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The xey to success in concucting the Airland Battle i3 geen ag the
aggresgive use of agility, i1nitiative, depth, and synchronilzation pv
numerically weaker forces to disrupt the enemy qecision cycle py
attackling ht!s command ana control system. Acditionaily., the destructioi
of hig first echelon forces’ fighting capabli!ty 18 to be accocmplisheq
in cocmbination with itg isolation from combat service support and
relnforcements,

For this to work, the U.S. corps must pe able to concuct
cperaticnal moves to poglition forces ana to conduct offensive operations
to exploltl opportunities Criev~-1 LU th!s efrort 19 whether or not the
current command ana control system will support the operations requirec
oy the tenetg of airiand pattle.

Sophisticated new technology and vastly ircreased firepower may
mean that ruture pattles in Eurcpe are !ikely to re more 1ntense ana of
greater scope, 380 that they pegin to acguire a aifrerent cnaracter irom
thogse of the past. However, the lesson from the pagt 13 that

cperational movement 138 esgsenttal to effective use of compat power
within a theacter,

The command and contrc! system of the U.S. Army corps tocay has
geveral gianificant training, personnel, and equipment limitations which
geverely restrict 1ts carabillity to perform operational movements such
ag those conaucted by comparable size units 1n World War 1l and even
wor!d War [. This weakness in the pasic fapric of commana ana control
at the operational level 18 such that organtzational, structural, and
functional changes must be made in the U.S. Army corps 1n oraer for 1t
to regaln the capapllity to conauct operational movement 1n Eurcpe.
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ABSTRACT

THE U.S5. ARMY CORPS iIN EUROPE - WILL ITS COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEM
SUPPORT OPERATIONAL MOVEMENT? by LTC Jimmie F. Holt, USA, 51 Pages.

For the past 40 years, the two U.3. Army corps in Europe have
planped for the defense of the Inter-German Border. This defensive
orilentation has evolved into a science of delay with the hope of
eventuai counterattack ana uitimate restoration of the border. The U.S.
Army gefensive doctrine has progressed through the concepts of area and
mobile defense. the active gefense, and now to the Airland Battie 1n
which the focus 19 on the destruction of the follow-on forces while
“fixing* the 1nitial echelons.

The key to success tn conducting the Airland Battle is seen as the
aggressive use of agility, initiative, depth, and synchronization by
numerically weaker forces to disrupt the enemy decision cycle py
attacking his command ana control system. Additionally, the destruction
of his first echelon fcrces” fighting capabiiity is to be accomplisheq
in combination with its isolation from combat service support and
reinforcements.

For this to work, the U.S. corps must be able to conduct
operational moves to position forces and to conduct offensive operations
to exploit opportunities. Critical to this effort is whether or not the
current command and control system will support the operations required
by the tenets of airiand battile.

Sophisticated new technology and vastly increasea firepower may
mean thac future batties i1n Europe are likeiy to be more 1ntense ana of
greater scope, S0 that they begin to acquire a different character from
those of the past. However, the lesson from the past 1g that
operaticnal movement is essential to effective use of compat power
within a theater.

The command and control system of the U.S. Army corps today nhas
severai significant training, personnel, and equipment limitations which
severely restrict its capability to perform operational movements such
as those conducted by comparable size units in World War Il anc even
Worid War |. This weakness in the basic fabric of command ana controi
at the operational level is such that organizational, structural. and
functionai changes must be nade in the U.S. Army corps in order for it
to regain the capability to conduct operational movement in Europe.
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Section 1
INTRODUCTION

A commander-in-chief cannot take as an excuse for his

mistakes in warfare an order given by his sovereiagn or

his minister, when the person giving the order is

abgent from the field of operations and imperfectly

aware or wholly unaware of the latest state of affairs.

It follows that any commander-in-chief who undertakes

to carry ouv a plan which he considers defective is at

fault; he must put forward his reasons, insist on the

plan being changed, and finally tender his resignation

rather than be the instrument of his army’s downfail.!l

Napoleon Bonaparte

For the past forty years, the U.S. Army in Europe has planned t. :
the defense of the Inier-German border. This defensive orientation has
evolved Into a science of delay supported by the goal of eventual
counterattack and restoration of the border. Successively, the U.S.
Army defensive doctrine has progressed through the Area and Mobile
Defense, the Active Defense and now to Alrland Battle where the focus is
on destruction of the follow-on forces while "fixing" the initial
echeions.2 The key is for numerically weaker forces to use the tenets
of agility, inltiative, depth, and synchronization to disrupt the enemy
commander’s decislon cycle by attacking his command and control system
and to destroy the first echelon forces’ fighting capability by
isolating it from lts combat service support and reinforcements.3 For
this to work, the U.S. Army corps, the largest tactical force in the
U.S. Army, must be able to position forces in the defense and to conduct
offensive operations to exploit theater opportunities. Critical to this

effort is whether or not the current command and control system will

support the operations required by the tenets of Airland Battle.




when one considers the magnitude of the task facing the U.S. Army
forces in Europe in terms of superior numbers of Soviet combat forces,
against an evolved tactical doctrine called Airland Battle, the questior
can legitimately pe asked: Can the mission be done and what are the
critical requirements?

