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PREFACE
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Employ the evolution of 20th century combined arms warfare, battle analysis methodology/concepts, and the staff ride as tools for studying military professionalism and for applying critical thinking skills to military problems while pursuing the advanced training of subordinate leaders.
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SECTION  II 
INTRODUCTION


Method of instruction  CO

Instructor to student ratio is  1:25

Time of instruction  00:15

Media: Viewgraphs 1-2




Note:  Show Viewgraph 1: Task Title.

Motivator
To quote the great American warrior, General George S. Patton, Jr., “To be a successful soldier, you must know history.”  In that vein, the three blocks of instruction contained in this TSP provide you with the real-world historical context for many of the decisions you are likely to make and many of the actions you are likely to take.  Together, combined arms warfare, battle analysis, and the staff ride expose you to the great wealth of experience that underpins the present and future of the U.S. Army.





Note:  Show Viewgraph 2: Terminal Learning Objective.

NOTE:

Inform the students of the following terminal learning objective requirements.

Terminal
At the completion of this lesson you [the student] will:

Learning



Objective
Action:
Apply knowledge of combined arms warfare, advanced battle analysis, and the staff ride to the professional development of subordinate officers, warrant officers, and non-commissioned officers.

Conditions:
Given study materials for this lesson and a source for obtaining research materials.

Standard:
· Selects the correct definition of:

· combined arms warfare.

· advanced battle analysis.

· the staff ride.

· Identifies the purposes for the study of the evolution of combined arms warfare, advanced battle analysis, and the staff ride.

· Outlines a recommended approach for studying combined arms warfare.

· Develops an advanced battle analysis that meets four of five established criteria.

· Plans a staff ride that meets one-hundred percent of established criteria.









Safety
None.

Requirements





Risk
None.
Assessment


Level






Environmental
None.

Considerations
   





Evaluation
Your instructors will determine when and where you will be evaluated.  The Performance Tests in Section V detail how you will be evaluated and the length of those evaluations.





Instructional

Lead-in
You learned the basics of Instruction in Military History in OBC/WOBC, and now you will add considerably to that knowledge by studying the evolution of 20th century combined arms warfare, advanced battle analysis, and the staff ride.




SECTION III 
PRESENTATION

NOTE:
Active student involvement is the key to meaningful learning.  To that end, this TSP has been  prepared to help instructors/facilitators generate maximum response among their students.  Instructor/facilitators notes are in italics.  Included are question and answer periods for the class at large. The instructor or facilitator notes included in this TSP provide assistance for the instructor/facilitator on subject matter and the use of viewgraphs.

NOTE:
Inform students about the interrelationship among the three topics covered in this TSP.  This course of instruction enables students to grasp the synergy produced by the evolution of combined arms warfare, the employment of battle analysis methodology, and the utility of staff rides for studying military problems.  Learning about the development of combined arms through time provides a foundation for understanding conflict in a specific context through the application of battle analysis methods.  Employment of battle analysis methodology contributes substantially to planning and executing successful staff rides, which can be viewed as on-site battle analyses.  The staff ride demonstrates that the battle analysis methodology can be selectively applied to a study of a wide spectrum of Army missions besides combat.

A.
ENABLING LEARNING OBJECTIVE A
NOTE:
Inform the students of the enabling learning objective requirements.





Action:
Define the evolution of 20th century combined arms warfare and its 

application to the advanced training of subordinate officers, warrant 

officers, and non-commissioned officers in military history.

Conditions:
Given student handouts for this lesson and any personal notes taken during the lesson.

Standards:
· Identifies the definition of combined arms warfare.

· Discusses one significant aspect for each of the three major chronological subdivisions of combined arms warfare.

· Lists the three constants in combined arms warfare.

· Lists the five trends and principles of combined arms warfare, 1914-73.

· Lists the two goals of digitizing the post-Cold War U.S. Army.

· Specifies a strategy for encouraging subordinate leaders to apply the evolution of 20th century combined arms warfare.





Motivator
Knowledge of the operational art—meaning the use of tactics, operations, 

and strategy by the armed forces of the United States to achieve the military 

and political objectives designated by the nation’s civilian political 

leadership—is fundamental to being an officer, senior warrant officer, or 

senior non-commissioned officer in the armed forces.  The U.S. Army expects 

you to have a working knowledge of the operational art.  What follows is the 

historical context for the combined arms portion of that knowledge.





1. Learning Step/Activity 1 – Discuss the relationship of the evolution of 20th century combined arms warfare to military professionalism.


Method of instruction  CO

Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25

Time of instruction  0 : 15


Media  Viewgraphs, handout D-1

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 3: Gilbert Quotation.
a. British Major Gerald Gilbert in his 1907 work, The Evolution of Tactics, confirmed the by-then centuries old evolution in Western armies of combined arms warfare, that is, the combination of the actions and effects of arms on the battlefield in order to achieve more as a whole than could be achieved separately.  Self-conscious and deliberate combined arms in Western warfare goes back at least as far as the 17th century Swedish King Gustavus Adolphus and his campaigns in northern Europe.  The purpose of this combined-arms-warfare block of instruction is to survey the evolution of combined arms, with a focus on the twentieth century.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 4: What is Combined Arms?

b.
In FM 100-5, Operations, the U.S. Army now defines combined arms thus:


(1)
“Army forces prefer to fight as a combined arms team.  Combined arms warfare 





is the simultaneous application of combat arms, Combat Support (CS), and Combat Service Support (CSS) toward a common goal.  These arms and services are integrated horizontally at each command echelon, normally battalion through corps, and vertically between these command echelons.  Combined arms warfare produces effects that are greater than the sum of the individual parts.  The combined arms team strives to conduct fully integrated operations in the dimensions of time, space, purpose, and resources.  Combined arms forces operate over increasingly large areas of the battlefield with less force density than in the past.


(2)
“Modern combined arms warfare puts added stress on maintaining dispersed and noncontiguous formations.  Army forces overwhelm the enemy’s ability to react by synchronizing indirect and direct fires from ground and air-based platforms; assaulting with armor, mechanized, air assault, and dismounted units; jamming the enemy’s communications; concealing friendly operations with obscurants; and attacking from several directions at once.  The goal is to confuse, demoralize, and destroy the enemy with the coordinated impact of combat power.  The enemy cannot comprehend what is happening; the enemy commander cannot communicate his intent nor can he coordinate his actions.  The sudden and devastating impact of combined arms paralyzes the enemy’s response, leaving him ripe for defeat.


