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Recently Mr. John McMahon visited Fort Sill
to make a presentation to the staff of your Field
Artillery Journal. Mr. McMahon, who steered a
forward observer's tank across Europe during
World War II and who later became the first
president of the 112th Field Artillery Association,
is no stranger to the readers of the Journal. His
frequent, insightful contributions including
articles, letters, and poems have delighted
artillerymen around the world, but the words
inscribed on the artillery red plaque which he
presented to the Journal were a particularly
poignant submission. They captured the very
essence of your Journal's job:

Preserving our past
Explaining our present
Assuring the future

This issue of the Journal delivers exactly what
Mr. McMahon enjoins us to provide; it marches
down the road of time and examines how
yesterday's Redlegs survived and how tomorrow's
gunners must operate if they are to "live to tell about
it." CPT John Gordon and SFC Charles C. Sharp
begin this trek through time. In their provocative
historical ~commentaries, they preserve the
survivability lessons learned by the artillerymen of
yesteryear. CPT Scott Gourley, Mr. Bert Brown, and
CPT George T. Norris, Jr., step forward into the
present as they explain many of the most
troublesome aspects of today's Threat. Then a group
of innovative authors including COL Robert Adair,
MAIJ Thomas Grodecki, CPT Thomas E. Hill, CPT
Robert D. Lewis, CPT Robert E. Haglin, and SGT
Ward Wright leap boldly into the future as they
present practical recommendations designed to
assure that tomorrow's fire supporters will survive
an ever-growing Threat.

This issue of the Army's journal of fire support
meets an old Redleg's challenge. It exploits the
lessons of the past and the competence of the
present to help future battle captains and their
supporting gunners "survive the Threat." It
provides the knowledge that will help us not only
"to live to tell about it" but also to achieve our
unalterable ~ mission—delivering  responsive,
accurate fires in support of the maneuver arms.
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On the Move

MG JOHN S. CROSBY

Only by developing the
capability to command and
control the entire fire
support system can we
provide timely and
accurate fire support when
and where the maneuver
commander wants it.

Over the past few years we have
grappled with the problems of command,
control, and communications (C*) on the
AirLand Battlefield. Following the lead of
the Combined Arms Center (CAC), we and
the other TRADOC schools are seeking to
standardize command and control (C?)
systems and to improve combat
communications.

Today, technology provides us a rapidly
expanding capability to move information
across the battlefield. But moving
information is only a small part of the
Army's requirement. To be useful, the
information must be screened, evaluated,
and put into a form that aids the decision
process. All this must be done quickly in
order to allow commanders to make crucial
decisions before their enemy counterparts
can make theirs. Acquiring, processing, and
exploiting information may well be the key
to gaining and maintaining the initiative on
tomorrow's battlefield.

Over the years there have been several
attempts to standardize C? at corps, division,
and brigade levels; however, in each
instance, commanders found that the
proposed standard system failed to meet
their ~ personal needs. There are,
nevertheless, a number of requirements that
virtually all commanders did recognize and
accept.  These  standard  functional
requirements normally are performed by
staffs in command posts and are the Army's
main area of focus for its C?
standardization efforts.

The Command, Control,
Communications, and Intelligence (CI)
Directorate at Fort Leavenworth has looked
at each echelon of command and identified
certain common elements of information
that are needed for the commander to make
decisions. CAC has also produced a series
of formats which concisely depict that
critical information. These procedures
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provide massive amounts of information
through a series of decision graphics.

To move this massive amount of
information, commanders and their staffs
require a digital communications system.
TACFIRE is the only digital system in the
Army today. The maneuver arms are now
following our example and are developing
their own control system, as is the
intelligence community with its all-source
analysis system. Once fielded, these
systems will share critical information and
move it quickly around the battlefield.
Concurrently, Army communicators are
pushing ahead with a new area
communication network. This system,
commonly called the mobile subscriber
equipment (MSE), will provide easy access
for all commanders from battalion up
through corps. MSE will provide access
points where units can electronically be
patched through a redundant, decentralized
system that will route communications to
designated receivers. Furthermore, the
system will accommodate the "friction" of
battle. Nodes may be destroyed and other
nodes may be on the move, but the MSE
system will continue to handle and route
the digital and voice traffic.

