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ABSTRACT

THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF WEARPONS AND DOCTRINE THE CARSE OF THE BRADLEY
INFANTRY FIGHTING UVEHICLE by MAJ Benyamin C Freakley, USA, SO pages

This monograph discusses how well U S Army doctrine exploits
the development of weapons With the rapid ongoing modernizatiorn of our
forces, it 1s imperative that the army make the most out of new
technology

The premise i1s that current U S Army doctrine and tactical writings
faill to make the maximum use of the weapons that have been developed
The methodology used to defend this premise begins with an introduction to
the problem Disclosing that the struggle between weapons and doctrine s
not new, the ntroduction continues by arguing that i1t s critical to strike
a balance between weapons and doctrine Next, the terms doctrine,
tactics and technology are defined and their relationship to weapons s
discussed

The monograph examines three historical cases to illustrate the
problem and to reach some conclusions on how doctrine might have better
exploited the weapons being discussed These examples are the Spencer
repeating rifle in the Civil War, chemical weapons 1n World War I and the
Sheridan armored reconnaissance assault vehicle that was developed n the
1968s

Following the historical analysis, the problem 1s updated by using the
Bradley Infantry Fighting Uehicle as a case study The first ster 1s a looOk
at the technological development of the vehicle The genesis of the
Bradley 1s reviewed from the half-track to the future BIFU A Jdiscussion
of the impact of doctrine on Bradley growth and current employment
follows the technological review

The monograph ends with an analysis of what effect the lack of
doctrine has had on the Bradley and recommends a method to ensure that
doctrine and weapons complement each other On the next high or
mid-intensity battlefield, technology guarantees intense and highly
destructive combat For the protection of U S Army soldiers and the
survival of our nation, 1t 1s imperative that doctrine exploits new weapons
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I INTRODUCTION
Qur difficulty 1s not mainly n the design,
manufacture, and use of our weapons as :
such Most of our weapons are more nearly !
perfect, taken as ’things in themselves,’ |
'than our enemies’, the difficulty lies
N the systems and methods of their use
in battle, in tactics, and the design of weapons
particularly suitable for use In the tactics now
profitable (1)

This statement written by Thomas Wintringham in 1943 was an attempt
to bring British citizens to an understanding of warfare 1n order to win
the Second World War What makes it interesting i1s that the relationship
between weapons and doctrine has been a constant problem throughout

history Even soldiers cannot agree what has more importance, the weapon

or how 1t 1s employed.
Magyor General J F C Fuller, the noted British military theoretician,
believed that " tools, or weapons, f only the right ones can be

discovered, faorm 99 percent of victory."(2) He argued that the "high

superiority” of weapons was the dominant factor in warfare. At the other

end of debate, General William E DePuy, an American practioner and

theoretician, stated that the mission of an army 1s to organize, train, and

equip forces He added to that mission, " .and to employ them properly "(3»

Believing that doctrine was the key, General DePuy stressed the need

for doctrine to keep pace with technology

The argument between warriors and technologists over the dominance

of weapons versus doctrine has been on going for ages Which puint s
1
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O correct 1s not important What i1s significant is that a balance
’ 4 between weapons and tactics must be struck. History points out that
_

' the difference between good armies and great ones I1s the effective

-\.
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I combination of weapons and doctrine. The Roman phalanx, Swiss pikeman,
\

A

_.l’
..-_:; and GCerman Blitzkrieg all reflect this balance between new technology and
:-':'
e

At the proper tactics which produces victory Fallure to get the most out
LY
‘:,_ of a weapon system, or even to use 1t correctly, can result in disaster
SN

\“:'
::-: such as the French suffered in 13940 The French Army, with the same
%
‘_ basic equipment as the Germans, was defeated because its doctrine did not
b
Y™\ -
‘A8 maximize the capabilities of the tank.
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And how are we doing with this dilemma today? The US Army in the
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. 1980’s is acquiring new weapons at a rate unequaled n our history In the
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_\'r\
t past, 1t has been the adoption of a single weapon used with imagnation or

O

o
Ny the effective employment of weapons and organizations that revolutionized
‘TS
™ .
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-.‘.:-: warfare, as n Napoleonic times Things are different today, however Now
B ¥ o™
v
:"w":' we are obtaining multiple weapons in all branches of service
S
;::.'_-
-.:',-. simultaneously Systems not ordinarily thought of as weapons, like radios
W
:'.' reconnaissiance vehicles, and utility helicopters, are being procured to
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" assist us 1n fighting war Add to these the multiple rocket launchers, new
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artillery projectiles, automatic grenade launchers, improved rifles, night

vision devices, Infantry and cavalry fighting vehicles and you begin to see

the magnitude of the problem. In 1386 alone, the army procured, " 5,000

Ml Abrams tanks, 3,700 Bradley fighting vechicles, 1,600 Apache and Black

Hawk helicoptaers, 2ZSJ multiple-launch rocket systems.. .,"(4), and this Is

Just a sampling oY tne modernization effort.

Many of the weapons have not been tested or proven in combat, yet

they may have a significant mpact of the conduct of battle The question

s, has doctrine kept pace? The purpose of this paper 1s to examine how

well US Army doctrine exploits weapons development The scope of the

paper limits an effective argument to an examination of a single weapon

system For this reason, the Bradley Infantry Fighting Uehicle (BIFU) will

be examned as a case study of a recent attempt to integrate weapons

and doctrine

The premise 1s that current U S Army doctrine and tactical writings

fail to make the maximum use of the weapons that have been developed (5’

The methodology used to defend this premise begins with definitions,

followed by an historical review of weapons and tactics n the Civil War,

the First World War and in the 1970’s Establishing this foundation of a

recurring problem, we turn to the Bradley for specifics Imtially, an

A - - -"'-’- » " [ Tw - u.'\.'\ T - e . LT - - - - v A S - -
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.
:-C:' examination of the technological development of the vehicle i1s discussed
Then, the evolution of the doctrine for M2 employment is reviewed From
N
:,: this base, the BIFU and 1ts supporting doctrine s analyzed Finally,
-\,"h'
o
’ recommendaticns for future weapon and doctrine development is offered
In th:s age of rapid weapon growth, 1t is mperative that we get the
::: most out of our weapons Rs Tom Wintringham warned his nation, "Weapons
have no meaning apart from the use of weapons, separated from tactics
{:: they become heavy and nobbly things for tired men to carry or drag“"(&
.' Or, as 1 B Holley warned us in 1953, " it is probably not too much to
- suggest that the survival of entire cultures may hinge upon an ability to
*.':'
-\-'__
> perfect superior weapons and exploit them fully (7>
- _: Il DEFINITIQNS
:-::: At this guncture, 1t will be helpful to identify terms used in this
y paper Doctrine 1s "fundamental principles by which military forces or
e
:-} elements thereof guide their actions in support of national objectives It
o
: 15 authoritative but requires judgment in application (8> Tactics 15 the
o
f.:-
"art by which corps and smaller urmt commanders translate potential
) combat power into victorious battles and engagements “(3) Techniques are
o
Iy
j "the manner n which technical details are treated or a method of
ol
s
25 accomplishing a desired aim "(18> In 1ts own way, each of these terms
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relate to weapons

Regarding doctrine,

of the US Army’s Infantry School,

guide the development of force structure and new equipment "t

100-S says, "tactics, techniques,
structure,

From these statements,

Mayor General Kenneth (

states that,

procedures,

Leuer.

