To Fight or Not
to Fight?

Organizational and Doctrinal Trends
in Mounted Maneuver Reconnaissance
from the Interwar Years to Operation

IRAQI FREEDOM

Robert S. Cameron, Ph.D.

Photo

Combat Studies Institute Press
US Army Combined Arms Center
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas




Cover photograph courtesy Armor Magazine.



To Fight or Not
to Fight?

Organizational and Doctrinal Trends

in Mounted Maneuver Reconnaissance

from the Interwar Years to Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM

Robert S. Cameron, Ph.D.

Combat Studies Institute Press
US Army Combined Arms Center
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas



Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Cameron, Robert S., 1965-

To fight or not to fight? : organizational and doctrinal trends in mounted maneuver
reconnaissance from the interwar years to Operation Iraqi Freedom / Robert S.
Cameron.

p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.

1. United States. Army. Cavalry--History--20th century. 2. United States.
Army. Cavalry--History--21st century. 3. United States. Army--Armored
troops--History--20th century. 4. United States. Army--Armored troops--History--
21st century. 5. Organizational change--United States--History. 6. Military
doctrine--United States--History. 7. Maneuver warfare--History. 8. Military
reconnaissance--History. 9. United States--History, Military--20th century. 10.
United States--History, Military--21st century. 1. Title.

UA30.C35 2010
355.4°13--dc22

2009051654

CSI Press publications cover a variety of military history
topics. The views expressed in this CSI Press publication
are those of the author(s) and not necessarily those of the
Department of the Army or the Department of Defense. A
full list of CSI Press publications, many of them available
for downloading, can be found at http://www.usacac.army.
mil/csi/RandP/CSlIpubs.asp.

The seal of the Combat Studies Institute authenticates this document as an
official publication of the CSI. It is prohibited to use CSI’s official seal on any
republication of this material without the written permission of the Director
of CSI.




Foreword

Dr. Robert S. Cameron’s To Fight or Not to Fight? Organizational and
Doctrinal Trends in Mounted Maneuver Reconnaissance from the Interwar
Years to Operation IRAQI FREEDOM provides a narrative analysis of
US Army reconnaissance, scout, and cavalry evolution from the post-
World War 1 era through the Iraqi conflict. It outlines key developments
in the concepts governing reconnaissance units from the armored cavalry
regiment down to the maneuver battalion scout platoon. These changes
are placed in the context of national defense policy decisions and major
Army initiatives. The title derives from the almost cyclic shifts between
reconnaissance organizations oriented on information collection and
those designed for a broader mission set. The text focuses on doctrinal
and organizational changes, but training, materiel development, and the
impact of combat operations constitute important supporting themes. This
study also traces the transition from horse to vehicular reconnaissance,
later bolstered by air cavalry and more recently with a variety of sensors
and unmanned systems. The chronicle of this transition highlights another
persistent theme: the impact of technology on reconnaissance. It addresses
an issue with which scouts in today’s high-tech world continue to grapple:
finding the correct balance between man and machine for effective
reconnaissance.

The trend analysis included in these pages shows how mounted recon-
naissance arrived at its current state. The author provides a clear depiction
of past evolution to guide future reconnaissance development. Given the
ongoing changes today within the Army generally and the reconnaissance
community in particular, such an analysis has immediate relevance. The
insights and information provided help to determine those capabilities
scouts need on future battlefields and how best to acquire them. In this
sense, this book is part of a larger effort by the Armor Branch to shape
future mounted maneuver reconnaissance in a sensible and effective man-
ner. However, it is clear from this text that developing the right doctrine,
organization, and platform to ensure our reconnaissance Soldiers are con-
figured for success in ever-changing operational environments is a com-
plex process.

To Fight or Not to Fight? is a must read for those responsible for design-
ing reconnaissance organizations, writing the related doctrine, establish-
ing the materiel requirements, and training scouts. It is also recommended
for those serving in reconnaissance organizations who every day discover
new trails for others to follow. Much has been written about cavalry and



reconnaissance, but this literature generally focuses on a specific era, plat-
form, combat operation, or personal account of service. Missing from
this body of literature is an overarching analysis of American cavalry and
reconnaissance development. This book fills that void, providing a single
source reference for a critical dimension of mounted maneuver history.
These pages should resonate with anyone who has served in or supported
a cavalry, reconnaissance, or scout unit. They remind us of the importance
of what the horse cavalry once called “mental mobility.”

Scouts Out!

James M. Milano

Major General, US Army
Commanding General

US Army Armor Center and Fort Knox
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Introduction
Past as Prologue

In 1999, the annual Armor Conference featured a typical lineup of guest
speakers, technology demonstrations, and discussion venues intended to
showcase the Armor Branch and generate new ideas for its future develop-
ment. The conference included a short information briefing on the status
of the Future Scout and Cavalry System (FSCS). At the time, this platform
was to become the primary mounted reconnaissance vehicle. The presen-
tation proved unremarkable until the speaker mentioned the medium cali-
ber armament intended for the FSCS. Questions quickly arose from the
officers, noncommissioned officers (NCOs), Army civilians, and Defense
contractors in attendance regarding the need for this weapon. Before the
briefer could respond, other audience members rose to the defense of the
intended armament. The event disintegrated into a verbal fisticuff.

The ensuing argument focused on the scout’s need and usage of a
powerful weapon. Some felt the scout’s proper role lay in the undetected
collection of information on the battlefield. Anything that detracted from
this singular purpose, including combat, undermined the scout’s ability to
gather information necessary for effective command decisions. A pow-
erful weapon encouraged the scout to engage targets and be drawn into
firefights that at best compromised its reconnaissance role while increas-
ing the likelihood of its destruction. For this school of thinking, the abil-
ity to see the battlefield and report findings constituted the scout’s most
important assets. Therefore, the scout needed only a small weapon for
self-defense or, if surprised by an enemy force, to disengage.

The opposing view stressed the importance of possessing the means
to fight for information and survival. Scouts unable to penetrate a hostile
security screen or survive a chance contact were not likely to obtain key
information, particularly regarding the enemy’s morale and willingness
to fight. Without a combat capability, the scout’s effectiveness would be
nullified if confronted by a hostile force. Similarly, the scout became vul-
nerable to ambush. Given the forward nature of the scout’s position on the
battlefield, contact with the enemy was likely. Hence, the scout required
the means to fight and survive should combat become necessary. With
these tools, the scout also became capable of more effective security and
counterreconnaissance operations. This viewpoint considered combat an
inherent and unavoidable part of the scout’s primary mission of informa-
tion collection.

These contradictory perspectives reflect a longstanding debate within
the mounted maneuver component of the US Army. Should reconnaissance

XV



Introduction

organizations fight for information and participate in combat in situations
other than self-defense? This simple question belies far more complex but
related doctrinal, organizational, training, materiel, and resourcing issues.
The weapons, platforms, equipment, concepts of employment, and con-
figuration for a reconnaissance unit intended for combat necessarily dif-
fered from one intended for stealthy operations. These differences also
affected the composition of higher organizations controlling scouts. How
the scouts operated determined the type of support they would require
from their parent unit and what if any augmentation they would require in
particular circumstances. Finally, training needed to reflect actual battle-
field employment. Combat operations necessitated training in maneuver
and direct fire engagements—skills not as important for a scout seeking to
operate undetected via stealth and infiltration.

Whether scouts should fight or not remains a subject of controversy
today and will remain so in the near future. The related issues continue
to defy permanent resolution, and, in fact, have been recurring points of
debate at least since the 1930s. Since then, extensive combat operations
and the steady march of technology have generated a wealth of operational
experience coupled with new capabilities. In contrast, the parameters of
the reconnaissance debate have changed little over time, partly because
analysis of past experience tends to validate the value of both fighting and
stealthy reconnaissance. They are complementary with each type offer-
ing a set of unique, desirable capabilities for the battlefield commander.
Still, the trend in American mounted maneuver reconnaissance develop-
ment since before World War II has been to favor alternatively one recon-
naissance style over the other. This fluctuating emphasis contributed to
the reconnaissance controversy by generating doctrinal and organizational
turbulence without resolving underlying issues.

This work chronicles the principle developments in mounted maneuver
reconnaissance from the interwar period to the present. In particular, it
charts and analyzes doctrinal, organizational, materiel, and training trends
from the platoon to regiment and division levels. It is in this realm that
reconnaissance has proven to be the most controversial and, at times, subject
to radical change. However, this study does not offer significant coverage of
parallel developments among dismounted or aerial reconnaissance—these
subjects lie outside the purview of this work.

The analysis begins with the Army’s adoption of a new mechani-
zation policy and the related establishment of the 7th Cavalry Brigade
(Mechanized) in 1931. This unit revolutionized command and control in
the Army and developed the fundamental principles that continue to guide
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mounted maneuver operations today. The creation of the mechanized
cavalry also marked the start of the Army’s transition to a vehicle-based
force structure. This shift directly influenced reconnaissance. Previously,
mounted reconnaissance remained the responsibility of the Cavalry Branch,
whose soldiers relied on the horse for tactical mobility. Thus mounted, the
rifle-equipped trooper could traverse most terrain, operate mounted or dis-
mounted, and collect information by the most appropriate means. Combat
power remained necessarily limited to what the horse could carry, encour-
aging action via stealth. The low-tech nature of the horse cavalry coupled
with the absence of alternatives to this form of ground reconnaissance
resulted in noncontroversial reconnaissance principles.

