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ABSTRACT

TACTICAL FLEXIRILITY: WHERE ? WHY ? by MAJ Anthony S.
Lieto, USAR, 64 pages.

This moncgraph examines the develapment of tactical
organizations and where organizational flexibility was
structured and why it was focused there. The 1986 version
of FM 12@-5 OFERATIONS faocuses on the corps as the U.S.
Army*s largest tactical formation. With the current corps
filling same of the roles of the WW II field army, and the
divisiorn and brigade structures not similarly evolving, it
appears there exists a void which was filled by the WW II
corps. Additionally, tactical dyrnamics orn the battlefield
have significantly chariged since the adoption of the fixed
division, flexible brigade concept.

The monograph begins with a theoretical examinaticon of
tactical flexibility and crganizaticrnal structure. A
historical study of how the U.S5. Army achieved tactical
flexibility through the organizational structure of the
division follows, This historical study examirnes how the
U.S. Army’s divisicnal organization has changed from WW I
to> the ROAD arganization (fixed division, flexible brigade)
used today, with an emphasis on the structure of tactical
flexibility.

The monograph continues with an analysis of the impact
o tactical flexibility and the changes in dactrine,
org=anizational structure above corps, training, techrcoclogy,
and threat sirnce the adoption of the fixed division,
flexible brigade crganization. An alternative arganization
of a flexible division, fixed brigade is proposed. R
aralysis of each system is examivied against an established
set of criteria. The criteria includes syrich ~anization,
agility, trairvability, sustainability, and
interaperability. This mornograph examines the whole
tactical organization of corps, division, brigade as a
system rather than the traditional approcach of fixed
brigade vs. flexible brigade.

The moriograph concludes that the flexible division,
fixed brigade cancept shows promise for future use. A test
is proposed to examine each system irvi a real world
envirornment where the fog anmd friction of war can enter
into the evaluationr.
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The 1986 version of FM 10@-5 Operations has focused attention
on the corps as the U.S. Army’s largest tactical organization.
In scme respects, the present day corps has replaced the
traditional role of the field army of World War II. The modern
day corps is unlike the corps of the past. During World War II,
the corps was simply a tactical headquarters and the field army
provided the recessary administrative and logistical support for
the subordinate divisions. "Taoday’s corps is now responsible
for providing administrative and logistic support for
subordinate units."* However, the division and braigade
structures have not similarly evolved. With the currernt corps
filling some of the roles of the World War II field army, it
appears there exists a void which was filled by the World War II
corps, in that there no longer exists a tactically flexible
headquarters at the higher tactical echelons.

Additionally, tactical dynamics orn the battlefield have
significantly changed since the completion of the Reorganization
Objective Army Division (ROAD) '6:2. The "fixed division,
flexible brigade" corncept, is still the organizational stfucture
used by the U.S8. Army today. fThe current complexities of Army
division desigrn carn be traced back to 1962 and the ROAD
concept."® Changes in training, doctrine, and materiel
developments have all influenced how the U.S. Army plans to
fight at the higher tactical levels. A key issue gernerated by

the changes in the corps’® structure, functions, and the tactical




dynamics mentioned above is at what level should the U.S. ARrmy
structure tactical flexibility?

The methodology to answer this question begins with a
theoretical examination of tactical flexibility and |
organizational structures. There follows a historical
examination of U.S. Army’s tactical organizations from.world War
I to the adoption of the ROAD concept. This analysis will focus
on where tactical flexibility was structured, what influegced
these organizations to change, and the implications of these
changes toward tactical flexibility. The next sectiorn examines
changes that have cccurred since the adoption of the "fixed
division, flexible brigade" concept. The analysis will suggest
an alternative organization and compare in detail each
alternative within its corps, division and brigade context.

This analysis will lead to a conclusion which organization best
meets the Army’s needs. The final section provides implications

for future studies concerning tactical flexibility.

II. THEORY

We should establish one battle—order, the
arrangement of troops before and during
combat,... this battle array will
introduce a certain uniformity... which
will be useful ard advantageocus.

Carl von Clausewitz

The right tactical organization is the foundation on which
armies have always sought to build their structure, but has

remained as illusive as the Holy Grail. Jomini sets his second




of twelve conditions for making a perfect army as, "having a
good organization."?® He further states that, "none of these
twelve conditions can be neglected without grave incanviernce."#

An organizatiorn should provide a certain amocunt of
flexibility and combined arms to the tactical commander. The
Roman Legion, provided excellent flexibility to the legion
commander. According to FM 12@-5, Dperaticons, "The reed for
flexibility is greater for the committed maneuver unit commarnder
than for anyone else." An organization which provides excellent
command and control and retains tactical flexibility must alsa
have some sort of combirned arms to be truly useful, especially
whenn it might fight independently. "Combined arms are therefore
desirable to say the least, for any unit that frequertly finds
itself operating in isolation."® The Roman Legiorn organized
into centuries, maniples, and cchorts corsisting of archers,
slingers, light—-armored foot, heavy-armored foot and cavalry was
a fine combined arms organization. The Roman Legion provided
excellent flexibility and combined arms capability to the
committed legion commander, and still would be a gocad
organization if armies were fighting unorganized Visigoths.

Organizing for combat historically depended on how an army
intended to fight, where an army intended to fight and who an
army intended to fight.® Since these three requiremernts change
frequently, so do tactical organizations. The how, whern and
where of choosing an organization depends or the right mix of
mass and mability (maneuver). "Marneuver thecry is about

amplifying the force which a small mass is capable of




exerting... on the other hand this mass, however small, must be
capable of conveying enough physical fighting power to offer a
threat..."?” Historically, chocsing the correct mix of mass and
mobility ensures that an organization maintains flexibility.
Brigadier General Richard Simpkin makes the point that
maintaining a mix of mass and mobility in an organization
ensures flexibilityj; however, mass and mobility are opposites
and tend to pull organizations in different directions. Nathan
Bedford Forrest said it best when he said," The idea irn war is
to get there the firstest with the mostest." The ability to
move rapidly and achieve mass is what ideal organizations shaould
do.

The French Grand Army’'s ability to move rapidly and mass an
the battlefield was achieved in part by its organizational
structure. The organizational structure of regiments, brigades,
divisions and corps were key to its success.

The Frernch Grand Army’s ability to move rapidly was based on
the following characteristics. First, they organized intoc small

units capable of indeperdent action.

