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ABSTRACT
MEN AGAINST FIRE IN VIETNAM by Major Russell W. Glenn, USA

S.L.A. Marshall stated that no more than 254 of
American fighting men engagwd the enemy during the course of
a World War [I hattle, His rasearch during the Korean War
showed this value had increased to S@8%. If the S@% figure
remains valid, then the effective strength of the 6 man
dismounted Bradley sduad is equivalent to only three men.

The strength of a light intantry sguad iz at best 5 men.

- el Y @ € I S AL B R Nt Viet miaes,

Did American scldiers in Vietrnam put out an effective
voluine ¥ small arms fire? This gquestion and its
applicability to current training and future combat are
addressed in thiszs monograph. The basis for analysis is two
swvevs, one of S0 Vietnam veteran members of the 1lst
Lavalry Division Assaociation and a second of 65 officera who
served as platoon leaders or company commanders in Vietnam.
The surveys guestioned reaspondents ragarding personal
engagement of the enemy, 2ngagement by other unit members,
causes for failing to fire, and training advice for
contemporary soldiers.

The results bode well for an Americzan army that may
fight in other Vietnam—-type wars or have to fight
putnumbered and win. QOver 83% af the scldiers eguipped with
individual weapons and over 8&% of those manning crew-—-served
svyatams engaged the enemy in Vietnam. I
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I. Introduction
Tactics depend mainly on the powers of the
weapons.!

JFC Fuller
Th neralshi § Ulys . Grant

A similar tale can alse be told of the
dmerican mainfarce war in Viektnam...The traditional
* rele 0é the intantrvman, despite everything, remained
ngaramount,?
Paddyv Grivfith
Forward into Battla
Tn¥antry ramains the hase elament in contamporary
armies, Twentv-aone of the United States’' 28 divisions are
infantry wnits; 157 of the Soviet Union's 211 divisions are
motarized rifle (motorized or mechanized infantry) or
airborne divisions.® Even in the recent armor and air
intansive Arab-Israeli wars, the infantrvman remained kev.
Atter the 1973 war, Israeli armored division commander
Barneral Avraham Adan stated that "despite the infantry's
high vulinerability to a whole host of weapoens, there still
axist many battlefield situations in which there is
zhaplutely no substitubs for intantry trocps."®

The need for potent infantry forces remains. They must

be able to engags the enemy with effective direct fire in

both offensive and defensive situations. Yet S.L.A.

Marshall., in his classic Men against Fire: The Froblem ot

Battle Cammand in Future War, concluded that at most 25%
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of Amnerican World War Il fighting men in any unit engaged
the enemy with direct fire or close combat weapons.® Hisg
subsequent study cenducted i1n the Korean War found this
value had increazed to over S@¥.4* In the contemporary M2
Bradley Fighting Vehicle infantry sguad, the dismoun§
gtramgth of the unit ig & cersonnel. The full atrength
light infantry sguad consists of nine men. Using the more
racent of Marzhall ‘s values (30%), the firepower of Bradley
squads depends on I men who fire their weapona. The
2guivalent measura for a light infantry squad is at most S
men. An invantry sgquad operating at he ° of its
gftectiveneas does not bode well for operations in any armv.
The danqger increases when the army is one which may find its
next conflict similar to Vietnam wherein the operations are
squad or platoon intensive.

The use of chemical weapons further degrades a unit’'s
combat power, Recent U.S. Army teats in a simulated
cnemical environment reflected a decrease in firing rates of
2@% in the defense and 40% in the cffense.” Continuing the
above ingspection of squad firepower, the Bradlev lzader’'s
unit effective stra2ngth in a chemical environment defense
covld be as low as 2-3 men. In the nffense the value is an
egually combat ineffective 1-2 men. The values far the

light infantry squad are similarly unacceptably low.

-3
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There ara additionai reasons for concern. Given the
individual weapons charactar of such key anti-tank svatems
aa the Dragon and LAW, the viability of NATD's ability to
halt Warsaw FPact tank and motorized rifle attacks is
questionable should infartry soldiers fail to engage with

"these critical weapons.

This study '3 objective is the determination ot whether
American soldiers put ocut an effective volume of zmall arms
direct fire in Vistnam combat. The basas for the svaluation
are two surveys., The first survey guestioned American
vetarans who served in Vietnam. The second group surveyved
was officera assigned as platoon leaders and campany
commanders in that war. The results of these survevs fix
the foundations for analvsis of whether the Amarican
+ighting man =2ngaged the enemy with effective small arms
fire in combat and how his present and future counterparts
zan be better prepared to do so. Regardleas of whether
Marshall ‘s values were correct, the igsue is vital to an

army fazed with a futwre of intensely infantrv-oriented wara

Or war in which it must fight outnumbered and win.

i
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II. PBackground : Historical studias

+++0N an average not more than 13 per cent of the
nen had actually fired at the sneamy...the figure did
nat rise above 2@ to 25 per cent of the total for any
action., The hest showing that could be made by the
most spirited and aggressive companies was that ane
man in four had made at least some use of his fira
power.®

S.L.A, Marshall

Your ca.lcampanyl dependad on vour firapower, you
had to fire.?

Veteran Survey #33

Marashall ‘s writings on the "ratio of fire" brought
widespraad attantion to the problem of failure to engage.
When S.L.A. Marshall stated that not mare than 3541 of the
men in World War 11 fired their weapons at th2 =nemy. ne
also said that mnost of the actions took place in situations
whera 80X of the men could have fired.*® He further stated
"Tarrain, the tactical situation, and even the naturs of the
2nany and the accuwracy of his fire appgared to have almost
no bearing on the ratio of active Firers to non—firers."

The 23% value was neot uniformly applicable, however. Heavy
weapons persaonnel were more likely to engage the enemv. The
obvious implication is that those men armed with lighter
weapons fired at wunder the 254 value.'? Marshall also

anal yzed the causes for sngagesment failure and the means to

nhance the ratio of fire:

e e s emiem MM AT A A T P Al A LR A PR U NI TN TR ST M
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The +tailluwre of the average ascldier to fire is

Aot in tha nain due to conscious recognition

of the Ffact that the act of firing may entail

inoreassd exposura. It is a ra2sult of a

paralvais which comes of varying fears.?®@

The fear of aggression has been expressed to

him a0 strongly ard absorbed by him so degply

and pervadingly...that it is part of the

normal man’'s emotional make-up. Madical

Corps psychiatrists...found that tear of

killing., rather +than fear of being killed,

was the most common cauvaw of battle failure

in the individual, and that fear of failure

ran a strong second. =

Simplistically stated, Marshall’'s solution to this
problem was l=ader attention. I+ the leader could cause
recalcitrants to engange the enemy with any weapon, their
futurea reliability was greatly enhanced. Marshall believed
the secldigr need only cl2ar that original hurdie to be
gffactive thenceforth,3+

Marahall ‘s sacond astudy was conducted in Korea under
the auspices of the Operations Research Office (ORQ) in the
period November 1., 1950 to March 1, 1951. He attributed the
higher 3IQ% ratio of fire value for th= Forean War to an
increased consciousness of problems regarding non-+firers.
Small wunit leadership concentrated on those spldiers who
failed to rire and unit memhers were more vociferous in
varbal support of each other during battle. ™

Marshall 's are the bast known modern studies of soldier
failures to fire, but they are not unique. World War Il

reports of problems with z=mall arms volume of fire sxisted

as 2arly as the Tunisian campaign. Such reports increased

LPRAASLIR I ASR M 1T AR M L A AR MK A SRR STR T WY M ARSI TR PR MU I N SR
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in fregquency as the fighting moved te Sicily, Italy., and

inte France. Only in the latter part of the war did the

percentage of men firing incresse.* Cormnanders recognized

the problem. General George Pattor instructed a newly

arrived unit:

The casuwalties in & unit are in
the +Fire

proportion to the intensity of

direct

received and the length of time under that
+fire. When under fire, keep advancing and

keep shooting. Use marching fire.t?

FPost-World War II analvtical studies
axistence of American soldiers failing to
credence to Marshall's writings. Another

combat veterans in 1953 noted "Bugged out

the most commoanly cited "ineffective combat behavior,":®

coanfirmed the
fire and lent

OR0O study of

in fire fight" as

A

1966 stuuy by the British Defense Operational Anaivsis

Zstablishment 's Field Studies Divizion openly supported

Marshall 's findings., Using historical studies of over 108

19th and 20th century battles and test trials using pulsed

laser wzapons, the analysis attempted to measure the

parformanc2 of men firing without the danger of receiving

live fire in return. Tests were ccnducted which measured

performance in both the offense and defense. Lase- trial

casualty rates inflicted by defenders were higher than

values from studies of actual battles. The researchers

concluded that "Marshall 's irnterview data

does appear to

peint to unwillingness to take part as the main factor"




Wil ol k2ot actual bathle statistics below best (laser trial)
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lavals, t?

Similar analvytical axaminations of soldier effectiveness
in eingaging ~@ enemy duwring the Vietnam War are lacking,
but there are ocoservations regarding the subject. When
asked if the percentage of men firing in Vietnam was the
same or better than in World War 11, Gerneral DeFuy
{commander of the lst Infantry Division in Vietnam
commented:

It was better but I don't know the
percentages...my gu=2ss is that S@ percent

would be very, very goad. I'd say that S0
percent would be high. I hope they gaot up to
that,"=e

Few guestion the existence 9Ff a problem in getting
soldiers to fire in combat. Marshall ‘s conclusions ra2main
and have ieen internalized. His findings are +requently
cit=ad, unchallenged, by such reupected historians as Russell

F. Welglev (in EBEisenhogwer 's Lisutenants) and analysts as

John &. English (in On_Infantiry).=®* GSp too remains the

concern for how effective a volume of =mall arms fivre the

American seldier will put out against the enemy.

~of




II1. M™Method

...2xperience 1is long and life 1is short. The
experiences of each cannot therefore be completed
eitcept by thase of others.22

Ardant Du Picgqg
Battle Stuiies

The average soldier will tell the absolute truth
when askzd if he has used hi= weapon.?23

S.L.A. Marshall
Men Against Fire

Did the aAmerican fighting man put out an effective
valume pf small arms fire in Vietnam? To determine the
answer to this queaestion, the author prepared two
guestionnaires and surveyed veterans of the Vietnam War
{copies 0 the questionraires are in Annexes A and B). The
tfirst sample was a group of S00 members of the 1st Cavalry
Division Association. Survey questions addressed the
Vimtnam combat performance of both the respondent and his
fellow unit menbers. The second sample consisted of &3
active duty officers who had held platoon or company
leadership positicns in the war. These officers werse askeé
about the performance of their men in combat.

Surveying soldiers with the objective of obtaining
bhattle~related information is not an original concespt.
Lieutenant William Sihorne used a letter which asked
surviving Battle of Waterloo of%icer; to recount their

personal role and recollection of the battle in an attempt
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Lo reconstruct the events of that episode.®* Ardant Du Ficg
likewise zolicited 12th century general officers teo answer
questions pertaining to scoldier and unit actions in combat
in an attempt to hetter prepare the French army for war.=s
Ainerican soldiers in World War 11 and Korea were the
subiects of several studies invelving survevae. Marshall
wesed the "interview aft=r combhat" methad which he developed
in the Battle of kEwajalein Atcll and the Makin aperation in
late 1247 and early 1944, Units, or portions of units, were
interviewed 2n_masse for several hours a day after a
pattle.®* Although Marshall preferred to conduct his
interviews soon after the contlict, he at times did so six
or more months atter the event.=7

Sanuel A. Stouffer and others conducted in excess of

10,208 classroom interview sessions with World War 11

z

cldiers. These veterans responded on questionnaires during
a study of their attitudes toward army experience and war.=e®
Many similar Forean War studies of attitudes anrnd combat
hahavior exist. However, there exist no detailed analvbtical
studies of American soldiers in Vietnam and their =mall arms
volume 2% fira.

The sample populations for the two survevs used in this

research cover the duration of the ceonflict and the spectrum

of terrain tvpes encountezred. They are focused on the front

line soldier who was likely to be in situations where use of




His weapon would be necessarv. A summary of demographic
data ig in Table 1.

The officer survey of currently active duty lieutenant
colonels and colonels with Vietnam platoon and company
lradership experience acts as a basis for comparison with
respeonses from the lst Cavalry survev. The questiaons in ktne

"leader" survey address the performance of the officers’ men

,_
3

combat. Buestions are very similar in nature and wording
Lo those in the sacond nortion of the l1st Cavalry survey
{(gquestions regarcding contemporaries’ performance in battle).
The cbhiective of looking at three populations (the lst
Cavalry respondent addressing himzelf, his responses
ragarding his f2llow soldiers, and officer leaders
responding reference their men) iz to cnmpensate for the
innate biages in the sample populéticns.z' The 1st Cawvalry
survey provides information both on the individual himself
and others. A respondent may well be leas likely to bias
his answers regarding his contempararies than those
regairding himself. Firally, the leader survey gives a third
look at the subject and cam act to support or refute some or

all of the results fron the lst Cavalry survey data.

19
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using the statistical analysis software SFSS.

Response data was input into a computer and analvzed

of this analvesis are in Annex C.