The mechanized cavalry’s emphasis on fast-paced, aggressive opera-
tions necessarily required a different style of reconnaissance. The speed of
operations desired made reliance on stealth or dismounted action unlikely.
Armored vehicles carrying radios and machineguns provided significantly
greater combat power than the horse-mounted trooper. Early mechanized
cavalry doctrine embraced this capability by acknowledging the need to
fight for information and the likelihood of combat for its reconnaissance
elements. Hence, the mechanized cavalry favored a more combative and
aggressive style of reconnaissance based on armored fighting vehicles
seeking out enemy weaknesses.

The origins of the debate that continues to influence reconnaissance
development can be seen in the different methods of information col-
lection adopted by the mechanized cavalry and the horse cavalry. The
horse cavalry favored a more deliberate, stealthy approach that sacrificed
combat power for mobility and quietness of operations. Even after the
horse cavalry disappeared from the Army, the trend it established con-
tinued to attract support in subsequent decades and influenced platform
design, organizational configuration, doctrine, and training. Conversely,
the emphasis on combat power, survivability, and the ability to fight for
information embraced by the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) found
validation in combat and prompted subsequent armored cavalry devel-
opment. Both trends remained in evidence throughout World War II and
the Cold War, although the mechanized threat posed by the Warsaw Pact
tended to elevate the prominence of fighting reconnaissance. The stability
and support missions of the 1990s, coupled with major advances in infor-
mation technology, marked a major resurgence in stealthy reconnaissance.
Army Transformation and modularity sustained this emphasis, but combat
operations in Iraq called into question the wisdom of overreliance on light
reconnaissance organizations with minimal combat power.
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Today stealthy and fighting reconnaissance continue to attract staunch
advocates and maintain an uneasy coexistence within the mounted maneu-
ver community. Understanding the origins and evolution of these com-
peting schools of thought provides a frame of reference within which to
approach future development. Given past developments and the inability
to resolve fundamental differences in how reconnaissance should be con-
ducted, it is certain that the debate will continue. New technologies will
likely cloud the discussion, but they will not alter the essence of either
view. For an Army whose doctrine revolves on information dominance
to overwhelm an enemy through combined arms maneuver and preci-
sion effects, the importance of mounted maneuver reconnaissance—and
the related debate regarding its nature—cannot be understated. It is in the
Army’s interest to determine the optimal reconnaissance organization,
principles, materiel, and training programs.

This work is intended to contribute to this goal. It seeks to facilitate
understanding of what has occurred, inspire insights, and provide a base of
knowledge applicable to today’s environment. These lofty ambitions are
made more realizable by the recurring nature of the reconnaissance debate,
which comprises the central content of the following pages. Combat devel-
opers, trainers, doctrine writers, and soldiers constitute the target audience
for this study. These individuals bear direct responsibility for future recon-
naissance developments, and they are thus optimally situated to apply the
lessons of the past. Their efforts to chart a course for reconnaissance orga-
nizations should occur not in darkness and uncertainty but in the afterglow
and certainty of what has gone before.

Reconnaissance studies have been written before, but they have gen-
erally focused on a specific event, timeframe, or platform. This work
attempts a comprehensive depiction of trends over an 80-year period to
provide a single source reference. It offers a broad sweep of the salient
features of the debates regarding reconnaissance during the timeframe
addressed. Readers will find a degree of repetition as the pages move them
from the interwar period through World War II and into the Cold War
and beyond. This effect is intentional, partly because it reflects the cyclic
nature of reconnaissance developments that actually occurred and because
it provides a solid context for understanding the current state of affairs.
The concepts inherent to the battlefield surveillance brigade can be traced
to the cavalry’s emphasis on stealthy information collection in the interwar
years. Conversely, the last remaining Active Component armored cavalry
regiment marks a recurring interest in a general purpose organization that
reflected dissatisfaction with the mechanized cavalry experience in World
War II. Similarly, the tactical experience of reconnaissance organizations
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in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM bears resemblance to the counterinsur-
gency operations of armored cavalry and maneuver battalion scouts in
Vietnam.

The following pages will not satisfy every reader. This work does not
constitute the definitive study of mounted maneuver reconnaissance. It is
not, for example, unit oriented. Individuals seeking to find detailed cov-
erage of a particular organization will not find it here. Nor will they find
the level of narrative detail in the coverage of combat operations found
in other publications. These pages constitute a trend analysis focused
on major themes rather than specific people, places, or events. Platform
development is addressed by linking specific vehicles to the broader con-
text of concept and doctrine development rather than through narration
of the technical issues surrounding each vehicle. Only those platforms
that exerted a significant influence on reconnaissance are addressed. In
this study, technological development constitutes one of several influ-
ences shaping the discourse surrounding reconnaissance, and the cover-
age devoted to it tends to increase in the post-World War II chapters. The
greater attention reflects the Army’s growing reliance on technology in the
same period, which came to a climax with the abortive development of the
Future Combat System (FCS) with its related collection of aerial drones,
unmanned ground vehicles, and networked platforms.

The source material for this study largely reflects documentation read-
ily available within the Armor Center. The most significant data collec-
tions utilized were those within the Armor Branch archives and the Armor
School Library. The former includes information regarding doctrine,
combat development, training, and some combat activities. The latter’s
published materials, field manuals, student papers, and organizational data
proved invaluable to charting changes over time in unit configurations,
sensing the evolving views of armor soldiers, and placing reconnaissance
developments in a broader historical context. Armor Magazine, the branch
journal, proved invaluable for the insights its writers provided. Letters to
the editor offered a surprising wealth of detail on activities within units,
while the range of articles over the years offered a range of perspectives
from NCOs, junior officers, and commanders. Archival material from the
National Archives and the Army Heritage and Education Center (which
includes the services previously provided by the Military History Institute)
has also been utilized. In general, travel and time constraints precluded an
exhaustive mining of key document repositories in the private and pub-
lic sectors. These limitations encouraged the study’s overall emphasis on
trends. However, many of the sources utilized are readily accessible and
can provide a springboard for more detailed research.
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This work is dedicated to mounted maneuver scouts currently serving
in the Army and those who have preceded them. It is also an acknowledg-
ment of the work performed by teams of soldiers and civilians, laboring
behind the scenes to generate sensible doctrine, materiel that works, and
adaptive tactical organizations.

Scouts Out!
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Chapter 1
Setting the Stage: The Interwar Era

The years between the world wars witnessed the transition of the US
Army from a muscle-powered force into an increasingly mechanized and
motorized one. New ideas and organizational concepts dominated the era,
but the full effects of this change did not occur until the mass fielding of
new equipment and the large-scale expansion of the Army at the onset
of World War II. Mounted reconnaissance developments reflected the
impact of mechanization through the emergence of principles developed
by the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). Mechanized cavalry leaders
considered combat a likely occurrence for effective reconnaissance. They
differed from horse cavalry officers in the greater emphasis they placed on
the need to fight for information. Although the doctrine associated with
both cavalry types preferred reconnaissance by stealth and the avoidance
of detection, the mechanized cavalry preferred to equip their scouts with
the means to survive chance encounters with hostile forces. Horse cavalry
leaders leaned toward greater use of stealth. The creation of the Armored
Force decentralized responsibility for reconnaissance development and
ensured the expression of both viewpoints within the Army.

In the Beginning

Prior to World War |, the Cavalry constituted the Army’s mobile arm.
Its tactical components utilized the horse for superior mobility over the
predominantly foot-mobile formations they supported. The cavalry’s
broad mission set included attack, defend, exploitation, pursuit, reconnais-
sance, security, delay, raid, and harassment operations. Doctrine required
the ability to perform these missions either mounted or dismounted.
Consequently, cavalry organizations proved versatile and flexible, charac-
terized by rapid action and decisiveness. Cavalry units lacked the ability
for sustained combat, but this did not constitute the primary purpose of the
mounted arm.

Cavalry units relied on their favorable mobility differential to perform
reconnaissance and security forward of friendly formations. Moving as
individuals, small patrols, or entire units, they sought out hostile forces.
Once the cavalry located the enemy, mounted troopers remained in contact
and provided a steady flow of information regarding hostile activities. In
this manner, cavalry organizations shaped the nature and circumstances in
which battle occurred. Their information drove command decisions at all
levels, and as a security force, cavalry provided early warning of enemy
action and protected against surprise.
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In the late 19th century,
the multidimensional nature of
Americancavalrybecameexem-
plified in Frederic Remington’s
1898 drawing of a trooper in
the 3d Cavalry Regiment prior
to the unit’s departure for Cuba
in the Spanish-American War.
Better known as Old Bill, the
drawing became a cavalry icon.
The image depicts a soldier
with his rifle sitting astride his
horse. Old Bill epitomized the
qualities of firepower, mobil-
ity, and shock power associated
with the cavalry. He also exem-
plified the ability of the trooper
to perform reconnaissance on
demand, relying on the patrol- Figure 1. Old Bill.
ling skills inherent to cavalry
training and further instilled through experience. The horse provided
unparalleled tactical mobility and could be easily mounted or dismounted.
Quiet and readily concealed, the horse moved at a reasonable speed, and
its height offered the rider good visibility. Through careful, stealthy move-
ment, a horse-mounted scout could remain nearly invisible, relying on his
weapon primarily to protect himself in an emergency.