More rapid movement of armies was
becoming practicable by the recent
invention of the divisional system... The
divisional organization, standard in
France by the 178Q2's, provided mixed
bodies of infantry and artillery, which
could march in separate columns and were
strong erwough to fight independent
actions. ®

Secondly, small indeperndent units could live off the land better

than large units. These organizations, "disgarding cumbersome




supply trains, were capable of more rapid mavemernt."® Thirdly,
decentralizatiorn of command, due to the need for independent
movement, allcowed commanders to forego the cumbersome and time
intensive command charnels. "The division commanders were to
keep in touch with each other, but were not to "waste time
waiting for orders..."® Organizational structure, the lack of
a cumbersome supply system and the decentralization of command
allowed the French to achieve mobility. Despite this emphasis
onn mobility, the French Army of the Napoleconic era also
developed the ability to concentrate.

The French RArmy’s ability to mass was based on the following
characteristics. First, positioning of units prior to battle.
The corps system allowed one corps to initiate and maintain
contact with ernemy forces. It’s capability of independent
action for 24—-48 hours allowed the cother corps, usually within a
days-march, "to fall upon the enemy’s rear."t?® Positiconing of
forces allowed the Frernch to achieve superiority of combat power
at timee of Napcleon's choosing. Secondly, the use of combirned
arms at the regiment, division and corps level allowed for rapid
concentration of force. Each corps had several infantry
divisions, themselves being combined arms organizations, plus
additional cavalry, artillery and engireer units. In 1809
Napoleon issued artillery to each regiment to erhance massed
fires.®® The use of combined arms at all levels improved the
ability of the French to mass. Napoleon realized that trained
soldiers were the key in achieving mass and mobility on the

battlefield. Good training at regimental level ernhanced the




ability of divisional commanders to concentrate their forces.
"Recruits were assigrned to their regimernts at corice, trained by
the veterans... and were considered properly trained after two
months of campaigning."*>®

The four key ingredients for a good organization which
evolved from classical military art were first, an army must
have the ability to move rapidly and achieve mass. Orgarnizing
intoc separate self-sustaining units allowed the French Army to
achieve rapid maovement and mass. Second, units must have some
sort of combined arms organization to be useful. Each
organizatioral level adopted by Napoleon possessed some sort of
combined arms capability. Third, sustainment must not hinder
the ability of an army to move. Discarding the cumberscme
supply structure and living off thé land improved the Frerch
Army®’s mobility. This is not a viable option today, but the
concept of spliting into smaller self-sustaining units is
impartant in deciding what organization to adopt. Fourth,
trairning must cccur at the level which organizations are
emplaoyed. This provides the "train as you intend tco fight"
philcosophy.

A balarnce of mass, mobility, sustainability, training and
combirmed arms must occur for an organization to maintéin its
flexibility. The Roman Legiornn and the French Grand Army were
close. The U.S. Army has been looking for such anm organization,
which balarces all these characteristics, sirnce its decision to

adopt the divisional organization in 1316.




III. U.S. ARMY TARACTICAL ORGANIZATIONS

A description of each divisional ocrganization will be covered
along with an examinatiorn of each system (brigade through
corps). Examination of each system will include arn evaluation
of where tactical flexibility was structured. Factaors which
caused this organization to change arnd what led to the adopticon

of a new organization will follaow.

A. WORLD WAR I

The American infantry division of 1917 consisted of twa
brigades of infantry, one brigade of field artillery, a regiment
of erngineers, and the division's supply and sarnitary trains. It
had an authorized strergth of 27,313 persanrnel. (QRppenrndix A) The
basic maneuver unit of the division was the brigade which
consisted of two infantry regiments. Each regiment was a fixed
crganization consisting of three infantry battalioms and a
machirne gun company. The authorized regimental strength was 112
officers and 3,720 mern. 4

The World War I infantry division was referred tc as the
square divisiorn because of its twc brigade twe regiment
configuration. It "was created specifically for the fighting on
the western front,"!® to enable it to sustain losses and
centinue its mission. It was two to three times the size of the
Frerch or British divisions which usually riumbered 8,209 mern or

fewer.1® Mobility was replaced with mass, based on the reed to




fight a war of attrition. Ancther 14,000 persormel were
required to support it, bringing the total for each division to
around 4Q@,200.'7 Other reports put this rnumber higher orce all
corps, army and theater troops were counted.

The size and structure of the square division severely
constrained its flexibility. The divisiorn commander did not
have the organizational structure to maintain a reserve. The
division employed and provided support to the brigades, and "the
only reserve available to the division commarnder was the
two-battalion caombat engineer regiment, which was frequently
pressed into service as infantry.":8

The corps commander did riot have the flexibility to mave
these extremely large divisions easily. The size of the
division made it very unwieldy to mave on a moment’'s notice and
toc large to keep in reserve. RAmerican divisions when employed
in the line would cccupy arn entire sector previocusly cccupied by
a Frernch corps of three divisions.*®® The size and structure of
the square division reduced flexibility to the division and
corps commanders.

Flexibility was centered at the brigade level. The brigade
commander maintained the ability to move forces rapidly and
continue operations. The brigade, with its twoc infartry
regiments of about 3,802 personnel each, was small encugh faor
rapid movement, but large encugh for offernsive operations.
According to Jonathan House,

The apparent intent was that anm American

brigade commarnder, with one regiment in
combat and the second behind it, cculd




leapfrog his regiments to sustain an
offensive almost indefinitely, thereby
cutting the decision cycle time necessary
to relieve exhausted assault troops.=®®

The brigade also became the level where combat, combat
support and combat service support units were integrated. The
brigade commander retairned the freedom to go anywhere on the
battlefield and influence the situation. "Brigade commarders
were free to command from forward lacations, "®* and this ability
to lead from the front put the brigade commander in the best
position to allocate resources. Syrnchronization occcurred at the
brigade level due to the requirement to maintain and sustain
momentum, the ability to see the battlefield amd kriow where
assets should be employed. Synchronizing maneuver with fire
support allowed the brigades to maintain their tempo, and the
divisions pushed support forward to maintain this tempo. The
brigade’s ability to synchronize assets and the agility inherent
in its command structure made it ideal as the keystore of the
U.S. divisional organization. The U.S. brigade was equal in
size to an allied division.

The fixed regiment allocwed the brigades to retain their
flexibiltiy. Corps did nat have the luxury to move divisions
but could employ brigades. Allied corps used the fixed U.S.
regiments under brigade control as the basic unit of maneuver
whern given a U.S. division, This allcwed them to employ two or
three regimernts under a brigade in the lire and orme or two under
brigade contraol in either the second echelon or in corps

reserve. This provided the corps with flexibility and the




ability to move rapidly and mass.®® The fixed regiment provided
the brigade and corps commanders with flexibility orn a lethal
battlefield.

Changes in doctrine, materiel development and threat
capabilities caused the square division to change. First,
daoctrinal changes in the use of combired arms, marneuver and
combat support, influenced the divisional organization. In 1921
the revised version of the U.S. Field Service Regulation
insisted that no one arm wins battles, and that the combined
emplayment of all arms was essential to success.®3 Combined
arms was envisioned as essential in wirming future wars.

