








PROLOGUE

“Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it.”
George Santayana

1 June 1997
Whitefish, Montana

In a battle, fought on 3 October 1993, Major Generals Thomas Montgomery and William
Garrison’s lack of war-fighting skills caused 18 American warriors to be killed, 100 more wounded and
our nation to be humiliated.

Garrison and Montgomery made every basic error in the book, beginning with not understanding
the enemy. They had bad intelligence, were overly dependent on firepower and technology and were
arrogant. Nor did they bother to put a go-to-hell plan in place in case the shit hit the fan. They made the
identical blunders that were made in Vietnam over and over for eight bloody years.

Their mistakes were ones that good general should never make, and because of them, great
soldiers paid a terrible price. Besides the big picture stuff they screwed up, they also blew it on simple
tactical technique such as conducting several raids using exactly the same drill while their enemy watched
and learned their modus operandi.

On the seventh raid, conducted on a hot Sunday afternoon, disaster struck and some of the best
warriors America had were thrown into a death grinder. Just as in Vietnam, the enemy worked out our
pattern, set up a counter operation, patiently waited for Special Ops warriors to throw their punch and
then creamed our good warriors.

As is so often the case in battle, brave men down on the ground and up in the air saved a repeat of
another Custer’s last stand. But the entire massacre could have been avoided had the generals, both
Vietnam veterans, remembered what went down in South East Asia three decades before. Unfortunately,
they as most generals - - past and present - - suffered from CRS (Can’t Remember Shit.)

After this disaster, we were chased from Somalia, just as we were from Vietnam thirty years
before, once again, by mostly barefooted guerrillas, armed mainly with light infantry weapons because
American military leaders did dumb things.

The mistakes made in Somalia have convinced me that little was learned from America’s 25 year
long Vietnam experience. And I fear that there will be more Mogadishu’s, more dumb U.S. Army generals
and sadly more blood spilled needlessly as we march down a bloody trail into Century XXI.

I believe the majority of the fights our forces will get into over the next thirty years will be Low
Intensity Conflicts (LIC), the irregular kind of dirty little shoot outs such as were fought in the 15th
Century, in our Indian wars and most recently in Vietnam and Somalia. But most of these fights will be
fought in cities.

This little book is a distillation of the lessons learned in hundreds of jungle fights fought in
Vietnam. It’s not computer hacker stuff, but mainly common soldier knowledge that is as old as war itself.
You won’t find any magic formulas for future irregular fights within these pages, but they do describe
mistakes, how to avoid them and outline tricks and techniques that were learned the hard way.

War seldom changes. Technology has just made things happen faster and made the violence
meaner. But down where the rubber hits the dirt, it’s not very different than it was in the 1700s, when
Indians were hunting the early settlers, and the early settlers were hunting the Indians.



















THE CORE OF THE PROBLEM

Though it may sound like a contradiction to
speak first of the tactics of engaging fortifications
in a war where the enemy of the United States is
a hit-and-run guerrilla, seeking more at the pres-
ent time to avoid open battle than to give it except
when he imagines that the terms are more than
moderately favorable to his side, a moment’s reflec-
tion will sustain the logic of the approach.

His fortified areas almost invariably present
the greatest difficulty to U.S. tactical forces, and
it is when we voluntarily engage them that our
loss rates are most immoderate. At no other tech-
nique is he more skilled than in the deceptive
camouflaging of his fortified base camps and semi-
fortified villages. There, even nature is made to
work in his favor; trees, shrubs, and earth itself
are reshaped to conceal bunker locations and
trench lines. Many of these locations are found
temporarily abandoned, thus presenting only the
problem of how to wreck them beyond possibility
of further use. On the other hand, when he
chooses to fight out of any one of them, the choice
1s seldom if ever made because he is trapped be-
yond chance of withdrawal, but because he expects
to inflict more than enough hurt on Americans in
the attack to warrant making a stand.

And there is more to it than that. The fortified
base camps and villages are the pivots of the Com-
munist aggression. Denied their use, the move-
ment would wither. The primary problem of
defeating the North Vietnam Army (NVA) south
of 17th Parallel and the ultimate problem of de-
stroying the Viet Cong (VC) between that line
and the southern extremity of the Delta are joined
in the tactical task of eliminating their fortified
areas with maximum economy of force.

Years of labor and mountains of irreplaceable
material have gone into building this network of
strong camps over the country. It is the frame-
work that sustains irregular operations, and a
semiguerrilla army can no more get along without
it than a conventional army can hold the field when
cut off from its main bases. Yet there is no such

camp or armed village in Vietnam today that is
beyond the reach of U.S. forces. However remote
and concealed, none can be moved or indefinitely
kept hidden. To find and smash each, one by one,
is an essential task, a prime object in conclusively
successful campaigning. The Viet Cong move-
ment cannot survive as a horde of fugitives, un-
identified as they mingle with the village crowd
and bury their arms in the surrounding paddies.
When the fortified bases go, the infrastructure
withers, and thus weakened, finally dies.

The fortified base camp is roughly circular in
form with an outer rim of bunkers and foxholes
enclosing a total system of living quarters—
usually frame structures above ground—command
bunkers, kitchens, and sleeping platforms (figs. 1
and 2). But as with the U.S. defensive perimeter,
the shape will vary according to the terrain, the
rise and fall of ground, and the use of natural fea-
tures to restrict attack on the camp to one or two
avenues. Some of the bases, and in particular
those used only for training or way stations, have
minimum defensive works. In all cases, however,
the enemy is prepared to defend from a ground
attack.

The semifortified village is usually an atten-
uated or stretched-out set of hamlets, having
length rather than breadth, a restricted approach,
bunkers (usually at the corners of the huts), lat-
eral trenches, and sometimes a perpendicular
trench fitted with fighting bunkers running the
length of the defended area along one flank.
There will be at least one exit or escape route
rearward, though the position is often otherwise
something of a cul-de-sac, made so by natural
features. Tunnels connect the bunkers and earth-
works, enabling the defenders to pop up, disap-
pear, then fire again from another angle, a jack-
in-the-box kind of maneuvering that doubles the
effect of their numbers. An unfordable river may
run along one flank while wide open paddy land
bounds the other. The apparent lack of escape
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