The results




IV, Results of Study

So far as the records show, the question has
never been raised by anvyane: "During sngageaent, what
ratic of fire can be rxpected fram a normal body of
well-trained infantry under average conditions of
combat?"3e '

S.L.A. Marshall
Men in =4

Unity is strength,3?

Veteran Survey #27

The following analysis looks at two aspects of soldier
narformance during enemy engagements. First, the percentage
of American soldisrs who regularly engaged the enemy in
Vietnam is determined. Second is an investigation of whvy
men failed to fire in Vietnam cambat. The analvsis then
continues with a congsideration of atudv results and their
training implications in preparing scoldiers for combat. For
purposes of brevity, references to the 1st Cavalry Division
Association survey will hereatter be cited as the veteran
Furvev., The survay of active dutv officers with servica as
platoon leaders of company commanders will likewise be ’
reftarred to as the leader survey.

The first area of soldier performance considered is the
percantage of soldiers who sngaged the enemy with their
weapons. Eight questione address the issue in various
manners, four in each ot the two surveys. The results of

thagse guections areg summarited in Table 2.

13
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In the first guestion, the veteran responds regarding
fis persaonal performance. Nine of 2490 regpondents (3.7%)
naver engaged the enemy with direct fire: therefore, F46.3T%
engaged the enamy at lzast once.

The secarnd guestion applies specifically to a saldier’'s
raturning fire while in lifa-threatening situations. Tha
Amarican soldier returned fire roughly two-thirds of the
time when he believed his lifa was endangered. Two
considerations prevent this value from reflecting a tvpical
s@apang response in combat. First, several respondents
addressed potential variation in defining
"lifa-thrzatening." One veteran atated he once was wounded
three times during an engagement but never felt his life was
in danger. Another included circumstances where the head o7
a celumn in which he was walking was in contact although he

himselt was not receiving fire.

14
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32.3
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12) In situations where
fellow scldiers should

- have placed diract fire
on the enemy with crew-
sarved weapons, what
percentage normally did
put out such fire?

Veteran
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Table 2 {(cantinued)

Responges to Survaeys - Enqanement Farticipatian

Questi~n
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]
7)Y In situations where | Laader 83.é
you- men 3hould have !
placed direct fire on \
the anemy with individu-i
al weapons, what percen-—!
tage narmally did put

out such fire?

.
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8) In situations where Leader °0.9 B
vour men should have
placed dirgct fire on
the enamy with crew-
served waapons, what
percentage normally did

put out such fire?
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?) During engagemant,
wnat percentage of fire
can be axpected from a
normal body of well-
trainad infantry under
average conditions of
cambat?

€3
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12) While in the life-
threatening situationis)
dagcribed in question
1@, what percentage of
your men engaged the
gnemy with their direct
Tire weapons at least
ance during each such
situation?

Leader
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Secondly, although the gquastion was meant to addracss
cnly danger from =snemy direct fire, many respondents
included situations involving indirect fire, booby traps, or
similar casaos. In rany such cases, returning fire with
small arms may have been inappropriate. For sxample, the
only means of retal ating to 2nemy indirect +ire
wnaccompanied by a ground assault would have been by also
wsing indiract or air support weapons systems. Due to these
inconsistencies in interpreting this guestion, the result is
not considered an effective measure of soldier willingness
ta wngage the snemy with his weapon.

In the third and fourth questions in Table 2, the
veteran estimates his fellow soldiers’ reliability in
engaging the gnemy. The questions require separate
estimates for zoldiers equipped with individual weapons and
those manning crew-served systems. The figures are
encouraging for army leadership. EBetter than eight out of
@veryv ten men fired weapons while2 @ngaged with the anemy.

Use of the median valueas increases the afficiency to a

-
-

minimun of ? of =2very 19 men (see footncte 32 for discussion

of median versus mean as a measure of the center of datal.
The +irast twe questions in the l=zader survey are nearly

identical teo the individual and crew-served gquestions just

discussad. Leader ragsponses closely parallel those of the

lst Cavalry Division veterasns. The medians are identical.




Tha results confirm the egtinates of soldier reliability in
Lath the individaal and craw-served cases.
The2 seventh of the 2ight questions regarding engagement

percentage is a direct extract from Marshall 's Men Against

Fire. Interastinglyv., the resultant value of 7&8% is helow

hat for both individual and crew-served weapons in the

22

v - -

l2ader r2sponses. The median (30%) i3 also lower. The
reasons for the lower values are urnclear. The phrases

"normal body of well-trained infantryv" and "average

conditions of combat" suffer the same lack of precision as

does the previcusly discussed "lifa-threatening situation”.

The causes for the lower values may be attributable to
interpretaticons of the guestion.

The final questicen and last of Lthe laader aurvey
questions is anothar worded for comparison with the veteran
SUrvVey. It again addresses the issue of firirg in a
"life-threatening situation". In the veteran survey the
raspondent estimates "the percentage nf times" that he
snqaged while_in a life—-threatening situation. In the
leader survey oftricers respond as to the percentage of their
man who engaged. This difference and previous comments

partaining to the phrase "life-threatening situation" and

in values between the two survevs' responses.~3
It remains to determine which of the above values best

reprasants the percentage of men who engaged the enemy in

13

[
g its various intarpretations may explain the 9.3% differerce
i_m
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combat, to determine Vietnam's ratio of fire. Duse to
di+tfering interpratations used in answering question 11 of
tha veterans survey ("life-threatening situation") and
questions 9 and 12 of the leader survey ("percentage of
fire... from a normal body of well-trained infantry" and
"life-threataning situation”), the valuos from these querias
ara unlikely to provide the moat accurata measure. It is
nmtab}e that they are th2 lowest values and atill exceed
praeviouwsd measures of angagement participation. The lowest
of the valaes i3 trinle that of Marshall 's most optimistic
World War Il astimate.

Marshall atates he based his estimates on "a showing of
nands and questioning as to the number of rounds used, the
nargats fired uwpon, 2te."3* The ?5.3% value at first
appears to be analogous to Marshall ‘s ratio of fire. He
obtained his values by asking qQuesticns regarding actions or
fire fights. The survey guastion resulting in the 9&.3%
value asks the soldier how many timez he participated during
the duration of his tour(s) in Vietnam. The guestions are
therefore fundamentally different. A survey reaspondent may
nave failed to +ire in several esngagements, but he skill is
one of the 94.3% who fired at least once. Due to the
Jifference in time pericods addressed by the studies, this
survey guastion is not analegous to Marshall ‘s ratie of
fire. Additionally, while it does reflect what percentage

ot men fired thelr weapons while in Vietnam, it cannot be

.




considered an effective measure of percentage o+ men +tiring
in given engagements. It ignores the inability of men to

fire in some engagements, and of duties other tharm engaging
the enemy which are eszential to a unit's effectiveness and

gurvival. Finally, it is overly optimistic. it is valid to

conclude that the soldier who refuses to fire is in a small
minority. It is deceiving to believe he is nonexistent.

The final set of 4 values consists of the two surveys’
engagement estimates for individual and crew-served weapons
personnel. It is these values which most closely
approximate Marshall 's ratio of fire. They faocus on
performance in single engagements; Marshall concentrated on
single battles. Just as did Marshall 's intervizsws, the
auestionnaire responses cover the complete range of terrain,
time, threat, and other tactors faced by American soldisrs
in ke war,

Regarding the specific values themselves, the estimates
from the vetsran survevy are the hetter measwres. The
greater varisty of eccupations and experiences in the
veteran survey make those values the bette} choice. The *
percentage of the front-line manpower whizh engaged the
enemy in a Vietnam engagement was therefore 82.3% for those

gquipped with individual weapons and 86.8% far men firing

crew-served weapons. The conservative estimate, should a
5ingle value be sought, is the lower individual weapons

pstimate of B2.3%U.=9
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The causes for engagement participation being well
abovae 88% couwld of themselves be the subisct of a study.
However, one characteristic of the Vietnam War which may
have had a significant impact on participaticmn is worthy of
mention. Many of the engagements in Vietnam were ambushes
or contacts in close terrain which demanded an immediate and
high volume of fire for unit and individual suwrvival. Thea
option of stayiﬁg in one’'s forhole or similarly avoiding
engagement Jdid not exist in many situations. As such, the
character of the sngagemen’. demanded fire from the American
soldier.

& note regarding the difference in the valuwes for
angagement by soldiers armed with crew-served weapons and
those with individual weapons is in order. One of
Marshall 's tenets was that heavy weapons operatoars fired a
significantly higher percentage of the time than did
soldiers armed with individual weapons.®7 In fact, on of the
cures suggested for the hesitant rifleman was assignment to
a Neavy weapon.=® Table 3 summarizes the results for both

the veteran and leader surveys regarding this issue.




Table T : Sumnary of Responses on Yeteran and Lesader

LR AR S

Surveys Regarding Individual and Crew-~Served

Weapons Engagement
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Veteran Estimate Leader Estimate

Mean (Median) Mean (Median?
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Snldier equipped with

Individual weapon 2.3 (2@ J.6 (9@
)
L

Soldier equipped with

Craw—-served weapon 86.8 (23) 0.7 (95
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The crew-served weapons operator is more likely to engage
the =nemy, but the values are very close.="

Fefure terminating this discussion, it may be
beneficial to determine the theoretical maximum value for
fire participation. Is is apparent from the previous
discussion that not all members of a unit habitually engage
the enemy in a fire fight. More importantly, most enemy
contacts are of such a nature that not all of a unit is able
to engage dus to terrain, position, etc. In reality, combhat
i whiach all soldiers wers2 able to engege tne enemy would he

b
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the exception rather than the rule. Therefore, the
theoretical maximum value for participation duwring an
gngagemant under most circumstances is less than 180%. A
snall sample of officers who served as platoon leaders in
Vietnam were asked about the strength of their units, thea
number and type of attached personnel (2.g. medics), and
which soldiers {(based on duty pasitions) in this group
normally did not fire during engagements. Using their
estimates, a maximum value for participation was determined
by averaging the results. The average was 91.3%U, 9% akbove
the veteran estimate for individual weapons participation in
combat. The difference may be attributable to sgvaral
factors. First, the leader survey tended to be slightly
higher in its estimates of soldizr participation than did
its veteran caunEerpart. Second, the estimate is unit
dependent. In this sample of offic=rs, squad leaders
habitually fired, whereas many veteran raspondent sguad
leaders stated they had not fired on occasion due to other
mission-essential tasks. Third, several officers gave
gstimates of their platoon strength (e.q. 30 to S0
personnelr. 8Since a theoretical ceiling is sought, the
author used the higher (more conservative) value of strength

estimate which tended to increase the cei1ling percentage.
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Reascns tor Failures to Fire

Some seldiers did not fire their weapons when the
situation apparently deemed they should do so to protect
themselvas or add to unit fire power. 0Others fired rarely.
Falf of the respondents to the veterans survey had seen at
l2ast one case o+ another soldier failing to fire when he
should nhave. The response fram the leader survey is nearly
identical. Mamy soldiers admitted their failure to fire on
cccasion when in a life-threatening situvation. The reasons
for this failure to fire are numerocous; many depended on duty
position and worked in the best interests of the unit and
mission accomplishment.

The reasons for not engaging the enemy +all into two
genaral groups. In the first group are the reasons
dependent an duty position; the soldier should have been
doing something other than firing his weapon to facilithate
mission accomplishment. The second group includes all other
reasons.  Some of the latter are not deliberate and occur
winerein the soldier may have firzad wersz he able. Others ar:
simply seoldier failures.

There ar=2 men whose duty position precludes habitual
small arms participation. Rather than focusing on enemy
engagemaent themselves, squad and higher level leaders must

gnsure their men are regponding to the situation properly.
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They must also position subordinates, call for supporting
syvstems, shift reserves, and accomplish other actions key to
mission accomplishment ar unit survival. The firepower put
out by the unit is higher due to these efforts than were the
igaders to always engage the snemy themselves, More
impartantly, the leaders direct unit firepower to areas
where it is most needed.

Other duty positions which may preclude engagement are
radio-—-telephone operator (RTO), forward ohserver (FO), and
madicz. Moreover, breaks in firing by ather soldiers in
given duty positions are also essential. Ammunition
bearers, +or sxample, may have to pause in their +firing to
resunply the crew-served weapon they service. Several
respondents noted that leaders directed them to concentrate
on primary duties such as RTO rather than get ibvolved in
direct fire with their weapons. The leader needs his RTO
close by to facilitate rapid call far suppart or to relay
status to other slements. The RTO freguently acts as the

leader 's temporary representative when immediate duties

preclude the lzader +f+rom talking on the radie. The RTO,
therefore, must monitor incoming calls and respond in the
leader ‘s absence. Likewise, the forward observer ‘s primary
responsibility is to call for supporting indirect and
possibly air support fires.

Arother valid reason for failing to engage is the

imability to fire without hitting friendly persaonnel or

k)
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civilians, Twenty~four veteran respondents, 10% of those
maturning guestionnaires, cited cases wherz they could not
angage targets dﬁe to the danger of fratricide or possible
noncombatant injury. These situations cccuwrred in ail
environments, but comments involving contact in forest
tarrain when lead elements of a file received fire were
nutable for their frequency.

