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ABSTRACT

OPERATIONAL FUNCTIONS OF U.S. ARMY CONTINGENCY HEADQUARTERS--DO THEY MEET THE
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE OPERATIONAL LEVEL OF WAR? BY LIEUTENANT COLONEL ARCHIBALD
GALLOWAY, II, USA, S@ PAGES

gg; *-As the U.S. Army continues to refine its operational doctrine, the

z?é performance of higher headquarters in meeting the requirements of that doctrine
R becomes a critical factor in the successful prosecution of modern war. This

o

ng‘ study examines the operational functions of U.S. Army higher headquarters and
é\& their failure to keep pace with the dynamic doctrinal requirements created by FM

19@-5, Uperations, and the changing nature of the battlefield. Most significant,

? it analyzes requirements for higher headquarters, the furctions headquarters

¥

ey ’

%' should perform, operational characteristics of historical U.S. headquarters, and

the changes needed in two current contingency headquarters. .

The study concludes that U.S. Army contingency headquarters currently fall

K
3 o
: e short of fully satisfying either the requirements or a prcacess for the adequate
n'!.:
prosecution of the operaticnal level of war. However, the conclusions drawn fraom
.‘H
)
Pt this investigation suggest that the problem is correctable provided:
'
$~ﬂ (1) Higher headquarters define the aim for the entire cperaticnal side of
L3
Ly
the war and determine the series of actions internded to achieve it.
oy
§
g%ﬁ (2) Operational headquarters develop an operaticnal process emersed in
-‘.h"
%.' "education and thinking." Performance measurement of this process is achieved by
1
n"ac.
analyzing the operational functions of responsiveness, effectiverness, and
ﬁ:{ efficiency within the headquarters.
L
nY _ i
‘eﬁ (3) In order to align themselves with current doctrirne and the battlefield,
contingency headquarters should press for the development of echelon above corps
A
f:s doctrine, significant changes in headquarters resourcing, and the eliminaticrn of
W
i
:{ the requirement to dual-hat commanders between logistical and cperational
Iy
functions.
o
,2‘ The ultimate purpose of the operaticnal level headguarters 15 to structure
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efficiently, effectively, and responsively the operational level of war so that
engagements, battles, and campaigns achieve strategic significance. This study
supports the proposition that contingency headquarters must therefore be
purposefully structured to produce victory. As a result, the U.5. Army's primary
contingency corps (XVIII Airborne Corps) and contingency army (Third U.S. Army)
are due reassessment in light of the present demands for victory established by

the rapid, frequent changes of the contemporary battlefield.
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SECTION I. INTRODUCTION

"While rio one can prove beforehand that a situation
will develop in such-and-such a way, the only
successful military commander is the one who car
think ahead."--Von Manstein

OPERATIONAL ART

Among the many notable changes which have occurred in U.S. Army doctrire in
recent years, none has had a greater impact than the reintroduction of the
operational art. While stimulating an active debate of mcdern warfighting
methods on the one hand, it has caused, on the other, a return to historical
analysis as a means of understanding warfare at the operaticnal level.

According to Major (P) Stephen T. Rippe, the operaticnal level of war
"encompasses the movement, support, and sequential employment of large military
forces (usually corps and above) in the conduct of military campaigns to
accomplish goals directed by theater or higher military authority."a As arn art,
it requires broad vision, an understanding of the relaticnship of ends, ways, and
means, and the ability, as noted above by Von Manstein, to anticipate. It is the
link between tactical action and strategic geals.

Historically, American forces have substituted firepower and the ability to
mass behind it for operational art. Often referred to as attrition warfare, this
"doctrine, " according to Colonel (Ret) Wallace P. Franz, relied largely on
firepower rather than marneuver. This style of warfare flourished in World War
II, Korea, and Vietwam in light of America’s vast superiority in equipment,
resources, and meri. Currently, however, the supericrity in equipment, rescurces,
arnd men lies with the Saviets and their Warsaw Pact allies. With the loss of
U.S. supericrity comes the realization that United States forces can ill-affaord
to conduct attrition warfare again. In their search for a remedy, the U.S.
Army's leadership realized that orne sclution to Soviet supericrity was to be
found by resurrecting operational art, the essence of which, states Colanel