Courtesy Armor Magazine

Unfortunately, even Old Bill had difficulty practicing his craft on
the highly lethal battlefields of World War 1. The Great War augured in
a new style of warfare characterized by trenches, barbed wire, mines,
and a shell-pocked landscape. Lethality increased with widespread use of
machineguns, mortars, and increasingly accurate artillery and aircraft. In
this environment, horse cavalry proved especially vulnerable and mounted
operations became the exception rather than the norm. Consequently, the
American Expeditionary Forces sent to fight on the Western Front included
only a small cavalry contingent. Reconnaissance became the responsibil-
ity of aircraft and dismounted infantry patrols.

The marginal contribution of US cavalry complicated efforts to
define the role of the mounted arm after the war. The new technologies
introduced on the World War I battlefields continued to mature and gain
in effectiveness. Tanks and motor vehicles became commonplace among
Army organizations and found inclusion in training and doctrinal guidance.

2
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The expansion of vehicle use challenged the traditional dependence on
the horse for transport and combat functions. Moreover, the likelihood
of encounters with armored vehicles on future battlefields also increased.
As the reliability of tanks and combat vehicles improved, so too did their
mobility, particularly over developed roads. Horse-based organizations
became hard-pressed to keep pace with the growing versatility and
effectiveness of mechanized and motorized combat units.

Reconnaissance organizations required an ability to move faster
than parent formations. Where the latter moved at the pace of a soldier
on foot, scouts on horseback possessed a favorable mobility differential.
This differential shrank in the interwar years as the Army’s use of vehicles
expanded. Motorization and mechanization trends also benefited from the
major strides in automotive technology made in the same period. These
changes occurred slowly, constrained by budgetary concerns and uncer-
tainty about the precise manner in which tactical organizations would inte-
grate vehicles.

Such uncertainty did not afflict the Cavalry. The branch leadership
remained convinced of the continuing utility of horse cavalry and worked
diligently to highlight its strengths, particularly in comparison with
vehicular units. They waged an aggressive campaign to promote their
branch, drawing unfavorable comparisons between the terrain sensitivity
of vehicles and the yet unmatched tactical mobility of horse organizations.?
Mounted riders remained much easier to conceal, transitioned easily

Courtesy Armor Magazine

Figure 2. Early armored car used in the interwar period.
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to dismounted operations, and possessed a minimal noise signature—
important considerations for reconnaissance. Logistical considerations
favored the horse as well. While horses could live off the land if necessary,
vehicles could not operate without fuel. The small number of vehicles
in most combat units made the loss of even one a significant detriment
to effectiveness, unlike horse organizations that maintained their own
replacement mounts.? In general, mechanized and motorized organizations
were depicted as brittle and dependent on highly favorable conditions for
their effective employment in contrast to the versatility and agility of horse
cavalry.

The Cavalry Journal supported these efforts. It printed articles show-
casing cavalry exploits throughout history. Its coverage of World War |
focused on theaters other than the Western Front to depict effective cav-
alry employment. British cavalry operations in the Middle East received
particular emphasis. They incorporated the principal characteristics of
firepower and mobility associated with American cavalry and demon-
strated cavalry’s traditional ability to achieve decisive results, improved
weaponry notwithstanding.® A powerful endorsement came from Field
Marshal Viscount Edmund H.H. Allenby, who commanded British forces
in Palestine. In a letter to the Cavalry Journal editor, Allenby acknowl-
edged the attention given to his command and defended the value of horse
cavalry in all theaters of operation, including Western Europe. However,
he also advocated experimentation with the use of tanks, armored cars,
and trucks in cavalry roles and noted that aircraft had largely replaced
horse cavalry in long-range reconnaissance.*

Allenby’s views found reflection in American cavalry developments
throughout the interwar years. Increased emphasis on terrain use and
maneuver to exploit the horse’s mobility complemented a parallel tactical
emphasis on dispersion to reduce vulnerability. Cavalry organizations in
general increased their firepower and motorized their trains and support
services. They also pioneered antitank tactics and by the late 1930s were
experimenting with “portée cavalry.” This type of cavalry relied on large
trucks to move men and horses long distances via roads, restoring a degree
of strategic mobility to the horse cavalry. In the parlance of a later gen-
eration, the horse became a battlefield taxi rather than a combat platform.
Mounted charges remained a part of cavalry doctrine, but not the dominant
expression of the mounted arm in combat.®

Interest in the use of tanks and motor vehicles in cavalry roles sym-
bolized the branch’s willingness to experiment with new technology, but
public law limited its ability to do so. The National Defense Act of 1920
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established the guidelines under which the Army was organized and func-
tioned in the interwar period. Section 17 assigned exclusive responsibility
for tank development, including tactics and organization, to the Infantry.
Hence, cavalry organizations could do little beyond exploring possibilities
with armored cars.®

Courtesy Armor Magazine
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Figure 3. Another early armored car showing some refinement in design.

The 1st Cavalry Division served as a test-bed organization for such
experimentation. It utilized a small number of armored cars to develop
appropriate tactics, techniques, and procedures for their use in recon-
naissance and security roles. During maneuvers in 1929, the 1st Cavalry
Division attached armored cars to one of its cavalry regiments. The vehi-
cles operated 10 miles forward of their parent regiment, updating the latter
on tactical developments via radio. The cars demonstrated their potential
value as information gatherers, but the maneuver experience triggered
interest in a variety of other activities, including antitank operations. The
armored car’s attractiveness stemmed from its low cost in comparison to
other combat vehicles and its weight. The 1st Cavalry Division continued
to formulate principles to guide the use of armored cars in subsequent
field exercises and maneuvers, stressing the value of radios to coordinate
operations. The principal limitations to this groundbreaking work in vehi-
cle reconnaissance stemmed from the mechanical frailty and road-bound
nature of the armored cars in service.’

Parallel efforts occurred at the Cavalry School at Fort Riley, Kansas.
In the 1934 maneuvers held there, scout car platoons were attached to
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horse cavalry squadrons to perform reconnaissance and track hostile
mechanized forces. The wheeled, open-topped scout cars carried light
armor protection and a machinegun armament. Platoons were augmented
with a .50-caliber machinegun section to provide additional firepower and
an antitank capability.?

Armor Branch Archives

Figure 4. Principal cavalry leaders present at the 1934 Fort Riley maneuvers.

The Cavalry School envisioned the permanent assignment of scout
cars to cavalry regiments for reconnaissance. They were to penetrate hos-
tile screens and report on enemy dispositions via radio. However, emerg-
ing doctrinal guidance discouraged commitment to battle or other actions
that diverted the scout car from its primary role of information gathering:
“The sole purpose of the reconnaissance vehicle with horse cavalry is to
gather information by observation. Its use for combat will be accidental,
emergency, or self-protective. It is employed in small group which are
enjoyed to avoid fighting.””

By 1936, reconnaissance developments at the Cavalry School and in
the 1st Cavalry Division embraced both scout cars and armored cars. The
scout car was a “wheeled fighting vehicle designed for reconnaissance
and limited defensive action, high road speed, fair cross-country mobility,
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heavy flexible firepower, and limited armor protection.” The armored car
was “similar to the scout car, operates at greater distance from support-
ing troops, [and is] more effectively armored.”*® Armored cars supported
the cavalry division, while the regiment benefited from the assignment of
scout cars. The distinct qualities of each car and their intended allotment
reflected the reconnaissance needs of different command echelons.

Courtesy Armor Magazine

Figure 5. M1 Scout Car, distinguishable from armored cars by its open top
and limited armor protection.

Scout cars also supported regimental command and control functions.
Their radios represented an important boost to the unit’s communica-
tions. During the 1934 Cavalry School maneuvers, scout cars provided
additional radio support and served as radio relay stations.* This function
became an accepted role for scout cars, although it diverted them from
reconnaissance missions. In 1936, the 6th Cavalry formally demonstrated
this command support role at Fort Benning, Georgia. Subsequently, scout
cars found themselves employed in similar activities, and regimental com-
mand and control became identified in horse cavalry doctrine as an accept-
able secondary mission.*?