Mobility in future wars would be as important as mass was in
World War I. "Tactics were based on the premise of establishing
& base of fire then maneuvering... development of a small more
mobile division was suggested."®4 A more balanced approach
toward mobility and mass was important for the rnew division
crganization.

Secaorndly, materiel developments in tanks, artillery and small
arms influernced the divisional crganization. The tarnk between
the war years sparked interest, and ir 13928 and again in 1989 an
ad hoc Experimental Armored Force (RAEF) was organized at the
Tank 8Schaocol in Fort Meade, Maryland. RAs Chief of Staff from
1330 to 1935, Douglas MacArthur advarnced motorization and
mechanization throughcout the army.®2® Materiel develocpments in
artillery improved the ability to move and praovide support to
the infarntry at greater ranges. Fire direction centers gave the

U.S. Army a new and unprecedented degree of infarntry-artiilery
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integration.®® GSmall arms development allowed the infantry to
maintain a high rate of fire with the adoptiorn of the M-1
semi-automatic rifle. Materiel development influericed charges
to the division corganizaticow.

Third, thé change in the threat's ability to marieuver and
mass influenced changes in the divisional structure. "The
Germari armored attack on France in May 194@ gave further impetus
to mechanized experiments already conducted in U.S. Army
maneuvers. "®7 The threat’s abilities to use combired arms and
achieve speed arnd mass, were beinrig noticed by the divisional
designers. Charges in doctrine, materiel developmert and threat
capabilities caused the U.S. Army to reorganize its division and

regimental organizations.
. B. WORLD WAR II AND THE KOREAN WAR

There wewe'three underlying principles in designing the
divisional crganizaticn pricor to World War II1. First, the
divigsion organization should be mobile. Second, no unit rneeded
weapons whose range exceeded the parent unit’s area of
operations. Third, divisions would be type-force along furnction
lines, while higher echelons became task-fcrced.=® Type-force
was an organization which basically was one force oriented,
while task—-force was a combined arms organization.

Out of this guidarice, the U.S. PArmy designed twa> different
divisional orgarnizationg, ore for infantry and orne for armor.

The infantry division in Jurne 19241 was a triangular organization

11




with an authorized strength of 15,245 persormel. It consisted
of three fixed infantry regiments of three infantry battalions,
cne antitamnk company amd a service company in eachj; one
artillery regiment of four artillery battalions; an engireer
battalion; a service support battalioni a medical battalion; and
reconnaissance units at division, regiment anrd battalion
level.®® The armored division in September 1943 had an
authorized strength of 10,937 persormel and consisted of three
tank battalions, three armored infantry battalions, three
artillery battalions, an erigineer battalion, a recornaissance
battalion, divisional service support and three combat command
headquarters.5°(9ppendix B) These two types of divisiorns were
standardized units while the corps and field armies were tasked
organized.

The corps was a command and contral headquarters while the
field army was both a command and control and administrative and
logistical headquarters. "Leaving administrative matters
largely at army level, the corps coordinated the use of combined
arms on the battlefield."#* The units pooled at the corps and
field army level were pushed down to the divisicon level which
impacted on the regimental corganization. "A typical U.S.
infantry division in France during 1944 vnormally had attached
battaliors af tank;, tank destroyers, antiaircraft automatic
weapons, and corps engineers. In some cases the division alsc
had attacted 4.2-inch mcortars, trangportation, and logistical
support from pools at corps and field army level. "3®

The infantry regimernt became a fixed cambined arms

12




organization for thg following reasons. First, the attachments
to division from corps and field army were frequently made on a
semi—permanent basis to facilitate the establishment of habitual
relations. Furthermore, "many of these attached forces were
subdivided and further attached to infantry regiments, as were
the division’s arganic assets."®* Second, in 1342 the infantry,
regiments were authorized their own battery of howitzers.

Third, combat support bypassed the corps and division level and
went directly to the regimental level. "The regiment aften
coperated with tanks, engirneers and perhaps additioral support
attached to form a regimental combat team (RCT). Thus, the RCT
was a combined arms force, a small division in itself. "3%

The armored division combat commarnds were alsc combined arms
organizatiorns, but lacked the mass for externded cperations.

They were highly maneuverable but oftern required additional
infantry support with the attachment of a RCT to pravide erncugh
mass for sustained operations. Flexibility in the infarntry
divisions and the armored divisions was located at different
levels. The RCT allowed the corps to maintain tactical
flexibility, while the combat commands placed flexibility at the
division level.

The RCTs, being fixed corganizations which could cperate as
"mini divisions” allowed the corps commander to employ them as
corps reserve units. The divisions cauld move battaliorns
betweeri regiments, but it was the corps which employed complete
RCTs, and gained tactical flexibility. During the Leyte

aoperaticn, X corps and XXIV corps bath maintaived a RCT as a
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reserve, *°

Combat cammands were rnot fixed crpganizations, and when
employed or used by the corps as such, often lacked the combat
power and sustainment for continucus operations. Tactical
flexibility was maintained by the division caommarder who tasked
organized the combat commands as he determired the situaticor.
"At the lower level, the combat command coricept provided great
tactical flexibility through decentralized corntral, but it alsao
tempted corps commanders to break up the armored division and
parcel it out by combat commands, a policy that further diluted
the armored punch."3® The corps commander .alsc had to employ
the armored division as a urnit due to its logistical
requirements, "logistical reguirements extended directly fraom
division to battalions."®7 The combat commands were tied
logistically to their division base and could not be employed as
a separate unit for an exterded pericd of time. The RCT, a
fixed crganization, provided flexibility to the corps while the
combat commands, a flexible organization, provided flexibility
to the division. Thus, whern the headquarters immediately
subordinate to a division was fixed, it limited the division
commanders flexibility, but erhanced that of the corps.
Cunversely, when the headquarters immediately subordinate to the
division was charngeable, it gave the division commander great
flexibility, but limited that «f the corps.

Changes to the divisional organization following WW II were
minor. In 13947 the infantry division retained its regimental

combat team corgarnization with the addition of a tank company and
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mortar company. The division added a tank battalion to its
arganizatior. The corps and field army organizatiorn remairned
unchanged. The armoved division added orne more tank anmd armored
infantry battalion. In each division the artillery was upgraded
but basically retairned its same organization.®® The RCTs saw
action in Korea and provided great flexibility to corps
commanders. During the battle for the Naktong River, RCTs were
rapidly shifted from one division’s sector to another. The use
of the 9th and 23 RCTs as independent organizations to plug gaps
in the line, in different divisiomal sectors, provided
flexibility to the corps commanders. 3®

Changes in materiel develapmerit, doctrine and threat
capabilities influeviced the way the U.S Army subsequently
recrganized. In 1956 the U.S. na lownger had a moncpaly on
rnuclear weapons. The Saviets rnow possessed strategic as well as
theater nuclear weapons and, "nuclear war on the ground had
growr: strong enough to cause fundamental changes in the
organization of the infantry divisions."4? The Soviet's ability
tz wage nuclear war influenced divisional recrganization.

