone, kneeling, standing positions and should be an area of focus in
future research.
What are the Implications?
1.

Characteristics of marksmanship need to be considered/analyzed during and
after conflicts to identify trends and determine changes required to training
strategies.
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2. With the evolution of warfare and the improvement of the employment of
certain types of weapons systems (i.e. M16 Series Rifle/Carbine), certain
characteristics have been deemed common and transcend time and should be
considered permanent aspects of training to better prepare Soldiers for
combat.
Recommendations
This section of Chapter 5 is focused on providing immediate recommendations to
the process for collecting information on direct fire engagements involving Soldiers in
ground combat. This series of recommendations is based on what was learned during the
course of the research process and while applying the method used to collect and interpret
data. The second set of recommendations is focused on changes to existing training
strategies based on what was discovered during analysis. Lastly, the recommendations for
further research are based on the lack of information available while conducting research
or was outside the scope of the project.
For Immediate Change to U.S. Army Processes and Training Strategies
Processes
Recommend the development of a “U.S. Army Direct Fire Engagement Database”
for individuals to share their experiences for historical preservation, and for research
purposes. This enables Army Institutions such as CALL, CMH, and CSI to better collect
and interpret engagements across a range of military conflicts. There are several
examples of this type of database to include the Department of Justice Statistics which
collects information from law enforcement related shootings across the U.S. 1
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In 2015 a student at the Naval Post Graduate School develop a capstone project
title Combat Stories: Creating a Web-Based Geospatial Interface to Record Combat
Stories for Validation and Other Research Purposes. This project developed a computer
program that used the battle of Fallujah Case Study to “help give insight into topics such
as measuring the level of skill among individuals and units by using first-person
narratives.” 2 The author concluded that the interface had three essential purposes “(1)
future researchers can conduct original investigations, (2) current military leaders can
obtain better lessons learned, and (3) the geodatabase can act as a repository of
knowledge.” 3
A database would ultimately assist researchers in analyzing trends and make it
easier to submit recommendations to change doctrine and training strategies. In the near
term, recommend that U.S. Army Institutions such as CALL, CMH, and CSI change the
way in which their history teams conduct interviews of Soldiers. A pamphlet, guide, or
standard operating procedure (SOP) should be developed to assist interviewers in asking
precise questions to help paint a better picture of how direct fire engagements occur in
combat.
Training
As discussed in Chapter 1, at the start of this research project it was assumed there
was no effort in changing current training strategies, specifically qualification courses.
Chapter 2 looked at the new IWTS and the pending changes to the carbine/rifle
qualification course. Based on this research, it was determined the new changes to the
carbine/rifle qualification course do reflect some of the required characteristics in modern
combat. Specifically, the use of cover/barricade, magazine reloads, engaging more than
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two targets exposures, and the addition of the standing position are improvements that
support some of the characteristics discovered and analyzed in this study.
The U.S. Army should continue this momentum of change and consider an
overhaul of the U.S. Army Combat Pistol Qualification Course to better replicate combat
conditions and incorporate the applicable characteristics of direct fire engagements. A
new qualification course should consider the characteristics identified in this research and
incorporate some of the aforementioned changes developed in the new carbine/rifle
qualification course which includes engaging targets from various firing positions (prone,
kneeling, standing) and from cover/barricade. Reloading the pistol already exists in the
current qualification standard but should be done either while moving or from a covered
position. Additionally, Soldiers should be required to engage a single target with multiple
rounds, and effectively engage and transition between multiple target arrays. This
includes increasing the number of targets exposed during the qualification course itself
(current exposure consists of up to two targets at once).
Training Strategies and Qualification Courses for both the pistol and carbine/rifle
need to also incorporate:
1. Night qualification engagement tables for the carbine/rifle and pistol should
be for record.
2. Moving targets.
3. Iterations in which Soldiers must shoot and move.
4. Engagements that account for angular fire.
5. For the carbine/rifle specifically, add targets that are positioned within 3-49
meters. This would require a reduction in some of the mid-range
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engagements in order to work within the existing qualification framework
(currently 40 rounds).