Franz, "...is a maneuver doctrine that will help counter the eremy's superiority
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it} in mass—--that is, tanks, artillery, troops, and aircraft. "3 Herce, we are
By
g& confronted with the fact that if U.S. forces are to overcocme a numerically
';t superior enemy, then the commanders and headquarters of those forces must
;ig effectively apply both the principles of war and maneuver warfare, capitalizing
:f on the latter's inherent qualities of speed, surprise, and deceptiacrn.
}? PROEBLEM
%j While the 1382 version of Field Manual 12@-5, QOperaticns, was the first
h;; piece of doctrinal literature fully to develop and explain the operaticonal level
. of war, it was alsc the first to attempt tc adjust to the changing nature of war
» visualized for the 138@’s and beyond. Prior to the advent of Operaticnal Art,
1; U.S. Army commanders were convirced they wcould be unable to defeat the Scoviets
. because cur thecretical and doctrinal thinking about war via the active defense
’ié was faulty. In correcting these faults, the new FM 108-5 rict only addresced the
4? basics of modern nonlinear warfare such as mobility, combat pcower, the moral
dimension, friction, and initiative, but alsc provided a logic for analyzing
}é operational problems. Operaticnal problems, the manual implies, must be
;& constantly evaluated in light of political and military aims, rescurces,
restrictions, and constraints. Operational plamning, after taking intoc
;5. consideration the ends, ways, and means of the theater campaigrn plan, must focus
fi on the various branches and sequels of critical sub-plans. Finally, aperational
. execution, the essence of which is the "when and where” to fight, must balance
.3 the variocus principles of war, the combat imperatives, and the Airland Battle
j; ternets in a high-risk, high-payoff atmosphere. It is within this context that
)
o operaticnal maneuver warfare is plarnned and executed. Yet, 1t 1s alsa within
E ; this context that we find a major problem--the operational furmctions of cur
B
;23 contingency headquarters, particularly command and control as presently
ad configured, fail to keep pace with the rapid, frequent changes required both by
; s the rew doctrirne and by the changing nature of contingency operations at the
N
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} operational level.

5 The primary intent of this paper is to analyze the rature of that failure,
]

determine the requirements for an cperational headquarters ir the conduct of the
E operational level of war, and suggest changes rieeded in current caontirgency
L}
$ headquarters. To do so, it is first necessary to examine why it is so important

to have a headquarters structured adequately to conduct the cperational level «of
war and furnish criteria for evaluating that structure.

First, our doctrine, as described in the October 1385 draft of FM 102-5,

establishes new requirements for the application of the cperaticnal art. Thecse
requirements dictate how the Army should be structured toc fight in the future,
Therefore, we must have headquarters which can adequately satisfy these rew
doctrinal requiremerts. Second, history has shown us, particularly in the
examples of campaigns conducted by Von Manstein, Rommel, and Pattan, that orly in
streamlined, well-structured, and properly oriented headquarters which allow the
commarnder the liberty to think ahead and the ability to react gquickly to changing
battlefield conditions can success be achieved in a timely mavrner. Charnce
presents tactical and operational opportunities only for a fleeting moment; cnly
an unburdened operaticnal commander in an effective headquarters with an
effective operational process can seize that moment. Third, the key tc
operational success on a dynamic, technclogy filled battlefield is a higher
headquarters desigrned for effective, efficient, and resparsive structuring of the
coperational level of war. Headquarters designed for their own internal
management or misoriented to the needs of the battlefield have nct only lost
their value within the current doctrinal framework, but their edge aver maodern,
progressive adversaries as well. Therefore, beadquarters must emplay performarce
criteria which contirually evaluate organizational furnctions, processes, and
ocutputs in terms of the headguarter’s ability to conduct missions successfully at

the cperational level.
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HYPOTHESIS

The following analysis supports the hypothesis that without charnge, no
higher level contingency headquarters in the U.S. Army today carn adequately meet
the requirements for the operational level of war as described in FM 12@-5.
METHODOLOGY