Datection aveidance is the final duty position or
assignment related reason for not engaging. Reasons for
avoiding detection may be =ither mizsicn related or
otherwise. Some leaders gave arders not to sngage the 2nemy
with direct fire when their wunits were in fire bases or
ather defensive positions at night. This is because the
2rnemy would perform reconnaissance by fire to determine
weapons positions and the trace aof the perimeter.- Thev
wouild fire into the position in hopes of causing American
soldiers te return fire. The compromised locations couwid
“hen be brought under a&tomatic weapons or indirect fire.
I the American wunit was not well-disciplined, such
~aconnalissance by fire would reveal the entire trace of the
marimeter to include the high value craw-served weapons
positions. Ernemvy commanders could then diract their attacks

agailnst the most vulnerable portions of the fmerican

£

detanse. American leadership countered thig tactic bv

ordering their men te hold their fire unless specific

conditions were metb. Threats were engaged using indirect




Fira, arenades, or glavmors mines.  Other legibimabts cases
in whiach the anamy was not engaged include friendly ambushes
whare thes snemvy was in strength too great for the ambush
position to sngage, long range reconnalssance patrols
LRRFs}, and observation posts (OFsg).

The line bhetween mission related reasons for not engaging
and other causes is a hazyvy one. Irr manv cases whether or
not a soldier should have or could have engaged was
situationally dazpendent. Examples include cases where a
zoldier did not return fire because he was pinned down by
2ramy fire. Thirtv—six {(193%4) of the respondents to the
vateran suwrvey had either personally experienced such a
sihuation or had witnessed another scldier in one. The-
situatio included hoth direct fire and other fires. In
many cases the soldier was incapable of returning fire (as
1n instances where soldiers were within base camps whils
under indirect fire and therefore could not sngage the
anemy ) or was undear such heavy fire as tao make such action
inpossible .,

Howevar. "ither zoldiers were "pinned down'" hy firz that
mav have posed little danger to them. The preeminent causa

of a soldier 1 @ returning fire in Vietnam was fear. Nearly

hal+ of the aran survey respondents had seen one or more
man not fire in a situation when he should have. Fraom that
group of men who hacd seen such an instance, 81.7% stated

’

that +fear ("the seoldier 'froze’ ") was a cause, by far the
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mpst commonly cited reasan for failure to firg 49,  Esing
pinrned down by fire may have been more a condition of
perceived danger than actual physical danger in some

instances.

In the case of Vietnam veterans, it was often fear of

being shot that caused Americans not to return +ire. I+
f2ar was the cause for not 2ngaging, it was freguently

hecause he was pinned down (and thus action on his part may

have rasulted in injury). Only 17 of 228 veteran
raspondents (7.5%) cited moral reasons as a cause of fellow
soldiers not firing.®*? Marshall also states fear was the
primary cause of failure to fire. However, his was fear of
arn antirely diffaerent natur=s. Marshall stated that fear of
physical harm was not the primary cause of World War II lack
of sngagement:

The failure of the average soldier to fire is

not {(author 's emphasis) in the main due to

conscious recognition of the fact that the

act of firing may entail increased exposure.

It is a rasult of a paralvsis which comes of

varying foarg.es
It i the moral domain that dominated the World War I1I
soldier’'s fears in Marshall ‘s study. He finds that western
averaion to killing precluded engagement by some men:

MHe is what his home, his religion, his

schooling, and the moral code and idesals of

his society have made him. The Army cannot

unmake him. It must reckon with ths fact
that he comes from a civilization in which
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aggression, connected with the taking of

lifa, is prohibited and uwnaccazptable...This

is his great handicap when he enters combat.

it stays his trigger finger even though he is

hardly conscious that it is a restraint upon

him, a3

Another reason for failing to engage is lack of a
visihle target. Many soldiers failed to fire because they
coulnd not see the enemy soldier (27 of 24@ or 11.3% of the
vaetaran respondents). There is a common thread in recent
studies here. Marshall noted the lack Di‘visible targets on
the World War II battlefield and the related failuwre of
soldiers to fire when no snemy are visually acquired.+®
Again, in Korea, Marshall obhserved in his ORO study that one
reason the soldiers did not engage is that they could not
see an enemy target and thought they should wait until they
could.=ss

Finally, 30 of the 248 (12.5%) veteran survey
respondents had either witnessed or personally experienced a
weapons maltunction during an engagement while in combat in
Vietnam. One veteran stated he had seen 8 fellow sguad
membars di= because of esarly model M1é& malfunctions.*® The
prroblems were blamed on either the inherent low quality of
the weapons (normally the M1i&) or failure to properly clean
the rifles.

There are two primary lessons to learn from these
weapons failures. First, at the institutional level, men

must be properly trained in weapons use and maintenance

29




betore geing into combat. This was nét always the cagse 1n
Viatram.*” Secondly, soldiers must clzan and maintaln their
weapons. Lzaders must ansure their subordinates maintain
their weapons. The affective infantry rifleman consists of
a man and his weapon. Both must be capable of enemy
engagement.,

Many other reasons were cited by veterans for their or
another 's nat having 2ngaged the enemy on one or more

occasions. A summary of such reasons is at Annex D.
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V. Implications for Training

It is immensely isportant that no soldiar, whatever
his rank, should wait far war to expose hian to those
aspects of active service that amaze and confuse hinm
ahen he first comes across then. I[f he has met then
once, thevy will begin to be familiar to him.*®

Carl vaon Clausewit:

Qn War

In combat situations, your desire to live oaverrides
your brain,*®

Veteran Survey #81

The results of this study are encouraging. More
Anerican soldiers engaged the enamy in combat than
historical studies would have led most to believe. Yet
there are men who did not fire when they should have.
Training did not .lwavs praperly prepare the American
soldier for combat in Vietnam. The remainder of this studv
looks at how the army can better train its men for futuwre
WAr 3.,

The final question on both the veteran and leader
suirvaevs askad the respondent to commert on "how the armed
sarvices can better train its soldiers to use their weapons
in combat". A synthesis ot these comments is at Annax E.

Respondents varied on their views toward basic
marlksmanship training, some reqarding it as good and stating

mare2 would be bhstter. 0Others found their rifls training
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1nadeguate. The latter grouwn s comments 211 into two broaag
categories: those perlaining to the weapons training
e@nvirenment and those regarding the weapons training itself.
Common to responses waz the ne=2d to instill in the soldiar
confidence in his weaponzs and weapons skills. Whether this
was on the range, in the classroom, or through the use of
raachion coursss, veterans saw the need for soldiers ta
helieve in their weapons and their abiiity to use these
weapeons. Studiss in the Korean War found such confidence
lacking. In one Korear study a third of the soldiers
interviawed belisved at least half of mewly arrived men
could not provide sffective support during their first
combat @engagement. 2 New soldiers thenselves lacked
contidence in their weapons. "Iin many cases the infanti-yman
seenad to have little confidence in his training and to have
been unfamiliar with the weapons assigned him for use in
combat,., ">t

Many veterans cited a need +or training in
enviranmental conditions better approximating actual combat
than those tha2y saw in basic combat training {(BCT) or
advancad individwal training (AIT). While manv of the
comnents were nonspecitic, such as "make training more liks
combat", others were clear in their advice. Several
soldiers recommended courses similar to police ranges where
the individual works throuwagh the "terrain" and engages

pop—up targets, Similarly, cthers felt training in Yquick

i4
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ill" techrmigues such as shooting from the hip wers
g#agsential in praoperly reacting to an ambush or meeting
engagemant, Thase courses were occasionally described in
great detail. Some recommendations included grenade
engagement and above-ground (sniper) targets in the courses
with a requirement for perindic refresher runs to retain
2ngagement skills. These courses not only train the seldier
in combat marksmanship, but also train him how teo 2ngage the
a2neamy.

Another commen recommendation was weapons training with
multiple weapans. The potential need to use another weapon
on the battlietield, or to take over +or a wounded unit
member, demanded that every soldier know how to use the +full
range of weapons he might encounter in combat.®2® Sevaral
respondants included enemy weapons in this cateqary;.athers
~accomended that ra2ar area as well as front line soldiers
receive the training. In future wars, it is likely that the
tront will be as poorly defined as it was in Vietnam. The
coming confiicts’ rear area battles will be won by soldiers
who can fight, regardless of Military Qccupational Specialty
MASY. They need to know how to use a full range of
friendly and snemy weapons, just as do their countarparts on
other parts of the battlefield. Additionally, all soldiers
need training in the maintanance of these weapons and the

ammunition they fivre.




Some soldiers stated that mora2 training while receiving
live firs was necessary. The risk to the trainee did not go
unnoticed, but the benefit aof having experienced fire in a
relatively sate environment was deemed worth the risk. One
respondent put it succinctly:

There could be more training with live

rounds. I know soldiers will get hurt and

killed in  this kind of training, but they

will be more ready to get into the fight. It

took & little while for new soldiers over

ther= to get the feel for cambet. Sometimes

they didn’'t live that long.S=

Adjustment to a new unit is traumatic in peacetime.
The new arrival to a unit suffers tremendous pressure in a
combat environment. Added to the stress of trying to
integrate one’'s self in a tightly bonded organization is
fear for ane’'s survival. Then comes the first enemv
contact. The sudden rush of violent noise and projectiles,.
varhaps the shock of seeing men maimed and killed, may
cverwhelm the recent arrival. I+ the sguad has recsived
several such men, their inability to react properly could
Jeopardize the entire unit’'s survival:

Mv experiesnce found that the basic reason +for

saldiers to fail to return enemy ire under

coambat was usually during their 1%t firefight

exprience and was mainly due to fear or the
unsure fz2eling of how to respond.®4
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There is a nead Lo expose these men to an appravimation
af these conditions before they reach combat. It is
possible through the use of live fire courses, artillervy and
grenads simulators, moulage kits and interchanging inambhers
of different RBCT sgquads. Froperly run courses such as hthese
would have few induries, many fewer than the participants
would suffer or cause in combat without the training.

Bazsic training failed some of é&merica’'s sarly Vietram
vaetarans. The Mis was a new weapon in the mid-19&60 s.
Soldiers were at times trained in the United States with the
Mid {(the predecessar to the M1&) only to receive a M1lé upon
arrival in Vietnam. On occasion, these soldiers never
received training with the new weapnon, but were expected to
teach themselves:

In 1966, during my basic training % also

during my AIT, the only weapon I saw or

handled was the M-14 rifle. On arrival in

Vietnam I was issued an M-16 rifle & was told

that it was easy to field strip % that I

would catch en. No instruction or zerroing in
was done.SS

Similarly,

I was trained...on the Mi4, then sant to V.N.
and handed a Mls6. I didn't know the +First
thing about the weapon, wasn’'t +told haow tao
fire or clean it . I wasn’'t even issued ammo
until I complained. I asked for directions
and was told to see my sergeant...being a Ffc
I wasn't going to bother a 1st Sgt. Qur
caonpany went out in the field 72 davs later
and that was that.Se




This was certainly mnot the norm in Vietnam. However, it
points to individual leader failures and belies a greater
probliem. No soldier should go into combat unless gualified
with his weapon. If weapons production precludes having
sufficient weapons for issue to both training centers and
combat units, then conduct training for new arrivals betfors
they go to their units in-country or issue tham the weapon
with which thsy trained. Rare were the inﬁtancesAin Vieznam
when the action was so intense as to preclude giving a man
time to receive weapons training at a central training
faciiity.

Finally, the American soldizr deserves trained
leadership. Good combat leadership is the ultimate combat
multiplier. It is the leader who trains his men when not in
contact and who gets the most from his wnit when in action.
The rifle2man, the machine gqunner, the grenadiar, and tneir
fellow soldiers on the battlefield are only egual to the sum
cf their strengths i¥ not under the direction of competent
leadership. It is the squad leader, the platcocon lsader, aind
those commanders at higher levels who must know the
capabilities of men arnd their weapons and mold them into a
synergistic whol=., Leaders must receive training that
permits them to win the engagements which make up the battle

victories neaded to win wars.
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VI Conclusions

{1} numerical combat data is contradictary and
cenfusing, and (2) it is very 2asy to draw erroneous
canclusions fraom such data.®7

Colonel T.N. Dupuy
Numbers, Predictions and War

Futurse wars may be quite unlike the last in terms of
environment, threat, ama other conditions. However, there
is little reasaon to belisve that the American soldier will
be any less prepared to sngage the enemy with small arms
direct fire than was his Vietnam counterpart. Methods aof
training are affectively the same. Army leaders are awarea
of the potential problem of failure to engage and thus are
likely to counteract it. Finally, the guality of teday’'s
soldier is very high. He learns well and responds well to
discipline. General Vuono, Chief of Staft of the Army,
states "Teday the soldiers in our Army are by every measure
the best ever,!"99

There are other aspects of this study which leaders
should consider before applying its results to their units.
The following commentsz address logical concerns and discuss
their impacts on study applicability to present training and
future combat.

First, percentage of soldiers participating in

engagements is not the same as volume of fire. A soldier
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may Fire otcasionally dwring a firafight and thus be one of
nany wino participated., but he may fail to put out enough
“ire to ihave anv detrimental effect on the phvsical or
pesvchological well-heing of the enemy. There is a
difference between the two, but few would argue that a unit
with ovar 880¥% of its men participating in an engagement
would fail to put out as near an effective volume of fire as
i3 poessible. Yet there is a danger in equating effective
volume of tire with effective +tire. & unit with poar fire
discipline, poor marksmanship, or poor leadership may put
out a tremendous volume of fire, little of which hits or
intimidates the eremy.