6. Scenarios should require Soldiers to engage at least one, single target with
multiple rounds. Again, this may require a reduction in the number of targets
in the current qualification to keep within the existing round count. Further
research should be conducted to determine the appropriate number of rounds
required to engage a single target, however emphasis on shot
placement/accuracy, and the distance from the Soldier to this type of target
should also be studied.
Finally, training strategies and qualification courses need to decrease focus on
Chemical Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) Skills Tables. The use of MOPP
gear was not a characteristic or variable identified in this study, however many other
variables were identified that are currently not part of the qualification courses. Divert
time and resources to developing and improving marksmanship skills in those areas, i.e.
close-range engagements, engaging multiple targets, employing multiple rounds on a
single target, engaging moving targets, and firing from alternate positions to enable
Soldiers to effectively engage threats in modern combat.
Although the recommendation to add these skills to the existing qualification
courses help to improve realism, it also adds complexity. Recommend developing a
“tiered” approach to qualification in which individuals, based on their experience level,
can train and test to different levels of proficiency. Basic trainees, for example, may not
be able to perform to the level of proficiency that fully replicates the conditions of
combat. The purpose of basic training is to prepare the trainee to develop entry level
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skills. After integration into their units, along with experience and repetition, a new
Soldier’s proficiency level will improve. As for the rest of the force, it is reasonable to
expect unit trainers or Soldiers deploying to certify to an appropriate level that the OE
demands.
For Further Study/Research
Unanswered Questions
Due to the scope of the project, weapon training strategies of U.S Army Special
Operations, inter-organizational, non-governmental, and foreign military entities could
not be researched. Completing further research of these organizations may assist in
determining which skills from their training strategies are applicable to addressing the
shortfalls of U.S Army pistol, carbine/rifle training strategies.
Adversaries
A request for research support was submitted to the TRADOC Assistant Chief of
Staff G-2, Threats Integration Division for any available material on adversarial training
strategies (Russia, China, Iran, North Korea, and from violent extremist groups). A
request by that office was submitted across the Department of Defense and it was
determined there are currently no adversarial individual weapons training doctrine on file
for research/analysis. Recommend an effort to fill this critical research gap to determine
how U.S. Army adversaries view characteristics of direct fire engagements in combat.
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Foreign Militaries
Recommend a comparable analysis be conducted of Coalition Partners and their
training strategies/qualification courses to determine similarities/differences to that of
U.S. Army pistol and carbine/rifle weapons training strategies.
Law Enforcement
Recommend a comparable analysis of U.S. Law Enforcement and their training
strategies/qualification courses to determine similarities/differences to that of U.S. Army
pistol and carbine/rifle weapons training strategies.
Things that could have been Approached/Done Differently
A survey method could have been developed for a targeted audience in order to
ask combat veterans which characteristics of direct fire engagements are applicable in
combat. Survey questions could be developed based on the 22 characteristics of
marksmanship (variables) that were developed for this study, and then have questions
answered by a pre-determined group of participants to help eliminate the unknowns
within the research. Finally, in keeping with the existing research methodology, a request
for transcripts of oral histories could have been submitted to CMH to widen the pool of
acceptable engagement narratives for analysis.
Final Summary and Conclusions
In recent years, the U.S Army has made an effort to improve training strategies
with updates to pistol and carbine/rifle manuals, the development of the IWTS, and the
first major changes to the Carbine/Rifle Qualification Course. U.S. Army training and
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doctrine writers and decision makers have reinvested in improving an important aspect of
Soldier lethality. This momentum must not slow. The U.S. Army cannot afford to ignore
marksmanship training strategies, just as it did for years following the publication of the
Trainfire I research in 1955. This research project has demonstrated there is value to
analyzing direct fire engagements to determine which characteristics of marksmanship
are applicable in modern combat. Based on the findings in this research, it is apparent
that the U.S. Army must continue to evaluate Soldier performance in combat, but most
importantly, invest in tough, realistic training that will better prepare Soldiers for the
rigors of combat. The U.S. Army will continue to train and prepare for the next fight, but
in doing so, the onus is on the force to better prepare Soldiers to adequately engage,
destroy, survive, and ultimately win.

