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The requirement for the Marine Corps to conduct nechani zed
operations is higher now than at any other tinme in the history
of the Corps. While the infantry and anphi bi ous assault vehicle
(AAV) team continues to get the job done, all is not well.
Qperation Iragi Freedom (O F) reveal ed shortcom ngs in the
current ad-hoc nature of Marine nechanized infantry, especially
bet ween infantry conpani es and AAV pl at oons. Wil e the Marine
Cor ps has sought to alleviate dissension over the enploynment of
AAVs, no amount doctrine wll conpletely elimnate the potentia
for friction that exists between infantry conpany comranders and
AAV pl atoon commanders. The root of this problemis a |ack of
famliarity between infantry and AAV units that can only be
solved with a new approach to training for nechanized
operations. The USMC must provide mechani zed operations
training for infantry conpany officers who will operate with
AAVs, and standardi zed coll ective training standards for
nmechani zed i nfantry conpani es.

BACKGROUND: THE DOCTRINE

The Marine Corps does not maintain standi ng mechani zed
infantry units. Instead, it maintains flexible, general-purpose
infantry that is able to utilize several nmethods of
transportation, insertion, and fire support w thout over-
enphasi s on one any one form \Wile a sound practice, this

organi zing principle is a major contributor to the |ack of



famliarity that exists between nmany infantry units and their
supporting AAVs. Such friction is especially present in
battalions involved in the MEU cycle as only one conpany in a

gi ven battalion receives any significant exposure to AAV
operations. Conversely, AAV platoon commanders al so do not work
enough with infantry conpanies. The result is the devel opnment
of tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTPs) w thout input from
the infantry that AAV units will support. The resulting gap in
under st andi ng about AAV enpl oynent between the two comrunities
creates friction between infantry conpany conmanders and AAV

pl at oon commanders, as identified in a study of nmechani zed
operations during OF by Mjor Kevin A Norton.

“One of the nost inportant conbat | essons that arose in these
nmechani zed i nfantry conpani es regarded tactical control exercised
by the infantry and AA unit | eaders. This problem nmanifested
itself often times at the worst possible tinme, in contact with

t he enemy.! One school of thought is that the AA platoon
commander controls the AAVs by issuing orders directly to his AA
section | eaders who then issue orders to the individual vehicle
commanders (VCs). These orders are based in supporting the
infantry conpany commander’s schenme of maneuver and intent. The
ot her school of thought is that the infantry conpany commander

i ssues orders during nechani zed operations, directly to the
infantry platoon comranders, who then issue orders to the
infantry squad | eaders (troop commanders) who ultimately direct

i ndi vi dual vehicles into position on the battlefield.”?

The USMC attenpted to resolve the issue of control over
supporting vehicles through doctrine. The Marine Corps

Warfighting Publication 3-13 stated that “The rifle conpany

! Major Kevin A. Norton, “Unnecessary Friction Inside the Marine Corps’ Mechanized Infantry Companies”
(Master of Military Studies Thesis, USMC Command and Staff College, 2005), 1.
% Norton, “Unnecessary Friction Inside the Marine Corps’ Mechanized Infantry Companies,” 3.



commander exerci ses maneuver control of his conmpany through the

AA pl at oon commander. ”3

Wil e he may del egate control to the AAV
pl at oon commander, the ultimte control over vehicles in

tactical situations rests with the infantry conpany conmmander.
However, there are obstacles to enploying this doctrine. Not

all infantry officers have the same | evel of experience,
especially if they spent their earlier careers in a helicopter

or boat conpany. To put an infantry commander in this position
is a disservice to himand the AAV platoon that will support

hi m

MECHANIZED INFANTRY TRAINING FOR INFANTRY COMPANY OFFICERS

Anot her issue raised in Major Norton's research is the
perception by AAV officers that many infantry officers |ack
know edge of nechani zed operations® \While this is not
universally true, and not an excuse for an AAV lieutenant to be
dism ssive wth any infantry officer, many infantry officers do
have Iimted exposure to AAVs. The nechani zed training at |10C
whi | e expanded to include practical application at Twenty-N ne
Palms, is limted due to other conmtnents. As a result nany
infantry officers do not gain a full appreciation for nmechani zed

operations until a MEU training cycle or operational commtnents

® United States Marine Corps, Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3-13, Employment of Amphibious Assault
Vehicles (Change 1), Washington D.C.: Headquarters USMC, 3.