With an understanding of the cperational level of war, cperaticral art, and
the issues provided, this paper will first examine higher headquarters in
relation to the need for an coperatioral process# and the need for aralyzing the
performance of that process. This examination, using the three performarce
criteria of effectiveress, responsiverness, and efficierncy, will thern analy:ze the
operational characteristics of headquarters in WWII, Korea, and Vietnam. Lastly,
an examination of the nature of contemporary U.S. Army higher headquarters will
be conducted using the same criteria to determine what changes are needed. For
reasons of brevity, the contemporary examination will focus on the function,
process, and performance of two contingency headquarters with orientations
outside of the NRTO ernvircornment--the XVIII Rirborrne Corps and the Third U.S.
Army. Discussion of the organization of these headquarters or of their detailed
command relationships in a contingency theater are beyond the scope of this

monograph.

#This paper does not provide a presciptive operational process or set of
procedures. Instead, the reader is pravided numercus "considerations” upon which
a reflective process, unique to the reeds of his particular headgquarters, shcould
be fourded. Such a process, I believe, consists primarily of the actions,
decisions, procedures, structures, and relationships that make up the
intellectual content of the headquarters.
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SECTION II. HIGHER HEADQUARTERS AND THE OFERATIONAL LEVEL OF WAR

WARGAMING REVEALS THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

The acid test of a good wargame, many agree, is not to be focund in the
numerous observations of the game, but in the complex, thought provoking issues
and problems surfaced by the game. The School of Advanced Military Studies
(SAMS) recently conducted two such computer-assisted wargames. NATOEX 86, a
Central European driven scenario, focused on NRTO Army Group headgquarters and
combined operations. The theater campaign consisted of three phases sequenced to
cantain 10@ Warsaw Pact divisions, concentrate NATO forces, and counterattack at
the earliest feasible opportunity. SWAEX 86, a Scouthwest RAsian (SWA) driven
scenario, focused on a U.S. Field Army headquarters and joint cperaticns in a
U.S. unilateral contingency setting. In this scenario, the theater campaign
cornsisted of four phases sequernced to secure air and sea lines of coammunication,
key installations, adjacent land areas, and reestablishment of & pro-U.S.
government in Iran.

These SAMS wargames raised serious questions regarding warfighting at the
operational level. Of particular interest was that the NATO Army Group
headquarters functioned successfully, while the U.S. Field Army headquarters, on
the other hand, met with only marginal success. While we can speculate that e
student commander might have had a higher quality student staff than the cother,
or that one headquarters was not as busy as the cother because of levels of
responsibility, these speculations are insufficient irn unraveling the overall
NATC army group advantage. Plausible explanations can be found, however, 1n
architecture and doctrinal privciples.

Uporn close examination, these two explanations revealed the following
insights. First, in the NATO army group headquarters logistical/administrative
structures and functions are a national responsibility which relieve the army

group commarder and staff of two major responsibilities. Conversely, the U.S.

(44}
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Field Army headquarters from an architectural pcint of view was deeply involved

with logistics and administration. Furthermore, as the army ccomponent commarder
and having operational control of his service maneuver units, the field army
commander quickly found his span of control severely taxed by an under-rescurced
staff and numerous operational concerns which compounded arn already burdensome
administrative and logistical workload. Tcgether, these structural combinaticns
were instrumental in distracting the commander and his staff from the primary
business of facilitating the conduct of the operational art.

Second, from purely a doctrinal view, while the NATO headquarters was nct
required to apply Airland Battle doctrine, the U.S. Field Army headquarters was
boeth required and professionally obligated to do so. In the process, the army
commander and his staff were nearly overwhelmed by their combired enthusiasm for
integrating the many tenets of the doctrine, and subsequently barely managed to
stay abreast of enemy actions much less think far enocugh ahead to plan for a
decisive moment or a critical point. In essence, the commander and staff krew
what the marnual said the doctrire was, but they failed tco develop a process for
implementing the doctrirne thus impeding development of the operatioral art.