The Field Artillery Community is playing
a crucial role in the development of a
standardized C’I system because we
operate at each echelon of command. From
the fire support team at company level to
the battle coordination element at corps,
field artillerymen must provide responsive
fire support. To do that, the fire support
system must receive, process, correlate, and
format all types of tactical information.

TACFIRE is currently the command and
control system used to do that mission.
Although it has proved extremely useful,
TACFIRE is also a manpower and training
intensive system. Today's TACFIRE units
pay a significant price to sustain this
capability. The training base, forced to
operate at maximum capacity, is also
strained.

The field artillery is applying the
valuable technical lessons learned from its
experience with TACFIRE to the
development of the follow-on system, the
Advanced Field Artillery Tactical Data
System (AFATDS). AFATDS will be a
state-of-the-art ~ digital ~ fire  support
command and control system and not
merely a field artillery command and
control system, as TACFIRE is. AFATDS
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will appear in the fire support element (FSE)
at every echelon—company through
corps—and will give the maneuver
commander the immediate capability to
influence the battle through fire support.
One of the most valuable lessons learned
from TACFIRE is that software is the key to
an effective and efficient system. Therefore,
we are developing the software for
AFATDS first. Once the software has been
written, tested, and debugged, we will buy
the most current hardware to run it. A
second lesson from our TACFIRE
experience has been the critical nature of the
man-machine interface. We will produce
user-friendly software for AFATDS that will
cut down on initial and sustainment training,
maintenance, and resource requirements.

We are also working hard to produce a
quality Light Field Artillery Tactical Data
System (LFATDS) to replace TACFIRE in
the light divisions. Depending on the
success of tests to be conducted in the fall
of 1985 by the 9th Infantry Division
(Motorized) at Fort Lewis, LFATDS could
be contracted and fielded in all light
infantry divisions in the near term.

The field artillery continues to be in the
vanguard of the development of automated
and standardized C* systems. We must
continue to forge ahead and at the same time
maintain complete integration with the other
key players in the command and control
arena. Only by developing the capability to
command and control the entire fire support
system can we provide timely and accurate
fire support when and where the maneuver
commander wants it. [><]
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Incoming

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

NEW THOUGHTS ON OLD ISSUES

Taking the Tech

As members of the TRADOC System
Manager's Office chartered to study and
develop programs for future cannon
systems, we were most interested in Colonel
Anthony G. Pokorny's article "Take the
Tech." While we agree with the thrust of
Colonel Pokorny's remarks on cannon
artillery, a few points require elaboration.

The Division Support Weapon System
Special Study Group (SSG) evaluated the
use of existing state-of-the-art technologies
for cannon applications and compared the
effectiveness of an entirely new system
with the SP-70 and the M109 with both
maxi- and mini-product improvements. The
results showed no significant difference in
the relative effectiveness of any of these
options; but, when costs were compared,
the case for a product improvement to the
M109 became obvious.

As a former Director of Analysis at
TRADOC, Colonel Pokorny can
appreciate the importance as well as the
limitations of proving your case by using
models and simulations. The SSG's
modeling efforts, as recorded in the HIP
Cost and Operational Effectiveness
Analysis, showed dramatic payoffs
when adding the HIP items to our

M109 fleet—especially when viewed in
terms of cost effectiveness. The graph in
figure 1 summarizes the SSG's findings.
Thus, the USAFAS recommendation to the
senior Army leadership calls for including
three packages of product improvements
for the M109.

e The semi-autonomous operations
package, which allows dispersed howitzer
positioning, includes an automatic gun
positioning system (AGPS) and a radio with
a range of 20 kilometers or more, along with
an on-board processor and gun drive servos.

e The RAM/range package includes a
new cannon, mount, modular recoil, and
auto-priming armament system; new
electrical and hydraulic systems; and
automotive improvements, along with the
latest generation of test, measurement, and
disgnostic equipment. In addition to the
capability for achieving a 30-kilometer
range with rocket-assisted projectiles,
engineering estimates project a 50 percent
improvement in the M109's wartime
operational  availability = when  the
RAM/range package is added to the
MI109A2/A3.
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Figure 1. Comparison of HIP costs and benefits.
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e The third package calls for a
mechanical loader assist which provides a
burst rate of fire and automatic fuze setter.