The U.S. Army’s tactical doctrine was charnging. "Nuclear war
was believed likely to create so chaotic a battlefield
situation. "** This situation would require divisions to fight
isclated, and in all directions. The reed for divisions to
fight on the nuclear battlefield and the tactical implicatiaons
of riet massing but remainirng dispersed influenced organizaticocwral
chariges.

Finally, the U.S. Army's materiel development focused on the

15




development of nuclear weapons. “The Army had to pay some
attention to all the latest weaponry of ground warfare,
conventional as well as nuclear."*2 The U.S5. Army enccouraged
research into riuclear weaponry which resulted in the Honest
John, Little Jochn, Corporal and Sergeant tactical missiles along
with other weapons such as the B-inch nuclear artillery shell
and the Davy Crakett, a very short range riuclear firing rocket.
Materiel developments influenced changes in the reorganization

of the division and regimental struture.
C. PENTOMIC DIVISION

In the late 195@'s nuclear war at the tactical level was a
reality, and the U.S. Army adopted a riew divisional
organization. "The rew design was called pentomic, an awkward
designation that was supposed to indicate the supersession of
the triargular division by a five-sided formation for atomic
war, '"'e*=®

The pentomic infantry division strength was about 14,2282
persormel. It was broken into five battle groups, each
consisting of a headquarters company, initially four infantry
companies (a fifth orne was added in 1953) and a 4.2 inch mortar
company. The division alsc had one tark battalion, consisting
of five companies; a reconnaissance squadronj; an engineer
battalion with five companies; and division artillery, initally
with five 1@3mm howitzer batteries. This fire support proved

inadequate, and in 1959 the divisior’s five batteries gave way
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to five composite battalicons, each consisting of a 1@5mm and a
158mm hcowitzer battery. The divisiorn had ore brigade
headgquarters, commanded by the assistant division commander.

The divisian trains contained all the support organizations plus
the division’s armored personnel carriers grouped in the
division's transportaticn battalion., There were aonly encugh
carriers ta move one battle group at a time. (Apperndix C) The
corps and field army organizations remained uncharnged. <*

The pentomic division was an attempt to maximize maobility and
minimize mass orn the nuclear battlefield. The organization
failed in both areas. Mobility of the battle group relied on
its ability to obtain the carriers grouped at divisiaon. If a
battle group did rnot receive these carriers, it remaired foot
mobile infarntry. Since’the division only had encough carriers to
move orne battle group four—fifths of the division remained foot
meobile. The division failed to achieve mobility with the
majority of its forces.

The battle group lacked mass and sustaining power. The
battle group was larger than a battalion, but smaller than a
brigade or regiment.*® At any crne time the battle group would
contain five infantry companies and possibly an attached tank
campany, engineer company and two artillery batteries of
different caliber. "The battle group was tcococ small to have any
sustaining paower in either a nuclear or norn-rnuclear
envirornment. "*®

Combined arms were integrated at the battle group level, but

the assets to achieve this integration were contralled by

17




division. The division retained cantrol of the assets normally
attached to a battle group. It decided which battle group
received attachments of armcor, engineers and the prized
persornnel carriers. However, it was up to the battle group
commander to synchronize events on the isclated and rnon—-linear
nuclear battlefield. Sywnchronization of the divisional assets
was a split propoasition. The division commarnder contralled the
means while the battle group commander contolled the ways.
Since no single eommander could achieve true combined arms
cperations, synchronization did rnot ccocur well at any level.

Rgility was alsa sacrificed in the perntomic divisianal
aorganization. "The resulting single echelon between the
division and the company commanders gave the division commarnder
a span of contral that included sixteern units. "47 Ry
eliminating orne single command arnd contraol echelon, the pentomic
division structﬁ;e left all headquarters with excessive spans of
contral. *® These excessive spans of control increased the time
required for decisions to be made.

Flexibilty was sacrificed at all levels of command fraom the
battle group up to the corps level. The battle group was
immobile and relied on the division for movement, the divisiaon
itself beirg four—fifths immobile, was cverwhelmed by its cwn
span of contral; and the corps could rniot split up the divisiaon,
rnor could it employ the division anywhere bu§ on a riwclear
battlefield.

Charnges in doctrire and threat caused the U.5. Army to

re—evaluate its divisional organization. Limited wars such as
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Korea began to appear more likely tharn a rnuclear war. Dcocctrine
was begimming to focus on the limited rnorn-—ruclear conflict and
in the early 6@'s the U.S. Contirnental Army Command (USCONARC)
directed the U.S. Army to prepare a corncept for limited war.«®
New stategic requiremenrts were forcing the army to relcok its
divisional organizatior.

The threat was rnc langer only the Soviets but alsc their
surragates. This new type of threat shifted the rieed to prepare
for & nan-nuclear conventional war and led to a redesigrn of the

divisional structure.

D. 'REORGANIZATION OEBJECTIVE ARMY DIVISION (ROAD)

The ROAD corncept was the result of the U.S. Army searching
for ar organization which provided more flexibility tharn the
pentomic organization. It basically returned to the combat
command organization of the WW Il armored division. The
division consisted of three brigade headquarters, arn armored
cavalry squadron, an engineer battaliorn, an aviation battalion,
and up to eleven maneuver battalionms of varying types (inmfantry,
mechanized infantry and armor), the division suppcrt command
which brought all technical and supply elemernts into a composite
unit organized along functicnal lines. The organic division
artillery consisted of three battaliong =f 125mm howitzeirs,
later upgraded to 155mm howitzers and a battalicn of 8-irnch

howitzers. The brigades were tasked organized as the division

)

commarider deemed recessary and could control fram ta S,
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maneuver battalions along with their asscciated combat and
combat support assets. The lcogistical support went directly
from the divisiorn to the battalion organiczations. The battalion
became the building block of the division. The battalicn was
the largest "fixed marieuver organization" irn the divisiarn, The
division was authorized arcound 18,82 perscrmel and was a
permarnent organization.®®(Apendix D) The corps and field army
structures remained urichanged until the early 1972's.

Task organization cccurred at the brigade level where urits
wauld be placed under the operational control of, or in direct
support of the brigade. As in WW II, "constantly shifting units
resulted in irefficiercy and poor coordination between
subordinate elements that were unfamiliar with each other. As a
resuelt, battalion and brigade commanders tried to keep the same
habitual asscciation with each other unless a radical change o=f
mission or terrain occcurred. "S?