organizat:ons,

equipment and traning must all derive from it

new weapons as well as provide a framework for future

their tactical employment

then,

Tactics,

system

level

system on the battlefield and defines

Techniques detail the methods of driving,

W .»,0ons Also,

desired task
Doctrine,

N battle

the technology to 1ts use

warfighting that narrows to technical employment of weapons

Starry noted,

Doctrine

e e et

shooting,

tactics and techniques are the specificC

the Commaniagnt

“in theory,

11

aqocrtrine shgc

support

vdoctrine: T lg

we see that doctrine should define the roie of

nventions ang

narrows the focus down to the use of the weapon

wWweapons are an element of combat power used at the tactical

Tactical writings outline the specific employment of a weapon

and maimntaining

they apply to drills or formations used to accomplish a

1ideas that relate

1S the broad base outlining
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It re s Lrat s wr tten approved by an appropriate
a_%"":o" *, ar3 p.ubished concerning the conduct of military
af¥ars lcct-re gereraily Jdescribes how the Army fights
*act Za..y NG tact.cs and weapon systems are ntegrated,
e IImTard Control and combat seruice support are provided,
row forces are mobil.zea. traned, deployed and employed (14
e~ t~ese ter~s r mird, an histor-cal review of past attempts to
“r*egrate .eafF-rs and JdoCctr ne s nNecessary In the past, did the US
wrmy mame effect e Lse Of new weapons as they emerged”® What did we
‘ear~ from gt.udyrg the armies of ant.qu:ty®> Does (eneral Starry’s
Jescr:pt ocn of doctrine £t Mmstorical exameples?® Now, we turn to AmMerican
mistory to frgd examples ©f the struggle between weapons and doctrine.
Tris will give us a base to evaluate how well we are dorng today In
exploiting ocur deveiopng weapons
11 HISTQRICAL REVIEW
The purpose of this review 15 tn examine how effective the U S Army
nas been In employing new weapons With this foundation, we uwl]l determine
'f ongoing Bradley development and employment 1s following any historical
trend
The weapons selected for examination include the Spencer rifle,
chemical weapons N WKWl and the Sheridan tank In each example, we

will outline the capabilities of the weapon system and compare 1t to other

weapons of the time, 1f applicable Next, doctrine i1s examined to see f

5




there 1s congruence between the weapon and tactics. Finally, we will

determine 1f the doctrine capitalized on the rpotential of the new weapon

Jn May 18, 1863, Colonel John T Wilder’s Indiana Brigade received its

Spencer repeating rifles RN added capability of this infantry unit was

its mobility The entire 2,500 man unit was mounted' Wilder’s brigade

rag superior mobility and firepower when compared to other Union or

Zonfederate nfantry units While the mobility plays a role, it 15 the

f ~epower tre Nntroduction of the new technology, the Spencer, that

nterests us

Christopher Spencer patented his repeating rifle in 1860 (15 It was a

SZ-caliber, magazine-fed rifle The seven-round magazine was Placed into

the butt of the rifle and the rounds were loaded Into the chamber by

means of a cocking lever which also served as a trigger guard Wilder's

troops only had one magazine per weapor requiring a reload between

‘e b
A

firings This gave them a firing rate of about 14 rounds per minute The

0N

LA s

maximum effective range of the Spencer was 5S00-600 yards, however ts

Sesle

primary advantage was the volume of fire that it produced

By 1863, most of the soldiers fighting in the Civil War were armed

S _'-_.\ _\‘.'-_ ®- )’y SN

with the Springfield S8-caliber, muzzleloading, percussion-cap rifle Firing

a minie ball, the rifle had an effective range of 500 yards and it "could
7

2y TR
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g A
" hit larger targets like troop formations, at 800 yards, and at 1,000 yards
‘ the bullet retaned sufficient terminal energy to penetrate four iNnches
oV
::'_‘ of soft pine "(16) Well-trained infantrymen could fire the Springfield four
e
LA
\"'\
_§: times a minute R disadvantage of the Springfield was that the firer had
g
Ly
e to stand up IIn order to reload
ot
A
e Comparing the Spencer to the Springfield, we note the following
[~
M advantages created by the technology of the repeater The Spencer’s
:'_:::. volume of fire was three and a half times higher than the muzzleloader
3
» \'
‘ The pronre pos tion was used when firing the repeater giving soldiers more
e
‘o
L stability and protection when shooting Thus, Spencer technology brought
AL
s iNncreased and more accurate fires to the battlefield

Having equipped his men with new technology, Wilder should have

changed tactics However, he used the same basic tactical formations

O
% e N L
e e T

-'_._"_ found n other Umnion brigades Normally, units attacked with two lines,
;:

- soldiers advancing shoulder to shoulder Th:s formation was easy to

Ny

.":'- command and control and allowed for the massing of fires These tact.cs
SO

:‘:— evolued from General Winfield Scott's [nfantry JIactics written n 153S anc
_\":a

s

e used n the Mexican War, 'n which most Civil War leaders had fought

-'-n

_.f‘.,

.“,-.' ~ y
Scott’s manual called for advancing at the Qquick, 110 steps per mnute e
o

s‘-.c.

P this pace units could cover 100-150 yards per minute Facing a musket
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.:-:._‘- having an effective range of 200 yards, these tactics were sufficient and

~::_t:

{-:-:- kept the advancing infantry in the killing zone for only a short time.

N (

:J Just prior to the Civil War, Willlam J Hardee wrote Rifle and Light

'; Infantry Jactics, "formerly an ARcademy text and now the official drill and
)

')

' tactics manual of both armies."(1?) The basic change from Scott’s method
~

.-._'1

LN had the infantry advance at the double quick, 140 steps per minute. This
it

-‘ o

. was Just short of a run Although the units could cover the ground more
r_'_.',

:j:;:: Quitkly, they were in the killing zone longer because the ranges of both
. the Spencer and the Springfield were superior to that of the musket

-I‘_t.-

, Tactics had failed, despite Hardee’s modifications, to account for the

't}
Jdoa e
)
s e
o

’

mpact of the rifle

& gy,

Now, with the Spencer repeater available, the failure of tactics to

RN

]

AR

adapt <ould have been catastrophic Wilder had a tremendous mate

ot

advantage at Chickamauga because his superior firepower over the

4
+
s
.

B ..".u{

“A

- Confederates gave the Union an edge Yet, when he dismounted, he still
) fought in the same formation as other Union brigades The Indiana brigade
-:'.':f: ~ad the ablity to hold more ground and to inflict greater casualties on
;“’ the eremy, based on superior firepower Units with Springfields fought in

mass formations to produce a sufficient volume of fire Armed with

NEGFEPATE

ipercers,. wilder had the firepower to hold the same front with less men
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However, neither Wilder nor his commander, General Rosecrans, used the
unit to the fullest extent possible, thereby losing a tactical opportunity

Because Chickamauga was the first battle where a major force was
equipped with this technology, there was no written doctrine for the
Spencer The Union leadership failed to recognize the advantages
offered n the Spencer.

The lack of doctrine prevented the adoption of the Spencer as the
rifle of choice for the Union. At the end of the war, the Springfield
centinued to be the primary infantry weapon. Rs Professor I B Holley
points out,

The value of repeating arms was curtly dismissed

by a Colonel of Ordnance, who pointed out that

they had been known to misfire and that front-

rank men would be ’more in dread of those behind

than of the enemy.’ That repeating arms would do

away with the tactical maneuver of multiple ranks

attacking in close order across open ground seems

never to have occurred to this officer (18>
The lack of an i1dea, a void in doctrine, failed to get the most out of
the Spencer. The result was that soldiers continued to fight with old
weapons and archaic tactics such as the frontal, line assault, which
contributed to the horrible casualty lists of the Civil War

In much the same way as the Spencer repeater, which was produced

at the outbreak of the Civil War, chemical weapons were introduced at the
10
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beginning of the First World War. 0On the 22nd of RApril 1915, German

pioneer troops released 168 tons of chlorine gas into the French and

British lines in the vicinity of Ypres Canal in Belgium. ARAs the allies

collapsed under the surprise chemical attack, the Germans advanced into

the gas created gap Equipped with rudimentary gas masks, in the form of

cotton wadding, the attackers gained four and one-half miles in Just a

few hours Finally stopped by hasty defenses, the Germans achieved great

success with half the casualties as the allies. In the Ypres gas attack,

the British and French suffered 5,300 casualties (19) With this attack,

chemicals made a place for themselues In the arsenal of war.