In sum, successful prosecution of contingency cperations at the cperational
level of war suggests that functionally a higher contingency headquarters shaould
orient on either combat operations or logistical operations but not a combination
of both, that the headquarters have a doctrine it understands, that the
headquarters have a process to internalize that doctrirne, and that the
headquarters have some criteria for measuring its performance 1n relation to its
respornsibilities and doctrive.

THE OPERATIONAL PROCESS

As stated, the conduct of large unit cperations is the esserce of the

operational level of war. By its very nature, the operaticrnal level "moves in

dimensions of mass, space, and time that are greater than those of tactics. The




iﬁ operational level is a product of education and reflective thinking...."4 The
R

}‘v

W aforementioned warpames were, if nothing else, clear attempts to push reflective

thinking and the operational level to their extremes. There was a concerted

;S effort to determine the strerngths and weaknesses of the art as well as an attempt
G
k: to inculcate the characteristics of initiative, depth, agility, and

synchronization into student thinking and operations. Mareover, these wargames

e
-

made it evident that operational level headquarters must have or develop a

[
%i process (i.e. a series of intellectual actions or operations conducing to an
)
W end--not procedures per _se, but an extended thinking process through the
?; commander and members of the staff) whereby operational art can be applied in a
%i functioning headquarters actively prosecuting a war. Central Army Group’s
% (CENTAG) 24 hour decisior—-cycle process, for example, is the principal means for
Do development within that headquarters of rnear and long term assessments,
? recommendations, and operational projections.
X,
R While such a process may involve normal military decision metheds, practical
ﬁ' management methods, or some sort of analytical approach, for the wargamer and

commander of large headquarters this operational process must allow for the

following:

P! - Thinking big

?, - Using battles to attain the purposes of the campaign

‘é - Practicing the art of war rather than the skill of fighting

f& - Visualizing new situations and using imagination

! - Directing the movement of superior forces to the decisive paint

= - Maneuvering units in the theater of cperations and in the presence of
? the enemy, but not necessarily in contact with the ernemy (a corncept of

% operational movement).

3

Given the complexity of higher headquarters and the corganizations they

- control, it is also important to understand that historical and current doctrinal

Qk.
K
{& requirements validate (and complicate) both the need for and the latitude
NS
3
{b required by an operational process.
i |
Historically, both the 1944 FM {@0-5, Operations, and the 133@ FM 12@-15,
‘o
B Large Units, in their broad discussion of cammand and higher headquarters
o
f§
- 7
W
hﬁ
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Q&
oy
gﬁs suggested that higher headquarters success (i.e. implementation of the dactrine)
E?ﬁ depended on the existence of a process if the commander was geing to be able to
e
ZQJ understand the mission, enemy situation, key terrain, local rescurces and routes
iha of communication; properly execute his responsibilities for either tactical
iﬁi operations, administrative operations, or bothj; and, plan and coordinate
Loy responsibly. Furthermore, a sense of latitude was expressed in a statement to
;zg the effect that the commander must possess an ability (means) to select
%& objectives (ends) whose attairment contributes most decisively and quickly to the
" defeat of a hostile armed force. The methods (ways) employed should include, but
1
:2; are not limited to the elements of: unity of command, surprise, speed,
‘
&R initiative, concentration, security, and a spirit of the offensive.®
AR N
e The current editions of FM 10@-5 and FM 120-16, Support Operaticns:
éN: Echelons Above Corps, support the above fundamental historical concepts and the
Al
.;: notion of an operational process adding several operational concepts developed in
L)
o the revival of the operational art in general and contingency aperaticns in
Eai particular. A synthesis of these two manuals tying battlefield success to
%ﬁ operational process suggest that understanding the mission, the envircrment, and
" the support requirements implies that the commander has some means at his
;f disposal by which he can achieve broad vision, an understanding of ends, ways,
Eﬂk’ and means, and an ability to anticipate the battlefield; commarders must be

- knowledgeable of and usefully employ the key operating imperatives to include
$£ ensuring unity of effort and anticipating events on the battlefield; lastly,
"; commanders must be knowledgeable of and masterful in the employment of the terets
D of Airland Battle (again suggesting a process of some sort is involved).
:32 Further complicating the develcpment or functioning of this process, is the
;j: requirement for the operatioral commander and staff to understand, and interface
‘-; with, the strategic and tactical levels as well as functicon at the cperational
$EZ level. Lieutenarnt Colornel L. D. Holder adds to this argument the pcint that

