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I)ecentraalized
- Command

TmnslatingTheoryIntoPractice
Lieutenant Colonel James

m—

M. Dubik, US Army

Unit commanders want to be able to allow their units
to operate with a minimal amount of interference.
Units that train this way during peacetime pe~orm
well when faced with combat situations. The author
oflers his views on what it takes for a unit command-
er to use a decentralized method of command suc-
cessfully. He lists and explains jive conditions that
must be present before this can happen.
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M ILITWY leaders who read Carl von Clau-
sewitz’s On War are reminded over and

over again that combat requires them to take de-
cisive action under the extreme conditions of
uncertainty, fear, primordial violence, danger,
emotion and fiction. In fact, one of the purposes
for writing On War was to present a theory of war
that would educate and guide future military
leaders. To this end, Clausewitz lists, in the chap-
ter titled “On Militzuy Genius,” those traits a
military leader should develop to prepare for ex-
ecuting his duties under combat conditions.
Courage, strength of body and soul, powers of in-
tellect, decisiveness, intuition, strength and
presence of mind, fortitude of mind and charac-
ter, strength of will, energy, staunchness, endur-
ance, selkontrol, balance, stability, consisten-
cy, firmness, openness to other points of view,
imagination, unity and power of judgment, vi-
sion-Clausewitz describes each in detail and
explains why, given the context in which the
leader must judge, decide and act, the leader
ought to develop that trait. 1 Nowhere, however,
does Clausewitz discuss what the conditions of
combat require of organizations.

This oversight is an important one because
not only do individual leaders decide and act, so
do organizations. Therefore, the natural ques-
tion that arises is thkx How should a leader struc-
ture his organization so that it will act effixtively
in the conditions of combat? To this end, the
concept of decentralized command is most help-
fhl because it recognizes that commandem must
not only develop themselves but also their sub-
ordinate leaders and units. The decentralized
command concept views leadership and training
activities as a whole-a collective means leading
to one goal-a unit capable of winning in the
conditions of combat.

However, to develop a unit capable of using a
decentralized method of command takes time,
effort and a specific environment in which to
flourish. A decentralized method of command
cannot be adopted simply by doctrinal decree or
by simple command directive. 2 “It is not enough
to allow subordinate commanders wide latitude
and then demand that they fill it with their ini-

Commanders must understand
that to command and control their
units using a decentralized approach
requires a training and education
process, a common outlook, mutual
trust and a uniform perspective in tac-
tical operations . . . . Field commanders
have the responsibility to reinforce,
clarify and demonstrate how to properly
use what his subordinates have learned
in the school system. Several leader
development forums must be estab-
lished and synchronized.

tiative,” according to Martin van Creveld, for “to
do so they must first be properly trained and then
provided with the right organizatioml means.”3
Commanders must understand that to com-
mand and control their units using a decentral-
ized approach requires a training and education
process, a common outlook, mutual trust and a
uniform perspective in tactical operations.4
Thus, Richard Simpkin in Ruce to the Stif’t re”
minds those who wish to develop this kind of
command method in their units that “the root
of directive control lies in the sharing of ideas
and interpretations by minds well–attuned to
one another . . . . The be-all and end-all . . . is mu-
tual trust and respect.”5

This article will identifi those preconditions
that must exist before a commander at any level
can use a decentralized method of command suc-
cessfidly. For purposes of fbcus, however, this ar-
ticle will use the battalion as its model. Specifi-
cally, for a battalion commander to use a
decentralized method of command successfldly,
the following preconditions must exist:

. Battalion leaders-fi-om platoon sergeant
up-must have a common approach to analyz-
ing and solving tactical problems.

. The battalion staff and subordinate units
down to squad level must execute their assigned
tasks quickly and to standard.

● Leaders must be proficient in making
decisions, acting and using initiative withirz
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Usin a multiechelon approach
1!to OPDS, t e commander-who, as a

general rule, should be the primary
instructor for most OPD session-can

conve his thought process, explain
rhis ntent, describe his approach,

correct misunderstandings or problems
or sustain strengths in such away as

to communicate with each leader
at his particular level and to meet the

specific leader and organizational
needs of the battalion.

the battalion commander’s intent.
● The leaders and soldiers in that battalion

must trust and respect one another.
. The battalion must use the same modus

operandi in garrison, as well as the field.
As is always the case, however, a commander

cannot stop at academic injunctions. He must
ask more specific “how-to” questions. For ex-
ample, “What constitutes proper training and
education?” What are the “right organizational
means”? How does one create a “common out-
look,” a “uniform pmpective” and “mutual trust
and respect”? How does one “attune minds”?
Further, once asked, a commander must:

. Use the answers as goals in the training
of his unit and its leaders.

. Then develop and execute logical,
achievable means to these ends.

If the five preconditions listed above do not al-
ready exist, then it becomes the commander’s re-
sponsibility to create the environment in which
these preconditions can arise. This role-the
commander as creator of an environment-+xm-
not be overemphasized. The preconditions re-
quired for decentralized command do not result
horn spontaneous generation. They are VW& by
the efforts of the commander through his leader-
ship and training programs.

Leaders of the Battalion
A common approach to analyzing and solv-

ing tactical problems is a must from platoon
sergeant up.

Why platoon sergeant? Because, as a battalion
commander, your intent must be understood and
acted upon two levels down, the platoon, and
the platoon sergeant advises the platwn leader
and acts as the platoon leader when the former
is absent or becomes a casualty.

Platoon sergeants and above, then, must
share in the common approach a battalion com-
mander seeks to develop, the basis of which

mmanders cannot assumemust be doctrinal. Co
that leadem are thoroughly trained by service
schools. Field commanders have the responsi-
bility to reinforce, clarifi and demonstrate how
to properly use what his subordinates have
learned in the school system. Several leader de-
velopment forurns must be established and syn-
chronized.

Of&erprof=ionaldevelopment (OPD).
Too often commanders do not get from this
program all that they can. Part of the reason is
that the sessions are ofien held with all oficers
present, with a poor junior officer detailed to
present a class on “the attack,” for example. A
different approach seems possible, one that more
narrowly aims at specific strata within a battal-
ion’s officer corps. Using this approach, a battal-

der could conduct an OPD for theion comman
lieutenants, company commander tactical semi-
nars, staff OPDS, field grade discussions, as well
as the standard “everyone together” classes. This
approach offers major advantages:

. Content can be tailored and packaged for
a specific audience. Lieutenants, for example,
need a ditlerent level of specificity than do field
grade officers; company commanders are inter-
ested in different aspects of a particular issue or
tactical maneuver than are platoon Ieadem, field
grade officers ofien need less background infor-
mation and can handle a higher level of abstrac-
tion.

. The commander can address different
issues with each group. It may well be, for ex-
ample, that as a whole, the lieutenants in the
battalion are weak in one area, the company
commande~ require sustainment reinforcement
in a second are: and
discuss a third issue.

field grade oflcers must
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while an] NCO program . . . is run (and quite properly so) by the battalion’s com-
mand sergeant major, the contents must be synchronized with those of the officer’s
program in an important way—both programs must be mission-essential task list
related. The contents of both programs must come from a common analysis.

Using a multiechelon approach to OPDS, the
commander-who, as a general rule, should be
the primary instructor for most OPD sessions-
can convey his thought process, explain his in-
tent, describe his approach, correct misunder-
standings or problems or sustain strengths in
such a way as to communicate with each leader
at his particular level and to meet the specific
leader and organizational needs of the battalion.
Below is charted one possible example of this
approach in action.

Of course, this kind of approach takes time.
The program depicted would require six separate

—Third Quarter Fiscal Year 1990-
LieutenantOPD

OPD(all)

Commanders’
TacticalSeminar
Field Grade
Program

Conduct of search and attack at platoon
level; supervising precombat inspections

Occupying defensive positions;
operating with the commander’s intent

AAR Company EXEVAL missions—
defense, movement to contact and raid

Read Passion for Exce//enceby
Thomas J. Peters and Nancy K. Austin;
Supervising staff planning

sessions during a three–month period. However,
this disadvantage speaks to priority. We all know
that we make time f& those items we consider
important.

A noncommissioned officer (NCO) pro-
gram. While this program is run (and quite
properly so) by the battalion’s command ser-
geant major (CSM), the contents must be syn-
chronized with those of the o~lcer’s program in
an important way—both programs must be
mission+mential task list (METL) related. The
contents of both pro~arns must come from a
common analysis. Subjects f(w leader devek>p-
ment classes can come from tasks completed-
leader, collective or individual—that need
either sustainment or improvement, or they
may be chosen because of training that is com-
ing up in the fhture. Again, I suggest a multilevel
approach. The first level is one that finds the
battalion CSM talking only to first sergeants
( lSGTS); the second, the CSM teaching all
platoon sergeants; the third, company 1SGTS
heading up squad leaders.
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The battalion’s leaders should
come together to discuss a particular

issue-an after-action review brief b
a unit just returning from the NT/!

or JRTC and a discussion of leadership
prior to the arrival of a new COHORT

package are two exampies that
immediately come to mind. These

sessions are aiso op ortunities for a
t’commander to bu Id that common

approach to probiem soiving necessary
for decentralized command.

Why emphasize the battalion commander
and CSM doing so much instruction? First, two
of the important reasons for conducting OPDS
and NCODPS are to convey intent that is two
levels down and to develop a common mind-set.
The easiest way is to have the commander and
CSM, themselves, convey the information. Sec-
ond, rather than ask why they should be the pri-
mary instructors, I ask why not? The battalion
commander and the CSM are the unit’s most
senior offker and NCO, the most experienced
leadets in the battalion. Each should be sharing
his experiences and lessons learned (positive and
negative) with his subordinates. Tw often we
think that our subordinates will “pick up what
we mean by watching what we do.” Not so.
Learning rarely takes place implicitly. If a com-
mander or CSM wants his subordinates to learn
a particular task, he must set up the conditions
for that learning to take place-explicitly.

One might think that such a program is too
centralized and contrary to US Army Field Man-
ual (FM) 25–100, Truining the Force. Quite the
opposite. The subject matter for the OPDS,
NCODPS and the LDPs (leader development
programs) to be discussed below areas bottom–
driven as topdriven. During each level’s train-
ing meeting, leaders ought to identify those
items they think should be discussed in the pro-
fessional development forums and at which level
would be the most appropriate. In this way, the
subjects discussed will be linked to a METL
task-individual, collective or leader. This input

is then added to the assessment that the battal-
ion commander and CSM have made. The re-
sult is the fiil topic list.

Leader development Ofien it is the case
that all the battalion’s leaders should come to-
gether to discuss a particular issue—an after–
action review (AAR) brief by a unit just retur-
ningfrom the National Tmining Center (NTC),
Fort Irwin, California, or Joint Readiness Tmin-
ing Center (JRTC), Little Rock Air Force Base
and Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, and a discussion of
leadership prior to the arrival of a new CO-
HORT (cohesion, operational readiness and
training) package are two examples that imme-
diately come to mind. These sessions are also
opportunities for a commander to build that
common approach to problem solving necessary
for decentralized command.

As important as leader development is, anoth-
er very effective way to develop and retiorce a
common approach to solving tactical problems
is on-site coaching. Talking to platoon leaden
and company commanders during a planning
phase; using the preoperational backbrief as
another teaching opportunity; issuing operation
orders (OPORDS) in a field location overlooking
the ground on which you will fight; and partici-
pating in AARs, not to present a critique, but
to teach+ach is a chance for a battalion com-
mander to press home his ultimate objective of
getting all his subordinates’ problem-solving
methods attuned to one another. In short, the
battalion commander and his CSM should be al-
ways in the “teaching mode.”

Professional development and on-site teach-
ing are not the only ways in which a commander
can build commonality of problem solving in his
unit. Readings, training meetings and leader
briefbacks all constitute other very useful oppor-
tunities. Commanders can assign military
theory, history or biography readings-the data
base of our profession-in conjunction with a
professional development class or as a separate
assignment to spec~lc o~lcers or groups. The
battalion training meeting-in either the assess-
ment phase, guidance for upcoming training or
discussion of leadership—provides another
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officers conducting
-.

teaching platform. Finally, the commander can
create opportunities when he backbriefs his bat-
talion’s leaders afier his quarterly training brief to
the commanding general, following a major op-
eration, training exercise, deployment or any
other significant events in the unit’s life.

Before proceeding to the second precondition,
one caution must be expressed. That is, the de-
sire to develop a common approach among the
leaders of a battalion to solving tactical problems
must not translate into rigid thinking. The result
cannot be a unit that has one technique that it
applies to any given situation. The goal is to
create a common approuch to analyzing and solv-
ing tactical problems, not a common solution.