The division retairned flexibility based o its ability to
task ocrganize brigades as the situation developed. The brigades
alsc had the flexibility to task orgamnize within their
organization. The brigades were a command and control
headguarters between the divisicon and the mareuver battalions.
If mass were required, the division could attach additiocnal
battalicons to the brigade. If marneuverability were reqguired,
the division could split into brigade corganizaticns to irncrease
its mobility.. Flexibility to the corps was severely reduced
since the brigades, like the combat commarnds in WW II, were tied

to their divisians for support. The corps either had to employ
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the divisiorn as a whale unit or to specify to the divisicon the
size of the brigade it wished detached. This required the
allocation of additicrnal assets to sustain this brigade.

Synchraonization occured at the battalion level. "The
battalions became task forces recieving a variety of subordirate
units of different arms, allowing integration of the arms as the
mission required. “®® The battaliocns, being fixed organizaticrns
and the level where combat, combat suppocrt armd combat service
support units were brought together, synchromized combat power.
"One trend sirce WW I has beern toc move the level of tactical and
administrative integration constantly to a lower echelon...
Urnder the ROAD system, it was the battalicn."S3

Agility alsc remaired at the battalion level. The battaliaonm
possessed the crganic means to respond to uriexpected events.
Since the battalion was a fixed organization with organic
combat, combat support and combat service suppowt assets 1t
could overcome the friction of war. "Agility is usually
accomplished by responding with corgarnic means to urnexpected
situations. "9 Brigades possessing mo arganic means to deal
with urexpected events ard being only & command and corntrol
headquarters gave up some agility. The divisions possessed
their organic means but were too large ta have the agility
required to react quickly to unexpected events.

Mary chariges have cccurwved sirnce the adoption of the RORD
structure, but the “"fixed division, flexible brigade" concept is
still part of the divisicnal structure. "The ROAD corncept of

multiple division designs, each with a large division base of
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common elements, and combirned arms... has not beern sericusly
challerged in any force design effort simce 1962, including

Division/Ccrps 86 and AOCE. "SS
IV. CHANGES SINCE FIXED DIVISION FLEXIEBLE BRIGADE CONCEFT

Since adoption of the "fixed division, flexible brigade”
concept with ROAD '62, sigrnificant changes have occcuwrred in
arganizational structure above the division level, doctrire,
materiel development and threat capablities.

The corps and field army organizations have undergone
significant changes since 196, "In 1973 the Army elimirnated
the field army and made the corps a logistical, as well as
cperational, headquarters. "S® Divisiornal assets were moved up
to corps, two of which were the Chaparral air defernse missile
system and the 8-irch howitzers. The division base received a
fourth brigade, the aviaticon brigade with rna additional
dedicated support in either fire support or service support, arnd
the division support command recrganized into composite as well
as functional uwrits to provide better support to the marneuver
brigades. These organizational changes have significantly
impacted on the corps and division support and service support.

Daoctrine has seen a significant charge with tihne adoption of
AirlLand Battle which changed the way the U.S. Army intends to
fight. It advocates a balanced covicept of firepower and
aaneuver as the key to winning on the battlefield. The

battlefield has expanded in all directions with depth vital in
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both the offerise and deferse.

FM 120-5 QOperatiocns is a significant

change from previous versions in two key

areas. It describes the rneed for

cormmanders at the division and corps to

fight three battles (close, deep,

rear)... It alsc describes the rneed for

offensive-mirded warfare that can staop

the attacks of arn aggressor army, seize

the initiative and defeat the eviemy force

with a combiwmatian of lightrning marneuver

arnd accurate, massive combat power,

thereby avoiding a purely attriticon form

of reactive deferise.=S7
The rnew doctrine highlights the moral qualities and skill of
leaders and soldiers as beirng important on the rnorn—-lirnear and
isclated battlefield. It therefore stresses the rieed for
leaders at all levels to understand the higher commander®s
intent, sa in the absense of orders they carn contirnue the
mission. Imperatives which were based orn history and,
"cornsidered furdamentally necessary for success orn the modern
battlefield"S®, were embraced.

Materiel developments have improved the capabilities of
tactical units. Improvements in technology have made the
battlefield contirucus and very lethal. Systems can now operate
during all types of limited vigibility without slowivng the tempo
of the battlefield. Weapaon systems such as the M1A1l main battle
tank (MBT) and the infantry fighting vehicle (IFV) have
significantly accelerated ground tactical mobility. The ability
of mecharnized forces to move crass country and mainmtain a high

volumn of accurate fire while on the move improves the combat

capabilities of smaller units. Fire support weapons have alsa
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improved ouwr ability to provide massed and responsive fires.
The rarnges of tube artillery have rnot significantly irncreased,
but the additiorn of the multiple laurnch rocket system (MLRS)
provides the capability for deep fires. Erngineer, signal,
aviation and air defernse artillery equipment have all increased
the tempo, speed and abilities of U.8. Army forces at all levels
on the modern battlefield.=® The high rate of maneuver, the
ability fcr real-time intelligerce, the ability to contirue
operations on a 24-hour cycle, and the capability to mass a itigh
volumm of fire with the riew systems have chariged the tempo of
the battlefield.

The Saviets have continued to upgrade their military

capabilities, especially their ground military capability.

In this decade na elemernt of Scoviet
military power has undergone more
profound improvement thar Soviet
conventional forces. Erhancement in
Soviet ground force equipment such as
armored vehicles, air defense weapons,
and tactical missile systems have been
complemented by advances in Soviet
tactical aircraft and naval forces. ®®
The Soviet military force is a formidable threat. New
equipment such as the T-82 (MBT), BMP-2 (IFV), BEMD, ASU-85 and
other weapons makes it rnecessary for the U.S. Army to re—-examine
its organization. What was a sufficierntly flexible organization
ivi the early 136@"s might rnot provide the flexibiltiy required
today.
The other threat which has grown is the thivrd world threat.

This threat also poses a danger to the U.S. "The U.S. interests
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will be at stake evenn if the Scoviet Urnion is rnot involved. "1
Third world nations are increasingly obtaining lethal weapons.
It is estimated that 28 rnatiors possess the ability to produce
chemical weapons, and at least 15 naticrs have the techrcolaogy to
praduce riuclear weapons. "Countries hastile to the United
States will almost certainly acguire more lethal weapon
systems. "®® Modern weapons are no longer reserved for
superpowers. The third world threat is becaming more sericus,
"Low intensity conflict, however, has been the most common form
of conflict for the U.S. irn the pogst-WW II era. Such conflict
in the form of insuwrgency, terrorism, and subversion threatens
U.S. interests arcund the globe. "3 The threat’'s capabilitiecs
and abilities have become significarntly more diverse.