1

Department of Justice Statistics, “Law Enforcement Officer Killings and
Assaults,” accessed April 16, 2018. https://ucr.fbi.gov/leoka.
2

Christopher J. Mellon, “Combat Stories: Creating a Web-Based Geospatial
Interface to Record Combat Stories for Validation and Other Research Purposes” (Thesis,
U.S. Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, CA, 2015), 43.
3

Ibid., 42.
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APPENDIX A
RIFLE QUALIFICATIONS STANDARDS FROM 1955 TO PRESENT
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Source: Created by author using data from Jean L. Dyer, Peter S. Schaefer, Martin L.
Bink, David R. James, Richard L. Wampler, and Michael D. Dlubac, “Soldier
Performance on a New Marksmanship Course of Fire” (Research Report 1924, U.S.
Army Research Institute for the Behavior and Social Sciences, Arlington, VA, 2010), 110.
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APPENDIX B
PISTOL QUALIFICATIONS STANDARDS FROM 1940 TO PRESENT

Title
FM 23-35
Automati
c pistol
caliber
.45
M1911
and
M1911A1

Date

194
0

FM 23-35
Pistols
and
Revolvers

196
0

FM 23-35
Pistols
and
Revolvers

197
1

FM 23-35
Combat
Training
with
Pistols
and
Revolvers

FM 323.35
Combat
Training
with
Pistols
M9 and
M1911
TC 323.35
Pistol

198
8

200
3

Qualification
Description

Target
Description

1) Horse Mounted and
Dismounted courses of
fire.
2) For dismounted, Two
tables, 7 rounds per
table.

1) 8 "E Bobbing"
targets, manually
exposed by range
officer for 6
seconds for first
exposure, 3
seconds for every
exposure
thereafter, totaling
7 exposures.

1) 2 Firing Tables with a
total of 10 Firing Points.
2) 50 rounds, 10 Targets.

1) S Targets - a
silhouette target
with numbered
vital areas.

Distances

Firing
Positions

Additional
Characteristics

Target
range
between
50 and
15 yards.

1) Firers "move
out" towards
the targets.
2) Firers stop
to engage
standing when
targets are
presented.

1) At initial "move out"
pistols are holstered with
magazine seated. After
first exposure, the firer
draws, loads and engages
with as many rounds as
desired.
2) Targets are exposed
after firers move 5 yards.

Target
range
between
50 and 7
meters.

Course
includes
standing,
crouching,
kneeling,
prone, and
seated firing
positions, as
well is pistol
draws, and
multiple rounds
fired at a target.

1) First table must be
completed in 6.5 minutes
2) Range constructed as a
"shoot house" with walls,
doors, and windows.

A copy of this manual could not be located

1) 5 Table engagements
consisting of various
reactive targets, both
single and multiple
engagements are
presented.

1) 30 Targets,
firer is provided
40 rounds to make
up for any missed
targets.
2) Target
exposures range
from 3 to 5
seconds.
3) A total 0f 7
electric targets
and E Type
Silhouettes.

1)
Targets
range
from 7 to
25meters
.

1) From
standing
position only.

1) Includes time
magazine reloads.
2) The same course is
used for Night and
CBRN, with additional
time to fire during course.

No changes to qualification standards, Night and CBRN converted from repeated qualifications to Table VI
and VII.

201
7

Source: Created by author using qualification data collected from War Department, Field
Manual 23-35, Automatic Pistol Caliber .45 M1911 and M1911A1 (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, April 30, 1940); Headquarters, Department of the Army,
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Field Manual 23-35, Pistols and Revolvers (Washington, DC: Government Printing
Office, July 1960); Headquarters, Department of the Army, Field Manual 23-35, Pistols
and Revolvers (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, July 1971); Headquarters,
Department of the Army, Combat Training with Pistols and Revolvers (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, October 1988); Headquarters, Department of the Army,
Field Manual 3-23.35, Combat Training with Pistols, M9 and M11 (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, June 2003); Headquarters, Department of the Army,
Training Circular 3-23.35, Pistol (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, May
30, 2017).