True, the HIP howitzer will not totally
automate M109 loading and firing
operations; however, the combination of
the loader assist, fuze setter, autoprimer,
on-board processor, AGPS, radio, and
gun-drive servos will reduce the labor
required for operating the M109. Think of
it—in the HIP world there is no
requirement for aiming circles, collimators,
wire lines, or even manually traversing and
elevating the gun tube.

For the future we are evaluating a broad
range of technologies to adapt for our
follow-on to the M109. Robotics, liquid
propellants, unicharges, and
electromagnetic launch are ongoing Army
research and development programs. In the
development of new technologies, the free
market US economy also serves our
interests by encouraging the competition
of industries pursuing these technologies,
some of which will be useful for cannon
artillery applications. Students of national
security appreciate that "security" is a
relative term. As new technologies become
available, the users must continue to refine
and articulate artillery requirements to
ensure that we develop weapons systems
to counter the threat while developing
programs for follow-on systems that allow
us to leap ahead of that threat in the future.
Obviously, we cannot afford everything in
the tech base, but we can assure Colonel
Pokorny of two things. First, our HIP
proposal is the most cost-effective
approach for the near term; and, second,
we at USAFAS are actively involved with
Army Material Command labs and
industry in evaluating new technologies
for our "leap ahead" system prior to the
year 2000.

Chris Herrick
LTC, FA

Jeff Boucher
MAJ, FA

Joe Cerami
MAIJ, FA

John Traynham
MAJ, FA

Fort Sill, OK
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Concentrate on the present

Many artillerymen appreciate the
seriousness of the times and they take
solace in the statement, "the future looks
brighter." I say, "Let us concentrate on
the present."

In Europe, the Soviets have already
deployed a family of surface-to-surface
missilery—the second generation SS-21,
SS-22, and SS-23. These highly accurate
systems incorporate conventional
warheads. In range, the Soviets blanket
NATO forces so that even the rear-most
air bases are now at risk to conventional
attack. Soviet doctrine states, "The
strategic and tactical missile forces are the
basis of the firepower of the land forces
for defeating their enemy."

In the Middle East, our Navy stationed
a battleship off the coast of Beirut and
shelled certain areas using World War II
shells with questionable spotting. In
answer, the Soviets have now stationed
missile units in Syria. If our Navy returns,
it will be blown out of the water.

We have just begun jointly with our
Allies to deploy our multiple launch
rocket system  with its  present
30-kilometer range which is suitable for
support of units in contact. General
Rogers (SACEUR), Senator Sam Nunn,

Beware of fluffy thinkers

Lieutenant Colonel (Retired) Robert S.
Riley very clearly lays out the relevant
facts concerning crew size of the 155-mm
self-propelled howitzer in his article "Fluff
or Enough" in the November-December
1984 Field Artillery Journal. Technology
is available and is being applied to the
development of future weapons that will
enable a significant crew reduction;
however, fielding of that technology is still
several years away. Because we must be
prepared to go to war today, we must
continue our efforts to keep today's
decision-makers informed of the intense
labor involved in keeping a 155-mm
self-propelled howitzer operating 24 hours
a day. We must continually guard against
that kind of thinking demonstrated by an
Under-Secretary of the Army who
wondered why the size of a howitzer crew
was not the same as that of a tank crew.

John M. Spicer
Fort Sill, OK
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and others have been pleading for more
than two years for a ‘"credible
conventional component” to "raise the
nuclear threshold." The principal ground
fire asset in this program will be the
guided missile. This is the artillery's
responsibility! To answer, we must
immediately initiate a program of
missiles! The MLRS is only a starter.
On-the-shelf technology is available. In
range, these missiles must reach the
Warsaw Pact's rearmost installations. In
caliber, they must handle all of the smart
submunitions now available. The Vought
22-inch missile is an example. In number,
one analyst says we need 3,000 for the
European front plus 2,000 air-delivered
missiles. Congress is ahead of the Army
on missile thinking; so the money is no
problem.