(3)
“The application of combined arms in this manner is complex and demanding.  It requires detailed planning and violent execution by highly trained soldiers and units who have been thoroughly rehearsed.”




(4)
From the above, a theme emerges that will influence all that follows below on the evolution of 20th century combined arms warfare: in its application and conduct on the battlefield combined arms warfare entails coordination, simultaneity, and synergy between all battlefield functions.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 5: Importance of Combined Arms to You!
c.
As the Army lately has moved through the Force XXI process toward the Army XXI goal of fielding digitized brigades, divisions, and corps, it has looked constantly to a more distant future that it calls the Army After Next (AAN).  Developing, testing, and ultimately fielding this digitized force is in itself a so-called Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA).  But this RMA is by no means the only one.  It is but the latest in at least four centuries of like developments in Western armies, including that of the U.S.  In fact, the introduction of vastly improved small-arms and artillery in 17th century Europe and their effect on warfare is our starting point.  Beginning here and ending with the Army’s recent digitizing efforts allows us to see the overall development of Western combined arms warfare, with a twentieth century focus, as prologue for better understanding and participating in the ongoing RMA toward fielding the digitized force and working toward the AAN.  In short, to be an effective participant in the Army’s current RMA, with like guiding visions into the future, you must know how the U.S. Army, indeed Western armies, have gotten to this point.

NOTE:
Student Handout D-1—Williamson Murray’s, “Thinking About Revolutions in Military Affairs,” in the 


Summer 1997 issue of the Joint Forces Quarterly—provides important background for the 


current RMA.  Students should receive a copy of the article well before class so that they may read it as general preparation for the material that follows in the next three learning steps/activities.

NOTE:  Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.









2. Learning Step/Activity 2 – Discuss the evolution of combined arms warfare to the end of the interwar period in 1939 in studying the tactical and operational environments.


Method of instruction  CO

Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25

Time of instruction  1 : 00


Media Viewgraphs

NOTE:
In order effectively to teach this (or the following two) learning step/activity on the details of combined arms warfare, the instructor must carefully read Jonathan M. House, Toward Combined Arms Warfare: A Survey of 20th-Century Tactics, Doctrine, and Organization. Combat Studies Institute (CSI) Research Survey No. 2. (Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: U.S. Army Command and General Staff College (CGSC), CSI, 1984.  If a copy is not available from your school’s library, you may order one by contacting: Director, CSI, CGSC, Ft. Leavenworth, KS  66027-1352; DSN: 552-3897, COM: (913) 684-3897.  Much of the historical material that follows is heavily borrowed from House’s monograph.

NOTE:
To cover in class the narrative material contained in the combined arms warfare portion of this overall TSP, the instructor will need to summarize the main points and use the accompanying VGTs as triggers to memory in that process.  There is not enough time available in class to read aloud the combined arms warfare TSP narrative.

NOTE:
At the beginning of each learning step/activity having to do with the historical information on combined arms warfare, there will be a question concerning that material being presented to the class.  The instructor should write the question on the chalkboard or blank viewgraph.  Then toward the conclusion of that particular learning step/activity—during the final fifteen to twenty minutes—the instructor should divide the class into six groups of five, have each group derive its answer to the question using any notes taken during the presentation, and finally brief that answer to the whole class.  The instructor should vary which group presents its answer first, so that all groups are always ready to respond.  While there is no “right,” “wrong,” or “perfect” answer to these questions, students’ answers nonetheless should contain both supporting data and a rationale corroborating their conclusions.  Using this interactive approach, the instructor will be sure to generate productive discussion about each learning step/activity containing the historical material on the evolution of combined arms warfare.

NOTE:
The first question is: Up to 1939, what one western army do you think was most effective at using combined arms to break the stalemate partly imposed by the new military technology of the period, and how did that army do so?

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 6: Western Combined Arms, 1600-1914 (I).

a. At its most basic at the tactical level, combined arms warfare has entailed the interplay of three constants at least since the RMA at the time of Gustavus Adolphus.  They are:


(1)
Mobility.


(2)
Protection.


(3)
Offensive power.









b. In addition, successful military leaders since Gustavus Adolphus have consistently applied a process calculated for success on the battlefield that may be summarized as follows:


(1)
Procure weapons.


(2)
Understand and disseminate doctrine.


(3)
Train troops.


(4)
Apply the results of 1-3 in battle.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 7: Western Combined Arms, 1600-1914 (II).

c.
1690s-1820s summarized:


(1)
The 1690s European development and fielding of the socket bayonet for the smooth-bore musket rendered the preponderant infantry the dominant force on the linear battlefield of the time.


(2)
Only by carefully coordinating and integrating direct-fire smoothbore artillery and massed cavalry could a commander break an infantry line and even then often with considerable casualties.


(3)
From the 1690s until the mid-1800s, weapons technology and small-unit tactics remained largely stable and stagnant.

d.
Technology and manpower:


(1)
First wave of technology, 1827-1870s:



(a)  Over this period, Western armies developed, fielded, and used first rifled muzzle-loading and later rifled, breech-loading small-arms and artillery.  Tactically, these had the effect of considerably raising battlefield casualty totals and causing armies to engage at greater distances due to the increased range, rates of fire, and lethality of the new weapons.



(b)  Also part of this first wave was the development and use of the railroad and telegraph, which gave armies much greater freedom of movement at the operational and strategic levels of war.


(2)
Second wave of technology, 1880s-1900:



(a)  Further technological innovation, including the widespread use of the ever improving machine gun, increased the volume, range, and accuracy of fire and focused counter-developments on providing defensive cover to soldiers.



(b)  The internal combustion engine and the radiotelegraph appeared during this period but as yet did not have a direct effect on the battlefield.


(3)
The effect of the first and second waves of technology was to make coordination and cooperation between different units and arms essential.


(4)
The success of Prussian armies, with their large mobilized reserve component, in the Wars of German Unification from 1864-71 caused most European nations, save Britain, to rely on enormous reserve forces to expand their regular forces during wartime.


(5)
In sum, by 1914 most European armies in wartime were large and reasonably well equipped with recently-developed and increasingly deadly technology.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 8: Western Combined Arms, 1600-1914 (III).

e.
Organization and Doctrine to 1914:


(1)
Pre-1914 armies organized the different combat arms into divisions and corps that bore superficial resemblance to those since World War I.






(2)
Where armies differed most was in the proportion and calibers of artillery included in the infantry divisions.