Horse Cavalry Doctrine

The apex of interwar horse cavalry reconnaissance doctrinal think-
ing emerged with the publication of Cavalry Field Manual, Vol. I: Horse
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Cavalry in 1938. This manual governed the full range of cavalry mis-
sions and incorporated lessons learned in preceding years. It provided
detailed guidance for the conduct of reconnaissance from individual
scouts to entire units, including the scout car platoon. In the execu-
tion of reconnaissance, horse scouts were to avoid detection and hostile
forces wherever possible, making careful use of terrain and inclement
weather. Dismounted movement and observations were considered nor-
mal activities, particularly in rugged, wooded, or urban terrain. Trained
to locate obstacles to movement, scouts used wire cutters to clear barbed
wire—the principal obstacle to horse cavalry mobility. The entire focus of
reconnaissance effort lay in the timely receipt of information to the unit
commander. Hence, the timeline for the reconnaissance mission hinged on
when the commander required the objective information.™

Reconnaissance patrols sought information on the enemy, but strove
to avoid contact unless required by the mission. Reconnaissance by fire,
nevertheless, was encouraged when observation alone could not disclose
an enemy’s presence. In such instances:

After careful observation has failed to disclose the pres-
ence of the enemy, the scout leaves his observation point
and boldly rides or walks in plain view to within 500 or
600 yards of the area or locality, which he is reconnoi-
tering. Suddenly, as though he had observed a target, he
opens fire with his rifle on the suspected area. After fir-
ing one or more shots he turns and gallops or runs to the
nearest cover. This procedure will almost invariably draw
enemy fire if the locality is occupied.*

Security constituted another principal activity for horse cavalry.
Like reconnaissance, security patrols sought the enemy’s presence. They
oriented their movement on friendly forces and provided early warning
of hostile activity. Unlike reconnaissance missions, security details
bore responsibility for locating and engaging hostile elements. Through
combat, security forces denied enemy patrols information on friendly
activities and destroyed them if possible. Security operations entailed a
degree of counterreconnaissance in addition to preventing surprise attacks.
In their execution, the cavalry field manual considered combat a likely and
frequent occurrence.®®

Cavalry regiments included scout car platoons of 10 scout cars and
4 motorcycles. The platoon headquarters consisted of one car and one
motorcycle. Three scout sections, each with three cars and one motor-
cycle, completed the platoon. The motorcycle riders served as couriers and
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Courtesy Armor Magazine

Figure 6. Horse cavalry training at Fort Riley.

relied on a professional skill set that included combat intelligence. They
supplemented radio transmissions and often provided a firsthand descrip-
tion of enemy activity to the regimental command group. The scout car
platoon possessed considerable firepower, high road mobility, and a long
radius of action. These qualities permitted it to conduct reconnaissance
beyond the normal range of horse patrols. The scout cars further achieved
a degree of self-sufficiency through the delegation of basic maintenance
tasks to vehicle crews.

Reconnaissance constituted the scout car platoon’s primary mission.
Sections generally operated together, with two forward and one in reserve.
Movement occurred by bounds in which the leading car advanced and the
rest of the section observed its movements, ready to pinpoint enemy loca-
tions or provide support as necessary. The manual outlined simple drills
to govern movements through defiles, over bridges, and through small
urban areas. However, dismounted operations were encouraged, particu-
larly in wooded, urban, or rugged terrain. The section leader possessed
considerable discretion as to the precise manner of executing his mission.
The manual provided guiding principles only, encouraging commanders
to make their dispositions according to the tactical situation rather than
prescribed actions.!

Careful reconnaissance necessitated slow movement and frequent
dismounted observation. This method provided the most detailed infor-
mation, but it proved time-consuming. When rapid results were required,
scout cars performed mounted reconnaissance. They moved quickly by
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bounds until they encountered the enemy, employing reconnaissance by
fire against suspected enemy positions. Mounted reconnaissance increased
the possibility of unexpected contact. In the event of an ambush, scout
cars were to . . . go around an obstacle, mission permitting, rather than to
engage in a prolonged fire fight or risk an unfavorable outcome.”® Still,
when action could not be avoided and disengagement proved impossible,
scout car crews employed basic fire and maneuver principles, fighting dis-
mounted if more likely to generate success.

Secondary missions for the scout car platoon included security, anti-
tank, command support, seizure of distant objectives, harassment, and delay.
Security actions followed the same principles as horse patrols and possessed
an implicit information-gathering mission. The scout car’s firepower and
ability to operate over long distances permitted it to maintain a screen line
forward of the regiment. The .50-caliber machinegun armament gave the
scout car its antitank
capability. Mobility
and firepower also
suited the needs of
delay and harassment
missions in which the
objective lay in the
disruption of enemy
movements. By
1938, the use of scout
cars for command
and control functions
had become common
enough to identify it
as an acceptable sec-
ondary missionforthe
platoon. In this role,
scout cars provided
communications sup-
port to the regimen-
tal commander and
performed  liaison
duties.?®

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 7. M3 Scout Car with full crew and weapons.

In essence, the scout car platoon constituted a valuable asset for the
regimental commander. With its radio communications, firepower, and
mobility, the platoon proved multifunctional. Determining how to employ
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it at any given moment was a decision for the regimental commander,
who directed the platoon through his S2 in deference to the platoon’s
primary information-gathering mission.?* The unit’s capabilities and
value led to less than clear guidance concerning commitment to combat.
The manual writers did not want to preclude combat actions nor did they
wish to encourage the destruction of this highly prized asset in avoidable
engagements. Therefore, the decision remained the purview of platoon,
section, and car commanders. These leaders were reminded, “Sections and
individual cars must never lose their freedom of maneuver by becoming
too closely engaged. Leaders must be guided by the principal that the cars
are intended essentially for reconnaissance and security purposes and not
combat.”?

Mechanized Cavalry

The National Defense Act of 1920 placed primary responsibility for
tank development with the Infantry. This law effectively discouraged
experimentation with tactical organizations built around the tank that
could perform roles other than infantry support. Although interest in such
experimentation remained high, not until 1928 did the first significant
deviation in mechanized development occur. In that year, the War
Department established the Experimental Mechanized Force, patterned
after a British organization with a similar name. The unit lasted less than 3
months before disbanding.?

In 1930, the Army undertook further experimentation with a mecha-
nized unit through the creation of the Mechanized Force. This organization
included representative elements from the different branches, but its prin-
cipal combat power lay in its tanks. The Mechanized Force became a test
bed to develop the organization and employment concepts of a mechanized
unit through a series of maneuvers and field tests.?* In 1931, however, the
budgetary impact of the Great Depression forced the Army leadership to
choose between personnel retention and continued support for the mecha-
nized force. Army Chief of Staff General Douglas MacArthur considered
people more important than machines and disbanded the innovative but
expensive Mechanized Force.?

MacArthur believed in the value of mechanization for the entire
Army. He, therefore, decentralized responsibility for further mechanized
development among the branches. The Cavalry saw in this policy an
opportunity to expand its work with scout cars and armored cars to include
a broader range of tactical vehicles, including tanks. The 1st Cavalry
Regiment replaced its horses with a motley collection of vehicles to
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Courtesy Armor Magazine

Figure 8. The mechanized force on maneuvers.

become the 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) and relocated from Marfa,
Texas, to Fort Knox, Kentucky, in 1933. There it joined remnants of the
Mechanized Force previously renamed the Detachment for Mechanized
Cavalry Regiment.?

In its early years, the 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) functioned
as an experimental unit, charged with determining the optimal organiza-
tion, doctrine, and materiel for a mechanized cavalry regiment. The mis-
sion of the latter lay in the performance of independent operations and
providing reconnaissance and security for a parent corps or army. Initial
development built on concepts already established for horse cavalry orga-
nizations and on the experience of the Mechanized Force. In particular,
the latter’s armored car troop received considerable attention in the for-
mulation of reconnaissance doctrine for the new mechanized cavalry. The
troop included 10 vehicles that routinely operated forward of the parent
organization and reported on tactical and terrain conditions.?” This usage
reflected similar use of armored cars by the 1st Cavalry Division.

Within the Ist Cavalry Regiment, the covering squadron included an
armored car troop and a scout car troop with 10 and 7 vehicles, respec-
tively.?® Together with the rest of the regiment, the squadron made its
maneuver debut during the 1934 Cavalry School maneuvers, which also
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served as a field test of emerging mechanized cavalry concepts of employ-
ment and organization. In these maneuvers, the armored car and scout car
troops performed different functions, the former ranging far ahead of the
regiment while the latter remained just forward of the main body.

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 9. The 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) arriving at
Fort Knox in 1933.

The covering squadron bore responsibility for reconnaissance and
security operations. The armored car troop moved over a broad frontage,
seeking hostile forces. Once located, the troop maintained contact and
observed hostile activity until the regiment’s combat elements arrived.
The armored cars then transitioned to flank security, observing the enemy
while the regiment attacked, before resuming their forward reconnais-
sance. The cars often operated beyond the effective reach of friendly sup-
port. The troop functioned as a command element and two platoons. Each
platoon in turn maneuvered as two sections with two armored cars and
a motorcycle. The cars utilized the same bounding movement technique
developed by the horse cavalry, while the motorcyclist performed detailed
reconnaissance of select points. The scout car troop followed in the wake
of the armored cars. It performed a security role for the regiment by iden-
tifying potential threats bypassed or missed by the armored cars. The scout
cars also served to protect the regiment from ambush or surprise attack.?®

Analysis of the maneuvers led to a reorganization of the 1st Cavalry.
The covering squadron disappeared in favor of a single, expanded armored
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car troop. The latter grew to 17 armored cars, organized into 4 platoons.
Platoon strength remained at four cars, subdivided into two sections. The
troop headquarters included an armored car and a passenger car for com-
mand functions, three trucks for maintenance and supply, and five motor-
cycles intended for platoon attachment. Expansion of the armored car
troop effectively streamlined the regiment’s reconnaissance and security
assets. The replacement of scout cars with armored cars simplified supply
and maintenance concerns. Tactically, the new troop organization eased
command and control and provided greater flexibility of employment.
It also ensured that the primary reconnaissance platforms possessed the
same level of armored protection.®

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 10. Elements of the 1st Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) in 1934.