In the multispectral field of sensors,
there is a continuous explosion. Present
and future eyes of the field artillery must
be fully exploited.

Developed smart submunitions are
already available in Europe and the US;
these must be acquired and further
development pursued.

Further improvement of the M102
105-mm howitzer is not sound—it should
be put in the museum as the outstanding
field piece of the Vietnam era alongside

Leave the "field" in

I do not agree with Brigadier General
Roland P. Shugg's contention
(November-December 1984 Field Artillery
Journal) that we should eliminate "field"
from the name of the field artillery.

I feel that the historical connotation of
the term "field artillery" is still valid today.
This term identifies the artillery
organizations that accompany and are part
of a force during operations. It does not
represent the weapons that occupy fixed
positions to defend garrisons or fortresses.

The formation of accompanying field
artillery enhances the synchronization of
fire support and maneuver operations. We
are continually striving to improve this
synchronization of effort; let's not take a
step backwards.

Furthermore, the difficult question will
remain concerning which targets to attack
in order to gain the highest payoff. The
fact that some field artillery delivery
systems may range 150 kilometers beyond

the French 75 of World War 1. Both our
light forces and the Marines have long
needed a modern field piece; take a look
at the Soviet 122-mm self-propelled
howitzer, ASU-57 airborne assault gun,
and the ASU-85 airborne assault gun. The
Soviets are now working on a new
high-velocity gun. We need something
that is air droppable, amphibious, mobile,
and protected and something that has a
high rate of fire, high velocity direct or
indirect fire, and an all-around traverse
with minus 3 to plus 70 degrees elevation
capability.

Integration of missilery employment
with the Air Force, including the
reconstitution of a viable corps artillery
headquarters where most of the
integration will take place, will require an
immense amount of study and effort.

Finally, I come to the statement in the
May-June 1984 Field Artillery Journal;
"The future belongs to the Field
Artillery." The hell it does! With
apologies to the Smith-Barney
commercial, we don't own the future. We
can only obtain it the old-fashioned
way—we must work for it!

Roland P. Shugg
BG(Ret), USA
Oakland, CA

the forward line of own troops (FLOT)
does not give us the ability to attack and
destroy every enemy asset. We do not have
the delivery systems or munitions to allow
that. Therefore, to answer the question of
which target to attack, any force
commander and his fire support advisor
must have a common understanding of the
situation. That common understanding is
significantly =~ enhanced =~ when  the
artillery—field artillery—accompanies the
force.

The fact that we may have the capability
to acquire and attack targets at extended
ranges does not change the fact that we
accompany the force and are "field
artillery,"” not a composite branch
composed of all types of artillery.

We are called field artillery for good

reason; therefore, let's maintain this
tradition.

Bob Williams

MAJ, FA

Fort Sill, OK



A sympathetic ear

In response to "Stahl am Ziel"
(November-December 1984 Field
Artillery Journal), T would like to express
my sympathy for the communication
personnel in both the 72d Field Artillery
Brigade and Artillerie Regiment 12. I can
well imagine that their technical expertise
is stretched to the limit, attempting to
satisfy the demands of a mission their
equipment was never designed to
accomplish. The US Army strives for
interoperability in every aspect except
training and equipment. Most field
manuals make a big issue of complying
with STANAGS. Some devote entire
chapters to working with our allies; yet
very little is done on the nuts and bolts of
interoperability. Our equipment apparently
was never designed to interface with our
allies.

Take this problem 10 to 20 years into
the future, and the void becomes more
serious. With our recent acquisitions in
advanced communications equipment,

SURVIVABILITY

Executing the defense

Over the last couple of years, there has
been increasing concern expressed about the
ability of the artillery battery or platoon to
defend itself. The Field Artillery Journal
has had several articles in previous editions
dealing with survivability and defensive
tactics, and the subject was addressed
during the last Senior Field Artillery
Commanders' Conference. Field
artillerymen need to be practicing what they
are forever talking about. The doctrine,
tactics, techniques, and procedures are
available. All Redlegs need do is execute.