Soldiers of the American Expeditionary Force (REF) arrived in France

on 28 July 1917, 27 months after the battle of Ypres The American

Army was well aware of the effects of gas warfare, and should have

had the doctrine to fight on the chemical battlefield But as Magor

Heller points out In his excellent paper, Chemical sorrfare in World

wWor [/ The Nmer:cen Lvpersence, 19/7-19/8,

Given the advantage of uviewing the development of

chemical warfare from afar, the United States

Army, upon entering the war, should have been In

a position to operate In a chemical environment

without repeating the costly experiences of the

French, British, and Germans Unfortunately, this

was not to be the case (28>
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" Rlthough the Americans had British and French assistance, equipment
_\
-‘"*:: and doctrine to study and learn from, the lessons were i1gnored RAs the
‘)
_:.- AEF got 1n the war emphasis on gas warfare steadily increased but too
o
25, much time had been lost to train and instilli the needed discipline for this
. <
')
iy type of combat. As a result, in defensive operations, troops failed to
ACs
2
‘_‘.": wear their masks properly and to decontaminate correctly In the
o
v offense, American commanders were reluctant to use gas for fear of
L
~:" German retaliation. Yet, the Germans did not hesitate. "When looking at
e
A
Y the total figures, 27 3 percent of all REF casualties. . were caused by
gas "2

e Major Heller sums 1t up best,

f" Had the US Army’s leaders, prior to America’s
entry into the war, prepared themselves

:-':." intellectually by studying German gas doctrine
' or by reviewing observer reports, gas officers
S would not have had to overcome such strong
:'_::'_' resistance to the tactical employment of

'_'..::' chemicals Because the US Army failed to
-::‘-:: develop gas warfare doctrine, the average REF
S officer never really understood the potential
:E\.; value of chemicals Ignorance, shortsightedness
."N: and unpreparedness extracted a high toll at
5.:: the front, a toll that the United States with

® its intellectual and technological resources
Y should not have had to pay (2e)

<

ot

::: If the US Army had realized the lethality and the potential of gas
.!:_; weapons, we could have exploited this new technology for offensive

oy
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e operations Rdditionally, by preparing for defensive operations, we would
(¥
..':.
o
“~
: . have prevented the high casualties inflicted by gas Howewver, as in the
'\."‘-
LR case of the Spencer rifle, we have an example where the lack of doctrine,
LN
"
! resulted in a faillure to exploit a weapon properly
)
iy Turning to the Sheridan armored reconnaissance assault vehicle, we
A
:;.'f{ look at an example of a weapon produced prior to conflict, with doctrine
-
N
\_ and army requirements guiding 1ts development In 1959 the United States,
} fn
t-"
-
./-Z'_J- progyecting a massive war against the Soviets on the plains of Europe,
e
bin
¥ .
® developed a cavalry doctrine to stem the flood of the Russian hordes
> vt
Vs
v
R, %,
:‘:.-\ Based on the doctrine, the army would produce three vehicles to help the
22
.

-
1)
*

cavalry carry out its assigned role

First, an M-113 personnel carrier would be developed for the

. transport of Infantry AN M-114 scout vehicle would complement the

T personnel carrier and perform point reconnassiance Finally, the ™M-S951,
ERS

, Sheridan armored reconnaissance assault vehicle would provide fire

L

o

) support

'):.‘
b
‘:‘:‘_: The Sheridan had four basic requirements First, 1t had to be able tc
,‘3::‘:
o B ]

9. swim the smaller rivers n Europe Next, 1t had to be ar-droppable IR
Y
t.
iy former World War Il arborne commanders, such as General Maxwell Tayglor
¥ -

AR

o
Win as the Chief of Staff, and General James Gauvin as chief ¢of research ang
0.
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development, the army was oriented on rapid deplogyability AN air-
droppable Sheridan gave the airborne a coveted armored component The
third requirement was for a guided missile capability. Guided missile
technology was advancing and many developers believed that 1t had an
application to tanks Finally, the vehicle had to fire a main gun round
(152mm)> with a combustible cartridge. This would prevent expended shell
casings from filling up the turret floor.

In 1965, the army came out with the finished product to answer all
these demands The Sheridan weiyned 17 tons, mounted a 152mm main gun
which fired high explosive, canister, and white phosphorus rounds
Additionally, the Shillelagh missile could be fired through the gun-launcher
The vehicle had a ? 62mm coaxial machine gun and a searchlight It
was fitted with a grenade launcher for smoke screens and could cruise at
42 miles per hour With minimum effort, a3 swim screen could be erected
and the Sheridan could swim It seems that the army had produced a light
weight Golitath Or had t?

The Sheridan was deployed to Uietnam in 1369 with no doctrine for
tris type of war After all, it had been developed for war in Europe It
was felded with the lith Cavalry which integrated Sheridans with M-113’s
fre support Unfortunately, M-551s d'd not have a floor in the hull,

14




P
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e
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e
\'* a result of the third airborne test wherein the bottom unexpectedly fell
.:-
o out Rccordingly, developers removed the floor and reinforced the base of
Y
_L::} the vehicle However n Uietnam, the major threat to the Sheridan was
::;j‘ mines To counter this, 1,000 pounds of armor were added to the bottom
)
:"_. for protection With this added weight, the vehicle was no longer air-
o
:-’:: droppable Furthermore, in order to swm, the Sheridan required increased
L
.
N freeboard
o
.::': Alarmingly, the missile was found to cause a build up of carbon
.-"".
P monoxide In the turret, army developers advised that no more than four
missiles per day be fired Moreover, when the missile was fired, it was
%
recommended that dismounted soldiers be at least 500 yards away from
-.."':'. the gun since some missiles fell short To make matters worse, the
L
g

'
'

O

expendable cartridges on the 152mm rounds were dangerous and had a

.

tendency to catch fire

.' 'l
I
«

3
.
o

-::j- Not suprisingly the maintenance record of the Sheridan was poor In
b -

® the Jungles requiring extensive operator care to ensure that the vehicle
Ao

‘\.',.i

'\‘:-:' would function Finally, the M-551 could be penetrated by a B-40 rocket
N

.' or a 5S0-caliber machinegun, causing a protection problem for the crew
.:__

b~ Even with these acknowledged faults, the army argued that the
.-.:.

i‘-: Sheridan was essential because cavalry doctrine required a vehicle to
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complement the reconnaissance M-114 and the personnel carrier Howewver,

by 1970 the Sheridan was costing the U S $335,000 per copy, the
government had spent between $1.2 to $!.5S billion dollars to field this
weapon (23>

Some would argue that the Sheridan was an outgrowth of doctrine
But although the army had cavalry doctrine, we failed to define the
role of the new weapon system. The focus had been too narrow with a
"Europe only" deployment consideration Because of competing
requirements, the vehicle became a hybrid that could not swim, could not
fight and could not be dropped from the air In the case of the Sheridan,
doctrine failed to guide the development of the technology

Ironically, we may have at last identified the proper role for the
Sheridan Today, this relatively "new" weapon system s found at the
National Training Center, portraying a "Soviet Tank", the vehicle 1t was
designed to fight in Europe

This brief historical review has pointed out the tension between
weapons and doctrine In the case of the Spencer, an effective weapon
was availlable to the Union army as early as 1861 However, the repeater
was not adopted Its effectiveness was not demonstrated One of the
reasons for this was a lack of doctrine to exploit the weapon With the
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Spencer, troops could have fought in dispersed formations, defended
ground n the prone position, and held wider frontages The Union forces
failled to exploit the weapon.

With chemical weapons, the army saw a weapon being used against
our allies and had time to react to the new technology Yet, we
failed to heed the warnings and did not develop a doctrine to conduct
offensive or defensive chemical warfare

Finally, with the Sheridan, we can see that history and experience had
not improved our ability to integrate weapons and doctrine Starting from
scratch with weapon design, we had a chance for doctrine to drive the
growth of the weapon, as General Starry says 1t should Yet, we falled to
prcduce the correct weapon for the reasons outlined

In an effort to see If we have learned anything from past mistakes,

“ let us consider the Bradley Infantry Fighting Uehicle Ns a first step, we
LVl
‘._‘L\
:'_.-:: shall begin by looking at the technological evolution of the system
..

::-:" IV TECHNQLOGICAL DEVELQPMENT OF IHE BRADLEY
*Ea:: The infantry fighting vehicle evolued from the armored personnel
:‘“ carriers (APC) used in the Second World War In that war, the U S Hrmy
:'_:-:.' carried infantrymen in the M3 half-track This open vehicle had poor off
e
,\'I'\

]

1?7

AL
T,




roacd mobility Moreover, the soldiers riding 1in the back were vulnerable to
artillery, grenade and small arms fire Rt the close of the war, the army
u fielded a fully enclosed carrier, the M44 "Unfortunately, the M44 was

over-large for its task and its payload of 27 infantrymen fell awkwardly

we

'-:": betweer the requirements of platoon and secticns tactics "(24) In 195}
t

T with an excess of aircraft engines available, the M?S5S was introduced,
:'_-’_' followed by the MSS, which was amphibious The M53% was under-powered
B

.- and had excessive interior heat and noise25) Up to this point In time, the
H

Y

e tactical role for these vehicles "was to carry the infantryman onto the
i

199

N

:‘: obuective, behind the tanks, and under air bursting artillery fire "(26)
\‘

=

':{ In 1956 Tank Automotive Command produced the design requirements
@

N3 for the next series of APC’s These requirements included,

-\":'

::.r: -=-high level of protection against both artillery

:’ fragments and small arms fire for a 12-man squad

o of infantry soldiers

f --high degree of cross country mobility

et --ability to cross inland bodies of water

\::- --transportability n aircraft that could carry 16,000

:-1 pounds(2?)