With chawnges in the orgarnizaticoral structuwre of the corps,
adoption of a rnew docectrine, rnew materiel developments and the
increased qapabilities of the threat (Scaviet and third wocrld)
the U.S. Army should re-examine its crganizational design, which
dates back to 193682. The “"fixed division, flexible brigade" was
a good orgamization in 1962, but one can legitimately guestion
whether it carn meet the challeriges and provide flexibility to

the tactical commanders in the 1992@s and beyond.

V. ANALYSIS

In the twentieth century, the echelor immediately below the
division headquarters has beeri the focal point where combat,

combat support, and combat service support assets were
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integrated. I WW I the brigades integrated combat, CS and CSS
assets to sustair and continue operations. In WW II the RCTs
activig as "mini divisions" operated independently as a corps
resei e, or as part of a division. The armored division's
combat commands, although short on mass, were employed to
maintain momentum during exploitaticrn anmd pursuit coperations,
but rarely as irndependent units, under corps control, as the
RCTs. Brigade is the only echelon to fight boath engagements arnd
battles.®+ "Corps and divisions plarn, brigades execute,"®S
Brigades are an. important link from the corps and divisions to
the maneuver battalions. Whern this link was removed, as it was
during the perntamic divisional organization, the division and
corps lost flexibility. Flexibility is achieved by having a
brigade argqnization in the command structure. The gquestion is
what kind? Should it be fixed cr flexible?

The brigade organization canm rnot be examived in isclation,
but must be examined within the cocrps and divisional structure.
Charnges made to orne of these organizations influence the.other
twao.

Twa crgarmizational systems will be examined against an
established set of criteria. The first system examived will be
the current ocrganizational structure with the corps "as the
central point on the AirlLand battlefield"®®, the fixed division
ard the flexible brigade, The second system examired, which is
propased as arn alternative structure, will include the corps
basically as it currently exists,; but with a flexible divisiaon

and fixed brigade organizaticor. The division under the
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alternative system will become a command and contral
headquarters similar to the corps in WW II. The forward support
battalions will become permanently attached to the marneuver
brigades. The remaining divisioral support command assets will
move to corps with only encugh assets remaining at division
level to support the headquarters. The divisiom artillery
assets not in a direct support role will also move to corps.
Each direct support 15Smm howitzer battaliorn will becaome
permarently attached to the brigade. The brigade will be
similar to the current separate brigade organizaticon (Apperdix
). The division will retain the commarnd, conmtraol,
cqmmunrcatian and intelligence assets required to contral 2-5
maneuver brigades.

The following five criteria have beern selected for arnalysics:
synchronization, agility, sustainability, trainability and
intercperability. A rating scale will be established and each
system will receive a rating based onm its ability tao satisfy
each of the referericed criteria at each level. (Apperdix F) The
system which provides for the optimal rating against all
criteria at all levels will be the one selected. The
characteristics of the entire organizational structuwre, fraom
brigade to corps, wil be examirned, rot solely the comparison of
a fixed brigade vs. flexible brigade as past studies have daore.

This study uses an analytical mcdel to compare system one
with system two, twz results will becaome apparent. The first
result will indicate which system provides more flexibility, and

the second will identify where this flexibility exists. Using
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the arnalysis mentioned below and a scale of 1 tao 5, with 1 being
a high degree of effectiverness and 5 a low degree, the system
with the lowest total score provides more effectiverness., The
model alsco allows a comparison to be made of each level
(bfigade, division, corps) against each criteria. The arnalysis
firet measures system one against each criterion thern system

two.
SYSTEM ONE: CORFS, FIXED DIVISION, FLEXIEBLE ERIGRADE

Syrnchranization is the arrangemernt of combat, C3, arnd CS5S
activities to develop maximum combat power at the place desired
by the mareuver commander. In system orne, the brigade fights as
part of the division and provides the command and cortral
necessary to employ attached and supporting units. The brigade
has no ocrganic units assigred, and its ability to syrnchronize
activities depends orn the asséts it receives fram divisiaon. The
brigade cannct contiruwcusly plan to synchronize assets which are
not permarently assigned and might be withdrawn. The division
beirng a fixed organization mairmtains assets under i1ts conmtrol at
all times. The divisiocn synchronizes the use of its oorgarnic
assets by task ocrganizing the brigades. It can weight the main
effocrt amd shift additicrnal combat, CS and CSS elemernts to the
brigades to influernce the situation. The division’s ability to
shift assets among the varicus brigades synchronizes cambat, €S
and CSS activities to its advantage. Corps can syrnchraonize

combat operations through the integraticrnm of their systems into
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a coordinated combined arms cperatior. However, since the
corps?! primary marneuver unit is the division, synchronization is
slow. These assets historically get pushed down to the
brigades. The brigades are the point where syrnchronizaticnm is
desired, but the assets toc achieve synchronization are
controlled by the division and corps.

Rgility, "requires corganizaticrns which carn act faster than
the eviemy."®7 They must be able to react to the urexpected. In
system cre the brigade maintains agility through habitual
assaociation of attached and direct support units. ThHis allcws
the brigade to develop and use standiwvig operating procedures to
reduce the time required to perform a tactical ocperation. The
IIT (US) Corps Marneuver Handboock stresses the need for good and
urnderstandable S0Ps to maintain agility orn the battlefield. ®®
The brigades have no organic means to respond to urnexpected
situations, but carn be giver additicral assets as required.
Habitual relationship is the way brigades and divisionms achieve
agility arnd mitigate the poor command and contral organization.

The division irherently maintairns agility to wespoﬁd rapidly
to charnging situations. It possess the ocvganic assets rieeded to
resrganize and react to unexpected events. The division
commander carn reorient his brigades, charnge task organization,
commit a reserve or realign support relationships as the
situaticon develops. However, its size reduces its agility to
react to urexpected situaticons. The corps also maintains
agility toc respond rapidly to charnging situations. The corps!

combat, CS armd CSS assets car be reoriented to praovide
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additional support to the committed divisions. The corps has
the ability to change task organizatioms, commit a reserve and
recrient divisions. The corps size also reduces its agility
because it must emplay divisions to react to situations. Fixed
crganizations like the divisiorn and corps have the ability to
plarn continually and react to unforeseen events, but are slow
because of their si:ze. The brigade’s agility is depewndent on
the assets it receives from the division and corps, but is more
mobile because of its size.

Training management is a split proposition in system one.
The division has the authority anmd the responsibility to ensuwre
units are technically praficient. The brigades have the
responsibility to ensure their slices become tactically
proficient by training these "slices" in the mission essential
tasks required to support the battle focus. Corps train
non—divisional units, divisions and provides missions to its
subcrdinate units. The corps must also ensure urnits are
technically prafﬁcient. However, corps units usually get
further allocated to the marmeuver brigades where the actual
tactical training occcurs. The corps establishes the missions
while the brigade conducts the METL training required to support
these missicons. BErigades have a responsibility to train units
but rcot the authority; divisions and corps have the
responsibility and the authority under system ore.