For example, chapter 4 of FM 6-50, The
Field Artillery Cannon Battery, 25 March
1983, addresses battery defense. This
chapter emphasizes the development of a
good defensive diagram, the nine basic
considerations for the defense, and the
reaction force. There is also a table showing
the weapons that could be made available to
a field artillery battery. Provided unit leaders
understand the basic defense considerations
and emphasize training of all personnel in
battery and platoon defense, a field artillery
unit would have a good chance of surviving
on the modern battlefield.

Michael R. Pracht
CPT, FA
Fort Sill, OK

our allies will feel the strain even more.
Imagine the operations officer of a
full-fledged, high-tech division artillery
equipped with the Advanced Field
Artillery Tactical Data System, Position
Locating Reference System, Joint Tactical
Data  System, Mobile  Subscriber
Equipment, Tactical Satellite, and Single
Channel Ground and Airborne Radio
System/VANDAL attempting to
communicate with allied headquarters.
The speed with which these new,
high-tech systems communicate will make
the job of the liaison officer more
important and far more difficult.

Where do we turn for relief? I hope that
Staff Sergeant Kenny L. Thompson and
Sergeant Jeffery L. Walker pass on their
talents for improvisation to the next
generation of signal men and women.
These young soldiers are going to need all
the help they can get.

Harald W. Malloy
SSG, USA
Fort Sill, OK

More on Soviet artillery

Mr. Brian Loy's letter to the editor,
"Soviet Artillery: What is to be Done?"
(September-October 1984 Field Artillery
Journal) highlights recurring concerns over
the improvement of the Soviet field artillery.
Both he and Captains Scott Gourley and
David McDermott ("The Soviet Man of
Steel", May-June 1983, Field Artillery
Journal) have offered valid advice for
targeting and countering the massive Soviet
field artillery capability. Two important
points remain to be discussed, however.

First of all, it is true that the Chief of
Rocket Troops and Artillery is a special
officer for artillery matters at every level
from regiment to front. But he does not do
everything himself. He is not the artillery
commander, although it is recognized that
there is an occasional exception at the
motorized rifle or tank regiment level.
Commanders act as fire support coordinators
and are with the maneuver command group,
usually at the forward command post.

The Chief of Rocket Troops and Artillery
is charged with allocating resources within

the constraints of the commander's guidance.

The Chief of Rocket Troops and Artillery at
division has an artillery command battery to
assist him in this function. This battery
assigns targets to subordinate units. Most
(some sources have said as much

Expanding a
fraternity education

Major Roger A. Rains' excellent article,

"Fraternity Education"
(November-December 1984 Field
Artillery  Journal)  highlights  the

requirement for US forces to interoperate
regularly with our allies.

Another reason for training with our allies,
which Major Rains did not point out, is that
it allows us to analyze their operational and
training methods for our own use. We tend
to become stagnant as trainers. We train as
we were trained, but looking at these issues
in a new perspective can be illuminating. As
a lieutenant, I was sent on two missions
which made this obvious to me; one as an
infantry platoon leader in a Reserve light
infantry (Jager) battalion and later in the
operations section in the artillery regiment of
a Panzer division.

There is much to be learned from our
allies and much we can teach them, but
even more we need to learn to operate
with allies, as Major Rains observes.

Jeffrey C. Smith
CPT, FA
Fort Sill, OK

as 80 percent) of the ammunition available
to a Soviet division will be detailed to
various parts of the fire plan. This plan
requires extensive scheduling and detailed
computations (including the number of
rounds to be fired per target) and is
computed by the battalion fire direction
elements only after the targets have been
apportioned by the Chief of Rocket Troops
and Artillery and his staff. The command
battery also coordinates the massed fires of
several  battalions since it has
communication and fire control authority
over the diverse battalions firing in support
of a Soviet division.

