Through a Glass Darkly:

Exploring the Future of Armor by Examining the Past

by Lieutenant Colonel Arthur W. Connor, Jr.

Field Forces Advisory Panel on Armor. concentrate its mass of power at a deci-
The panel was to meet at Fort Monroesive point on the battlefield, upsetting
on 7 February, and Harmon was to pre-“enemy time and space factors,” while
sent his findings to General Devers on hindering “rapid enemy reactioA.What
18 February. The panel consisted of rep-a prescient conclusion! At first glance, |
resentatives from Cavalry, Infantry, Field thought | was reading fronTRADOC
1 Corinthians 13:12  Artillery, Engineers, and the Marine Pamphlet 525-5, Force XXI Operations,
Corps, and included Brigadier General or Army Vision 2010. The TRADOC
Bruce C. Clarke and Colonel Paul A. pamphlet discusses future land combat
Disney. Although the Office of the Chief operations as “designed to control-main-
of Cavalry was eliminated in March tain, accelerate, or moderate as necessary
942, officers of the Armored Force of the pace of battlefield eventsIsn't the
Il were assigned to Cavalry after the massing of combat power at a decisive
war. Armor branch would come into be- point while upsetting enemy time and
ing only after Congress passed the Armyspace factors in essence a rudimentary
; : Organization Act of 1950.The immedi-  definition of operational dominant ma-
gg%lﬁigr?sd? C\?V\ﬁléye'frf‘efclétm g?&gggﬁgﬁy ate cause for the formation of this panelneuver? Dominant maneuver, however,
have on armor and cavalry forces? ThereV@s to present a coherent body of policy consists of two elements: strategic and
are a myriad of other questions équally regarding armor to Great Britain and operational. “Strategic maneuver equates
as germane and perplexing to the armorCar_\ada at a series of joint stand-to the Army’s requirement to project the
- e ardization conferences on armor andforce.™®

community. AS a way of providing SOme o) arillery to begin in March 1949

perspective and guidance, | offer the The our orge of t%e anel was much The authors of the report understood
views of the Army’s leaders from an reatepr r?owever' P the need for strategic maneuver, even in
equally tumultuous time, 1949. The end 9 ’ ) 1949. In writing on possible theaters of
of the Second World War left many The purpose of the study upon which war, the authors go into great detail on
Army leaders asking questions about ar-this document is based was to establishthe need to insure armor forces are de-
mor and cavalry similar to those posedby review, interrogation, and critical ployable:

today. To answer those questions, theevaluation, the doctrine of armor, and ; ; ;
Chief of Staff of the Army (General of the policies affecting equipment require- islfthwear Igliiorc(;dtr?ig tgaetigr?liﬁgtstthaetevs\;alrt
the Army Omar Bradley) tasked General ments and development in order to Pro-\ il be F\)Na )(/ad on foreian soil. However
Jacob L. Devers, the commander ofvide an authoritative Armor policy state- this nationgis SO or aniged olitically that
Army Field Forces, to “provide a com- ment, bearing Department of the Army it cannot choose t%e situa{:i)on or t)P/we lo-
prehensive and current statement of pol-approval, to all agencies of the U.S. cation under which it will fiaht initiall

icy in matters of clioctrine and material Army. The report, as approved, will fur- Initially we may have to figﬁt in an a)r/éa
pertaining to armor? nish guidance in staff planning, service unsuited to Armor. Considering any po-

hool instruction, and troop training. It ; g T
The U.S. Army of 1946-1950 was S¢ - " ; tential enemy, there is little likelihood of
adrift, attempting to occupy Germany will provide a firm and sounder basis for fighting a major war without having to

: : ? R&D staffs and technical agencies in ef- _2. o
and Japan while searching for a role in. "~ : : ship an expeditionary force across sev-
fecting the equipment requirements of eral thousand miles of water. Armor in

the new national security environment of ;
the nascent Atomic EFaReductions in the Field Army: the U.S. Army must be dimensioned by

personnel, equipment, and training con- A tremendous amount of work for only the requirement that it be transportable
tinued unabated until the advent of the eleven days! Nonetheless, the panel is-to overseas theatéefs.