In the Second World War, corps and armies seemed to be able to move
rapidly on the battlefield to exploit tactical opportunities or to
respond to emergencies. It has been in excess of forty years since the
U.S. Army has conducted large gcale operational level maneuver in
Europe. It has since then developed a sophisticated but immobile gefense
desicned to protect maximum territory as close to the Inter-German
border as possible.

The Corps i3 now the largest tactical unit in the U.S. Army in
Europe. As such 1t is the level at which operational level movement
will take place, if it occurs at all.4

Army operational requirements and desired results are often stated
in terms of Battlefield Operating Systems. Significantly, tne single
element Wnich acts 4% a cGaaoh denwu:nzidr for them 21l is Command and
Control. Therefore, the real question for the Army corps of today 1s
intricately tied to the issue of command and control support of
operational maneuver. I[f we assume tna! cperaticnil mnvemart 12 3 way a
smal ler defending force can be successful in operations against a
numerically larger force, the question which must be answered remains:
Is the U.S. Army corps command and control system adequate for

operational movement in Central Europe today?




The purpose of this paper 13 to examine command and control in the
context of the defense of Europe today measured against the capabiiities
and acccapiishments of the U.S. Army in previous wars., U.S. Acmy units
comparable in size to the U.S. Army corps in Eurcpe today were able to
make significant, often radical movements in response to operational
requirements in both the First and Second World Wars. For Operational
Art to pe practiced by the U.S. Army in Europe :n the next war, i1t :s
safe to assume that its corps shouid be able to conauct operationai
moves. Operaticnal movement will be explored as a concept depenaent
upon commana and centrol for success on the battlefield. Type
operational missions will be assigned to U.S. Army corps and tneir
higher heagquarters and then they w']ll be studied against the context of
current command and control capabilities and requirements. Finally. the
implications of this study of the capability of the U.S. Army corps
Command and Contro! System can be expected to show that there is a
serious weakness in the fabric of command and control at the operational
level which seriously limits the U.S, Army corps capability to conduct
operational movement today. It 18 concluded that organizational ana
structural changes should be made to return the capability to cocnduct

operational movement to the U.S. Army corps in Eurcpe now.




Section Il
Theory, Doctrine, and Organization

Of de~., .ve significance in a future war will pbe its
ini* .. period....The more effectively a country uses

2{ the outset the troops and the equipment it has
accumulated before the war, the greater the results it
can achieve at the very beginning of a war, and the more
quickly victory is achieved.

Marshal Sokolovsky,
*Voennaya Strategiya*(Yoepnazdat, 1968)

As long as there have been armies, their commanders have wrestled
with the problem of determining how to best defeat the enemy, how best
to communicate their decisions to subordinates, and how to control their
armies during battle. Numerous concepts and theories have evojved into
what we 1n the U.S. Army have termed modern command and control theory.
Webster defines theory as "The general or abstract principles of a boay
of fact, a science, or an art.*® If the dictionary heips us to
understand what a theory is, Clausewitz helps us understand what 1t
coes. "The primary purpose of any theory is to ¢larify concepts and
tdeas that have become, as it were confused and entangied.®’ Thus. 1t
18 necessary to conceptually understand theoretical ana doctrinal
foundations. As an operating system, command and control 13 a common
denominator against which the reasons for earlier successes can be
measured and future requirements, stemming from anticipated needs for
operational movement, can be anticipated.