\,‘:’

o The vehicle developed from these reguirements was the M113 Becoming one

O

of the world’s most ubiquitious armored vehicles, the MI113 carried a squad

L

- & 2 @
Y
y e
2

of twelve men and mounted a SO0-caliber machine gun However, the

T

N-Jo

-'.'-

"principal criticism of the MI13 has been that 1t was designed only to

L]

- transport nfantrymen to or from the scene of their action "(28)

- Each of the previously mentioned APCs were battle taxis When the
:.;- infantry were mounted, they could not see the battlefield To get into
@

> the fight, the soldiers had to dismount "Mechanized nfantry tactics for
L. trcops equipped with the M113 usually call for troops to attack or defend
»::: on foct, relying on vehicle-mounted machine guns for supporting fire "2
o

& What the army wanted was a vehicle that could support and fight

'\-'-_
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alongside tanks
In response to the cry for an infantry "fighting Uehicle", the Pac fic
Car and Foundry Company conducted a concept study in 1964, and produced
the XM?70! This vehicle "was superior to the original MII3 in having a 20mm
gun turret and rifle ports as well as uvision blocks for 1ts riflemen “"(38)
The infantry could fight in this vehicle, and see the battlefield as they
crossed the terrain However, its combat weight of 245 tons was
considered too high and the XM701 was not bought by the army
Therefore, in 1967, FMC, the company which produces the M1132,
radesigned this popular RPC by placing rifle ports and vision blocks n the
troop compartment A 20mm gun cupola was added and the protection for
the nfantrgymen was achieved by using steel armor This fighting vehiCle
was designated as the XM765 (31> The complexity of this prototype., cost
and the war n Uietnam ended further development of the XM?76S
The conclusion of the Uietmam War refocused the army on Europe.
specifically on the Souviets The Russians fielded an infant~y fighting
vehicle known as the BMP in 1967 It has a low silhouette, swims, 1s fast
and mounts a 73mm smooth-bore gun, & coaxial 72 62mm machine gun and an
artitanxk guided weapon (RTGWI (32 It was the BMP, in addition to Souviet
tanks, which grabbed the attention of U S Army developers
In 1972 the army produced new requirements for future fighting
vehicles Hwccording to R M Ogorkiewicz, a noted jJournalist on armored
fight.ng vehicles, these requirements
which served as the basis of the deuvelopment
of the rew mechanized infantry combat vehicle
"MICY, called for a fully armored tracked
vehicle -apable of carring a sqQuad of infantry and
having a stabalized 20 to 30mm automatic cannon

and a coaxial machine gun as well as rifle ports
Tre ™MICL was to be capable also of swimming across

19




imland waterways and being transportable in C-141
and C-S aircraft (33>

! Given these new requirements, FMC went to work and produced the

:-: XM?23 The prototype carried 12 men, organized with a driver, gunner, nine
.-\ man dismount squad and a commander Firepower was produced by a one
A man turret, mounting a 20mm gun and a 7.62mm ccaxial machine gun The
-_ turret was operated by both electric and hydraulic systems The men n
_ the back could fire the M3Rl, 45-caliber submachine gun through rifle

"

{ ports The commander had his own cupola, mounted behind the driver’s

s

:::: posit:on The vehicle weight was 18 tons (34)

..:; RS the xXM?723 was being tested, major develcpments arose, mpacting on
the program In 1973 the Arab-Israeli War demonstrated the effectiveness
-:' of HTIGMs Rdditionally, new analysis of Soviet armor raised questions

3‘_: about the ability of the 20mm gun to penetrate the BMP To add to this

prorclem, Department of Defense analysts became focused on the massive

200

.
s

Soviet armor threat in Europe Their greatest concern was the Russran

e
DL S B |
e v a

aduantage ouver NATO n tanks (three to one) One way to counter this
mbaiance was with ATGMs As these problems surfaced, deuvelopers looked
-,-f'. for soiutions and found a possible answer close at hand

Paralle]l to the MICU progject, the army was testing the TOW

® Busktmaster Antitank Turret (TBAT) This two man turret was equipped with
Y
’;' the 25mm Bushmaster chain gun and the tube launched, optically tracked,
-_“ wire-command link guided (TOW) missile Adding the TBAT technology to the
"
o «M723 would give the uwehicle the firepower to defeat the new BMPs and
*
—ounter the Souiet armor with ARTGMs
:::' However, these changes in the XM723 would drive up production costs
25
® Thiz worred successive Secretaries of Defense because the budget for
A
I', t~i5 Lehicle was a4 wast Nncrease over what was usually spent on the
.-, L%
e
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The final impact on XM?723 growth occurred when the army changed i1ts
FM 100-5,

capstone doctrine n 1976 The new operations field manual,

oriented tactics on the "active defense" Let us examine each of these
developments and their effect on the XM?723 n turn

By the Arab-Israeli War of 1973, ATGMs had proliferated the
battlefield

"The initial Arab assaults made by armor and mechanized

infantry, ganed considerable ground Israell tank forces, thrown against
Egyptian and Syrian positions, were beaten back by heavy missile and gun
fire. The lesson for combat on both fronts was that armor could not
make headway against the dense Infantry antitank defenses unless it
operated in a coordinated manner with infantry, combat engineers and
artillery (35> Accordingly, army leaders felt that they needed to ensure
that the XM723 would work well with tanks and suppress antitank fires

In these years, doctrine as articulated In F.M 100-5, stressed
defensive tactics Yet, the XM?723 was offensive N orientation Its
purpose was to mantamn the momentum of armored attacks The
divergence between doctrine and weapons concerned the Congress and DoD,
who wondered f the vehicle was a costly luxury

Moreover, aside from cost considerations, there was serious doubt
about the abilities of the 20mm gun The army needed a gun that would
suppress antitank missile systems as well as defeat the BMP With the
increase 1n the front slope of the BMP and added armor, the concern was
that the 20mm would not do the job

At the same time the TBART program was advancing parallel to the

MICU and was being considered as a turret for a future scout vehicle

The technclogy offered many advantages over that n the XM?723 turret

2l
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- The Bushmaster could defeat Souviet light armor and suppress WTHMg Tre
- TOW could defeat tanks Developers began to examine the posst.lty of
H

. using the TBAT on the xM?723

g

~

T The biggest mpact on the MICU program was from tne Dod ara.ss*s
~

-\.‘__

N With their concern over Soviet armor amd the capabil ties of tre M[Z . ~
&

,.' doubt, 1t appeared that the program was doomed to cancei.at on

D MICUV was, n fact, 3oing down the tubes n (5375

g and had been formally canceled ty Dol whar

‘o revived the program and transformed t nrnto the

{ “fighting vehicle system"” (the M2 and .%s compar.cr

A M3 cavalry reconnaissance vehicle: was Jod’'s rezogr.® or

~ from its own computer-modeled war-gamng st.des

o that a vehicle as numerous on the battlef eid as a~

- IFU would nave to be offered an excei.ent O0PPO"*tu~ %y

D to proliferate antitank missile defenses 16

[ ]

General Donn Starry stated that "we. that s we .~ "RWDII Trar -3 3-2
::: Doctrine Command), dec'deqg to put the TOW or the MIZ. because .e

r realized that f we did not put the TOk onr thre ™MIC. we LCu.d Probal.y

)

never have an MICU "(3I?> The compromise to mourt the Tl 2n *t~e s,ster

)

satisyfing DoD and Congress. combired the xM723 nrs a f ghtng .er c.e 3ra

- tank destroyer, changing the [FU n several ways

»

