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CHAPTER IV
Life Lines, Not Firing Lines

During and immediately after World War II, the Coast Guard assumed
additional responsibilities. The Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation
merged with the Coast Guard, and in 1946 President Harry S. Truman made
the Coast Guard responsible for coordinating with the search and rescue efforts
of the International Civil Aviation Organization. Neither new mission had
anything to do with military readiness, but both helped reshape the Coast
Guard’s postwar attitudes.

Following the war, Headquarters placed greater emphasis on the Coast
Guard’s regulatory and emergency service aspects, but the tensions of the Cold
War prevented the service from an expected postwar disarmament. Cutters
continued to carry their wartime armament, but had only their reduced
peacetime crew complements to maintain and fire them. More weapons
systems were added to the cutters after the war, which further complicated
maintenance and crewing problems. The “additions without compensating
increases in personnel” resulted in maintenance and operation problems to both
vessel and aviation units.' Some of these problems were solved by adding
more people, providing refresher training, and coordinating antisubmarine
warfare training for aviation units with the navy.

Within Coast Guard Headquarters the ordnance section changed its name,
the first of many such changes, to the Office of Ordnance, Gunnery, and
Readiness (OGR). The office was responsible for all equipment, training, and
military readiness that fell into the nuclear, chemical, biological, and
conventional warfare areas, including allowance lists and publication reviews.
The workload on OGR’s reduced staff was tremendous and the staff could not
keep pace.

Without emphasis on military or law enforcement missions, OGR left the
small-arms program to manage on its own. In spite of lessons learned during
the war, the Coast Guard continued to follow the 1938 Ordnance Instructions
and utilized previous navy sources for all small-arms weapons and training.
Contingency plans to arm the inshore patrol boats in time of war were the
greatest concern.

Dealing with larger problems, OGR had no time to deal with the issue of
small arms and small-arms training. However, it realized that the old Coast
Guard ordnance instructions needed revision. However outdated, no one in
Headquarters had the time or expertise to revise the instructions. An acceptable
solution was found when the gunnery personnel at the Coast Guard Academy
volunteered to undertake the work.> This use of volunteers to perform
Headquarters-related ordnance functions illustrates the decline of ordnance in
Headquarter’s priorities.
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The revisions went slowly but Headquarters became better organized. The
redesignated Ordnance Instructions (CG-272) manual was promulgated in
December. Headquarters wanted the new instructions issued sooner to start the
new training year. In the interim, it issued an advance circular covering small
arms and training to provide some guidance. This circular superseded and
canceled all previous instructions pertaining to small arms including Part J
(small-arms training section) of the 1938 instructions.® The circular and new
instructions relegated the ordnance ideas of Waesche’s Coast Guard into
history.

The small-arms section was released early in expectation of the national
matches resuming in the summer. Although general service small-arms training
could have waited another year, a group of influential men from past teams
promoted the return of competitive shooting in the Coast Guard.*
Unfortunately for Coast Guard trophy cases, the list of qualified competitors
was far smaller than before the war. Many shooters had lost the zeal for
competitive marksmanship.’

In preparation for the resumption of competitive rounds, Headquarters
realigned regulations by combining general service small-arms allowances,
training requirements, and ammunition allowances—both training and
service—into a single chapter. The instructions also included a new section for
the “protection against loss” of small arms.

Weapons security concerns became an official part of the manual, removing
security standards from the discretion of individual commanding officers. The
manual firmly integrated Coast Guard ordnance with that of the navy. It was
no coincidence that the small-arms chapter had the same number, Chapter 13,
as the small-arms section in the navy’s 1950 Landing Party Manual. The
navy’s manual and its successor became the guide for all firing courses,
including the competitive course, for the next 25 years.

The Coast Guard’s new manual authorized weapons allowances that were
still generous in number but smaller than prewar and wartime highs. For
example, in 1938 cutters manned by about 74 men carried 60 rifles.® Under
the new instructions allowances were computed for ship or station type rather
than complement (crew) size. In 1953, the allowances for cutters of the WAG,
WAGB, WPG, and WAVP classes were 40 M1 rifles, five .30-caliber carbines,
seventeen .45 pistols, two .45 Thompson submachine guns, and two .30-caliber
machine guns.

These allowances concerned martial arms, but recreational firearms were
also issued by the Coast Guard. The navy continued to supply major ordnance
items. To clarify the definition of small arms, the new manual cited the navy’s
definition: “Small arms are defined as those weapons of 0.60-inch caliber and
smaller, including all shotguns, which are normally carried by foot soldiers.”’

A reference to “normally carried by foot soldiers” was later deleted because
the .50 caliber machine gun was still carried by soldiers in the field. Some
cutters carried .50-caliber machine guns, although below the .60-caliber
requirement, all were, and remain, navy owned, and were not placed on small-
arms allowances lists.®
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The allowances for unit small arms remained fairly constant for the next
decade. However, the infantry training in the use of those arms for cutter and
station crews almost disappeared. Most of the landing party equipment
disappeared as well. Allowances were reduced to normal ancillary equipment
for the weapons; ammunition belts, holsters, bayonets, and helmets were the
most common items. Anticipating some form of national emergency, district
Headquarters stored the infantry-style items. Following 1956, reductions in
allowances stabilized.’

The largest changes came in ammunition allowances. Weapons were widely
distributed but ammunition was not. Millions of rounds remained from war
stocks, but time and inadequate storage facilities caused much of it to
deteriorate and become unserviceable. Ammunition was no longer issued in the
tens of thousands of rounds.

The Coast Guard now required the maintenance of a minimum amount of
ammunition at all times for each weapon. The amounts allowed for rifles and
carbines was 300; for pistols, 100; submachine guns, 600; Browning machine
guns, 9,000 (included a 2:1 ball/tracer ratio); and for 12-gauge riot shotguns,
25.'° These service allowances, once established, remained constant—some
into the 1980s. Training allowances were, however, the unpredictable portion
of ammunition expenditures. A sudden surge of interest in small-arms training
could decimate an annual budget.

Small-arms training for 1953 depleted amounts allowed from previous
years, but the 1953 circular requested each district commander to submit a
plan, not unlike Waesche’s, for expected expenditures. The report aimed to
provide “complete information...avoid overstocking and uneconomical purchase
of small-arms ammunition.” " Headquarters required two tables to be
submitted based on the following parameters:

Course | Caliber of Ammunition Rounds fired/man
A .30 rifle , 72

B .30 rifle 136

C .30 carbine 210

D AS 60

E AS 80

F .38 80

G AS 105

The first table provided Headquarters with each district’s needs, and the
second reported present inventory amounts. The reports were designed to
prevent units from stockpiling ammunition. The method caused some
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mathematical problems for the districts. The circular and others through the
decade mandated the following maximum allowances:

Rifle Caliber .30, ball 300 rounds
Carbine Caliber .30, ball 250 rounds
Pistol Caliber .45, ball 200 rounds
Revolver Caliber .38, ball 200 rounds
Machine Gun Caliber .30, ball/tracer 320 rounds
Submachine Gun | Caliber .45, ball 150 rounds!?

The rifle “A” course usually required 50 rounds to complete, leaving 22
rounds with which to sight [or zero] the rifle. The rifle “B” course required 42
rounds and the first table allowed enough to shoot the course three times.
However, the differences in numbers between the per-man allowance to be
reported and the alternate amounts had more to do with logistics than reason.

Ammunition could only be procured in standard packs of ammunition, and
whole numbers made accountability easier. The standard-pack syndrome of
World War II carried into the 1950s and beyond.

To compound the computational problems, individuals competing in unit
or district competitions were allowed an additional 300 rounds for the rifle and
200 for pistol. Additional amounts of .22-caliber ammunition were authorized
at the rate of 150 rounds times the fofal district complement of personnel.
Districts purchased and issued hundreds of thousands of rounds of .22
ammunition during the 1960s."

Establishing weapons and ammunition allowances was an effortless
managerial function. There was no more debate over the allowances than
choosing would-be training courses. Headquarters, without hesitation, copied
the courses laid out by the navy. However, choosing those who were to receive
training and calculating their numbers was a different matter.

In the 1930s and 1940s Headquarters encouraged generally everyone,
except Public Health Service doctors and hospital corpsmen, to practice with
small arms. However, during the 1950s the missions of the Coast Guard did
not need such a commitment to training. Since November 1949 the Coast
Guard had been, by law, a branch of the Armed Forces of the United States
at all times. This did not automatically change the service, however. The
enactment of Title 14 of the United States Codes allowed the Coast Guard to
write in the authority to carry out the missions it had traditionally performed.
The law gave the Coast Guard the primary responsibility of maritime law
enforcement and authority to “engage in life-saving activities in the broadest
possible terms.”
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The Korean War caused the service to consider small arms in passing, but
Coast Guard participation in the war was negligible. The Coast Guard was not
integrated into the navy, but did increase port security patrols. Therefore the
emphasis in small-arms training turned toward port security and its law
enforcement function, but only marginally. The predominant mission of the
service became the lifesaving role.

The purpose of small-arms training for whatever reason, according to the
1953 circular, varied little from the past. Small-arms training was “prescribed
for the service in order that all personnel who handle arms in the conduct of
their duties or who may be required to do so in war or other emergency will
use them safely and effectively.” Safety and effectiveness were two attributes
of good riflemen, but could not replace the ideal of the competent marksman.

Although the purposes and subjects of training were defined, the questions
of who and how many were to be trained had not been addressed. Not
everyone needed training. Therefore, Headquarters devised a formula that
authorized a percentage of men at various units to participate in small-arms
training. The formula was straightforward with no conflicting numbers.

Course Port Security Units Other Operating Units

‘A (Rifle Marksman) 50% 25%

B (Rifle Expert) All qualifying on Course A

C (Carbine) 20% 10% if unit so armed

D (Pistol Marksman) 50% 25%

E (Pistol Expert) All qualifying on Course D

F (Revolver) All personnel issued
revolver

G (Machine Guns) 5% if unit so armed!'

Training for port security was twice that of the other operating units. Most
units trained only enough men for limited internal security and law
enforcement work. Within different levels oftraining, Headquarters encouraged
all units, except logistic and administrative, to practice within the percentages
of the quota system. Thus active service training and interest ebbed.
Nevertheless, the next year the Coast Guard Reserve included itself in annual
small-arms training. Funding itself, the Reserve maintained a program almost
entirely separate from the active service.

In 1956, instructions further altered the levels of training to not only
differentiate between operating and other units but between groups of men.
The change in policy resulted from field complaints that small-arms training
caused a “significant drain of personnel from field units during the small-
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boating season.”'® Men away from their boats on the firing range hampered
the enforcement of the Motorboat Act of 1940. Headquarters announced, “It
is now necessary for the Coast Guard to curtail its small-arms training for field
personnel somewhat drastically.”

The lack of cash awards for qualification lessened the appeal of small-arms
training, but a general negative attitude had greater effect. In the next sentence,
Headquarters proposed to study the possibility of increasing small-arms
training for recruits as a means of supplying qualified marksmen. However,
Headquarters enacted neither the study or the plan.

It appeared that the purpose of small-arms training had been forgotten.
Instead of decisively halting the 1956 program, it continued piecemeal. Those
districts that had already made plans to complete them, continued unit training
and competed in local matches. A personnel to fire paragraph in Circular 15-
56 outlined the type of units that district commanders could select for training
and the specific types of personnel to be trained. The paragraph was so general
that essentially any units could train based on this listing and the courses that
encouraged competitive-style shooters. The following paragraphs attempted to
clarify the first:

a. Course COTP and PSU Other Operating Units
Rifle Marksman

A

B Rifle Expert
C Carbine
D
E

EeT
>

Pistol Marksman
Rifle Expert
F Revolver
G Submachine Gun
H or J Machine Gun X

Eal Tl s

b. Officers below rank of commander and under forty years of age (including
boatswains, gunners, chief boatswains, and chief gunners) who have not previously fired
courses A and D: fire courses A and D.

c. Security watchstanders, guards, port security boarding forces, intelligence forces,
members of landing party, gunner’s mates and other persons required to instruct in
small arms: fire weapon with which armed or in which required to instruct, unless such

courses were fired the previous year.

d. Personnel working towards a distinguished medal: fire for practice and earn
additional “legs” as practicable.

e. Personnel who qualify on courses A and D: fire courses B and E, respectively.

f. Crews of armed port security boats: fire course H or J as practical, otherwise fire as
realistic substitute as conditions permit."
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During -the next 20 years the targeting of specific groups for training
became a battleground scattered with the remains of plans and counter plans.
Many units continued to practice as much as they wanted. The emergency
service syndrome became more prevalent as rescues such as those performed
by the ocean station vessels Coos Bay, Pontchartrain, and Chincoteage in
1955 and 1956 received publicity. Life lines, rather than firing lines, became
more popular within the Coast Guard.

The mandated training courses contained in the U.S. Navy Landing Party
Manual, 1950 disclosed few differences between the marksman and expert
courses used in the early 1900s. It was still necessary to have a good
understanding of marksmanship fundamentals to qualify prior to attempting
any expert course. Competition continued as the underlying concept of all
training procedures and philosophy.

In 1953, Army Chief of Staff General J. Lawton Collins, expressing a view
similar to the Coast Guard’s purpose of marksmanship training, stated, “The
primary job of the rifleman is not to gain fire superiority over the enemy but
to kill with accurately aimed rifle fire.”’® Collins changed the U.S. Army’s
1909 definition of fire superiority. In 1909, accuracy or number of hits made
was fire superiority. The most hits with the fewest possible shots was the
aim—an economical viewpoint much like the Coast Guard’s. Massive
firepower replaced accurate fire during World War II, just as it did during the
First World War, and would replace it again in Southeast Asia.

However, no amount of weapons theory and training philosophy could save
the Coast Guard general service small-arms training program. Competition
only maintained a relative position of prestige because a few men were still
anxious to achieve or complete the required matches for the Distinguished
Marksman Badge. With this prestige in mind, the competitive matches
continued, but on a limited scale.

The competitive spirit of the 1930s had been dispersed by time and
circumstance and never completely regained momentum. Skilled men for the
1953 national matches remained, but the results compared to the 1929 team.
After a 12-year absence, the team placed third in rifle and eighth in pistol, a
respectable showing which fueled enthusiasm for next year’s team.

In 1953, Headquarters encouraged all commanding officers “to conduct
rifle and pistol competition to the fullest extent...”'® However, with limited
budgets, prize money for winning teams was paid only once a year. By 1930s
standards some prizes were considered handsome, but by 1953 they appeared
trivial. The highest amount a man could win was $25. The amount for annual
expert rifle qualification in the 1930s was $60, $36 for sharpshooter, and the
Coast Guardsman never had to fire one competitive round.

The lack of awards did not prevent Headquarters from soliciting district
commanders for recommendations for the 1954 Coast Guard teams.?® Each
district supplied the names of five men before 20 May 1954. Leading the list
of requirements for selection to a team were personal interest and
qualifications with certain or all weapons. These same qualities would be the
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consistent factors throughout the 1950s. However, the manner of selection
changed in 1957.

Headquarters established a quota system for each district because some
districts thought the previous system was not fair. Some districts had larger
populations than others. Therefore, Headquarters developed the representative,
or ratio, system to bring parity, but more importantly to bring harmony. Under
the quota system each district was to submit names for at least the number
allowed.

1st District

2nd District

3rd District

5th District

7th District

8th District

9th District

11th District

12th District

13th District

14th District

17th District

AR & SB, Elizabeth City

Training Station Groton & Institute

Receiving Center, Cape May Academy 3 (Three officers from the graduating
class)

——t) B B W A OY 00 R

Out of practicality, Headquarters advised that it could not supply a
replacement for any man participating. This undoubtedly affected commanding
officers’ decisions. The solicitation for names and the reaction by various
districts showed some spark, but only of recognition for a sport or a particular
Coast Guard district. Competition stemming from an efficient service-wide
training program was forgotten.

The training routine remained the same for all the years except 1954. On
August 10, the pistol team bypassed Cape May and went directly to Camp
Perry. As in previous years the rifle team assembled near the end of May or
early June at Cape May. All participants practiced until elimination firing
chose the team. Once picked, the rifle team joined the pistol team in August.
The entire team consisted of 42 officers and men including logistics and
administrative personnel.

The competition at Camp Perry grew stiffer with each year. Teams long out
of the national trophy matches worked hard all year building individual skills
and teams to win. The Coast Guard’s team was together for only brief periods.
Despite their lack of practice, from 1955 to 1959 they fired respectable scores
in team and individual events. The rifle team placed first, eighth, ninth, and
eighth again, against competing teams that grew in number from 53 in 1955
to 133 in 1959. Their performance in pistol matches was also satisfactory for
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their experience. They placed twelfth, eleventh, nineteenth, ninth, and fifteenth.
The teams neither won nor lost—they participated.

The Coast Guard’s participation in the matches became a tradition, and
perhaps Admiral Waesche’s idea about educating the nation about the Coast
Guard was worth fielding the team. With only nine Coast Guard-owned firing
ranges, the old problem of finding available firing ranges remained. The nine
ranges were located at Cape May, New Jersey; Fort Macon, North Carolina;
Egmont Key, Florida; Erie, Pennsylvania; Grand Haven, Michigan; Alameda,
California; Fort Stevens, Oregon; Port Angles, Washington; and Ketchikan,
Territory of Alaska.

Another tradition continued from the 1930s was the team uniform. The
1954 team members furnished their own uniforms consisting of one pair of
high-top shoes (black or brown), two sweatshirts, two pairs of khaki work
trousers, two khaki shirts, and one black tie. After 1955 the Coast Guard
furnished the uniforms, except to officers and chiefs. In 1956, the service
deleted the khaki uniform and with it some of the team’s image, but in 1957
it reinstated the uniform, including the khaki tropical helmet.?' The vacillation
on uniform policy mirrored the service’s uncertain attitude toward all
marksmanship training.

The reentry and marginal success of the Coast Guard in competitive
shooting prompted the 1958 establishment of two trophies for intra-Coast
Guard competition: the Rear Admiral Frederick C. Billard Pistol Trophy and
the Admiral Russell R. Waesche Rifle Trophy. These awards, along with the
Small Arms Cutter Trophy, were internal achievement awards.

To spread competition, Headquarters authorized postal matches to allow
teams to compete that could not physically shoot together. Moreover the use
of postal matches in 1959 was intended to “promote interest in small-arms
target practice and to encourage personnel to qualify as experts with the
service rifle and pistol.” However, with the reduced amount of training, the
actual goal became the receipt of points toward marksmanship badges.*

Group Gray’s Harbor (Westport, Washington) won the Waesche Rifle
Team Trophy with an overall score of 1,834.2 This was the second year
Group Grays Harbor won the trophy, and John C. Webb was the high scorer
for rifle in 1959.%* The Billard Pistol Trophy went to another west coast team.
The 12th Coast Guard District Office won with a total 1,360 score.”® The
high pistol score for the competitive year, 366, was fired by EN1 Secondine
Harrison of Base Sand Island.