Secondly, veterans who responded to study
gquestionnaires left Vietnam from 15 to 22 years agao, some
longer. Comments reflected that a few had forgotten or had
difficulty remembering weapong nomenclatures or terms such
as “direct fire". Although the duration between experiences
and responses was considerable, the results should not have
suffered greatly. The guestionnaires did not ask for
exceptioral detail, but rather recall of basic information
and the giving of estimates. Errors of memory would tend to
fall on both the high and low sides of true values, and with
samples totaling nearly 00 reospondents, the averages can be
expected to be good approximatiors of reality. This
conclusion is supported by the similarity in values on like

questions appearing on the veteran and leader survevs.
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Third, measures 10 this study are the result ot a focus
an front line units {(the term 1s used in the collaoguial
sanse; Vietnam in many cases had no front lines in the
traditional meaning of the term). Application to other
units or units equipped with significantly diftferent weapons
systems (e.g. tank units) should include consideration of
the differences between those groups and the survey
raspondents.

Finally, while the participation of the American
soldier in Vietnam is very encouraging, leaders car not
become lax in their checking for fire participatiaon in
camipat. Although over 884 fired in engagements, half of the
veteran raspondents had seen a fellow soldier fail te fire
in those situations. Not all of those failures had
legitimate cauvses.

The real significance of this study is not that 80X or
more of a wnit in Vietnam fired its weapons. What is
=ritical is that the small arms-equipped American unit was a
force which was willing to engage the enemy. The tactics
wibh which the American é&rmy trains and fights rely on
riflemen puttinag out an effective volume of fire. The army
of today, like its Vietnam predecessor, must ensure it

trains those riflemen to fight and win.
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School of Advanced Military Studies

Dear Veteran:

I am conducting research on American fighting men
and their use of weapons in Vietnam. Enclosed are
a short survey and an envelope for the survey's return.

The questionnaire should take approximately 10-15
minutes to complete. No stamp is necessary in order
to return it; just put the completed survey in the
envelope provided and drop it in the mail.

I will use the results of the survey to analyze
the effectiveness of our training in preparing ground-based
personnel for combat. Your response assists me in
work I trust will benefit our men and women in uniform
in the years to come.

Please note that any reference to ''soldier" in
the survey refers to a member of any of the armed services,
regardless of rank.

Due to the suspense on research completion, I would
appreciate a prompt response. Thank you for your assistance.

Regpectf urs,- .—
”/Jéﬁ;"——j> ‘;,,,,~4'7“T7
g S A / J:,,,,,--

‘Major, U.S. Army

Enclosure
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INSTRUCTIONS: Fill in the blanks or check the appropriate
DOX A8 NBCBSEAry. If yvou desire to make comments on a
specitlc gueshion and insufficient space is available,
continue at tine end of the swvey or on additional sheets of
paper,. Flease specity which guestion you are ceontinuing by
putting the number of the guestion where the comment
started.

TMFORTANT FRELIMINARY CONDITION: I+ you were never
stationed in Southeast Asia duiring the Vietnam War, ar if
vou did not serve in a pasition where exposure to enemy
direct fire was possible, check the "Does not apply" block
below. You need not complete the remainder of the survey:
plz2ase put it irn the envelope provided and mail it. All
cther persons please continue with the remainder of the
FUNVEY .

{ 1 Does not apply

1Y With what unit(s) did you serve in Vietnam (e.g.
1718 Inf Bn, 1st In¥ Div)7?

———— — — - ——— v ot Saty o ey e T S e S S T VY v . vt A i S S S T - - 9

2) What was vyour MOS/job specialty (enlisted) or
branch (officer)?

o —— e S S S0 e T e St e ey ot gy S A T, o i Ve

3)  What job assignment(s) did youw hold while in
Vietrnam? ‘

4) When did you serve in Vietnam (e.g. June, 19463 -
June, 196607

e ot st o o o ot ot e - —— - i . S a t  at S St Fptn AoAE P T P S bt S M s ke S T Leaty ot
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g} How did vou enter the service prior to your
assignment to Vietnam?

L 1 Voluntary enlistment t 1 Dratted

&) Where did vou receive vour basic training (officers
give source of commission)?

L o e -V - — " Tt Yo vort S S B 57 W b Ut S Wy W el S S Gy W Sl o D et eirh S S A ek T P A oS asn M Y T o e

7y Where did vou receive vour advanced individual
training (enlisted onlw?

- — e . " S D S S W e . W GEA T SNt S L s ) s o Lk Pt WA . e e, AL G S S S D em . e S S hia St S

8 What was your primary direct fire weapon during
vour service in Vietnam®

1 Mis L 1 M2@3 L 1 Me@d L 1 .45 pistol

U 1 other {(please specify)

st W e 4 T SO S A TV O e S i TR O VR St Vs S ks 408D St

%) How many times during vour tour{s) in Vietnam did
vou fire your weapon to engage the enemy with direct fire?

ti1o £ 1 1-5 L 1 6-10 £ 3 11-15 C 1 1&6-20

L 1 more than 20 (please specify vour hest estimate: ___ )

18} Heow nany times were vouw in A life-threatening
situation dus to =snemy direct +fire?

T 19 L 1 1-5 C 1 6-10 L 1 1i-18 L 1 16-20

L 1 more than 2@ (please specify your best astimate: )




1) What percentage of the number of times that you
wera2 in the li+e-threatening situations described in
Juestion 19 did vou engag2 the enemy with vow direct fire
weapon? (Flace check mark ar X at your estimate)

L 1 I was never in such a situation

12) I+ there were times when you were in a
life~threatening situation and did not fire vour weapon,
what were your reasons for naot firing”?

£ 1 Does not apply { 1 Comments +ollow

— . i e s D S S et S T T W S S (vw S etk = M R T S V) S S SR et el G AL T S Y S el T G D Sytn e S S Vo e e e ¢

13 I+ you carried a Mlé or M203, what percentage of
the time did vou fire in the full automatic mode? (Flace
check mark or X at vour estimate)

L 31 did not carry either weapon

| S —— e ———

% 1@ 20 0 49 S@4 &0 7 80 79 100%

i4) I+ vou never engaged the enemy with your weapon.
why did vou not do so?

£ 1 never in a situatian £ 1 other (please explain}
where it was appropriate

s <t G G S BT S MR P S e S S B0 S S v (. T WS W S Y T S o, et St S LD Tt TR VR SO St St A Sy ok i e et e S0 Sy oy
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13) What tvpe of terrain were vou in when vou engagead
the enemv witn vour direct fire weapon? (Check all that

20p1 )
£ 1 I never engaged enemy L 1 jungle [ ] rice paddy
or apen area
€ 3 civilian built—-up L 1 fire base or military
area installation

L 1 other (please specify)

M VR B D S0 AL o TR v O i e G Sy S o . - — -

——_—— o — . 1 Lo S — T e S ot STTSY o e St T R W S e A e B S e

l&) Did vou ever see another soldier not fire his
weapan in combat when he should have?

L 1 Yes £ 1 No

17 Why do vou think hesthey failed to fire the
weapon (s)? (Check all that apply)

L 1 1 never saw such a situation
L 1 I don't know L ] f2ar (the saoldier “"froze™)

L 1 moral conviction L ] other (please explain)

A o T i v o —— T o e b VA ot L S ot e TR M el T W S S D Sy WO S ek S L g S e (O ot T e T A Saats O VO oot S0 S

et vt S . e s T S S o e W o o et o 2t i o i V4 T A res W ookt S Tt e Vet B U ey v rite o e W s 01

18) In situations where fellow saldiers should have
placed dirzct fire on the eremy with individual weapons,
what percentage normally did put out such tire? (Flace
check mark or X at your sstimate)

L 1 I never was in such a situation.

| mmmee ] mmrmn ) vmmn e v i | e l mcnemm e ) e o !
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1) In situations where fellow soldiers should have
placad direct fire on the enemy with craw—-served weapons,
what percentage normaily did put out such fire? (Flace
check mark or X at your agtinate)

£ 1 1 was never in such a situation

ORI DG JYICUNIURY [FIUUIROUNY [UNUIVUHPUI VUGG JUUNSINUIY IS U |

2% 18 20 30 40 S@%  s@ 70 =10 20 1@a%

22) What percentage of the soldiers in vour unit
reaularly wasted ammunition through poor fire discipline or
because they were "trigger happy"? (Flace check mark or X
at vour estimate)

| s et ——

@ 8@ 20  100%

2% 12 208 3 4@ S@% &0

wj =-

21) Do you have any suggestions/comments pertaining to
this guestionnaire? Conrtinue vour comments on the reverse
side or add sheets as necessarvy.

£ 1 No, I have no cocmments L 1 Yes, comments +tollow

22) Do vou have anv caomments on how the armed services
can bhetter train its soldiers to use their weapons in
combat? Continuwe vour comments on the reverse side or add
shaets a8 necessary.

L 1 No, I have no comments [ 1 Yes, comments follow
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September 14, 1987

School of Advanced Military Studies

Dear Sir:

The enclosed survey will assist in my research
done as a student in the School of Advanced Military
Studies. I would appreciate your taking the few
minutes necessary to respond and to write any
additional comments you may deem appropriate. The
envelope provided can be sent through the message
center to return the completed questionnaire.

This questionnaire pertains only to officers who
served as platoon leaders, company commanders, or in
equivalent positions in Vietnam. Please respond to
questions based on your experience while in those
positions.

Your anonymity is assured.. I have no need for
your address or name on the questionnaire.

Due to the suspense on research completion, I
would appreciate your responding as soon as possible.

Thank You.
Respectfully Yours,

(A
ssell W, Glenn

Major, Engineers
Student, School of Advanced
Military Studies
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INSTRUCTIONS: Fill in the blanks ar check the appropriate
box as nacessarvy. I+ vou desire to make comments on a
spacific question and insufficient space is available,
continpue at the end of the survey ar on additional sheetas of
paper. Flaase gspecify which guestion vou are continuing by
putting the number af the question where the comment
atartad.

IMPRCRTANT FRELIMINARY CONDRITION: I+ vyou were nevar

"gtationed in Southeast Asia during the Vietnam War, or if

vow did not serve in a position where exposure to enemy
direct fire was poessible, check the "Does not apply" hlock
balow. You need not complete the remainder of the survev:
please put it in the envelope provided and mail ikt. Al
other p=rsons please continue with the remainder of the
Furvay.,

[ 1 Does not apply

1Y With what uniti{s) did vou serve in Vietnam {(e.qg.
1718%h Int Battalion. 1st Inf Div)?
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3H What Jjob assignment(s) did vou hold while in
Viagtpnam?
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4) When did yvou serve in Vietnam (e.q. June, 1945 -
June, 19488607
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3) Did vow ever ses a soldier

not +fire his weapon in
combat when he should have?

L 1 I never saw a soldier in combat

e

{(Go to question 14)
L 7 Yes L 1 No

&Y Why do you thirk hesthey failed to fire the
weaponi(s!? (Check all that applwv)

L 1 I do not know { 1 fear (the soldier "froze")
£ 1 moral conviction [ 1 other (please explain)
7)

In situations where vour men should have placed
direct fire on the enemy with individual weapanz., what
percentage normally did put out such fire?
or X at vour estimate)

never saw my men in such a situation

8) In situwations where vow men should have placed
direct fire on the enemy with crew-served weapons, what

nercentage normally did put out such fire? (Flace checkmark
ar X at vour s2stimate)

never saw my men 1n such a situation

(Flace checkmark




F During engagement,

what percentage of fire can b=

expacted from a normal body of well-trained infantry under

average conditions of combat?

egtimate)

[ 71 do not know

{(Flace checkmark or X at your

1@ What tvpe of terrain was vow unit in when vou
angaged the engmy with direct fire weapons? (Check all that

apply?

L 1 My unit never engaged
the enemy with direct
fire

L 1 civilian built-up
araa

L 1 junale L ] rice paddyv
o gpen arasa

£ 1 fire base aor military
installation

[ 1 other (please specify)

o . e . A G U G . S — — = Sy 4o " Siale toma ek AR ey EP SV b i dagen S st et
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11} How many times did vou see your men in a
life—threatening situation due to enemy direct +ire?

L 1 I never saw my men in such a situation
(Bo to gquestien 13)

£ 12 L 31 1-5 L 1 6-10 L 1 11-13 L 1 1lo-2@

L 1 more than 22 (please specify vour bhest estimate: ___ )

12y While in the life-threatz=ning situation(s)
described in gquestion 11, what percentage of your men
engaged the =2nemy with their direct fire weapons at least
once during each such situation 7 (Flace a checkmark or X
ak yvour sstimate)

e oo | s e s | it s sV e e v Vo et s s | s ety s ey
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L3Y  What percentage of the soldiers in vour unit
regularly wasted amnunition through poor fire discipline cr
because they wers "trigger happy"? {(Flace checkmark aor X
abt vyour estimats)

1
1

@% 19 Z0 I8 43 Sa% &0 78 80 @ 12e%

— |t s e |t o g e Y et vt

14) Do yeou have any suggestions/comments pertaining to
this guastionnairs? Continue comments on reverse side o
add sheets as necessarvy.