Execution to Standard
Creating units and staffs that can execute as-

signed tasks quickly and to standard requires em-
phasizing precision in drills and practicing unit
standing operating procedures (SOPS), using
correct and complete troop-leading procedures
and following the Army’s training doctrine.

In addition to the drills outlined in Army
manuals, squads and platoons must be experts in
other tasks that are common to many tactical sit-
uations, for example, breach drill, bunker drill,
trench drill, building entry and clearing tech-
niques and landing zone/pickup zone (LZ/PZ)
procedures. These tasks, and others like them,
require that squads and platoons develop precise
SOPS that are taught and known to every mem-
ber of the unit and that are practiced over and
over again. Each soldier must know the drills and
SOPS, as well as leaders. This knowledge and the
repeated practice contribute two very important
capabilities to a battalion wanting to use a decen-
tralized method of command. First, squads and
platoons will attain the kind of quick reaction
necessary in maneuver theory. Units will not
need lengthy orders. They will know, and be able
to execute, their drills and SOPS. Second, the
precision and discipline that result fi-om knowl-
edge and repeated practice of drills and SOPS
will produce confidence in higher commanders
that, even when out of communication, sulmr-
dinate units will execute to standard.

Professional development and
on-site teaching are not the only ways
in which a commander can build com-
monality of problem solving in his unit.
Readings, training meetings and leader
briefbacks all constitute other very
useful opportunities. Commanders can
assign military theory, history or
biography readings—the data base of
our profession—in conjunction with a
professional development class or as
a separate assignment to specific
officers or groups.

The drills and SOPS that are often lefi unat-
tended are those that apply to battalion staffs. In
this area, the battalion executive officer (XO) is
a m~xt imp(mant trainer. The staff, following
the training pr(>gr~mdirected by the battalion
XO, de~d(~ps SOPS fbr the staff planning and
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The drills and SOPS that are
often left unattended are those that

apply to battalion staffs. In this area,
the battalion executive officer (XO) is

a most important trainer. The staff,
following the training program directed

by the battalion XO, deveiops SOPS
for the staff pianning and decision-

making process-at ieast one
for deliberate pianning, one for

pianning under time constraints and
perhaps one for pianning during a

deployment sequence.

decision-making process-at least one for delib-
erate planning, one for planning under time
constraints and perhaps one for planning during
a deployment sequence. These SOPS must be
augmented by those of each staff section. Re-
gardless of the conditions, each staff section and
the staff as a whole must fimction effectively.
Like squad and platoon SOPS, staff SOPS must
be known and practiced by each leader in the
sect ion. The assistant operations and training
officer (S3 ), the operations NCO, the intelli-
gence NCO, the support platoon leader+ach
must be able to act’~ the staff principal. This
ability adds depth to the staff in case the princi-
pal is gone or becomes a casualty. It also adds
speed to staff planning in that staff subordinates
are able to anticipate what the principal needs
during the planning sequence. As the primary
staff trainer, the battalion XO ensures that the
staff practices and rehearses its SOPS under a va-
riety of conditions and a variety of “principals.”

A fhrther assist in the process of executing as-
signed tasks to standard is precision in following
troop-leading procedures. This precision is par-
ticularly important at squad and platoon levels,
yet it is exactly these levels that are the most
problematic. These junior leaders often find
themselves in “time crunches” where they think
that they do not have enough time to follow the
steps taught to them. The battalion command-
er’s experience is particularly helpfd in this re-
gard. He can offer helpful hints to platoon lead-

ers as to how to use their time wisely; can explain
the difference between “haste” and “speed” and
that conducting an operation without taking
some time, however minimal, to go through the
correct troopleading steps results in the former,
not the latter; and he can structure training
events that force squads and platoons to practice
their troop-leading skills.

Precombat inqxctions and backbriefs are two
items that leaders should include in the final step
of their troop leading but often do not—again
most ofien claiming lack of time to be the miti-
gating factor. However, these two items are most
important not only to the troop-leading process
but also to decentralized command in general.
They are important to troop leading in that these
are the quality control checks that leaders should
build into their systems. By conducting a pre-
combat inspection, a platoon leader will verify
that the unit has everything it needs to conduct
the mission at hand, that it is in working order
and that the soldiers understand the unit’s mis-
sion and their part in it. Precombat inspections
also increase the likelihood of the operation’s be-
ing conducted to standard.

Backbriefs-of squad leaders to the platoon
leader and company commanders to the battal-
ion commander—are also a quality control
check built into a unit’s troop--leading proce-
dure. The backbrief, especially when attended
by all key leaders, is the senior commander’s way
of making sure that his subordinates understand
the mission and his intent and have made a plan
complete and coordinated enough to get the job
done. Backbriefs also increase the cotildence of
senior commanders that their subordinates un-
derstand the mission completely and will accom-
plish it even if they are out of communication,
find that the conditions changed, or their leader
becomes a casualty. Finally, backbriefs ensure
that each of the key leaders in a battalion knows
what the others are doing and how their actions
fit into the “big picture.” In these ways, back-
briefs add to the probability that the units will
execute to standard.

Drills, SOPS and troop-leading procedures
must become habits so ingrained that even when
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DECENTRALIZED COMMAND

leaders and units become wet, tired, cold, hungry
and confused, the habits endure. These kinds of
habits are “internal control measures” that help
command and control a subordinate unit as
much as graphic control measures and radio
communications. To create these kinds of strong
habits, a battalion commander must use training
time wisely, for training is the method of habit
development. The conditions a commander
sets for his unit’s training are the petri dish, if
you will, in which the right habits develop and
grow-or do not.

Therefore, the conduct of training is a most
ders mustimportant matter. Battalion comman

ensure that each training event is properly fo-
cused on the fewest number of tasks possible and
is prepared for in fmtidious detail.

Only by choosing the fewest number of tasks
rather than the most will a commander ensure
that his subordinates will have adequate time to
conduct the requisite talk–throughs and walk–
throughs that are the first steps in transmitting
to each member of a unit the SOP concerning
the task at hand. Once soldiers and subordinate
leaders understand, the unit—whether it be
squad, platoon, company or battalion<an
begin training at the “run” speed. Even here,
however, the training plan must include enough
time to properly evaluate the training; redo it un-
der similar conditions if deficiencies occuq or
train under more difficult conditions-day and
night-if the unit reaches proficiency. Finally,
leaders should conduct the ultimate test of their
units-seeing if they can pdorm the task with-
out the leadem This last test should be the nor-
mal result of using MILES (multiple integrated
laser engagement system). However, not all
units have suflcient sets of MILES; therefore,
the senior leader must “kill off” leaders at various
times in the planning, preparing and executing
phases of the task. In this way, the unit will not
only see if it really understands its SOPS, it will
also help develop “budding leaders.”

While subordinate units are conducting train-
ing as described above, the battalion XO should
be training the staff in decision–making pro-
cesses, backbrief and OPORD briefings, syn-

Precombat inspections and
backbriefs are two items that leaders
should include in the final step of their
troop leading but often do not—again
most often claiming lack of time to be
the mitigating factor. However, these
two items are most important not only
to the troop-leading process but also
to decentralized command.

chronizing and integrating battle operating
systems, displacement and other tasks. The
commander participates in this training in at
least two ways. First, by discussing beforehand,
with the XO and S3, how the training will be
conducted; what the “teaching points” will be;
and what conditions will be created to ensure the
teaching points will emerge, he will transmit his
intent to these two most important ofllcers. Sec-
ond, the commander should be present at the
appropriate time to issue guidance; receive brief-
ings or listen to backbriefs. These times are im-
portant teaching opportunities for the com-
mander to further explain how he operates, what
he expects of subordinates and how he expects
tactical problems to be solved. These times are
also important in making sure that the stiSOPs
are developed in consonance with the battalion
commander’s personality and style. Finally, they
are important because by seeing his staff conduct
multiple iterations of its SOPS, as is done in the
line units, the commander will gain confidence
that, even in his absence, staff planning and
coordination will be done to standard.

Operating Wlfhh the
Commander’s Intent

I have emphasized “within” because too
many leaders believe that decentralization
means giving a subordinate leader a job and
leaving that leader alone to do it however that
leader wants. Wrong. Seldom will subordinate
leaden have total freedom. The more usual
case is that the leader is given the mission along
with a set of constraints, within which he can
accomplish it in whatever way he is able. One
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Commanders must present their
intent in such a way that it describes,

in as few words as possible, the results,
the commander wants to achieve or

effects the commander wants to have
on the enemy. The commander’s intent

should not be a long, drawn-out
description of how the commander
sees the battle unfolding-that is
the concept of the operation. . . .

The commander’s intent is supposed
to function as a control measure;

it guides the subordinate leader
without stifling his initiative.

of these constraints is his commander’s intent.
Decentralization is freedom, not license.

While subordinates are obliged to operate
within their commander’s intent, commanders
also have obligations to express their intent and
develop their subordinates’ ability to operate
within it.

First, commanders must present their intent
in such a way that it describes, in as few words as
possible, the results the commander wants to
achieve or effects the commander wants to have
on the enemy. The commander’s intent should
not be a long, drawn-out description of how the
commander sees the battle unfolding-that is
the concept of the operation. Both are impor-
tant. The commander’s intent is supposed to
function as a control measure; it guides the sub-
ordinate leader without stifling his initiative.
That is, if a subordinate fiids himself out of
touch with his higher headquarte~ or that the
conditions on the battlefield have presented him
with an opportunity he can only take advantage
of immediately, then the subordinate can use his
best judgment to alter his plan and still help
achieve the outcome his senior desires. Under-
standing of the intent guides the behavior of the
subordinate leader.

Second, organize training so as to teach subor-
dinates how to make these kinds of decisions. A
commander must build ambiguity and uncer-

tainty into the training conditions. Afier a unit
has completed its talk-through, walk-through
and initial run-through training, the conditions
must get tough. Objectives should not be pre-
cisely where briefed; information about the en-
emy must be very sketchy or incorrect; the senior
commander must “die” at a critical decision
point; the radio must “go out.” These kinds of
tough conditions, tier a unit has gained initial
proficiency, must be introduced regularly into
training. Only by doing so will a battalion com-
mander make sure that his subordinates will be
used to making decisions and acting on their
own initiative-within his intent. Of course,
the battalion commander must be present at
some of the AARs, so he can explain the impor-
tance of these kinds of ambiguous training con-
ditions. Unit petiormance, good or bad, maybe-
come part of leader--development discussions
after training.

Third, in the conduct of operations, the com-
mander must set aside time during troop-leading
procedures for briefbacks and rehearsals at every
level. These items are even more important
than writing a complete and “school-proof’ OP-
ORD. Briefbacks ensure that the commander
has transmitted his intent clearly; that submdi-
nate leaders understand the intent and their part
in executing it; and that subordinate leade~
know what is going on in other units and in other
parts of the organization in support of executing
the intent. Briefbacks should occur all the way
down to squad. Rehearsals retiorce briefbacks.
Rehearsals could include such procedures as a
“human chess set” walk–through with battalion
leaders during which the unit reviews the main
plan and the most likely contingencies. This
kind of rehearsal gives everyone an opportunity
to see how each subordinate unit mission fits
into the overall plan. Platoon leaden and pla-
toon sergeants, with their radio operators, should
participate in battalion rehearsals. Participation
to this level ensures understanding of the battal-
ion operation two levels down, allows all leade~
to ask questions, fLrther reinforces the com-
mander’s intent and identik diflculties in ex-
ecution. Radio operatom, since they are such an
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In the conduct of operations, the commander must set aside time during
troop-ieading procedures for briefbacks and rehearsals at every ievei. These
items are even more important than writing a compiete and “schooi-proof” OPORD.
Briefbacks ensure that the commander has transmitted his intent ciearly; that
subordinate ieaders understand the intent and their part in executing it; and that
subordinate ieaders know what is going on in other units and in other parts
of the organization in support of executing the intent.

important part of the unit, get to see firsthand
how the operation is planned. This further
cements the likelihood of mission accomplish-
ment even if leaders become casualties. A
second kind of rehearsal includes squads or
platoons “clumped” around their leaders who,
having participated in the human chess set re-
hearsal, explain the overall plan to their soldiers.
These type rehearsals and others like them help
transmit the commander’s intent and increase
the probability of mission accomplishment
under conditions of uncertainty and lack of
communication.

Last, commanders must orient their award sys-
tem to recognize those leade~ and soldiers who
display initiative. Initiative to accomplish an as-
signed mission under the conditions of uncer-
tainty should be one of the most important crite -

ria for receiving an award. This criterion should
be applied down to soldier level. Such an ap-
proach institutionalizes the importance the or-
ganization places on initiative. When a com-
mander gives awards like this, soldiers and
subordinate leaders quickly “get the word” that
the unit they are in encourages initiative.