These were postal matches, and few units conducted head-to-head firing,
which would have made a difference. All the top-placing teams and individual
shooters were from shore units. The availability of practice time was a result
of individual initiative rather than from command sponsorship. As the years
continued, the maintenance and scoring of targets by the district readiness
offices became another administrative burden.

The year before establishing the Coast Guard trophies, the U.S. Navy
invited the Coast Guard to send men to the navy rifle and pistol competitions.
These matches sponsored the best shooters of the navy and Marine Corps and
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provided warm-up competition for the national matches. The next year the
Coast Guard established and presented the United States Coast Guard
Memorial Trophy to the National Board for the Promotion of Rifle Practice.
This trophy went to the highest scoring reserve team, regardless of service
branch, in the national trophy pistol team match.

The decade of the 1950s drew to a close with no remarkable changes to
training for the general service. The Coast Guard still maintained a competitive
side to training, but without the dedication or support to make it a strong
effort.

Once again it reemerged that good competition brought about effective
general service training, but the service still did not make its most experienced
shooters available for general training. The annual gathering at Camp Perry
presented effective publicity for the Coast Guard, but the ability to transform
the shooting knowledge and experience of a few individuvals into improved
techniques for overall training failed.

With no real incentive to improve or update, training courses did not
change. Even the lessons learned in Korea, dubbed a rifleman’s war, went
unheeded by the Coast Guard. During the 1950s, practical marksmanship
became a standard training tool for most law enforcement agencies. The FBI’s
practical pistol course was widely copied, but in general the Coast Guard
forgot practical small-arms training.?

The 1950s saw the priority of Coast Guard small-arms and general
ordnance training fall behind boating safety and lifesaving missions. It was a
decade unlike any in the service’s history: no single issue gave focus and
purpose. During this era, the Coast Guard switched mission priorities. The shift
to causes, such as lifesaving and boating safety, caused the service to question
its military history and future, in particular, small-arms training. Small-arms
marksmanship was seen by many to be a personal pursuit or important only
as a sport. Too few argued that small-arms proficiency is one of the most
fundamental requirements of a military service.
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CHAPTER V

M16s and the Alphabet Soup Era

Lack of interest in most weapons training demonstrated the declining role
of military readiness during the decade of the 1950s. As a sport, small-arms
competition affected only a small handful-—fewer men than had participated
in the 1929 rifle team tryouts. However, small-arms training was not totally
forgotten. In 1960, Captain Leon H. Morine continued to promote small-arms
competition and general service small-arms training.' _

In February 1960, Admiral Alfred C. Richmond, Coast Guard
Commandant, released a new instruction canceling the 1956 small-arms
training directions. The 1960 instruction freed the Coast Guard from rules that
severely limited small-arms training.” The instruction opened with a salvo
against former opinions on.small-arms training. “Proficiency with small arms
is a professional requirement of all military men.” Admiral Richmond directed
his remark at the officer corps, particularly those embracing the less than
military perspective toward the Coast Guard.

The background of this statement dated to the early 1900s when many RCS
officers shifted from the military and law enforcement attitude to the more
publicly accepted search and rescue role. However, by 1960, unlike the
beginning of the century, the use of small arms in daily functions all but
disappeared.

Richmond noted that “small arms are furnished to Coast Guard units with
the intention they be used.”’ This simple statement was made in reaction to
the drastic reductions in training between 1956-1959, where most weapons
languished in arms’ rooms and lockers. No particular purpose was specified by
Richmond.

Richmond said, “Whether this use is official armed guard duty,
recreational, or for target shooting, men equipped with small weapons [arms]
must be qualified.” Headquarters dropped this last line from the next year’s
instruction and added a caveat to the opening proficiency remark: “particularly
those whose specific duty requires them to carry arms.”*

In 1960, recognizing the traditional problems of the busy summer season,
Richmond advised his district commanders “to take advantage of the favorable
weather conditions which generally prevail at this time.” For those not finding
the time or good weather to hold small-arms training, Headquarters authorized
additional qualification courses.

"~ In addition to the Commandant’s encouraging words, the June 1960
instruction revisited the subject of .22-caliber training courses for 50-foot
indoor ranges.’ The instruction advised that such ranges were to be found “in
nearly every community throughout the country,” but echoed the 1930s by
pointedly stating that this range should be used only “when others are not
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readily available.” The Commandant expected the units to train throughout the
year to minimize interference during peak operational times.

As in the past, scores fired with .22-caliber weapons were for qualification
only and not acceptable toward marksmanship awards. Even with no award
incentives, the popularity of the .22 courses grew because they were faster and
cleaner to arrange and conduct and remained as much fun as they were 30
years before.

An element of the June instruction recommended but did not mandate the
maximum use of all qualified instructors. The notation “Persons who have
served with the Coast Guard rifle and pistol team are particularly well
qualified and generally certified,” was the first official mention of the use of
competitive shooters as instructors. In previous years their use was assumed,
they willingly assisted when and where needed. The phrase generally certified
meant certified through the National Rifle Association.

The Coast Guard’s association with the National Rifle Association dated
to 1927. Headquarters allowed this certification for Coast Guard instructors for
two more decades. ® The use of qualified instructors had gone full circle from
1915, when the first U.S. Marine Corps-trained instructors taught small-arms
use through competition. To substantiate the place of the competitive shooter,
Headquarters allowed an additional 2,000 rounds of rifle and 1,000 rounds for
pistol to any team practicing for the annual commandant’s competition. The
amount was a token of the amount needed by any serious team.

The active service, using these amounts, made plans for the upcoming
national matches. During April 1960, following the Commandant’s expression
of interest in small-arms training, the reserve division solicited candidates for
all-reserve staffed teams for the national matches.” The reserve division
planned for seven- to ten-man teams to build reserve teams ‘“capable of
competing on an equal footing with other armed services in national
matches.” The reserves often sought the Coast Guard Memorial Trophy.

The designated reserve uniform for the matches was now standard
dungarees for enlisted personnel and work khakis for officers and chiefs.® The
old special uniform went the way of the cutlass. The reserves, just as in
general training, paid their own way for the competition and did not depend
on the active service budget.

The active-service Coast Guard continued to call competltlon a powerful
training stimulus, and expected it to be an integral part of annual small-arms
training. But instructions to the field remained vague. The 1956 instruction
created levels of training that satisfied no one. To correct the instructions,
Headquarters attempted to redefine and clarify the requirements.

Headquarters developed a percentage principle for field units. It determined
the number of people who would receive training on any particular course of
fire. Appended to each course were the scores of qualifying and expert.
Although the intent of the principle was to prevent confusion, the instruction
had the opposite effect: it equalized the training between the various unit types
and reduced the number trained.
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Course Qualifying | Expert COTP & Other
Score Score PSU Units | Operational
Units
A (Rifle Markman) 130 306 20% 20%
B (Rifle Expert) - None a a
C (Carbine) - 300 10% As desired
D (Pistol Marksman) 165 None 20% 20%
E (Pistol Expert) -- None a a
F (Revolver) 100 None -- As desired
G (Submachine Gun) 100 None - As desired
H or J (Machine Gun) 260
(Course H) | None b b
K (.22 Rifle) 246 None As desired | As desired
L (.22 Pistol) 220 None As desired | As desired

a - Personnel who qualify on courses A and D; fire courses B and E.
b - Crews of armed port security boats; fire course H or J as practicable.

Ammunition allowances for general training remained the same as those of
1956, and no changes occurred in the district ordnance officer’s responsibility
to procure the amounts necessary to support the training program into the next

year.

The 1961 small-arms training instruction provided information on the U.S.
Navy use of a new version of the Landing Party Manual. The Coast Guard
instruction now required the use of the navy B rifle course for the Waesche
Rifle Team Trophy Match, the development of standardized .22 rifle and pistol
courses, and a machine gun boat course.

The rifle “B” course was a 60-round course instead of 50. It was fired at

distances to 600 yards.

Course B—Rifle Expert Course
Range | Time Shots Target | Position Sling
(yds) Limit
200 5 min 5 A Standing Parade or
Hasty
200 5 min 5 A Sitting Loop
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Course B—Rifle Expert Course

200 5 min 5 A Kneeling Loop

200 50 sec 10 D Standing to sitting Loop
200 50 sec 10 D Standing to kneeling | Loop
300 60 sec 10 D Standing to Prone Loop
600 15 min | 15 B Prone Loop

or
500

e—

Maximum Score—300; Expert—270; Sharpshooter—250; Marksman—-220. '

The instruction required all those who had fired the old “B” course to fire the
new course to be eligible for the Waesche trophy. However, Headquarters
expanded the courses eligible for the Coast Guard expert rifle or pistol medal,
now authorizing the A, B, or C rifle course, and for pistol either the D or E
courses. :

Additionally, in a change from previous policy, the Pistol and Rifle Expert
Shot Medal could be awarded for scores obtained during excellence-in-
competition matches. The expert medal had provided proof of marksmanship
skill before members were accepted for any shooting team. This was designed
to reinvolve the Coast Guard in small-arms training and competition,

Apart from entertainment, the .22 courses were miniature versions of the
full courses. The main aim of the courses continued, just as in the 1920s, was
to teach shooting positions and general marksmanship fundamentals, but it was
never intended to substitute for military qualification courses.

The shooting positions with the Springfield .22 rifle using the sling were
just as arduous and challenging as the .30-caliber model. For the .22-caliber
rifle from 50 feet, the total shots was 68; maximum score, 240; and qualifying
score, 246. For the .22-caliber pistol from 50 feet, total shots was 40;
maximum score, 400; and qualifying score, 220."

Machine gun shooting was no longer practiced on shore firing ranges as in
years past. Few ranges were capable of supporting machine gun fire. Former
firing ranges had open-water spaces to absorb the fired rounds, but competing
civilian uses precluded their utilization; recreational boating and waterside
development brought people to formerly remote locations.

Additionally, since World War II, the encroachment of commercial fishery
and oil businesses into offshore operating areas severely limited many stations’
conduct of underway training. This was further compounded by Coast Guard
regulations requiring a safe firing distance equal to the maximum range of the
weapon.

Not following a navy lead, Headquarters designed a training course to give
small boat crews practical experience in firing machine guns while underway.
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However, Headquarters also required familiarization training with the .30-
caliber M1919 Browning machine gun on the G course.

The at-sea boat course specified no target; anything served which would
give an acceptable point of aim. If feasible, the boat crew buoyed the targets
at 200-yard intervals. The firing run started at 900 yards with a boat speed of
five knots. Headquarters recommended three separate runs instead of one.
Boats were to fire no more than 50 rounds during any one run or stage.

The basic boat course, once established, remained practically unchanged for
the next 20 years. The machine-gun course, however, was as susceptible to
external forces as any other. Busy boating seasons, boat overhauls, constant
crew rotation, fuel shortages, and apathy toward weapons all affected
training.'?

The levels of training also changed in 1961 to reflect navy changes, but
training percentages remained fairly equal throughout the Coast Guard." The
preliminary firing courses used to develop consistency and understanding of
marksmanship fundamentals was eliminated. The carbine “C” course received
no attention because the .30 caliber carbine was not used in any competitive
match. It was occasionally fired from a cutter’s fantail. The carbine “C” course
would provide the base for the future M16 rifle training course.

After two years of attention from Headquarters, small-arms training
followed a somewhat consistent pattern of training based on the percentage of
participation methods, graphs, charts and, of course, the ever-present navy
courses. Although interest in competition continued to grow because the
national match courses could be legally practiced as official training courses,
interest failed to match the standards of the 1930s. Those in military readiness
appeared pleased, although they lowered qualification standards from those of
the 1950s to meet the pressures of other duties.

In 1961, preparation for competitive shooting reached a higher point than
any other since 1940 and with good reason. Chief Gunner’s Mate Stanley
Hulstrom won the National Individual Pistol Championship, giving the Coast
Guard a national champion at Camp Perry for the first time in 20 years. With
his success in mind, a primer was written and given to all shooters attending
the pre-matgh training school at Cape May.' Its contents were calculated to
produce a confident competitor in the pistol matches.

In relation to pistols, the booklet tried to dispel the rumors about the .45-
caliber service pistol’s inaccuracy. The training guide did admit that without
serious refit on the pistol “accuracy was never one of its strong points.”
" However, they touted the revolver as “one of the finest handguns to own as a
target weapon.” The prestige of the revolver continued, but the guide admitted
~ certain adjustments were also necessary to make the revolver a competitive

weapon. The 1961 team used ammunition reloaded by the team just as it had
in 1959 and 1960."* The pre-match school lasted 12 days, a far cry from the
earlier standard of two to three months of practice. The school included
classes, firing the various courses, and physical conditioning.

With new courses and training parameters in place for a competitive
program, the Coast Guard continued on a stable course until October 1962,

95



when as a result of the Cuban Missile Crisis, several Coast Guard cutters
joined the naval blockade of Cuba in a limited state of military readiness. This
crisis and the abortive Bay of Pigs episode made the nation aware of the
nearness of a hostile regime to the American southern coast. Many government
agencies became increasingly alarmed at the prospect of the incursion of
saboteurs and espionage agents. The Coast Guard received orders, because of
its legislated position, to undertake a study of possible preventative measures.

In June 1963, Headquarters distributed an instruction for planning and
information purposes.'® Under the title Prevention of Smuggling and Illegal
Entry Affecting the Security of the United States, the intent of the instruction
was to

develop a coordinated interagency program to prevent clandestine entry of
saboteurs and espionage agents and the smuggling of weapons and devices for
sabotage, including nuclear or other mass destruction weapons, into the United
States from the sea.!’

The Coast Guard consulted all concerned agencies and designated possible
saboteur entry points. The instruction was reminiscent of the Rum Wars and
World War II beach patrol days. It required that all field personnel “would be
alert to detect and report any unusual or suspicious activity along the coast.”

Many took the cold war alert instruction very seriously, especially within
the Coast Guard Reserve. The Reserve used the alert notice as authority to
make plans for creating specially-trained “coastal forcemen.”'* The alert
notice sent reserve Coast Guardsmen who met the physical requirements of the
U.S. Marine Corps to Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, and Camp Pendleton,
California, for 30 days of individual combat training. The training utilized the
best features of landing party infantry and beach patrol training.

To house these members of the coastal force, the reserve division in May
1963 commissioned two Organized Training Units Coastal Forces (ORTUFs)
at Bakersfield and Santa Barbara, California. The commissioning took place
a month before issuance of the study instruction. For the east coast the reserve
leadership planned one unit. All three would form the nucleus for further
development of this new program. The program, however, ended not from lack
of spirit or enthusiasm, but from the simple lack of authorization.'® In July
1963, the Commandant directed a news release designed to put many of the
rumors to rest.”’ He stated that because

of the large number of Coast Guard lifeboats, Loran and other stations along the
coast, the Coast Guard was designated as the agency to coordinate existing
facilities into a unified coastal reporting network.

In the last line of the release, Admiral Roland emphasized that “the Coast
Guard’s action is purely administrative and does not now involve additional
personnel or facilities.” The study was just that—a study and no more. The
Coastal Force Program had neither authority or funding. Twenty years later,

96



the Coast Guard again attempted to establish a coordinated, unified program,
not to combat spies and saboteurs, but for Alexander Hamilton’s reasons—to
prevent smuggling.

The 1962 crisis and its aftermath were an interesting interlude and change
from mundane ocean stations, but by 1964 operations normalized with no
changes or effects on small-arms training. The 1964 training year began, like
others, with a notice announcing the selections for the Coast Guard rifle and
pistol teams.”! With pride, it also proclaimed the successes of past teams,
stating, “Our teams have always been highly regarded by our sister services for
talent, sportsmanship and pure effort.” The three latter qualities may have been
well known, but from lack of practice as a team, the Coast Guard could not
produce a cohesive winning team.

Following the now traditional pattern, the team members assembled at Cape
May, with eliminations made on the first of July and the final team going to
Camp Perry in August. One departure from the past was the prohibition of
inexperienced shooters from the team. The notice indicated, “In order to field
as strong a team as possible, it is essential that the top shooters be made
available” from their normal duties.”> No longer would a portion of the team
be made up of men who were able marksmen but lacked experience in
competition. The Coast Guard abandoned the program of building a cadre of
well-trained marksmen who could assist in general training for the pursuit of
competitive awards. To accomplish this feat, the 61-man detachment would be
away from their parent commands for nearly four months; not long enough to
improve.?

The team grew larger in both staff and competitors and by 1964 consisted
of:

1 Commanding Officer Lieutenant Commander
1 Executive Officer Lieutenant

4 Armorers GMC (2), GM1 (2)

2 Yeomen YNC, YN2

2 Storekeepers SKC, SK2

1 Hospital Corpsman HM1

30 Rifle Team Candidates

20 Pistol Team Candidates

Ironically, despite the SAI (small-arms instructor) code, Headquarters
continued having difficulty identifying qualified men to serve as small-arms
instructors. Headquarters did, however, compile a listing of 106 officers and
men they considered experienced competitors.?* The list amounted to an
invitation, and each man was requested to respond to Headquarters before
February 15, 1964, stating whether he (there were no female competitors) was
interested or available to compete.

While preparations were made for the Camp Perry matches, some expressed
concerns about the inadequacy of general small-arms training. The Roles and
Missions Study of 1962 concluded that the Coast Guard had not met its
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military readiness requirements nor maintained a minimum number of its
personnel qualified in small arms to meet those requirements.? The study
considered about 8,000 qualified men necessary for current missions, but listed
no exact figures. The military nature of the Coast Guard was considered a
secondary function.

In March 1964 the Coast Guard outlined its objectives.?® The preface to
the pamphlet described the Coast Guard as “unique among the nations of the
world in developing a military service.” But it took an unmilitary stance by
saying that the service’s “reason for being is basically humanitarian.” The
authors considered this position the true heritage of the Coast Guard, and
presumably of the RCS.

This viewpoint failed to consider the historical background of the service.
Lifesaving functions came about gradually and were no more than a reflection
of the “growth of the American [United States] system.” Devoid of historical
knowledge, the authors placed modern missions into the past. None included
among the objectives reference the development of a military-like service.

The statement of objectives assumed continued growth of Coast Guard
budgets. In 1964 the annual allotment of funds for each officer and enlisted
man for small-arms training was approximately $10, an adequate sum, but the
perceived shortfall came from a lack of qualified instructors to conduct
training. The $160,000 and 16 man-years spent during the 1964 national
matches competitions was less than the $210,000 spent in 1959.%

With all the funds spent in competition, no system to utilize experienced
men as instructors was developed. In a touch of irony, part of the competition
training costs supported the Marksmanship Training Detachment at Cape May.
The detachment was intended to train qualified marksmanship instructors to
assist in the “annual qualification practice.”?*

Headquarters explained the failure to use competitors as instructors, stating,
“their skills have not been fully exploited because they were not identified and
publicized as instructors... Therefore, the investment in the Marksmanship
Training Detachment did not fulfill its primary mission.”*® Yet Headquarters
continued to identify so many names in Coast Guard-wide instructions.