(3)
In order to understand the doctrinal interrelationships of the different arms before World War I, some consideration of each arm is in order:



(a)  Cavalry.  Cavalry had the greatest mobility in the days before automobiles and was therefore closely associated with functions requiring such mobility.  The desire to retain cavalry’s operational mobility in reconnaissance, security, and pursuit caused many cavalrymen to prefer mounted fighting whenever possible, despite the large target a horse and rider presented to the enemy.



(b)  Combat Engineers.  Combat Engineers generally operated in small units, performing technical tasks and maintaining weapons or equipment in addition to their mobility and counter-mobility missions.




   (c)  Infantry.  With respect to infantry, a rifle battalion before 1914 typically was composed of four companies of rifle-armed infantry plus, in most cases, two heavy machine guns.  The battalion, indeed all infantry, was to succeed on the battlefield by attacking, always.  Soldiers of the pre-1914 period, especially after the German Wars of Unification, believed in a short, offensive war.  The most significant problem with prewar infantry doctrine was that many professional soldiers considered their subordinates, often reservists, incapable of executing the offensive tactics required.  Given the emphasis in all armies on the meeting engagement and the hasty attack, prewar training often neglected the defense.



(d)  Artillery.  Artillery was even slower than infantry to adjust to the requirements of the new firepower, preferring instead the traditional rapid, suppressive, direct fire rather than indirect fire designed to destroy the enemy in place.



(e)  Summary.  At the outbreak of World War I, cavalry and artillery in most armies had not fully adjusted to the new technology, while infantry commanders doubted their ability to execute the relatively sophisticated fire-and-movement tactics of the day.  Perhaps most significantly, none of the combat arms had trained for close cooperation with the others, an oversight that proved disastrous in 1914.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 9: World War I (WWI) – Introduction.

f. The defensive power of indirect artillery and machine guns dominated the battlefields of 1914.  By the end of that year, this firepower had resulted in the creation of a continuous line of foxholes and hasty trenches from Switzerland to the North Sea.  The Eastern Front was never as immobile as the Western, because of the greater frontages involved.  Many commanders regarded the thin line of 1914 entrenchments as an unnatural and temporary pause in the war.  British and French commanders spent most of the war seeking the means of penetrating and disrupting the enemy defenses in order to restore the war of maneuver, and the Germans spent the time largely devising defensive countermeasures.  This process involved greater cooperation than had previously been established on either side, including the combination of the different arms.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 10: WWI – Artillery and Coordination.

g. Once infantry attacks failed and trench warfare became the reality of combat, the most obvious means of creating a penetration was massed artillery fire.









h. Artillery conquest was not easy, in part because most gunners had little experience in precision indirect fire.

i. Quite apart from the technical problems of indirect fire, there was the even greater problem of coordinating infantry and artillery in an attack.  Beginning with the Battle of the Somme in July 1916, artillery was able to provide a rolling barrage of shrapnel just ahead of infantry phase lines, all of which could advance at a steady rate of speed.

j. The problem of infantry-artillery coordination was only one aspect of the still greater problems of  command, control, and communications that plagued World War I commanders.  The communications problems were a product of the technology of the time.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 11: WWI – The Problem of Penetration.

k. Artillery and infantry could most always capture the first and even the second trench lines,  especially if a short artillery bombardment and good operational security maintained surprise.

l. The problem came when the attacker tried to move forward to develop and exploit the resulting partial penetration.

m. Even if the attacker moved faster than the defender and actually penetrated through existing trenches and gun positions, the second echelon infantry would become fatigued trying to catch up with the advance, be out of the range of artillery support and communications, and essentially be restricted to foot mobility.

n. The timing of the decision to exploit and the problems of mobility across No Man’s Land remained major obstacles throughout the war for any attacker.

o. These problems could be minimized if the attacker did not try to achieve a complete penetration in any one attack, but settled for capturing a limited objective.

p. Ultimately, a combination of attrition, new weapons, and new infantry tactics were required to achieve elusive victory.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 12: WWI – Flexible Defense.

q. While the British, French, and later the Americans sought to solve the mystery of the penetration, the Germans gradually perfected their defenses against such a move.

r. At the beginning of the war, senior commanders on both sides emphasized a rigid defense of forward trenches.

s. The Germans gradually evolved a system that by 1917 included up to five successive defensive lines, one behind the other, in critical sectors.









t. Quite apart from the choice of terrain, the German defensive system emphasized three principles:


(1)
Flexibility.


(2)
Decentralized control.


(3)
Counterattack.

u. Such tactics evolved slowly, and many German commanders bitterly opposed the flexibility and decentralized control of the resulting elastic defense.

v. The combination of the three principles at every echelon, however, made the German defensive system almost invincible until attrition and demoralization gave the Allies an overwhelming numerical superiority.

w.
The Allies, by contrast, received fewer attacks from the Germans and therefore took longer to arrive at the same conclusions.
NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 13: WWI – Technological Change.
x. During World War I, a number of new weapons appeared as the result of efforts to solve the penetration problem.  They were:

y. Gas.  Gas warfare was the first attempt to break the trench defense.  By 1917-18, the most common use of gas was to mix chemical and high explosive artillery shells during a preparatory fire, in hopes of forcing the enemy out of his deep shelters where the gas settled.

z. Airplane.  World War I was also the first conflict to entail significant air action, and in most cases reconnaissance and bombardment were the critical contributions of air power to war on the ground.

aa. Truck.  The military motor vehicle also developed from a few primitive cars in 1914 to thousands of large trucks by 1916 and was used for tactical as well as logistical purposes.

ab. Tank.  The tank was originally designed as a special weapon to solve the tactical stalemate of the trenches.


(1)
The British used tanks extensively in the Battle of Cambrai in November 1917.  Despite initial success, the British vehicles were not fast enough, not well armed or armored enough, and not combined with supporting infantry sufficiently enough to penetrate German defenses.


(2)
Even before Cambrai, the Germans had begun to develop antitank doctrine.  By 1918, as a result, all tanks were vulnerable unless accompanied by infantry and ground-attack aircraft, both of which worked to locate and suppress antitank defenses.


(3)
Despite British, French, and eventually American organization of more mobile light tank units in 1918, all tank units in World War I were pure tank formations of up to brigade size, intended for attachment to infantry units rather than for independent combined arms mechanized operations of their own.