The 1st Cavalry’s participation in the 1936 Second Army maneuvers
provided an opportunity to field test the new armored car troop. In general,
the armored cars, operating by platoons and sections, maneuvered far
forward of the regiment to locate enemy positions and keep hostile forces
encountered under observation. In the course of these activities, the armored
cars also sought to locate and if possible destroy antitank weapons. These
posed a threat to the regiment’s ability to maneuver and to its operational
tempo. Overall, the armored cars did locate enemy concentrations and
kept them under observation until the regiment’s advance guard arrived.
The cars then sought routes around the enemy’s flank and continued to
reconnoiter forward. When the regiment committed to an attack, the
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armored car platoons assumed the role of flank security and tracked the
battle’s progress. When combat operations diminished, they again advanced
and resumed their leading reconnaissance efforts. However, the aggressive
nature and rapid pace of the armored cars also triggered repeated contact
with enemy forces and a correspondingly high loss rate. In the worst case,
the troop lost half its strength in a single scenario.®

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 11. Mechanized cavalry armored car at Fort Riley for the
1934 maneuvers.

Nevertheless, the maneuver experience of the 1st Cavalry’s armored
car troop demonstrated key principles guiding mechanized reconnaissance.
The regiment depended on the timely receipt of information concerning
the location of the enemy’s principal force concentrations. The armored
car troop secured this information by thrusting its platoons and sections
far forward of the regiment to aggressively probe for the enemy. Until they
reached their objective, they bypassed obstacles and hostile patrols. They
reported the location and size of each obstruction, but continued to press
forward, relying on the firepower and ballistic protection of the armored
cars to survive chance contacts. When the reconnaissance teams located
their target objective, they kept the enemy under observation and reported
all activity via radio. The regiment’s combat assets advanced to the point
of contact, orienting their movements on the steady flow of information
received. When they attacked, the role of the armored cars lay in moni-
toring the ensuing battle and seeking a favorable opportunity to continue
their forward probing.
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Often the armored car troop resorted to hasty, mounted reconnaissance
techniques rather than the more deliberate and stealthy approach preferred
by the horse cavalry. Mechanized cavalry routinely sought a high opera-
tional tempo that placed them inside the enemy’s decision cycle. Hence,
rapidity of action became a prized quality and permeated the actions of
all regimental assets, including the armored car troop. The armored cars,
characterized by their speed, long range, and relative quietness of opera-
tion, were suited to rapid forward movements and relied on their armor and
weapons as security against surprise. However, the aggressive mounted
reconnaissance practiced by the mechanized cavalry also entailed risk. In
the Second Army maneuvers, it resulted in the rapid erosion of the 1st
Cavalry’s information-gathering capability.®

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 12. Combat cars, motorcycles, and halftracks of the 1st Cavalry
Regiment (Mechanized) in 1936.

The link between effective reconnaissance and the battlefield
influence of the regiment became still clearer in 1937 and 1938. By then,
the mechanized cavalry had expanded through the addition of the 13th
Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized) and the attachment of the 68th Field
Artillery (Mechanized). The latter was charged with developing artillery
techniques suited to mechanized units. Together with the 1st Cavalry, this
grouping constituted the 7th Cavalry Brigade Mechanized, the Army’s
only combined arms unit in the 1930s. This unit built on the pioneering
efforts of the 1st Cavalry, including its groundbreaking work in mounted
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reconnaissance. Since the brigade did not possess its own reconnaissance
organization, the focus of information gathering remained the armored
car troops within each regiment. Their diversion into secondary roles was
discouraged. Although the horse cavalry regiments made use of their scout
cars to support command functions, provide courier services, and act as
radio relay stations, mechanized cavalry leaders found these practices
counterproductive. They reduced the regimental commander’s ability to
see and understand the battlefield.®

Conversely, by integrating air and ground reconnaissance platforms,
commanders could increase their understanding of the battlefield long
before they entered it. In 1938, the 7th Cavalry Brigade undertook a road
march from Fort Knox to Fort Oglethorpe, Georgia, using aircraft to guide
their movements. The return march ended in a maneuver on Fort Knox pit-
ting the mechanized cavalry against an infantry brigade using innovative
antitank tactics. Aircraft and armored cars ranged far ahead of the mech-
anized cavalry columns to begin identifying and reporting hostile troop
locations. This information permitted the brigade leadership to plan its
attack while en route to Fort Knox and then commence operations without
pause when it reached the installation. The simulated battle ended with the
mechanized cavalry poised to strike the rear of the infantry brigade despite
the latter’s antitank measures, which received Army-wide acclaim.®

In these maneuvers, radio communications proved critical to the
success of the 7th Cavalry Brigade. Radio provided the fastest means

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 13. Mechanized cavalry halftracks, 1936.
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of transmitting data over distance in the interwar era. The mechanized
cavalry pioneered new techniques to exploit its capabilities, particularly
the use of radio nets linked to command echelons and tactical functions.
These nets provided a degree of communications flexibility that
paralleled equally innovative command developments. These included
the adoption of techniques similar in principal to those associated with
mission type and fragmentary orders. The collective impact of state-of-
the-art communications technology and innovative command processes
was a highly responsive and adaptive organization. It facilitated rapid
decisionmaking and the transmission of orders, which in turn reduced the
timelag between a command decision and its execution by subordinate
leaders. These qualities relied on the timely receipt of accurate information
from reconnaissance assets, making them the axis around which command
and combat effectiveness spun.®

Unfortunately, the mechanized cavalry’s widespread reliance on radio
communications was not reflected throughout the Army. Indeed, questions
about the reliability of the radios themselves and the potential interception

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 14. Mechanized cavalry combat car.
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of transmissions triggered a conservative policy toward radio use. The
mechanized cavalry addressed operational security concerns through the
adoption of command procedures that did not mandate sending details of
unit activities over the airwaves. However, maneuver operations of the 7th
Cavalry Brigade in 1937 and 1938 still incurred criticism for excessive
radio use. The mechanized cavalry ignored these complaints, because radio
use saved time otherwise spent writing and distributing orders by hand. It
also facilitated the coordinated maneuver of dispersed combat elements.
Consequently, mechanized organizations sustained a steady momentum
during maneuvers, despite rugged terrain, innovative antitank tactics, and
the careful use of terrain by opposing forces.%

The year 1938 marked the apex of mechanized reconnaissance doc-
trine development. The publication of the cavalry field manual included
a separate volume dedicated to mechanized cavalry that incorporated the
analysis and maneuver experience accumulated since 1931.%” The other
volumes in the three-volume manual addressed cavalry operations in gen-
eral and the horse cavalry in particular. Indeed, this manual represented a
major milestone in cavalry development and its coverage of horse recon-
naissance as noted above.

The volume devoted to the mechanized cavalry focused much of its
guidance for reconnaissance operations on the armored car troop. This
unit constituted the primary means of reconnaissance for the regiment
and brigade, because the latter lacked its own information gathering
organization. Much of the manual’s text confirmed the method of
operation demonstrated in prior maneuvers. In all movements, the
armored car troop preceded the regiment, commencing operations up to 2
hours before the main body. The troop functioned either independently or
semi—independently, ranging far ahead of the parent regiment. It sought to
gain contact with hostile forces and determine their size, composition, and
flanks in time to shape regimental actions. The troop’s leadership began
operations with a clear sense of the parent regiment’s mission, status, and
orders. This information shaped the context of the reconnaissance mission
and helped to coordinate the activities of the armored car troop and its
parent regiment.®

The integration of aerial and ground reconnaissance was strongly
encouraged, since an almost symbiotic relationship seemed to exist
between them. Aircraft offered a means to identify advance routes for the
troop and mark hostile roadblocks and battle positions. The armored cars
could utilize this information to guide their own movements and retain a
high speed of operations. Conversely, the cars could operate in weather
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impenetrable from the air. Although experimentation with aircraft had
been conducted, mechanized cavalry tables of organization included no
organic airplanes.®

When the armored cars located enemy troop concentrations, they
reported to regimental headquarters via radio and remained in contact to
monitor hostile activity. The regimental commander used the information
from his armored cars to guide the dispatch of combat assets to engage the
enemy. However, the reconnaissance team remained vulnerable during the
period between its location of the enemy force and the arrival of friendly
forces to engage them. Doctrine required maintaining contact once estab-
lished. Therefore, the reconnaissance team relied on stealth, mobility, and
the armored car’s firepower and protection for survival.*°

Courtesy US Army Military History Institute

Figure 15. Chief of Cavalry Major General John K. Herr and 7th Cavalry
Brigade (Mechanized) Commander Brigadier General Adna R. Chaffee Jr.
meet at Fort Knox, 1939.

Once regimental combat assets advanced to engage the enemy
concentration, the armored cars transitioned to flank security operations.
They monitored enemy action and searched for his flanks. Alternatively,
the regimental commander might employ the armored car troop as his
reserve during combat. When the battle ended, the armored cars again
moved forward to resume their reconnaissance, harass a retreating enemy,
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or cover the withdrawal of friendly forces. In this progression of activity,
the armored cars continuously transitioned from one function to another.
This ability was demonstrated during maneuvers and reinforced in training.
The result was a versatile reconnaissance team that contributed far more
to the overall success of the parent regiment than simply the provision of
information. Indeed, the manual identified the seizure of distant, critical
objectives as an acceptable special mission, well suited to the armored cars’
combination of far-ranging reconnaissance, firepower, and mobility.*

The armored car troop was intended to operate as a collection of
platoons. The commander’s job lay in managing the separate activities
of each platoon to satisfy a regimental objective, often oriented on the
collection of specific information. The troop headquarters possessed few
assets under its direct control other than one armored car, a passenger car,
and several trucks for supply and maintenance purposes. Therefore, the
troop commander was encouraged to retain one of his four platoons as a
reserve. When available, this unit became the principal means by which he
could reinforce or influence the action of his other platoons through direct
action. The troop also included several motorcycles, but these generally
supported the platoons as scouts and messengers and did not constitute a
significant tactical force.*?