To Headquarters the mission was to train marksmanship instructors and
competitors, but to the shooters themselves it was only competition. Few of the
men attending the course at Cape May went back to their unmits and
volunteered to be instructors. Headquarters also admitted there was “no
connection between the All-Coast Guard rifle and pistol teams and the rank-
and-file Coast Guardsman,” The reason was that only about ten percent of the
total service qualified with small arms. The double-edged nature of the All-
Coast Guard matches enhanced the Coast Guard’s image as an armed force and
law enforcement agency only externally—but not within the service itself.

An unofficial study by Headquarters (OOR) identified five main training
categories, which involved 8,000 officers and men. The categories consisted
of landing parties, boarding parties, own unit security, port security, and law
enforcement.*® Regulations required all units to train 20 percent of their
personnel for a week, without regard for the individual’s task aboard the unit
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or his prior marksmanship talent. However, less than one-third of that number
re-qualified. An additional 25 percent over the 8,000 would be necessary to
meet all the current requirements.

The recurrent problem of a lack of firing ranges became acute. The Coast
Guard now owned only two rifle ranges and a few for pistol. The training
courses required ranges to 500 yards or the modified 200-yard course. The
ranges were not available. Whatever training was conducted, as in the past,
was on borrowed firing ranges.

In 1965, the lack of ranges led to a search for alternative training methods
which would not overly increase costs. The Coast Guard purchased 44 U.S.
Air Force-developed Crossman Arms pellet gun training systems.
Supposedly the system was to help those who had difficulty gaining access to
ranges and to give those in need of more marksmanship training an
inexpensive way of achieving it. The system was not an alternative to
qualification practice but an enhancement to general, combat, and law
enforcement marksmanship. Within five months the Reserve Division followed
and purchased 32 more sets for its use.

The Coast Guard adopted the Crossman Model 600 semi-automatic pistol
instead of the Air Force’s revolver model, and a year after the Coast Guard’s
first purchase, the Air Force released the results of their tests with the pellet
gun in preliminary training.** The results were positive and the Coast Guard
asked for reports from its districts on the results of their training, No Coast
Guard reports have been uncovered.

The Pellgun [Pellet Gun] system was similar to the .22 gallery practice of
the 1930s but not as effective. It required a room of 25 feet in length and
about an hour to assemble and dismantle—if the guns worked. However,
despite early enthusiasm, this system disappeared from wide use in 1968.
Equipment changes, without alteration of policies, would not help improve
training. Meanwhile, the problems worsened as lists of qualified small-arms
personnel were not maintained.

The identity of those persons who have minimum marksmanship qualifications
is soon lost and our marksmanship investment disappears until they get another
opportunity to qualify. Thus, a unit commander has the laborious process of
leafing through service records to discover those personnel who are qualified to
handle small arms.*

This archaic administrative procedure remained in effect for another 20
years, despite the 1964 objective to automate data. Another 1964 objective
reduced paperwork to ease the administrative workload on the operational
units. This paperwork reduction project resulted in a serious lack of needed
information. During the 1980 Cuban boat lift it became necessary to requalify
hundreds of Coast Guardsmen because records of weapons qualifications could
not be obtained.**

Headquarters also identified small-arms training for recruits as another
problem area. Each recruit at Alameda, California, and Cape May, New Jersey,
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was supposed to receive eight hours of lecture and a full week of firing-range
practice. But often the weather and other commitments interfered, resulting in
less than 20 percent of the recruits being qualified with small arms prior to
graduation. Their non-qualified condition burdened field units.

Some districts provided better small-arms training themselves. In 1964, for
the second year, the Ninth Coast Guard District (Cleveland, Ohio) made
arrangements to send three details to the UJ.S. Marine Corps Recruit Depot at
Parris Island, South Carolina. Each 66-man detail spent three weeks in training
with the Marines. The training season at Parris Island extended from 13
January through 13 March 1964, well ahead of the boating season on the Great
Lakes.

The program was highly successful. The Coast Guardsmen trained in every
facet of the M1 Rifle and M1911A1 Pistol. They spent the first week in
familiarization and pre-range indoctrination. During the second and third
weeks, all men fired the navy “B” course daily with record fire at the end of
the week.

The training differed from what the Coast Guard was used to; it was
complete and physically demanding. The daily routine required physical
training before breakfast each morning. Trainees marched to all meals and
classes. Marine Corps tutelage resulted in 84 percent qualification with the
rifle and 82 percent with the pistol. Unfortunately, the three-week course of
instruction was not a cost-efficient alternative for the relatively low numbers
of men qualified. Therefore, Chief of Operations for the Ninth District, Captain
G. H. Miller, recommended shortening the course to two weeks the following
year,*®

Funding problems also crept into the competitive program. Although
expenditure of funds had been authorized by law since the 1930s, the Coast
Guard budgeted no resources and funds came from other operating areas. Also
the assignment of shooters for four to five months of temporary additional duty
during the busiest season was unpopular. Some noted that the team was
expensive, depleted units of manpower, created family problems for the
shooters and was not cost effective.*

These same factors had existed during the 1930s but had been overcome
with prize money and personal recognition of accomplishment. The best
marksmen did not compete in the matches. An intra-headquarters study
observed, “The experience and talent level of the candidates had been poor at
the start of the last several seasons.” No incentive was offered to become a
team member.

District competitions were plagued by apathy. In 1964 only three districts
had any formal internal competition. The Small Arms (Cutter) Trophy,
established in 1932, was another disappointment.®’ The Headquarters study
reported “that half of the cutters give ‘lip’ service to the competition.” In 1929
Waesche had made similar remarks over the disinterest in training.

The year 1964 was the first time when Headquarters drew a distinct line
between general marksmanship instruction and competition. In years before,
they had been one and the same.
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General training and competition created one positive innovation for the
weapons field. The call for better maintenance led to the creation of district-
controlled, small-arms repair shops and a specialized repair shop at Brooklyn,
New York. The Brooklyn shop was designed to “rehabilitate weapons which
were beyond the capabilities of the district repair shop personnel.”

Headquarters established a special armorer skill indicator for these repair
personnel. But few considered that this special skill was required for those
assigned to the district repair shops. No plans were made to send these men
to the required schools. Vacancies remained for want of qualified men. The
Brooklyn shop performed many of the same functions as the Curtis Bay
ordnance shop in the 1930s, but on a much smaller scale. Despite the creation
of the armorer designation, many of the gunner’s mates at the Brooklyn shop
still awaited the armorer designation three years later.

During 1967 Headquarters proposed a plan to establish an All-Coast Guard
team at Cape May dedicated to year-round training. The plan called for
redirecting the 20 sonarman billets, removed from the 95-foot patrol boats, and
combining them with the 13-man staff at Cape May. Like a similar plan
suggested by Waesche in 1929, this was not instituted. In the meantime, many
other problem areas arose but few solutions evolved.

The spring of 1965 brought two conflicts that did not immediately affect
Coast Guard training but which impressed future leaders. The first was the
Coast Guard’s involvement in the Dominican Republic; the second was in
South Vietnam. Both conflicts demonstrated shortfalls in military readiness.
Vietnam particularly pointed out serious deficiencies in small-arms training.

On 16 April 1965, Secretary of the Navy Paul H. Nitze wrote Treasury
Secretary Henry H. Fowler requesting the use of Coast Guard patrol boats for
interdiction work in South Vietnam.*® Thirteen days later, President Lyndon
B. Johnson approved the request with a quick LBJ*°

The navy wanted patrol boats but did not want crews: the Coast Guard sent
both. This marked the beginning of the Coast Guard’s involvement in South
Vietnam. The unit, designated Coast Guard Squadron One, would ultimately
consist of 26 of the Coast Guard’s “A” and “B” Class 82-foot patrol boats.
Each vessel received refitting with an increased armaments allowance, and the
crews assembled for proper indoctrination and training.

A second unit, Coast Guard Squadron Three, made up of high endurance
cutters, arrived in May 1967. The cutters of Squadron Three were trained as
normal Coast Guard units in the traditional marksmanship mode. Their limited
use of small arms did not present the same opportunities for learning as in
Squadron One.

Small-arms training for these men and the others who followed in
successive years consisted with the equipment. The term fraining was loosely
applied to the navy-sponsored indoctrination course at Camp Pendleton,
California, and to the Coast Guard’s own attempts at Alameda, California.

The Coast Guardsmen were placed in navy training groups numbering from
100 to 150 men. Training consisted of rushed introductory information and
production line-like weapons firing; no one was qualified with any weapon.
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There was not enough time to train the men in the week at Camp Pendleton.
Duty in South Vietnam did not require weapons qualification.*

The majority of the Coast Guardsmen within navy training groups
understood small arms, despite training shortfalls, better than their navy
counterparts. However, after the M16 rifle became the primary weapon in
South Vietnam, no time was spent in training with the rifle. Coast Guardsmen
in Vietnam, like their stateside counterparts and others, did not understand the
singular, more individualized, nature of the new rifle."!

Vietnam 82-footer armament included four .50-caliber machine guns and
a combination developed by the Coast Guard: an 81-millimeter mortar with a
piggy-back mounted .50-caliber machine gun. Otherwise the arms remained,
as they had in earlier conflicts, primarily small arms. In the first years of
Vietnam duty, the M1 Garand rifle was the primary small arm. The M1911A1
pistol, Thompson submachine gun, and the 12-gauge shotgun used for
boarding, supplemented the cutter’s inventory.** The weapons were used
during hundreds of daily sampan boardings. Experience gained during the
boardings provided models for future law enforcement missions.

Much of the experience gained during boarding and interceptions went
unrecorded, dismissed as useful for wartime duties only. Some claimed
weapons use had no relationship to the Coast Guard’s peacetime missions.

The Coast Guard was not immune to the social disturbances caused by the
war. The growing unpopularity of the war caused public perceptions of all the
military services to suffer as the war and protests against it continued. The
Coast Guard removed itself from the domestic fray by not publicizing its
involvement in Vietnam. It continued to advertise itself in the lifesaver role.

The number of press releases concerning the Coast Guard’s combat role
dropped dramatically after the service transferred to the Department of
Transportation in 1967. After 1967, the Coast Guard primarily released
information concerning the more humanitarian functions of its service in
Vietnam.

The beginning of wartime service had no effect on general Coast Guard
training. Most continued to follow the /959 Ordnance Manual (CG-272) and
the navy’s Landing Party Manual. However, by the end of 1965, the older
ordnance manual became obsolete and Headquarters promulgated a revised
manual on 7 December 1965. Small arms and small-arms training remained in
Chapter 13, still validating the Landing Party Manual.

This revised manual did not contain any new regulations for small-arms
training, but consolidated all those issued by past instructions, allowing more
space and time for competitive firing. Four months later another instruction
outlined the 1966 competitive season and repeated the purpose of the
competition:

to increase the military readiness of the Coast Guard by stimulating the interest

of Coast Guard personnel in developing general excellence in the basic military
skill of proficiency in small arms.*
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The only major change in the competition from previous years disallowed
postal matches for Commandant’s competitions. However, the instruction did
not specify those authorized to use postal matches. It only advised that it was
preferable for teams to fire shoulder to shoulder with other teams to qualify
for either of the Coast Guard trophies, although postal matches and .22-caliber
weapons were allowed for district competition.*® The start of war in South
Vietnam had little effect on those in the Coast Guard responsible for military
readiness.

There may have been confusion in training, but during June 1966, the
Coast Guard made a bold move in hardware. It announced the replacement of
the .30-caliber M1 carbine with the controversial 5.56-millimeter M16 rifle.*
The Coast Guard never adopted the 7.62-millimeter M14 rifle—the standard
service rifle of the U.S. Army, Navy, and Marine Corps—as a service weapon.

The new arms were purchased outright, not issued from another service, the
first such purchase since the Thompson models in 1928. It was a milestone
decision for the Coast Guard to abandon the navy’s lead and adopt a nearly
unproven rifle. The announcement (a Commandant’s Instruction) also indicated
that this new rifle was to replace the .30-caliber Browning automatic rifle
(BAR) and the .45-caliber M3A1 submachine gun. However, it made no
mention of replacing the ever-popular M1 Garand.

The M16 rifle was thought to be suitable only for use in Vietnam rather
than as a full-service rifle for use in the United States. Like the .30-caliber
carbine, it was considered unsuitable for competition. However, because it was
capable of automatic fire and could logically substitute for the BAR or any
other submachine gun, eventually the M16 replaced the M1 Garand and the
Thompson submachine gun.

The move to the M16 rifle generated controversy. Adverse reports on its
performance were common. Because of its metal alloy components and plastic
stocks, many viewed it with suspicion. It became the brunt of many jokes. The
M16 rifle had not yet proven itself, as had the M1 Garand, now in its third
U.S. war. Although there were technical problems with the M16, most were
corrected before 1970. The majority of the problems came from the non-
acceptance of newer technology, poor maintenance, or inadequate training.

As the transition from one weapon to another took place, the Coast Guard
transferred to another executive agency. The long relationship between the
Treasury Department and the Coast Guard ended in 1967. The President
created the Department of Transportation. The Coast Guard became the largest
agency within the new department.

The transition to Transportation occurred smoothly. The change had no
immediate effect on programs and training. The only significant change was
the loss of the instructor positions held for the past 33 years at the Treasury
Department. In accordance with the Coast Guard ever present thrift, Treasury
Department was removed from letterheads and replaced with Transportation
Department by rubber stamp.

The M16 rifle caused problems in the field. Was it a rifle or was it a
carbine? Issued solely as a replacement for the carbine, it certainly could not
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compete at the longer ranges of the MI Garand. In February 1967,
Headquarters responded with a compromise, It ordered that

Units conducting firing practice with the M¢16 rifle shall fire Course C-Carbine
Expert Course-(See Article 13-41 of the U.S. Navy Landing Party Manual).
Scores fired on this course with the M-16 rifle are for qualification only and are
not acceptable for awards.*®

Article 13-41 outlined the course.

Range Time Shots Target Position (yds)
Limit

100 yds | 50 sec 10 (2 mags, A Fire S rounds standing,

5 ea) reload, fire 5 rounds sitting
100 yds | 50 sec 10 (2 mags, A Fire 5 rounds standing,

5 ea) reload, fire S rounds kneeling
200 yds { 50 sec 10 (2 mags, B Fire 5 rounds standing,

5 ea) reload, fire 5 rounds sitting
200 yds | 50 sec 10 (2 mags, B Fire S rounds standing,

5 ea) reload, fire 5 rounds kneeling
200 yds | 60 sec 10 (2 mags, B Standing to prone

5 ea)

Despite the service’s adoption of the weapon, the M16 was not considered
an appropriate competitive weapon for the All-Coast Guard match held in
October 1967. Whatever the reason, the Coast Guard attitude towards the rifle
was damaged for years to come. The service had a love affair with another
weapon type, the M1 rifle.

The M16 rifle was the first technological change of weapon type since the
Civil War and the first caliber change in more than six decades. Few wanted
to break with the comfortable past. For example, the rifle marksmanship firing
positions illustrated in the 1967 edition of the Coast Guardsman’s Manual
were identical to the ones used in the navy’s 1943 Blue Jackets Manual, and
featured the Springfield M1903 rifle. No editor had changed the weapons
illustration despite two service rifle changes.

The firing positions illustrated in the new manual were standard for all
competitive rifle firing, including the first All-Coast Guard matches held in
October at Cape May. Commandant Willard J. Smith sponsored the event and
the training center’s commanding officer, Captain Ralph M. West, hosted. Six
district teams (the Third, Fifth, Ninth, Twelfth, Thirteenth and Seventeenth)
were finalists in their respective area competitions. The individual rifle
championship was won by J. E. Shafer, EMC(P), and the individual pistol
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match was won by Lieutenant E. W. Lacroix. The Third District won both the
rifle and pistol team matches.

The second annual All-Coast Guard competitions were announced on July
17, 1967, in Commandant Notice 3590. The notice outlined extremely
complicated rules using the guidelines of the National Rifle Association. The
individual rifle champion winner was Lieutenant (j.g.), Merrill R. Menlore;
Lieutenant Erwin F. Chase, Jr, took the pistol championship. The Thirteenth
District won the rifle team award, and the pistol teams award went to the
Seventeenth District.

While the competition took place at Cape May, Coast Guardsmen in South
Vietnam were involved in combat firing with little or no similarity to range
firing. They were not trained to act upon quick targets, especially when firing
over water.*’

In 1968 the small-arms training program began again to show the effects
of disinterest. The Headquarters Office of Military Readiness (OMR) made an
effort to shore up the sagging small-arms program. Using words reminiscent
of Admiral Roland’s—

Small-arms marksmanship proficiency is important to every Coast Guardsman
as a member of the armed forces, and to all petty, warrant and commissioned
officers as federal law enforcement officers. Better than 4% of our military
personnel are now daily engaged in military operations in Southeast Asia—a
combat area.*®

The last line was only official reference made to the Coast Guard’s
operations in Southeast Asia, never mentioning South Vietnam by name. The
remark reminded everyone it was a combat area—some Coast Guardsmen did
not know the Coast Guard was even there. This was also to be the last
instruction that spoke of small-arms training as a military requirement.

Competition continued to be stressed as the method for better training.
Admiral Smith, who had personal knowledge and experience as a Coast Guard
competitive shooter in the late 1930s, noted, “Since marksmanship training is
best stimulated by a spirit of competition, commanding officers should stress
competition in every type of marksmanship effort.” Lending his personal
support, the instruction concluded under the Action paragraph saying,

I expect each commanding officer to fully support marksmanship training by
encouraging individual and unit participation at all levels, and by according due
recognition to individuals who demonstrate proficiency with arms.

He gave his personal support, but it was too late. Too many years had gone
by without support for the program to recover its former high standards. In
July 1968, after three years of combat experience in South Vietnam,
Headquarters authorized the Coast Guard the use of the U.S. Marine Corps
rifle marksmanship “C” course for re-qualification with the M1 Garand.
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This was the standard requalification course of the U.S. Marine Corps and
authorized only for those Coast Guardsmen trained at Marine Corps firing
ranges. It represented a departure from previous courses, a change in
marksmanship outlook brought about by the conflict in Vietnam. The course
used the “E” silhouette target and its modification. This was the first time
Headquarters had authorized a silhouette target for general Coast Guard
training and qualification since before World War I1.* The course was a
combination of both basic and competitive fundamentals. The Marine Corps
described the “C” course as:

Stage | Range | Time | Shots Target Position Sling
1 200 120 10? E (mod) Standing Hasty or

Parade

2 200 120 10% E (mod) Kneeling Loop

3 200 50 10° E (mod) Sitting Loop

4 300 80 20° E (mod) Prone Loop

5 500 180 u0° E (mod) Prone Loop

? Locked and loaded with 2 rounds, will commence fire when target appears.
® Locked and loaded with 4 rounds, will commence fire when target appears.
¢ Locked and loaded with 2 rounds, will commence fire when targets appear.