Sustainment in system core is focused at the division and
corps level. The division is & harnds—on player. I+ rmovitors

the situation and can shift support activities to assist the
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FSEs. The corps is also & havnds—on player and through its
COSCOM it carn influernce support to the various divisions. The
FSBs are in direct suppocrt to the brigade, but work for the
DISCOM commander. Sustairment is found at each level in system
cone which adds depth to support operations.

Interaperability in system cre is fococused at the divisionm and
corps levels. The corps and divisions are fixed ocrgarnizaticoeos
and are able to conduct independent operations. The brigade
relies or the divisiorn to sustain itself, and therefore is rot
suited for inmdeperident woperations, unless augmented.
Interoperability implies units have the ability to coperate
indeperdently from their parent organization while under the
command and controal of an allied or sister service unit.
Divisions and corps are irherently capable of doing this, but

brigades are nat.
SYSTEM TWO: CORFS, FLEXIELE DIVISION, FIXED ERIGADE

System two fixes the brigade with its organic combat, CS and
€85 assets. This allows the brigade the ability to syrnchronize
its assets independent of the division and corps. The brigade
becomes a permavient combivied arms team. In crder to ensure
destructiorn of the eremy all the combired arms furictionse must be
maximized and this is dorne whern brigades synchronize their
assets.®® The division’s ability to sychronize depernds orv the
assets it receives fram carpsp However, it possess the ability

to plann for the integration of the battlefield operating systems
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arid still must be able to synchranize combat, CS and CSS assets.
There is ric change in the corps ability to syvchronize its
assets. In system two synchronization is focused at the brigade
and corps level.

Agility, ir system two, is focused at the brigade arna corps
levels. System two allows the brigade to maximize the use of
its S0OPs. It alsc has the mearns to react rapidly to unexpected
events. The division’s agility is again deperdent on the assets
it receives from corps. It maintairns the staff element i~equired
to plan events, but does riot have the urits permanently
assignred. The corps? agility is erhanced because it can shift
smaller urnits (brigades) to react to urexpected situations.

Training under system two is focused toward the traiv as you
internd to fight philascphy. The technical and tactical training
is accomplished at the brigade level. The brigade has both the
resocnsibility and the authority. The division selects the
tasks as the missions are received from corps and monitors the
training. The brigade receives the tasks ard trains as it
intends to fight. The corps provides the battle focus as in
system core. In system two, training is decentralized down tao
the brigades who receive and train units in the mission
essential tasks required to support the battle focous.

Sustainment in system two is focused almost exclusively at
the brigade and corps levels. The divisiorn is no longer a
hands—-on player, but still mornitors the situation and influerces
the situation by deciding o the priority of support. The corps

still maintains its capability to influerce the situation
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through the COSCOM. The focus of the sustairment effort is to
push as much support forward to the brigade support areac.
System two provides the brigade commanders with unity of
command.

Intercperability ir system two shifts to the brigade level.
The brigade, being a fixed organization, will be capable of
independent operations during cross attachment or shiftirng to
allied or sister service sectors. The division retains the
ability to receive additional brigades from allied countries due
to its ability to cperate as a commmand arnd control
headquarters. Most NATO countries have adopted the fixed
brigade corncept, which ernhances intercperability for the
division in system two. The corps still maintains its ability
to conduct joint/combirned tactical cperations.

The follcowing are the advanmtages of selecting system cre.
First, it dces nat cause turmncil, since no change is required.
Secornd, the division artillery command provides the division the
capabilitylto mass fires. Third, it allocws ecornocmy of force
operations to be cornducted with a two battalion brigade.

Fourth, it allows the divisiow to mass by attachinmg more
battalions to a brigade. Fifth, depth is provided in the C58
arerna with the DISCOM element.

The following are the disadvantages of selecting system ore.
First, synchronizaticrn is rot maximized at the brigade level.
Secornd, tactical training of units is split with responsibility,
but vzt authority, at the brigade level. Third, agility is rat

erharnced at the brigade cor corps level. Fourth, the division is
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tox large <f an organization to move rapidly, anmd use in a

Joint /combined aperaticr. Fifth, CS5S assets at the divisiorn are
nat fully utilized because a large portion of corps support is
throughput to the brigade rear areas. Sixth, divisions canrct
accept additional combat forces because they are fixed
crganizations. Seventh, flexibility is centered at the division
rather then the corps which is a holdover from the ROAD TER
concept.

The follocwing are the disadvantages in selecting system two.
First, the division loses the ability to be a hands—-on player in
the CSS5 arena. Second, thé brigade’s ability to train
additional low density MOSs is doubtful. Third, the ability to
mass artillery fires is decreased. Fourth, fixing the brigade
structure does rnot allow the divisions to conmduct ecornomy of
force operaticons. Fifth, the divisions lose the ability to
shift battalions to react to urexpected situaticns.

The following are the advantages of system two. First, the
corps will possess the assets to maintain a ready reserve
capable of indeperndent cperaticnrs. Second, the corps can shift
combat forces rapidly across boundaries. Third, the divisions
will have the ability to shift boundaries guickly anmd to accept
various brigade mixes. Fourth, the brigade will cormtrol support
tc its battalions. Fifth, throughput cperaticns are ennanced
with the ability to support forward. Sixth, moving brigades
will provide the combat power to influerice a situaticon. Moving
a brigade can be dorne in a timely marmer sirce all coordirnation

is internal and a sirngle brigade SOF can be used. Severnth, the
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corps can conduct econamy of force operaticons by employing
brigade size elements instead of complete divisions. Eight,
system two allows the corps, divisions and brigades to conduct
cperations with allied units, especially inm NATO.

System two provides the corps and brigade with ircreazed
flexibility on the AirlLarnd battlefield. (Anrex F) It
synchronizes combat, CS, and CSS assets at the level where it
historically existed, the brigade. The divisicon contirnuwes to
furnction as a subordinate command and contral element of the
cocrps, but its capability to move rapidly arnd cornduct
joint/combivied operaticons for the corps, is ernhanced. There ae
some disadvantages especially for the division, but the
advanmtages gaired by the corps and brigade cutweight them.
System two supports the way the U.S. Army needs to organize to

wirt the central battle.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The right tactical crganization is the fourndation on which
armies build their structure. Historically, different armies
have had different foundations. The Ramans built uporn the
legicn, the French built uporn the corps, and the U.5. Army built
upcrn the field army. Recently the corps has replaced the field
army and has become the largest tactical cocrganizatiorn uporn which
the Army intends to build its foundation. "Taday's corpe is the
central point on the air—-lard battlefield where combat power is

synchronized to achieve tactical advantage. "?® The corps
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requires tactical flexibility to achieve this tactical
advantage. It currently uses divisions as the largest fixed
arganization to influernce the tactical situatian. With the size
of tadays division, the ability to move this force rapidly in a
timely marmner is difficult. In WW I the size of the division
reduced the ability of the corps to inrfluerce the tactical
situatiaon. During WW II and Korea, the RCT [ ~ovided the corps
commander flexibility to maintain a reserve and influerce the
situation by rapidly shifting these units to different ssctors.
The lesson learried was that tactical ocrganizations chould be
mxbile and have ercugh combat power ta influewce the situatice.
The divisiaor was too large, so the brigade was used,

The brigade has functiorned as the integratiorn point for
assets from division and cocorps. RCTs acted as mini divisiaons to
provide the division and corps a self sustained unit with erncugh
combat power to influernce the battlefield. The brigade has been
the combined arms unit on the battlefield for three wars.