The platoon included four armored cars and their crews divided into
two two-car sections. The latter constituted the smallest unit considered
viable for reconnaissance operations. Each platoon received a zone or
route to reconnoiter. The former included a specified area, while the lat-
ter focused on a specific road or avenue of advance. The platoon leader
often broke down these assignments into section assignments. All platoon
and section movement occurred by bounds, with either one section or car
always prepared to support the other. Vehicle crews trained to conduct
mounted and dismounted operations, but observation and accurate report-
ing constituted their most important functions, particularly regarding ter-
rain conditions and enemy activity. Such information proved critical for
the terrain-sensitive mechanized cavalry to sustain a rapid pace of opera-
tions. The armored car platoons represented probing fingers, whose efforts
guided the actions of their parent regiment. In later years, this linkage
would become more commonly known as “recon-pull.”*®

One of the most important decisions facing a platoon or section leader
lay in whether or not to engage in combat. Doing so advertised the recon-
naissance team’s presence and exposed it to possible destruction: “The
temptation to engage targets of opportunity and fight its way through hos-
tile detourable resistance encountered en route must be guarded against.
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Courtesy Armor Magazine

Figure 16. Armored car of the 13th Cavalry Regiment (Mechanized).

The most effective reconnaissance platoon is the one that sees without
being seen.”*

This statement reflected a clear logic and the influence of horse cav-
alry doctrine. Even so, its inherent caution differed from the generally
aggressive tone found throughout the mechanized cavalry volume of Field
Manual (FM) 2-10, which emphasized the importance of rapid, decisive
action. For example, under the discussion of armored car platoon opera-
tions, antitank guns were identified as priority targets. When encountered
as part of a roadblock, the manual recommended their elimination through
the employment of fire and movement tactics by the entire platoon.
Techniques for employing armored cars in harassing attacks on enemy
columns and in impeding hostile attacks through delaying actions relied
heavily on firepower and mobility. In the case of ambush, armored cars
were expected to retain their mobility and quickly establish fire suprem-
acy. Clearly, the armored car was intended for something more than just
stealthy observation.*

In effect, the critical decision to engage in or avoid combat remained
with the platoon, section, and car commanders, much as it was left to scout
car leaders in the horse cavalry regiment. The advantages and disadvan-
tages of engagement were identified, but the reader was not bound to a
particular course of action. This empowerment of junior leaders reflected
the overall decentralization of command characteristic of the mechanized
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cavalry. The operation of fast-moving teams over a broad frontage neces-
sitated a flexible command and control structure. Armed with knowledge
of the troop and regiment’s mission and their own orders, armored car
platoon leaders were expected to act on their own discretion without wait-
ing for guidance from higher, especially when enemy action jeopardized
friendly plans: “When on a mission of battle reconnaissance the platoon
commander upon his own initiative promptly and vigorously employs his
maximum effectiveness to counter any hostile development which consti-
tutes an immediate threat to the success of the regiment in combat.”*

The platform also influenced the decision to engage or avoid combat.
The armored car in use was a fully armored vehicle with a machinegun
armament carried in a revolving turret. Although it could not sustain hits
from most antitank weapons, it could deflect small arms fire and protect
the crew from fragmentation. The car could operate effectively on roads
and hard surfaces, but its cross-country mobility, especially in rugged ter-
rain, proved limited. Nevertheless, its .30-caliber and .50-caliber machine-
guns were capable of destroying soft targets and neutralizing light tanks
and other thinly armored vehicles. In addition, the machineguns could be
removed from the car and used to support dismounted operations. The
combination of firepower and at least fair mobility made combat a viable,

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 17. Mechanized cavalry scout car.

23



Chapter 1

if not always the best, course of action. Armor protection “gives the car
reasonable protection against small arms fire and a sense of security and
protection to the crew which is conducive to boldness.”* It also helped to
ensure survival during ambushes and chance encounters with the enemy.

The benefits of armor protection also affected the operability of recon-
naissance vehicles. In an article published in the Cavalry Journal, these
detrimental effects became the target of a cavalry officer who questioned
the wisdom of any armor for armored and scout cars. In his view, armor
reduced already poor off-road mobility, increased fuel consumption,
reduced visibility, and raised the silhouette of both vehicles. Armor further
encouraged the employment of the vehicles as machinegun platforms for
combat rather than reconnaissance. Armor detracted from the ability of
either vehicle to gather information, but it could not provide sufficient
protection to the crew and vehicle without becoming too heavy for its mis-
sion. The article also postulated the potential benefits of removing armor
protection:

In short, if the cavalry reconnaissance cars, by elimina-
tion of armor, can:

a. Increase road mobility
Reduce silhouette
Increase visibility for observers
Decrease fuel consumption per mile, thus increas-
ing the range
Increase the effectiveness of weapons
Increase the speed and ease of replacement
Increase cross-country mobility
Reduce the temptation to use reconnaissance cars
as fighting vehicles, why not eliminate armor
from horse cavalry reconnaissance vehicles?*

ooo

Q — o

This view amounted to heresy within the mechanized cavalry commu-
nity. Colonel Charles L. Scott considered the article “. . . the most inane,
asinine proposal that’s ever been submitted. To take such action would be
the most backward step that the cavalry could possibly take. | am ashamed
that the Cavalry Journal would even print it.”*® Scott strongly supported
some degree of armor protection and combat capability for reconnais-
sance units. He believed that any organization consistently in contact with
enemy forces would eventually be required to fight, necessitating armor
and weapons. He refuted the wisdom of an exclusively stealthy reconnais-
sance doctrine in which scouts moved in unarmored vehicles and eschewed
combat. In his view, “One that is not trained and equipped to fight but on
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the contrary told to avoid combat under all conditions will always be a
spineless adjunct to the regiment.”°

This difference of views reflected differences in emphasis concern-
ing the nature of mounted reconnaissance. By the late 1930s, the mecha-
nized cavalry embraced reconnaissance organizations with versatility and
combat power. The horse cavalry favored the use of terrain and stealth to
ensure survivability on the battlefield. This trend extended to reconnais-
sance and manifested itself in the preference for a light, mobile platform
that was easily concealed and provided maximum visibility. While horse
cavalry doctrine did not exclude combat from reconnaissance activities, it
was not encouraged. Indeed, Fort Riley became the testing site for a small,
unarmored wheeled vehicle intended as a possible replacement for motor-
cycles. Light and fast, early models suffered from insufficient power for
tactical operations, but design modification and analysis continued. This
effort led to the award of an Army contract in 1940 and the fielding in 1941
of a small, lightweight truck better known as the jeep.>*

For the mechanized cavalry, development of this platform constituted
a misstep in the evolution of reconnaissance platforms precisely because
it lacked armored protection. However, while the jeep remained a design
concept, the 7th Cavalry Brigade began to receive new vehicles to replace
its armored cars. The open-topped M3 scout car lacked the all-round armor
protection of the armored cars, but it carried six men and a radio. It pos-
sessed similar armament to the armored car, but a skate ring along the top
of the vehicle permitted its machineguns to be mounted and moved along
the ring to fire in any direction. In addition, the weapons could be easily
removed and fired from the ground to support dismounted operations. The
open-topped configuration enhanced visibility and simplified passenger
egress. M3 fielding increased the dismounted strength of the reconnais-
sance platoons, and it offered a mechanically more robust machine than
the armored cars it replaced.%?

The new scout cars made their debut during the First Army maneu-
vers in August 1939. This event demonstrated the viability of the recon-
naissance principles developed by the 7th Cavalry Brigade in the 1930s.
Reconnaissance platoons moved 2 hours in advance of their parent regi-
ments and began collecting information on opposing force dispositions.
They particularly sought to identify strongpoints, roadblocks, and antitank
weapons, reporting via radio. Equipped with this information, the mecha-
nized cavalry regiments quickly enveloped the opposing force before fan-
ning out across its rear area, destroying one antitank position after another.
Regimental combat assets moved faster than the opposing force could
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Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 18. The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) at the
US Military Academy, 1939.

react and with a precision impossible without the steady flow of informa-
tion provided by the reconnaissance platoons. Once inside the enemy’s
decision cycle, the 7th Cavalry Brigade remained there and accelerated the
breakdown of resistance.®

The success of the mechanized cavalry stemmed largely from the
widespread reliance on rapid communication via radio. At the time of the
maneuvers, the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) utilized 158 radios,
the greatest concentration of radios throughout the Army. Robust com-
munications complemented the success of the reconnaissance platoons in
securing key information. However, the platoons often met hostile forces
and the frequency of encounters increased the further they pushed into the
enemy rear area. Reflecting on this experience, the brigade commander,
Brigadier General Adna R. Chaffee Jr., concluded, “Reconnaissance from
unarmored vehicles is of doubtful value and very liable to be most costly
in men and vehicles.”**

Mounted Reconnaissance in Transition

Within days of the conclusion of the First Army maneuvers, Germany
invaded Poland, precipitating the beginning of World War Il. Within
weeks, German mobile formations overran Poland and it ceased to exist as
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a national entity. In the US Army, the lightning campaign triggered inter-
est in a large-scale expansion of mechanization, but no consensus emerged
to govern how this growth would occur. In May 1940, the Third Army
maneuvers in Louisiana demonstrated the need to establish permanent
mechanized divisions in lieu of improvised formations in the field. The
same month marked the German invasion of France and the Lowlands. In
a 6-week campaign in which German panzer and motorized infantry divi-
sions played a prominent role, the French suffered defeat and occupation.
These two events spurred the US Army to establish a separate organiza-
tion to organize and train American formations similar in capability to the
German panzer division.