Secondly, it is important to remember that
target acquisition and engagement must be
based not only on the importance of targets
to the enemy force, but also on the
vulnerability of such targets and the
resources required to acquire and attack
them. An excellent guide to such
determination is the target value analysis,
portrayed in chapter 3 of the Fire Support
Mission Area Analysis. This analysis points
out some of the high-value targets in various
tactical situations that allow us to maximize
the effectiveness of our limited fire support
assets.

Michael D. Holthus
CPT, FA
Fort Sill, OK
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Russian readiness

I have noticed that many journals
portray  outdated  Soviet  artillery
organization and equipment and are
sometimes just plain wrong. Figure 1 is a
diagram derived from the latest and most
accurate open source material available
showing the amount of artillery available
to  Soviet commanders at each
organizational level in Group of Soviet
Forces Germany. This should correct any
misconceptions anyone has had about the
amount of Soviet artillery.

Bert Brown
Fort Sill, OK

Local protection

I am concerned about the local
protection of an artillery battery or platoon
on a highly mobile, mid- or high-intensity
battlefield. By local protection, I mean the
organic ability of a small artillery unit to
slow an attack by enemy ground elements
long enough to allow displacement to an
alternate location. At present, organic
assets are so severely limited that attack
by a single armored personnel carrier
exceeds the defensive capabilities of a
platoon and perhaps even a battery.

If I had my choice on arming a unit for
local protection based on existing,
available equipment at each platoon, I
would establish a five-man local
protection team which would include a
team leader, a squad automatic weapon
gunner, and three Dragon gunners. The
team would be manned by off-shift
personnel and would be on call at the
battery operations or fire direction center.
The team would have a 1/4-ton truck with
trailer to carry smoke grenades, antitank
and antipersonnel mines, pyrotechnics, a
radio, a telephone, communications wire,
and other equipment. The vehicle would
have a smoke grenade projector mounted
on the front and rear bumpers for extra
smoke coverage and could be used as the
advance party vehicle. A quick fire
channel procedure to call for mutual fire
support would allow the local protection
team to prevent a cheap kill of an artillery
unit.

I would arm each artilleryman in the
battery position with a CAR-15 type
5.56-mm weapon equipped with a combat
sling that allows the weapon to be slung
across the back (muzzle down) ready for
instant use. Instead of Dragons, I would
arm the local protection team with
modified M202A1 flame weapon
launchers that fire hypersonic
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Figure 1. Artillery available to Soviet commanders at each organizational level in Group of

Soviet Forces Germany.

kinetic  energy rockets with a
0.001-second delay fuze. The team
would have 12 shots at its targets.
Because the rockets kill both thin- and
thick-skinned vehicles, the team could
possibly defeat a company-sized unit
and maybe attack helicopters.

We need some improvement in local
protection, but what do we use and
where do we get the manpower? If the
new attempts at automating the firing
section prove fruitful, perhaps we could
use some of those spaces. We have
always had additional duties for off-shift
personnel to provide security; we should
give them the tools to make them
effective.

Larry A. Altersitz
MAJ, FA
Woodbury, NJ

Local protection of the cannon battery
against air and ground attack is a problem
of critical importance. The Field Artillery
School's experts on survivability believe
that mounting smoke grenade launchers
on battery vehicles makes sense—not just
on advance party vehicles but on a
sampling of vehicles throughout the
battery. They also concur that the Dragon
is an impressive weapon and note that it is
now being fielded in the batteries of the
heavy division artillery. The Field Artillery
School survivability experts are not
completely familiar with the M202A1
flame weapon launcher; but, if it will
enable a battery reaction team to defeat an
enemy company, it should be an excellent
weapon for local protection. They will
investigate. —Ed.




FACING THE FIST

How to succeed as a FIST chief

The fire support team (FIST) chief's job
is a tough one. Not only does this generally
inexperienced field artilleryman have to
satisfy the day-to-day requirement of his
artillery bosses, but he must also step into,
become familiar with, and excel in a totally
foreign environment—the infantry
company. As an infantry company
commander, I therefore offer some candid
advice to field artillery lieutenants who
presently serve or who will in the future
serve as FIST chiefs.

e Be technically and tactically
proficient. =~ The  infantry = company
commander expects his FIST chief to be an
expert in all aspects of the employment of
indirect fire weapons systems. Despite
bravado to the contrary, deep in his heart the
infantry company commander knows that
he can generate more firepower by talking
to his FIST chief than by talking to his rifle
platoon leaders. Unfortunately, many
infantrymen know less than they should
about the employment of indirect fire. Thus,
if a FIST chief cannot translate his infantry
commander's guidance into steel on target,
that commander will quite possibly fail to
accomplish his mission.