This was a multiple target course. A trainee had to distribute his fire among
two or three targets, and more than four hits on one target would not be
counted in Stages 1, 2, and 3; seven hits per target in Stage 4 and no more
than five hits in Stage 5. Scores were determined by multiplying the number
of hits by silhouettes hit.*

There are no definite records of how many Coast Guardsmen participated
in this training course, but it was not allowed for the upcoming and final All-
Coast Guard small-arms competition. Headquarters had not solved the firing
range problem. It attempted to resolve some district’s difficulties by allowing
the use of reduced targets for the rifle “A” and “B” courses, additionally
authorizing the use of “S-R” (short range) and “M-R” (mid-range) targets for
“advanced marksmanship training and competitions.” It also continued the use
of standard targets for “basic rifle marksmanship” retraining that did not exist.
Headquarters also reduced the qualification scores for the “A” course:
Expert—>50, Sharpshooter—400, and Marksman—350.'

By the late 1960s, the Coast Guard marksmanship program became an
alphabet soup of courses, targets, weapons, instructions, and notices. The
metaphor also extended to the small-arms training managers. Between 1961
and 1969 approximately 11 different men authorized training regulations and
other segments of the small-arms program. The lack of consistency in
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leadership and, more importantly, knowledge of past practices damaged the
program.

While floundering to find the best approach to solve the many training
problems, Headquarters announced the 1968 small-arms competitions. Held
between September 27 and 30, the 35 rifle and 30 pistol competitors from the
Seventh, Ninth, Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Seventeenth Districts plus the Cape
May Training Center Team had marginal success. Lieutenant(j.g.) Merrill R.
Menlore again captured the rifle title, and GMCS Stanford H. Hulstrom won
the pistol championship. The Ninth District went home with both the team rifle
and pistol trophy.

Without fanfare, the competitive side to the Coast Guard’s small-arms
training ended nearly 40 years to the day after its first competitors fired their
off-the-rack rifles at Camp Perry, Ohio. Just as competitive shooting ended, the
last year of the decade drew to a close without any official mention of small-
arms training. It was as if when the competitors stacked rifles, so did the entire
Coast Guard. However, there were others, especially the Coast Guardsmen in
Vietnam, who would never miss the competitive programs. Once discontinued,
those not interested in competitive shooting or aware of its deficiencies, could
return to the basic fundamentals of general training so strongly stressed until
World War I

The 1960s had been an era unto itself. The decade’s beginning saw the
return to traditional training with older weapons. However, the end reflected
an inconsistent organization with a varying identity.
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CHAPTER VI

Readiness, Obedience,
and a Sense of Disorder

The dilemma of training in the previous 20 years came to a head in the
1970s. The patchwork regulatory effects continued far too long without
adequate consideration, causing the small-arms program to weaken. Coast
Guard small-arms training as a program was not strong enough to stand in the
face of policy or budgetary changes. Small-arms training was in danger of
drowning with no lifesaving apparatus available to rescue it.

The most significant external effect on the program was fiscal constraints
placed on federal spending in 1970. Each agency was ordered to cut its
wasteful practices, and with a view toward economy, one of the first items
struck by the Coast Guard was competitive shooting. Competition, once the
leading element and basis for all training, was no longer authorized.
Headquarters announced its demise on August 18, 1970:

Since 1966 the Coast Guard has conducted annual small-arms competitions at
the district, area, and servicewide levels. A recent evaluation of this program has
indicated that in view of economy measures being taken in all mission areas,
cancellation of area, all-Coast Guard, and Headquarters sponsored inter-service
and National small arms competition programs is warranted.’

The decision was arbitrary. The announcement canceled Headquarter’s
sponsorship of the major competitive programs. But unit and district
commanders were encouraged to support local competition. Without
Headquarters’ support and funding, this seldom occurred. The familiar
statement, “in view of economy measures being taken,” simply meant budget
reductions.” This was not, however, the first small-arms program to bite the
bullet that year.

Earlier in March 1970, the Military Readiness Branch (OMR) issued a
revised policy on small arms standardization, peacetime allowances, and
minimum standards for annual training.® The main thrust was economy
through another standardization program which involved reductions in smalj
arms and training. Coast Guard units were now provided small arms and
training to use on a need-to-have basis.*

The need for arms was based on mission accomplishment, physical
security, and training, Headquarters superseded the “20 percent” standard by
an annual standard designed to train fewer people. Active duty training
followed another form of the levels-of-training scheme.

In the new policy the first level required all new entrants (recruits, officer
candidates, and cadets) to receive training. The second level required a
minimum number of men to receive annual small-arms training equal to the
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number of service weapons in the unit’s allowance.” The third category noted
that qualifiers included “all personnel required to carry small arms or who may
reasonably be expected to carry or to use small arms in the course of their
duties.”®

These people included intelligence agents, gangway watches, landing
parties (shipboard billet structures maintained this function but had
discontinued practicing it), port security functions, small-arms instructors, and
the catch-all, “other special category personnel who are required to be armed
in the performance of their duties.” It was reminiscent of the 1919 regulations
that allowed nearly everyone to practice. The need-to-know policy intended to
reduce training, but could have actually increased expenditures if individual
units had taken advantage of the policy’s parameters. However, most did not
and saw only the one-man, one-weapon training requirement.

The standardization of training was driven by the standardization of small-
arms allowances. Previous allowances were based on ship and shore unit type
rather than defined need. However, Headquarters based the allowance
reductions on cost, not need. The freely issued M1 rifle was only partially
replaced by the more expensive M16 rifle. The new rifle cost about $200 each,
a price close to the Thompson submachine gun of the late 1920s.” No massive
war issues came to the Coast Guard from Vietnam., The Coast Guard again
paid its own way.

In the same fashion as other notices of reductions, Headquarters instructed
all district commanders to review their small-arms needs and submit their
requirements to Headquarters (OMR). Most district commanders had latitude
in the final decision and could authorize allowance increases “when special
requirements of activities under their cognizance warrant them and are fully
justified.”® This statement was as open to local interpretation as similar ones
in the past, but as fully unused.

To aid in the decision-making process, definitions were given to the
standard classifications of small arms. Each weapon type received a
classification of Standard A, B, C, or Obsolete. Standard A included the
preferred and fully acceptable weapons for military readiness and law
enforcement; Standard B fulfilled the requirements but was not a preferred
weapon; Standard C was an unacceptable weapon and was to be retained only
until a “higher standard” weapon became available; and all Obsolete weapons
were to be disposed of within the indicated fiscal year.” This plan called for
a gradual replacement of the Coast Guard’s older small arms.

All service—not recreational—small arms were classified and listed by
weapon and standard remarks. The following table illustrates weapons in
service and their classification under the system.
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Weapons

Standard Remarks

Heavy Machine
Guns

.50-Cal. Browning

A

Machine Gun M2, HB

Light Machine
Guns

7.62 mm M60

A Replace .30-Cal. BMG

.30-Cal. BMG M1919A4

B

Submachine Guns

.A5-Cal. (All Models)

Obsolete (FY71)

Automatic Rifles

5.56 mm MI16

A Replaces all submachine
guns, M1 rifle, and M1 carbine

.30-Cal. BAR M1918A2

Obsolete (FY 70)

Rifles 30-Cal. M1* B Replaced as M16 rifles
become available
.30-Cal. M1903 B Ceremonial/drill use only
7.62 mm I’\/Il4 C
.30-Cal. Sniper M1D A Riot control use only
.22-Cal. Hornet A Aviation use only
(survival)
Shotguns 12-gauge Riot Type A
All other B
Pistols 45-Cal. M1911A1 A
45-Cal. (All other) Obsolete (FY70)
Revolvers .38-Cal. (4” barrel)® A Aviation use only

.38-Cal. (2” barrel)

Intelligence use only

Colt Cobra

Colt Detective Special A

All other B
Line Throwing .30-Cal. USCG (all A

Guns

models)

M1 rifle used solely for drill (Academy, TRACEN) will not be replaced with M16.
®Specific type and model to be determined, based on current requirements and

inventory.!’
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Headquarters, still driven by rising costs, altered small-arms allowances to
meet the minimum requirements. As in the past, the 1970 allowances for the
cutters fell under definite parameters: high endurance cutters (WHEC) and
icebreakers (WAGB) with landing parties and one rifle squad received two
light machine guns, fifteen rifles, four shotguns and one pistol for each
officer. Oceangoing buoy tenders (WLB) and larger medium endurance cutters
(including 125-foot and 143-foot WMECS) carried six rifles, two shotguns and
one pistol per officer; the pistol again became an officer’s weapon. All other
oceangoing, coastal and inland vessels carried one rifle, one shotgun, and one
pistol. A noticeable digression was the allowance of pistols for officers
only."

However, these were drastic reductions from past allowances. A 75-foot
patrol boat in the 1930s and the 1969 82-foot (WPB) in South Vietnam carried
more small arms than a 1970 210-foot medium-endurance cutter (WMEC).

These parameters made determining cutter allowances fairly easy, but
figuring shore unit allowances was more complicated. The instruction
recognized that not all units had the same requirements and “the difference in
size and location is obvious and dictates that different types and numbers of
small arms are required for physical security.”'? Allowances were generally
based on the following parameters:

Law Units Enforcements

Light Machine Guns 1 per 30-foot and 40-foot UT boat
assigned port security duty

Rifle 30 per 100 enlisted men
Shotgun 4 per 100 enlisted men
Pistol 1 per officer

Officers at marine inspection offices, with a law enforcement mission, were
allowed one pistol per officer; each intelligence investigator (enlisted or
officer), one revolver. Riot control teams (instituted after the civil disturbances
of the late 1960s) were authorized ten rifles or riot shotguns, two sniper rifles
(for which no training was given), and one pistol for the squad leader.”
Presumably, according to the allowance factors, the squad leader was an
officer, although a naval landing party rifle squad required a third class petty
officer to serve in the same capacity; even the petty officer’s required weapon
was the .30-caliber carbine.

There was no set allowance for weapons used for training only “sufficient
to facilitate an effective firing program” or “sufficient to support approved
curriculum.” However, no approved curriculum or effective program existed.
The exact number of weapons was ultimately left to local decision: “all
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commands possessing adequate storage shall maintain a minimum of one rifle
for each enlisted and one pistol per officer attached.”'* Adequate storage did
not necessarily guarantee secure storage. Many stations commonly used metal
clothing lockers and converted broom closets to store weapons.

Realignment of arms allowances was not new, but the 1970 reduction was
the first of such a magnitude. Historically, small-arms reductions met with
fierce opposition. In 1834, Captain Ezekiel Jones, USRCS, faced a similar
allowance reduction. Despite repeated requests, the Treasury Department
allowed the cutter Ingham only 13 muskets and 12 pistols. Jones’ intention
was to have enough arms for his crew of 20, He stated, “I think 17 [muskets]
are highly necessary...and...I think 24 [pistols] are required.” He still did not
get the weapons he wanted, but he did try. In 1970 there were no objections
to the reductions. Without objections, the establishment of allowances
continued.

After five years and close to the end of the Coast Guard’s involvement in
South Vietnam, those in the non-combat roles received weapons allowances.
The allowance was set at one rifle per man and one pistol per officer. Chief
petty officers could opt for a pistol if they desired it. This was a remarkable
standard where weapons were easily obtainable.

Small-arms allowances and training requirements were ambiguous,
especially concerning rifle training. Within a year of removal of the Ml
Garand, the M16 rifle issue had not been resolved. The problem could no
longer be ignored. Eliminating competitive shooting made course selection
easier. To meet interim training requirements again, Headquarters instituted
another familiarization course. The 1,000-inch course was a combination of the
1944 carbine familiarization course and the .22-caliber rifle 50-foot course,
using the U.S. Air Force reduced MIL “E” silhouette target.'

Order Time Limit Rounds Position J
Zeroing weapons 1 min per mag | 9 (three 3-rd mags) | Prone J
1. 1 min 10 Sitting

2. 1 min 10 Kneeling
3. 1 min 10 Standing
4. 45 sec 10 (two 5-rd mags) | Prone

5. 45 sec 10 do [ditto] Sitting

6. 45 sec 10 do Kneeling

The rediscovery of the 1,000-inch range relieved some problems related to
finding firing ranges, but not all. Many military and civilian range operators
were understandably reluctant, or fully opposed, to the firing of high-power
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rifles on what were essentially pistol ranges. Whatever the course content, the
course remained for familiarization only.

With the inception of this course, the Coast Guard again recognized the
need for small-arms training, but had lost much of its past fervor for it. Some
of the problems were in leadership; although trained to recognize the
importance of small arms as part of military readiness, many had no interest
in the training, Small-arms training suffered not only from budget constraints
but from leadership. Admiral Waesche had predicted this in 1929 while
serving as Chief of Ordnance.

It is not sufficient that they [the commanding officers of cutters] be required to
hold the drills and practices. They must, by skillful personnel management, have
their interest aroused. If the majority of commanding officers cannot be so
impressed the fault lies with their superiors. There will always be peculiar and
abnormal natures to deal with but the majority will be men of normal mental
attitude who will fall into line if properly handled. The commanding officer’s
interest having been aroused, he in turn by skillful personnel management must
arouse active interest in his subordinates and proficiency will follow as a matter
of course.!”

Skill management was not the only key to a successful small-arms training
program, as Waesche well knew; training required financial support.

By 1971, the immediate effects of a budget crisis were clear and the
outlook was not bright. However in 1970, in the midst of a deteriorating small-
arms program, the Coast Guard instituted its own two-week small-arms
instructor (SAI) course at the Reserve Training Center, Yorktown, Virginia,
The intent was to prevent further decline in quality. The 1971 course graduated
24 instructors with plans to train 24 more later in the year.

The course taught the trainee the principles of effective shooting, under the
supposition that an experienced marksman made an effective instructor. This
same premise, used in the past at Cape May and elsewhere, was faulty because
competent marksmen do not always make competent general service
instructors. Neither the Yorktown or Cape May course taught instructional
methods or presentation. There may have been some credibility in the theory
for the men who had spent most of their careers firing in competition, but most
trainees left Yorkttown without learning the basic elements of teaching.

While the instructor school trained shooters, recruit training was also
addressed again in the Enlisted Qualifications Manual (CG-311). The amended
qualifications required all recruits “to demonstrate practical knowledge in the
firing, field stripping, cleaning and assembling of the service rifle and pistol.”
The time allotted to complete this training remained the same: eight hours of
lecture with a full week for practical training. However, as in previous years,
because of “other commitments to schedule” and inclement weather (primarily
at Cape. May), many recruits received no training with small arms.

This training was to be one of the fundamental features of the new training
policy. The first training level specifically designated rectuits to receive the
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basics on which to build all future training. Without initial training and
exposure, the Coast Guard became known as a weaponless quasi-military
service dedicated to emergency, humanitarian service only. The prestige of the
Coast Guard fell among those who knew of its fine military heritage.

By 1971, the M16 rifle replaced the majority of the M1 Garands. With this
change, the more vocal of the district offices requested courses for
qualification and issuance of the expert rifle medal using the new rifle.
Headquarters had delayed a decision for five years; without the former M1
rifle courses the decision could not be put off any longer.

In the spring of 1971, Headquarters hurriedly devised a course and sent it
to selected units for field testing. The selected units returned favorable reports
that the course embodied all the competitive concepts used in previous years.
The course showed little originality and was simply an unconscious hybrid of
the navy’s rifle expert “B” course, the 1960 carbine “C” course, and national
match “A” course.'®

This course did allow the firing at either 200 yards or the 1,000-inch range
depending on local range availability. The target for the 1,000-inch course
changed from the Air Force’s silhouette to the 1,000-inch “bull’s-eye” target.
The army used this same target for about 30 years in the M1 rifle’s A, B, C,
and D training courses.”” The silhouette target suited Coast Guard needs
better than the round target.

The new course dropped the 300- and 600-yard positions. It can be
compared to the navy’s marksman and sharpshooter courses of 1915. It added
ten more rounds to fire from the prone position. This easy solution had not
been adopted earlier for competitive reasons. The troublesome part was that
once a course was defined, it became the basis for all future work. The 1971
M16 rifle course presented the following:?

1971 M16 Rifle Course
Order Time Limit Rounds Position Sling
Zeroing 1 min per mag | 6 (two 3-rd mags) Prone Loop
1. 10 min 10 Standing or Parade
Hasty
2. 60 sec 10 (two 5-rd mags) | Standing to Loop
Sitting or
Kneeling
-
3. 60 sec 10 (two 5-rd mags) | Standing to Loop
Prone
4. 10 min 20 Prone Loop
Total Shots Record Firing: 50 (Maximum Score 250)
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1971 M16 Rifle Course -

Qualifying Score (Both Ranges): Expert 225
Sharpshooter 215
Marksman 185

In the new course, rounds fired in the prone position increased and the
number of rounds fell from nine to six. Headquarters gave no explanation for
the reduction, but a general, and erroneous, perception among instructors was
that the M16 rifle was easier to shoot and therefore, the shooter needed fewer
rounds to zero the sights. The assumption had no basis in fact, especially in
regard to novice shooters.

Once Headquarters (OMR) established a form of course, it relented to the
requests and desires of the district offices and authorized the Coast Guard
Expert Rifle Shot Medal for this course. In retrospect this may not seem to be
a very large concession; however, it was an enormous step away from the
competitive ready line.

The course came too late for the 1971 training year, but Headquarters
appeared pleased with the results of the year’s training even though
qualification rates were less than satisfactory: 7,861 men had trained with the
rifle; 7,868 with the pistol; but only 79 percent qualified with the rifle and 46
percent with the pistol. Seventy-nine was an adequate percentage for rifle, and
nobody expected much out of pistol training anyway.

Recruit training at Cape May had the worst overall record of gualification
in the Coast Guard. Of the 2,323 recruits firing the M1 service rifle, only 15
percent qualified.?’ The small-arms instructors ‘at Cape May claimed bad
weather, inadequate training time, and inadequate training facilities. However,
few would admit that the quality of instruction had also fallen. The SAI school
at Yorktown remained the instructional framework and principle architect of
small-arms instruction and operated largely without guidance or input from
Headquarters.

For 1972 the confusion over courses, training levels, and deteriorating
instructor quality caused small-arms qualifications to fall to post-World War
II lows. General apathy in the districts toward small-arms training also took
its toll. All district qualification percentages, except the Ninth District, fell,
some by as much as 36 percent. In 1972 the rifle course enrolled 7,360 Coast
Guardsmen qualifying at a rate of 57.5 percent; the pistol was fired by 9,269
with qualification sagging to 38.5 percent.