93

APPENDIX C
CASE STUDY PUBLICATIONS

Table 21.
Num.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18
20
21

List of Case Study Publications

Title

Author
Korean War
A Historical Perspective of Light
McMichael, Scott R.
Infantry
Honor and Fidelity, the 65th Infantry in Villahermosa, Gilberto
Korea, 1950-1953
N.
Combat Support in Korea
Westover, John G.
South of the Naktong, North of the Yalu Appleman, Roy E.
Combat Actions in Korea
Gugeler, Russel A.
Collins, Lawton J,
Korea, 1950
Mountcastle, John W.
Miller Jr., John, Carroll,
Korea, 1951-1953
Owen J. and Tackley,
Margaret E.
Counterattack on the Naktong, 1950
Robertson, William G.
Vietnam War
Cash John A., Albright,
Seven Firefights in Vietnam
John, and Sandstrum
Allan W.
Thiet Giap! The Battle of An Loc, April
Willbanks, James H.
1972
Vietnam Studies, Airmobility 1961-1971 Tolson, John J.
Vietnam Studies, Allied Participation in Larsen, Stanley R.,
Vietnam
Collins Jr., James L.
Vietnam Studies, Medical Support of
Neel, Spurgeon
the U.S. Army in Vietnam
Vietnam Studies, Mounted Combat in
Starry, Donn A.
Vietnam
Vietnam Studies, Riverine Operations
Fulton, William B.
1966-1969
Vietnam Studies, U.S. Army Engineers
Ploger, Robert R.
1965-1970
Vietnam Studies, U.S. Army Special
Kelly, Francis J.
Forces 1961-1971
Vietnam Studies, The War in the
Pearson, Willard
Northern Province 1966-1968
Dust Off: Army Aeromedical
Dorland, Peter, Nanney,
Evacuation in Vietnam
James
Vietnam, From Cease Fire to
Le Gro, William E.
Capitulation
Combat Operations, Taking the
MacGarrigle, George L.
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Publisher, Date
CSI, 1987
CMH, 2009
CMH, 1990
CMH, 1992
CMH, 1987
CMH, 1997
CMH, 1997
CSI, 1985
CMH, 1985
CSI, 1993
CMH, 1999
CMH, 2005
CMH, 1991
CMH, 2002
CMH, 1985
CMH, 2000
CMH, 2004
CMH, 1991
CMH, 2008
CMH, 1985
CMH, 1998

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38

39

40

Offensive, October 1966 to October
1967
Combat Operations, Stemming the Tide,
May 1965 to October 1966
Engineers at War
Taking the Offensive October 1966 to
September 1967
Turning Point, 1967-1968
Transition November 1968 -December
1969
OIF
Between the Rivers, Combat Actions in
Iraq 2003-2005
Red Devils, Tactical Perspectives from
Iraq
Surging South of Baghdad, The 3D
Infantry Division and Task Force
Marne in Iraq, 2007-2008
The Surge 2007-2008
Battleground Iraq, Journal of a
Company Commander
Eyewitness to War, Volume I: The US
Army in Operation AL FAJR: An Oral
History
Eyewitness to War, Volume II: The US
Army in Operation AL FAJR: An Oral
History
Transformation to Combat, The First
Stryker Brigade at War
Convoy Ambush Case Studies Volume
II (Trans School)

Carland, John M.

CMH, 2000

Trass, Adrian G.

CMH, 2010

Williams, Glenn E.

CMH, 2016

Traas, Adrian G.

CMH, 2017

Traas, Adrian G.

CMH, 2018

McGrath John J.

CSI, 2012

Tunnell IV, Harry D.

CSI, 2006

Andrade, Dale

CMH, 2010

Schlosser, Nicholas J.

CMH, 2017

Brown Todd S.

CMH, 2007

Gott, Kendall D.