* “The unspoken basis of debate lies with the infantry leaders presumed lack of familiarity of the capabilities and
limitations of the AAVs.” Norton, “Unnecessary Friction Inside the Marine Corps’ Mechanized Infantry
Companies,” 19.



that require themto work with AAVs. 1In addition, not al
conpany conmmanders have experience with AAVs unl ess they were
part of the designated nechani zed conpany during a previous tour
in the operating forces. This l[imted exposure can lead to
m sunder st andi ngs about AAV enpl oynent and lead to friction with
the supporting AAV officer. Wile any such issues are easily
overconme in a 180 day workup cycle for a MEU depl oynent,
situations that require less tinme can be nore problemati c.

Consequent |y, a nechani zed operations training programfor
infantry conpany officers, prior to working with AAVs, woul d
hel p solve the problemof |imted exposure. This course would
have a set curricul um approved by the infantry and AAV
communities. Attendance of all officers in the nechanized
conpany, to include the AAV officer would be mandatory, but an
option woul d exist to include senior enlisted nmenbers as well.
The course would al so be flexible enough to include nmultiple
mechani zed conpany staffs for an entire nechani zed infantry
battalion. The course could be adm nistered by a team from AAS
Battalion or either of the Assault Anphibian Battalions |ocally,
at Canp LeJeune or Canp Pendl et on.

The Mechani zed Leaders Course would open with an
introduction to the characteristics and capabilities of the AAV
inits various configurations, and the organization of AAV

units. This would be followed by courses on planning and



conduct of the various types of m ssions with which a nechanized
conpany coul d be tasked. M ssion planning instruction could be
tailored to the type of operations envisioned. For exanple, a
conpany preparing for a MEU depl oynent woul d focus on speci al
operations, such as nechani zed raids, while a unit bound for

I rag coul d enphasi ze nechani zed patrol ling and urban operations.
Finally, the options for support and conmand rel ati onshi ps woul d
be covered, clearly laying out the options open to the infantry
conpany conmander in his tasking of the AAV pl atoon comander.
The attendance by infantry and AAV unit |eaders will build

canmar aderi e and teamwork before either board an AAV. Such an
arrangenent woul d be especially hel pful if operational
commitments make training inpossible (i.e., the linkup of 1°
Marines with AAVs 96 hours prior to attacking in O F)° The
curriculum of a nechani zed conpany training course could fit in
a five-day bl ock per figure 1 bel ow

SAMPLE UNI T LEADER TRAI NI NG SCHEDULE (Fi gure 1)

DAY 1 DAY 2 DAY 3 DAY 4 DAY 5
Introduction | Offense MOUT and Special and Logistics
- AAV uni t -Movenent to | Defense Amphibious - Ref uel and
capabilites cont act - Urban AAV Operations repl eni shnent
- Command -Deli berate i nfantry/ AAV | - Anhpi bi ous of the mech
rel ationship | Attacks operations assaul ts conmpany
- Types of -Battle Del i berate -Ri verine - Mai nt enance
support (DS, Drills and hasty operations
GS) - Movnent def ense - MOOTW

security

concer ns

®> Norton, “Unnecessary Friction Inside the Marine Corps’ Mechanized Infantry Companies,” 9.



COLLECTIVE TRAINING STANDARDS FOR MECHANIZED COMPANIES

No anount of doctrine, TTPs, or other devices can guarantee
m ssion capability |like evaluated training. Even unit |eader
training is alimted answer. Frequent joint training between
infantry and AAV units is the key conponent in creating an
effective nmechani zed team Wth the exception of operationa
consi derations, no nechani zed conpany team shoul d depl oy w t hout
extensive training together. However, infantry conpani es,
especially those not involved wwth a MEU, have |limted
opportunity to work with AAV platoons. The training that does
occur is an ad-hoc affair. It is dependent upon the AAV unit
and supported infantry unit, rather than standardi zed coll ective
trai ni ng standards upon whi ch both communities agree.

The lack of a standardized training for a nmechani zed
conpany team even extends to desi gnated nechani zed conpanies in
MEU battalions. 1|In conversations with AAV officers who depl oyed
with a MEU, special operations capable (SOC) qualifications did
not include mssions for the mechani zed conpany.® During the
author’s training for deploynment, no outside agency eval uated

t he nechani zed conpany, and no formal training standards were

® Captain Brian Strack and Captain Tim Hough, verbal discussion with author, September 2005. Both deployed as
part of a MEU (from LeJeuane and one from Pendleton). MEU exercises and SOC qualifications did not include
mechanized operations.



ever put forward as goals froman agency outside of the conpany.
For an infantry conpany that has never worked with AAVs before,
the | ack of evaluated training standards is even nore crippling.
Wth little experience to judge what needs to be done, training
may not prepare the infantry and AAV platoon to work together.
The result is friction simlar to that experienced in OF

bet ween infantry conpani es and AAV pl atoons. This |ack of
formal eval uati on of nechani zed conpany readi ness points to the
need for standardi zed eval uation criteria.