-

1 Ne, I hnave no comments L ] Yes, comments follow

12} Do vou have any comments on how the armea servicss
can better train its soldiers to use their weapons in
cambat? Continue comments on reverse side or add sheets as
NecCesSsary.

[ 7 Mo, I have no comments [ 1 Yes, comments follow
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I. Verbal Cescription of Analvtical
Method and Calculations

Data from both the veteran and leader surveys were
analvzed using the SPSSX Information Analysis System and
manually executed hvpothesis tests. This annex includes
data analyses for survey guestions addressed in the main
body of this paper: data for questions not discussed in the
main text are sxcluded.

The auwthor used two sample populations in cbtaining his
data. The wveteran survey population consisted of Vietnam
vaterans who were members of the lst Cavalry Division
Association. From this group, selected combat units were
chosen and S00 names taken from the resultant list. The .
response rate for this survey was 3S2.5S4. The second
sopulation included lieutenant colonels and colonels on
active duty who were stationed at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas
at the time o+ the survey (latz summer and early fall,
1287). The population included only thpose individuals who
mNad served as either a platoon lesader, company commander, or
both in the Vietnam War. Sixty-three surveys were sent.

The response rate for this leader survey was 735.0%.

Some demographic data for both the veteran and leader
surveys were limited to one computer data entry. Veterans
who had served with more than one unit had only one entry
imput for unit, normally the first response listed in the
survey, Likewise, individuals with multiole training
locations for BCT, AIT, or officer traiming had only one
location entered (normally the first listedd.- Many soldiers
in the veteran survey had served in several duty positions
(e.qg. rifleman, squad leader, platoon sergeant). Only one
duty entry per respondent was entered for analysis. I+ the
individual had served in a leadership position, his entry =o
notad. Otherwise the duty position entrvy was entered in the
manner which appeared most appropriate (based on time in a
pagsition or other factors).

Fertinent data analyses for guestions from both survevs
foliaws. Additionally, Takle C-1 summarizes the results of
4 bhypothesis tests.

C=2




vable C-1: Comparison of Individual and Crew-served Fire
Fercentages for Veteranm and Lsader Survevs

Hypothesis (Ha) Significance Result

Uvr = Uue .23 Reject He and conclude
means are not equal

Uer = Ule . DS Reject Ha and conclude
means are not eqgual

Uor = Ucs ‘ .05 Fail to Reject He and
conclude means are equal

Uve = ULe . @5 Reject Ha and conclude

means are not equal

where Uu:r is mean percentage of soldiers armed with
individual weapons who fired their weapons at the enemv.
Data from veteran survey responses (reference veteran survey
guestion #18) '

where Uve is mean percentage of soldiers armed with
Zraw-sarved weapons who fired their weapons at the enemy.
Data from veteran survaey responses (reference veteran survey
question #19)

PRI
.
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where ULrx is mean percentage of soldiers armed with
individual weapons who fired their weapons at the enemv.
Daka from l2ader survey responses (reference leader survey
gquestion #7)

whers U.c is mean percentage of soldiers armed with
crew-~sarved weapons who fired their weapons at the enemvy.
Data from leader survey responses {(reference leader survey
guesticn #8)

s Lt 00 s o e e e et s o o S i MR S iy O e Lot T S ool i ik W S e 4D il St Sy T M iy D e S e . e A8 G ey A A S G Ve ot S e 00 L e Ao o b Tmet




Hvoothesis test results reflect a statistically
significant difference between percentage of fire put out by
souldiers armed with individual and crew-served weapons.
Howaver, although the differences between the two groups of
saldiers are statistically significant, the values are close
2nough that the impact of such a difference on the
battleftield is minimal.

Comparison of the mean values for percentage of fire
frrom soldiers sguipped with individual weapans between the
two surveys shows no significant difference. Comparison of
the means for crew-served equipped soldiers shows the leader
survey mean to be higher. Therefore, the mean percentage
for crew-served squipped soldiers may be slightly higher
than the veteran suwvey value. However, the median values
for individual and crew—-served percentages are identical +or
both surveys (20.0% for individual weapons and 95.8% for
crew-served weapons). The author considers the median as a
better measure of the center of data for these guestions.

Cmd




1I. Demographic Data - Veteran Survey
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UNIT UNIT OF SERVICE IN 1 CAV
VALID cumM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
OTHER/NO RESFONSE ? 29 12.1 12.1 12.1
1/7 CAV 1 25 10.4 10.4 22,
2/7 CAV 2 25 10.4 10.4 32.
5/7 CAV 3 9 3.7 3.7 36.7
1/8 CAV 4 22 9.2 9.2 4%5.9
2/8 CAV 5 25 10.4 10.4 55.3
1/12 CAV & 21 8.8 8.8 65.0
2/12 CAV 7 30 12.5 12.5 77.3
1/9 CAV B 32 13.3 13.3 90.8
2/5 CAV 9 12 5.0 5.0 95.8
1/5 CAV 10 9 3.7 3.7 99.6
BDE/DIV STAFF 11 1 .4 .4 100.2
TOTAL 240 120.0 100.0
VALID CASES 249 MISSING CASES )
BRANCH BRANCH
VAL ID CuM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
INF 1 171 71.2 74.0 74.0
MEDIC 2 11 4.6 4.8 78.8
AVIATION 3 10 4.2 4.3 83.1
ARMOR 4 2 .8 .9 84.0
FA 5 11 4.5 4.8 88.7
ADMIN & 18 7.5 7.8 96.5
RTO/SIGNAL 7 8 3.3 3.5 100.9
0 9 3.7 MISSING
TOTAL 240 102.0 100.0
VALID CASES 231 MISSING CASES 9
DUTY POSITION
VALID CuM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
EM—COMBAT 1 70 29.2 30.4 3. 4
EM-S@D LDR OR PSG 2 62 25.8 27.0 57.4
EM-NON DF/NON COMBAT 3 46 19.2 20.0 77.4
OFFICER 3 26 10.8 11.3 88.7
EM - AVIATION & 8 3.3 3.5 92.2
OFF - AVIATION 7 5 2.1 2.2 94.3
WO - AVIATION 8 & 2.5 2.6 97.0
EM - MACHINEGUNNER 9 7 2.9 3.0 100.0
@ 10 4.2 MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 120.2
'VALID CASES 230 MISSING CASES 10
C=6




PERIOD1

VALUE

19465 OR
! 1966 OR
L 1967 OR
1968 OR
1969 OR
1970 OR
1971 @R
1972

1964-65

PERIOD2

VALUE

1966
1967
1948
1969
1970
1971
1972

OR
oR
ORrR
OR
oR
OR

FIRST OR ONLY TOUR

LABEL

1965-64
1966-67
1967-68
1968-469
1969-70
1970-71
1971-2

OR BEFORE

VALID CASES 240
SECOND TUOUR

LABEL

1966-67
1967-68
1968-49
19469-70
1970-71
1971-2

WALID CASES 35

PERIODS

VALUE

1968 OR
1970 @R
1971 OR

THIRD TOUR

LABEL

1968-469
197@-71
19712

VALID CASES a8

PERIQD4

VALUE

FOURTH TQUR

LABEL

19649 OR 1969-70

1971 @R

1971-2

VALID CASES 2

VALID cuM
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
1 31 12.9 12.9 12.9
2 37 15.4 15.4 2B.3
3 40 16.7 16.7 45.0
4 a4 22.5 22.95 67.5
< =1} 20.8 20.8 88.3
é 21 8.8 8.8 97.1
7 2 .8 .8 7.9
8 1 4 .4 8.3
? 4 1.7 1.7 100.0
TOTAL 240 190.2 100.@
MISSING CASES a .
VALID CuM
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
2 2 .8 S.7 5.7
3 é 2.5 17.1 22.9
4 2 .8 S.7 28.4
5 ? 3.7 25.7 54.3
A 11 4.6 Si.4 85.7
7 4 1.7 11.4 7.1
8 1. <4 2.9 100.0
") 205 85.4 MISSING
TOTAL . 240 100.@ 100.0
MISSING CASES 205
VALID CumM
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
4 1 <4 12.5 12,
& 3 1.3 37.5 S50.4
7 4 1.7 50.0 100.0
2 232 96.7 MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 100.0
MISSING CASES 232
VALID CuM
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
S 1 .4 Sa.e S50.0
7 1 .4 50.0 100.@
2 238 9.2 MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 100.0
MISSING CASES 238
C=T




VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT

VOLUNTEER ] 129 53.8 54,2 53.2

DRAFTEE 1 109 45.4 45.8 100.0@
9 2 .8  MISSING
TOTAL 249 100.0 100.0
VAL1D CASES 238 MISSING CASES 2
BASIC LOC OF BASIC TNG/SOURCE OF COMM
vaLlD CuM

 VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
FORT CAMPBELL e 20 8.3 8.5 8.5
FORT BENNING 1 15 &.3 b.4 14.8
FORT POLK 2 18 7.5 7.6 22.%
FORT ORD 3 11 4.6 4.7 27.1
FORT DIX 4 25 1@.4 10. 6 37.7
CAMP CHAFEE s 1 .4 .4 38.1
FORT KNOX & 22 9.2 9.3 47.5
FORT JACKSON 8 18 7.5 7.6 5.1
FORT LEWIS 9 14 5.8 5.9 1.0
FORT GORDON 10 11 4.8 4.7 5.7
FORT WOLTERS, TX 11 2 .8 .8 &b.5
FT LEONARDWOOD 12 25 10.4 10.6 77.1
FORT BL1SS 14 12 5.0 s.1 82.2
FORT SILL 16 1 .4 .4 82.6
SHEFPARD FIELD, TX 18 1 .4 .4 83.1
KEESLER FIELD, MISS 22 1 .4 .4 83.5%
FORT HOOD 23 1 .4 .4 83.9
FORT BRAGG o 7 2.9 3.0 B&.9

1 FORT CARSON 27 3 1.3 1.3 88. 1

| COMM IN RES 5% 1 .4 .4 88. 6

‘ DIRECT COMM &6 2 .8 .8 89.4

g ocs 77 16 6.7 6.8 96.2
ROTC 88 7 2.9 3.0 99.2

i usMa 99 2 .8 .8 100.0

, 44 4 1.7 MISSING

)

’ TOTAL 240 100.0 120.0

VALID CASES

)
“
[+

MISSING CASES 4
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AIT LOCATION OF AIT

VALUE LABEL

FORT CAMPBELL
FORT BENNING
FORT POLK

FORT ORD

FORT DIX

FORT KNOX

FORT SAM HOUSTON
FORT JACKSON
FORT LEWIS

FORT GORDON

FT LEONARDWODD
FORT BLISS

FORT EUSTIS

FORT SILL

FORT LEE

SCOTT FIELD, ILL
FORT RUCKER

FORT MCCLELLAN
FORT HOOD
ABERDEEN

FORT BRAGG

TAMP HOLABIRD, MD
FORT CARSON

FORT MONMOUTH
NR

VALID CASES

12
#J

VALUE

VONO BUN-E

TOTAL

VALID CuM
FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
1 ) 4 -4
S 2.1 2.2 2.8
58 z24.2 25.3 27.9
24 10.0 18.5 3I8.4
10 2 4.4 42.8
17 4.2 4.4 47.2
9 3.7 3.9 S1.1
146 &.7 7.0 58.1
13 Q.4 5.7 63.8
19 7.9 8.3 72.1
2 .8 9 2.9
b .4 .4 73.4
2 .8 9 74.2
8 3.3 3.5 777
3 1.3 1.3 79!Q
1 -4 .4 79.5.
4 1.7 1.7 81.2
8 3.3 3.9 84.7
1 .4 .4 85.2
2 .8 .9 86.0
1 .4 4 8&.5
1 4 .4 B86.%9
2 .8 .9 87.8
1 .4 -4 88.2
27 11.3 11.8 100.0
11 4.6 MISSING
2402 100.02 120.0

MISSING CASES

c=9

11




e

- -

SN -
- TR B e e A e W e A e A B m

TERJUNG TYPE CF TERRAIN - JUNGLE

4 VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY FERCENT PERCENT
DID NOT FIGHT IN %) 28 10.8 10.8
FOQUGHT IN i 214 89.2 a87.2
TOTAL 240 i00.0 100.0
VALID CASES 249 MISSING CASES a
TEROFEN TYPE OF TERRAIN - FADDY OR OFEN
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
DID NOT FIGHT IN 2 64 26.7 206.7
FOUGHT IN 1 176 73.3 73.3
TOTAL 240 120.0 109.0
VALID CASES 240 MISSING CASES Q
TERRILT TYFE OF TERRAIN - CIV BUILT-UP
VALID
VALUE LAREL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
DID NQT FIGHT IN " 161 &7.1 67.1
FOUGHT 1IN 1 79 32.9 2.
TOTAL 240 100.02 106@.0
VAL ID CASES 24@ MISSING CASES a
TERMIL TYPE TERR - MIL INSTIL OR FIREBASE
vVAaLID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
DID NOT FIGHT IN @ 79 32.9 32.9
FOUGHT IN 1 161 67.1 67.1
TOTAL 240 100.0 100.0@
VALID CASES 240 MISSING CASES a
TERQTHR TYFE OF TERRAIN - OTHER
VAL.ID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FRERUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
0ID NUT FIGHT IN a 174 72.5 72.5
FOUGHT IN 1 66 27.5 27.95
TOTAL 240 100.0 190.0
VALID CASES 240 MISSING CASES Q@
C-10

cum
PERCENT

10.8
100.0

Cum
PERCENT

26.7
100.2

Cum
FERCENT

&7.1
100.2

cum
FERCENT

-
3J2.