The problems ident:fied n the XMP?23 deueiopment ere rect fel ry

v l.. l.‘ ll'

replacing the exisiting turret on the MICyU with the TBAT TBwT arswerez

b
"

-

‘.I‘,'

many of the questions posed by Dol ana Congress re YOl system

increased the antitank density on the European battlefield The ZSvwm 3_-

2

..
I

P
)

could destroy lightly armored venhicles. firing armor percng arm_,~=* ~~ 3%

RS

a greater range High explosive 25mm rounds would suppress ar* tars

-

Y35, OF

weapons These capabilities were added withaout am rncrease n persor-e, o

-

vehicles In fact, the IFU reduced the size of the nrfar*tr, 53.331 ¢--~=

Y

eleven down to mnine men

&
5

TR P T P
@V SIS e

The added size of the two man turret reduced some >f tr@ -~ -~ -~
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the troop CcOmpartment Further encroachment on space was created by
the need to store a reload for the TOW in the squad area These changes
Zause . a reorganization of the squad Three men crew the vehicle as the
dr.ver, gunner and commander, six other soldiers fight from the back with
the firing port weapons or dismount

Concern over the fielding an offensive weapon linked with the "active
Jefense” was alleviated when the TOW was added to the vehicle The RTGM
ja.e the xM?23 3 defensive role which nicely dovetailed into the current
doct~ ne In fact, /nFfantry magazine stated in 1980 that "long range

ar® armor fire s one of the primary elements of the active mobile

Having combined the TBAT with the XM?723, creating the XM2, the
sSystem was ready for production In 1981 the first vehicle left the line
a~2 f ral army testing began Two years later the first Bradley battalion
~as f elded at Fort Hoou and the army had its infantry fighting vehicle
=«rd wrhat was the product delivered to the army twenty five years after
~*%t al requrements were :1dentified”

e M2, Bradley nfantry fighting vehicle s a 245 ton, fully trackea,

L3"%.43 armored system It can travel 300 miles at at speed of 45mph on [
9P ways Tre BIFJ) has the same cross-country speed as the Ml tank AN ‘
erectable barrier gives the M2 a swimming capability The 25mm Bushmaster 1
3.~ s stab:lized permitting firing on the move The ? é2mm coaxial machine
3.7 s3.pples agadrtional protection for the Bradley The TOW missile system
3 .es *t-a Lehicle the capability to destroy enemy tanks as distant as 3,000
~eters mrmament s completed with six ball mounted S S6mm firing port

Leapcts  which the nfantrymen N the rear of the uvehicle use to fight

From she M2

23
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:. The TOW, 25Smm gun and the 7 62mm machine gun are all aimed through
i
:’. the integrated sight which Includes a thermal-imaging unit prouviding target
g
R acquisition under any conditions The squad i1s protected by a hull made of
\
"€ aluminum armor with space laminate steel armor plates bolted onto the

"_: side The turret is protected by a steel armor face This armor chielcs
‘. the soldiers from artillery fragments and small arms fire up to and
\.

,-‘ including 14 Smm heavy machine gun fire

o wdditional protection comes from the vehicle speed and the ability to
S jenerate =moke screens The S00 horsepower engine gives the Bradley the
4

- accelerat.on to dash from ccocver to cover The smoke grenade launchers
- 2N the turret produce a smoke screen within seconds of firing Hlso, the

vehicle generates additional smoke by releasing fuel onto the exhaust

.

:_. man:fold Internally, the crew 1s protected from fire by the halon fire
A.

-.' *

10 ext . nguishers

oy

‘n

> Even with the notable characterisitics listed above, today the Bradley
_: s under political fire Critics from the media, Congress and within the

:‘~'. army are wvoiCing new concerns about the [FU The size, cost, survivability,

swimming capability and amount of nfantry are N question The Bradley s

Q.

the largest of all of the world’'s IFUs and stands taller than the Ml tank

-
{j Tris results from the addition of the TBAT turret and by hauving 3 vehicle
.

LS that will seat most American soldiers The Soviets had soluved this problem
®

2- by hawving height restrictions placed on BMP infantrymen The high

-‘:':

e siihouette causes the Bradley to stand ocut, making 1t an easier target

N The current cost of the Bradley 1g $1 2 million dollars each The

@

:f primary cost is n the optics and fire control systems Thece zystemcs

k-

N were added on to the M2 with the TBAT

‘-:f

"

- Bradley suruvivability questions have been raised as a result of DoD

®

:,:. 24
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testing The primary concern 1s that the crew will be destroyed by simple
] hand-held Souviet rockets, similar to the B-40 which created problems for
the Sheridan in Uietnam The stowage of additional ammunition, fuel and
the aluminum armor is claimed to be a majyor disadvantage, but recent
v test:ng has proven that the aluminum will not burr and that the fire
G suppression system was effective n "iInstantly extinguishing fuel fires and
making secondary fires of ang kind-as opposed to explosions-unhkely "(33)
Nocnetheless, there was a sensationalist outburst against earlier army
testing by the Congress and the media in the middle 1980s While the
- packaging of internal ammunition prevented any explosion from a
i fragmentation hit, secondary explosions did occur when there was a direct
hit on the ammunition

In the future, the army I1s considering increasing protection for the
squad This involves adding a Kevlar fabric armor antispall liner, reactive

armor and mocuing ammunition and fuel to the outside of the vehicle

However, current types of reactive armor will add at least one and a half

[
o

tons of weight to the BIFU Similar to the Sheridan, these changes w:ll

3

: slow the uvehicle down, increase 1ts profile and have a major mpact on Its
- fragile swmming capability Also, the additional weight will overload the

N

i transmission, which 1s already suffering excessive breakdowns

:: Swimmng 1t turns out, 1s the current storm facing the M2 Several

1

s

o vehicles have sunk In testing and use Recently, a soldier died when a

'

Yy

q Bradley that was not rigged for swimming, sank N a hidden water-filled

- sinkhole Army data, howewver, shows that with over 10,000 swimming

‘: operations, there have only been about 12 sinkings,(48> and FMC s

i continuing to mprove the swimming carability of the system Nonetheless,

-

W

~ the controversy, fanned by those who have taken a liking to criticizing the

-
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Bradley, continues

Another dispute surrounding the Bradley Is over the amount of
infantrymen 1t delivers to the fight Retired Mayor General Richard
Scholtes, a commander with recent Bradley experience states that, "Our
17,000-soldier Armored division with ten maneuver battalions can dismount a
strength of only 960 Infantrymen "(41) He questions whether this s enough
for tactical success With the reduction of the infantry squad from
twelve to nine, there are concerns as to whether or not there are enough
men to accomplish all of the dismount missions In combat (42)

Finally, the role of the Bradley i1s in question by many Its addgead
antitank role causes the M2 to be a critical target for enemy tanks ard
RTGMs Yet, 1ts armor s not robust enough to slug it out with tanks,
even with projected improvements I1n protection

But the focus should not be on the mechanical adequacy of the
machine Throughout this paper the argument has been made that ideas
must accompany weapon development No matter how good the weapon s,
wihout the pr-per tactics and techniques an advantage will not be ganred
The IFU, no matter how refined as item of equipment it might be, used
incorrectly, will be disastrous "It 1S not without reason that after the
1373 Yom Kippur War it was reported that the Israelis Judged the
technicaily excellent BMP to be an !l man coffin”"(43) Ihith these sober rg
thoughts in mnd we turn to the development of Bradley doctr.re

U BRADLEY and DOCTRINE

"We fielded the M1/ M2 without doctrine “(44> Br.gadier General Jomn
¥irw made this observation as the Assistant Division Commander of the Stk
Mechanized Diuision He 15 not alone in his assessment In the keynote
Hddress %o the Armor Conference n 1977, General Depuy stated that.