The ol d adage, inspect what you expect has particul ar
resonance in the real mof mechani zed operations. Both the
infantry and AAV comunities have training and readi ness (T&R)
manual s for individual and collective unit skills, but they |ack
such a device for joint mechani zed training. A mechani zed
infantry conpany T&R manual woul d provide collective training
standards for the AAV and infantry conpany team The Mechani zed
Conmpany Team T&R manual woul d provide two key conponents to
enhance nechani zed teamtraining. First, the manual woul d
provi de coll ective training standards, allow ng focus for
training. The infantry conpany and AAV pl atoon woul d al ready
know what standards they nust neet. This will help provide a

trai ning focus for nechani zed operations, even when the two

" Author deployed with BLT 2/5 as part of 315 MEU (SOC) from July-Dec 2001. The only formal training
conducted prior to deployment was the SOTG Mechanized raid course and CAX. All other training was organized
between the author’s platoon and the supported infantry company.



units cannot train together due to other requirenments. Second,
it would serve as a reference for those evaluating the

ef fectiveness of a nechani zed conpany based on the ability to
achi eve sel ected training standards.

The collective training standards (CTS) woul d be derived
fromreal -world m ssions assigned to a nechani zed infantry
conpany. The standards woul d be arranged into broad categories
of conventional, special operations, and mlitary operations
ot her than war (MOOTW, and general. The CTS woul d provide
tasks for the nmechani zed conpany and i ndivi dual nechani zed
infantry platoons. Individual and other standards below this
| evel would be covered in the infantry and AAV T&R nanuals. The
figure bel ow provi des exanpl es of possible training standards
for each category.

SAMPLE COLLECTI VE TRAI NI NG STANDARDS (Fi gure 2)

CATEGORY EXAVMPLE STANDARDS

Convent i onal 1. Conduct a novenent to contact

2. Conduct a hanmerhead battle dril
(1 nmech platoon action left or right)
3. Set up a conpany battle position

i ntegrating AAVs into defensive schene
of maneuver

3. Conduct mechani zed patrols in
urban terrain

Speci al Qperations 1. Conduct a nechani zed conpany raid
2. Conduct a nechani zed NEO
3. Conduct a nmechani zed TRAP

MOOTW 1. Provide security for an aid
distribution site
2. Provide convoy security

CGener al 1. Conduct a service station refueling
2. Conduct AAV recovery and tow ng
operations

3. Create and denonstrate a downed
vehi cl e and bunp pl an




The eval uated standards could be tailored to the expected
m ssion profiles of the mechani zed conpany. For exanple, a
nmechani zed conpany depl oying as part of MEU could focus nore
heavily on tasks set forth under the special operations
category. A unit deploying to Iraq could focus on conventiona
operations. Thus, a nechanized conpany with a limted training
wi ndow coul d focus on tasks that are nore likely, wthout being
eval uated on every CIS in the manual

O her than the cost to create and print the new manual s,
additional costs in personnel or limted training tinme would be
limted. The evaluation of a mechani zed conmpany woul d be based
on observation of selected training standards fromthe T&R
manual . This neans that no specially trained eval uati on teans
are required. The evaluators would consist of a joint
evaluation teamfromthe infantry battalion or regi nent
(providing the infantry conpany) and fromthe AAV conpany or
battalion (providing the AAV platoon). Wth respect to actua
trai ning events, many existing exercises and training
opportunities can be used the conduct the eval uation of
mechani zed training standards. For exanple, CAX could be used
to eval uate standards such as the conduct of a deliberate attack
and nunerous | ogistical operations. The evaluation teamcould

al so seek additional input and critiques fromthe existing TTECG

10



staff. For MEU nechani zed conpani es, eval uation of CTS could
take place during existing training for nmechanized raids. 1In
addition, the evaluation teamcould rem nd the MEU and BLT
commanders to devel op and conduct nechani zed operations for
trai ni ng purposes.

CONCLUSI1ON

Friction between AAV pl at oon commanders and infantry
conmpany commanders can hurt the ability of the nechanized
infantry conpany to acconplish the mssion. The solution lies
in a new approach to training nechani zed infantry conpanies. A
training course for infantry conpany officers prior to working
with AAVs woul d ensure infantry | eaders were aware of the nyriad
of issues that conme along wth AAVs. A nechani zed conpany T&R
manual woul d focus the training of the AAV platoon and infantry
conpany before and during joint training. Both of these
measures can be enacted with existing personnel, and eval uations
of nost CTS can take place during training events that already
occur. Wth Iraq and the future enploynent of the EFV,
nmechani zed operations are not going away. Wthout a new
training reginmen for nmechani zed conpany teans, the problens
encount ered between AAV pl atoons and infantry conpanies will not

go away either

11
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