W
R 2
- 2}
W
f::::

[ LN T

; T AT LR
o
SO\ AL OB A e N

B sy g - - L e . . B R
M) Y N LV LSS DI L TR LY TS MmN R oA An P ae ™ e %,
RN e A KA M o, [l ot ARSA LA RIS R




;

. N P T T WYV SV iV OOy W VPR T T Y SOy T T ¥ Sy ¥ S ar o Vo v sy —
e T v < ey
b

KIN.

’;,!‘

A\

Qﬁ! “since operational art lies between and to a degree overlaps the other levels of
¥y 1

)

?? war...senior commanders, who must understarnd operational art, must also

understand the nature of strategy and tactics. 0Officers traired in operaticonal

+ *'

a%z level skills must be able to understand strategic priorities, requirements, and
e

%" limitations...."7 Yet, the operational commander and staff must not let

d..

il

strategic or tactical matters interfere with the operational process. This is

,qi particularly difficult for a contingency headquarters, like Third U.S. Army,
¥ .

:b‘ which must wrestle with strategic-level issues (such as bringing in

[0

% &)

out~-of-theater support), control tactical-level formations and battles,

successfully establish a functioning operational process, and based uporn wargame

K e
7r

%ﬂi contingency experiences, adjust to and think about the thecretical side of the
e operational art while managing large forces. These are events which can pin
;‘E unsuspecting commanders or headgquarters between requirements of acting as either
hﬁi commanders (or headquarters) of maneuver in some instarces, or commanders (or

e
il headquarters) of concentration in others.® Within this framework, the greatecst
’{ﬁ dilemma for either a commander or headquarters occurs in thcose situatians which
)
$§J require large-scale, simultaneous applications of both maneuver and
"N concentration. In such instances, the operational commander cr his headquarters
;”2 may find overall command relationships strained as they strive to meet the

iﬁ% "marieuver" orders of the theater commander and the "logistical" requirements of
* subordinates.

Wy .
,*?: This raises the question then--what type of higher headquarters is required
:ig between corps and the theater army in a contingency area? In the NATO
i envirormernt, though not a contingency area but having a potential for exparnsion,
iii NATO army group headquarters adequately perform the role. For cantingerncy areas
:;: Third U.S. Army (TUSA), acting in the capacity menticoned above, has been
R designated with fulfilling the responsibility. In those situations where only a
.;S; contingency corps—level headquarters is required, XVIII Airborrne Corps has the
C ]
oy
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responsibility. Just how well these headquarters meet U.S. Army expectations and
the command and control for contingency coperations at the operational level will
be discussed in Section IV.

ESTABL ISHING CRITERIA FOR MEASURING THE PERFORMANCE OF A HEADQUARTERS

The underlying emphasis of Section II has been initially to question the
quality of a headquarters in light of the warfighting functions it must perforn
at the operational level. Specifically, this task ultimately seeks a
determination of whether contingency headquarters have sufficient capability to
cope with their environment while satisfying the demands and expectations of
higher and lower headquarters. The intent is not to analyze contingency
headquarters at the operaticnal level for their own sake, but in terms of their
performance and ability to accomplish high quality functions via high quality
processes that win battles and campaigns. Therefore, a method is needed for
analyzing a headquarters to determine hcow well it performs its operaticnal

process.