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 14: WWI – The Resurgence of Infantry.

ac. During the course of World War I, the infantry gradually evolved to a point where it had recovered some of its original ability to take and hold terrain on its own, by which process modern infantry organization was developed.  But changes in infantry tactics were slow to take root.

ad. The 1914 infantry battalion was almost exclusively armed with rifles, plus a few heavy and almost immobile machine guns.

ae. As early as 1915, the French began to issue other new weapons to the infantry, notably the light automatic rifle and the rifle grenade launcher.

af. The evolution of German offensive tactics during World War I was slower than that of the elastic defense.


(1)
As a result of their experience on the Italian and Russian fronts, the Germans developed a tactical offensive doctrine based on bypassing strong points and attacking weak ones, largely through infiltration by dispersed formations, popularly called the “Hutier tactics,” after a German officer by the same last name who used them well but did not invent them.


(2)
German use of “Hutier tactics” resulted in their astonishing success of March and April 1918.


(3)
These tactics represented the culmination of German developments in combined arms during World War I.  The spirit behind these tactics, when combined with armored equipment, had much to do with the later German blitzkrieg.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 15: WWI – The Return of Mobility, 1918.

ag. The German infiltration tactics of 1918 can be summarized under four headings:


(1)
Bruckmueller artillery preparation:  Named for Colonel Georg Bruckmueller, the essence of the Bruckmueller artillery preparation was a carefully orchestrated, short but intense bombardment designed to isolate, demoralize, and disorganize enemy defenders.


(2)
The combined arms assault or storm battalion:  The combined arms assault or storm battalion was a union of all the weapons available after years of trench warfare, weapons that could be focused on an objective by a battalion commander.


(3)
Rejection of the linear advance in favor of bypassing enemy centers of resistance:  The essence of German tactics was for the first echelon of assault units to bypass centers of resistance, seeking to penetrate into the enemy positions in columns or squad groups, down defiles or between outposts.


(4)
Attacks to disorganize the enemy rear area:  The artillery preparation began by destroying communications and command centers; the infiltrating infantry also attacked such centers, as well as artillery positions.

ah. In short, the German offensives of 1918 used tactics and organization that could be described as a blitzkrieg without tanks, disorganizing and demoralizing rather than systematically destroying the defender.









ii. The 1918 German spring offensives ultimately failed for a variety of reasons, including lack of mobility to exploit initial successes and lack of clear strategic objectives.  Moreover, the Germans were defeated more by sustained attrition and demoralization of their units than by any decisive penetration and exploitation that consumed their resources.

jj.
The September 1918 Second Battle of Armageddon or Megiddo in Palestine was one of the few cases in which a 1918 army penetrated a prepared defense and then exploited with conclusive results.  The 
significance of Armageddon was threefold:


(1)
It represented a rare ability to make a transition from penetration to exploitation and pursuit before the defender could react.


(2)
The British commander whose forces achieved the penetration, used all his weapons and units in a flexible and integrated manner that was matched in World War I only by the Germans.


(3)
Second Armageddon influenced an entire generation of British cavalry officers, who considered it the model of a mobile, deep battle.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 16: WWI – Organizational Results.

ak. In addition to the changes in infantry battalion structure, the rapid development of weapons and tactics during World War I significantly changed tactical organizations, especially in the increase in the number of automatic weapons in an infantry division.

al. Artillery developed almost as dramatically, although most of the additional guns were concentrated in nondivisional units whose numbers varied depending on the mission of the division being supported.

am. Overall, the proportion of artillery and support units to infantry units in a division rose considerably during World War I.  The one exception to this trend was the U.S. Army, which not only insisted upon a four-regiment division structure but actually increased the size of its rifle companies during 1917.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 17: WWI – Summary.

an. All participants came away from World War I with certain impressions in common:


(1)
Logistics and manpower presented tremendous problems.


(2)
Detailed planning and coordination were a necessity.


(3)
Advancing on the battlefield was difficult, even when all arms worked closely together.


(4)
Under carefully planned and controlled circumstances, the Allies had been able to combine all weapon systems to maximize the effects of each.


(5)
Off all the belligerent systems for achieving the above combination, the German’s methods proved to be most adaptable to new weapons and tactics.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 18: Interwar Period (IP) – Introduction.

ao. The conventional image of military affairs and doctrine between the two world wars depicts most armies as rigidly committed to a repetition of the positional warfare of 1914-18, but the reality was more complex and varied.









ap. Beyond the tactical variety that existed between the world wars, there were some common factors that hampered military change in most nations.


(1)
During the interwar period, there was a general revulsion against warfare and all things military.


(2)
Well into the 1930s, extremely tight defense budgets reflected the public distaste for warfare.


(3)
Technology affected military change in two ways:



(a)  Rapid changes in technology made governments even more reluctant to invest in existing designs that would soon be outmoded.



(b)  It was often difficult to determine exactly how this new technology affected the tactics of 1918.

aq. There was considerable confusion in terminology, so much so that “tank,” “mechanization,” and “motorization” meant different things to different armies in different contexts.

ar. Advocates of change did not always speak persuasively or with one voice even when their terms were understood.

as. The more traditional combat arms opposed enough of the interwar military innovation that many commentators have blamed such opposition for thwarting or retarding the development of mechanized warfare.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 19: IP – Great Britain: “Hasten Slowly.”

at. In 1918, Great Britain led the world in both armored equipment and armored doctrine.

au. Despite the efforts of numerous innovators like Colonel J.F.C. Fuller, the British Army gradually lost its lead not only in armor but also in most areas of tactical progress.


(1)
The most commonly cited obstacle to innovation was traditionalism within the standard arms and services.


(2)
The heavy commitments to imperial defense, especially by the British infantry, also limited change.

av. Despite these limitations on innovation, British doctrine did not stand still during the 1920s.


(1)
Despite significant budgetary restrictions, the British were able to motorize parts of their artillery and supply units and to continue development of the small Royal Tank Corps.


(2)
Nonetheless, the British War Office dissolved the Experimental Mechanized Force in 1928 for a variety of factors, including budgetary restrictions and the opposition of some military conservatives.

ww.
Despite differences of opinion among British armor theorists, the next step in developing the role of armor was to form an independent mechanized force of division size.










(1)
The conservative Chief of the Imperial General Staff, General Sir Archibald Montgomery-Massingberd, chose to create a permanent “Mobile Division” by mechanizing large portions of the British cavalry.