Modern cammand and control theory can best be described as a group
of principlies that cepresent an attempt to apply order to concepts and
ideas that have become confused and entangied over time. The framers of
modern cammand and control theory have incorporated five principles of
management that apply to the conduct of military operations: 1)

4




planning, 2) organizing, J3) Q.-ec:. 3. 4 ccorainating, and 5)

controlling, into what are ca;ieg compcrents of the command angd control
system. The components of the current .S. Army Command and Control
System are:

1> The C2 grganization (commander and his staff)

2> The C2 process (planning, coordinating, directing, and

controlling)
3) The C2 facilities (command posSts and communications
systems)8
It is i1mportant to note that modern command and control theory has

included as 1ts central focus the commancer and with him the concept of
leadership. In order for combat power to be employed successfully on
the modern battlefield, it is necessary for the commander to ensure that
various combat functions are |ntegrated and executed. However, the size
and diversity of modern milltary operations collectively dictate a very
old concept of divisjon of labor. A single commander i3 not normally
able to personally apply the principles of command and control for his
entire force. Hence, the development of a system of subordinate
commanders and staffs to laterally integrate the flve battlefield
funciional areas at each tactical jevel of command. These battlefiela
functional areas are: 1) maneuver, 2) air defense, 3) fire support. 4)
intelligence, and 5) combat service support.9 Incidentally, some may
argue that mobillity, counter-mobility, and survivability and command and
control combine with the functional areas to bring the total to seven
battlefield operating systems which incorporate the concept of

functional area. In fact, FM 101-5 discusses the seven battlefield




operating systems as an “integral part of the flve battlefield

functional areas."10 it can be saia that the command axd control system
is the integration eiement for each of the other systems or functional
areas as they each 1interrelate through the command and controi system
for the commander. FM 101-5 points out thac command and control cannot
be =eparated from the other battlefield operating systems because i*
ccnnects the other six enabling commanders to conduct plann..g,
dicecting, coordinating, and controlling activities.ll 1In fact. JCS Pub
1 defines command and conir.l as "The exercise of authocity ana
direction by a properly designated commander 2ver assigned forces in the
accomp!l ishment of the mission.*12 JCS Pub 1 goes on to emphasize that
decigsive deveiopment and application of combat power is the goal of
C2.13 However, command and control may best bs defined by describing
its parts. According to JCS Pub !, command is as follows:

The authorlty that a commander in the military service

lawfully exercises over subordinates by the virtue of rank

or assignment. Command includes the authority and

respongibility for effectively using available resources

ana for the planning and the employment of, organizing,

directing, coordinati.g, and controlling military tocces

for the accomplishment of assigned missions.l4
TC 101-5 described command in nearly the same manner as follows:

Command !s a pcocess by which you, the commancer,

infuse your will and intent among your subordinates.

Command includes the authority and responsibility for

effectively using available resources, and for pianning

the employment of, organizing, directing, coordinating,

and controlling military forces to accomplish assigned

missions. !

Finaily, control is described according to FM 101-5 as follows:

Control 18 the process through which you, with the _
assistance of your staff, direct battlefield activities.!®
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Modern command and control theory recognizes the requirement for
vertical connectivity of the various command levels. The U.S. Army has
conceptually outiined the Army Command and Control System in the Army
Command and Control Master Plan, Volume 1, Concepts and Managemepnt. In
this plan the Army Command ancd Contrcl System is defined as follows:

The aggregate means by which Army commanders employ and

sustain military forces in a theater of operations.
It consists of organizations, training, and C¢ doctrine.l”

The tactical portion of the Army Command and Control! System is called
the Army Tactical Command and Control System. The Tactical! Command and
Control System functions at Corps level and below are illustratea on
page 38.

Command and Control theory, therefore provides the basis from which
command and control doctrine, organization, and force structure are
formulated. The basis for current U.S. Army tactical command and
control doctrine is found in a number of dccuments. However, all draw
on the same theoretical and historical foundations. The Army capstone
warfighting manual, FM 100-5 QOperatjions, says the following about
doctrlne:

Tactics, techniques, procedures, organlizations, support
structure, equirment and training must all derive from it.
It must be rooted in time-tested theories and principles,
vet, forward-looking aTg adaptable to changing technologles,
threats, and missions.
FM 100-5 succinctly outlines the ultimate measure of the effectiveness
of command and control systems:
The ultimate measure of command and control effectiveness

is whether the force functions more effectively and more
quickly than the enemy.l?




Thus, a look at some historical examples of operational movemeat to
glean techniques or principlies of command and control which may pe
applicable to such operations today in Europe is not only appropriate,
but necessary to determine effectiveness of command and control

capabilities today.