Korean War, with armor units suffering sued their report on 18 February 1949 in :

heavily. When war broke out in Korea ten sections, covering everything from clggrcevis?gr?”:)’f ihgr?utai?aggféignt%:j tge
on 25 June 1950, there were no tank bat-doctrine to flame warfare policy. Section General Harmon and his pfellow ane)ll
talions available to Eighth Army to fight | of the report covers U.S. Army armor members. The same conditions ideFr)ltified
the North Korean T-34 tanks. Tanks were doctrine, a subject then barely nine Years;. 1049 are relevant for the employment
taken off their pedestals at Fort Knox old. of armor today. Increasing urbanization

gi?ig ‘k))gltlt?gfigllétsoffarfgesmgglaeg t%f Efréza- The doctrine section of the report be- throughout the world dictates the use of
How then, did the Army view armor. Jins with a short history of armored war- armor in villages and cities, mandating
tanks. and their role prior to the disast'erfare and defines armor as tanks, armoredrehicle designs that take that fact into
of Task Force Smith and the initial fight- cavalry, armored infantry, armored engi- account. More importantly, if our ar-
ing in Korea? neers, armored artillery, and the servicemored forces cannot get to the fight
’ support required to “form an integrated (strategic maneuver), they are irrelevant
On 31 January 1949, a letter was sentand a balanced fighting force, the nu- in a force projection army. An entire sec-
to Major General Ernest Harmon ap- cleus of which is tanks.”Armor com- tion of the report (Section Ill) deals with
pointing him chairman of the Army bines its mobility and great firepower to the issue of U.S. Army Tank Policy and

For now we see through a glass
darkly; but then face to face: now I
know in part; but then shall | know even
as also | am.

Divining the future of armor and cav-
alry in the 21st century is like viewing a
movie through a glass darkly. Many
scenes are unclear, and different peopl
see different things. What is the role of
the main battle tank in a force projection
army? What are the requirements for
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the need to make the armor force de-gun of not less than 76 mm. The sameple.”? Otherwise, our branch and pur-
ployable. armored car would be used in the light pose will fade into the tapestry of his-

: ; ; cavalry regiment. “The development of tory, much as the horse cavalry did in
taiekgt'ocnaﬂl %%“nﬁgﬁi%éﬂ%gei?atorgqf%ean armored car mounting multiple ma- 1942.

“fighting condition,” that all tanks must chine guns as the only armament is con-

“ : o ong sidered economically and tactically un-
ggs?g;ntg tﬂ‘:vr%%nbgéggvr"ag’r?dgvéghogrtldsound.“7 The reconnaissance troops of Notes

. e W the light divisions and the scout platoons !office, Chief of Army Field Forces, “Report
:p:rt]Stagrgb?é%ﬁné%;guﬂ“&s'gn[is.”r]ul_sélel(]a of tank and mechanized battalions todayof Army Field Forces Advisory Panel on Armor”
ﬂﬁz Th th PE | th -~ all contain a light armored car that (Fort Monroe, Virginia), 19 February 1949. Pho-
crait. € authors recognize the im- ., ¢ only a single machine gun or gre- tocopy in author's possession. Hereafter cited as
porttancke of hgrbor facﬂmeg ft?]r t()it:f_lolfcgi- nade launcher, the HMMWV. Is it possi- Report, followed by section and page number.
ing tanks, and recommend that tank de- PR : : 2 - "
; ; See Roy K. Flint llent chapter “Task
velopment “be coordinated with the De- ble to project force anywhere in the ee Roy int's excellent chapter “Tas

-~ world today without a viable armored Force Smith and the 24th Division: Delay and
partment of the Navy so that appropriate .-~ light ¥ank? Withdrawal, 5-19 July 1950" ilhmetica’s First
changes can be made to existing facili- Battles, 1776-1965ed. Charles A. Heller and

ties and craft, and [for] the specifications General Harmon’s panel specifically wiliam A. Stofft (Lawrence, Kansas: University
for new equipment!® While recognizing addressed the issue of the role of thePress of Kansas, 1986), 266-270.

the limitations of current transport air- light tank and armored car. The justifica- 3see Arthur W. Connor, Jr., “The Armor Deba-
craft, the panel is unambiguous on thetion for a light tank and armored car can cle in Korea, 1950: Implications for Today?a-
need to make armored vehicles trans-be found in how we approach reconnais-rametersXXIil (Spring 1992):66-76.

portable by air. “It is obviously desir- sance. The current edition 8M 17-95 “James A. SawickiCavalry Regiments of the
able, if not essential, that an armored di-Cavalry Operations,defines reconnais- U.S. Army(Dumfties, Virginia: Wyvern Publica-
vision be capable of transport by air, assance as “an inherent part of securitytions, 1985), 124.

well as by rail or water. The adoption of and other combat missions.” There are Sreport, Annex, 2-3.

a 36 ton medium [tank] is evidence of six fundamentals of successful recon- ezeno ntroduction

the ultimate possibility of making the ar- naissance operations, including gain and - ’ . '

mored division theoretically airborn&” maintain contact with the enerfiyExist- o eport, Section |, 5.