26
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‘generaliy sPeaking we N the Amer can Army still haven’t learnmned how to
use our Panzer Grenadiers 'mechanized nfantrymen) Of all the forces on
a very highly-mobile. highly-lethal, armor-dominated battlefield, armored
nfantry or mechanized nfantry presents us with the most difficult
problem of cor-ect combat utilization (45> The problems associated with
enpioymenrt of mechanized nfantry were compounded with the introduction
cf WTiMsg cereral DePuy ndicates that, "The antitank guided missile came
Nty the army as a tag-a-long weapon with the nfantry The infarmtry
Jigr’t kProw Dow to use t because you put the nfanmtry over N the woods
ard no piace s Qu:te soO A kward for a 3,000 meter missile as a position
over In the woods " 46

In Aapril 1978 the Infantry Fighting Uehicle Task Force Study Results
zorfrmed the requirement for the Bradley The Department of the Rrmy
Jrected study based ts recommendations on existing doctrine HCccoraing
to> the report, "The U S Army fights an active defense The obiective of
defense s to attrit (sic) and destroy the enemy-not to hold terrain '.47

The study further stated that a defense must possess antiarmor wWeapons

r suffc.ert quanity and depth in order to absorb and defeat an eremy

45

:
v

armored attacwk 485

>

-'.-

. Jutiining tre role of mechanmnzed nfantry., the Task Force determined
>

‘- that

t s capable of holding terrain dismounted it canr

:‘ jestrcy tarks, lightly armored vehicles and nfantry

' ether mounted or dismounted [t can prouvide sur-

'.' ~eillance and secur:ty under all condtions ether mcurteld

or 3ismounted But nfanmtry s vulnerable to ali wearors
wren dismounted and 1ts current capab/l:ities are limited
by the nfantry carrier «M1135.49)

Discuissing the proper use of the TOW, the fndings stated tr-at wher
possble wthout degrading the IFU's role as a fighting vehicle, the [F.'s

“T5t1 Lill te emplogyed to engage enemy armored wvehicles and fort f.en
27
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BN This report combined with the army’s leaders doubts about infantry
N tactics presented doctrine writers with several dilemmas The TRRDOC
\
Commander, General DePuy did not believe that the army had mechanized
::“::‘. tactics right The TOW further compounded the role of the infantry The
IFU Task Force stated the need for a high density of ATGMs, yet, it sard
[ Y
AN that the TOW on an [FU should only be used without degrading the role of
AN the uvehicle RAlso, there was confusion concerning the mechanized Infantry
‘fll'-..
-.\-‘.
- mssion of holding terran, on a battlefield where the objective was
o
attrtion of the enemy, not holding terrain' With writers trgying to sort
e
-'j'_"" 2ut these problems, there s little wonder why infantry fighting vehicle
. doctrine was not forthcoming Yet, the influence on emerging Bradley
docctrine 43 nct end here
- wgain, dermeral DePuy writing in 1980 noted %that,
Uefense analysts, preoccupred with the Russian
tank threat, wished to convert the MICU into
SN a primary tank killer This tendency was
e rerfsorced by the fact that the simulation
_ ~sdels availlable to the analysts were never
atle to cCope with the complexity or even the
role of the mechanized infantry, and focused
o cr the battles between tarks and antitank
<
Leapons For gyears all the simulation war
,\ 3James ended before the first nfantry became
::;:g ~soi.ed S
K .r\'.
".s' lzi.z2r73 **e arquments over the simulation driven requirement to add
o
U 3 T led v tre M7 seneral DePuy tells us that, "Conspicuous by ts
-:-;.,j atze~-e -~ a3, *r"e debate was any meaningful discussion of its primary
L
~.e3 a3 T s3oms 35 ar onfantry fighting vehicle "(S52y
°.
.r:'_ e tre rfartry f.ght.ng uehicle program continued with testing. the
o>y
:f . I wmrmy Latwed a cCorerent mecharized nfantry doctrine and the 1deas to
W
’
-":'I res* expiz.t *tre [F Moreover i 193¢, FM 100-5, Operat,0ons, changed
LXK
Py .
~A 2B
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. frocm the "active defense” to "AirLand Battle" In the midst of all this, we
. were developing an expensive wonder weapon that no one knew how to
employ In 1580, Brigadier General (Ret) Richard E Simpkin, the noted

1

- British theoritician of mechanized warfare, wrote,

N Yet, even articles n Journals like /nFfantry by

officers concerned with the MICU trials--and

e thus presumably enthusiastic--give very little

; indication of why they want this vehicle or how

-c they will use it The approach 1s very much ’well,

N I guess we have to have this MICU, 'cos everybocdy

:.- else has one so otherw:se we’ll be disadvantaged (53)

>

.r:. Mechanized infantry doctrine should have been shaping the

_!' development of the vehicle and defining its role Instead, the vehicle

.%'

":_ produced the doctrine The Chief of Tactics at the US Army’'s Infantry
Lo

':.\ School, Lieutenant Colonel Michael H Hansen, n a speech to Camadian
Officers in 1983, stated that, "We face very few changes at btattalion level
;::j: as a result of air-land battle doctrine The equipment and weapons we
-’; are bringing into our tactics are, on the other hand, forcing us to adjust
- our tactics Examples of these weapons are the M! Abrams tank, the M2
il:':-

N Bradley infantry fighting vehicle and a host of other weapons and

::: equipment "(S4)

o - , .

o LTC Hansen’s observations were reinforced by the Wrmy Research

'

Pal

)

_-'_f: Institute (ARI) In a report, based upon the examinaticn of Bradley

- doctrine, ARI concluded that, "The delivery of BIFUs to units and the

®. .
-, development of new concepts for employment have proceeded concurrentily
:.,t

'\';' Howeuver, development of new or modified tactical guidance for operational
."

.

:: employment of these capabilities, particularly at the levels of

:_;- company-splatoon/squad, have not kept pace "(5%)

Seruing as a staff officer at Seventh Army Training Command. during

1983, | observed that the only tactical guidance provided to the first
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Bradley battalicn was Specral Text (STy 7-7J, Ihe Mechanized Infantry
Platoon and Saquad (Bradlew This ST. " was the first attempt to establish
standard tactics, techniques, and operational procedures for the
mechanized nfantry platoon and squad equipped with the M2 Bradley
fighting vehicle "(56> ST ?7-7J, a good attempt to get doctrine into the
nands of the soldiers who would have to fight the vehicle, left holes in
the employment of the Bradley Tactical considerations above the platoon
level were not availlable to commanders Furthermore, the doctrine cid not
take advantage of the superior technology Concepts exploit:ng the use of
thermal sights, the speed of the Bradley and the best use of nfantrymen
were not present As a result, commanders facing a void in doctrine
employed the BIFUs smilar to Mi13s, forgoing the advantages created by
the technology

We have determined that tactical employment did not accompany the
development of the Bradley Doctrine did not shape the production of the
IFU, computer based simulations and "knee Jerk" reactions to the enemy
provided the mpetus Moreover, the initial units that received the new
weapon did not have the guidance needed to take advantage of the
techneclogy We must now determine If current Bradley doctrine is getting
the most out of the weapon system, four and a half years after coming
nNto serwvice

Feld Manual 100-5, (rerations, 's the US Army’s capstone publication
corcerning warfighting “It furnishes the authoritative foundation for
subordinate doctrine, force design, materiel acquisition, professional
edycat:on, and mdiwidual and umt trammng "(S7) In 1ts role as a foundation
for subnrdinate doctrine, FM 100-5S defines the missions of mechanized

nfantry It states that,

T T T N T AN S NN A N
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Mechanized infantry complements armor through
1its ability to seize and hold ground It provides
overwatching antitank fires and suppresses enemy
infantry and antitank guided missile elements
Infantrymen can dismount-
To patrol aifficult terrain
To clear or emplace obstacles and minefields
To infiltrate and attack enemy positions
To protect tanks in urban and wooded areas
and 1n limited-uvisibility conditions (58>
Furthermore, the manual goes on to state that, "When equipped with
infantry fighting vehicles, the mechanized Infantry can accompany tanks In
mounted asséult, although care must be taken in determining when and
where Infantry must dismount to accomplish their mission "(5$9)
From 100-5S, two basic missions for mechanized infantry are defineg
In offensive operations, the primary function of IFU equipped intfantry 1s to
mantain the momentum of armored forces On the defense, infantry holds
ground and protects the force, especially tanks
In light of these roles, we will examine current Bradley doctrine
Checking the offensive employment of the uvehicle and its dismounts, we will
determine 1f the doctrine takes advantage of the weapaon The process s
repeated with defensive tasks The brief overview of doctrine will
reveal 1f the US Army 1s exploiting Bradley technology Additionally,
the examination will assess how well the technology allows the nfantry to
accomplish the missions outlined 'n FM 100-5
The speed of the M2 gives it the capability to attack with the ™M}
tank Additionally, this strength makes the vehicle a tougher target for
the enemy Combining the speed with the stabrlized, 25mm Bushmaster,
tte nfantry has n the Bradley a superb offens ve weapon The BIFU
supPports armor attacks with two principal means Using 25mm high

explosive ammunition, the Bradley suppresses enemy RTGMs Soviet BMPs

are destroyed with 25Smm armor piercing ammunition Moving in close
31
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proximity to M1l tanks, M2 fires complement the tank and maximize both of
the weapon systems The Bradley protects the tank, and the tank
destroys enemy armor Jdur doctrine ascribes to this combined arms
approach for the Bradley (68> However, when checking the manuals for
TOW employment, doctrine limits the Bradley