Proficiency in making decisions within one’s
senior commander’s intent under fast-moving,
ambiguous conditions can only come from
education and experience. The education
comes from commanders reinforcing, in their
professional development programs, what
each of us learns in the school system. Experi-
ence comes from commanders setting the right
training conditions, then making sure the
correct displays of judgment and initiative are
rewarded.
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Trusting Leaders and Soldiers
Tiust and respect are absolutely vital to the de-

velopment of the kind of climate necessary to
command in a decentralized way. Simpkin goes
so far as to say, “The be-all and end–all of direc-
tive control is mutual trust and respect leaving
the subordinate free to act as he thinks fit in fur-
therance of his superior’s intention.”G I would
add that from trust and respect grows confi-
dence. That is, soldiers gain confidence in them-
selves, their buddies and their leaders, and lead-
ers gain confidence in their subordinates and
their soldiers when each trusts and respects the
other. This is the “chain of trust” of which Simp-
kin talks. How does a commander create the
conditions from which confidence will grow?

By formulating the question as I did above, the
first important point about confidence comes to
light. Confidence is not “issued,” nor is it “due,”

dersnor is it in any way “automatic.” COmman
can create confidence in two ways:

● Treating soldiers with dignity and respect.
● Ti-aining under tough, well--coordinated,

realistic conditions.
These are necessary and sufficient conditions

in that neither is suflcient itself; both must be
present for trust, respect and confidence to grow.

About the first source of confidence much is
written. I will not duplicate that here. SuFlce to
say, however, that no commander will gain the
confidence of his soldiers if he treats them badly,
denigrates their importance, keeps them in the
dark, does not establish systems in which they
can contribute or does his subordinates’ job. Nor
will a commander win Codldence by saying one
thing and doing another. Commanders must
share hardships, demonstrate proficiency at
what they expect their soldiers to do and be ac-
tive listeners. In sum, commanders must lead as
the Army expects them to lead.

The second source again leads us to the impor-
tance of training, and twining correcdy. In this
light, training is seen as the catalyst that brings
individuals together and forms them into cohe-
sive teams. By overcoming challenges thought
to be too difficult, soldiers gain respect for them-

selves. Respect and trust in their buddies’ capa-
bilities develop by seeing them succeeding at the
same difficult task. For exmple, respect and
trust grow when infantrymens& medi& admin-
istering intravenous medication to soldiers
whose MILES cards require such treatment, or
when soldiem conduct live-fire exercises with
their leadem participating as both tactical leaders
and safeties. Then as soldie~together, under
the direction of their leaden who talk, crawl,
walk, then run them through training and coach
them until they get it righ—master increasingly
more difficult collective tasks, respect and trust
grow into cofidence and respect in their “team”
and their leaders. All this results, ~ training is
conducted correctlv.

In this regard, time again enters the picture.
The commander must ensure that he plans only
the number of tasks that can be mastered in the
time allowed. Further, each soldier must know
and understand the part he plays in executing a
collective task, and he must know his unit’s SOP
concerning executing that collective task. This
knowledge, when practiced slowly under easy
conditions at first, then under ever–harder con-
ditions, will change to proficiency. Confidence
evolves in the process of soldie~ seeing their
leaders care enough about their welfare that
training is:

● Planned, prepared, executed and eva-
luated in such a way as to fwus on soldier and
unit proficiency.

● - Conducted in such a way that the soldier
knows what is going on; that his leaders have
the time to teach him what to do and how to do
it well before he is expected to petiorrn and lead
his unit, if his leader becomes a casualty.

. Conducted on tough, realistic objectives
with an OPIQR out to win.

● Structured to integrate all the skills neces-
sary to keep as many soldien alive as possible
casualty treatment and evacuation, resupply and
maintenance-not just “combat” tasks: - -

Under conditions such as these, soldiers know
that they are developing the skills and habits
during training that they will need in combaq
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DECENTRALIZED COMMAND

they know they are training as they will fight.
These are the conditions that develop trust and
respect for their leaders and instill cotildence.

Tm ofien, we think of training only in terms
of “meeting standards” on the tasks chosen, or
“checking the block” on as many METL tasks as
possible in the time allocated. Such attitudes
miss the main point of training-building the
kind of soldier and unit proficiency fi-om which
confidence grows. Soldiers who have confi-
dence in themselves, their buddies, their equip-
ment, their units and their leaders win wars.
Tmining is supposed to build that proficiency
and cotildence. Yet it can do so only if it is con-
ducted correctly.

Training Standards
A unit cannot operate centralized in garrison

and decentralized in tile field. A commander is
mistaken if he believes that such a conceptual
shifi is possible. Subordinates who, in garrison,
are used to deferring decisions until consulting
with, and receiving approval horn the battalion
commander will not suddenly be able or willing
to make the judgments required of them in
training or in combat.

Commanders are provided two incentives for
developing a decentralized method of command
in their units. First, the nature of combat re-
quires it. Units with an overcentralized com-
r&nd habit, while they might succeed in the
garrison activities of inspections, briefings, dem-
onstrations, and the like, cannot win under the
conditions of combat—uncertainty, friction,
chance, danger, primordial violence and emo-
tion. Why? For one thing, the centralized leader
simply cannot be everywhere during combat.
For another, the unit that waits for “word from
higher” to act is a unit that will be frozen in inac-
tion during combat. Events will simply overtake
their ability to respond.

The second incentive is a mandate from FM
100-5, Qmtions, requiring commanders to de-
velop units that operate decent-rally. “In the
chaos of battle,” FM 100-5 says, “it is essential to
decentralize decision authority to the lowest
practical level because overcentrahzation slows

The commander must ensure
that he plans only the number of tasks
that can be mastered in the time al-
lowed. Further, each soldier must
know and understand the part he plays
in executing a collective task, and he
must know his unit’s SOP concerning
executing that collective task.
This knowledge, when practiced slowly
under easy conditions at first, then
under ever-harder conditions, will
change to proficiency.

A unit cannot operate centralized in
garrison and decentralized in the field.
A commander is mistaken if he be-
lieves that such a conceptual shift is
possible. Subordinates who, in garri-
son, are used to deferring decisions
until consulting with, and receiving
approval from the battalion command-
er will not suddenly be able or willing
to make the judgments required of
them in training or in combat.

action and leads to inertia. . . . Decentralization
demands subordinates who are willing and able
to take risks and superiors who nurture that will-
ingness and ability in their subordinates. . . .
~aders] must thoroughly understand the com-
mander’s intent.” 7The Army’s keystone manual
emphasizes, as this article has attempted to point
out, that a decentralized method of command
evolves during well–planned, well-executed
training. “Commanders,” the manual states
unequivocally, “must . . . take time to train subor-
dinate leaders and staff members, building their
confidence and requiring them to exercise ini-
tiative. This is best done by training them to
react to changes which require fast, independent
decisions based on broad guidance and mission
orders. Such practices enhance the morale,
confidence, and effectiveness of small units and
improve the petiormance of higher levels of
command as well.”8 Decentralized command
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lkust and respect are absolutely
vitai to the development of the kind of

ciimate necessary to command in a
decentralized way. Simpkin goes so

far as to say, “The be-ail and end-ali
of directive controi is mutuai trust and
respect ieaving the subordinate free to

act as he thinks fit in furtherance of
his superior’s intention.” I would add

that from trust and respect
grows confidence.

must be the method of choice. The commander
must shape his unit’s garrison systems to rein-
force the kind of system he needs to win on the
battlefield. The two systems must complement
one another. Further, each precondition re-
quires that commanders institute specific pro-
grams, policies or actions that lead to realizing
each of the preconditions. In other words, com-
manders must view their leadership and training
activities as a whole, as the collective means
leading to one goaklesigning a unit capable of
winning in the conditions of combat, a unit
which, among other things, is capable of using a
decentralized method of command. Each pro-
gram, policy or action is individually important,
as each member of an orchestra is important—
not only individually but also collectively.

Of course, following a program as outlined
above is not easy in the “real world.” A unit’s
leaders, officers and NCOS come from different
backgrounds and experiences. Personnel tur-
bulence sometimes seems to make a unit a
kind of never-ending revolving door. Some-
times the leadership environment set by senior
leaders is overly centralized and generally not
conducive to development of a decentralized
method of command. Finally, all commanders
operate in the world of competing priorities
and limited time. In sum, there are many “dis-
tracters” that argue against being able to devel-
op the kind of program necessary to create a
climate from which decentralized command
can grow. My only answer is this: Cmnmand-
ers make time for the things they and their se-
niors deem important. If developing the kind
of leaders, soldiers and units that win in the
conditions of combat is not important, if com-
manders cannot find the time to create the
five conditions required for the kind of com-
mand system our doctrine calls for, then per-
haps we ought to reevaluate our priorities.
While none of the obstacles mentioned will
ever be eliminated, none are “show stoppers”
either, if a co mmander is serious about design-
ing a unit capable of winning in the conditions
of combat. The result is a unit and leaders
capable of using a decentralized method of
command. MR
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“Train as you fight” is one of the
most essential principles of

Army training doctrine, yet for more
than 10 years this principle has been
applied only partially. Why? Because
fighting has been mostly decentralized
and training mostly centralized. The
Army’s centralized “road to war” train-
ing philosophy erased “white space”
from home-station training calendars;
deemphasized training meetings, plac-
ing more focus on training support
meetings; encouraged training to time
rather than training to standard; and
made training a “top-down” rather
than a “bottom-up” activity.
Fortunately, the combat training cen-

ters (CTCs) retained the commitment to
setting conditions for decentralized ex-
ecution, and the reality of fighting in
Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere de-
manded decentralized execution, so a
considerable amount of home-station
training also focused on it. The reality of
combat more than offset the centralized
training management habit the Army
acquired. If the road-to-war style is al-
lowed to continue, however, it could
become an impediment to developing
mission command in a peacetime army. 
Mission command demands trust

among the leader teams that make up
the chain of command, leaders who
properly use initiative within the se-
nior’s intent and units that must be
able to act, when the situation requires,
not only in the absence of orders but
also contrary to orders. A centralized
approach to training and training man-

agement decreases the probability of
developing the habits demanded by
mission command. Among the many
ways leaders can use Army training
doctrine to create and reinforce mis-
sion command in leaders and units,
the following three areas stand out.

Training Meetings
Properly run training meetings force

training to be a bottom-up activity.
They also force officers and NCOs at
each level to know and understand
their mission-essential training tasks—
individual, leader and collective; their
current status of proficiency relative to
these tasks; and, therefore, the gap be-
tween where they are and where they
must be, which defines a unit’s train-
ing requirements.

When a battalion commander holds
his or her training meeting with com-
pany commanders, each commander
should have already used his or her
squad’s and platoon’s training require-
ments as well as the company’s to de-
velop the training schedules being
briefed to the battalion commander.
Some of these tasks will be executed
within the context of a larger training
exercise—whether at home station or
deployed. Others will be executed sep-
arately by the unit’s leaders. Regard-
less, the key is that each echelon of
command identifies its training re-
quirements relative to the unit’s essen-
tial tasks and plans to execute these
tasks within the context of mandated
training exercises.

For example, a battalion might be
scheduled to deploy for a three-week
training exercise with an ally. The tasks
to be trained in preparation for and
conduct of this exercise should be dri-
ven from the bottom up. The role of se-
nior leaders and headquarters is to plan
the home-station preparatory training
program and the deployed training ex-
ercise with enough flexibility to allow a
sufficient match among the senior
leader’s training goals, the allied train-
ing goals and the subordinate unit
leaders’ training requirements. Such an
approach not only respects the role of
the junior leader as the chief trainer of
his or her unit but also encourages ju-
nior leaders to think and act within the
intent of their seniors.

Preparation for and 
Assessment of Training

Training with ill-prepared leaders or
under poor conditions means that
training will not be done to standard or
that it will not actually be perfor-
mance-oriented. Well-prepared leaders
training under well-constructed condi-
tions, on the other hand, improve the
quality of training and help establish
trust up and down the chain of com-
mand; proficiency-based trust is one of
the most necessary components of mis-
sion command.
Preparation for training includes at

least three essential elements: prepar-
ing leaders, preparing the conditions
and preparing the resources. Preparing
leaders is a shared “two-level-down”
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The protection of information con-
cerning military operations, the col-

lection of intelligence, and the develop-
ment of techniques, technologies and
hardware essential to our maintaining
dominant military capabilities is an ab-
solute requirement. Exposure is, first, a
threat to the lives of soldiers engaged in
a directed mission, and ultimately a
threat to our citizens who may be at-
tacked by an enemy whose capabilities
are enhanced by the information di-

vulged. It is also damaging to the credi-
bility of our national security practices
among our allies whose personnel be-
come vulnerable to counteractivity. Co-
operation in our common pursuits suf-
fers, sometimes irreparably.