Such a force projection division would ing U.S. doctrine in 1949 also consid- Report, Section |, 6.

have great utility today and in the next ered reconnaissance as an element of se-Department of the Army, U.S. Army Training
century, and had it been available maycurity “requiring fighting capability.” and Doctrine Command,RADOC Pam 525-3)
have mitigated many of the enemy ad- The light tank (M-24) allowed the Light Concept for the Evolution of Full-Dimensional
vantages in the opening stages of theArmored Cavalry Regiment of 1949 and Operations for the Strategic Army of the Early
Korean War. Army Vision 2010 reiter- the Reconnaissance Battalion of each ar—TUWSetnltgggts?zegt“W(Fo” Monroe, VA: 1 Au-
ates this fifty-year-old argument. A mored division to fight for intelligence. gm ’ ' .

power projection force composed of In order to replace the light tank, an ar- __ Pepartment of the ArmyArmy Vision 2010
lighter, more durable warfighting sys- mored car “must have equivalent arma-~; _

tems will be on the way to the area of ment and cross country mobiliti2"Can Report, Section |, 8-14.

operations “within hours of the decision the 2d Cavalry, the reconnaissance ““Report, Section Iil, 5-6.

to deploy.* In many instances, the air- troops of light divisions, and our scout report, Section I, 7.

borne division is the first Army force to platoons fight for intelligence today 144

deploy in a crisis. The panel examined without a light tank or an armored car '
the issue of armor support for the air- equivalent?

home division. The report concludes with a lengthy in-
In 1949, as today, there was wide dis-closure {sic} that summarizes the con- 4 ,
agreement over the issue of armor sup-clusions of each of the ten sections. The Depa”me”tl of the .Army'F'i'.d Manual
port to the airborne division. The 1949 authors are vehement in their belief that2‘2'éiﬁﬁ%i‘r’algggpgfgt'o”qwas ington, DC:
table of organization for the airborne di- armor enables the Army to conserve ™ 4 AN
vision included two heavy tank battal- manpower and “obtain decisive results in  Report, Section IX, 2.
ions as attachments and one cavalry rethe shortest period of time,” considera- “Report, Inclosure 1, 1.
connaissance company (equipped withtions that color the employment of all 27TRADOC Pam 525-5-7.
1/4-ton jeeps and M-24 Chaffee light armed forces today. Armor must “be di- 22z vision 20101
tanks). The panel recognized that it wasmensioned” by the ability to deploy to
impossible to get the heavy tank battal- overseas theaters, and balanced com
ions into the fight with the airborne divi- bined arms teams must exist, “or be eas- LTC Arthur (Buck) Connor is currently
sion until well after the parachute as- ily formed in all echelons?® As the the Deputy Director of the War Theory
sault, unless it was used as regular infan-members of the panel gazed into theand Campaign Studies Department at
try. Additionally, the M-24 light tank dark glass of the future in 1949, so too the Air Command and Staff College,
could not enter the fight via parachute, must we gaze into the equally dark glassmaxwell AFB, Alabama. He received a
and an adequate armored car was not irof the 21st century. Today's force projec- BS from the U.S. Military Academy in
the inventory® In essence, the panel en- tion Army “must be able to quickly pro- 1981 and a MA in History from Temple
capsulated the exact same problems facject lethal and survivable combat power” University in 1991. He is a graduate of
ing the 82nd Airborne Division today anywhere in the worlét In order to re- the Command and General Staff College
following the deactivation of 3-73 Ar- main viable on the next battlefield, ar- and the Armed Forces Staff College. He
mor. The panel recommended an effortmor and cavalry must contribute to the has served in a variety of command and
to produce an armored car for the air- Army’s unique capability “to exercise di- staff assignments in the 82d Airborne Di-
borne reconnaissance company with arect, continuing, and comprehensive con- vision, 1st Infantry Division, and 3d Infan-
weight of 20,000 pounds mounting a trol over land, its resources, and peo- try Division.

15Army Vision 201011.
16Report, Section VI, 4-7.
17Report, Section VII, 5.
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