CSI, 2006

Gott, Kendall D.

CSI, 2006

Reardon Mark J.,
Charlston, Jeffery A.

CMH, 2007

Killbane, Richard E.

OEF
Enduring Voices, Oral Histories of the
U.S Army Experience in Afghanistan
Koontz, Christopher N.
2003-2005
The United States Army in Afghanistan,
Neumann, Brian F.,
Operation Enduring Freedom March
Mundey Lisa,
2002 - April 2005
Mikolashek, Jon
The United States Army in Afghanistan,
Operation Enduring Freedom October
Stewart, Richard W.
2001 - March 2002
A Different Kind of War, The United
States Army in Operation Enduring
Wright, Donald P., et al.
Freedom October 2001 - September
2005
Strykers In Afghanistan 1st Battalion,
17th Infantry Regiment in Kandahar
Hymel, Kevin M.
Province 2009
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U.S. Army
Trans. School,
2015
CMH, 2008
CMH, date
unknown
CMH, 2004

CSI, 2010

CSI, 2014

41
42
43
44
45

46

Vanguard of Valor Part I
Wright, Donald P., et al.
Vanguard of Valor Part II
Wright, Donald P., et al.
Weapon of Choice, ARSOF in
Briscoe, Charles H., et al
Afghanistan
Wanat, Combat Actions in Afghanistan
Staff, CSI
2008
OEF, OIF
In Contact! Case Studies from the Long
Robertson, William G.
War Volume I
Vietnam War, OIF, OEF
Killbane, Richard E.

Convoy Ambush Case Studies

Source: Created by author.
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CSI, 2012
CSI, 2012
CMH, 2003
CSI, 2010
CSI, 2006
Trans. Corps
Historian, date
unknown

APPENDIX D
CHARACTERISTICS OF DIRECT FIRE ENGAGEMENTS
Table 22. Selected Characteristics of Marksmanship
Characteristic
1

Close Range aka CQB
(0-50 meter)
Engagement

2

Mid-Range (51-300m)
Engagement

3

Long Range (<300m)
Engagement

4

Engaged Target/Threat
from Prone Position

5

Engaged Target/Threat
from Kneeling Position

6

Engaged Target/Threat
from Standing Position

7

Engaged Target/Threat
from Seated Position

8

Engaged Target/Threat
in MOPP Gear

9

Engage from a Foxhole
Position

Definition
“Short-range engagements are probable in close terrain (such as urban
or jungle) with engagement ranges typically less than 50 meters.
Soldiers must be confident in their equipment, zero, and capabilities to
defeat the threats encountered.” 1 The maximum effective range of the
M9 Berretta (and most combat pistols) is 50 meters. 2
Accounts for targets beyond the CQB range (50 meters) but within the
furthest target engaged as part of the Carbine and Rifle Qualification
Course (300 meters).
“A properly trained rifleman should be able to engage targets out to 600
meters in the right circumstances.” 3 Currently this range is not
evaluated as part of the Rifle and Carbine Qualification Course. The
maximum effective range of the M4 series Carbine for individual/point
targets is 500 meters and the maximum effective range of the M16
series Rifle is 550 meters. 4
“The prone position is the most stable firing position due to the amount
of the Soldier’s body is in contact with the ground. The majority of the
firer’s frame is behind the rifle to assist with recoil management.” 5
“The kneeling position is very common and useful in most combat
situations. The kneeling position can be supported or unsupported.” 6
“This position should be used for closer targets or when time is not
available to assume a steadier position such as short range
employment.” 7
“There are three types of sitting positions: crossed-ankle, crossed leg,
and open-leg. All positions are easy to assume, present a medium
silhouette, provide some body contact with the ground, and form a
stable firing position. These positions allow easy access to the sights for
zeroing.” 8
“All Soldiers must effectively fire their weapons to accomplish combat
missions in a CBRN environment. With proper training and practice,
Soldiers gain confidence in their ability to effectively hit targets in
mission-oriented protective posture equipment (MOPP). MOPP firing
proficiency must be part of every unit’s training program... CBRN
training must develop the Soldier’s confidence and ability to engage
targets while wearing any level of MOPP equipment. In a situation
where MOPP gear is required, the Soldier must be able to perform his
mission without doubt in his gear protecting him.” 9
Per FM 3-22.9, dated August 2008, “this position provides the most
stable platform for engaging targets” 10 and was previously executed as
part of the Carbine and Rifle Qualification Course. The purpose of the
position is to replicate firing from a dug fighting position but was later
removed due to changing conditions/requirements of the OE and is no
longer mentioned in the new Carbine and Rifle TC.
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10