Sirce the adoption of the fixed division flexible brigade
structure with the ROARD 62 concept significant changes have
ccocurred in materiel development, doctrine, threat and
organizational changes to the corps. Historically, when e or
more of these things charnges, so has the crganmizational
structure of the U.S8. Army. With these charnres and the rew
focus of the corpe, a re—-examivaticon of the current structure
reeds to be accomplished. The organizational system reeds to be
examirned not just one part of it. Sirce whatever charge is dorne-

to ore will effect the cther two.

36




With the current rneed for mability and mass and for the corps
to maintain its flexibility the current fixed division, flexible
brigade appears vnot to be the right organization for the 1990°s.
Currerntly the division controls the assets anmd retains the
tactical flexibility to move units. The corps loses its
flexibility to shift units rapidly. Divisions are too large to
move quickly on today'’s battlefield.

Amn altermative structure of flexible division and fixed
brigade has beeri submitted as arn crganizaticormal structure to
consider., It appears to provide the corps the flexibility it
reeds to rapidly shift units and influernce the situaticen. This
crganizaticn synchraonizes combat power at the level where it has
historically beern placed. It alss supports the train as you
fight philascphy and pravides the ability of units to sustain
themselves which is useful for intercperability with allied
units. Agility, flexibility anmd the ability to synchrorize
combat power add to the benefits of this organizaticonal
structure. The corps can maintain a reserve oo shift self
contained units rapidly about the battlefield with erncugh mass
to influence the situation. However, there are some trade-offs
with the fixed brigade at the division level. The division’s
ability to mass fires is not as responsive nor is its ability tao
syrnchronize combat power.

This analysis suggests that when both wrganizational
structures are examived against the criteria of flexibility,
agility, tﬁaihability, sustainability, and intercperability, the

flexible divisiorn, fixed brigade structure appears to be
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aptimal. It is time for the U.S. Arny to re-examine its
corganizaticnal structure. The altermative crganization
(flexible divisions, fixed brigades) appears to have promise.
It shouwld be examined as a viable alternative upaorn which to

build a riew fourndatiocw for the 1992s and beyond.

VII. IMPLICATIONS

This analysis is obviously rot conclusive. However, it
suggests strongly that history, recent charnges to the
battlefield, and known contemporary reguirements indicate that
the flexible division, fixed brigade concept has real
passiblities. It deserves further testing. The Army should
conduct two tests, inm a real world environmment, in which fog and
friction can play a part in evaluating the twao systems.

Test 1: Third U.S. Corps recrgamize the 1st Cavalry Division
irnto fixed brigades, while maintainivng the currert
crganizatiomal structure for the 2nd Armorved Division. The 1st
Cavalry Division base moves ta corps. Each division will rotate
its brigades through the NTC three times. The results be
examined and evaluated.

Test 2: Test interoperability during major exercices. The
employment of brigade urits from I and III Corps to Eurape and
the Pacific during armual REFQORGER arnd TEAM SFIRIT exercises to
allow the corps to use these fixed brigades as the situationm
develaops. Reserve Comporent urnits should be used as well as

active urnits. These brigades should operate with allied forces
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as well.

The results of these tests over a pericd of two to three
years should provide the emperical eviderce to determine if the
flexible division, fixed brigade ccocricept does, in fact, have the

validity that this study corncludes it has.
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APPENDIX A

WORLD WAR I

INFANTRY DIVISION
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(1918)




TYPE U.S. DIVISION,
1918

28,108 men, 77 guns,

260 machine guns
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APPENDIX B
WORLD WAR II
U.S. TRIANGULAR INFANTRY DIVISION (1941)

U.S. ARMORED DIVISION (1942, 1943)

KOREAN WAR

U.S. INFANTRY DIVISION (1947)

U.S. ARMORED DIVISION (1947)
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U.S. TRIANGULAR INFANTRY DIVISION,

16,245 men, 48 howitzers, 68 antitank guns

June 1941
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14,620 men, 232 medium tanks, 1568 light tenks,

TYPE U.S. ARMORED DIVISION, MAR 1942 | () _ 54 salt.propelied howitzers
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the infantry regiment.
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TYPE U.S. INFANTRY 17,700 mwn (wartime); 141 tanks;
DIVISION, 1947 72 howitzers
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RPPENDIX C

U.S. PENTOMIC INFANTRY DIVISION (195%9)
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U.S. PENTOMIC INFANTRY
DIVISION 14,000 men
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APPENDIX D
REORGANIZATION OBJECTIVE ARMY DIVISION

U.S. ARMORED DIVISION (19635)
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TYPE U.S. ARMORED DIVISION, ROAD _ O _

'16,000-—-20,000 men, 886—70 guns/howitzers,

27—38 light tanks, 300+ medium tanks
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2. unit lster deleted from structure.
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RPPENDIX E

FIXED BRIGADE DESIGN
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Brigade base remains unchanged in the follawing
brigade variations. Each brigade will have reccan, erngineer,
intel, support, and a headquarters and headquarters company
plus their artillery and maneuver battalions. Sigrnal will be

part of the brigade HHC.

MECHANIZED ERIGADE ARMORED ERIGARDE

o One 1S5mm How. Brn. (sp) o One 15Smm How. Bri. (sp)
¢ Two Mech, Inf En's ¢ Two Armored Bn's

o One Armor Bn. o Ove Mech. Inf. EBEn.

INFANTRY BRIGADE (LT/ABN/AIR ASSLT)
o One 1@Smm How. Br. (Towed)

o Three Inf. Bn's
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APPENDIX F

ANALYTICAL COMFARISON

52




SYNCHRONIZATION
AGILITY
TRAINABILITY
SUSTAINABILITY

INTEROFERABILITY

SUB-TOTAL

TOTAL

RATING SCALE
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i
2
3 MED
4
S

LOW

BDE DIV CORPS
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1

2
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4@
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SYSTEM

RPPENDIX F

2

BDE DIV CORPS
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