(2)
During the 1930s, the confusion about tank roles combined with frequent changes in the defense bureaucratic structure to thwart armored vehicle design, including the neglect of firepower.

xx. While Britain drifted in the area of mechanization, developments in the more traditional arms were equally mixed.

yy.
By 1939 the British Army had lost much of its pioneering advantage in both equipment and 
technology.  Outside the infantry battalion, cooperation between different weapon systems and arms was little better than it had been in 1914.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 20: IP – Germany: “Strike Concentrated, Not Dispersed.”
az. After World War I, a defeated Germany had every reason to embrace new tactics and weapons.

aaa.
Even if it wished to, Germany could not reproduce the mass armies and static defenses of 1914-18.

bbb.
Since the 1860s, the German tradition of tactics and operations had favored outflanking and 
encircling the enemy or, if that failed, breaking through to disrupt his organization.

ccc.
Another part of the German military tradition was decentralized execution.

ddd.
In retrospect, it might seem inevitable that the Germans would develop something like blitzkrieg, especially considering their experience with the psychological effects of tanks during World War I, infiltration tactics, the belief in massing on a narrow front, and decentralized execution.  The German Army, however, did not fully accept the concept of mechanized blitzkrieg until the defeat of France in 1940.

eee.
Among the German proponents of mechanization, General Heinz Guderian was probably the most influential.


(1)
The common belief among military theoreticians that antitank defenses were becoming stronger did not deter Guderian.


(2)
In 1931, Guderian became commander of the 3rd Motor Transport Battalion, which was actually an experimental “mechanized” force consisting of one company each of motorcycles, armored cars, tanks, and antitank guns.


(3)
Guderian faced opposition and difficulties and was eventually shunted aside as “Chief of Mobile Troops,” with little or no control over the motorized infantry and light divisions that recently had been formed.


(4)
Partly as a result, a number of interwar German tanks were not up to the standards of Guderian’s concept.

fff.
Another German advantage was in the field of close air support of ground operations by the Luftwaffe.









ggg.
The tradition of combined arms integration was continued and updated in the German Army between the world wars.



(1)
Guderians efforts enabled Germany to keep the majority of its mechanized assets concentrated in combined arms mechanized units, despite the equipment given to other branches.



(2)
The contrast with other countries, where large numbers of tanks were dedicated to infantry support and cavalry roles, was striking.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 21: IP – France.

hhh.
The existence of a 100,000-man professional German Army forced the French to develop plans to counter a sudden invasion by that army.

iii. To protect itself from an attack by the small German Army, France focused its efforts on constructing a sophisticated version of the defenses that had apparently worked so well at Verdun in World War I.


(1)
The Maginot Line, the most obvious form of those sophisticated defenses, has been frequently criticized because, in retrospect, it appeared child’s play for the Germans to outflank these fortifications.


(2)
Despite the intent of the Maginot Line, its practical effects were negative for French defense overall.


(3)
This defensive orientation influenced not only national budgets but French military doctrine, at least immediately after 1918.


(4)
Such a meticulously planned, centrally controlled operation was unable to react to sudden change.


(5)
Moreover, French doctrine viewed combined arms as a process by which all other weapon systems assisted the infantry in its forward progress.

jjj.
Not all Frenchmen held to this defensive viewpoint.


(1)
General Jean-Baptiste Estienne, commander of the World War I French tanks corps before it was disbanded, was farsighted in his concept of mechanized warfare.


(2)
Despite the restrictions imposed by the Great Depression and by the enormous cost of the Maginot Line, Chief of Staff General Maxime Weygand took significant steps toward motorization and mechanization during the early 1930s.

kkk.
Just as the French Army was cautiously moving forward in the area of mechanization, its development was almost aborted by the politically inflammatory writings of Lieutenant Colonel Charles de Gaulle.  De Gaulle’s sensational writings not only jeopardized the more gradual efforts of Weygand, but also set extremely high standards for what constituted an armored division.

lll.
Despite slowly modernizing during the 1930s, France entered World War II with a militia army that would require months to organize and train, and with new mechanized formations and modern equipment that had been fielded too late for proper testing, evaluation, and training.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 22: IP – The Soviet Union: “Deep Battle.”









mmm. The Soviet Union’s military development after World War I differed from that of the rest of Europe for two reasons:



(1)
The Red Army was created in 1918 after the Bolshevik revolution and lacked the traditions and training of other major armies.



(2)
The Russian Civil War of 1918-21 was markedly different from most of the European campaigns of World War I, and led to the Red Army’s focus on penetration, encirclement, and fluid maneuver.

nnn.
Like Hitler’s Germany, but unlike France and Britain, the Soviet Union was openly interested in offensive warfare as a means of spreading it political doctrines.

ooo.
During the course of the 1920s and early 1930s, a group of Soviet officers led by Marshal Mikhail Tukhachevsky developed a concept of “Deep Battle” to employ conventional infantry and cavalry divisions, mechanized formations, and aviation in concert.

ppp.
This sophisticated and admittedly ambitious doctrine was supported by a force structure that, by 1937, was well on its way to implementing Tukhachevsky’s concepts.

qqq.
The Soviet armored force could not reach its potential in the 1930s because the Soviet government executed Tukhachevsky and eight of his high-ranking assistants, as Stalin shifted his deadly purge of Soviet society to the last power group, the Red Army, that had the potential to threaten him.

rrr.
At the same time that Tukhachevsky’s thinking was under suspicion, the Soviet experience in the Spanish Civil War in the late 1930s caused the Red Army to reassess mechanization.

sss.
In July 1939, Soviet General G.I. Kulik chaired a commission to review the question of tank force 
organization.  Despite resulting reorganizations, the Red Army was a shambles, and as a result unable to occupy Poland effectively in 1939 or to defeat Finland rapidly in 1939-40.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 23: IP – The United States.
ttt.
The U.S. Army, despite its unique division structure, was heavily under the influence of French tactical and staff doctrine in 1918.  The resulting rigid view of the battlefield focused on the mission of the entire force as essentially that of the infantry.

uuu.
This view of combined arms did not affect all American soldiers, nor did it last for a long period of time.

vvv.
Despite a number of boards reviewing the American experience in World War I, the square division’s organization changed only slightly during the 1920s.

www.
When he became Chief of Staff in 1935, General Malin Craig called for a review of all combat organization and tactics.











(1)
The resulting organization of infantry was remarkably close to the 1920 ideas of General John J. Pershing and Brigadier General Fox Conner.  These ideas called for combined arms integration at ever-lower levels within the organizational structure of the infantry division.