Engaged Targets in
Limited Visibility
Conditions

11

More than one round
fired at a single
target/threat

12

Engaged Multiple
Targets/Threats

13

Engaged Target/Threat
from sort of
Cover/Barricade

14

Magazine
Changes/Reloads

15

Weapon Malfunction

16

Engaged Targets While
Moving

17

Alternate Firing
Position

18

Engaged Target/Threat
from a Vehicle

19

Elevation, aka Angled
Fire (either firing up at
or down on a
target/threat)

May include low to no natural or artificial light. These conditions may
occur early morning, early evening, at night, indoors and includes
obscuration from smoke. Although Soldiers may be augmented with
night vision optics, aiming devices (i.e. lasers), or flashlights, they are
still operating in limited visibility conditions. 11
“Rapid semiautomatic fire is approximately 45 rounds per minute and is
typically used for multiple targets or combat scenarios where the
Soldier does not have overmatch of the threat. Soldiers should be welltrained in all aspects of slow semiautomatic firing before attempting any
rapid semiautomatic fire training.” 12
“When faced with multiple targets, the Soldier must prioritize each
target and carefully plan his shots to ensure successful target
engagement. Mental preparedness and the ability to make split-second
decisions are the keys to a successful engagement of multiple targets.
The proper mindset will allow the Soldier to react instinctively and
control the pace of the battle, rather than reacting to the adversary
threat.” 13
Depending on the OE Soldiers attempt to “use available cover for
support—for example, a wall—or a barricade to stand behind” 14 when
engaging a threat. This cover not only provides a stable platform to fire
from, but may also provide protection. Other examples in the study may
include a vehicle, large boulders, and trees.
“The Tactical Reload drill is executed when the Soldier is wearing
complete load bearing equipment. It provides exercises to assure fast
reliable reloading through repetition at all firing positions or
postures.” 15
“When any weapon fails to complete any phase of the cycle of function
correctly, a malfunction has occurred. When a malfunction occurs, the
Soldier’s priority remains to defeat the target as quickly as possible. The
malfunction, Soldier capability, and secondary weapon capability
determine if, when, and how to transition to a secondary weapon
system.” 16
“The process of the Soldier moving during the engagement process. It
includes the Soldier’s ability to move laterally, forward, diagonally, and
in a retrograde manner while maintaining stabilization, appropriate aim,
and control of the weapon.” 17
Soldiers may find themselves in a position in which they must engage a
target/threat with their opposite hand. This may be a result of injury on
the dominant firing side or because the Soldier is positioned behind
some sort of cover in which the only way to engage is with the opposing
side of the body. 18
With an increased requirement to employ vehicles in modern combat,
Soldiers may have to engage targets/threats with their personally
assigned weapons from a seated position in a vehicle, from the gunners
hatch, or crew position. With the likelihood of the vehicle moving,
targets moving, while Soldiers engage from an elevated position atop
the vehicle, this type of engagement creates a certain set of unique
challenges and conditions.
“Firing uphill or downhill at angles greater than 30 degrees, the firer
must account for the change in the strike of the round from a horizontal
trajectory.” 19
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20