Section I1I1l
Historical Foundation

When at last...the will-to-live of the German nation
instead of continuing to be wasted away ln purely passive
defense, can be summoned together for a final, active
showdown with France, and thrown into this in one last
decigive battie with the very highest objectives for
Germany; then, anc conly then, will it be possible to
bring to a close the perpetual and so fruitless struggle
between ourselves and France.<0

Adolph Hitler, Mein Kampf (1925)

A casual student of history learns early a lesson verified with
such regularity that one can scarcely appreciate its simplicity. That
lesson 138 that feats determined to be impossible by contemporary wisdom
often can be accomplished by individuals with a unique combination of
leadership ability, training, and, perhaps most impocrtantly, the proper

mindset. In no profession is this more evident than in the profession

of arms. General George Marshall in hlis Memoirs of My Service in the
World War describes this idea with earthy simplicity:

. but war is a ruthiess taskmaster, demanding success
regardiess of confusion, shortness of time, and paucity of
tools. Exact justice for the individual and a careful
consideration of his rights ils quite impossible. One man
sacrifices his life on the battlefield and another sacrifices
his reputation elsewhere, both in the same cause. The
hurly-burily of the conflict does not permit commanders to draw
fine distinctions; to succeed, they must demand results, close
their ears to excuses, and drive subordinates beyond what
would ordinarily be considered the limit of human capacity.
Wars are won by the side that accomplishes the impossible.
Battles are decided in favor of the troops whose bravery,
fortitude, and especially, whose endurance, surpasses that of
the enemy; the army with the highest breaking point wins the
decision.?!

At the time, General Marshall, a young colonel, was a member of the
American Expeditionary Force (AEF) under command of General Pershing.
One of the most challenging assignments he was given as G3 was the task
of concentrating the First Arm,, AEF, for the Meuse-Argonne Operation.

9




The pian was developed prior to the forces taking part in the reduction
of the Saint Mihiel salient and involved significant changes in task
organizations, troop movements perpendicular to establlished supply
routes, extensive allled coordination, and time constraints. This was
all to be accomplished by an AEF new to the theater and grand scale
continental war. General Marshall developed the concepts and warning
orders within the short span of twenty-four hours. In his opinion, 1t
“...represented my best contribution to the war. It was the oniy
official paper [ preserved for my perscnal records and brought home from
France.*22  General Marshall’s Memorandum for Record outlining the
concept and scope of the operation is shown on page 39.

General George Patton‘s maneuver of III Corps into position at the
Battle of the Bulge in December 1944 is probably the most familiar
example of operational maneuver in U.S. Army history. To place this
task in context, it is necessary to recall that the Third U.S. Army had
been enjoying great success as |t moved across northern France after the
Normandy breakout. The disposition of the Third U.S. Army on 17
December 1944, is illustrated on page 40. Patton was preparing to
continue his attack into the German West Wall fortifications with the
U.S. XX and XII Corps on line and the U.S. III Corps closing in the
center.

The Germans unleashed an attack through the Ardennes sector on the
16th of December. This attack, while initially undetected, enjoyea
early success through the thinly held U.S. First Army positions.
General Bradiey, Commander of the 12th Army Group, ordered Patton to

release control of the 10th Armored Division to the adjoining VIII Corps

10




on Patton’s northern flank. Patton complied with this order reluctantly
on the 17th of December.

Having sensed the gravity of the developing situation in First U.S.
Army, Patton haq aireaay alerted General Millikin, Commander of IIl
Corps, to plan for a possible attack to the north if the German
offensive continued. Additionally, Patton ordered his Army staff to
begin planning as well. Routes were identified and control
responsibilities assigned to supporting Military Police battalions on
the 17th of December.

By the 18th of December General Bradley asked Patton what he could
do to help glow the German offensive. At this Patton offered the three
dlvisions (4th Armored, 26th Infantry, and the 8Cth Infantry) and II
Corps headquarters in a move north to attack. With Bradley’s
concurrence Patton alerted his staff to begin planning and repositioned
the 4th Armored and the 80th Infantry to move north. His G3 began
developing counterattack plans while his G4 began to plan the shifting
of the required logistics to the north. Bradiey gave the execution
order at 2000 hours on the 18th of December. III Corps headquarters
began moving and closed on Arion on the 19th.

Patton’s staff had identified four routes to be used during this
move. The 4th Armored Division moved on routes A and B. The 80th
Infantry Division moved on routes C and D. Later the 26th Infantry
Division followed the 80th Infantry on route C. In summary, Patton
moved three divisions, a corps headquarters and a large number of
supporting assets over 100 miles and initiated a counterattack in three

days.23

i1




The detalls of this move provide an appreciation of the scope of
the effort. The Fourth Armored Division began moving on routes A and B
at midnight, 18-19 December. Combat Command B followed by divisional
headquarters and Combat Command A moved on route B. The division trains
moved on route A. Combat Command R and the 704th Tank Destroyer
Battalion moved on the 20th. The three convoys on route B included
approximately 780 wheeled and 685 tracked veniclies. These three ccavoys
occupied {85 kilometers of road space. Since the march distance from
the start point to the furthermost destination was only 192 kilometers,
Combat Command B reached its final assembly area just as Combat Command
A was clearing the starting point. Closure time (pags time) for the
convoys on route B was slightly over 7 1/2 hours. March time for these
convoyg was approximately S 1/2 hours at daytime speed and 10 1/2 hours
at night speed (incl time for breaks). This column of three convoys
moved 1,465 vehicles over 181 kilometers in 26 1/2 hours during a march
that started under night conditlons and transitioned into day.
Altogether, the 4th Armored Division moved approximately 2,500 vehicles
on routes A and B on {9 and 20 December.