The excessive numbers attempting qualification with the pistol were
bolstered by the addition of recruits. The recruit training centers had little time
for rifle training and now tried to squeeze in pistol training. The results for
Cape May were disastrous; only seven percent qualified with the pistol. A
solid week of rifle training, even on indoor .22 range, was better than the hit-
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and-miss training policy of both rifle and pistol. At the west coast recruit
training center in Alameda, California, 35 percent qualified with the pistol with
only 35 overall fewer recruits.”

Headquarters made an effort to bolster the falling qualification rates by
authorizing the sharpshooter and marksman ribbon for both rifle and pistol
qualification. However, the full medal was still reserved for the “expert”
designation. Marksmanship skill extended to all classes of qualification, similar
to the early badges of the 1900s.

During 1972 there were pockets of competitive shooters throughout the
Coast Guard, some using match weapons. In May, 59 men competed in an
intraservice match held at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. Among the winners
were YN1 Alex M. Chapman, SN Vincent J. Venegoni; SN Larry L. Rice in
pistol; ENC Richard M. O’Brien; BM1 Corvin F. Henderson; and SN Monte
R. Ashley. At the conclusion of this match, Rear Admiral Owen W. Siler
presented the awards. In a few years Siler would be faced with difficult
decisions about small arms, focused on changes.®

Changes also took place in the Coast Guard Reserve. In November 1973,
the reserve training branch at Coast Guard Headquarters suspended small-arms
training for all inactive duty reservists.** These reservists had fired under the
same rules as their active service counterparts. However, now these reservists
were to receive their small-arms training only during periods of active duty for
training at Yorktown, Virginia, or Alameda, California. The notice explaining
the decision stated, “It is felt that this manner of instruction will be more
efficient in terms of reserve training.” As with active-duty Coast Guard, small-
arms training for reservists also declined.

The 1973 small-arms training reports did not indicate a speedy reversal in
the decline in training and qualification. Seventy-four percent of the 8,445
firing the rifle qualified, and of the 9,629 firing the pistol, 52 percent qualified.
The ribbon incentive appeared to have accomplished some of its goal, but
overall, the quality and consistency of training throughout the Coast Guard was
still inadequate. Cape May had recurring qualification problems with 17
percent for pistol but 61 percent for rifle.?®

The number of personnel trained increased as the Coast Guard slowly
moved back into its statutory, military, and law enforcement missions. The
number of persons trained in small arms equaled those of the pre-World War
I Coast Guard and, in 1974, would exceed it. A total of 10,677 trained with
rifle and 11,596 with pistol produced qualification results of 69 percent and 53
percent, respectively. The figures showed no stabilization and were still far
below the 80 percent qualification rate set as a goal in the late 1960s.

By mid-decade, law enforcement once again emerged as a major mission
area. Instead of thwarting smugglers, slavers, and pirates, the enforcement of
fisheries regulations, among others, became the thrust of patrol work. With
enforcement of the fisheries laws, the use of weapons was again considered a
possible and probable means of enforcing the laws.

The use of weapons made the Coast Guard aware that it was in a similar
position to other sister federal agencies in having to conform to the same
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requirements in use of deadly force, which had nothing to do with small-arms
training. This procedural factor was established for legal reasons because of a
greater public awareness of civil liberties and the abuses of law enforcement
power. The matter of applied force by law enforcement agencies was a
constant issue in state and federal courts. The Coast Guard’s Rum Wars history
had little bearing on the legalistic trends of the 1970s.

The selective use of force was new to the Coast Guard, which historically,
if not practically, understood the application of armed force in civil areas. In
August 1975, Headquarters issued its first instructions on the subject. The
instruction grew out of fisheries difficulties, not on the open sea, but from
disputes on the Great Lakes.”

The instruction authorized the use of deadly force only for very specific
reasons and purposes, such as 1) prevention of loss of material vital to national
security, 2) self-defense, and 3) prevention of the actual theft of property.
Although this instruction targeted shore establishments, it applied to floating
units. As excessive use of force lawsuits against law enforcement agencies
increased, the Coast Guard placed more emphasis on policy and training
procedures for the use of deadly force. In the mid-1970s, the Coast Guard
developed its policies and polled other agencies about regulations covering use
of force. A definitive policy was issued after four years.

Echoing the sense of economy of the founding fathers, a January 1976
memorandum from the Chief of Military Readiness to his small-arms training
staff advised them that “OMB [Office of Management and Budget] has said
that FY-77 will be a “no growth” year and the budget submitted to the
Congress will reflect this.”?’ Captain R. G. Moore added,

Growth of some programs is essential and that growth will be supported at the
expense of others of a lower priority. Small-arms training was sufficiently low
[in priority listing of funding] so that an increase in funding did not survive. We
must therefore look to only $130,000 for the small-arms program in FY-77.%

Moore’s memorandum was an answer to the Commandant’s statement of
determination for fiscal year 1978.%° The Commandant expressed the need for
small-arms training but worried about the rising costs. He wanted a look at the
possibilities of revamping the training program, including the use of
simulators.

The Coast Guard small-arms training program would have to survive on
less funds than those allotted for one year’s competitive program in the late
1950s. The ammunition and repair parts purchased in previous years had to
suffice. To cover the rising costs, Moore recommended “possible actions to
accommodate the reduced funding.”*® These possibilities included reducing
recruit firing during the qualification course to once instead of twice; training
less than 100 percent of all recruits; re-programing monies from other sources;
and reducing weapons acquisition and maintenance.’’ But on the whole these
were not viable options.
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Headquarters (OMR) decided to continue the present level of recruit
training, cease support of competitive shooting, purchase only service types of
ammunition, reduce weapons holdings (training was still based on the number
of weapons held by a unit), and limit the number of people receiving
requalification training.

Two days later Moore forwarded another memorandum to the Chief of
Operations. He began his second memorandum as follows:

Guidance of the past year dictated a reevaluation of the Small Arms Training
program, with the goal of achieving a tightly structured cost effective effort
meeting all mission requirements. The guidance was subsequently coupled with
restrictions for FY-77.%

Moore outlined planning areas, program definition, development of
management procedures, and the realignment of training requirements and
methods. The program goal was to ensure that those expected to bear arms
were qualified “in terms of mechanical skills and grounding the fundamental
factors implicit in the use of force™ To accomplish this Moore
recommended the levels of training or step approach. This was not the step
approach to training of the early 1900s, but a method resulting from fiscal
concerns. Each level added to the number requiring training. Under this
concept Headquarters could determine the number of personnel to train based
on available funding. In other words Headquarters had the option to add or
delete trainees at will.

Within planning, small-arms training levels were reborn. Similar to past
methods, basic training was divided into essential follow-on, necessary follow-
on, and desirable follow-on. The plan outlined specific groups and duties; it
called for Headquarters to mandate the training level in each fiscal year.

Under the management section, Headquarters (OMR) looked to reallocate
funds, quantify the number of trainees in each level, and make Headquarters
responsible for monitoring the details of course and of instruction. OMR was
to compare the numbers trained to the numbers which the districts had
authorized for training and “prod where indicated.”*

In previous years the districts had been responsible for this function, which
created a degree of autonomy. However, the planned monitoring required a full
staff to supervise field training, although a complete staff was out of the
question because of budget constraints. The last full-time small-arms training
staff had served under the ordnance section during the 1930s and into the early
1940s. The memorandum did not address the utilization or management of
small-arms instructors.

The training philosophies changed because of the budget restraints, forced
by the mid-1970s rapid inflation rate in the general economy. Headquarters
now recognized that traditional training over standard courses was “closely
controlled and ignores the development of judgment and use of weapons in the
‘real world’.”® The standard courses taught only the mechanical skills of
weapons handling and small-arms competition.
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The same proposal suggested “utilizing police/military combat type
courses,” for follow-on training or using “to the maximum extent possible
courses of instruction available locally from federal, state, or local agencies,
[to] thus minimize lost time and travel costs.”™® The need to conserve money
was paramount to the whole training program. In his January 8th
memorandum, Moore wrote:

It’s generally recognized that competitive shooting has a place, whether
measured by an intangible such as incentive, or as a way to incrementally
increase proficiency. It is not a cost-effective aspect of the program and must
be considered only as “nice to have” where we’re flush.’’

The Coast Guard would not be “flush” again for some time. The
competitive program, curtailed some years before, was now beyond
resurrection, at least in this decade. Competition had lost all of its former
status and the men who still fired on their own, like their pre-1929
counterparts, found that Headquarters could no longer support competitive
shooting from either a financial or philosophical position. For example,
ASMCM Charles J. Dugan, a 20-year veteran of competitive shooting for the
Coast Guard, requested temporary orders to attend the tryouts for the 1976
Olympic shooting team at Black Canyon, Arizona.® Headquarters had “no
objection” to his participation but also allocated no funds. Dugan did note that
the Second District would pay his entry fees and ammunition, but in a
handwritten note, the assistant to military readiness said, “I suggest that he be
allowed to go on permissive orders. Then if he is serious ‘about competing, he
will go on his own money.”™ The indication was that after 20 years of
competitive shooting, including international matches and a tryout for the 1972
Olympic team, Dugan was not serious about his sport.

Ironically, the Coast Guard continued to support the Coast Guard
Academy’s pistol teams, arguing that their funds came from other accounts and
were part of intercollegiate sports.

OMR’s recommendations concerning small arms and training were
summarized by the Chief of Operations and presented to the commandant.
Rear Admiral G. O. Thompson recommended the end of support for
competitive shooting and implementation of a stepped incremental approach
to training keyed to needs and considering funding. The steps included:

Step 1 Training for all personnel upon entry.

Step 1II Annual follow-on training for intelligence investigators, small-
arms instructors, air crew (survival training), and those
considered absolutely essential by the various district
commanders.

Step Il Annual follow-on training for personnel assigned to established

unit security forces, those providing internal security for combat
and combat-support units, those for ELT and Port Security
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personnel who would be required to bear arms to meet
contingencies.

Step IV Annual follow-on training for all personnel assigned to operating
forces.

Step V Annual follow-on training for all military personnel.

Step VI Support of competitive shooting. *

These six steps, or levels as they were later called, were meant to lower the
number of persons to be trained. This was the third system of management
attempted over the past 40 years, but the first directly devised to reduce
training costs. A chart showing estimated costs for each step was given to the
commandant:

Step I I 11 v v VI
$ 180K 24K 36K 225K 315K 88K
Cumulative 180K 204K 240K 465K 780K 868K

The total amount allocated to operate the small-arms training program
through Step VI was $868,000, less than the assets of the navy’s 1969
competitive shooting teams. However, OMR planned to “achieve Step 1II
during FY-77.”*"" Like so many other instructions relating to Coast Guard
marksmanship training, the steps were open to liberal interpretation. In July
1976, Headquarters issued the training levels and the problems began.*

Using the steps as a guide, the management system required each district
to develop and report the numbers of trainees. In turn, Headquarters saw that
no district exceeded those numbers. However, the trend was toward more
training and more costs, not less. The numbers trained in 1975 represented a
record high—over 11,000 with the rifle and 13,000 with the pistol. Cape May
had a banner year with an unprecedented 48 percent of its trained recruits, not
all of whom received training, qualified with the pistol.®

Law enforcement was the impetus behind the increases. The Coast Guard
anchored its service identify in law enforcement but Headquarters was slow to
react to the calls for more law enforcement small-arms training. A uniform
policy concerning law enforcement training had not yet been adopted. Without
guidance, some districts broadly interpreted a line in the training level
instruction—“To provide more effective/realistic training to Level III
personnel, thus improving overall capability,”—and began sending personnel
to unapproved local and state training courses.* Although this had been a
consideration in Moore’s memorandum, it was not implemented.

These were non-standard training courses and the instruction in theory,
practice, and philosophy differed as widely as the regions of the nation.
However, graduates of these mostly civilian police schools stated that this style
of small-arms training was superior to anything the Coast Guard offered. This
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was a natural reaction. Civilian-style weapons firing was less dogmatic and
military, and the thought of being quasi-policemen was a welcome change
from the monotony of everyday Coast Guard quasi-military activities. The
change to civil law enforcement-style shooting was so superior that a few
districts abandoned the slower, more structured official Coast Guard courses
and devised their own. The autonomy permitted in past years now became a
complete breach in training discipline.

This increase in law enforcement activity also brought a familiar call for
more “realism in training” and a general shift from competitive style to police
combat shooting. By this time Chief Hanna’s training practices of World War
I1 had been long forgotten, and the Coast Guard embarked on a short search
for proper training courses.

Small-arms training of the 1970s also included more female Coast Guard
members; their training became controversial. The controversy was not over
whether women should be trained, but over the weapons they should use. The
Reserve Training Center, Yorktown, Virginia, where the majority of female
personnel were trained, requested additional .38-caliber revolvers for their
training but Headquarters disapproved the request. The Reserve Training
Division at Headquarters agreed, stating, “This division would prefer that
women not be trained with the .38 revolver, but rather the standard service
pistol [.45 caliber M1911A1].%

The firing range personnel at Yorktown were persistent and reported that
210 female shooters were trained between June and August 1976 on the
standard U.S. Navy “F” pistol course.* The lengthy report explained the
reasons that women should not be trained with the .45 caliber M1911A1 pistol.
The report recommended “that USCG women be authorized to fire either
weapon interchangeably, depending on personal strength and size [physical]
demonstration of capability to use either or both weapons.”*’ The report
further recommended that once a particular woman was evaluated for weapon
type suitability, she would use that weapon only and a certifying statement
entered into her service record. The Yorktown range personnel outlined their
major reasons for supporting this recommendation.

a. The .45-caliber pistol is, in most cases, too heavy for Coast Guard women to
fire safely during both timed and rapid fire. Most .45-caliber rounds fired by
women during this segment of qualification strike the ground somewhere
between the firing point and the target.

b. Most women’s hands are not physically large enough to properly grip the
weapons and maintain positive control of it between rounds fired.

c. Most women demonstrated a physical strength problem in pulling the .45

slide to the rear. In accomplishing this, the weapon usually was pointed at the
shooter next to her or otherwise handled in a manifestly unsafe manner.*

The report was neither scientific nor free of bias. It concluded with a
warning that accidents and possible personal injuries could result.* The
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training for these female members was conducted by the same staff that
operated the small-arms instructors (SAI) school, however, no
recommendations were given to improve safety or modify training techniques
for female shooters or any other group. Headquarters was not swayed by the
less-than-convincing argument and disapproved the request.

The hope had been that once the revolver was accepted for one group, it
would be accepted universally. However, the discussion over the use of
revolvers in the Coast Guard had not ended with this latest denial from
Headquarters.

Requests for greater small-arms allowances countered the continuing need
to reduce the amount of ammunition being expended. The reduction of the
number of personnel to be trained saved ammunition, but this was not enough.
In June 1976, to reduce ammunition expenditures, the M16 rifle course and the
navy pistol “E” and “F” courses were altered and remained so for nearly a
decade.”

The M16 rifle course could still be fired at the 200-yard or 1,000-inch
ranges. The routine of the courses was now as follows:

Order Time Rounds ‘ Position Sling
Limit
Zeroing | 1 min per | 12 (four 3-rd Prone Loop
round mags)
1. 5 min 10 (one 10-rd mag) | Prone Loop
2. 60 sec 10 (two 10-rd Standing to Prone Loop
mags)
3. 60 sec 10 (two 10-rd Standing to Sitting | Loop
mags) or Kneeling
4, 10 min 10 (one 10-rd mag) | Standing Parade
or Hasty

The major difference between this course and its 1971 version was the
deletion of the rounds in the rapid-fire prone string; six rounds were added to
the zeroing phase. The M6 rifle required as much care in zeroing as other
rifles. Competitive shooting may have assisted in illustrating this matter. In
1975 competitive matches allowed use of the M16 rifle and these shooters
gave considerable attention to the importance of zeroing.”' The deletion of the
“rapid prone” ten rounds also necessitated a change in qualification scores to:
expert—175, sharpshooter—167, marksman—140.

Headquarters modified the navy “F” course for Coast Guard use that was
in essence the U.S. Navy Qualification course. The change deleted the entire
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ten-round string, 15-yard string. Fired in its entirety from the 25-yard range it
now consisted of:

Range | Time Shots | Target Types of Fire

25 10 min 10 Standard American Slow
25 yds RD and TF

25 20 sec 10? Standard American Timed
25 yds RF and TF

25 15 sec 10° Standard American Rapid
25 yds RF and TF

*Time is for one five-round magazine, two magazines to be fired.
The pistol scores had to be modified to reflect the changes:

“E” Course: Expert 240; Sharpshooter 225; Marksman 210.
“F” Course: Expert 225; Sharpshooter 200; Marksman 165.

Course changes were met with changes in the parameters for marksmanship
awards. The expert shot medals for rifle and pistol were now presented on a
permanent basis after only one qualification. In previous years the Coast
Guardsman had to requalify in three consecutive years to retain the expert
medal permanently. The change meant that once earned the award could not
be lost; awards could be upgraded, but only one award could be worn.

The reduction of course standards in award criteria, and the qualification
scores did not remove the call for more practical weapons training.
Headquarters, with some field assistance, scrutinized the courses available for
transformation. The most logical course for Headquarters and the easiest for
staff inexperienced in police-type weapons training was at the neighboring FBI
Academy at Quantico, Virginia. The Federal Bureau of Investigation was
willing to help by providing their 1959-vintage courses of fire, which had
remained virtually intact since the 1930s.%

The developers of what was to be the Coast Guard practical pistol course
were convinced that competitive “bull’s-eye” shooting as a service standard
was best, and some had trouble understanding the purposes and concepts of
practical pistol shooting. In addition, the FBI courses were adapted to shore
operations, primarily in urban areas, and had little similarity to the waterborne
operations of the Coast Guard. Other problems were experienced with the
translation of revolver-based training courses to the service’s semiautomatic
pistol. Compounding the controversy was the popular civil police concept that
no semiautomatic pistol was suitable for law enforcement work.

Practical and competitive training were combined in the course. The two
styles varied in the number of rounds fired in each string or phase. In this
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practical course, the magazine remained loaded with only five rounds instead
of the maximum seven. The 5-round limit was a holdover from competitive
shooting. The FBI required the revolver to be fully loaded with six rounds for
various phases of its training.

The stances for firing adopted by the Coast Guard were similar to the
FBI’s, particularly in the one-handed (unsupported) phase. During World War
II, Chief Hanna remarked that by the time any Coast Guardsman achieved this
position in an actual shooting situation, the Coast Guardsman would be dead!
This stance is directly related to competitive shooting. In 1952, this
contradiction of styles was noted by Walter R. Walsh, who stated that many
people “have no taste for competitive shooting and are interested only in
attaining maximum practical effectiveness in the minimum time.”*

Maximum effectiveness in the shortest possible time was exactly what the
Coast Guard wanted and needed, but course development was further impeded
by the number of rounds authorized for the course. The FBI’s revolver course
used over 60 rounds but the standard government issue packaging for .45-
caliber service ammunition was 50. It was thought that the number of rounds
should be kept to the even pack, which was a change from past rifle courses
that ignored standard packs. This necessitated the deletion of some positions
used by the FBI. The “new” course was born from the economy of
ammunition expenditure, economy of research, and economy of thought.