(2)
Each divisional echelon also had a combination of flat-trajectory and high-angle weapons.

xxx.
The same principle of weapons pooling was continued throughout the subsequent adoption of the triangular division.

yyy.
The controversies about the triangular division tests included the proportions of engineers and artillery for the infantry component.

zzz.
The 1935 division proposal had envisioned a division artillery consisting of three combined 75-mm gun/81-mm mortar battalions for direct support, with a 105-mm howitzer battalion for general support.

aaaa.
The debate over artillery in the division organization occurred at the same time that the U.S. Army Field Artillery School was developing the next major step in infantry-artillery fire coordination, that is, the ability to mass fires on targets of opportunity.  Between 1929 and 1941, a series of instructors at the Field Artillery School gradually developed the technological and procedural means of concentrating any amount of available artillery fire on a target of opportunity.

bbbb.
The U.S. Army was not nearly so advanced in the development of armored and mechanized forces.



(1)
As Chief of Staff from 1930-35, General Douglas MacArthur wanted to advance motorization and mechanization throughout the army, rather than confining them to one branch.



(2)
The German armored attack on France in May-June 1940 gave further impetus to mechanized experiments already conducted in U.S. Army maneuvers.

cccc.
Finally, close air support was also lacking in the American combat team.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 24: IP – Summary.
dddd.
The preceding discussion of five different armies appears to go in five different directions, and yet certain common threads are evident.



(1)
Anti-war sentiment, limited defense budgets, and other restrictions hampered the development of new weapons and doctrine in every army except the pre-1937 Red Army.



(2)
Even within the peacetime armies, the World War I traditions of infantry-artillery dominance delayed new developments designed to broaden the nature of combined arms, although the Red Army was again an exception until 1937.



(3)
The air power advocates of all nations, who favored long-range “strategic bombing,” retarded the development of close air support for ground operations.

eeee.
Germany’s military success in 1939-41 was therefore the product of a very transitory set of 
advantages.





NOTE:  Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.





3. Learning Step/Activity 3 – Discuss the evolution of combined arms warfare to the end of World War II in 1945 in studying the tactical and operational environments.

Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1:25
Time of instruction  1:00

Media Viewgraphs

NOTE:
The second question is: Up to 1945, what army or armies do you think most effectively beat the Germans at mechanized combined arms warfare, and how did that army or those armies do so?

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 25: World War II: The Axis Advance, 1939-42 (WWII) – Introduction.

a. World War II forced armies to integrate all the available arms at every level into a mobile, flexible team, and it forced those same armies to adjust to a variety of threats and environmental conditions.


(1)
The mechanized combined arms force came of age in this war.


(2)
This concentration of mechanized forces in a small number of mobile divisions left the ordinary infantry unit deficient in both antitank weapons for the defense and armor to accompany the deliberate attack.


(3)
One of the driving forces in both of the above trends was the gradual development of the means to counter and control the blitzkrieg.


(4)
Finally, World War II represented the end of purely ground operations.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 26: WWII – Poland, 1939.
b. During the first seventeen days of September 1939, Germany overwhelmed Poland and occupied more than half of its territory.

c. Despite the victory, German commanders had not accepted General Guderian’s theories and did not employ their mobile divisions in mass for deep exploitation.

d. Although German tanks and motorized infantry had developed techniques for close interaction, the same was not true between these elements and their fire support.

e. Many German commanders were too cautious, allowing themselves to be halted by even minor Polish resistance.

f. The German system of division and higher level commanders going forward to make on-the-spot decisions greatly increased the tempo of operations.

g. Although no German unit advanced more than 250 kilometers into Poland, significant problems of supply and maintenance developed.

h. A related problem was the unsuitability of German equipment, especially the overmatched Mark I and II light tanks and the as yet underdeveloped Mark III and Mark IV medium tanks.









i. By contrast, other German equipment had unexpected uses, especially the 88-mm antiaircraft gun in a ground-support role.

j. A basic result of the German invasion of Poland was to begin the slow evolution of the German panzer division structure towards greater balance among the arms.

k. Regardless of exact organization, all panzer divisions were in the habit of task organizing for combat.

l. Beyond ad hoc organizational changes, German tactical concepts and structures seemed essentially sound.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 27: WWII – The German Advance, 1940.
m. Between the fall of Poland in 1939 and the beginning of the Belgian-French campaign in May 1940, the Germans overran Denmark and Norway in operations that unsettled Allied morale and foreshadowed the complexity of joint operations.

n. The stunning operations in Denmark and Norway preceded another surprise, which was the landing of a small party of German glider troops on top of the elaborate concrete fortress of Eben Emael, the key to the Belgian defensive system.

o. Conquering Belgium and France required more than propaganda and a few paratroopers to create psychological paralysis.

p. The German defeat of the Allies in 1940 was so rapid that it seemed to validate the concept of blitzkrieg in Germany and abroad, even when the details of this concept were not well understood.


(1)
In contrast both to their own performance in Poland and to the disposition of French forces in 1940, the Germans concentrated their available mechanized forces into a few large masses at critical points.


(2)
The western Allies had organized themselves for a linear defense, spreading their forces thinly across a wide front.

q. Because there was so little resistance, the German commanders did not always lead with tanks.

r. At the tactical level, both the British and French were at a distinct disadvantage in force structure and procedures.

s. German training in combined arms was especially evident during the penetration of the Ardennes.

t. The fall of France demonstrated not only the importance of combined arms mechanized formations and blitzkrieg penetrations, but also the German advantage over the British and French in combined arms training and procedures.









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 28: WWII – The British Response, 1940-42.
u. The sudden collapse of France in 1940 caused professional soldiers in many armies to reassess their organizations as well as their offensive and defensive doctrine.

v. Faced with the possibility of German invasion after France surrendered, the British felt that there was no time for major changes in organization, doctrine, or equipment.

w. As the threat of invasion lessened, the British Army could emphasize training and reconsider its prewar doctrine in light of the experiences of 1940.

x. The most unusual feature of the period 1940-42 was the conduct of large-unit command post exercises and field maneuvers, with detailed study before and critiques after each step, a practice pioneered by Lieutenant General Bernard L. Montgomery.


(1)
Montgomery contended that few British officers had experience maneuvering any unit larger than a brigade, and certainly his exercises helped to produce commanders, staffs, and units that were capable of much more rapid changes in deployment and mission than those of World War I.