According to Robert Fried, in his book Performance in American Bureaucracy,
"traditional bureaucracies seem to absorb ever more scarce resources without
giving their money’'s worth to the public or even responding very much to public

prefererices or to changes in those pr‘ef"er‘em:es.”‘3

This is a perception with
which U.S. Army organizations can ill-afford to be associated; everyone krnows the
performance and existence of the Army depends on how well the higher headquarters

system works., "Poor performance [resulting from faulty structure, doctrine, or

furctions] can mean today, as it could not one hundred years ago, annihilation or

reduction to a brutish existence."1®
N
! There is wide agreement among scholars, and among military professicrals as
'
;V well, that the standards for analyzing organizational perfarmance gererally lie
0
U .: .
in personal or cultural perceptions and not in scientific criteria (though we
ib must recognize that there are adequate scientific methods available for this
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purposel. Fried argues that observers judging a system's performarce, for
\ instance, may find their conclusions about that system different from the
perceptions of someone subject to its performance. Continuing his line of
g reasoning, Fried provides three criteria for measuring performarce:
v effectiveness, responsiveness, and efficiency. Frimarily, he states, these

particular functional standards are widely held standards thrcoughout the United

%i States. "The three [functions] are broad; f[and]l each refers to distinct though

R\

g_ related criteria for judging how systems and organizations perform. They guestiaon
R

how systems achieve [through inputs and cutputsl their goals [efficiencyl; whose

;a goals [i.e. those cbjectives set by higher headquarters] they attempt to achieve
A, .
o (responsivenessl; and how well they manage to achieve them feffectiveress]."!!

The value of these criteria in directing the focus of this analysis is
- obvious. While they may be different analytical tocls than some in the military
<
j are accustomed to, they are easily understood, gererally scceptable, and praovide
‘

a satisfactory theoretical vehicle for discussing the link betweer acperaticnal

g: headquarters and the changing nature of doctrire and the battlefield., Overall,
;f these criteria allow us to think of higher headquarters as systems which take
' inputs of resources and demands from their envircrment avd cornvert them intc

E' acceptable outputs or activities. Furthermcre, they allow ns to arnalyze how

"

.: successful a headquarters operational process is (effectiveriess); haw the

-

-

headquarters uses its coperational process and haow well it responds to higher and

lower headquarters (responsiverness); and, how well resources are used far the

t‘.%-

successful functioning of the operational process (efficiency).

&
-

In sum, using these three performarce criteria it will ncw be passible ta
examine three historical examples of operaticnal headquarters to determine how

effective, responsive, and efficiert their operational processes were. AR similar

‘AW

-

assessment will be made thereafter of the two previcusly mentioned contemporary

contingency headguarters.
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As we proceed through the historical models into the contemporary models,

the reader is asked to consider three questions. First, has the Army lost sight
of what it means (and takes) to control large unit operations? Second, are
contemporary higher headquarters different toocls or is the Army just using them
differently? Third, are the contingericy headquarters the U.S. Army intends to
use in Southwest Rsia properly aligned in view of their historical antecedents
and current missions? Furthermore, do the functions of those headquarters meet
the requirements imposed by doctrine and the need for an cperaticnal process?

The hypothesis aof this paper is based on the perception that rnegative ancwers

exist for all of these questions.
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SECTION 1I1. OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF HISTORICAL U.S. HEADQUARTERS

BACKGRAOUND

Although allied experiernce, and to a lesser degree the experierces of the
American Army, provide some background for an analysis of higher headquarters
functions in World War I, the real starting pcoint cccurred an 9 August 1932. On
that day, General Douglas MacArthur, then Army Chief of Staff, formed four field
armies for the purpose of “praviding a force sufficient to handle all
emer‘geneies....“12 MacArthur subsequently maintained "that up until the World
War the U.S. Army was conceived of and administered as a collection of infantry,
cavalry and artillery regiments...except in a theoretical and mcost limited degree
(preparations had not]l gone beyond the development of separate
divisions....[thereforel the organization of the four field armies furnished the
machinery for decentralized control...."13

Over the next decade, the Army continued to test arnd evaluate the
less-than-satisfactory machirnery of the field armies. Major General Hugh A.
Drum, participating i1n First Army mareuvers in late 1939, concluded that "an
urgent requirement existed for the organization of an adequate field army having
a high degree of training and imbued with that mcorale and unity of purpose which
was essential in combat.”14 By late 1341, despite mamentcus impravements,
maneuvers still revealed shortcomings in coordination, control, structure, and
doctrine.