One element not taken into account during the development phase was the
philosophical difference between the FBI and the Coast Guard’s purposes of
training, The FBI required extensive preliminary training before attempting
qualification on the practical course. The FBI small-arms staff stressed that
“the requirement in the development (emphasis added) of combat shooting
ability cannot be overemphasized.” ** The Coast Guard, on the other hand,
looked for expedient methods, and considered the navy pistol “E” or “F”
courses satisfactory for development.

Under pressure, the course developed into police-style training as published
in the June 10th amendment to the 1976 Ordrnance Manual (CG-272). The
course instituted was a condensed version of the FBI’s “Tactical Revolver
Course” published in March 1976.

As with any change in long used practices, problems were encountered,
especially from field small-arms instructors who had not been trained in the
course’s content or procedures. Only a handful of field instructors had a firm
understanding of the course’s purpose or ideology. Headquarters had issued the
course outline with only the orders to proceed and train. The concept that
marksmanship instruction was a sophisticated and specialized form of teaching
had been forgotten. Also forgotten was that the purpose of practical training
was the protection of personal life and limb at the expense of the
adversary—not target shooting.

The loss of instructional philosophy was compounded by the addition of
two separate standards for revolver and pistol. The revolver course used the
time requirements established by the FBI, but because the M1911A1 pistol was
considered easier to reload, the firing time was shortened. Immediate reaction
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came from the district small-arms training managers who felt that range safety
had been sacrificed. This caused a revision to the course which made both the
revolver and pistol times compatible.

Practical pistol firing also required a different target from the American
standard 25-yard competitive target. The man-sized silhouette B-21 (or Colt
silhouette) was selected because it was the same target used for the FBI
course.

Soon after the new training plans went into affect implementation
recommendations arrived at Headquarters from the field for changes or
complete revision to the loosely termed practical course. Some districts wanted
to junk the entire course and start over. All proposals were rejected. Some
justifiably had no merit, and others were submitted at the wrong time*

The Coast Guard was not willing to change the established course it had
just begun, despite flaws.*® Headquarters felt that the personnel in the districts
did not have sufficient experience in civil law enforcement style weapons
training techniques to offer any beneficial suggestions. Some agreements had
been made and the course question was settled for a time, but small-arms
training continued growing in numbers trained. The growing law enforcement
enviroment would not allow wholesale changes to training standards. However,
with a course in place Headquarters felt no need to continue development of
courses that could replace the courses as mission emphasis evolved or changed.

A year later, the levels system of training created as many problems in
some districts as in the 1950s. The difficulties were noted by Commander J.
D. Hartman, First District readiness officer, at Boston, Massachusetts, in a
letter to Headquarters.

Level III personnel cannot practically be identified by the District Commander.
The main problem is the inclusion of gate guards, gangway watchstanders and
boarding parties. These assignments vary widely with the Command. This
problem is amplified more by personnel rotation and collateral duty personnel,
such as gangway watchstanders, who are also assigned to boarding details.”*’

In concept, the levels approach had disregarded the varied duties of many
units, especially the cutters. Under the guidelines, more than 50 percent of any
cutter’s complement could be trained. However, because of personnel rotations,
a 100 percent could be trained each year. It all depended on the
resourcefulness of the cutter’s personnel. Hartman restated the arguements of
50 years before: the weather in the First District hampered training and “the
opportunity to conduct practical type training has not yet arisen.””®
Headquarters recognized this .was a problem, but offered no solution or
guidance; instead in July 1977, it issued the next year’s training levels, “up to
Level II1."°

The tightly structured management of the small-arms training system did
not reduce costs. Management under the new system did not prod; it did not
tally; it existed only on paper. The annual reports outlining district
performance unexplainably stopped; training figures were only scratch penciled
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notes on intraoffice memoranda. No one supervised the districts which, taking
note of the deficiency, began to deviate from the written system. Level III
training was a matter of interpretation, and the figures trained in pistol during
fiscal year 1977 exceeded 10,000 personnel.

Despite the lack of management, economy of ammunition usage again
became the watchword. The 1976 ordnance manual was amended in September
1977 to reflect the new and lower annual training ammunition allowances from
those of the 1960s. Rifle ammunition (5.56mm) was reduced to 170 rounds per
member; pistol to 150 rounds; and riot gun remained at 25. The reduced
allowances would have an impact on overall training, especially pistol training.
Training with the rifle had already declined because it was not considered an
appropriate weapon for law enforcement use. However, the 12-gauge riot gun
became an important part of boarding parties.

Shotgun (riot gun) training consisted of a familiarization course
implemented in the ordnance manual, and was only used for mechanical and
safety training. Actual qualification had not yet become required for the
shotgun. If a Coast Guardsman could qualify with the service rifle, then
qualification and proficiency with the shotgun was taken for granted.

In December 1977, the reduction of ammunition training costs was still the
leading question. During 1976 the Coast Guard expended over $91,000 for
rifle ammunition alone, and costs were expected to rise.”

The use of simulators became attractive as costs increased. Master Chief
Gunner’s mate Martin J. Kelleher, Chief, Ordnance Training Section, a
subdivision of military readiness, researched alternatives. He reviewed the
marksmanship systems under test and evaluation by the U.S. Army and Marine
Corps. These systems were laser and infrared simulators mounted on modified
M16 rifles.®

Each system offered immediate feedback to the trainee in the form of a
computer print-out. However, the systems were only prototypes, not fully
developed. Only one, the U.S. Army’s Weaponeer was ready. Coast Guard
Headquarters, impressed with the army’s system, requested funding to purchase
a number of the systems. The requests, however, were continually disapproved
or given a low priority; by 1982 Headquarters cancelled all requests. Costs for
the system had risen to the point where it was no longer a thrifty choice for
the Coast Guard.

Another training alternative reviewed was the .22-caliber rimfire adapter for
the M16 rifle, reminiscent of the adapters developed in the 1930s for the
service pistol. The U.S. Air Force and the Coast Guard tested the device. The
Air Force used the device but the Coast Guard found design problems and did
not adopt it.

The pistol was not considered for simulation but was considered for
replacement—again with the revolver. A detailed staff study, commissioned by
the military readiness branch at Headquarters, presented the pros and cons of
each weapon type. The report recommended remaining with the pistol “until
such time as a weapon demonstrating significant improvement becomes
available.”®® The periods emphasis was on law enforcement, yet Headquarters
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pursued training simulators applicable only to military missions and did not
emcompass the Coast Guard’s actual needs.” There was little consistency of
effort, largely because the small-arms training coordinator was not attached to
the office that organized procurement of weapons training material and
ammunition. Headquarters made no effort to employ external consultants or
take advantage of the experts available within the reserves, many of whom had
many years of practical law enforcement firearms experience.

Maintaining the status quo in weapons was reflected by the general attitude
in mid-December [977. The training management worked “to provide better
training and to more effectively utilize our resources.” ** However, there were
doubts that the overall program would accomplish all it should.

The present small-arms training program provides the trainee with adequate
knowledge of the mechanical operation of the weapon for the
Combat/Operations programs. This training program does not, however, as
currently being applied, appear to answer the needs of the ELT [Enforcement
of Laws and Treaties] and OFP [Offshore Fisheries Patrol] mission areas.*

To improve training in the law enforcement areas, increased emphasis was
placed on judgmental situations for “use of force” and instituting quarterly
familiarization with small arms. The first concern was acted upon, but the
second was not. Ammunition was still too expensive for quarterly training.

The most basic and cost-effective training tool was overlooked—the small-
arms instructors. Efficient and knowledgeable instructors could have reduced
training costs by reducing the amount of redundancy of trainee participation.
Beginning in 1970, Yorktown had conducted two small-arms instructor (SAIL)
classes a year. However, nothing had been done to improve instructor quality
or ability; the need within the Coast Guard for more small-arms instructors
was growing as a result of increased training.

Considering that the small-arms instructor course continued at Yorktown,
the Yorktown small-arms training staff had difficulties of its own. Its annual
account of small-arms training for 1978, all above Level III, reported 44
percent qualified with the pistol, or revolver, and an average 83 percent with
the M16 rifle.%

In 1978, because of perceived deficits in instructors, the districts began
pressuring Headquarters to provide more small-arms instructors and to increase
the capacity of the training course, Headquarters, in turn, issued a one-time
solicitation for anyone with former small-arms instructor training.” The
solicitation for experienced personnel required each person to submit a resume
of individual marksmanship training experience; Headquarters considered any
of the following acceptable experience.

a.  Service SAI [Small-Arms Instructor] Schools

. NRA Qualified Range Officer/Range Safety Officer

c. Civilian SAI Courses (FBI, Colt, Smith & Wesson, Winchester,
Remington, etc.)
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d.  Two years’ experience running ranges in the Coast Guard
e.  Qualification as marksman or better with service rifle or pistol®®

It was a reasonable way of filling a gap. Beginning in December 1978, the
letters answering the call for experienced instructors poured in, and military
readiness assigned the new HH, formerly SAI, qualification code to all—even
those with minimal or very doubtful credentials,

The experience of these men varied. Some had acted only as coaches on
the various district annual training teams. Others had extensive experience,
both at organized training centers and competitive training; others claimed
civilian police experience. The basic competency level of the instructors did
not appear to be a major concern, nor did the fact that the work of an
instructor called for organizational abilities and capabilities that most of these
instructors did not have.

Despite the 1 February 1979 cutoff date, Headquarters continued to accept
the experience factor until 1983. This arrangement compounded the problem
of recognizing standards of competency in small arms and added to the
confusion in training methods.

The small-arms training program continued to outstretch the capabilities of
Headquarters’s managerial staff, which had been one of the major problems of
the program for many years. The practical pistol course attracted many people
to the training sessions because of the less competitive format. The practical
course also added fuel to the controversy surrounding the differing training
philosophies in existence after World War 1I.

As happened 30 years before, two distinct groups formed among small-
arms instructors and program managers. The first believed all personnel should
have a good foundation along more tradition lines although not necessarily
competitive training. The second group saw no real need for the basic
fundamentals of bull’s-eye type shooting and urged for realism in training.
Both had the same goal, but their approaches and attitudes were entirely
different. The debate was not limited to enlisted instructors, but extended into
the officer corps. Many of these officers, including non-ordnance warrant
officers, had no training or skills in weapons fundamentals and based their
knowledge on personal theories or experience.

These differences in opinion led to confusion in course choices. The
Ordnance Manual (CG-272), re-issued on 30 March 1978, included all the
changes of the past two years, but field managers drew other conclusions. The
manual required successful firing for qualification on both the navy pistol “E”
or “F” course and the practical pistol course. However, these standards were
challenged. Headquarters, obviously under some pressure, attempted without
success to resolve the matter. It directed another quick-fix message in August
1978:

The pistol “E” and “F” courses shall be used as prerequisites for the practical
pistol course at the discretion of the range officer, based on the individual
shooter’s familiarization and expertise with the weapon.*®
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This indecisive approach only created more difficulties. The discretion
method depended on the local range officer’s experience or ability to make a
competent decision of a shooter’s expertise. Without clear procedures, many
districts entirely abandoned the competitive style pistol “E” and “F” courses,
while others had anticipated the problems and maintained the published
standard. The result was an increase in ammunition expended for training.

The major difficulties came when personnel were transferred from district
to district or, in some cases, station to station within a district. The differences
in training policies became more apparent. The units following the prescribed
regulations often had to retrain recently transferred personnel because they had
received training on neither the “E” or “F” pistol courses.

In the same message, Headquarters showed signs of weariness over the
constant problem and solicited “recommendations for improvements of small-
arms courses.””® OMR also noted that “after October 1, 1978, small-arms
training in variance with the ordnance manual must be approved by COMDT
(G-OMR) before being implemented.” ”* Units were given two months to stop
their unauthorized training practices and obtain permission to resume them.

Pressure increased to develop a qualification course for the shotgun. The
previous theory that riflemen were qualified with a shotgun was no longer
held. A course was devised over two days at the Small Arms Instructor School
at Yorktown. Headquarters ordered in Chief Warrant Officers George A.
“Fingers” Quinn and C. W. Bozeman to assist in course selection and
development.™

The selection of course content was not difficult; a revised version of the
FBI’s basic shotgun course was chosen. This course was fired from the 15-
and 25-yard lines and used a total of 15 rounds. The number of rounds for the
course was a confusing factor. The ammunition allowance remained at 25;
therefore, legally, the qualification course could only be fired once.

Some members of the Coast Guard voiced their discontent with the
program and the ambiguous policies. The readiness office of Pacific Area
wrote as follows:

In view of current austere funding at the district/unit level, increased operating
schedules, lack of range facilities, and lack of qualified personnel to carry such
a program, small-arms training to the level specified [Level III]...is unrealistic
and certainly unattainable in the near future.”

It is strongly recommended that an in-depth review of the procedures for
carrying out the program be undertaken and additional guidance and assistance
be provided to all districts.”

This was not a typical complaint, but 1979 began with no review of the
small-arms training program. The rift between the two instructional factions -
was still strong, and neither received the direction or leadership to regulate the
program. However, congressional action would influence the small-arms
program. In 1979, Congress passed legislation establishing a 200-mile fisheries
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boundary around the coasts of the United States. This act, like the 1867 Seal
Protection Act, resulted in more active and armed boardings by Coast Guard
personnel, as well as a more active role in the development of law enforcement
training and techniques.

With this slight turn from the lifesaver image to one of a law enforcement
agent, the call to be armed like civilian counterparts came again. The Office
of Intelligence and Security (OIS) headed the effort to replace the M1911A1
pistol. The Military Readiness Division objected, and both divisions turned to
their commander, Rear Admiral Norman C. Venzke, Chief, Office of
Operations, for a decision. Military Readiness provided a lengthy “issue paper”
presenting the pros and cons of each weapon type. Venzke reviewed the
statements and responded on May 18, 1979:

I reluctantly concur with your [OMR] recommendation that we retain the .45-
caliber automatic and not replace it with the .38-caliber revolver. Although I am
absolutely convinced that the .38-caliber revolver is far more suitable and safer
than the .45-caliber automatic for law enforcement purposes, the change is not
to be made for the following reasons:

a. DOD [Department of Defense] is evaluating a new standard side arm;

b.  Replacement of our large inventory of .45-caliber automatics used for ELT
[Enforcement of Laws and Treaties] would be costly inasmuch as surplus
.38-caliber revolvers are not available.””

The cost of replacing the seven-thousand .45-caliber M1911A1s with.38-
caliber revolvers would be over $1 million. The sentiments concerning safety
were echoes from the 1930s, but the logical solution was to produce standards
for better training and instruction. Headquarters still did not see the field
instructor as the simplest solution to the problem. The desire to maintain
authority in the Coast Guard often prevented the granting of responsibilty.

In the meantime, training continued under the perplexing and often
ambiguous provisions used in previous years. On 23 April 1979, the field units
received another training level instruction for the remainder of fiscal year 1979
and fiscal year 1980. Within the notice military readiness made another attempt
to clarify once and for all the training requirements. The military readiness
office defined Level III personnel as “all personnel assigned to cutters who
routinely perform ELT boarding and custody crew (a terminology change from
the old prize crew, which technically can only exist in a time of war) duties,”
and “all personnel assigned to shore units who routinely perform ELT
duties.”’

This was a clear and straightforward instruction; however, when read in the
field, most ignored the word “routinely” and permitted anyone to “receive
small-arms training to the maximum extent possible.””” This last line of the
instruction was taken quite literally by those conducting the training, exceeding
authorized ammunition allowances.

133



As the tempo of law enforcement boardings increased, the riot gun, or
shotgun, became a more important tool. It had taken a year to promulgate a
course developed in less than a week, and like the practical pistol course, it
remained a hybrid. Implemented in October 1979, the shotgun qualification
course became a reality. The final course consisted of:

LStage Rounds Time Position Range Target
1 5 25 sec | Standing 25 yards B-21
2 5 25 sec | Kneeling 25 yards B-21
3 5 5 min Hip Fire 15 yards B-21

Maximum Score: 675 (135 pellets)

Qualifying Scores: Expert—425, Sharpshooter—400,
Marksman—3507"

The first string was fired from the standing position in 25 seconds, the
second from the kneeling in 25 seconds and the third, from 15 yards, from the
hip position. Like the practical pistol course, there was no real explanation of
the fundamentals of instruction with the shotgun.

The scoring offered an exceptional opportunity for nearly everyone to
qualify. The greatest point of contention of this course was the ten rounds fired
rather quickly from the shoulder. Improperly trained personnel, or those not
heeding warnings given, were often subjected to physical pain from an
“improper hold” of the shotgun.”

Unusually, field instructors considered the scores far too low, but calls for
higher qualifying scores went unanswered. Headquarters also thought the
scores too low at least initially. The original draft of the course showed expert
as 500, sharpshooter as 475, and marksman as 400. The shotgun course would
remain in use for four years, with no change or review, carrying Coast Guard
small-arms training into the 1980s. The shotgun course added more fuel to the
philosophical fire. The different training factions not only argued over course
content, but could not agree on a standard method of loading and unloading
the weapon. The debate raged on. ,

The Coast Guard of the 1970s found itself in many ways similar to the
Coast Guard of the 1930s. A faltering national economy forced cutbacks in
funding of many projects, but at the same time a growing law enforcement role
demanded the implementation of progressive and worthwhile small-arms
training techniques. Headquarters made attempts to use regulations to cope
with dramatic internal stresses and fiscal changes. In addition, the Coast Guard
abandoned the competitive program, possibly without thought of the benefits
of retaining a dedicated source of trained marksmen and armorers in the Coast
Guard. An investment in combat-style competitive shooting would have been
a recoverable cost in increased expertise. But, unlike the 1930s, the 1970s
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Coast Guard lacked an ordnance visionary such as Admiral Russell R.
Waesche, as well as support and expertise, especially in ordnance-trained
officers, to make the small-arms program an asset to the overall Coast Guard
mission.

During the 1970s, however, a new interest emerged in small arms, which
was one positive aspect of an otherwise financially austere and poorly
managed period. The installation of practical training courses was another
positive step that did more to universally increase interest in training—and
create division—than at any other time in the course of Coast Guard history.
Interest, however, was maintained at the field level, and to a significantly
lesser degree, Headquarters.
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CHAPTER VIl
The More Things Change...

The contradictory actions and programs of the previous ten years pushed
and pulled by budgetary constraints, elusive goals, and a loss of expertise
caused the enactment of temporary training courses which did nothing to stem
the overall decline in quality of marksmanship. This legacy set the stage for
the 1980s.