FM 7-7J, Inhe Mechanized Platoan and Squad (Bradled’, states that one
of the Bradley offensive capabilities allows the BFU to suppress enemy
BMPs, tarks. arga wTG0Ms at a relatively safe standoff distance, from long
overwatch pcsitone ! SC0-3.000 meters) 6l In order to fire the TOW at
a maxmum™ starncff range, the Bradley must be stationary for 2 seconds
~s s *re amcunrt cf t me required for the missile flight While the BIFU
s s*tat C t s nN.ghrhiy vulnmerable The large silhouette and light armor.
combined with™ tre TOW signature, make the M2 a standout target on the
battief eid ACting as an antitank weapon, the vehicle 1s subject to
ntense artillery, tank and RTGM fires

incidentally, the Soviets have fielded the BMP! which shoots a 30mm
cannon out to 3000 meters and an AT-5 (Spandrel) out to 4000 meters 62"
These capabilities give Russian infantry the means to destroy Bradleys
before they can be engaged by the M2's weapons

AN adaitional aspect of using the TOW n offensive operations s

pointed out by BG Simpkin When writing of the dilemma created by
:-: adaing missiles onto armored vehicles, he believed that, "The ATGMs tend to
drag the tank or the IFU back from where 1t ought to be into
t": overwatching positions "(63)
Instead of beng up to supPport the tanks maintaining the momentum.
the Bradley i1s back, out of the close in fight From this position, the

BIFU cannot suppress close in enemy nfantry, wTGMs or BMPs n reverse
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slope defenses Moreover, when the Bradley s in this tank destroyer role
. an adgitional nfantryman must stay with the vehicle to reload the TOWKW

This reduces the platoon dismount strength to 16 men, prouvided the

platoon began at full strength

Continuing with the dismounted nfantry, offensive doctrine

o

‘,','- assigns mechanized soldiers the missions to breach obstacles, suppress
;;:: close n infantry, and assault enemy Infantry Rdditionally, these soldiers
-_ ' conduct infiltrations gaining positional advantage to support tanmk and BIFU
_- assaults by fire These missions ensure the momentum of the attack and
AGN

-::‘:3:: protect the Mls and M2s (64>

AR Tactics specify Bradleys follow tanks, i1f available, when conducting
:" mounted attacks These attacks are only to be undertaken against light
- resistance The infantryman’s role in these attacks 1s to ensure a high
_,__ wolume of suppressive fire using the firing port weapon (65 The mounted
‘_ assault doctrine 1s vague and does not account for Bradley technology If
EI angthing, the basic tactical manuals, FM ?7-7J and FC 71-1J are too
cautious when it comes to mounted assault (66> The doctrinal writings are
K~ -~

:‘ replete with warnings concerning mounted assaults, because of the M2’'s
- irght armor They fail to recognize the superior firepower and speed of
" e

}.\:‘ the system Yet, the manuals place too much reliance on the capabilities
'.} of the firing port weapons

:::j BIFU defensive tactics call for the destruction of the enemy and
>y

_.,‘ tre controlling or retaining decisive terrain Discussing the use of

ElfJs 'n gefensiue manuever, Field Circular ?1-1J, Ihe JTank and Mechanized

LR
[

,}3,_0 SR

Infantry Company JIeam, states, "The BFU must be positioned carefully to

enable ¢t to maxmize both TOW and 25mm fires and to link up with the

':_'ﬂ.: dismount team as necessary 5?7, This type of guidance limits the
o
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carabilities of the Bradley The Bradley turret weapons require different
siting to maximize their effectiveness The vehicle must be level to fire
the TOW The 7 62mm coaxial machine gun should be 1n a position to place
enfilade fire on the enemy The gun, when firing 2Smm armor prercing
ammunition, should be placed to shoot on light armor avenues of approach,
while high explosive fires are planned on likely enemy ATGM overwatch
positions This may scund complicated, but If the vehicle 1s not tied to
terrain due to dismount or TOW considerations, the Bradley’s weapons are [
3 tremendous asset in the defense
But the tactics in FM 7-7J and FC 71-1J tie the Bradley down These

manuals cite that there are four basic methods of BIFU employment n the
defense, these being,

-BFUs and rifle teams of the same battle position

covering the same avenue of approach

-BFUs and rifle teams on the same battle positicn

covering different avenues of approach

-BFUs and rifle teams on different battle positiors

covering the same avenue of approach

-BFUs and dismount elements consolidated at campary

team level under company team control «68)
These methods are restrictive and infer that the uehicle must be close to
the dismounts This 1s not the case at all With the 25mm gun, nfantry
can be supported by vehicles from over 2000 meters In fact, the
vehicles can fight forward of the dismount defensive position and shape
the battle by forcing the enemy Into kill zones We are too conservative
N our tactics with the relationship of dismounts and vehicles Mechanized
infantrymen do not have to be tied to the Bradley They can be supported
by the system from great ranges More importantly, they can operate
ndependently, without the fighting vehicle

“lthough the current doctrine has these shortcomings, for the most

part, today's Bradley doctrine 1s mprouving to take advantage of

e a
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" technology Care s taken to point out that the system 1s vulnerable
"‘l"’-
-~ .
.-:.z, because it 15 lightly armored. The 25mm gun 1s emphasized as the main
AN
) weaPon on the Bradley (69> M2 units are capable of conducting the

missions outlined for mecharized infantry in FM 100-5, however their
capabilities are not unlimted The greatest constraint is the amount of
dismount infantry

The problems in current publications are that we rely on the TOW too
much and that the mechanized infantryman’s role i1s too closely tieg to the
vehicle This tactical guidance fails to use new technology to its
fullest

We have seen that the Bradley has been inhibited by doctrine in its

development and mitial employment The U S Army must perfect weapons

and exploit them with effective tactical guidance Now, let us see how
",_ the Bradley has been affected because doctrine failed to exploit

'.::‘-

1A

K. technology

5 Ul ASSESSMENT

20
ey To evaluate the interrelationship of weapons and doctrine, a model s

S

:.'." necessary. In 1943 Thomas Wintringham proposed one in his book, Ihe

®

F.e Story af Weapons and lactics He developed three primary elements in

{::-'. battle mobility, hitting power and protection (708> Mr Wintringham also

. |
N \
o added morale, but did not expand on 1t 1n his work Colonel Huba ilass de ;
o \
'-;-'_:_ Czege updated the model in his monograph, Understanding and
,f.\'\,,-

:x‘; Developing Combat Power He stated that maneuver, firepower,

'

s
:,.'*.:, protection and leadership are the keys to combat power (71> (ol Wass de

9.,

:-.'_ Czege argued that his analgytical framework was applicable to the

h-'-.

j':‘_' identification of materiel needs and the development of doctrine(72) With

Y

e ST

o this model, the assessment of the Bradley and its doctrine 1s completed

@
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The BIFU contributes to the elemert of manmneuver Lith %s speel 3~ 32
agility It has a range of 300 miles. the same as tme ™M1i2 b.*t at 3Jcor.e
the fuel Developed during the era of "active defense, the .er:Z,e reece:
to sprint from cover to cover to fight this doctrine Today @wth Wr_arnd
Battle doctrine, units need to move on the battlefield *0 st~'ke Zeer 23t
the enemy or to counterattack to disrupt eremy momertum Tre Bradley
with 1ts higrhter fuel consumption better suits the olad doctrre n th.s area
R Bradley battalion needs more fuel trucks These additional ver.C.es S.>u
down the overall maneuverability of the task force I the act ve
defense, task forces fell back on their supply base