100.0

CumM
FERCENT

72.5
100.0




WEAPON1 WEAPON CARRIED
vaL1D CuM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
M1&/15 a 205 a%5.4 85.8 85.8
203 1 1 A 4 86.2
Mo 2 15 &.3 6.3 2.5
.45 3 & 2.5 2.5 95.0
OTHER 4 7 2.9 2.9 97.9
SHOTGUN é& 3 1.3 1.3 ?9.2
M79 7 2 .8 .8 100.0
9 1 4 MISSING
TOTAL 2402 100.@ 1002.9
vaLID CASES 239 MISSING CASES 1
WEAPONZ ADDITIONAL WEAPON (SECOND) CARRIED
VALID cuM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
M203 1 4 1.7 4,3 4.3
Mo 2 41 17.1 43. & 47.9
.45 3 28 11.7 29.8 77.7
OTHER 4 1@ 4.2 18.6 88.3
M14 S 4 1.7 4.3 2.6
SHOTGUN & 2 .8 2.1 94.7
M79 7 S 2.1 . 8.3 10@.2
9 146 60.8 MISSING
TOTAL 24@ 100.9 100.0
VALID CASES 4 MISSING CASES 146
WEAFONS ADD1TIONAL WEAPON (THIRD) CARRIED
VALID cum
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT FERCENT
M&d 2 3 1.3 7.5 7.5
.49 3 13 5.4 32. 40.9
OTHER 4 12 5.0 30.0 70.0
Mia S 1 <4 2.9 72.5
SHOTGUN & 2 .8 5.0 77.5
M79 7 9 3.7 22. 100.@
9 20Q 83.3 MISSING
TOTAL 240 102.0 100.8
VALID CASES 40 MISSING CASES 200
WEAPON4 ADDITIONAL WEAFPON (FOURTH) CARRIED
VALID cum
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
.45 3 L -4 7.1 Tel
OTHER 4 4 1.7 28.6 35.7
Ml4 S i -4 7.1 42.9
SHOTGUN & 2 .8 134.3 57.1
M79 7 6 2.5 42.9 100.@
Q 22 4.2 MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 120.0
VAL ID CASES 14 226

MISSING CASES
C=11
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III.
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UNIT1 "UNIT OR FIRST UNIT
VALID cunM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
181 DIV 2 8 18.6 18.6 27.9
251D 3 3 7.0 7.0 34.9
173BDE 4 3 7.0 7.0 41.9
AMERICAL S 2 4.7 4.7 446.5
1 CAV DIV & 8 18.6 18.6 65.1
1-44 ADA 9 1 2.3 2.3 67.4
41D 10 4 ?.3 9.3 786.7
198BDE 11 1 2.3 2.3 79.1
82 DIV 12 1 2.3 2.3 81.4
91D 13 2 4,7 4.7 B6.0
7/17 CAV 15 1 2.3 2.3 88.4
231D la 1 2.3 2.3 90.7
169 EN BN 17 1 2.3 2.3 ?3.0@
46 EN BN 18 1 2.3 2.3 95.3
1/5@82 INF 19 1 2.3 2.3 7.7
2/39 INF 20 1 2.3 2.3 120.0
TOTAL 43 100.0@ 100.0
VAaLID CASES 43 MISSING CASES @
UNITZ2 SECOND UNIT
 VALID cumM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
131 DIV 2 2 4.7 28.6 28. 4
251D 3 1 2.3 14,3 42.9
173BDE 4 2 4.7 28.6 71.4
7 CAV 7 1 2.3 14.3 85.7
S SP GRP 14 1 2.3 14.3 100.0
Q 36 835.7 MISSING
TOTAL 43 12@.0 100.0
VALID CASES 7 MISSING CASES 3é
UNIT3 THIRD UNIT
VAL ID CuM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT FPERCENT
1 CAV DIV & 1 2.3 100.0 120.0
2 42 7.7 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 1 MISSING CASES 42
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BRANCH

VALUE LABEL

INFANTRY
ARMOR
ADA

ENGINEERS
FIELD ARTILLERY

VALID CASES

PLTLDR

VALUE LABEL

HELD POSITION
NOT IN POSITION

VALID CASES

COCDR

VALUE LABEL

HELD POSITION
NOT IN POSITION

VALID CASES

43

43

VALID
VALUE FREGUENCY FERCENT PERCENT
1 30 69.8 &9.8
2 S 11.6 11.6
3 2 4.7 4.7
4 S 11.6 11.6
S 1 2.3 2.3
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
MISSING CASES (7}
VALID
VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
1 23 a8.1 S8.1
2 18 41.9 41.9
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
MISSING CASES @
VALID
VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
1 30 4&9.8 69.8
2 13 30.2 30.2
TOTAL 43 100.0 102.0

MISSING CASES

Cc-14

cum
FERCENT

&?.8
81.4
86.0
7.7
100.0

CumM
PERCENT

8.1
108.0

cum
FERCENT

69.8
120.0




!
TOQURL PERIOD OF FIRST OR ONLY TOUR
VALID CuM

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
1965 OR 1945~6 1 3 7.0 7.0 7.0
1966 OR 1966~7 2 S 11.4 11.6 i8.é
19647 OR 1947-8 3 8 18.4 18.6 37.2
1968 DR 1948-9 4 ) 14.9 14.0 51.2
19469 OR 1969-70 S 7 16.3 16.3 &7.4
1970 OR 1970-1 6 8 18.4& i8.6 86.0
1971 OR 1971-2 7 & 14.Q 14.0 100.@

TATAL 43 1@28.9 102¢.9
VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASES @
TOURZ SECOND TOUR
VAL ID CuM

VALUE L ABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
1968 OR 1968-9 4 3 7.@ 7.0 7.9
1969 OR 1969-70 S 6 14.9 14.0 20.9
1970 OR 1970-1 6 3 7.0 7.0 27.9
1971 OR 1971-2 7 4 ?.3 ?.3 37.2
NO SECOND TOUR 9 27 &2.8 62.8 100.0

TOTAL 43 122.0 1090.0

VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASES a
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TERJUNGL TERRAIN-JUNGILE

VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
FOUGHT IN 1 34 7.1 87.2
DID NOT FIGHT IN 2 S 11.6 12.8
2 4 ?.3 MISSING
TOTAL 43 12@.02 108.0
VALID CASES 39 MISSING CASES 9
TEROFN TERRAIN-PADDY OR OPEN
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
FOUGHT IN 1 28 65.1 71.8
DID NOT FIGHT IN 2 11 25.6 28.2
2 4 - 9.3 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.2
VAL ID CASES 39 MISSING CASES 4
TERBUILT TERRAIN-CIV BUILTUF
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
FOUGHT ' IN 1 11 25.6 28.2
DID NOT FIGHT IN 2 28 65.1 71.8
2 4 9.3 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 1090.0
VAL ID CASES 39 MISSING CASES 4
TERINSTL TERRAIN-MILINSL/FIREBASE
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FRERUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
FOUGHT 1IN 1 26 60.53 &6.7
DID NOT FIGHT IN 2 13 30.2 33.3
@ 4 9.3 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 37 MISSING CASES 4
TERROTHR TERRAIN-OTHER
. VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FRERUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
FOUGHT IN 1 8 18.6 20.5
DID NOT FIGHT IN 2 31 72. 1 79.5
e 4 9.3 MISSING
TaTAL 43 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 39 MISSING CASES 4
c-16.

CuMm
PERCENT

87.2
120.0

cum
PERCENT

71.8
1828.0

CumM
PERCENT

28.2
10@.0@

cumM
PERCENT

&6.7
100.9

CumM
PERCENT

20.5
100.0
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Fersonal Actions - Veteran Survey

=17




_—'

ENGAGENGC NO. TIMES ENGAGED ENEMY WITH DIRECT FIRE

vaLip CuM
VALUE LABREL VALUE FREDUENCY PERCENT FERCENT PERCENT
NEVER "] ? 3.7 3.7 3.7
1 TO S TIMES 3.20 30 12. 12.5 16.3
& TO 1@ TIMES 8.00 27 11.3 11.3 27.95
11 TO 1S TIMES 13.00 27 11.3 11.3 8.7
16 TO 2@ TIMES 18.00 g4 22.9 22.5 61.2
21 TO 10@ TIMES 21.00 79 32.9 32.9 94.2
MORE THAN 188 TIMES 121.00 14 S.8 S.8 120.0
TOTAL 240 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 240 MISSING CASES @
C=18




LFTHRNO NQ. TIMES

VALUE LABREL

NEVER

1 TO 5 TIMES

& TO 1@ TIMES
11 TO 15 TIMES
16 TO 20 TIMES
21 TO 10@ TIMES

VALID CASES
PCLFTHR

VALUE LABEL

OUT OF RANGE

MEAN 67.733
MODE 10@.000
KURTOSIS
5 E SKEW

MAXIMUM

VALID CASES

MORE THAN 1@@ TIMES

-. 4663

100.000

IN LIFE-THREATENING SIT

% TIME ENGAGED IN LF THREAT SIT

C-~19

VALID cuM
VALUE FRTQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
2 2 .8 .8 .8
3. 00 29 12.1 12.1 13.0
8. 20 38 15.8 15.9 28.9
13.00 28 11.7 11.7 40. 6
18.00 73 I0. 4 30.5 71.1
21.00 &5 27.1 27.2 98. 3
121.00 4 1.7 1.7 108.0
1 .4  MISSING
TOTAL 24@°  100.0 100.0
MISSING CASES 1
VALID CuM
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
Q 3 1.3 1.3 1.3
5 11 4.5 4.7 6.0
10 9 3.7 3.9 9.9
15 7 2.9 3.0 12.9
=0 6 2.5 2.6 15.5
25 4 1.7 1.7 17.2
30 2 .8 .9 18.1
35 4 1.7 1.7 19.8
20 5 2.1 2.2 22.
a5 2 .8 .9 22.8
5 14 5.8 6.0 28.9
S5 10 3.2 4.3 33.2
60 S 2.1 2.2 35.3
65 8 3.3 3.4 38.8
70 9 3.7 3.9 42.7
75 16 6.7 6.9 49.5
80 17 7.1 7.3 S6.9
85 13 5.4 5.6 62.5
99 16 6.7 6.9 69.4
95 30 12.5 12.9 82.3
99 1 .4 .4 82.8
100 32 16.7 17.2 100.0
8 3.3 MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 100.0
STD ERR 2.054 MEDIAN 80.000
STD DEV 31.284 VARIANCE 978.473
S E KURT 1.992 SKEWNESS -.797
RANGE 100. 200 MINIMUM )
SUM 15714.000
MISSING CASES 8




V.

Engagement Observations - Leader Survey
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E LFTHRNO NO. TIMES ﬂEN IN LIFE~THREATENING SIT

vaLip cum
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY FERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
1 TO 5 TIMES 3.00 & 14.0@ 14.@ 14.0
& TO 1@ TIMES 8.00 12 7.9 27.9 41.9
11 TO 15 TIMES 13.00 3 7.9 7.0 48.8
16 TO 20 TIMES 18.00 S 11.6 11.6 &0.5
21 TO 1@0 TIMES 21.00 12 27.9 27.9 88.4
MORE THAN 100 TIMES 121.00 S 11.6 11.6 100.0
TOTAL 43 100.0Q 100.2
VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASES %)
PCFRTH % MEN WHO FIRED IN LIFE-THREAT SIT
VAL.ID cuM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
4Q 2 4.7 S.4 S.4
45 4 ?.3 10.8 16.2
SQ 1 2.3 2.7 18.9
(1" 2 4.7 S.4 24.3
&3 2 4.7 S.4 29.7
70 4 9.3 10.8 4Q0.5
75 1 2.3 2.7 43.2
80 2 4.7 S.4 48.46
85 2 4.7 S.4 S4.1
9 &6 14.0 16.2 7@.3
?5 7 16.3 18.% 8%.2
98 1 2.3 2.7 1.9
120 S 7.0 8.1 100.0
QUT OF RANGE 6 14.0 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.9 120.0
MEAN 76.973 STD ERR 3.252 MEDIAN 85.000
MODE ?5.000 STD DEV 19.780 VARIANCE 391.249
KURTOSIS -.990 S E KURT 1.958 SKEWNESS -. 625
S E SKEW . 388 RANGE &0. 000 MINIMUM 42.000
MAX IMUM 100.000 SUM 2848.000
VALID CASES 37 MISSING CASES 6
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NORMPC