Although 1980 began with a revived interest in military readiness, law
enforcement, and related small-arms training, the problems of the past
persisted. The practical pistol course as well as the qualification standards of
all small-arms courses remained as confusing as ever. Coast Guard
Headquarters (OMR) established one standard, but then allowed another. This
case-by-case management resulted in a system lacking a concise policy to
guide servicewide small-arms training. The training program outgrew the
training manager’s capability to cope with the numerous field-instigated
alterations to the training courses.

The differences between the two main schools of training theory grew
wider in the 1980s. The law enforcement school, as before, adamantly held to
the theory that bull’s-eye (competitive) courses had little or no value. They
believed this style had no relevance in current operations. Despite negative
comments and numerous local and unauthorized changes to the courses, few
people submitted creative ideas to Headquarters for replacement courses or
improvements. Although Headquarters had sought comments at one time, it no
longer actively solicited recommendations. This effectively sealed off those
with expertise from influencing decisions.

The sentiments of proponents for civil law-enforcement-style training
courses were essentially correct. The competitive style of shooting was not
suitable for operational use, but they overlooked the superior value of the
competitive style for training in basic techniques. Training regulations still
required use of the pistol “E” or “F” courses, but could be waived at the
discretion of the range officer. Once again no one understood the policy and
the conflict created widespread confusion. A January 1980 Iletter from
Headquarters to the First Coast Guard District Readiness Office at Boston,
Massachusetts, typified the problem.

The “E” and “F” courses are required because shooting on an annual basis does
not keep Coast Guard personnel sufficiently familiar with the safety factors
required for safe handling of the weapons. People who do not handle weapons
on a daily or weekly basis are seldom able to go right into the PPC [practical
pistol course] with the requirement to draw and fire a weapon without some
preparation. The “E” or “F” courses also refresh marksmanship skill necessary
to qualify on the PPC and Judgmental Shooting Courses and fulfill our military
readiness requirements.'
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Had this statement been issued to the Coast Guard as a definitive policy
statement, the matter would have been settled. But since the letter was sent to
only one district, it only caused more puzzlement—especially when the
districts communicated among themselves. The first sentence mandated the use
of the courses for safety familiarization, but made no mention of creating an
atmosphere to teach competence or shooting skills for infrequent weapons
handlers. The First District wanted, as did some of the other districts, the
complete removal of the “E” and “F” pistol courses in favor of the 1976
practical pistol course.

To a small extent, OMR agreed and restated its permissive policy
concerning the firing of these courses. Headquarters then stated, “If the range
officer is familiar with the shooter’s ability to safely handle the weapon, the
“E” or “F” course can be waived and the PPC fired, as per ALDIST 215/78.”>
This statement was contradictory and left some uncertainty about the
requirement for course completion.

In the end the decision was left to the judgment of local instructors (there
were few range officers remaining in the service with the requisite training to
make those decisions). The average shooter did not have to demonstrate
appropriate and safe weapons handling, although the letter required the “E” or
“F” courses for safety. The shooter just had to be known by the range officer.

This led to the testimonial system similar to the 1840s temperance
movement within the Revenue Cutter Service. All officers swore they and their
men took the temperance oath while standing before the bar—of sobriety. This
tongue-in-cheek method of safe weapons handling determination was not
exclusively a First District problem. This judgment was ail too often left to
junior petty officers, who were exposed to pressures from their seniors and
peers.

Problems also entered into the decision processes of more senior
instructors, some of whom had gained their qualification codes through the
liberally applied December 1978 solicitation. Their decisions depended on
aptitude, attitude, energy level, or personal bias rather than on demonstrated
skills.

For these reasons some districts disregarded OMR’s decision on this
subject. Headquarters issued no overall policy, satisfied that the issue would
resolve itself. However, the districts were sure Headquarters did not resolve the
issue and went back to their own training routines. Headquarter’s vacillation
and lack of effective communication allowed district training autonomy much
in the same way the Revenue Cutter Service operated more than a hundred
years before.

The emphasis of all debate over all training courses was on pistol use.
Although all service weapons were in use, the First District made no mention
of much needed revision of rifle or shotgun training. Forty-five years earlier,
inadequate long-gun training had been the First District’s primary complaint.

The complexity of implementation of small-arms training grew in the early
1980s as selected inactive duty reserve personnel began to augment active
service units. This augmentation required these personnel to be qualified with
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small arms. The initial changes in reserve small-arms training had begun in
1978. At that time Headquarters Reserve Training Division issued a notice
stating that of those reservists trained during periods of active duty, “reservists
so trained are not selected on the basis of mobilization billet requirements.”

Furthermore, the military style courses stressed “weapons familiarization
and accuracy, and largely ignored the practical aspects, including judgment and
use of force, which are at least as important in a real-world law enforcement
setting.” The reserve division learned the buzz words and acted out of
frustration with the active duty Coast Guard because of the inaction in
resolving training problems. For years reserve conducted its own small-arms
training separate from the active service, but now it desired, or demanded,
“that district commanders be responsible for the training of reservists in the
practical use of small arms.” Small-arms training for reservists was
completely funded by the district reserve office, including the purchase of
ammunition through the district readiness office.

Despite the desire of the office of reserve, most district readiness offices
knew little about reservists or their requirements. The concerns and complaints
of the reserve sector were legitimate, but they had to share the responsibility
for the appropriate personnel receiving small-arms training. The reserves, like
the active service, experienced problems in determining those to be trained
during summer months.

In the spring of 1980, the office of reserve issued another notice outlining
the training levels for inactive duty selected reservists. The reserve levels
duplicated the format of the active service and “set forth six levels of training.”
The two formats were different in that reserve used “specified mobilization
billet detail codes by priority and frequency,” to calculate the number of
reserve personnel to be trained in the coming year.’

It was important for the training managers in each district readiness office
to understand the detail codes and how to use them. These men procured the
ammunition and training materials for active and reserve personnel.
Unfortunately, determining eligibility through the complicated system proved
difficult.

Ironically, the personnel in district reserve training had similar difficulty
with the formulas and the guidelines. The published parameters did not help.
Only a handful of reservists received training during fiscal year 1980.
However, this was not the case in all reserve units; some seemed to be as
innovative as some districts.

Individual reserve unit commanding officers took the position that they
were a ready reserve and trained the entire unit regardless of detail code. They
ignored the formula method and policies and included everyone in small-arms
training. This provided a morale-lifting experience for the reserve units, but the
training atmosphere suffered.

The reserve’s entry into active small-arms training did have positive
attributes. Its participation provided skilled instructors and created windfall
ammunition stocks. Reserves seldom used their entire training allowances and
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the active duty component used the surplus to supplement active training or
build emergency stocks.®

Reserve growth was only part of the expansion of training that was noted
two years before by the Military Readiness Division:

The recent expansion in the ELT Mission Area has put an enormous ‘strain on
our small-arms training program. This increase of over twice the number of
Small Arms Qualified personnel required has created a shortage of Small Arms
Range Officers. Without these we are limited to the number of personnel we can
train regardless of the availability of funds.’

Captain R. B. Bacon added, “Until such time [as] we can qualify a
sufficient number of Small Arms Range Officers, our program cannot accept
additional trainees.”® By 1980, the problem was twofold. First, Headquarters
perceived that there were insufficient numbers of small-arms instructors,'!
although the Yorktown school had run classes producing instructors for ten
years.

Among the personnel selected to attend the small-arms instructor course,
many did not possess the necessary communication or organizational skills.
Although the course expanded to three weeks, it continued to carry the
misnomer instructor training. It degenerated into a how to shoot course which
still offered no training in the principles of teaching.

Outside of those few with natural teaching ability or those tutored by more
competent instructors, none of the Yorktown trainees finished the course with
the basic skills needed to transmit knowledge. Yorktown was not altogether
responsible for the shortcomings. Between 1970 and 1980 the educational
quality and ability of American students declined, especially in the ability to
understand written information. The Coast Guard suffered, as did the
remainder of the nation, from the decline in literacy. However no head
instructor at the Yorktown training facility ever made one attempt to correct
the problem that by in large was not even noticed.

This, in part, was a result of the confusion over the difference between
range officer and instructor. Traditionally, the range officer was:in charge of
all range functions, of which instruction was only part. One of the duties of an
instructor was to instruct a range officer in his duties. This was doubly
important, since the majority of Coast Guard officers no longer had the
knowledge of firing range activities and rules.

The second problem was small-arms instructor management at the
Headquarters and district levels. Most districts did not have a concise plan for
using their trained instructors. Some Coast Guard units sent multiple requests
for quotas to the instructors’ course, often not realizing that qualified
instructors were already on board. Conversely, Headquarters (OMR) did not
mandate the use of these trained instructors, but instead continued to
acknowledge a shortage problem by requesting authorization to convene an
additional class of instructors for 1981."
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This additional class caused the training of 100 unneeded instructors a year.
The dubious need for more instructors and the overall decline in the quality of
the instructor course created a situation leading to inferior training. The
perceived needs were not real. Headquarters regularly provided lists of
instructors to each district. Headquarters also continued to authorize use of the
small-arms instructor code for those attending non-standard instructor courses
at civilian facilities.

Oddly, with the additional instructor course and the out-of-hand grants of
the instructor code, OMR acknowledged, “this output is barely able to keep up
with the turnover in personnel at station, group, and district levels.”"
However, Headquarters and district alike ignored, or did not know, that most
of these people transferred to other duty stations took their qualifications with
them, thereby providing an instructor to another place. There was no tracking
mechanism in place to see that trained instructors were used at their new
stations.

Some districts sought to have an instructor at each station, a feature not
used since the 1930s. Apparently the general perception was that once a man
left a station, he left his instructor qualifications behind. Headquarters and
some districts did not recognize the transferability of the qualification, nor was
it insisted upon.

The clamor for more police-type training made the supposed shortage of
instructors more apparent. Districts and active service units asked for more
frequent qualification and training similar to local police and FBI agents. The
greatest proponent of more modern training was the Law Enforcement Branch
(OLE) in Headquarters. OMR reacted to OLE’s prompting, “We do not have
the time, personnel, facilities or money. We must take a realistic look at our
needs and train to a level that can be maintained. Our personnel turnover is too
great to allow for saturation training,”**

OLE was not finished: it also suggested that weapons qualification become
a graduation requirement for recruit training similar to civilian police training.
OMR answered: “The amount of time devoted to small-arms training at
Recruit Training Centers is about thirteen hours out of eight weeks.”'® This
was only a day and a half for two weapons, about the same amount of time
given in World War IIL

OLE’s viewpoint was that Coast Guardsmen were now federal law
enforcement officers performing military duties, instead of the reverse. The
realistic look mentioned by OMR had no more substance or promise than the
1956 study. Small-arms training moved along at the same halting pace.

Instructor shortages, instructor quality, and the push for more civilian-style
training were the major items affecting small-arms training in the early 1980s.
During this same period, a severe shortage of .45-caliber ammunition
hampered training. The shortages resulted from Department of Defense budget
constraints, and OMR attempted to relieve the problem by making a direct
purchase of over four million rounds from a private ammunition manufacturer.

The purchase was a disaster. The standards of quality control of the
ammunition was poor, and much of the ammunition arrived uninspected. Some
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instructors found cartridges without any, or with too much, . propellant
(powder), and others with projectiles (bullets) inverted in the cartridge cases.
Still others had no primers. Eventually Headquarters banned thousands of
rounds from use and the shortage continued. This had been the first attempt to
independently purchase service ammunition commercially in the twentieth
century, with less than successful results.

The ammunition shortage caused the reemergence of the Air Force’s .22-
caliber M16 adapter as an alternative. Group Baltimore, Maryland, requested
its use for both training and qualification.'® Ironically, OMR approved the use
of the adapter for training within the Fifth District only, but did not approve
it for qualification. OMR offered no reason for not allowing the device in the
other districts, but as the instructor course was taught within the bounds of the
Fifth District, that may have been a deciding factor. In previous years the .22
rifle could be used for qualification, but not awards. No other districts
followed this line of training, preferring to remain with the service ammunition
for the experience, if nothing else.

With or without ammunition, law enforcement became the driving purpose
of small-arms training, whether practical or impractical. Coast Guard law
enforcement began to copy police ideals and attitudes such as the following:

A modern police department today is really a miniature Army, complete from
its arsenals, bristling with submachine guns, riot guns, high powered rifles, and
side arms, to grenades and guns to lay down a barrage of gas."”

This described the 1936 Los Angles Police Department, but well illustrated
the Coast Guard’s attitude toward, or quest for, civilian law-enforcement-style
equipment and training a half century later. For exampie, the Thirteenth Coast
Guard District applied for a monumental increase in training allowances to
parallel the training routines of other fuli-time law enforcement agencies. The
increased allowances would

ensure in the midst of a myriad of requirements for diversified skill he is able
to develop a proficiency and confidence that will enable him to go from a
search and rescue mission to a law enforcement mission with the necessary
degree of competence on a very short notice.'®

Others agreed with the Thirteenth District. Pacific Area Commander Vice
Admiral J. S. Gracey added his support, remarking that, “Maritime law
enforcement is an increasingly serious business and better small-arms training
for our boarding officers is imperative.”'® Gracey urged increases in training
allowances for the Coast Guard at large and a recommended that a
“servicewide survey be made to determine overall ammunition -increases.”*
The allowances suggested by the Thirteenth District included 930 rounds of
A5-caliber, 526 for the M16, and 210 rounds for the shotgun for quarterly
training (author’s emphasis).
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The official allowances increased only marginally in the intervening years
to 300 for .45, 170 for M16, and 45 for shotgun. Proposed allowances would
increase all allowances three-fold, which was an unrealistic amount even in the
best of budgetary times. OMR again agreed “in concept” to the increase, but
noted that the allowances would require an annual funding increase of three
million dollars.”’

Intermingled among requests for more ammunition were requests for more
small-arms instructors. However, the instructors graduating from the instructor
training course were still not used. In an attempt to change this system, a
September 1982 notice dictated more efficient use of these instructors by
directing that “all instructors are fo be utilized” in the training of field
personnel.”? This was a clear and accented directive where previous small-
arms training directives had made new instructor utilization only a suggestion.

There was no immediate indication the districts were going to heed the
directive. Their requests for instructor quotas continued to arrive at
Headquarters unabated. This simple direct statement to use what they had that
was ignored. When questioned about the non-use of the instructors, the
districts answered that these men were no longer in positions to act as
instructors even on a part-time basis. Others related that they were too busy
with other duties to take the one or two days a year needed to train their
shipmates. The overall reluctance of district managers to require the use of
trained men further complicated the growing difficulties in conducting weapons
training.

Within small-arms training, the qualification courses, particularly for pistol
and shotgun, were becoming ineffective as training tools. The administration
of the 1976 practical pistol course varied so widely throughout the Coast
Guard that it became a routine function. Some districts, with and without
authorization, applied training techniques adopted from civilian police agencies
to the course.

The shotgun course was also becoming a problem. Its simplicity and liberal
scoring of the shotgun qualification course caused it to become a give-away
qualification.

In the fall of 1982, Headquarters undertook a study to find a replacement
for both the practical pistol and shotgun courses. Work began with these two
courses because of the important position they occupied in law enforcement
training and operations. The study was conducted with the assistance of the
U.S. Treasury Department’s Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
(FLETC) at Glynco, Georgia. The use of the Treasury Department facility
reversed the roles in the period from 1934 to 1948 when Coast Guardsmen
trained over 6,000 Treasury civilians a year with only a minimum of
instructors.

Headquarters chose FLETC over others because of biases and inflexibility
in other training courses. The FBI course was not chosen because it had made
only minor changes to its practical course since 1976, and the Coast Guard’s
school at Yorktown was not chosen because of its biases toward competitive
style of training and odd non-standard civil law enforcement style courses.
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The three panelists for the study were GMCM William R. Wells, Chief,
Small Arms Training Section at Coast Guard Headquarters; GMCS Jerry W.
Pearson, senior small-arms instructor for the Seventh Coast Guard District; and
GMC James S. Adams, senior instructor of the Small Arms Instructor Course
at Yorktown, Virginia. Remarkably this was the first all-enlisted panel to
devise any Coast Guard small-arms training course. The use of an all-enlisted
panel was a sharp indicator of the overall decline of overall military standards
in the Coast Guard over the previous 30 years.

The first improvement tackled was the pistol course. The general consensus
was that a variant of the Treasury Department’s current qualification course
modified for the M1911A1 pistol would suit current needs. The key word was
current needs; not permanent. The use of the Treasury course was more logical
than the FBI version because it offered the option of flexibility and innovation.

Training information was drawn from the over 30 law enforcement
agencies which used the training center at FLETC. Their combined experience
and knowledge formed a comprehensive training course covering many
variables and situations. However, some of the variables in Coast Guard law
enforcement boarding were unique to Coast Guard operations and practically
unknown to the Treasury Department instructors. The three Coast Guardsmen
added to the basic Treasury course those elements which took into account the
factors most common to Coast Guard needs—a unique attitude in Coast Guard
small-arms training development.

Previous training courses adopted by the Coast Guard had been designed
for other agencies and military services. The Coast Guard had followed a
traditional path and used handed down training courses whether they fit the
Coast Guard’s current needs or not. The new pistol course design was a
positive step forward, but not perfect in its conception, nor was it meant to be
a cure-all in its final form. It was neither a quick fix to a problem nor dogma;
the intent was to form a living course that had the pliability for future growth.

One innovation included allowed instructor latitude while maintaining the
traditional theories of marksmanship instruction. This was a combination of
both training theories. The only inflexible portion was the end result—raising
qualifying standards.

The next training program changed was for the shotgun. The resulting
course slightly modified the existing shotgun course by reducing the number
of rounds fired and adjusting the method of scoring. The proposed course used
a total of ten rounds. This was an attempt to reduce the physical pain, the most
common complaint of the trainees, which had understandably caused a
negative attitude toward the shotgun training.

The general agreement among the panelists was to have the trainee fire the
course two or three times with only minor pain resulting rather than once with
great pain, At the same time, the muitiple firing of the course provided quality
training that was consistent with current operations.

The change removed the shotgun kneeling position and added two rounds
fired from the weak side hip position. This weak-side firing, although not
popular with trainees, was a reasonable tactical technique. Law: enforcement
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training required turning blind corners in close quarters which required
changing hands, a technique used by the U.S. Army for urban warfare and the
Coast Guard in South Vietnam with both the rifle and the shotgun.

The new hip position also offered some practice firing with the weak hand
for emergency purposes. The kneeling position was removed because it is a
basic concealment position, and that position should be generally understood
from rifle training. In previous training courses, trainees were taught to assume
the kneeling position without benefit of protective cover and then fire. In an
actual law enforcement fire fight situation, this could have deadly
consequences.

Kneeling was a viable position to be used from behind low cover, but a
technique so elementary that none of the panelists thought it necessary for live
fire practice. As Chief Hanna had taught during World War II, no one would
have to tell their people to duck when the firing starts.