The 80th Infantry Division moved to an assembly area north of
Luxembourg beginning the morning of 19 December. Moving approximately
2,265 vehicles cn routes C and D In daytime over 120 kilometers required
a march time of 4 hours (incl breaks). Closure time for each of the two
columns was 6 hours. The 80th Infantry Division closed on 20 December.

On the morning of 20 December, the 26 Infantry Division was in an
assembly area near Metz configured roughly the same as the 80th

Division. The 26th Infantry moved to an assembiy area north of Arion.

12




Moving on two routes (C and D) in daytime, the unit covered 85
kilometers in 2 3/4 hours. Although the planned march time was 9 hours,
the Dilvision closed in its assembly area in only 6 hours.

In addition to the three divisions with their attachments, numerous
army assets assigned to III Corps also moved north from 19-20 December.
Perhaps the most impressive move made by any formation was that of the
corps artiliery. These units were in support assignments on the 19th,
tormed to march and reformed to support attacking forces i1n the north by
0600 hours on the 22nd of December. They moved a total of 870 wheeied
vehicles and 252 tracked artillery vehicles in all.

The Third Army After Action Report states that 11,800 vehicles
(roughly 9,000 belonged to III Corps) moved north over the four routes
during this period. It is noteworthy that this large move was initiated
rapidly using verbal orders later backed up by brief written orders.

The Third Army operational directive for the move north was only one
page and was dated 20 December, well after the move was already
underway. [Il Corps Headquarters, itself moving north, issued no
written orders until the attack order. The only division to issue a
formal march order for the move appears to have been the 4th Armored
Division, which issued a one page order on 19 December.

There are other examples of operational moves by American units
such as the U.S. II Corps in North Africa in the Spring of 1943,
however, the complexity of such moves is obvious. The examples shown
illustrate the importance of leadership element in exercising command

and control to accomplish military feats which at first may seem

impoasible.




Indeed, the situation the U.S. Army finds itself facing in Central
Europe today may well be such that the operational moving and
maneuvering of forces presents the best chance of successful conduct of
the Airland Battle in the next war. At this point, three of what may be
the most probable operational scenarios in the next war will be reviewed
for command and control implications and the probability of the succesgs

of such operations today.

14
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Section IV
Operational Movement in Europe Today

Those states which falled to concentrate and deploy

their main forces in peacetime found themselves in a

very serlous position. They proved unable to oppose the

enemy in the first days of the war on the main axes of his
advance with sufficiently powerful forces, nor could they beat
off his massed surprise attacks from the alr dellvered at the
war‘’s outset, nor could they prevent the deep penetration of
his ground forces into their own territory. This made it
extraordinarily difficult for them to compiete the strategic
deployment of their own armed forces, because this had to be
done simujtaneously with the waging of difficult defensive
pattles.24 A
General S.P. Ivanov, °Nachal’ny! Period Voiny*

(Yoenizdat, 1974)

The great bulk of Soviet and Wareaw Pact military resources is
Gepioyed in or lm—=dialely facing tha European theater. The Warsaw Pact
surpasses NATO |n strategic nuclear, tactical nuclear and conventional
forces. Although WP conventional forces have historically outnumbered
NATO, WP modernization programs threaten to overcome NATO’s longstanding
advantage in force quality. In the final analysis, it is the Soviet
assessment of the relative NATO/Pact force preparations, the confldence
In their ability to preempt NATO’s use of nuclear weapons, as well as
the risks and consequences of nuclear escalation that will be a critical
factor in any Soviet decision to initiate conventional conflict.25

The primary mission of the U.S. Army, as a member of the NATO
Alllance, 18 to gserve as a credible strategic deterrent land force
against any Soviet/WP incursion into Western Europe. Should deterrence
fail, the Army must resgpond with lethal effectlveness to delay, disrupt
or destroy the attacking forces by all means necessary. Combat actions
must assure the Soviets are subjected to heavy, continuing and
increasing cssee with no certainty of success and with rapidly
escalating threat to the aggressor’s rear areas and to his homeland.
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Forward deployed forces and those reinforcing forces in response to
Warsaw Pact aggression must be hichly trained in all aspects of maneuver
warfare--from fighting in built-up areas to fighting in open terrain.