Guaranteed punishment for trans-
gressions is a requisite element of our
legal system. It is no less a need for the
protection of information that can
harm or defeat our programs and par-
ticularly our military personnel. If our

laws are not adequate in this regard,
they need to be strengthened because
peace is not at hand, threats abound,
and secret preparedness and prepara-
tions must not be compromised. �

GEN Frederick J. Kroesen, USA Ret.,
formerly served as Vice Chief of Staff of
the U.S. Army and commander in chief
of U.S. Army Europe. He is a senior
fellow of AUSA’s Institute of Land
Warfare.
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responsibility. For example, a battalion
commander is responsible for making
sure his or her company commanders
(a responsibility shared with the bri-
gade commander) and platoon leaders
understand the task and standards and
know how to set the right conditions so
that the task can actually be performed
to standard. A company commander is
responsible for making sure his or her
platoon (a responsibility shared with
the battalion commander) and squad
leaders are similarly prepared. Such
preparation cannot be accomplished
merely by downloading information
from a computer. Leader preparation
must include officer and NCO profes-
sional development sessions or tactical
exercises without troops (TEWTs). Se-
nior leaders must teach junior leaders.
Preparing the conditions, also a two-

level-down responsibility, requires lead-
ers to walk the training ground to
make sure it will allow the training
task to be executed to standard. Per-
formance-oriented training requires
proper conditions. Preparing condi-
tions includes securing the proper re-
sources—training aids, simulators,
ammunition, vehicles and equipment
—so that the task can be done to stan-
dard. It also may include building ob-
jectives, digging defensive positions,
emplacing obstacles or whatever else
has to be fabricated so that the task
can be performed to standard. A
brigade or battalion commander, for
example, could merge preparing lead-
ers and conditions in one TEWT. Dur-
ing the time that he or she walks the
training ground, the senior comman-
der could both teach subordinates and
identify what training resources are
necessary to set the right conditions
for training.
Army training doctrine allows lead-

ers to use several methods to assess
training: internal or external, formal
or informal. All require training and
evaluation outlines (TEOs). Army
CTCs use the external/formal ap-
proach to training assessment. Each
CTC has a set of observer/controllers,
external to the chain of command,
who have TEOs based upon the tasks
being trained. These TEOs are usually
modified in the sense that they com-

monly contain only the tasks and
standards essential to the conduct of
formal after action reviews (AARs).
External/formal assessments are im-
portant elements in the Army’s ap-
proach to training, but so are inter-
nal/informal assessments.
This second form of assessment is

often underappreciated for home-sta-
tion training. It requires unit leaders
(internal) to conduct their own AARs
(informal) in which they assess them-
selves and their own units and deter-
mine if the training task was done to
standard or needs to be redone. The as-
sessment is still done against a TEO
similar to those used at CTCs. These
TEOs should be in the pocket of each
leader, who should be taught to con-
duct AARs no less rigorously than the
external/formal assessment.
The internal/informal method of as-

sessment is less resource-intensive,
but, perhaps more importantly, it im-
prints in the minds of leaders at each
echelon that they are responsible for
their unit’s performance to standard—
a vital mind-set for mission command.
Furthermore, when senior leaders see
their subordinates use this method
well, it reinforces in execution the trust
already being developed in training
meetings and in training preparation.

Situational Training Exercises (STX)
An STX is an exercise designed to

set the conditions for one or more in-
dividual, leader or collective training
tasks to be performed to standard.
Some STXs are quite discrete. For ex-
ample, an STX could be established to
train one individual task like emplac-
ing a claymore mine or moving under
direct fire. An STX could also focus on
one collective task like establishing a
support-by-fire position or reacting to
an IED attack, each of which would
entail its own selected individual and
leader tasks. Other STXs are more
complex. A platoon task of conducting
an ambush, a company task of con-
ducting combat resupply operations
or a battalion task of conducting a bat-
talion deliberate attack are examples
of more complex STXs. 
STXs can be further delineated.

Some can be skill-development STXs



On June 28, with most of the na-
tion’s news media preoccupied

with the Supreme Court’s decision on
the constitutionality of the 2010 Afford-
able Care Act, CNN quietly reported
Defense Secretary Leon Panetta’s an-
nouncement that the U.S. military soon
will begin deploying specialized Army
units around the world to assist friend-
ly nations in developing and improv-
ing their own self-defense capabilities.
“In the past,” CNN             quoted Panetta,

“the United States often assumed the
primary role of defending others. We
built permanent bases. We deployed
large forces across the globe to fixed
positions. We often assumed that oth-
ers were not willing or capable of de-
fending themselves. Our new strategy
recognizes that this is not the world we
live in anymore.”
Acknowledgment that the United

States can’t afford to sustain the pri-

mary burden of enforcing international
security in the world at large is a wel-
come return to strategic modesty, but
it’s by no means the first time that
we’ve adopted that sensible military
posture.
At a press conference in Guam in

July 1969, President Richard Nixon an-
nounced that, while the U.S. always
would come to the aid of our allies at
need, we thenceforth would expect
them to assume the principal responsi-
bility for their own security.
Expanding on that theme in a

speech to the nation in November
1969, Nixon set out three principles of
what became known as the Guam
Doctrine: 
■ First, the United States would

keep its treaty commitments. 
■ Second, we would provide a

shield if another nuclear power threat-
ened the freedom of a nation allied

with us or one whose survival we con-
sidered vital to our security. 
■ Finally, in cases involving other

threats of aggression, we would fur-
nish military and economic assistance
when requested in accordance with
our treaty commitments. But we would
look to the nation directly threatened
to furnish the bulk of the military
manpower required for its own de-
fense. 
“The defense of freedom is every-

body’s business, not just America’s
business,” the President declared.
“And it is particularly the responsibil-
ity of the people whose freedom is
threatened.”
The parallels between today’s cir-

cumstances and those prompting the
Guam Doctrine aren’t hard to find. In
January 1969, the United States had
been engaged in Vietnam for more
than six years. The war already had

that require repetitive training under
increasingly difficult conditions until
the skill is embedded in the individ-
ual, leader or unit being trained.
These are akin to rote learning. Others
develop judgment in leaders and sol-
diers. These judgment STXs require
that senior trainers set conditions that
demand that their subordinate leaders
use initiative within the senior’s in-
tent. Such conditions may include dis-
posing the opposing forces differently
from the brief at the start of the STX,
friendly assets that are expected to be
available but are not, or a mission
change between the start of the STX
and its completion. To the extent that
most discrete and skill-development
STXs are “free play,” they all con-
tribute to the development of a
leader’s judgment. Judgment STXs go
one step further, though: They specifi-
cally and intentionally set conditions
to develop a leader’s judgment. These
kinds of STXs play a critical role in
creating a mission command environ-
ment within a unit.

Retaining Initiative
One of the most talked about leader

development, training and retention is-
sues is retaining the degree of initiative
now displayed by leaders in combat,
hence the Army’s proper emphasis on
mission command. Army training doc-
trine is an important part of the solu-
tion to that concern. Training that is
planned, prepared, executed, assessed
and redone to standard provides a
means to develop and sustain a mis-
sion command climate within a unit.
At least two obstacles stand in the

Army’s way, however. First, leaders
must become the chief trainers, teach-
ers and assessors within their units. To
do this, the overly centralized approach
to training management and the nearly
exclusive use of external/formal train-
ing assessment must go. Second, the
Army as a whole must relearn its own
training doctrine. Relearning will re-
quire that the Army face and dispel the
illusion that we all know how to train.
Ten years of road to war have eroded
much of the institutional knowledge

the Army once had with respect to
training as Army doctrine dictates. To-
day’s brigade commanders were bat-
talion S3s or executive officers in 2002;
today’s battalion commanders were
already company commanders in 2002.
Many formative experiences, therefore,
happened under the misconception that
Army training and training manage-
ment equal the road to war approach.
To regain a “train as you fight” phi-

losophy as routine behavior in leaders
and units—the philosophy mandated
by Army training doctrine and necessi-
tated by mission command—the Army
should consider a defined, laser-fo-
cused program, perhaps akin to the
one that the Army used in the late
1970s/early 1980s when it first intro-
duced performance-oriented training
to the force. �

LTG James M. Dubik, USA Ret., is a for-
mer commander of Multi-National Se-
curity Transition Command-Iraq and a
senior fellow of AUSA’s Institute of
Land Warfare.
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Belgian Fortifications, May 1940  
Written by  

Bernard Vanden Bloock 

Border Defences 
The border defences consisted of: 

• Two successive positions covering the north-eastern border from Antwerp to Liège  
• The Position fortifiée de Liège (PFL)  
• The Ardennes fortifications. 

The North-Eastern Border 

On the Border 

The border was covered by a thin screen of 118 bunkers stretched in a single line along the canals connecting 
Antwerp, Turnhout, Dessel, Bocholt and Lanaken. This canal line was on average 14 m wide and 2.5 m deep. The 
bunkers were built at the edge of the water line. To the East, where the border between Belgium and the 
Netherlands follows the course of the Meuse, this screen was preceded by an advanced position of twelve large 
anti-tank bunkers, each armed with one 47 mm anti-tank gun, one heavy machine gun and one searchlight. 
Those bunkers interdicted the main roads from The Netherlands into Belgium. The extra defences in that area 
were justified by the proximity of Germany, just 10-15 km away behind a narrow stretch of Dutch territory. 

On the Albert Canal 

This was a position on which the Belgians hoped to hold the enemy for several days while the Allies would dig in 
on the Dyle. The canal (about 160 km long from Antwerp to the Meuse) had been purposefully designed as an 
anti-tank barrier. It was on average 60 m wide and 5 m deep. The earth had been piled up on the West bank, so 
defenders dominated the flat fields to the East. It was a serious barrier, especially in its eastern section where the 
banks were steep and high. In the Eben-Emael area, the canal cuts through a large hill forming an impressive 
gorge that would seem to preclude any assault from that side. 



 

The Albert canal cutting at Caster, looking North-West. This gorge - 
called the “Caster ditch” - forms one of the faces of the fort of Eben 

Emael (on the left).  

The West bank of the canal was defended by 148 medium-type Machine gun bunkers, most of them with two 
firing ports (two heavy machine guns). They were often built into the canal bank, spaced 600-700 m apart. The 
bunkers fired laterally and had overlapping fields of fire due to the long straight stretches in the canal.  

To the West, the canal was anchored on the PFA. To the East, it connected with the fort of Eben-Emael. The 
Eastern portion of the canal was the danger zone. The proximity of the Dutch border, with Germany not far 
behind, meant the Germans could be there in less than an hour. Worse still, the way the Belgo-Dutch border 
skirts around Maastricht means the Belgian have no control over the Meuse bridges in that area. The sector also 
formed the left flank of the Liège position. Should the enemy manage to force the canal at that point, he would be 
able to turn Liège. The fort of Eben-Emael was meant to conjure all these dangers. From its dominating position 
overlooking Maastricht, it could deny passage to the Germans. This the German High Command knew well, which 
led them to conceive the surprise glider assault on 10 May. 

Fort Garrison 
strength 

Artillery* Anti-Tank Guns Machine Guns 

Eben-Emael 900 Two 120 mm in one turret  
Four 75 mm in two retractable turrets  
12x 75 mm in four concrete protected 
positions of three guns each. 

12x 60 mm FRC 22x heavy machine guns 

* Ranges : 120mm: 17km; 75mm : 10 km 

Technically, Eben-Emael was part of the PFL but for practical reasons, it was integrated in the defence of the 



Albert canal, not the defence of Liège proper. Eben-Emael, and other Belgian forts, will be described in a follow-
up article. 

External Link: Eben-Emael official web site. 

The position fortifiée de Liège (PFL) 

Initially, the PFL was meant to cover the installation of the Allied armies on the main battle line further to the 
West, but it was strengthened far beyond what was necessary to play that role (for political reasons) until it 
became Belgium’s largest and most elaborate fortified system, with five successive defensive layers: a forward 
screen called Position avancée, PFL I, PFL II, PFL III and PFL IV. The PFL was actually too strong for a position so 
close to Germany and dangerously exposed by weak flanks (The Albert canal to the North, the Ardennes to the 
South).  

http://www.fort-eben-emael.be/


 

The Liège position was strong, but its flanks were vulnerable. 