Therefore, in July
the Army created the
Armored Force. It
incorporated all tank
units and the mecha-
nized cavalry. These
assets were reorga-
nized to form the
1st and 2d Armored
Divisions and the
70th Tank Battalion.
The Armored Force
consolidated the
previously  separate
mechanization efforts
of the Infantry and
Cavalry. It focused
on the fielding of
armored divisions and
the related develop-
ment of doctrine and
training programs. In
the process, Armored
Force leaders bor- Figure 19. The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized)
rowed heavily from at the 1939 World Fair in New York City.
the experiences of
the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). General Chaffee’s appointment
as commander of the Armored Force embodied this linkage, because of
his prior command of the 7th Cavalry Brigade and his prominent role in
mechanized cavalry development throughout the 1930s.

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor
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These changes directly influenced the continued development of
mounted reconnaissance. The Cavalry branch remained responsible for
horse cavalry, special mixed horse and mechanized cavalry regiments,
division cavalry assignments to infantry divisions, and motorcycle units.
Nevertheless, reconnaissance development became much more con-
strained. Previously, it had been integral to all mounted doctrine and
organizations, resulting in general purpose combat units with reconnais-
sance capabilities and components. The creation of the Armored Force
severed this link. The Cavalry retained responsibility for reconnaissance
doctrine, but not mechanized combat units in general. Hence, those
mechanized assets left to the Cavalry began to transform into specialized
organizations intended for reconnaissance only.

Atfirst, this change seemed imperceptible. In August 1940, the Cavalry
published FM 2-5, Horse Cavalry. This manual made few changes to the
reconnaissance principles already established for horse cavalry, but the
inclusion of illustrations and detailed guidance for the operation of recon-
naissance and security patrols enhanced its training value. The emphasis
given to the use of cover and concealment increased, reflecting the horse’s
vulnerability on an increasingly mechanized battlefield. Reconnaissance
patrols that encountered hostile armored vehicles were directed to scat-
ter, seeking cover in rugged terrain and exploiting the horse’s greater tac-
tical mobility. Whether to engage in combat or not remained the patrol
leader’s decision—subject to rules of engagement established at the outset
of a mission. In general, reconnaissance elements sought to avoid combat

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 20. Horse cavalry along the US—Mexican border.
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except for self-preservation. Even so, the manual continued to acknowl-
edge multiple instances in which combat was not only unavoidable but
also intended, especially counterreconnaissance, screening, and security
operations.®

Guidance for the scout car platoon in horse cavalry organizations sim-
ilarly reflected few changes. The platoon retained its 10-car structure, and
by 1940 was equipped with the same M3 scout car previously issued to
the 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized). Reconnaissance remained the pla-
toon’s primary mission, but additional functions included security, com-
mand support, communications, and combat. Each platoon maneuvered
by section, employing bounding overwatch techniques for both reconnais-
sance and security operations. The manual replaced earlier requirements
for soldiers to carry wire cutters to remove wire obstacles with a broader
requirement for pioneer and demolition work. The platoon did not carry
the special equipment to perform this action, instead relying on its pro-
vision from the parent troop when required. Since the scout cars were
expected to operate near their troop headquarters, this arrangement was
not considered a restraint on their activities.*

FM 2-5 proved an effective, well-written update to cavalry doctrine.
What it could not and did not do was provide an overarching set of
principles to guide Army reconnaissance. The manual offered little
guidance for the development and employment of reconnaissance within
the new armored divisions, which remained the purview of the Armored
Force. The Army’s shift from horse to armored organizations ensured a
reduction in the cavalry’s influence on mounted reconnaissance while that
of the Armored Force grew. Exactly how these two organizations would
influence reconnaissance development remained uncertain.
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Chapter 2
The Crucible of Combat: World War 11

From 1940 to 1945 the Army grew from a small national security force
into one capable of sustaining a multiyear global conflict. The Armored
Force expanded to 16 divisions by war’s end. Reconnaissance units simi-
larly proliferated. Their early development marked the dual and some-
times contradictory influences of two competing schools of thought—one
focused on stealth and the other on aggressive action and fighting for
information. Operations in North Africa tended to validate both views. By
early 1944, this duality ended with the adoption of standard organizations
and materiel coupled with a doctrine that limited the scope of mechanized
cavalry operations to information collection. This simplification did not
survive arrival on the battlefields of Europe. Combat experience there led
to an expansion of the missions associated with mounted reconnaissance
units and general dissatisfaction with existing organizations. By the end of
the war, a clear desire for more robust and versatile reconnaissance assets
had emerged.

Something Old, Something New, 1940-41

The creation of the Armored Force in 1940 concentrated develop-
ment responsibility for mechanized doctrine, training, organization, and
materiel. The Armored Force facilitated the rapid creation of armored
formations similar to those employed by the German Army, but no simi-
lar concentration of mounted reconnaissance responsibility occurred. It
remained split between the Armored Force and the Cavalry. The former
focused its efforts on the reconnaissance requirements of the armored divi-
sion and the separate tank battalions. The Cavalry included reconnaissance
assets in horse cavalry organizations, motorcycle units, the special horse-
mechanized regiments, and the triangular infantry divisions.

The large number of horse cavalry units in the Regular Army and
National Guard ensured that the Cavalry retained responsibility for a
large segment of the Army’s reconnaissance needs.! The mounted branch,
however, considered itself a combat arm in which reconnaissance consti-
tuted just one of several missions performed. Field Manual (FM) 2-15,
Employment of Cavalry, described the branch as “that combatant arm of
the ground forces organized to perform missions requiring great mobility
and firepower.” At the time of the manual’s publication in 1941, those mis-
sions included both mounted and dismounted attack, pursuit, exploitation,
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defense, delaying action, reconnaissance, security, counterreconnaissance,
and special operations. The last category included use in a reserve, liaison,
or screening role.?

The manual categorized reconnaissance operations, drawing on the
Army field service regulations. Distant reconnaissance sought information
to influence strategic decisions and occurred at great distance from the par-
ent formation. Close reconnaissance provided information to drive tactical
decisionmaking and served as the basis for commanders to engage in com-
bat. This reconnaissance began as opposing forces moved to contact. Battle
reconnaissance included detailed information concerning enemy forces
and terrain. It entailed continuous observation of the enemy before, dur-
ing, and after a battle. Both horse and mechanized cavalry were expected
to perform battle and close reconnaissance, but the ability of mechanized
cavalry to move further via roads and sustain cross-country operations for
longer periods made it the preferred agent for distant reconnaissance.®

Typical reconnaissance operations included zone, route, and local-
ity. Zone reconnaissance occurred when enemy dispositions remained
unknown or covered a broad frontage. Route reconnaissance focused on a
particular axis of advance, while locality operations addressed a particular
geographic area or terrain feature. To perform these operations and pro-
vide information in a timely manner to the parent formation, reconnais-
sance assets were expected to operate anywhere from 1 hour to 2 days in
advance of the main body. This large time differential reflected the variety
of mounts found in 1941 cavalry organizations and the need for reconnais-
sance to precede other operations.*

The manual considered zone reconnaissance to be the most frequent
type of reconnaissance activity performed, and it provided detailed guid-
ance on its conduct. It identified sustained rates of operation that ranged
from 4 miles per hour for horse cavalry to 15 miles per hour for mecha-
nized cavalry, subject to terrain and road conditions. Units receiving a
zone mission subdivided geographic responsibility among subordinate
detachments, coordinating their actions through time-oriented phase lines.
Once the patrols identified a hostile presence, it became the subject of a
more detailed locality, or area, reconnaissance. Where possible, mecha-
nized cavalry performed the zone reconnaissance and slower moving but
less terrain sensitive horse cavalry reconnoitered those specific localities
occupied by the enemy.®

Detachments constituted the principal instrument of reconnaissance.
Such elements corresponded to the reconnaissance patrols described in
carlier manuals. The detachment’s main duty was to “. . . push forward
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in search of information in accordance with assigned missions. It must
overcome or avoid hostile resistance encountered in order to obtain the
information required.”® Clearly, detachments were expected to fight as
necessary to gain the requisite information. Stealth remained the preferred
method of operation, but . . . it is frequently necessary for a detachment
to engage in combat when its patrols are unable to penetrate the hostile
screen. When combat becomes necessary, the detachment commander
should employ his maximum combat strength at the time and place and
under such conditions as appear most advantageous to accomplish the
mission.” Similarly, counterreconnaissance missions included an implicit
requirement for combat.’