In fact, just as it was necessary to conduct large scale operational
movements and maneuver of Corps and Echelons Above Corps in World War II
and Korea, it can be expected that such movements and maneuvers will be
necessary to better match forces to the threat in Europe in the next
war.

For the purposes of studying the capability of the U.S. Army corps,
including its interface with higher echelnns, to provide effective
commana and control of forces and elements conducting operational level
movement and maneuver, the following representative cases span the reailm
of possibility and provide a basis for analysis:

1) A U.S. Army Corps in the Central Army Group releases its
committed units to adjacent Corps, assembles and moves uncommitted
forces to the Northern Army Group area for commitment against a WARSAW
Pact penetration in the North German Plain. See the iilustration on
page 41.

2) A U.S. Army Corps in the Central Army Group is relieved
after being passed through by attacking forces and subsequentiy moves
ita forces to the Northern Army Group for commitment against a WARSAW
Pact penetration in the North German Plain. See the illustration on
page 42.

3> A U.S. Army Corps in the Central Army Group in a

relatively inactive sector generates a second command and control
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structure to provide command and control for forces left in and economy
of force defense while the Corps attacks across corps boundarles with
uncommitted forces to destroy enemy forces and Subsequently assumes
responsibility for the resulting sector. See the illustration on page
43.

What follows are thumbnail sketches of probable scenarios. The
resulting significant considerations involved in each of the operational
cases are reviewed from a battlefield operating system perspect:ve with
spectial emphasis on the components of the U.S. Army Corps command and
control system.

Case | involves the release of two in-place divisions and an
armored cavaicy regiment to adjacent corps with the original X Corps
sector divided between the remaining corps. X Corps moves over four
roads and two rail routes into NORTHAG and occupy an assembly area.
Subsequently, the corps will move, deploy, execute a forward passage of
lines through a corpa, attack the flank of and reduce an assumed
salient. See the }llustration on page 44.

It can be expected that such a move will take approximately five to
8ix days to pian, organize, and execute. This inciudes the time for the
German Territorial Command to identiiy the road and rail routes as well
as marshalling the rail assets. Additionally, another one to two aays
will be required for the corps to move, deploy, and execute the forward
passage cf lines. The total time required from the initiation of the
move until the corps crosses the Line of Departure can be expected to be

e.gnt to ten days.

17




Radio listening silence can be expected to be in effect during the
move with command and control executed using the in-place systems of the
German Territorial Command and the Army Groups’ common communications
networks. The intent will be to monitor unit movements and execute
commanad and control as required using existing or fixed systems.

Some intratheater airlift can be expected to be available and can
be used to transport low density, low weight critical assets. Not
enough airlift can be expected to be available to materially affect the
movement of the main forces. Slgnificantly, the use of a large number
of transport aircraft would be difficult to conceal.

Logistics support can be expected to be a major factor during the
move as well as when the corps is operating in the NORTHAG area.
Support for the corps during the move ideally should be provided from
theater sources in order to ensure the corps has resources to provide
tfor itself in and during the counterattack. Significantly, there 1s
currently no U.S. logistics structure in NORTHAG. Theater and Army
Group must take actlon to address and resoive thi1s problem. Because
logistics 18 a national responsibility a portion of the corps assets
must remain t(n the Central Army Group area to provide for the U.S.
forces remaining in contact.

Alc defense of the corps 1s essential because of the size of the
moving force and the time required for the operational move to take
place. The actual move |s of special concern as the corps will be
behind the high altitude air defense belt and the corps has no organic

air defense assets other than that which belongs to the divisions.
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wWhen the corps Milltary Intelligence Brigade moves, the U.S.
support available to CENTAG will be automatically reduced by one half.
Allied intelligence resources, which are deliberately structured not to
duplicate existing U.S. capabilities, are consequently not as robust
thereby leaving the Army Group with a significantly reduced capability.
Intelligence links with the remaining U.S. Divisional Combat
Intelligence Battalions will be disrupted until new iinks can be
estabiishea with adjacent corps.

Space wiil be a major concern in the NORTHAG area. The arriving
corps Wwill require an assembly area approximately 70 kilometers in
diameter with 8-16 routes necessary to conduct the move <¢rd passage of
i1nes enroute to the counterattack. The corps asgsembly area and routes
will cross in-place corps rear and logistics areas. Thus, space
management will be a signlficant NORTHAG requirement.

The current command and control system of a U.S. Army corps has
sufficlent capability in each of the three major components
(organization, process, and facilities) to successfully execute the
operational move required by Case 1. Command and controi !sSsues in this
case relate primarily to training. Such issues as time speed
congiderations, rules of engagement, CEOl/encryption tabies, maps/SOP s,
communications systems |inks, and deception planning can be expectea to
surface as recurring refinement i1ssues in every subsequent operation
pian exercise After Action Review. The bottom line in command andg
controi remains simplicity and vigorous execution.