Forward screen (Position avancée) 

Built in 1933, the screen consisted of 66 ‘light’ machine gun pillboxes (See Appendix A for more on bunker 
types). Each bunker had a single firing port (One heavy machine gun served by a crew of four). The pillboxes 
formed nine centres de résistance, from Beusdaal to Stavelot (see map). This was a delaying position, to be 
defended briefly by retreating border troops. In 10 May, the position was evacuated in the early morning, before 
the Germans made contact. 

Excerpts from the Instruction on the organization of a “Centre de résistance” (CR) in the Ardennes 
sector and the forward screen of the Liège position 

“Ideally, bunkers will be hidden in natural vegetation or inside buildings. If that’s impossible, they will be 



camouflaged. The aim is to prevent the enemy to observe indirect fire on the bunker. (...) It is to be noted that 
machine guns firing from concrete-protected emplacements will often lay down lateral fire which will often make 
the work more difficult to detect.” 

On the selection of the defensive position of each ‘Centre de résistance’ 

“The enemy’s progress will follow the roads. Every road must be barred by obstacles (...). The obstacles will be 
interdicted by fire. When the enemy tries to outflank the roadblocks, it must come under fire from automatic 
weapons dissimulated in the flanking avenues between two access roads. The enemy will try to reach the flanks 
of the defensive position by successive flanking movements. One should therefore avoid a front that is too linear 
and (...) refuse both flanks.” 

Guiding principles for the organization of the position… 

“Little or no concrete on the access roads proper. Roads will be taken care of by the motorized elements that will 
hold the roadblocks and the immediate surroundings under their fire. However if a very favorable opportunity 
arises, do not hesitate to place a bunker by the road. In the flanking avenues, standing back from the roadblocks 
and their fire system, you will place automatic weapons (either in bunkers or in trenches). The machine guns 
should not be placed systematically on crest lines. They can be placed on the slope too. They do need to be 
invisible however for surprise is the essential factor of their effectiveness. 

Infantry will be scarce on the outer limits of the CR. The infantry will give some depth to the first echelon of fire 
and will facilitate the withdrawal when the order is issued.  

On each withdrawal line, the resistance will be organised in depth and stiffened by concrete bunkers 
if necessary.(...) 

The flanks are the crucial sectors of the position. They will be occupied in strength. They must be able to last and 
need to be positioned in such a way that they can protect the loading zones and the lines of withdrawal. The 
flanks will be organised in depth, with flanking echelons and a sufficient number of bunkers.” 



 

Example of disposition: Henri-Chappelle CR. This centre de résistance bars the main 
road from Aachen to Henri-Chappelle. This was the first obstacle the Germans met 

after crossing the border just 10 km away to the Northeast. The next (far more serious) 
obstacle on the road to Liège would be PFL I, about 9 km away to the Southwest. 

Henri-Chapelle’s mission was to slow down the enemy’s progress towards Liège in 
order to buy time for the installation of the infantry on the fortified position of PFL I. 
As it turned out, the Wehrmacht’s main push occurred north of Liège and the troops 

defending Henri-Chappelle were not in contact when they were ordered to pull back in 
the morning of 10 May. 

 
 



Key to map of centre de résistance Henri-Chappelle 

A Perfectly camouflaged by a red brick wall and a tiled roof, this bunker is well-nigh invisible from the road. It is 
located behind a farm building 100 m to the left of the Aachen-Liège main road.  

B Located at the edge of a thicket of trees on the right of the path leading to Delden Castle. This bunker was 
camouflaged by a special paint coat supplemented by a specially planted hedge of bushes and young pines.  

C No information available 

D Located in a meadow, camouflaged by a special coat paint and a live hedge 

E Camouflaged by a brick wall and a tiled roof and circled by a live hedge. 

F This bunker was built inside a large shed. The machine gun fired through a false window. 

G No information available 

I Hidden from view by a row of hawthorns.  

J Situated in a meadow: camouflaged with paint and a live hedge.  

K – L No information available 

M This bunker was located behind a large farm on the right side of the road from Henri-Chapelle to Aubel. It was 
camouflaged using the brick wall and tiled roof combination. 

PFL I  

A first battle line (50 km long) covering Liège about 18 km out. The line followed a wide arc from Visé on the East 
bank of the Meuse to Comblain on the Ourthe. It had three modern forts and 178 pillboxes arranged in two to 
three layers. Most of the works (built 1934/35) were medium type single firing port machine gun bunkers. A few 
had two firing ports (two heavy machine gun). The total of 178 includes thirteen artillery observation posts, two 
large anti-tank bunkers (one 47 mm anti-tank gun, one heavy machine gun, one searchlight) and four small anti-
tank bunkers (see Appendix A for an explanation of bunker types). The bunkers did not necessarily have 
overlapping fields of fire and were grouped by threes or fours in platoon-sized positions. The intervals between 
two such positions were to be defended by field works and entrenched infantry. 



 

1:25,000 map of part of the PFL I position, with fort Aubin-Neufchâteau in 
the Northwest corner and the bunkers shown as green dots. MB18 is an 

observation post for the fort. MN 22 is armed with two machine gun s. All the 
others are single machine gun . The blue arrow indicates the spot where the 

next picture was taken. 
 
 

PFL I Bunker Types 

Number of Bunkers  Type 

151 Medium single port machine gun bunkers (one Maxim heavy machine gun) 

9 Medium dual port machine gun bunkers (two Maxim heavy machine gun) 

12 Artillery observation bunkers 

2 Large anti-tank gun bunkers  

4 Small anti-tank gun bunkers 
 
 



 

The view from the top of one of the defence blocks of fort Aubin-Neufchâteau, looking 
Southeast. Bunker MN26 of the map above is somewhere at the bottom of the valley. 

 
 

 

Bunker MN25, viewed from the East. 



The three forts (built 1934-1937) were similar in design to Eben-Emael, but smaller. They could withstand 
bombardment by up to 420 mm shells.  

Fort Garrison 
Strength 

Artillery* Anti-Tank Guns Machine Guns 

Aubin-Neufchâteau 526 Four 75 mm in two turrets (retractable) 
Three 81 mm mortars 

Five 47 mm 10 

Battice 911 Four 120 mm in two turrets  
Six 75 mm in three turrets (retractable) 
Two MVD mortars 

Four 60 mm 20  

Tancrémont 569 Four 75 mm in two turrets (retractable) 
Three 81 mm mortars 

Four 47 mm 26 

* Ranges: 120mm: 17 km; 75 mm: 10 km; 81mm mortar: 3.6 km, MVD: 400-600m. 

Note: PFL I was built under political pressure from the advocates of the ‘border defence’ concept. When the 
German army reoccupied the Rhineland in 1936 however, it was realised that the position was too exposed, with 
the Wehrmacht almost in contact and the French army several days away to the South. The main battle line was 
therefore pulled back on PFL II. 

PFL II 

A second battle line, about 35 km long, covering Liège in a half-circle around the city about 8-9 km out. PFL II 
had six World War I forts (renovated in 1929-31) and 62 pillboxes (built 1934/5), forming a single line in most 
places. Most bunkers were of the medium dual firing ports type. A continuous anti-tank barrier with mostly 
Cointet gates and, in some instances, rail fields, protected the PFL II. 



 

A simplified plan of the standard PFL II bunker. 
 
 

 

The same bunker viewed from the side. 

The Belgians fully intended to fight on this part of the PFL and had assigned III Army corps to defend it. III Corps 
had two infantry divisions (Third Div, Second Div.) and could count on the support of the eleven artillery forts of 
Liège. 

PFL II Bunker Types 



Number of Bunkers  Type 

45 Medium type machine gun bunkers (two Maxim heavy machine gun) 

13 Artillery observation bunkers, fitted with an observation cupola  

2 Large anti-tank bunkers  

2 Small anti-tank bunkers 

The renovated forts were not as strong as the modern ones and were designed only to withstand bombardment 
by 220 mm artillery shells.  

Fort Garrison 
Strength 

Artillery* Anti-Tank 
Guns 

Machine Guns 

Barchon 290 Two 150 mm in two turrets 
Four 105 mm in two turrets 
Four 75 mm howitzer in four turrets (retractable) 
Four grenade launchers 

None 29 

Evegnée 250+ One 150 mm in one turret 
Two 105 mm in two turrets 
Three 75 mm howitzer in three turrets (retractable) 

None 25 

Fléron 284 Two 150 mm in two turrets 
Four 105 mm in two turrets 
Four 75 mm howitzer in four turrets (retractable) 

None 26 

Chaudfontaine 250+ One 150 mm in one turret 
Two 105 mm in two turrets 
Four 75 mm howitzer in four turrets (retractable) 

None 22 

Embourg 250+ Four 75 mm howitzer in four turrets (retractable) None 20 

Boncelles 250+ Four 75 mm howitzer in four turrets (retractable) None 20 

* Ranges: 150mm: 17 km; 105 mm: 12 km; 75 mm howitzer: 5.2 km. 



 

The interval line between fort Barchon and fort Evegnée. Red lines indicate the firing sectors 
of some of the bunkers in this position. The highway shown on the map is post-war. 

PFL III 

PFL III is the name given to three small bridgeheads on the Eastern bank of the Meuse, protecting the crossings 



against a German breakthrough through PFL II. The bunkers were positioned to hold the roads and possible 
avenues for motorised attacks under their fire. They did not form a continuous defensive position, as their 
mission was to delay any surprise attack on the Meuse crossings and buy time for the engineers to destroy the 
bridges. The anti-tank bunkers held the roads under their fire (the roads were to be obstructed by an anti-tank 
barrage or a crater created by engineers). 

• Visé bridgehead: 15 light type bunkers (one heavy machine gun) and four large anti-tank bunkers blocking 
the roads.  

• Argentau bridgehead: eight light type machine gun pillboxes, two large anti-tank bunkers.  
• Jupille-Rénory bridgehead: five light type machine gun pillboxes, eight large anti-tank bunkers defending 

the roads leading into Liège.  

Total: 42 pillboxes, including 14 anti-tank bunkers. 

PFL IV 

PFL IV defends the West bank of the Meuse. It was organised in three echelons. Note that in many cases, the 
bunkers were incorporated into the bridge as illustrate below:  

 

This bunker on the Albert canal was incorporated 
into the piles of the Veldwezeldt Bridge. The 
bunker is atypical with more than three firing 

ports. It was armed with two heavy machine guns 
and two light machine guns. The surrendering 
Belgians belong to the 7th infantry division.  

• The Meuse river line from Flémalle South of Liège to Lixhe, with 31 pillboxes from Flémalle South of Liège 
to Lixhe in the North. 

• The Albert canal line with nine medium-type machine gun pillboxes (mixture of single port and dual port 
bunkers) from Coronmeuse to Lanaye (technically not a part of PFL). This is the prolongation of the 
regular Albert canal line. 

• On the high ground overlooking the Meuse: two renovated World War I forts and ten medium type dual 



firing port machine gun bunkers interdict the passages in the cliffs from Pontisse to Lanaye.  

Fort Garrison 
Strength 

Artillery* Anti-Tank 
Guns 

Machine Guns 

Pontisse 250+ Two 105 mm in one turret 
Four 75 mm in four turrets (retractable) 

None 22 

Flémalle 250+ One 150 mm in one turret 
Two 105 mm in one turret 
Four 75 mm howitzer In four turrets (retractable) 

None 25 

* Ranges: 150mm: 17 km; 105 mm: 12 km; 75 mm howitzer: 5.2 km 

The Ardennes 

The Belgians built a total of 321 pillboxes in the Ardennes. Of this total, 309 were light type machine gun bunkers 
(one heavy machine gun), and only twelve were medium type bunkers (the medium types were all concentrated 
in Libramont and Neufchâteau). The Ardennes works were grouped in centres de résistance (CR). Those CRs 
followed exactly the same principles we have outlined for the PFL’s forward screen. On the whole, the Ardennes 
light works were used to defend a town, an important cross-roads or a valley.  

The mission identical: to allow retreating Belgian troops to delay the enemy and prevent him from outflanking 
any units. In 1940, the mission was carried out by seven battalions of the crack 1st Chasseurs Ardennais division 
which was to conduct an orderly retreat to the Meuse, until French would relieve them and cover the installation 
of the French army on the Meuse. The Chasseurs accomplished their mission with success, foiling attempts of the 
German army to rush past them. There were several engagements in which the bunker positions played a role, 
notably at Chabrehez, Martelange and Bodange.  

Roughly speaking, there were two successive ‘strings’ of CRs:  

• Vielsalm-Gouvy – Houffalize – Bastogne – Arlon on the border with Luxembourg  
• Lienne valley– Baraque Fraiture – Western Ourthe  

Other CRs worthy of note are the crossroads at Neufchâteau with 27 bunkers, Recogne with 20, and St-Hubert 
with seven. 