Engaged a
Moving Threat

21

Discriminate
Between Threats
and Non-Threats

22

Transition from
Primary to
Secondary
Weapon System

“Moving targets are those threats that appear to have a consistent pace and
direction. Targets on any battlefield will not remain stationary for long
periods of time, particularly once a firefight begins. Soldiers must have the
ability to deliver lethal fires at a variety of moving target types and be
comfortable and confident in the engagement techniques.” 20
“Effective target detection requires a series of skills that Soldiers must
master. Detection is an active process during combat operations with or
without a clear or known threat presence.” 21 Soldier must identify (or
discriminate) targets into three classifications “friend, foe, or noncombatant
(neutral).” 22 “The identification process is complicated by the increasing
likelihood of having to discriminate between friend/foe and
combatant/noncombatant in urban settings or restricted terrain [and limited
visibility conditions]. To mitigate fratricide and unnecessary collateral
damage, Soldiers use all of the situational understanding tools available and
develop tactics, techniques, and procedures for performing target
discrimination.” 23
“A secondary weapon, such as a pistol, is the most efficient way to engage a
target at close quarters when the primary weapon has malfunctioned. The
Soldier controls which actions must be taken to ensure the target is defeated
as quickly as possible based on the threat presented…The firer transitions by
taking the secondary weapon from the HANG or HOLSTERED position to
the READY UP position, reacquiring the target, and resuming the shot
process as appropriate.” 24

Source: Created by author.
1

HQDA, TC 3-22.9, 7-10.

2

Departments of the Army, Air Force, and Navy, TM 9-1005-317-10 Pistol
Semiautomatic, 9mm, M9 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1990), 1-6.
3

HQDA, TC 3-22.9, 7-10.

4

Departments of the Army, Air Force, and Navy, TM 9-1005-319-10 Operators
Manual for Rifle, 5.56mm, M16A2 W/E, Rifle, 5.56mm, M16A3, Rifle, 5.56 mm, M16A4,
Carbine, 5.56 mm, M4 W/E, Carbine, 5.56 mm, M4A1 (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 2010), 0002 00-2.
5

HQDA, TC 3-22.9, 6-15.

6

Ibid.

7

Ibid, 6-16.

8

Ibid., 6-15.

9

Ibid., F-11.
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10

Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA), Field Manual (FM) 3-22.9,
Rifle Marksmanship M16-/M4-Series Weapons (Washington, DC: Government Printing
Office, 2008), 4-25.
11

HQDA, TC 3-22.9, 1-8, 7-20.

12

Ibid., 8-6.

13

Ibid., 5-7.

14

Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Training Circular (TC) 323.35, Pistol (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2017), 6-12.
15

HQDA, TC 3-22.9, D-6.

16

Ibid., 8-8.

17

Ibid., 5-3.

18

Kyle Lamb, Green Eyes Black Rifles: Warriors Guide to the Combat Carbine,
(N.p.: Trample & Hurdle, 2008), 151-160.
19

HQDA, TC 3-22.9, E-3.

20

Ibid., C-6.

21

Ibid., 5-4.

22

Ibid., 5-6.

23

Ibid, 5-6.

24

Ibid, 8-14.
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APPENDIX E
KOREAN WAR DATA COLLECTION TOOL

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

Source: Created by author using narratives collected from publications listed in Appendix
C.
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APPENDIX F
VIETNAM WAR DATA COLLECTION TOOL

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

Source: Created by author using narratives collected from publications listed in Appendix
C.
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APPENDIX G
OIF DATA COLLECTION TOOL

121

122

123

124

125

126

127

Source: Created by author using narratives collected from publications listed in Appendix
C.
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APPENDIX H
OEF DATA COLLECTION TOOL

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

Source: Created by author using narratives collected from publications listed in Appendix
C.
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APPENDIX I
EXAMPLE OF DATA SORTING TOOL

Source: Created by author.
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APPENDIX J
PISTOL DATA CHART

Source: Created by author.
139

APPENDIX K
CARBINE/RIFLE DATA CHART

Source: Created by author.
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APPENDIX L
COMBINED DATA CHART

Source: Created by author.
141

APPENDIX M
OPERATIONAL FRAMEWORK DATA CHART

Source: Created by author.
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APPENDIX N
INFANTRY/SPECIAL FORCES ENGAGEMENTS VERSUS OTHER BRANCHES

Source: Created by author.
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