* As a corollary to the above rule, be
an expert at land navigation. An infantry
commander can experience no greater
frustration than to turn to his FIST chief only
to discover that the FIST chief doesn't know
his own location. The requirement to be able
to navigate on the ground should be
self-evident to the FIST chief, but
nevertheless I cannot overemphasize it.

*  Be physically fit. In a light infantry
unit especially, the FIST chief will be
required to leave his vehicle in the company
trains and walk (and walk, and walk) with
the infantry company. This may not seem
like a difficult task, but when the FIST chief
first picks up his rucksack in which he
packed his PRC-77, GVS-5, and DMD, he'll
understand the challenge that awaits him.

e Understand the capabilities and
employment of mortars. It is entirely
possible that mortars may be the only means
of indirect fire available to the FIST chief.
The FIST chief must understand the
technical and tactical aspects of the
employment of mortars; they differ somewhat
from the techniques of employing field
artillery. The FIST chief must also understand
how to adjust mortar fire. The observed fire
procedures for some mortar missions
(registration, for example) are different from
the procedures used when those
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same missions are fired by an artillery
battery. The FIST chief should become
familiar with FM 23-90, 81-mm Mortar;
FM 23-91, Mortar Gunnery; FM 23-92,
4.2-inch (107-mm) Mortar; section 7-1 of
FM 6-30, The Field Artillery Observer; and
FM 7-90, Tactical Employment of Mortars.

o The FIST chief should develop a
close working relationship with the
company weapons platoon leader or, in a
unit which has implemented the Division 86
table of organization and equipment, the
battalion mortar platoon leader. These
officers are often graduates of Fort
Benning's Infantry Mortar Platoon Course
and are normally quite knowledgeable about
their weapon systems. The weapons platoon
leader should be able to provide the FIST
chief with the latest Infantry School doctrine
on the tactics and techniques of mortar
employment.

e The FIST chief should strive to
become part of the infantry commander's
team. He should not appear in the infantry
company only when the battalion fire
support officer tells him that he's got to go
to the field with the grunts. The FIST chief
should stop by the company occasionally to
see if he can provide any assistance to the
commander. The FIST chief must
emphasize the importance of indirect fire
support to the infantry commander and
convince him that the FIST chief can be of
invaluable help in planning and executing
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garrison-type training as well as major field
training exercises. When the infantry
commander asks for his presence and
assistance, the FIST chief should make
every effort to ensure that he is available.

e The FIST chief should display a
positive attitude and a genuine desire to
succeed. He must not think that he has been
exiled to the infantry because all the fire
direction officer and executive officer slots
in his battalion are filled. Instead, the field
artillery lieutenant should view his job as a
unique opportunity offered to no other
officer outside of infantry and armor
branches—the chance to work closely with
the infantry at the company level.

As an infantry commander, I know that
if I can develop confidence in and establish
a good relationship with my FIST chief my
chances for success on the battlefield will
be greatly improved. I am, however, forced
to compete with the FIST chief's artillery
battalion for his time; therefore, the burden
of responsibility for developing this
relationship falls on the shoulders of the
FIST chief. If a FIST chief follows the
simple advice I have offered, he can be
assured of laying the foundation for a
successful and mutually profitable
relationship with his infantry company.

Jeffery A. Jacobs
CPT, IN
Fort Campbell, KY
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Who is supposed to train what?

In his letter entitled "FIST deficiencies"
(July-August 1984 Field Artillery Journal),
Major (Ret) Charles E. Mehring addresses a
subject which has stirred much interest and
concern in both the field and the School.
The training of our fire support teams
(FISTs) is a topic which always brings forth
a debate over who is responsible for training
these teams. Certainly, field units assigned
FISTs must shoulder a portion of FIST
training, but to what extent? The Field
Artillery School must share in this
responsibility; but, again, to what extent?
The problem boils down to "Who is
supposed to train what?"