In addition to FM 2-15, detailed guidance for vehicular reconnais-
sance emerged with an updated FM 2-10, Mechanized Elements. This
manual addressed horse, motorcycle, horse-mechanized, and mechanized
units. Mounted scouting from a vehicle retained the same principles that
governed horse patrols. Scouts utilized cover and concealment, moved
by bounds, and focused on information gathering. They were expected to
conduct much of their work dismounted, because moving vehicles were

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 21. Horse cavalry during pause in maneuver operations.
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considered easier to spot than horses. Similarly, the difficulty of hearing and
observing from a moving vehicle encouraged dismounted operations.®

The principal means of conducting reconnaissance remained the scout
car platoon. In the triangular infantry division, the cavalry reconnaissance
troop included a headquarters and three identical scout car platoons. Each
platoon possessed 4 scout cars, 4 motorcycles, and 20 men divided into
2 sections of 2 scouts and 2 motorcycles. The platoon normally operated
together, but it could maneuver by section. Its principal function remained
reconnaissance, but secondary missions suited to its firepower and mobil-
ity included security, delay, harassment, and counterreconnaissance. Use
of the platoon for radio relay and command support ceased to be accept-
able alternative roles.®

The new manual retained the doctrinal preference for stealthy recon-
naissance, but it left the decision to enter combat with the platoon or sec-
tion commander.

Combat is at times necessary in the accomplishment of
scout car missions. The platoon leader and the leaders
of sections and individual cars must decide when com-
bat is necessary. Scout car elements must never lose
their freedom of maneuver by becoming too closely
engaged. Leaders must be guided by the rule that the cars
are intended primarily for reconnaissance purposes, not
combat, and that generally the best reconnaissance is per-
formed by stealth. Scout cars, however, possess charac-
teristics which make them a valuable agency for carrying
out missions involving combat.*

In essence, the scout car platoon leader needed to understand his mission
and intent. Through training and experience, he would develop the judg-
ment necessary to determine whether to engage or avoid the enemy. The
platoon leader needed to learn caution and restraint to conduct reconnais-
sance, but he required aggressiveness and decisiveness to execute security
and counterreconnaissance missions successfully. Clearly, platoon leader-
ship required the mental mobility stressed by the Cavalry throughout the
interwar period.

This quality proved especially important in the horse-mechanized
regiments intended for corps reconnaissance. These units tried to capitalize
on the best traits of horse and mechanized cavalry. Intended to range up
to 150 miles in advance of their parent corps, these regiments gathered
information on enemy dispositions and coordinated their activities with
division reconnaissance units operating closer to their parent formations.
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The importance attached to these units led to a desire to avoid their
loss in combat. Therefore, emerging doctrine for their employment in
reconnaissance operations encouraged the avoidance of combat except for
self-preservation. In this development lay the foundation for subsequent
wartime organizations and doctrine that considered reconnaissance and
combat separate rather than integral functions.™

The Armored Force focused its energies on the organization and train-
ing of new armored divisions. These formations included an armored
reconnaissance battalion. In November 1940, this unit constituted a com-
bined arms team that included a headquarters, two reconnaissance com-
panies, an armored infantry company, and a light tank company. Its vehicle
complement totaled 13 light tanks, 48 scout cars, and 23 halftracks. This
robust organization reflected similar organizations in German armored for-
mations, particularly its inclusion of armored infantry to hold key objec-
tives.!? The armored reconnaissance battalion’s role lay in the execution of
distant and close reconnaissance missions that stemmed directly from the
division commander’s intent.*

The armored division also included a reconnaissance company in its
light armored regiment. Manned by 7 officers and 160 men, the company
possessed a headquarters, three reconnaissance platoons, and a motorcycle
platoon. Each reconnaissance platoon carried 1 officer and 25 men in four
halftracks. These vehicles lacked the road mobility of scout cars and did
not possess the cross-country mobility of a fully tracked vehicle. Nor did
their light armor and open top constitute improved protection for passen-
gers. However, the halftracks were intended as an interim measure pend-
ing the fielding of a suitable replacement to the scout car. Halftrack use
reflected the challenge of mobilizing and equipping a mass army while the
associated materiel remained in development.**

Armored reconnaissance doctrine retained the interwar preference for
stealth. Furthermore, training and field exercises added new dimensions to
the nature of reconnaissance. Armored leaders placed a premium on their
reconnaissance assets and concluded that the enemy would do the same.
Once discovered, he would attempt their destruction to keep their informa-
tion gathering and transmission ability from enemy hands. This realization
reinforced the importance of stealthy operations to avoid detection, but
careful, deliberate reconnaissance required time. When conditions forced
an acceleration of scouting activities, combat was more likely to occur.
This conclusion, reinforced by the interwar experience of mechanized cav-
alry, provided a justification for ensuring reconnaissance units possessed
armor protection and some degree of combat power.*®
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While the armored division and regiment possessed organic reconnais-
sance capabilities, the separate tank battalions did not. These units were
intended to provide armor support to infantry divisions as necessary. They
included tanks with a limited maintenance capability. Doctrine assumed
these battalions would operate in close proximity to the supported forma-
tion. However, maneuvers in the spring of 1941 demonstrated the limita-
tions of these battalions. One armor officer found these units, with their
lack of reconnaissance, fire support, and radios, to be:

. . nothing more than a herd of elephants, and blind at
that! In the Tennessee maneuvers, an attempt was made
by the various high commanders to use them as mech-
anized troops, on mechanized missions, and it simply
didn’t work. The tanks, lumbering down the road without
any reconnaissance in front, would run into one anti-tank
gun, and there die on the spot!'®

Courtesy Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

Figure 22. Light tank passing horse cavalry during maneuvers in 1941.

When these maneuvers ended, the 2d Armored Division began test-
ing a potential reconnaissance platoon organization for tank and armored
infantry battalions at Fort Benning. The emerging platoon served to prevent
the parent battalion’s blind operation. Test personnel and observers soon
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found the same direct correlation between time and reconnaissance effec-
tiveness noted in cavalry doctrine. Thorough reconnaissance of an area
required considerable time to complete, especially given the emphasis on
dismounted scouting to avoid ambushes in suspect terrain and locations.’
Guidance from the division commander, Major General George S. Patton
Jr., further underscored the importance of dismounted reconnaissance:

When any of you gets to a place where your experience
tells you there is apt to be an anti-tank gun or mine or
some other devilish contrivance of the enemy, don’t ride
up in your scout car or tank like a fat lady going shopping,
stop your vehicle, take a walk or crawl and get a look but
remember that in walking or crawling you must not go
straight up the road, you must go well off to a flank prob-
ably as much as one thousand yards.*®

Changes in the armored division’s structure further encouraged the
development of a battalion reconnaissance element. Throughout 1941, the
armored division composition underwent continuous change, generally
increasing the formation’s vehicles and personnel. The armored brigade
began to transition to a greater proportion of medium to light tanks, and all
tank units were to include organic reconnaissance and support components.
These measures made armor battalions more tactically self-sufficient, but
it required time to develop doctrine for and train battalion reconnaissance
platoons.*

1941 GHQ Maneuvers

The largest peacetime maneuvers in US Army history occurred in
1941. These maneuvers, controlled by the General Headquarters (GHQ),
involved several hundred thousand soldiers conducting operations in dif-
ferent states to test Army combat readiness. Those held in Louisiana and
the Carolinas provided opportunities to evaluate the new armored forma-
tions, assess the relevance of horse cavalry, and determine the viability of
the tank destroyer concept.?

They also provided an opportunity to review the state of mounted
ground reconnaissance. Several different reconnaissance organiza-
tions participated, including the horse-mechanized cavalry regiment, the
armored division reconnaissance battalion, the armored regiment recon-
naissance company, and the new battalion reconnaissance platoon. More
traditional horse cavalry organizations also participated together with their
scout cars. The maneuvers provided the first chance to observe the opera-
tions of these units during realistic field army operations.
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For the Armored Force in general, the GHQ maneuvers highlighted
significant deficiencies in training and leadership. The rapid creation and
expansion of armored formations resulted in leaders at all command ech-
elons still trying to master their responsibilities amidst simulated com-
bat operations resulting in a number of tactical errors. Senior leaders
possessed little experience and understanding of the correct methods of
employing armored divisions. Consequently, participating armored divi-
sions and tank battalions suffered a number of reverses and proved unable
to replicate on simulated battlefields the real war successes of German
panzer formations.?'

Insufficient training and inexperience accounted for many of the
difficulties experienced by armored units, but faulty reconnaissance also
played a role. Armored reconnaissance units did not aggressively seek
enemy weak points and did not effectively integrate their operations with
attached observation aircraft. They remained excessively road bound and
failed to perform route reconnaissance or seek alternate paths of advance
around obstacles. Armored columns, therefore, remained unaware of
nearby enemy units, blundered into obstacles and ambushes, and suffered
unnecessary casualties and delays.?> During operations in Louisiana, for
example, the inability to find a viable off-road route into hostile positions
resulted in the 69th Armored Regiment becoming dispersed and lost amid
the swamps and dense woods of the Kisatchie National Forest. Its vehicles
became mired, dispersed, and fell victim to marauding antitank teams.

The maneuver experience clearly demonstrated that armored recon-
naissance principles and units remained in a learning phase. Tactical fail-
ures attributable to reconnaissance proved common. In some instances, the
eagerness of commanders to attack without any reconnaissance resulted
in avoidable losses. Frontal assaults by tanks against entrenched antitank
guns and mad dashes into narrow town streets underscored the importance
of maneuver units and reconnaissance working together toward common
objectives. Too often, this type of coordination did not occur.?*

Cavalry organizations used the maneuvers to demonstrate their
continued battlefield relevancy and the effectivene