 

Example of disposition: The left flank of the Tenneville-Ortheuville CR straddling 
the Luxemburg – Brussels main road (the N4). The bridge at Wionpont marks the 

end of the position. The middle bunker is the one we mapped (see Appendix A) and 
photographed. We have been able to spot just four of the eleven bunkers of this 
‘centre de résistance’. The fourth bunker is located 1000 m to the left of the N4. 

 
 



 

Firing port of the middle bunker, viewed 
from the inside. The screw jutting out 
from the concrete is where the special 
“Chardome” machine gun mount was 

attached to the concrete. 
 
 



 

The front side of the bunker. The spade on the right is the tool the 
author had to use to clear (part of) the firing port.  

 
 

 



  

You are there! Mid-morning on 11 May, soldiers of First Chasseurs ardennais 
division are peering nervously through the firing port of the Wionpont bunker. 

The far bank of the Ourthe has been evacuated during the night and the 
Germans could be there any time now… 
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Appendix A: Bunker Types 

Belgian ‘Light’ Type Machine Gun Bunker 

Purpose  Help the infantry to conduct delaying actions. No prolonged or determined defence 
Design Designed to sustain the impact of a single 77 mm HE shell or sustained fire from smaller calibre 

weapons 
External dimensions  300x 320 cm 
Wall thickness  40 - 60 cm (60 cm for walls exposed to enemy fire) 
Roof thickness  50 cm 
Armament  One heavy machine gun 
Remarks One room, closed by a single steel door 

Plans 

The author drew up these plans from a half-buried bunker located in the Ourthe valley. All light machine gun 
bunkers had the same dimensions and wall thickness. Depending on the terrain, the door could be at the back of 
the bunker or on either side. Here it is on the side, at the bottom of a small staircase. 



 

Belgian “Light” Type Machine Gun Bunker: Top View. 
 
 



 

Belgian “Light” Type Machine Gun Bunker: Front View 
 
 



 

Belgian “Light” Type Machine Gun Bunker: Side View. 

Belgian “Medium” Type Machine Gun Bunker 

Medium machine gun bunkers were armed either with one or two heavy machine guns and their actual dimensions 
varied accordingly. Contrary to light bunkers, they were intended for prolonged fighting. They all shared the set of 
features listed below:  

Purpose  To be used as part of a battle line. 
Design  Designed to withstand sustained 150 mm HE fire and/or survive the impact of a single 220 mm 

shell. 
External dimensions  Variable 
Wall thickness  100 – 130 cm (130 cm for walls exposed to fire) 
Roof thickness  115-130 cm 
Armament  One to two heavy machine guns, grenade gullies for close defence 
Remarks Lock-type entrance with two successive steel doors. 

 
 



 

Simplified plan of a medium type bunker showing the common features of all 
medium bunkers : two doors (P1, P2), grenade gullies (LG), two firing ports 
(M), an entry defence port (P) and the emergency exit (R). The observations 

slits (Ob) are particular to the Dyle line bunkers 
 
 



 

A cut view of the grenade gully system for close 
defence.  

 
 



 

The exit of a grenade gully. The steel shutter that 
sealed off the exit is missing. 

 
 



 

The entry lock of a medium bunker with a steel gate (P1) 
followed by a steel door (P2). 

 
 



 

This is what the second door looked like. 
The blinds were meant to improve 

ventilation, a steel shutter could be fixed 
on the inside to seal off the door 

completely if needed. This particular door 
is located not in a bunker but in one of 

the defence blocks of Fort Battice (PFL I). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Medium” Type Machine gun Bunker: Single Machine Gun Type 

The single machine gun bunkers all had the same external dimensions, i.e. 7 m x 4,60 m. The inner chamber or 
fighting compartment measured 270 cm by 200 cm. The entry lock was placed to the back of the bunker or to one 
of its sides, as the tactical situation required. 

 

Medium Bunker – Single machine gun. 
 
 



 

Bunker NV-16, defending the approaches of Fort Aubin-Neufchâteau (PFL-
I). The entry lock is on the right side. 

“Medium” Type Machine Gun Bunker: Dual Machine Gun Type 

There are many designs here as the position of the machine gun s relative to each other varied according to the 
local tactical requirements. In some instances, the guns fired in the same direction, in others they fired in opposite 
directions, and then there were many intermediate solutions. There is really no difference with the single machine 
gun bunker except in size and the presence of an emergency, crawl-through exit sealed by a removable barrier of 
steel girders and bricks hidden behind a cement covering. When the main exit was destroyed or blocked, the 
bunkers’ garrison were supposed to remove the girders, then use their rifle butts to knock down the brick and 
cement wall.  
 
Another difference is that medium were designed to give lateral or flanking fire, never frontal fire. You will notice 
this when looking at the plans. The side of the bunker that is facing the enemy (i.e. the top side of the image) 
doesn’t have any firing ports, only a grenade exit. 



 

Simplified plan of a medium bunker with both machine guns 
firing in the same direction. This bunker is placed at the edge 

of a forest and fires into a clearing. The enemy is likely to 
come from the left of the picture. Note how the firing ports are 

protected from enemy fire by a large slab jutting out of the 
building.  

 

Virtual Visit (Medium Bunker) 



 

A typical KW line bunker. Coded LW10, this one defended a bridge on the 
Dyle North of Wavre, in the sector of the First British Division.  

 
 

 

This is the field of fire of the firing port you saw on the 
preceding photograph. The Dyle runs somewhere to the right of 

the trees on your right. 
 
 



 

The back of the bunker. The emergency exit is hidden by the 
shrubbery. 

 
 



 

The author’s daughter, Valérie is standing in the 
entrance of the bunker. The wall she is ‘modeling’ is 
130 cm thick. You can see one of the hinges of the 

entry gate. 
 
 



 

Inside the frame of the steel door (P2). The gate 
(P1) is to our left. Note how it is defended by a rifle 

port on the opposite wall (P). 
 
 



 

Valérie, inside the steel door’s frame, is now entering the first machine gun chamber. 
Emergency exit is to the left.  

 
 



 

A close up on the opening of the grenade gully.  
 
 



 

Yours truly demonstrating how a grenade is inserted in the gully. This 
one would have exited at the back of the bunker, between the 

entrance and the emergency exit. 
 
 



 

Standing just inside the second door, 
looking into the first machine gun room. 

You can make out the (sealed) firing port to 
the left. 

 
 



 

A close up view of the machine gun port #2. 
The rusted fixtures are what’s left of the 

“Chardome” gun mount. 

Anti-Tank Bunkers 

Anti-tank bunkers were either modified machine gun bunkers or large works specially designed to deal with a 
particular tactical situation. For the purpose of this article, we will call the former “small” and the latter “large”. 
Most anti-tank bunkers were concentrated in the PFL, but there were a few on the North-eastern border, in the 
Ardennes and along the Southern approaches to Brussels.  
 
All bunkers were armed with one 47 mm anti-tank gun. In most instances, this was the Belgian C 47 D gun but 
some bunkers were fitted with the French APX2b tank turret. “Large” bunkers were armed with a 47 mm, one 
heavy machine gun, one searchlight and in some cases, an armoured observation cupola. “Small” anti-tank 
bunkers were armed with just the anti-tank gun. Both types sported some of the features of the medium Machine 
gun bunker (same wall and roof thickness, entry lock with two doors, grenade ports).  

 
 



 

“Casemate Mont”, a large anti-tank gun bunker of the PFL - I. It 
barred the road from Theux to Louveigné where it passed the 

small village of Mont. 
 
 



 

Bunker A23 defending the Dutch border forward of the Bocholt–Lanaken canal. This large anti-tank gun bunker 
was located in Grevenbricht. The large firing port in the centre is where the 47 mm anti-tank gun was located. 

Artillery Observation Bunkers 

Artillery being an indirect fire weapon, its effectiveness is largely dependent on the presence of forward observers 
who can identify targets and direct the guns’ fire. Every Belgian artillery fort had a number of artillery observation 
posts attached to it. They were the “eyes” of the fort. Some of those posts were mobile; others were installed in 
bunkers. There was no standard design for artillery observation bunkers. Most were modified machine gun bunkers 
retro-fitted with an armored observation cupola. Artillery observation bunkers will be described in more detail in the 
Forts article. 
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Appendix B: Weapons 

Maxim 08 Heavy Machine Gun 

Maxim 08 Technical Data 
Country of Origin:  Germany  
Manufacturer:  Spandau Arsenal, Deutsche Waffen und Munitions Fabrike, Berlin 
Role:  Heavy machine gun 
Calibre/cartridge 7.92 mm 
Type of feed 250 round belt 
Weight 26, 54 kg + 31,98 kg for mounting 
Overall length 1,175 mm 
Length of barrel 28.35 in 
Muzzle velocity 892 m/sec (ft/sec) 
Rate of fire (cyclic) Practical: 100 rpm / Theoretical: 450 rpm 
Effective range 650 m (maximum range: 3,000 m) 

The Maxim 08 machine gun was Belgium’s standard machine gun for the infantry. Twelve of the 18 infantry 
divisions were equipped with Maxims. Six second-reserve infantry divisions were armed with the Colt machine gun. 
The two cavalry divisions and the two Chasseurs ardennais divisions used the Hotchkiss. Most of the Maxims in 
Belgian service were leftovers from World War I handed over by Germany after the armistice. The Maxim was a 
good, reliable weapon, but heavy and unwieldy.  
 
The machine gun bunkers in the various fortified positions were not garrisoned on a permanent base and remained 
unarmed until occupied by an infantry unit, which would install its Maxims in the firing ports. To this end, firing 
ports were equipped with a special fixture, called dispositif Chardome, which allowed the machine gun crew to 
quickly place their gun in a stable firing position. Basically, the crew first folded the Maxim’s sled-like bipod, and 
then put the gun to rest on the Chardome mount.  



 

A drawing of the ‘Chardome’ Machine gun mount. 
 
 



 

Top-down view of the ‘Chardome’, 
showing the plate on which the Maxium 

was rested. A - a threaded pivot to which 
the gun’s sled is fastened. B - the machine 
gun itself. The two holes in C were used 

with the 08/15 version of the Maxim, 
which was fitted with a bipod. 

The Chardome’s drawback was that it was specially designed for the Maxim 08 and its light version, the 08/15. It 
could not be used with any other weapon. This created problems in those instances where the bunkers were 
occupied by Allied troops. On the KW line, for instance, BEF infantry found they could not attach their Bren guns to 
the fixtures. They were forced to dismantle the Chardome and build a makeshift firing platform with sandbags 
before they could fire their Bren guns from the bunker’s ports.  



 

The Maxim 08 heavy machine gun. (Brussels Army Museum) 

Maxim 08/15 Light Machine Gun 

The Belgian forts, which were garrisoned permanently and therefore had their own armament, used two types of 
automatic weapons: the 08/15 ‘light’ variant of the Maxim placed in special fixed mounts and the Browning FM.30 
automatic rifle. The former was used in a heavy machine gun role to deny the approaches of the fort to enemy 
infantry; the latter served as a light machine gun for close defence. Both weapons will be described in more detail in 
the follow-up article on Belgian forts.  

 

 

 



Fusil-mitrailleur 1930 (Fm 30) Browning Mod. 30 Light Machine Gun 

 

The FM 30 demonstrated by His Majesty Leopold III, King of the 
Belgians. 

 
 

Fusil-mitrailleur 1930 (Fm 30) Browning Technical Data 
Country of Origin:  Belgium  
Manufacturer:  Fabrique Nationale, Herstal (Belgium) 
Role:  Light machine gun 
Caliber/cartridge 7.65 mm 
Type of feed 20 rounds clip 
Weight 9,300 kg 
Overall length 119.4 cm (47 in) 
Length of barrel 61.1 cm (24.07 in) 
Muzzle velocity 850 m/sec (2650 fps) 
Rate of fire (cyclic) 600 rpm or 350 rpm 
Effective range 550 m 

This weapon is a modified 1930 version of the famous Browning Automatic Rifle in use in the US army in the first 
and second world wars. Among other things, the Belgians changed the calibre to 7,65 mm, so the weapon could fire 
the Belgian standard 7,65 mm mod. 30 cartridge. The “Belgian BAR” as it is sometimes called was the standard 
squad light machine gun of the Belgian army. It was distributed in all units except the six second reserve infantry 
divisions which used the Chauchat light machine gun.  
 
The FM mod. 30 was also widely used in forts and bunkers where it was attached to a special fixed mount. More on 
this in the follow-up article on the forts. 