The FM 100-5 (May 86) imperative that "the command and controi

system which supports the execution of Airland Battle must faciiitate
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freedom to operate, deiegation of authority, and leadership from any
critical point on the battlefield*26, cjeariy emphasizes the importance
of the system by which all other operating systems are managed. The
components of a command and control system are equally important in the
task of planning, directing, coordinating operations as well as
management of other operating systems.

In the execution of the operational move in Case 1, several basic
concepts are critical to a succesaful execution of command and control.
A developed operations plan can be expected to vield many of the command
and staff advantages that sustained combat operaticis normally proauce
in terms of SOPs and validated interpretations of the commander’s
intent. The current three tiered command post system (Tactical, Main,
and Rear) supports the command and control mobility required 1n an
operational move such as that in Case 1. Normal corps communications
must be simulated in the old corps sector throughout the operation.
However, corps units must operate on radio listening silence during the
actual move. The llaison officer teams are critical elements in the
exercise of command and control in the potentially fast paced,
coordination in%tecnsive operational move in Case 1. Current NATO
Standaraization Agreements adequately provide for the personnel and
communications requirements necessary for such coordination. See the
i1lustration on page 45.

With the additional ljaison and communications requirements
resulting from an intratheater move there will be some potential
equipment and personne! shortages which can be expected to affect the

efficiency with which Case { can be executed. Currently, there are
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shortages of liaison officers and equipment. US/Allied communications
in the AM secure mode has compatibility problems. However, the
introduction of Mobile Subscriber Equipment at corps level and beiow can
be expected to generally simplify communications as well as enhance the
electromagnetic deception effort at every level within the corps. See
the illustration on page 44.

It must be assumed that the enemy will detect and target the corps
move. The focus of deception efforts must be to delay that detection,
to preclude the identification of the U.S. corps as the moving entity,
and *o deiay his learning the obJective of the move. The desired result
of an effective deception effort would be that the enemy woulid learn of
the move too late to divecrt resources to take advantage of the weakened
sector or to target the moving corps.

Case 2 involves the passage of ancther force of equivalent size
through a U.S. Army corps to conduct a limited objective attack in
sector under Central Army Group control. Upon completion of thu attack,
the other force, which for purposes of discussion will be the First
French Acmy, returns to CENTAG reserve. The U.S. corps withdraws upon
passage of the attacking force and moves by road and rail to NORTHAG
where it executes a forward passage of lines and attack into a salient
of an assumed penetration. Adjacent corps bouncaries are then adjusted
to provide command and control of reinforcing NATO forces assuming
defense of the sector. Again, the operational movement of the U.S.
corps 19 supported by Theater and German Territorial Forces as was the

corps in Casge 1.
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The entire operation in Case 2 can be expected to take
approximately seven to ten days to complete. This includes one to two
days for planning, two days to complete the passage, three to five adays
for the road march into NORTHAG, and one day for the corps to move to
the Line of Departure for the subsequent counterattack.

Although Lines of Communication maintenance is a normal engineer
task, it will be especially important in this case. The high
concentration of French equipment coming into the corps sector coupled
with the withdrawal of U.S. equipment, causes maintenance of the road
network to be critical to the timeliness and ultimate success of the
entire operation.

With the introduction of another ailled force, such as the French
Army, normal interoperability problems can be expected to increase.
Potential problems include language difficulties, incompatibility of
communications equipment, variations in doctrine, obstacle handoff, etc.
One area in particular, that must be orchestrated carefully is the
transfer of intelligence operations.

Of particular signiflicance in Case 2 is the absolute necessity of a
viable deception plan that supports both the passage of the French force
and the movement of the U.S. corps into NQRTHAG. The deception pian
must delay the Soviet detection of the passage by the French and then
disquise the size and the ultimate goal of the unit moving. To assist
Iln delaying the detection of the movement, the U.S. corps must leave
some U.S. electronic emitters such as TACFIRE in their old sector for a

period of time to maintain the appearance of a continuing U.S. presence.
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As in Case 1, the current command and controi system of a U.S. Army
corps in Europe has sufficient capability in each of its three major
components to successfully execute the friendly passage, the U.S.
withdrawal, and operational move required by Case 2. As in Case |,
command and control issues relate primarily to training. Such issues as
time/gpeed considerations, rules of engagement, CECI/encryption table,
maps/SOP‘s, communications links, and deception planning remain
critical. The introduction of the French Army into the equation
significantly increases the liaison officer and related equipment
requirements. The fact that a corps level passage is to take place
significantly increases the risk of detection and subsequent targeting
by Soviet forces. The success of his operation hinges on a number of
related areas, but basic to them all is a well rehearsed operation
plan.26