NORMAL 4 FIRED

VALUE LABEL

OUT OF RANGE

MEAN 76.419
MODE 50.000
KURTQOSIS -.242
S E SKEW <421
MAX IMUM 100. 000
VAL ID CASES 31

VALID CuM
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT FERCENT PERCENT
30 1 2.3 3.2 3.2
1] 4 ?.3 12.9 16.1
&0 1 2.3 3.2 19.4
&5 4 9.3 12.9 32.3
70 3 7.0 ?.7 41.9
75 1 2.3 3.2 45.2
78 1 2.3 3.2 48.4
80 2 4.7 &.5 54.8
85 3 7.0 .7 64.35
0 3 7.2 9.7 74.2
3 1 2.3 3.2 77.4
S 4 9.3 12.9 3.3
98 1 2.3 3.2 3.5
100 2 4.7 &.5 100.2
12 27.9 MISSING
TaTAL 43 120.0 120.0
STD ERR S. 263 MEDIAN 8@.0a0
STD DEV 18.165 VARIANCE 329.985
S E KURT 1.952 SKEWNESS -.448
RANGE 70.00a MINIMUM 30.000
SuUM 23469. 000

MISSING CASES 12
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VII

Engagement Fercentage - Individual versus Crew-served
Weapons Use by Fellow Unit Members
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PCINDFR Z WITH IND DF WPNS WHO FIRED

VALID CUM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY FPERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
Q 3 1.3 1.4 1.4
1 1 .4 .5 1.9
5 4 1.7 1.9 3.7
10 3 1.3 1.4 5.1
15 2 .8 .9 6.0
20 4 1.7 1.9 7.9
30 1 .4 .5 8.4
40 5 2.1 2.3 190.7
50 2 .8 .9 11.6
60 2 .8 .9 12.46
65 2 .8 .9 13.5
70 5 2.1 2.3 15.8
75 5 2.1 2.3 18.1
80 25 10. 4 11.6 29.8
8% 19 7.9 8.8 38.6
: %0 30 12.5% 14.0 52.6
I 95 56 23.3 26.0 78.6
| 98 1 .4 .5 79.1
; 99 1 .4 .5 79.5
100 44 18.3 2.5 100.0
OUT OF RANGE 25 18.4 MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 100.0
MEAN 2.316 STD ERR 1.699 MED IAN ?0.0200
MODE 95. 200 STD DEV 24.918 VARIANCE 620. 700
KURTOS1S 3.493 S E KURT 1.991 SKEWNESS -2.142
S E SKEW .166 RANGE 100.0200 MINIMUM @
; MAX IMUM 100. 202 suM | 17498.000
]
' VALID CASES 215 MISSING CASES 25
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PCCREW % WITH CREW-SRVD WPNS WHO FIRED

VALUE LABEL

QUT OF RANGE

MEAN 86.798
MODE 100. 000
KURTOSIS 6.4634
S E SKEW - 173
MAX IMUM 100. 200
VALID CASES 193

@

S
i@
20
35
45
se
1=
S7
70
75

85
88
90
95
98
99

100

TOTAL

STD ERR
STD DEV
S E KURT
RANGE

VALID cum
VALUE FREQUENCY FERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
2 .8 1.0 1.0
2 .8 1.0 2.1
2 .8 1.9 3.1
2 .8 1.0 4.1
1 .4 .- 4.7
1 4 9 S.2
7 2.9 3.6 8.8
1 4 - 9.3
1 .4 3 9.8
8 3.3 4.1 14.0
7 2.9 S.6 17.6
? 3.7 4.7 22.3
12 5.0 6.2 28.5
1 .4 S 29.0
21 8.8 10.9 39.9
51 21.3 26.4 66.3
3 1.3 1.6 &7.9
2 .8 1.0 68.9
&2 2.0 31.1 100.0
47 19.6 MISSING
240 196.@ 100.0
1.501 MEDIAN 95.000
20.847 VAR1ANCE 434,600
1.999 SKEWNESS -2.597
108. 060 MINIMUM 2
16752.000

SumM

MISSING CASES 47
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INDFC % IND WPNS WHICH FIRED

VALID CuUM
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENY PERCENY
35 1 2.3 2.8 2.8
45 1 2.3 2.8 S.6
S50 1 2.3 2.8 8.3
S35 1 2.3 2.8 11.1
&0 2 4.7 S.6 16.7
7@ 2 4.7 S.6 22.2
75 3 7.0 8.3 30.46
80 2 4.7 S.6 36.1
85 2 4.7 S.6 41.7
70 S 11.6 13.9 95.6
93 1 2.3 2.8 98.3
] & 14.0 16.7 75.@
I8 1 2.3 2.8 77.8
99 1 2.3 2.8 B8@.é6
100 7 16.3 19.4 100.0
CUT OF RANGE 7 15.3 MISSING
TOTAL 43 122.0 100.0
MEAN 83.611 STD ERR 2.946 MELCIAN 70.0G2
MORE 100@. 000 STD DEV 17.4673 VARIANCE 312.416
KURTCSIE .610 S E KURT 1.957 SKEWNESS -1.198
§ E SKEW « 393 RANGE 65.000 MINIMUM 35.000
MAX TMUM 10@. 000 SuM 3010.000
VALID CASES 36 MISSING CASES 7
CREWPC % CREW-SERVED WHICH FIRED
VALID CuM
VALLE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT
=17 1 2.3 2.7 2.7
6% 1 2.3 2.7 S.4
80 S 11.6 13.5 18.9
as T3 7.0 8.1 27.0
Y@ 7 16.3 18.9 45.9
Qs 7 16.3 18.9 64.9
98 1 2.3 2.7 67.6
100 12 27.9 32.4 100.0
OuUT OF RANGE & 14.0 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.@ 100.@
MEAN 92.892 STD ERR 1.778 MEDIAN 95.000
MODE 100.270 STD DEV 10.814 VARIANCE 116.932°
KURTOSIS 4.910 S E KURT 1.958 SKEWNESS ~1.925
S E SKEW . 388 RANGE S50.e22 MIMIMUM 59.000
MAX IMUM 120.220 SuM 3363.000
VALID CASES 37 MILSING CASES 6
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VII. Observations and Explanations — Fellow Unit Members not
Engaging Enemy
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S

BUDNOFR ANODTHER EVER NOT FIRE WHEN SHOULD?

VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
YES ) 120 50. @ 50. 4
NO 1 118 49.2 49.6
9 2 .8  MISSING
TOTAL 240 122. @ 100.0
VALID CASES 238 MISSING CASES 2
WHYDNK WHY OTHER DID NOT FIRE - DO NOT KNOW
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY FERCENT PERCENT
NOT REASON/NEVER SAW @ 215 89.6 4.3
YES, A REASON 1 3 S. 4 5.7
9 12 5.@ MISSING
TOTAL 249 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 228 MISSING CASES 12
WHYFEAR  WHY OTHER DID NOT FIRE - FEAR
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY FPERCENT PERCENT
NOT REASON/NEVER ESAW 2 130 54.2 57.2
YES, A REASON 1 98 30.8 43.0
9 12 5.0 MISSING
TOTAL 240 10@.0 100. 0
VALID CASES 22 MISSING CASES 12
WHYMORL  WHY OTHER DID NOT FIRE - MORAL REASONS
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
NOT REASON/NEVER SAW @ 211 87.9 92.5
YES, A REASON 1 17 7.1 7.5
9 12 5.8 MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 100. 0
VALID CASES 22 MISSING CASES 12
WHYOTHR  WHY OTHER DID NOT FIRE - OTHER REASONS
VALID
VALUE LAEEL VALUE FREQUENCY FERCENT PERCENT
NOT REASON/NEVER SAW 2 174 72.5 76.3
YES, A REASON 1 54 22.5 23.7
9 12 5.2  MISSING
TOTAL 240 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 226 MISSING CASES 12
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>5a. 4
100.@

cum
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94.3
100.0
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PERCENT

S57.0
1900.0

Cum
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2.9

100. 0

CUM
FERCENT

7&-3
100.0




SEENOFR

SOLDIER NOT FIRE WHEN SHOULD?

VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
YES 1 22 51.2 51.2
NO 2 18 41.9 41.9
NA 3 3 7.0 7.0
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASES @
WHYDNK WHYNOTF IRE~DNK
VAL ID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
NOT A REASON ] 23 53.5 95.8
YES, A REASON 1 1 2.3 4.2
3 19 44,2 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 24 MISSING CASES 19
WHYFEAR  WHYNOTFIRE-FEAR
. VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
NOT A REASON ) 13 30.2 54,2
YES, A REASON 1 11 25.6 45.8
3 19 44.2 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
vaLID CASES 24 MISSING CASES 19
WHYMORL  WHYNOTFIRE-MORAL
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
NOT A REASON 2 23 53.5 95.8
YES, A REASON 1 | 2.3 4.2
3 19 43.2 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 24 MISSING CASES 19
WHYOTHR  WHYNOTFIRE-OTHER
VALID
VALUE LABEL VALUE FREGUENCY PERCENT PERCENT
NOT A REASON ) 8 18. 6 33.3
YES, A REASON 1 16 37.2 66,7
3 19 44,2 MISSING
TOTAL 43 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES 24 MISSING CASES 19
C=29
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ANnex D: Reasons for not firing weapon during engagement

Statements are syntheses of reasons cited by respondents for
why they themselves did not fire, other soldiers did not
fire, or beth. Values following statements are the total
number of times such a statement appeared. The table
includes all reasons cited I or more times and selected
ra2asons cited omce or twice.

Survey
Reason Veteran Leader.

Incoming small arms, indirect weapons,
or other +ire suppressed ability to

raturn fire ar was fired by enemyv who
could not be angaged by return direct

'Fir‘e----------------n----l---n-----n-------\-‘é

Weapon malfinctioNeseesancasenssesasunassanncs

Did not want to expose position
{includes duty on long range

reconai ssance patrol, listening
post, aobservation post, and ambush)
Also includes duty in night position
with orders not to fire direct fire
weapon as engagement would reveal

location.aeianuuanscenuassnananansasannnnnns 27

Did not know whers enemy was/no
visible target.ie i ieannencacnnannnnannene 11

Friendly forces or civilians in line

OF Tl @uuuuesavusuesvaonssavunannnnsnasncenasd

Leader of unit performing other duties.....19

-

Medic performing dutieS.iiceecccasuacasansenalld
RKTO performing dubtiesS.c.csiarerecnvnnnansannan??

Soldier confused or did not recognize
d\":‘\;‘\ger-llllul-lllllllll--.IIIII.IIIICIIIIHOQHQB

FO performing dutyY.ieccaersasscnasvanansonsnnssans

Souldiers performing other mission

related tasks (e.g. passing ammunition,
resupplying machine gun, advisor,
photographer ) ..o e ceessssarscannssnsnanecnsns

&)

Ranm out of ammunition ... it snosnusonnsonanaes

D-1
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Survey
n, Veteran __ _ Leader
Conserving ammunition.issiicinenscanncencssned
Consciaentious objector..ccccescncsncsnnsannnnac
Used other means to engage enemy
{(e.g. artillery, helicopter fire,
tactical air, bavonet, claymore mines,
GreonadeS) ccacanasennvansansasanssnsnsnnnaneed
"Shart-timer" would not expose himself......3
Changing pesitionsrunning o COVEr.iieuneasesd
Under influence of drugSeeecececnsnsnnasnananad
Improper training.secescusssaassannnnssnsnnesnd
Wounded, could nct return fireceaenncccnnnnsed

In anNo £ire T0MNBucintscscunnsssuncsonananceseed

In helicopter as crew or with doors

ClDSEd----------.--.-...-----......-.--...--x.

Did not want to attract enemy fire.cccacnanas

(&

Did not fire at woman in spite of
her being armed...ccicacncvecssuenseasnnsannssal

Saw enemy for first time, asked
it he should fire. Subsequently was
too late respond. cvcissvecvasaunasusnanansnansenl

Doing maintenance work while protected
by infantry soldiers. cicieeeasnnncnnnssnnnwsl

Attempted to get enemy to surrender....ceooes 1
and was killed in attempt




Annex E: Training recommendations and commants $rom vetaeran
and leader survevs

The follawing are syntheses of training suggestions and
comments from veteran and leader survey respondents. Values
following statements are the total number of times such a
statement appeared. The table includes all suggestions
cited 2 ar more times and selected suggestions cited once.

Survey
Suggestion Veteran = L=

T i i Pt

Stress basic marksmanship training
andsor fire disciplinGeciessnacusnnsnnnntaneedd

i

Train with U.S. weapons other than

sersanal weapon (include training

Wwith sSnemy WeaponNS)eviessscunsasanannssnans 2217 (7)
Train in more than waapons use

{@.g. map reading, czall for artillery

i y tactics, patrolling, target
loca'tion)I.lIlIl‘ll.lil.!l‘llIIlIII'IIIl..IIIl'-;"

Train in similar terrain/environment.......oa1d 3
Train leadersS..ccsiiusensssnnsnsnnannanncssnnsll 3
Train in "quick kill" technigques {(e.g. hip

shooting!, use pop-up targets/reaction

drllls:"‘live 'Fil"E.‘ CDL'.IFSESVA--nnn-.-----.---nnn-il ~t
Stress weapens and ammunition maintenance....l19

Train as a unity; use sguad drills..cieceenana? g
Training as given Was goo0dicw e ssnusscvsannssa?