 

 

 

 



C 47 L/30 D - 47 mm Anti-Tank Gun 

 

A towed C 47 in a firing position near the Leuven train station. Leuven, defended by British troops 
and some Belgian elements, saw heavy fighting on 14 May. 

 
 



 

C47 at the Brussels Army Museum 
 

C 47 L/30 D - 47 mm Anti-Tank Gun Technical Data 
Country of Origin:  Belgium 
Manufacturer:  Fonderie Royale de Canons, Herstal (Belgium) 
Role:  Heavy anti-tank Cannon  
Calibre 47 mm 
Overall length Unknown  
Length of barrel 1,435 m 
Rate of fire (cyclic) Unknown  
Traverse 20°L / 20° R (towed version) 8° L / 8° R (bunker mount) 20°L / 20° R (sphere mount) 
Elevation - 3° to +20° 
Muzzle velocity 675 m/sec (AP) / 450 m/sec (HE) 
Projectile weight 1,560 kg (AP) / 1,665 (HE) 
Practical range Unknown  
Effective range 2,000 m 

The C 47 is the main anti tank gun in use in the Belgian army in 1940. It was used in three different roles: towed 
anti tank gun in the field army, fixed anti tank gun in bunkers and forts, and motorised gun aboard the Belgian T-13 
light tank destroyer. It was an effective gun by all accounts, markedly superior to the German 37 mm gun, but 
perhaps not as good as the French 47 mm. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The C 47 gun fitted on its special bunker mount. The chariot the gun is fitted to is mounted on rails to absorb the 
gun’s recoil, much like in the ships of the 18th century. What you see is a reconstructed bunker interior as shown 
at the Brussels army museum. The gun and the chariot are vintage WWII material though, with only the aiming 

system missing).  



C 60 L/50 – 60 mm Anti-Tank Gun 

 

A C 60 interdicting one of the anti tank moats of Fort Battice 
(PFL I). Spent casings were automatically thrown into the bin on 
the left and evacuated to a special chamber underneath the gun 

compartment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

C 60 L/50 - 60 mm Anti-Tank Gun Technical Data 
Country of Origin:  Belgium 
Manufacturer:  Fonderie Royale de Canons, Herstal (Belgium) 
Role:  Fortress anti-tank Cannon  
Calibre 60 mm 
Overall length Unknown  
Length of barrel 300 cm 
Rate of fire (cyclic) Unknown  
Traverse 20° L / 20* R (sphere mount) 
Elevation - 20° to +5° (sphere mount) 
Muzzle velocity 900+ m/sec 
Projectile weight 3,020 g (HE) or 3,600 (AP) 
Effective range 3,000 m 

The C 60 was used exclusively as a fixed anti tank defence in some of the forts (Eben-Emael, Battice) and a few 
bunkers directly attached to forts. There was no towed version of this weapon. Since none of the forts were ever 
attacked by tanks, it is pretty certain that the C 60 was never used in its primary role as an anti-tank weapon. It 
was used extensively by the forts to fire HE ammunition. The gun was equipped with a special aiming device for 
indirect fire.According to veteran Maurice George, artillery instructor at Fort Battice, the trajectory of a shell fired by 
the C 60 would drop just one mil after 1,000 m. 
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Rudolf Witzig 

 
Rudolf Witzig (14 August 1916 in Röhlinghausen, Wanne-Eickel – 3 October 2001 in 
Oberschleißheim) was a German paratrooper during World War II and Colonel in the 
Bundeswehr. He was also a recipient of the Knight's Cross of the Iron Cross with Oak Leaves 
(German: Ritterkreuz des Eisernen Kreuzes mit Eichenlaub). The Knight's Cross of the Iron 
Cross and its higher grade Oak Leaves was awarded to recognize extreme battlefield bravery or 
successful military leadership. Witzig is most well known for his action against the Belgian 
fortress Fort Eben-Emael. 

Witzig joined the 16th Pioneer Battalion on 1 April 1935, as an officer candidate. Two years 
later, on 20 April 1937, he was promoted to Lieutenant and served as a platoon leader in the 31st 
Pioneer Battalion. Witzig volunteered for service in the Fallschirmjäger on 1 August 1938, and 
joined the Parachute Infantry Battalion. A year later, after transferring to the Luftwaffe and then 
holding the rank of Oberleutnant, he was leader of the Sturmabteilung Koch pioneer platoon. 
This unit was named after Hauptmann Walter Koch.  

Witzig's greatest military achievement was the capture of Fort Eben-Emael in the Battle of Fort 
Eben-Emael on 10 May 1940; that same day, Oberleutnant Witzig was awarded the Knight's 
Cross of the Iron Cross. A special announcement of the Wehrmachtbericht on 11 May lauded the 
accomplishments of Witzig and his airborne landing group. On 16 May, Witzig was further 
honored by an early promotion to Hauptmann.  

Witzig led the 9th Company of the Parachute Assault Regiment during the Invasion of Crete. 
Wounded in the course of the battle, he was transferred from the Luftwaffe hospital in Athens to 
several other hospitals.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wanne-Eickel
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http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wehrmachtbericht
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On 10 May 1942, Witzig was placed in command of the Corps Parachute Pioneer Battalion. He 
received promotion to Major on 24 August 1942. From November 1942, he and his battalion 
served in Tunisia in the Barenthin Luftwaffe Regiment. Defensive successes in the northern 
sector of the Tunisian Front are closely linked with Rudolf Witzig.  

He commanded 1st Battalion, 21st Parachute Pioneer Regiment, from 15 June 1944, and 
simultaneously as commanding officer of the regiment. Witzig and his unit were mentioned a 
second time in the Wehrmachtbericht on 8 August 1944, after the destruction of 27 enemy tanks.  

His last service in World War II was as commanding officer of the 18th Parachute Regiment, 
from 16 December 1944. With his regiment, he went into captivity on 8 May 1945. Witzig's last 
honor of the war had come the previous day, when his name was placed on the Honor Roll of the 
Luftwaffe.  

He re-joined the military service in the newly created Bundeswehr of the Federal Republic of 
Germany on 16 January 1956. He retired on 30 September 1974 holding the rank of Oberst. 

Adapted from Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia 
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THE REMAGENBRIDGEHEAD: 


Lieutenant Colonel John H. Montgomery, Jr., Infantry 

Instructor, Command and General Staff College 


ON 7 March 1945, a task force from the 
9th Armored Division seized a bridge over 
the Rhine River ~t Remagen. This hoped 
for, but unexpected, feat set up a chain 
reaction which caused all echelons of 
command from the task force to supreme 
headquarters to change their plans dras
tically. ' , 

This fortune of war and its capitaliza
tion by the various headquarters con
cerned furnish the military student with 
an excellent example of flexibility and 
successful exploitation in war. In order to 
understand the factors involved and the 
situation as it existed on 7 March, it is 
necessary to look back to the end of the 
preceding month 'and to consider the 
seheme of maneuver as conceived by III 
Corps, to which the 9th Armored Division 
was attached. 

From the Roer tc the Rhine 
(25 February-7 March) 

On 25 February, the divisions of III 
Corps started crossing the Roer River. By 
1 March, all divisions were across the 
Ri\'er and were pushing. to the east against 
lllt:derate resistance with the mission of 
advancing to the Rhine. During the night 
of 5-6 March, F1irst Army moved the' III 
C, ,'ps northern boundary to the south and 

, I , 

issued instructions which turned the direc
tion of attack to the southeast with con
sequent changes in division boundaries 
and objectives. By 7 March, III Corps was 
fully committed to its new course of action. 
The 1st Infantry Division. on the north, 
was approaching Bonn. The 9th Infantry 
Division, also pushing east, was nearing 
Bad Godesburg, Oberbachum, and Berkum. 
The 9th Armored Division on the east and 
the 78th Infantry Division on the west 
were driving south to clear the west bartk 
of the Rhine and to seize crossings over 
the Ahr River in order to effect a junc
tion with the Third Army (see map). 
Thus, we see that on 7 March all four of 
the divisions of III Corps were'being em
ployed. Furthermore, fighting a disorgan
ized enemy, all the divisions were deployed 
on wide fronts and were approaching 
their final objectives. These factors con
tributed to a situation in which none of 
the divisions were immediately available 
for employment in a bridgehead. 

Seizure of the J.udendorf Bridge 

While it had not been expected that a 
bridge over the Rhine River would be 
seized intact, the possibility had been con
sidered at the various echelons, of com
mand. On 6 March, III Corps had requested 

When a 9th' 'Armored Division task force seized intact abridge over 
th::, Rhine, at Remagen, the feat sparked a series of command decisions 
wi;ich resulted in a classic example of flexibility and exploitation 
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that Rhine River bridges in the Corps zone 
n<t be b~mbed, although no objection was 
made to attacks on ferry sites, ponton 
bridges, or fei·ries. However, when Task 
Force Engeman of Combat Command B, 
9th Armored Division, broke out of the 
woods onto the bluffs overlooking the Rhine 
at Remagen, no orders to (;ross the River 
had been issued by anyone. Nevertheless, 
the task force assaulted the bridge and was 
able to put three armored infantry com
panies across by 1600. 

There are. very few places along the 

whole stretch of the Rhine River less 
suited for a large-scale river crossing 
than the Remagen bridge site. From a ter
rain viewpoint, the bridge was located on 
the north shoulder of a shallow salient that 
projected into the enemy side of the river. 
The groqnd on the east bank rose pre
cipitously from the river and continued 
rising through rough wooded hills for 
5,500 yards inland. The prilnary road net 
on the east bank consisted of a road 
alongside and parallel to the River, and 
two mountain roads, all of which could be 

easily blocked. On the west bank 'of the 
River, there was' but one primary Toad 
running into Remagen, and that road djd 
not approach the normal axis of supply. 
In considering the logistical situatieJi, 

· there had been no build-up of equipment 
and supplies in the area to support a 
river crossing, nor, in view of the over-all 
plan, was there 'any assurance of getting 
such supplies. In addition, the bridge was 
located on the south flank of the Army. 

Operationally, the situation certainly did 
not faVor a major effort across such a 
formidable obstacle at that time.' All 
major units in the vicinity had been com
mitted and were engaged. The Corps 
artillery had displaced to the south. The 
communication net had likewise been es
tablished to the south. There were insuffi
cient antiaircraft and engineer units at 
hand to support the operation. The bridge 
had been damaged by demolitions just 
prior to its capture, and there wa~ insuffi
cient material .available to build another 
should the bridge collapse. Perhaps most 
important of all, III Corps was still 
charged with seizing and holding bi'idge
heads over the Ahr River. 

Perhaps the most important observation 
that could be made on the whole operation 
is that each echelon of command did some
thing positive to exploit the possibilities of 
the situation, and that this was indicative 

· of a high degree of initiative and flexi
bility of mind on the part of all command
ers concerned. 

The Build-Up 

The first news of the seizure of the 
· bridge was received by III Corps at 071700 

March, when the 9th Armored Division 
notified Corps of the seizure and asked 
for instructions. III Corps ordered' the 
division to "exploit the bridgehead as far 
as possible but to hold Sinzig" to the south, 

The major problem at this time was the 
limited number of troops available Ior 
immediate employment in the bridgehead. 



,5 

The Ludendorf Bridge at Remagen (above) was an unexpected prize of war which fell 
to American troops on 7 March 1945. Although under attack by the Germans, the bridge 
was exploited to the fullest to build up a bridgehead across the Rhine. The bridge col
lapsed on '{70 March (below), but the crassing was successfully defended.-US Army photos. 
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Aj has already been stated, the greater 
pa'lrt of every d,ivision in III Corps was 
engaged at this time. In order to commit 

, a division east of the Rhine, it would have 
been necessary first to relieve it from its 
assigned mission. Such' relief requires 
time. While it would have been more de
sirable to employ a complete division in 
order to maintain integrity of organiza
tion and command, the only course of 
action possible at the time was the ex
pedient ~f committing infantry units as 
theybecame available. In ordel' to achieve 
effective control and command, it was de
cided that all units crossing the River 
would I;>e attached to Combat Command B, 
9th Armored Division. In conformance 
with this policy, the 47th Regimental Com
bat Team from the 9th Infantry Division 
were attached to Combat Command B at 
072100 March. , 

While these instructions were being 
issued and plans made, First Army was 
notified of the day's developments. Army 
approved the. decision to exploit the bridge
head and further informed III Corps that 
the 7th Armored Division was attached to 
III Corps immediately and that elements 
of the 2d Infantry Division would rJ!lieve 
the 78th Infantry Diyision and Combat 
Command A, 9th Armored Division, as 
soon as possible in order to permit those 
two units to cross. First Army also im
.mediately furnished III Corps with an 
antiaircraft 90-mm gun battalion, a tread
way bridge company, and a DUKW com
pany. The attachment of these units solved' 
the most' pressing of the, immediate prob
lems and permitted III Corps to begin the 
build-Up of the bridgehead. 