Scoring for the revised shotgun course abolished the competitive style five-
points-per hit method. The new method allowed one point for each hit
anywhere in the scoring area for a maximum of 90 points.

After the courses were drafted, Headquarters sent them to selected districts
courses for testing and evaluation, which resulted in constructive alteration of
a few procedures. The idea was to let those using the courses have some input,
and Headquarters also realized that successful change needed the assent of the
field forces which remained as autonomous as ever.

In addition to the course changes, the panel changed the target to the one
used by the Treasury Department. Called the TRANSTAR II [Transitional
Target I1], it had undergone extensive testing by the Treasury Department and
came in various colors to attract the trainee’s eye toward the center of the
target for development of center mass shooting. The Coast Guard used blue
and green colors for its training to divorce itself from the older all-black
targets which made better targets but poor training tools. The target change
was necessary to remain consistent in an improved practical course which
placed more emphasis on center mass shooting. The Coast Guard discontinued
the B-21 silhouette target after nearly a half century.”

The improved practical pistol course and revised shotgun course were
placed in effect on 1 October 1983.%* Remembering the debacle caused by the
issuance of the previous courses without explanation, Master Chief Wells
conducted a week-long seminar at Yorktown on 11 October 1983 for all
district managers of small-arms training.”> These 32 men received classroom
and practical range-firing experience in the new courses. It was, in turn, their
responsibility to train their local instructors, thereby establishing some
continuity of training philosophy and thought in the Coast Guard.

The seminar brought out recurrent and similar problems in conducting
small-arms training and made the following suggestions for improvements:

a.  The establishment of district controlled small-arms training teams.

b.  An annual course on procedures and policies, similar to the one held.
c¢.  The establishment of a manual geared to small-arms training alone.
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d. A bulletin-type publication to illustrate training procedures.

e. A more frequent qualification standard (every six months).

f. More time for recruit weapons training.

g. Make weapons qualification mandatory for graduation from recruit
training.

h. A Coast Guard-owned firing range centrally located in each district.

i A better selection process for small-arms instructors.

j- An improved target practice report and establishment of an individual

weapons qualification card (similar to vehicle operator’s license).
k.  The establishment of a Headquarters team to periodically monitor field
small-arms training.

These ideas and suggestions were generated by the field managers. Some
received attention, but others went unimplemented because of the lack of
funding and interest.

The ideal of continuity in training was a question to be answered in the
future. In February, despite the improved courses, more questions were
directed to Headquarters by the districts about the lack of small-arms
instructors. The Seventh Coast Guard District, the most active in law
enforcement, called for more instructors.?®

The Seventh District also raised the question of semi-annual qualification
again. However, the Seventh District, like other districts in past and present
years, remained reluctant to order the use of its inactive instructors—despite
Coast Guard regulations that required all instructors to train at least once each
year to maintain instructor status.

Deficient instructor management in the districts caused Headquarters
(OMR) to take the responsibility for issuing orders for the' small-arms
instructor course, just as it had in the pre-World War II period. Assignments
were now by specific names instead of simply issuing an allotted number of
quotas to the district. This was a return to previous policy and acquiescence
to the Yorktown seminar.

The new orders also required that those attending the instructor course be
third-class petty officers or above for ordnance ratings and only second or
first-class petty officer for non-ordnance ratings. As in the pre-World War 11
era, the directive excluded officers from attending this school. Experience
showed that very few officers ever served as instructors. In theory, with the
assignment of specific names to the course, OMR almost assured that the
district program manager, who made the ultimate decisions and
recommendations, would have personal knowledge of the individuals’
qualifications and suitability.

There was severe resistance to this method. Many districts wanted to
maintain the former “select and direct” formula because it offered more
flexibility of assignments. The new method also removed some of the district’s
autonomy. Headquarters countered these complaints by stating the district’s
responsibility to ensure that only the best qualified personnel were
recommended for the course and place them on a priority list to receive
training. The purpose, although not always successful, was to ensure that
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district managers actually knew the people they were sending and the true
condition of their individual programs. The policy would not change, at least
not for a time,

The most obvious indication of the district’s overall management
difficulties was when two men attended and passed the instructor
course—twice. OMR deliberately kept the quotas low to make the use of on-
hand trained instructors more attractive.

To prevent Headquarters from being circumvented, a change to the enlisted
qualifications manual excluded any external instructor training courses,
including Federal, for Coast Guard use. The Coast Guard did not actually need
more instructors. It had hundreds of qualified small-arms instructors on file but
not on the firing range.”’

The disallowance of officers caused some problems, but the position of
officers in Coast Guard small-arms training, as well as general ordnance, had
changed considerably between the 1960s and the 1980s. Officers were now
primarily on the firing range as safety officers and had little to do with the
mechanics of instruction. Ordnance training for Coast Guard officers was at its
lowest point since before the Quasi-War with France in 1798; therefore, small-
arms training in the Coast Guard became an enlisted man’s art and
responsibility.

This lack of officer participation accounted for the slow progress of needed
changes. The everyday use of weapons had not yet impressed Coast Guard
leadership enough for them to press for more competent methods of training,
such as training teams.

Many still believed, just as they had in 1928, that the Coast Guard was
entirely an emergency service and that weapons had no place in this /ifesaving
service. The remainder of 1983 saw little in terms of small-arms training
improvements.

There was no improvement in training by the end of 1983. The use of the
1976 practical pistol course came to an end with a meager 61 percent Coast
Guard-wide qualification average. This qualification rate mirrored the rate of
the navy “F” pistol course and demonstrated insufficient knowledge of basic
marksmanship fundamentals and poor instruction.

The Coast Guard continued using the levels-of-training scheme. In
December 1983, Headquarters issued the training levels for 1984.% Level 111
for the active service was still the limit, and Level IV for reservists on their
own scale of training priorities. Budget constraints once again mandated
training levels. Also in December 1983, another factor was being implemented
that would affect future training. The procurement of the new service pistol,
had begun. The new 9mm pistol would cost $232 each for the Coast Guards
4,300 operational pistols but at this relatively high cost the pistol would be less
expensive than the maintenance of the aging .45 M1911AL

In the new training year, Headquarters authorized the use of the new
practical pistol course as the qualifying course for the annual pistol
qualification. However, Headquarters required successful qualification on the
pistol “F” course before attempting qualification on the practical course.
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The “F” course need only be fired one time successfully in a life-time.
Therefore, awards for performance would be whatever the Coast Guardsman
earned at that time. As a compromise and in keeping with tradition the “F”
course maintained its status for awards. Contrary to civil law enforcement
practice, Headquarters did not allow awards for the practical course.? This
one-time award method caused some debate, but in this period of law
enforcement the purpose of small-arms training was weapons proficiency—not
awards. Some still objected, noting that it was common practice in civilian
police agencies to issue awards for practical courses. Headquarters: was aware
of these awards but wanted the “F” course used for basic practice, and without
incentive the course would fall astern and disappear over the horizon.

One of the base provisions of the new pistol course was that each instructor
had the latitude to retrain any person he felt did not understand basic
marksmanship principles. This opened the door for some abuse to upgrade
awards, but the incidents were few because most younger instructors did not
care to teach the fundamental course, preferring the quicker practical course.

Awards for shooting blew a small wind on the competitive spark that still
dimly glowed in the hearts competitive shooting enthusiasts. In November
1983 the Headquarters Reserve Training Division met with the Marine Corps
Weapons Training Unit at Quantico, Virginia. The purpose of the meeting was
to discuss the possibility of rejoining the competitive world of shooting.

The unit’s commanding officer, Lieutenant Colonel Dave Willis, made
pointed statements concerning what the Coast Guard should expect from a
team and what its purposes should and should not be. He noted that if the
purpose was “public relations/advertising, then the team will not survive over
time. This has proven to be the case of the USAF and USN.”*

Willis noted that Marine Corps teams were the centerpiece of all Marine
Corps small-arms training and coordinated all factors pertaining to general
service small-arms training, including training curricula. This included a full-
time active duty staff to oversee the program. The program of the Marine
Corps was an excellent model, and similar to the Coast Guard’s in the 1930s,
but its costs were prohibitive. The Marine Corps spent, at that time, about
$700,000 for regular and reserve competitive shooting; the Air Force spent
about $200,000. The reserve division, while giving no figures, leaned toward
the Air Force estimate of costs, but did not pursue the matter, and competitive
shooting dimmed a little more. There was some irony in the Coast Guard’s
consultation with the Marine Corps. During the 1930s the Coast Guard and
navy shooting teams had presented such a high level of competition that the
Marine Corps was forced to develop its world-renowned shooting program or
be beaten.’!

While the reserve division tried to reinstall competitive shooting, OMR
considered more practical matters. One of the major problems of the small-
arms program was administration. The target practice report forms were last
revised in 1967 and were based solely on competitive shooting criteria. The
older forms did not contain space for current administrative needs. Revising
the form took into account the changes in the methods of personnel
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administration (PMIS), training levels, and the total score rather than the
individual string scores.

The matter of a new form seemed a trivial detail, but the accurate
representation of training figures was drawn from these reports, which in turn
determined allocation of ammunition stocks, instructor needs, and training
funding to the districts.*

The second concern was for those personnel who carried the small-arms
instructor qualification code (HH), but were not available for, or refused to,
conduct training. This was an important subject for Headquarters as well. As
the Coast Guard began to swell with potential instructors, the ability to justify
the continued output of the small-arms instructor course became more difficult.

Master Chief Wells instituted the development of the HJ qualification code,
which, in effect, placed inactive instructors into a pool. There was a dual
benefit from this action. These instructors could be removed from the active
list, but for minimal costs and moderate retraining, these experienced
instructors could be brought back into the system of instruction. This pool
reduced the number of active instructors, thereby justifying the continued
output of the instructors at Yorktown. With the issuance of the HJ code,
Headquarters encouraged commanding officers to remove the qualification
code from any person who was not felt to be competent as a small-arms
instructor. However, few codes were removed.

The effect of the many unskilled instructors was felt in the 45 percent
qualification rate on the pistol “F” course. Wells was aware that it would only
be a matter of time before the districts would bring enough pressure to abolish
the pistol “F” course, leaving nothing to fill the void. With this in mind, he
and CWO(WEPS) Salvatore (Sam) J. Clarino developed an alternate course
that presented both basic skill training and made pistol course training
necessity readily apparent to the opponents of the pistol “F” course. The
development joined the training philosophies by using the same features of the
competitive-style courses, but introduced the TRANSTAR 1II silhouette target
used in the 1983 practical pistol course.

The use of the silhouette target made the course appear simpler, but in
reality it was neither harder nor easier than the pistol “F” course. This was the
strategy—something old in a new box. Another feature was the use of center
mass shooting rather than the exact aiming point of the bull’s-eye target. The
ancestry of this course was in the military shooting clubs of the 1890s. It was
also similar to firing at the 37-inch bull’s-eye of the rifle “B” target during the
1920s.

The recruits at Cape May, New Jersey, test-fired the course for six months,
and initial results showed improvement. Cape May now taught novice shooters
the practical, basic fundamentals in nearly the same progressive mold as their
predecessors of the 1920s. This followed the standards of performance-based
training.

The Coast Guard completed a 60-year cycle in pistol and rifle training. The
Coast Guard’s first training courses were conducted in stages and six decades
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i later took a similar tack. The Coast Guard basic pistol marksmanship course
removed the navy mindset and endeavored to instill some service pride.

i On April 16, 1984, Captain William P. Leahy forwarded the basic pistol

i course to Rear Admiral Norman C. Venzke. “The attached [Commandant
Instruction 3591.1] incorporates the best of bull’s-eye shooting fundamentals”

I and “will stress necessary fundamental skill using the same silhouette target
as used in the improved practical pistol course.”® Venzke, himself familiar
with competitive shooting, signed the instruction on 26 April 1984.

‘ The instruction included “simplified marksmanship fundamentals which

J focus only on the factors that contribute most to hitting targets,” and “the

“ development of confidence and accuracy and reliability of the service pistol.”

| The goal was fire superiority.

| The simplicity and utility of the course made it enjoyable to teach and

. learn. The course was outlined as:

\ Ammunition (rounds) Range Time

| 12 rounds (2 magazines) 25 yards 1 minute per round

12 rounds (2 magazines) 25 yards 4 seconds per round
6 rounds (1 magazine) 15 yards 2 seconds per round

Awards were authorized for those achieving the required Ievels of
qualification. Scores remained similar to those of the pistol “F” course: the
maximum 150 points; expert, 144 to 150; sharpshooter from 129 to 143;
marksman between 114 and 128. The scores had been raised considerably
because of the size of the target. The minimum score of expert now required
a 96 percent success rate instead of the 75 percent of the pistol “F” course.

This course carried the same requirement as the “F” course and required
successful completion before attempting the practical course. Upon completion,
the improved practical pistol course became the qualifying standard. This was
a compromise to those who desired police-style training and, more importantly,
allowed a reduction in ammunition expenditures in field training. This extra
ammunition (training ammunition allowances had not changed) would be
needed for the inevitable twice-a-year qualification standard imposed in late
1984 for Level II training,

The new basic pistol course was adaptable to the new service handgun and
reduced overall ammunition expenditures, but .45-caliber ammunition was still
in short supply. The navy advised that half of the Coast Guard’s pistol
ammunition needs could be drawn from navy stocks until the shortages
subsided. The navy’s decision was disappointing; OMR expected more and
devised an allocation plan based on a district’s current stock. It notified all
districts to “monitor training and expenditures closely as this shortage is
anticipated to last most of this year [1984].7*

The amounts were based on ammunition on hand in the districts and
projected amounts of expenditures. For the districts that had effective and well-
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managed training programs, the amounts were sufficient; however, others with
less managerial ability demanded more attention and more ammunition.

By the summer of 1984, OMR had made more changes to the small-arms
training program in only a year and a half than in the previous 30 years, but
there was still room for improvement. The Coast Guard bad yet to seriously
address rifle marksmanship.

During 1984, OMR devised, for research purposes, a replacement rifle
course and tested it at Cape May. However, improper formulation by the
small-arms training chief made the test results inconclusive.’® It was based
on the U.S. Army’s BRM [basic rifle marksmanship] course, which had been
under near constant research and development since 1976. The use of this
excellent training plan, reduced and modified for Coast Guard use, was logical,
economical, and certainly a historically appropriate choice.

Despite the commotion over pistol and shotgun training, there was no
enthusiasm in Headquarters or from any district office to alter rifle training.
There had been no frantic calls for police-type training with the rifle, though
police firearms instructor courses nationally had recognized the need and added
rifle training.

Training improvements in small arms still depended on the evidence of
need. By the mid-1980s, the lack of evidence and definition of purpose
plagued the Coast Guard. The multiple mission status pulled at the Coast
Guard from all directions. Attempts to impose cohesive standards were met
with resistance from the internal sources that claimed the standards were not
part of their current mission areas, therefore were of no interest and had no
relevancy. Small-arms training received the same treatment. Without positive
leadership and effective methods to control small-arms training at a single
management level, the future would be similar to the past.

The constant rotation of personnel through the small-arms training office
adversely impacted the vital continuity that had been a historical hallmark of
the program’s beginning. Consistency needed a consensus of philosophy
throughout the Coast Guard, but such unified thought did not exist by the end
of 1985.

A historical solution would have been to install a civilian manager to
provide the firm base and to prevent personal and professional differences
from becoming the deciding factors in training. The difficulty in placing a
civilian manager would be to find someone who was detached enough from
the Coast Guard to exclude bias, but yet had a strong background in its small-
arms training. An alternative was to recreate the ordnance officer concept
which would place an officer of considerable knowledge in a decision-making
role and as an advocate of the program.

The contradictory actions in small-arms training prevailed to about the early
1960s, with no solution in sight. There appeared to be only short-term plans
that always looked on the spot. Few looked to the past for help, although all
current training was driven very much by past procedures and traditions.

An eye could be cast to both the near and far past for answers that would
help current and future managers navigate the troubled shoals of the training
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world. Without knowing where the shots have hit, corrections to hit will be
impossible. All concerned know that the only shots that count are those that
hit,

Notes
1. Letter, OMR to 1CCGD, “Small Arms Training,” 3574, R. B. Bacon, January 7,
1980.

2. Ibid.
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S. R. Breseman, December 1978.

4. Tbid.
3. Ibid.
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issued to reserves as needed.
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ammunition. However, they were not supposed to stockpile or hoard, but most did.
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9. Remarks to concurrent clearance of COMDTNOTE 3574 (G-RT). December 12,
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10. Ibid.
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instructor,
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13. Ibid.
14, Tbid.
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22. U.S.C.G. Commandant Instruction 3574.3C, “Small Arms Training Level,” OMR,
N. C. Venzke, September 24, 1982. The instruction also outlined the courses required
for each weapon type.

23. The B-21 target also discriminated against left-handed shooters. A bad right-handed
shooter could “jerk” rounds into the three area, but bad left-handed shooters would only
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24. U.S.C.G. Commandant Instruction 3574.4A, “Revised Qualification Courses for
Practical Pistol and Riot Shotgun Training,” OMR-3, N. C. Venzke, (author William R.
Wells II), July 29, 1983.
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28. U.S.C.G. Commandant Instruction 3574.3D. “Small Arms Training Levels,” OMR,
N. C. Venzke, December 5, 1983.

29. In 1983 Master Chief Wells proposed a civilian style miniature silhouette target
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report,” 3591, December 5, 1983.
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William R. Wells II), May 1, 1984.
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U.S. Revenue Cutter Service Sharpshooter Medal with date bar.
Note similarity to current medal.




This pistol stance appears common at some ranges. However, the more standard position
is evidenced further along the firing line. Also note the cavalry holster. Grand Haven
Michigan (ca 1935)







This was not an authorized firing position with the Lewis chine gun by surfmen at Grand
Haven, Mich. (ca 1933)




IC Melvon O. Wilson (in civilian clothes) training Customs and Border Patrol men at El
aso, Texas (ca 1934). Note competitive style stance.

sign J. W. Ryssy at Parris Island, South Carolina, 1928. The Coast Guard used the
irine Corps ranges to prepare for the national matches.
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1938 Pistol Team. Paul Goulden, M.O. Wilson, J.Q. Alligood, Earl C. "Porky" Jones, M. N.
Cobb, D.A. Brown and Morrison. (left to right)




Aubiua Galjour, CGM James Pinnix and CGM Stanley L. Loyer were all instructors with
Treasury Department. (left to right) They are shown on the main Treasury range in 1947

range had six shooting positions.

> target area of the rifle range on Egmont Key about 1949. The condition of the range
icates the decline of use.




The shotgun added a new dimension to small arms training. Shown here is the hip positio
that was the most difficult to fire from.




Hividualized instruction was the key to success in many training programs.
ew Orleans, 1980.)

o

b prone position in the 1976 p milar to the one of 1920, (Port
bel, Texas, 1980)