Usae combat veterans as trainefr Secaccesunavseaned

Simulate or actually fire at personnel
AUuring Erainingecieceanesaseacasosuscsannnanens

!
i

Train with proper weapoen in basic and AIT
{this comment primarily from soldiers trained
with Mi4 in BCT or AIT and issued

Mi& upon arrival in Vietnam) s ceecnennennead

Include mental przparation for combat in
weapans and other training.ieicseevesecnscnusnees

Stress importance of keeping fire low when

putting out high volume of fire (properly

train to use grazing fire).iceuecscanacnsannaad
E~1




Suggestion

Restrict or do not use full
AUEOMALIC FirBucevanneacaananncvannunnsnsnsna

Train more in methods to clear a weapons

jam/train to clear weapeong jam in low
visibilitv or when blindfolded..csscsnncanes

Bettaer train rear area soldiers in weapons
T useshow toc put out suppressive fir.i.iaesases

Use more refresher training for units or
newly arrived soldierSeicssncsccsscanaasnnns

Replace units, not individuals/use COHORT.

Train moresproperly for night combat.......
Use known distance FANGPS e aeosssnasnnassscvense
Use MILES. . aneincieaannecttonnnasnsnnasaane
Train in enamy soldier identification......

Use more rounds in qualifying/weapons
trainingll'l.l‘II-.I.IIII-‘II..I‘I...Il...l

Teach soldiers to beat enemy, not fear him.

Persons changing assignments (coming from
rear ar=2a Jjobs) should receive refresher

‘;I.l"\‘".\il'ling---.--.-----.---------.-------n.---

Train in proper actions when front of
column receives fire (do not fire to
front and hit friendlieS)acacsccsccnnnnncans

Train to engage targets at greater ranges..
Train to engage immeciately so as to

gain initiative, then go to ground and
seeh: Caver W 8 % 32 m & a W e 9 B U B A B WSS e S SN e S e

E-2
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Survey
Vataran

11.4
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* JFC Fuller. The Generalship of Ulysses §. Brant.

Bloomingten, Indiana: Indiana University Fress, 1958, p.
199.

= Paddy Griffith. Farward into Battles Fighting Tactics
from Waterleoo to Vietnam. Strettington, Great Britain:

e e A e oS s i 1+ e 4 it S oA

Arntony Bired, 1981, p. 10.

= Soviet Military Power. US Gavernment Frinting Office:
Washington, D.C., 1987, p. 2.

4 Avrahan Adan. 0On_the Banks of the Suez. Fresidio Press:
Novato, California, 1988, p. 4&8.

2 8.L.A. Marshall. Men Against Fire: The Problem of Battle
Command in Future War. Glouster, Massachusetts: FPeter
Smith, 1978, p. S4. Hereafter cited as Men Apainst Fire.

¢ S.L.A. Marshall. Commentary On Infantry Operations and
Weapons Usage in Korea, Winter of 1950-51. Report completed
under Department of the Army contract by the Operations
Research Office, The Johns Hopkins University, October 27,
1951, p. 39. Hereafter cited as Korea.

7 CANE: Combined Arms_in a Nuclear/Chemical Environment,
Force Development Testing and Experimentation, Summary
Evalyation Rgport., Phase 1. Unpublished report from the
U.s. Army Chemical School, Fort McClellan, Alabama, March,
1984, p. 1-3. The above study was conducted by CDEC. CDEC
caomputer tapess for this and other studies may provide data
on the percentge of fire put out by soldiers in control
groups. Such data could provide a theaoretical "ceiling®
value for the maximum percentage of soldiers whe fire at the
anemy with their weapons during an engagement. CDEC uses
the Real Time Casualty Assessment System (RTCA) to obtain
data. RTCA inveolves a MILES-like weapons system and
ground-based sensors/transmitters which allow analysts to
determine who firsed a weapon and who (if anyone) was struck
by the "shot". (The previous information regarding CDREC was
obtained in a telephonic interview with LTC. Macchiaroli,
Chiet, Plans DRivision, Directorate of Test and
Experimentation, CDEC, Fort Ord, California on 25 September
1987.) The National Training Center (NTC) currently has a
viary limited capability to determine such fire data for same
crew—sarved weapons systems. No capability teo obtain
similar data on the individual rifleman exists at NTC.

® Men Against Fire, p. 34,
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® This guotation is taken from lst Cavalry Division
Asgociation survey raesponse number 2?5, Origianl suwrvey
responses are in pogsession of the auwthor. Extracts from
1t Cavalry Division Association survey responses are
hersafter cited as Survay.

1® Men Against Fire, p. 54.

1 Men Against Fire, p. 7. Marshall discriminated between
heavy weapons (foar example the BAR and flamethrower) and the
standard intantry rifle. He noted that operators of heavy
weapons were more likely to sngage the enemy than were
rifla2men hecause of the increased responsibility inherent in
heing assigned those weapons (Men _Against Fire, p.76).
Squads in Vietnam normally had no heavy individual weapons.
The M&E@ machinequn, & crew—-zerved weapon, was organic to
infantry platoons and many other units. The M&@ was the
Vistnam eguivalent to Marshall 's heavy weapon due to its
sustained volume of fire and the key role it plaved in small
wnit actions. David Rowland (see footnate 1%9) also uses the
machinegun to compare the output of fire from soldiers
aquippad with rifles and heavier weapons. His findings
support Marshall 's assertion that heavy weapons operatoaors
fire more than riflemen in engagements (Rowland, p.38).

12 Men Against Fire, p. 71.

=¥ Men Against Fire, p. 78.

14 Men Against Fire, p. 79 and Korea, p. S9.
13 Korea., p. S.

16 Lisutenant Colonel Roy E. Mocore. "Shoot, Soldier'"
Infantrv _Jouwrnal. Volume LVI, No. 4 (December, 12435): 21.

17 Lieutenant Colonel John E. kelly. "Shoot, Soldier,
Shoot." Infantry Journal. Volume LVIII, No. 1| (January,
19441 47,

1® Robert L. Weislogel and John C. Flanagan. The Job of the
Combat Infantryman. Revised and rewritten by Suzanne B.
Billingsley.  Report completed under Department of the Army
contract by the Operations Ressarch Jf+ice, The Johns
Hopkins University, September 18, 1953, p. 43.

1® David Rowland. "Assessments of Combat Degradation".

Studies. Volume 131, No. 2 (June, 1986): 43. Cited as
Rowl and.
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2@ | iputenant Colonel Romie L. Brownlee and Lieutenant
Colonel William J. Mullen, Changing An Army: HAn Qral
Hdistory of General William E, DePuy. Carlisle Barracks,
Pannsvivania: U.S. Military History Institute, p. 1560.

21 Rager J. Spiller. "S.L.A. Marshall and the Ratio of
Fire". Unpublished article dated September 35, 1987, pb. 7.
Dr. Spiller has done considerable research on S.L.A.
Marshall and his ratio of fire. He has found no evidence
that Marshall ever specifically asked soldiers whether they
a#ngaged the enemy with a weapon. While Marshall could base
Mig ratio of fire estimate on his persanal experiences, the
value apparently is not the result of a formal research
aftfort.

22 Ardant Du Ficq. BRattle Studieg: Ancignt and Modern
Battle. Trans. Colonel John N. Greely and Major Robert C.
Cotton. Harrisburg, Fennsvlvania: The Military Service
fublishing Company, 1244, p. 8. Her=atter cited as Battls
Studies.

== Men Against Fire, p. 353.

=4 Major BGensral H.T. Sibeorne. Waterlos bLetters. London:
Cassell and Co., Limited, 1891, p. ii—-xi.

=9 Rattle Stuwdizs., p. S-8.

=26 2. L.A. Marshall. Island Victory. Washington, D.C.:
Infantry Jowrnal—-Fenquin Booksa, 1944, p. 104.

=7 3.L.4A. Marshall. The Fields of Bambog. The Dial Fress:

New Yaork, p. 2.

=® Samual A. Stouffer et al. The American Soldier:

Adiuwstment During Army Life. FPrinceton, New Jersey:
Frinceton University Press, 1949, p. 21.

=% SQowrces of bias in any survey are unavoidable. Several

potential sgources of bias exist in the veteran survey. For
example, the sample caonsists of veterans who are members ot
a volunteer organization; it is arguable that only those
with a certain predisposition toward their military service
would join a service-related organization. Secondly, it is
likely that these responding to the survey have different
attitudes on the issue than thaose who receive guestionnaires
and do not respond. Rias does not negate survey +findings,

but those applying survey findings must be conscious of bias
effects.

=@ Men Against Fire, p. S0.

Endnotes-3




Il Qurvay #27.

32 The median, like the mean or average, meazures the centar
of data. The median is the middle value in a set of values
when that set has an odd number of values. I+ the set has
an aven number 0of values, the median is the sum of the two
middle values divided by 2. The median is frequently a
better measure of tne center than is the mean because it
compensatas for outliers which can shift the nean and give a
miglaading value. For erxample, if a set of values contains .
(1,88,95,97,%9), the mean {(average) is 7éy the median is 99.
The maan may not reflect the true character of the sample
beacause 2+ the outlier "1"., The median reflects the data’'s .
high wvalue character. In this stuwdv, several respondants
rapliad to the veteran survey guestions regarding the
percentage of soldiers with a given type of weapon who
retuwrned fire (#18 and #19) with a @ or very small value.
While they may have done so intentionally, it may be that
they misr2ad the gquestiocn and answered at the wrong end of
the scale. In any case, the few very law values result in a
lower value for the mnean than would be the case were they
missings mast respondents r~eplied with a high value.

Marshall 's ratio of fire, as he describes it, is a
mean. Thus the author uses means to give a legitimate
comparison. Where applicable he also states the median. It
is the latter which the author finds to be the more accurate
measure of the percentage of nen who fired their weapons
under the conditions specified in each gquestion.

== The results aof guestion #12 +rom the leader survey may be
low. The scale upon which respondents marked their answers
was shifted to the left. For consistency, the authaor
tabulated all values as though the scale were in its proper
lacation, 2.g. the third vertical mark on the scalea was
recorded as 20%, as it wouwld have heen had the scale been in
propar alignment. The only exceptions were when the
respondent specified a value in which case the written value
was used. The shifted scale is shown below. The survay in
Annex B is a corrected version.

| RN, RN | ! ' ] [ - t ] -

bl 18 =0 3e 49 S@% &0 7@ g0 70 1@0% )

=4 Men_Auainst Fire, p. 55. 1

=3 A gingle value for the percentage of men who fired in the
given situation, regardless of weapon, could theorstically
be determined by taking the number of individual and
craw-served weapons per squad or platoon and finding a
welghted average based on Tahles of Organization and
Equipment (TOXE) quantiites. However, many units in
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Vietnam did neot arm themselves par TOXE. They had euxtra
craw-sarved weapons, weapoeons not authorized under TORE, or
other modifications which unit members determined would aive
tham firepower hetter swited to their missions.
fdditionally, all units do not have identical TQ%Es. Such a
zaloulation would ther fore be misleading.

Se Additionally, American ground forces often did not have
the initiative at the start of enemy contacts. Lewy cites a
192467 DOD Svystems Analvsis Dffice study which states "The
VC/NVA started the shooting in over F@% of the the

company—sizad fire fights." He further states "The great
majority aof all ground battles were at the enemy’'s choice of
time, place, tyvpe and duration." Guenter lLewy. America in

Vigtnam. Oxford University Press: New York, 1978, p. BZ.

37 Men Agqainst Fire, p. 97.

=2 Men Against Fire, p. 7&.

S® See annex C for hypothesis tests on the equality af the
means for individual and crew-served weapons sngagement.

4® The leader survey value for this measure iz 45.8%4.
4l The leader survey valus for this measure is 4.2%,
Men_ Against Firs, p. 71.

4= Men_Against Fire, p. 78.

Teer——

an

Men Against Fire, p. 48.

43 Korea, p. &l.

44 Survey #245, Only 240 survey responses wers analvsed
using the SFES software although several more were receilved,
Several suwrvevs were not included in the analvsis due to
their not being applicable (e.qg. raspondent had not served
in Vietrnam? or because ths responses within a sinagle survey
wera highly contradictory.

47 Coverage of this issue comes later in the paper. The
primary shoartcoming which should have been avoidable was the
training of soldiers in the United States with Ml4s only to
have them arrive in Vietnam and imnediately be issued Mlés,
a weapon some had never used.

4® Carl von Clausewitz. On War., Ed. and Trans. by Michael

Howard and FPeter Paret. Frinceton, New Jersey: FPrinceton
University Fress, 1976, p. 122,
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AT Survay #31.

9% E.M. Donavan. Use of Infantry Weapons and Equipment in
korea. Report completed under Department of the Army
contract by the Operations Research Office, The Johns
Hopkins University, August, 19523, p. 31l. Hereatter cited as
Donovan.

31 Donovan, p. 28.

¥= Donovan found that Korean War American officer veterans
also believed that the American soldier should have training
in more than his basic weapon. 0OFf 16 officers queried, “12
thought that all infantry troops should have some training
on ail infantry company weapons." Three of the four
remaining officers felt the men should receive training in
two or three weapons. The remaining officer thought that
all but rifle training should be done atter a soldier
arrived in his unit. Donovan, p. 83-4,

B3 Survey #5.

=4 Survey #1145

o8 Survey #886

& Survey #22&

37 Colonel T.N. Depuy. Numbers, Predictions and War: Using
History to Evaluate Combat Factors and Predict the Qutcome

of Battles. New York: The Bobbs—-Merrill Company., Inc.,
1979, p. 6.

=® General Carl E. Vuono. "The Dvnamics of Combat
Readipess." Army. Volume 37, No.1@ {(October, 1987): 22.
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