AN mitial requirement for the M2 was for the vehicle %2 swm
Balance this capability against the highly lethral battlef eid and *t Dec.mes
doubtful f the Bradley will ever surm when eremy forces are gresent
The M2’'s swim barrier can be destrogyed by small arms fre 2> art..lery

fragments If this happens the vercle sinks The barr.er s a ~es.u.% =¥

the ncrease n weight Zaused by addirg *tne TE«T The (F. Je.e..rers
stated tha*t "The we'ght of 4¢ 000 or 47 000 pourds will forzce Lus %2 ar
erectable tarrer for SsummiNg 3 M iar to trha*t on tre MESL Srer zar -z

kezal, %rar tre [FJ a3 *2 e dep.ogyabie by _-id41 or - arcz-afe
T3 3a.e *t sSs*tT3te3zc Tate..e-ab l*ty > . e.er tr e e 3"* L35 ~I"e3ze:
*2 mawe * s, ecc_3r t: €% -~ tepa 3--r3fr 3rd to Cgre gy tre ~f3-e-
rer  mo MLl s 3*°"3*ej; atfe’tel f e T30 Trigy LfFC v, Ml oper T4
Currert.y, *te s*"3*te3 - £r 33T 0%, s v *tes IS RO Tl 3, T .7 e
Lill L F*r3 Bradieys Ta.se’ R S R R T O AL AL S ol - e T.e: * *ra -
we 3nt 5 rIrezzed L% e.*T 3 3 v

vt frepgoL,en *re bradie, Tooc3s 3 toat f Leap ts Y tre tgarr
The 2Smm 3ur fu.f i35 *re *r e " (e ¢ 3~ ~€zre- ¢ gre 3 er @ o
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Zomplerents tamks soO that armored momentum 15 mantamned But, we have

eer *mat t=at T4 was strapped on, not based upon history or doctrine,

V]

D.t pezause of war game simulations In 1873 Wrmy magazine noted that,
-2l statements rarely stress the or:ginal mission of aiding and protecting !

A 2~e’'s cwn™ tanks r the armored assault, so that what was conceived as an |

cffersve Leapsn S NoOw seen primarily in a defensive context "(74) The

- ny

Tlin tur~ed the M2 into a defensive vehicle And what of the TOW® BG

S mpw n argues that the '[FU's antitank role is an emergency one or, at

t~e most a stop gaP mission "(75) However, current tactics employ the

"J as *he rule not the exception And what did adding the TOW cost the

' ~fantry® Three men from each squad were lost due to turret size and
Tli~n stowage In the antitank role a fourth man stays with the BIFU

- fuirtrer recucing the dismount team to five Another result was that the

~er .s.rg the firing port weapons were forced to "observe and operate

*meir frirg port weapons at right angles to the line of fire "(76)

>l Ms to the utility of the firing port weapons, "while 1t 1s possible for
o

j\: Flo zrews to use S S6mm or 7 62mm personnel weapons from under armor
'.?

AN Iz.er trere is no Proof that such weapons can be effectively brought to i
e

“ear at mMmore *han point blank ranges "(77) The Bradley firing port
Leapirs are extremely dfficult to use and have limited utility wlso, the
v Leac3~cT m.L3*t be removed from the back n order for the ramp to be

o

. .

Li.eced per~trg nfantry dismount

- “e3ar 2 ¢c protectior, 't s clear that the Bradley s lightly

. 37 - reT 3 ces ,.* Af the requirements to be air transportable and have
o
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Here, current doctrine 1s making the most out of the vehicle Howewver,
the army is considering adding weight to the vehicle in the guise of
protective (eg reactive) armor This modification is based less on tactical
requirements than on political pressure. R vehicle as heavy as a tank
armed with only a 25mm gun is hardly cost effective Better tactics might
more effectively give the required protection to the vehicle without the
debilitating trade offs

Finally, leadership presents us some problems Most of these are
self mposed Tactical writings are preoccupied about what leader
dismounts and when. Rdditional concerns are over who commands the
ground element versus the command of the vehicle element These
problems might have been avoided If we had stayed with a one man turret
At any rate, dealing with them 1s not difficult, and the current doctrine
does cowver the situation Training and drills will solve the rest

The discussion above illustrates how Colonel Wass de Czege’s model
might be used to assess new equipment and doctrine RS we use models
like this cne, the army must ensure that the role for the weapon s
defined As Lieutenant General Franz Uhle-Wettler stated in 1984, the
"Infantry needs officers who take the trouble first to define the Job
they want their infantry to do and who then design the machines which
ther infantry requires for the job assigned "(78) This tdea s central to
the 1ssue

The army must settle this problem LTG Uhle-WWettler, maintains
trat, "Crlhe role of mounted infantry is battle against enemy
nfantry (7?79  BG Simpkin says that, "Armored infantry maintains the
mobility of the tanks, the IFU supports both the tank and i1ts squad and
maintans the mob:!lity of both "(88) Col Wass de Czege argues that, "We
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need Nnfantry whose primary mission 1s to support the advance of the tank

Let's call this armored infantry (81> Finally,

recent combat experience n the 1967 and 1973 Middle
East Wars suggests that APC’s or IFUs are generally used
to fulfill the following roles. They provide suppressive
direct fire cover for tanks against manportable antitank
missiles and rocket launchers. They allow infantry to close
with enemy units, providing protection against some anti-
personnel weapons (fragmentation and bullets) (82>
If we take these roles and combat experrance, we can define the
mission of the weapon With the role developed and a model like Col Wass
de Czege’s, technologists and tactictans can ensure that doctrine exrloits
weapons The Bradley i1s a fine weapon, and (f its role 1s settled upon
and its tactics refined, it will serve us well
UIT. CONCLUSIONS
Using the Bradley as a case study, we have determined that once
again doctrine has not exploited technology The US Army has not heeded
the warnings or advice of I B Holley or TH Wintringham, nor have we
learned from history
Comparing the Bradley to the historical examples used n this
monograph, much as in the case of chemical weapons other nations had IFUs
that we could have studied to assist us in our own development Both the
hermans and the Soviets had vehicles and doctrine prior to the fielding of
the Bradley Like the Sheridan, the Bradley could become a hybrid that
does not suit anyone’'s purpose If doctrine does not maximize what we
have If we add extra armor to the BIFU, the vehicle w:ill be slowed down
and will not kee; up with the M| Reliability will be in question because
the fragile transmission will be further stressed Also, 1t will be a larger

target, for which the Soviets can always build a bigger bullet

The Bradley ard the Spencer Rifle (In ts day’) were both good
39
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weapons Like the Spencer, however, the BIFU needs tactical refinement

If the infantry refrans from using the vehicle n the tank destroyer mode
and dismount techniques are improved, Bradley use will be maxmized

e However, this does not excuse developers for lagg:ng behind technology

: with tactical doctrine It has been our good forture that we have not
had to use the Bradley in combat, and that we have had time to work with
‘:-_:i technology

. ANd how does the future look regarding the integration of goctrine
and technology? If a recent article n Nrmy magazine 1s any ndicat.on.
the future 1s not good The article, 7he Mechen/zed Force In thre
Nert Century, 1s filled with descriptions of potential cost savings ard
zommon modules What 1s missing 1s how the weapons will complement
doctrine In six pages, there i1s one brief statement that. th:s program

- would provide a complete blueprint for the mechanized force anad ers.re
that the serwvice’s RirLand Battle doctrine i1s mnot saddled with obsolescert
- rechnology "(83) If we are to cet the most ocout of emerging techrci>gy

Isctrine must drive the 'ssue The army does not need to develop arwy

PN,

ro5re Sergeant Yorks or Uipers We need weapons that our soldiers -3n

N '.I .'. e . "n.‘ -..'-, A

.se to win on the battlefield

. .

Ir summary, we return to Thomas wWwintringham who warrnred us 44

r
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more progressive nations sometimes take a breathing spel;

when customs and past ways of doing things are preser.ed Ly
conservatism When societies of this sort go to war. their
jenerals and other soldiers have an out-of-date dea 5f Lhrat
war 1s like They do not alter treir tactics to make full use

of the new weapons that science and ndustry have made a.alabie
Such societies produce armies that are usually destroyed by the
armes of nations which are more ready to adopt new meth:.Jds
more ready to face changes and to learn Qquickly the use of new
things (84)
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