On 8 March, ,the following units from 
three divisions were moved across the 
Rhine:, the 52d Armored Infantry Battal
ion and 14th Tank Battalion of the 9th 
Armored Division; the 47th Infantry and 
1st Battalion 60th Infantry of the 9th 
Infantry Division; and the 311th Infantry 
and 1st Battalion 310th Infantry of the 

78th Infantry Division. On 9 March, the 
remainder of the 60th Infantry of the 9th 
Infantry Division and .the 309th Infantry 
of the 78th Infantry Division moved into 
the bridgehead and the Commanding Gen
eral, 9th Infantry Division, ~as directed 
to assume command of the bridgehead 
force. On 10 March, both the 9th and 78th 
Infantry Divisio'ns closed on the east bank: 
On 11 March, the 99th Infantry Division 
crossed and took over a zone in the bridge

. head. The initial employment of the 
various units as they arrived in the ,area 
permitted the parent units later to take 
over zones with a minimum of reshuffling. 
TI1U's, we' see that in 4 days three and 
a half divisions were moved into the 
bridgehead. 

Eriemy resistance was relatively light 
for the first 2 days of the operation, 
bOut on 9 March, res'istance stiffened con
siderably as the 11th Panz81' Division was 
i~entified on the front. From then until 24 
March, the nghting through rugged, 
wooded terrain was extremely difficult, and 
ground was gained slowly against 'a de
termined, stubborn enemy.. On 11 March, 
the 106th Panzer Brigade was identified, 
and the following day two battle groups 
of the 130th Panzer Division were located 
on the front. These units made their 
presence felt by launching 13 tank-sup
ported counterattacks between 10 and 12 
March. On the south, the 272d and 277th 
Volksg1'enadie1' Di1!isions were identified 
on 12 March, while the next day the 62d 
Volksgl'enadie1' and 9th Panze1' Divisions 
were contacted. Thereafter, elements of 
new divisions were identified almost daily, 
but these late arrivals were so under
strength and disorganized that they did 
not greatly influence the battle. 

By 22 March, the bridgehead ceased r) 
exist as such, since it had become an arl11;: 
front from which the First Army cou',1 
debouch on its final drive to the heart d 
Germany. 



THE ~EMAGEN BRIDGEHEAD 

Protecti~n of the Bridges the Remagen operation, it· was critical~. 

On 10 March, a treadway bridge was 
completed across the Rhine and on the 
follow.ing day a ponton bridge was com
'pleted. * During the early' days of the 
operation, a great amount of the Germarl 
effort was expended in attempting to de
stroy'the bridges. Altogether, the bridge 
site was subjected to a total of 383 air 
strikes, 6 V -2 attacks, assault by t\nder
water swimmers, fire from a 540-mm gun, 
and almost continuous heavy artillery 
shelling. All of the bridges were hit at 
one time or another during the operation, 
and, the Ludendorf Bridge coliapsed on 17 
March ,as a result of the punishment it 
had taken. 

In spite of the loss of the railroad 
bridge, the defenses were successful
bridges were maintained across the River. 
Within a few days after the' seizure of 
the Ludendorf Bridge, a total of 9 
antiaircraft automatic weapons battalions 
and 4 antiaircraft gun battalions were 
in position protecting the bridge site. 

. Barrage balloons were set up and con
tinuous air cover was maintained. Cbn
tact, log, and net booms were constructed 
across the River to intercept waterborne 
objects. Twelve depth charges per hour 

. were dropped each night to defeat under
water swimmers. Radar searched the 
ri',er to detect underwater craft. Twenty
f0111" hour boat and shore patrols were 
m"intained. High velocity guns were em
pLced' .along the banks to fire on any 
su"picious objects, ann at night search
Iif 'Its illuminated the surface. 

Traffic Control 

:1 any river crossing, the problem of 
tl' 'fic control is of major importance. In 

* J. s of. interest to note that the treadWRY bri?g(' 
CDI' ":eted on 10 March 1945" was the first tactIcal 
bri c to be built over the Rhine River si!lce 
Na leon performed the samE" feat. !tn interestl.ng 
coil !dence is that Caesar made hiS first RhIne 
cro ,ing in 55 Be in the vicinity of An~ernach. T.wo 
tho and years later, in 1946, the Amencan ~ross!ng, 
wa' !lade 12 miles north of the Roman crossIng sIte. 

Three divisions and great numbers.' ·of 
supporting u~its and ~upply vehicles wer~ . 
funneied over one road .into the bridge
area. Th'e_ fact that the bridge sites were 
under almost constant artillery shelling 
m.aterially added to the difficulty of the 
situation. On the 'night of 7-8 March, one 
of the first armored vehicles to start 
across the bridge became wedged between 
two struts and blocked traffic for 3 
hours. By the time thE! bridge was cleared, 
the town of Remagen was jammed and 
traffic was impeded as far back as Birres
dorf, nearly 7 miles to the rear. In order 
to eliminate this situation, the 9th Armored 
Division was designated to control traffic
a task later performed by the 14th 
Cavalry Group. A Corps traffic control 
headquarters was established in Remagen 
"and a traffic control post was located. at 
Gelsdorf, 9 miles west· of Remagen. Here 
traffic was halted and proper distance be
tween vehicles established. Five other 
control posts insured the maintenance of 
that distance. 

Conclusions 

The Remagen operation provides an ex
cellent example of rapid and audacious 
exploitation of an unexpected fortune of 
war. Practically none of the essentials 
for a successful river crossing existed at 
the time the bridge was seized. The seiz
ing of the bridge and the exploiting of the 
bridgehead presented a golden opportunity 
that justified taking great risks. 

The operation also demonstrates an 
application of the doctrine of flexibility 
in plans and operations. ' 

Lastly, and perhaps most important,' the 
operation demonstrated confidence in the 
'superi,or commandets.· All cpmm!mders 
did' something positive at once; none 
waited for confirmation or approval from 
the next higher. commander before com-, 
mitting his unit to the operation. 

http:interestl.ng














































































Karl H. Timmermann 

 
Karl H. Timmermann (June 19, 1922 – October 21, 1951) was the first American Officer to 
cross the Rhine River in Germany during World War II after directing the assault across the 
bridge, helping remove explosive charges, and surviving the German Army demolition attempt 
to destroy the Ludendorff Bridge at Remagen on March 7, 1945. 

John Henry "Henry", his father, enlisted in the US Army on April 9, 1919 and became part of 
Company M of the Eighth Infantry for the American Army of Occupation. While absent without 
leave in 1921, Henry met Maria Weisbecker. They married and had a son named Karl Henry on 
June 19, 1922. By January 1924, they were in Nebraska. On August 16, 1928 "Henry" was 
discharged from the US Army. 

Young Karl had been exposed to taunts regarding his father's "cowardice, " desertion from the 
military and disgracing the name Timmermann. This feeling caused him to state that he was 
going to make it right. Three other siblings and a brother-in-law eventually joined the US 
Military "to redeem their name."  

On July 6, 1940, Karl Timmermann enlisted in the US Army. He was stationed at Fort Lewis, 
Washington, assigned to the 15th Infantry Regiment of the 3rd Infantry Division. After the 
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, his unit began training for war. In October 1942 the 3rd Infantry 
headed for Norfolk, Virginia then sailed for Morocco and Operation Torch, the invasion of 
French North Africa. Timmerman did not go with them. He had been noted for his leadership 
ability and was selected for Officer Candidate School. He became a second lieutenant on 
February 16, 1943 and was sent to Fort Riley, Kansas for armored infantry training. He was 
assigned as a platoon leader within Company A of the 27th Armored Infantry Battalion, 9th 
Armored Division.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Timmermann-Karl-Lt-US_Army-March1945.jpg


On August 20, 1944 the 9th Armored Division boarded the Queen Mary which arrived in 
Scotland on August 27. On September 28, the division arrived in France. The green troops were 
placed in the Ardennes sector in Belgium, considered a quiet sector good for green troops.  

On December 16, 1944 the Germans started the offensive that became known to the Americans 
as the Battle of the Bulge. Timmermann was in the thick of the fighting near St. Vith with his 
platoon. His company's entire kitchen staff and its supply sergeant were captured and later 
executed by the German SS troops. Timmermann was wounded in the arm by shell fragments 
during the fighting, but stayed with his unit until relieved. As the Germans twice announced that 
the 9th Armored Division had been destroyed, the 9th Armored earned the nickname the 
"Phantom Division."  

In late February 1945, the 9th AD was conducting operations as part of US FIRST Army in 
OPERATION LUMBERJACK. On February 28, Timmermann's daughter Gay Diane was born, 
but he  didn't learn of her birth for almost two weeks. On March 6, Timmermann's company 
commander was wounded in action and Timmermann was appointed by Lt. Colonel Leonard 
Engeman to take over Able Company, which was going to lead the push to the Rhine River.  

On March 7, 1945, at about 1530 hours, having discovered the Remagen Bridge still standing, 
Timmermann was ordered to seize it. Despite two German demolitions on or near the bridge, he 
led his under-strength company across the bridge.  Engineer troops arrived and immediately took 
over removing the demolition charges from the bridge.  

One of Timmermann's squad leaders, Sergeant Alexander A. Drabik of Holland, Ohio, under 
heavy fire, was the first American soldier to cross the bridge. Drabik’s squad, with other soldiers, 
secured the eastern side of the bridge. Drabik did this without having a single soldier in his squad 
wounded or killed.  

About 1600 hours, more infantry units were moving up under fire by German anti-aircraft 
weapons covering the western side of the bridge. Timmermann ordered one platoon up the 
Erpeler Ley, a large hill just beyond the east end of the bridge to destroy the AA weapons. The 
Germans there abandoned their weapons and retreated. Timmermann's other men raced to the 
other side of the hill to cover the other end of the railroad tunnel and to prevent any enemy from 
reinforcing the Germans there. Within thirty minutes these tasks were accomplished and 
Timmermann was working to get an unknown number of German soldiers and civilians hiding 
within the railroad tunnel to surrender.  He finally arranged a peaceful surrender. Some 200 
soldiers and over 100 civilians surrendered and were escorted over the bridge to safety.  

Allied journalists termed the bridge capture the "Miracle of Remagen". General Dwight D. 
Eisenhower declared the bridge "worth its weight in gold" and "one of those bright opportunities 
of war which, when quickly and firmly grasped, produce incalculable effects on future 
operations". Although weakened severely, the bridge remained functional, and FIRST Army 
could use it for both truck and tank traffic. Eight thousand soldiers crossed it during the first 24 
hours after capture.  



Timmermann received a furlough to Paris, France. There he read a Stars and Stripes article on 
the attack of the Remagen Bridge and learned he was the father of a baby girl. He also found out 
he was considered a hero. As the word of "one of the war's most electrifying feats" filled Allied 
newspapers, he became a celebrity. He met Ernie Pyle and other reporters who listened to him 
describe how his men were the real heroes. Timmermann had restored his family name and 
honor.  

Combat Command B of the 9th Armored was awarded the Presidential Unit Citation for 
capturing the bridge.  

Timmermann was discharged from the army on December 12, 1945. He became a salesman in 
Nebraska raising his family. He missed army life and tried to rejoin the army as an officer. 
However, all officer billets were full, so he enlisted as a technical sergeant in the regular army on 
October 28, 1947. He became a recruiter and later an instructor with the officers' reserve corps in 
Omaha, Nebraska.  

With the start of the 'Cold War,' Timmermann was commissioned as a first lieutenant on 
December 26, 1948. He was assigned to Fort Omaha and the Seventh Mechanized Cavalry 
Reconnaissance Troop of the Seventh Infantry Division. 

Timmermann landed with the Seventh Infantry Division at Inchon South Korea in September 
1950. He fought with his unit for several months before seeking medical treatment for ongoing 
abdominal pain. He was diagnosed with testicular cancer and sent stateside to Fitzsimons 
Hospital near Denver, Colorado for treatment. He underwent surgery to remove the tumor but it 
was unsuccessful. He died on October 21, 1951 at age 29, and was given a full military burial at 
Fort Logan National Cemetery in Colorado. A Denver reporter wrote that "the cancer called war 
had failed to take his life in two tries." His wife LaVera recalled, "He detested cancer because of 
the fact that it was killing him and depriving him of a soldierly duty ... He made me promise to 
polish up his silver stripe (bar), his buttons and his medals for the burial. He wanted every battle 
ribbon in proper place on his chest. He wanted to be as soldierly as possible."  

Adapted from Wikipedia 
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