Major Mehring suggests that the School
would be able to eliminate FIST problems
through training that would "...coalesce the
already well-taught individual tasks into the
systemic competence (I added the italics for
emphasis) needed for effective FIST
performance." Here lies the crux of the
problem. The responsibility for individual
training and systemic (unit) training must be
delineated. For soldiers to train effectively
as a unit, individual training is a basic
requirement. By looking at the problem as a
two-edged sword, with one edge
complementing the other, we can easily
establish responsibility for these phases of
training.

The feeling that the School should
provide solutions to all problems seems
endemic in the Field Artillery Community;
however, the School is not structured to
meet this demand. It is charged with the
responsibility of providing lieutenants to the
field with a foundation upon which all
subsequent training can be built. Unlike our

A good product

Major (Ret) Charles E. Mehring's letter
entitled, "FIST Deficiencies" (July-August
1984 Field Artillery Journal) addresses the
issue of how best to train our current and
future fire support team (FIST) chiefs. His
initial point is well taken—the Field
Artillery Officer Basic Course is not
designed to provide the field commands
with a totally proficient lieutenant who is
knowledgeable in all aspects of the
multitude of duty positions to which he may
be assigned. I feel, however, that the Field
Artillery School does provide that
lieutenant the basic tools and entry-level
knowledge to be an effective artilleryman,
if not a totally proficient one.

In attempting to ascertain the root cause
of perceived FIST deficiencies, Major
Mehring examines Field Artillery School
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allied counterparts who school incoming
junior officers in only one aspect of field
artillery and subsequently assign them to
duties commensurate with their training, the
Field Artillery School trains junior officers
in skills pertaining to observed fire, fire
direction, fire support, and firing battery
operations—at one school and at one time.
Our junior officers are prepared to handle a
multitude of tasks in preparation for
assignment to the field. In other words, the
School focuses its attention on intensive
individual training.

The School instructors would like to have
more live-fire exercises, walking shoots,
and student time in the Training Set, Fire
Observation; but there is not enough time
available for this. Budgetary constraints
cause restrictions in ammunition, facilities,
and personnel. And, if the School intensifies
training in one area, such as FIST, it must
reduce training in another; to do so would
likely upset the balance of training that
provides the student the foundation upon
which subsequent training in his unit can be
built.

A "crosswalk" in School training as
suggested by Major Mehring does exist. For
example, during Gunnery Department
observed fire shoots, instructors address the
role of the FIST and the duties and
responsibilities of the FIST chief. More
importantly, the students apply all the
training they have received throughout the
School's Basic Course when they participate
in the Seven-Day War. This closed-loop
exercise places the students in positions
such as the FIST chief, fire direction officer,
executive officer, and battery commander.

instruction and field unit sustainment
training. However, he neglects the personal
responsibility and sense of professionalism
which should motivate a new lieutenant to
seek competency on his own and not wait
to be "spoon-fed" by the School or his field
unit's training program.

Major Mehring questions the vagueness
of performance standards in the area of
tactics. But what is a "correct"
organization for combat? What is a
"correct" fire plan for a given operation?
Tactics, unfortunately, do not lend
themselves to simple schoolbook solutions.
All we can ask is that the lieutenant follow
adequate thought processes and consider
all relevant factors. Often the acceptable
standard must be "in accordance with the
doctrinal precepts as outlined in FM 6-20."

However, training at the School cannot be
expected to be complete; nor can it stop
when the lieutenant leaves the School. The
approach which the lieutenant's commander
takes toward the continuance of training
will have the greatest effect on reducing
FIST deficiencies.

FIST deficiencies will continue to exist as
long as field commanders continue to assign
new lieutenants as FIST chiefs. The
lieutenant fresh from the Basic Course does
not have the requisite, practical knowledge
to be an effective fire support coordinator. If
Basic Course graduates are assigned to
battery positions, they can better acquire the
technical competence in field artillery
operations to become capable fire support
c