(2)
Lieutenant General Giffard Martel’s Royal Armoured Corps developed these same concepts in a series of exercises.  As a result, the senior armor commanders in Britain agreed to a Royal Armoured Corps creed in June 1942.

y. Afterwards, changes in armored division organization accompanied changes in doctrine.

z. By 1942, however, this structure was obviously too tank-heavy, and so the War Office removed one of the two armored brigades from the division.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 29: WWII – The War in the Desert, 1940-42.

aa. The battles in North Africa did not always reflect the state of the British Army at home.

ab. In September 1940, Marshal Rudolfo Graziani’s Italian army of ten divisions had advanced eastward from Italian Libya into British Egypt.

ac. After the tank-artillery-infantry team of British Lieutenant General Richard O’Connor’s Western Desert Force had reduced the Italian defensive system in western Egypt, the 7th British Armoured Division used its light, mobile armored vehicles to conduct a high-speed pursuit.

ad. The roots of the British victory lay in the advantages of superior training, mobility, and equipment, assets which German intervention negated.

ae. The Germans had a considerable technological advantage in equipment.










(1)
During 1941, a 50-mm medium-velocity main gun replaced the 37-mm gun on most German Mark III tanks.


(2)
During 1942, the continuing German quest for gunpower caused some Mark IV tanks to receive a higher velocity 75-mm gun.

af. These equipment problems and alterations obscured the more basic British failure to coordinate and combine different weapon systems.

ag. Early in the desert war, British commanders apparently grasped the German concept of combined arms task organization at the small-unit level, but did not always develop the tactics to complement that organization.

ah. The British tried to reverse this development when General Martel visited North Africa early in 1942, and the local armor commanders agreed to the newer concepts of a combined arms armored division.

ii. This was the situation when General Montgomery took command of Eighth British Army in August 1942 and began an extensive retraining program.

jj.
The British gained time for retraining by halting the Germans at the Battle of Alam Halfa in late August and early September 1942.

ak. After Alam Halfa, Montgomery used an abbreviated form of his training program from Britain to prepare the Eighth Army for the deliberate attack known as the Second Battle of Alamein in October-November 1942.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 30: WWII – The German Advance into Russia, 1941.
al. While Germany went from victory to victory in the period 1939-41, the Soviet Army stood nearly impotent, thanks in part to Stalin’s purge of its officer corps.

am. In light of these experiences, during 1940-41 the Soviet government undertook massive reforms in military organization, equipment, command structure, and deployment.  The most noteworthy Soviet change before the German invasion was the reintroduction of large combined arms mechanized formations.

an. In contrast to Soviet disarray, the German Army that invaded on 22 June 1941 was at the top of its form.  Operationally, the 1941 campaign in the Soviet Union was the heyday of German blitzkrieg and especially the encirclement battle.


(1)  First, the attacker had to penetrate our outflank the enemy’s defenses.


(2)  Next, once penetrations or flanking maneuvers had succeeded, the German armored forces sought to encircle the enemy through pincer movements.

ao. To have enough tanks for the increase in divisions necessary to invade the Soviet Union, Hitler directed reduction in the ratio of tanks to motorized infantry in the German Army’s panzer divisions.  Armored enthusiasts have frequently criticized Hitler for this reduction in tank strength, arguing that the resulting panzer division lacked the combat power for sustained advances of the type necessary in Russia.









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 31: WWII – The Soviet Response, 1941-42.
ap. As the Germans advanced into European Russia, encircling one Soviet field army after another, the Soviet military took desperate measures to overcome its weaknesses.

aq. As a solution, Soviet Supreme Headquarters in July 1941 ordered the simplification of the commander’s span of control by centralizing specialized units in pools at higher levels.

ar. The remainder of 1941 was a desperate struggle for the Soviet Army, one in which its traditional doctrine of fighting the deep battle with large mechanized units was inappropriate because of the German advantage in equipment and initiative.

as. Once the Soviet Army halted and threw the invaders back from Moscow in December 1941, the Soviet commanders began to revive their doctrine and organization.


(1)
The resulting 1942 Soviet “corps” were actually of division size or smaller.


(2)
Not until January 1943 did the Soviets produce a coherent tank army.  The six tank armies formed in 1943 were the spearheads of all Soviet offensives for the remainder of World War II.

at. The new mechanized formations must be understood in the context of their accompanying doctrine.


(1)
The first problem was to penetrate German defenses in the process of conducting a counteroffensive.


(2)
Once the Soviets completed a penetration, their “mobile groups” would pass into the German lines for exploitation and encirclement operations.


(3)
In practice, this doctrine was the fulfillment of the promise of prewar Deep Battle doctrine and also suggested that the Soviets had learned from German techniques and procedures.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 32: WWII: 1939-42 – Summary.

au. By late 1942, the German techniques for mechanized warfare had reached their peak but were no longer meeting with the successes of 1939-41.

av. Great Britain and the Soviet Union had reorganized and retrained their armies and were beginning to conduct their own successful mechanized offensives.

aw. Both German and British armored formations had become balanced structures in which tanks no longer outnumbered the other arms.

xx. All three armies were discovering the need for effective and mobile logistical support to make the mechanized offensives possible.

yy.
The stage was set for a conflict in which logistics, technology, and defense-in-depth would determine as many battles as the armored division had decided in 1939-41.









az. U.S. ground forces especially languished as yet somewhere between un-preparedness and semi-preparedness, the latter representing more an intellectual development than a material one.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 33: WWII: The Complexity of Total War, 1942-45 – Introduction.

aaa.
The participation of the U.S. and the Soviet Union made World War II a much more complex war, one featuring production and technology as much as battlefield maneuver.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 34: WWII – The American Response, 1941-44.

bbb.
Prior to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in December 1941, the U.S. was an interested observer in World War II.

ccc. In March 1942, Lieutenant General Lesley McNair, one of the designers of the triangular division in the late 1930s, became head of Army Ground Forces (AGF), which was in charge of all unit training and organization.


(1)
First, McNair wanted each unit to have only the minimum essential forces that it needed to conduct offensive operations in fluid, maneuver warfare against relatively limited resistance.



(2)
Second, McNair believed that a division did not permanently need specialized units that were required only for specific situations or missions.



(3)
Third, McNair also believed that staff and support elements must be as small as possible, in order to maximize the proportion of forces actually available for combat and to reduce paperwork and other organizational obstacles to rapid decision making and communication.