The components of a command and control system are every bit as
important and critical in Case 2 as in Case 1., The fact that the
interoperability problem is compounded by the conduct of the passage by
the First French Army is significant as this introduces a third allied
party into the consideration. The liaison officer and communications
requirements are the same as currently required by NATO Standardization
Agreements. However, the personnel and equipment requirement
essentially doubles for the U.S. corps because of the addition of the
attacking French Army into the operation. U.S. and Ailied doctrine for
relief and passage operations is well founded. While the principles of
reiief and passage of |ines operations have remained relatively

unchanged since World War II, the techniques involved have been
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continually refined both with and without Allled cooperation. In Case 2
it can be expected that the French and the U.S. conduct relief and
passage operations essentially the same way.

Deception is particularly critical for success of an operation
involving a unit passing through to attack. The risk toc the forces
involved is essentially doubled because of stresses on command and
control and the concentration of units necessary to conduct the passage.
The deception operation in support of the U.S. corps operational move
may be facilitated by the introduction of French forces. While the
French government has formally removed its forces ‘rom the NATO miiitary
structure, it has continued to cooperate militarily with NATO forces.
This arrangement necessarily results in strict limits on NATO use of
French forces. Because of the French political position against
subordination of its forces in static defensive roles outside France’s
National boundaries, doctrine and force structure has resulted which is
optimized for the conduct of short duration offensive operations, such
as counter attacks and other mobile strike operations.2? The objective
of deception pianning for Case 2 remains the same as in Case ! with the
additional intent to delay the discovery of the French involvement and
migssion. In this case, both a well developed and rehearsed operations
plan, as well as bilingual liaison officers will be criticai to
successful command and control of the forces involved.

The normal three tiered U.S. command post system and its Mobile
Subscriber Equipment communications can be expected to facilitate the
deception, passage, withdraw, and move. The same concerns with regard

to liaison equipment and personnel shortages in Case | apply to Case 2.
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Case 3 is distinctly different from Cases 1| and 2 in several
respects. Most notably, it is based on a tactical requirement for
another corps and involves a corps in a relatively inactive sector. The
enemy situation is such that the Allied defense is holding in NORTHAG
and most of CENTAG except where a penetration of the northern U.S. corps
sector has been efiected by three Warsaw Pact combined arms armies.
Thus, the tactical situation necessitates anocther corps be generated to
conduct a counter attack to eliminate enemy forces in the salient. The
scenario is that the relatively inactive southern U.S. corps would
generate another corps while continuing to defend in sector as an
economy of force mission, conduct a counterattack into the northern U.S.
corps sector, destroy enemy forces, and defend a resulting newly definea
corps sector. See the illustration on page 47.

There are a number of possible sglutions to generating another
corps headquarters. The first of these and perhaps the least desirable
is to split the corps headquarters evenly along day/night shift lines.
This would ensure that all functional areas are covered, but because of
personnel and equipment shortages, it would most certainly ensure the
fallure of the overall mission. The second solution would be to augment
the Corps Tactical Command Post to give it more nearly the capability of
a Corps Main Command Post. This solution would certainly work, as corps
practice for the eventuality of a command post being destroyed and
replaced routinely. However, there is a degradation of capability for
managing either the near or deep battle, and in some cases, both. The
last soiution, and perhaps the most promising in this case, is to

augment a subordinate unit headquarters for the economy of force mission
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of conducting defense in the orligional corps sector. Sufficient
personnel and equipment can be allocated to the provisional corps for
the additional CENTAG communications and reporting functions. The
preponderance of command and control personnel and other resources
remain available to the origional corps to ensure the best chance of
success 1n the counterattack., The counterattack operation is assumed to
be critical to the success of the Army Group defense. Thus, the use of
an established corps chain of command and staff structure is highly
desirabie, as 1s Army Group level synchronization of the supporting air
and ground battles,

While a current U.S. Army corps can pecform each of the required
operations in Case 3, the principal issue is the generation of another
corps command and controi structure. Wwhile a corps headquarters Table
of Organization and Equipment does not provide for redundancy at the
outset and the effects of battle attrition must be considered, a second
headquarters can be generated. However, it must be understood that
increased risk must be accepted with regard to the mission of both the
resuiting corps structures.

There are several supporting organizations which are not structured
or resourced to be divided and, therefore, necessitate special
consideration. The Air Support Operati