Three months after Pearl Harbor, Lieuterniant General Lesley J. McNair, Chief,
Army Ground Forces, building upon the foundation set in motion by MacArthur, and
improved upcn by Drum, overcame most deficiencies and established the faollowing

organizational characteristics for higher headquarters:

~ The purpose of the type army and type corps was, like the divisicorn,
to combine dissimilar elements into balanced wholes.

~ Armies and corps should consist of whatever troops were necessary for
the mission so as to maximize flexibility and econcmy.

~ The Army is both a cocmbat and an administrative agercy, the corps a
combat agency only.




- The final test of a military organization is combat. !
What MacArthur, Drum, and McNair urnderstood was the need for streamlired,

flexible organizations (directing elements of maneuver) which, acting in a

w4 _

'3 decentralized manmner, could turn all of its attention upon those vital functicors

;h; which win battles and campaigns.

N Keeping in mind the organizing principles of MacArthur, Drum, and McNair, we

«Q will now look at three historical examples to see how higher headquarters

?éi fulfilled their requirements and functicons. First, we will analyze the
headquarters of Lieuternant Gereral George Patton which had little problem

fg focusing on those furctions of the operaticnal art. Secornd, irn Korea, Gereral

K

;f Douglas MacRrthur with great battlefield clarity resclved the difficulties of

) operating in a multifaceted environment by creating the X Corps. Lastly, 1in

:} Vietnam the nature of the political environment created circumstarnces which

:E diluted the operational art. Flexible organizations were replaced with static

. cores, and decentralized command was replaced by centralized MACY authority. II

R

Field Force was a victim of those hectic changes and left us with a command arnd

K

control inheritance which has not entirely faded from caontemporary view.

Historical Examples - Larger Units

" 1. World War Il - Patton and Third Army
”

According to FM 100-15, Field Service Requlations, Larger Urnits, Jure 19342,

a field army, aside from being a ground unit of maneuver, was alsc tasked as the
> principal theater unit responsible for executing strategic and tactical ground
k§ operations. The field army commander, charged with conducting bold, daring, and

= thoroughly plarrned offernisive cperations, actively scught "the emplayment of a

N decisive mass in a decisive direction at the decisive time."!®

.

e The redeployment and multi-axis advance of Third Army from Saarbruckern to
o Arlon-Bastogre, 13-25 December 1944, is without question a military example of
"

h the operational art. Covering on the average distarnces of 75 miles cver icy
b

S
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roads, the movement of General Patton’s Third Rrmy embodied both (the then)
current doctrinal imperatives and Patton's personal brand of leadership;
exhibiting inordinate speed, initiative, and daring. Leaving subordinates the
latitude to decide tactical issues, Fatton and his overworked, yet typical, Third
Army staff focused on anticipating requirements generated by the evolving
operational strategy and the enemy situation in the Ardennes.

The many actions of Third Army in this campaign are too lengthy to permit
detailed discussion here, however, 1t is illustrative to examire that
headquarters in terms of the key furctions of responsiverness, effectiveress, and
efficiency and to a lesser degree the application of key doctrinal requiremerts.

Despite the aggravations he caused in England and North Africa, Pattaon
enjoyed at this point in the war the confidence of his superiors and a healthy
cperating climate in which to execute his mission., The responsiveness of both
Patton and his 3139 member primary staff is therefore notewcrthy, for within 48
hours of receiving Eisenhower's orders at Verdun to attack northward to the
Ardennes, the bulk of Third Army was disengaging on the Saar River arnd maving.
This event was followed within a week by the remainder of his rearly
half-million-man army and 13@,Q00@ plus vehicles. While this rapid respornse
pleasantly surprised the command from Eisenhower on down, within Third Army the
act was never considered beforehand as being cutside the realm of possibility as
Patton gave subordinates freedom of action while he attended to their operaticnal
welfare by providing more self-propelled artillery, tank destroyer units,
haspitals, and infantrymen from carmibalized units.

Just as he was responsive in attending to the "ends" of his mission,
Patton’s effectiveress in his management of the "ways" was alsc significant.
First, he served Eisenhcwer a full measure of Third Army’'s combat power (via the

-

principle of maneuver) by counterattacking irnitially with III Corps (3

divisions), followed by VIII Corps (3 divisions) a few days later. Second, he
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