(4)
Finally, McNair sought to restrict as much as possible the amount of motor transportation in a unit in order to facilitate strategic deployment.

ddd.
When the U.S. Army finally employed these concepts overseas, they proved only partially successful.

eee.
Many of the attached forces were subdivided and further attached to infantry regiments, as were the division’s organic assets such as engineers and medical support.

fff.
During the same period, the armored division underwent many more changes than the infantry division.


(1)
The March 1942 reorganization eliminated the armored brigade headquarters and established a more flexible organization consisting of two “Combat Commands,” A and B, as headquarters that might control any mixture of subordinate battalions given them for a particular mission.


(2)
The same reorganization also reversed the ratio of medium and light tanks, leaving the armored division with two armored regiments, each consisting of two medium and one light tank battalion.









ggg.
By early 1943, intelligence studies of the more balanced German and British armored divisions had reinforced General McNair’s desires for a less cumbersome division structure.  As a result, in September 1943, the War Department announced a new, smaller armored division.

hhh.
Two U.S. armored divisions, the 2nd and 3rd, continued under the heavier 1942 table of organization throughout the war.

iii. The actual task organization within each armored division, those of 1942 and those of 1943, varied greatly, but a typical combat command within a 1943 (light) armored division usually had two task forces.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 35: WWII – Antitank Technology.

jjj.
During World War II, one obvious influence of technology on tactics was related to the entire question of tank and antitank warfare.

kkk.
Antitank ditches and similar obstacles may slow the movement of armored units or channelize those units into anti-armor kill zones, but ultimately there are only two ways to defeat armored vehicles.



(1)
Kinetic energy weapons.



(2)
Chemical energy weapons.

lll.
Likewise, World War II improvements in antitank guns led to improvements in tank armor and guns.

mmm. Because the expensive and relatively few kinetic energy antitank guns simply did not fulfill the battlefield requirement that every unit must have some protection from enemy armor, the alternative means of defeating that armor was the reasonably inexpensive and more numerous chemical energy weapons.  By April 1942, he U.S. Army Ordnance Department had developed the 2.36-inch “bazooka,” which fired a shaped-charge warhead with a rocket motor.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 36: WWII – Tank Surrogates.

nnn.
Short-range antitank weapons were incapable of stopping a massed armor attack by themselves.

ooo.
Armor experts in most armies were determined to avoid being tied to the infantry, and in any event a tank was an extremely complicated, expensive, and therefore scarce weapon.

ppp.
The most original of the tank surrogates was the American “tank destroyer.”

qqq.
The 1942 American tank destroyer battalions were combined arms forces in their own right, although they did not include a balance of all arms.

rrr.
When the U.S. Army first encountered the Germans in Tunisia during 1942-43, its tank destroyers proved a dismal failure.









sss.
The original tank destroyer battalions had developed from divisional antitank battalions, which the 1944 divisions lacked.

ttt.
In keeping with their doctrine of maneuver, U.S. tank destroyers usually had their guns mounted in turrets and, in fact, resembled tanks so much that they were often mistaken for such.

uuu.
The Germans actually developed two series of tank surrogates:




(1)
Assault guns, the first, were to support the infantry in situations when tanks were not available.



(2)
Tank hunters, the second, were to be used in the antitank role.

vvv.
The Soviet Union also produced outstanding, heavily armored assault guns during the second half of the war, but it tended to use those guns as one component of a three-way team in the deliberate attack.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 37: WWII – Tank Design and Production.

www.
In general, both the armor and armament of tanks increased along with antitank technology, but different nations followed different design and production strategies.

xxx. During the war, German tank design went through at least three generations, plus constant minor variations.  Hitler and his assistants were fascinated with technological improvements and frequently stopped production to apply the latest design changes to existing tanks.

yyy.
The alternative to constant changes in tank design was to standardize a few basic designs and mass produce them even though technology had advanced to new improvements.



(1)
The U.S. Army and the Soviet Army both followed the practice of standardization and mass production of tanks.


(2)
The U.S. Army also wanted tank design to match its armored doctrine, which focused on maneuver and not on tank-on-tank combat.

zzz.
For a number of reasons, the U.S. Army standardized on the M4 Sherman medium tank, an excellent compromise between reliability, mobility, armor protection, and gunpower.  But the width limitation hampered the Sherman by forcing designers to give the tank narrow tracks, which diminished its mobility.

aaaa.
Despite its drawbacks, the Sherman remained the main battle tank of the U.S. Army through the end of the war and beyond.

bbbb.
Great Britain, which used the Sherman during the latter half of World War II, was concerned by the limited penetrating power of the M4’s 75-mm, medium-velocity main gun.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 38: WWII – Signals Intelligence and Communication.








cccc.
Signals intelligence (SIGINT) was yet one more instrument or arm for the commander to integrate and coordinate with others.

dddd.
Ultra, the British codeword for intelligence based on decoding highly classified German radio messages, gave the western Allies only limited access to German military intentions and capabilities.


(1)
The deciphered messages of Ultra were not always illuminating for the tactical and operational situation.


(2)
The worst drawback of Ultra-level SIGINT was that it discouraged the use of other sources of intelligence collection that might confirm or deny Ultra information and blinded Allied commanders to threats that were not discussed in German radio traffic.

eeee.
Although the western Allies held a priceless asset in the strategic intelligence they received from Ultra, for much of the war German SIGINT was more effective and useful at the tactical level.

ffff.
By contrast, relatively little information is available concerning Allied tactical SIGINT, including the British “Y” Service and American “Radio Intelligence.”

gggg.
The development of effective tactical radio communications was the basis for controlling fluid, mechanized operations, as well as the raw material from tactical SIGINT.

hhhh.
The combination of reliable radio communications with efficient tactical signals intercept services also provided a new opportunity for senior commanders to follow the course of battle without delays in the communications system.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 39: WWII – Soviet Concepts and Practice, 1943-45.

iiii.
Many of the foregoing technological considerations became evident on the Eastern Front, beginning with the Battle of Kursk in July 1943.

jjjj.
After Kursk, the Soviet Union held the initiative, although it was not always attacking the Germans and their Axis allies on all fronts.

kkkk.
One significant development during 1944 was the change in Soviet reconnaissance techniques, before a deliberate attack, to emphasize speed and the seizure to German outposts.

llll.
Although Soviet commanders massed their forces on relatively narrow breakthrough fronts, their successes were due to their use of a wide variety of procedures to overcome German defenses.

mmmm.
The Soviets reluctantly accepted the high casualties produced by this breakthrough technique in an effort to accelerate their rate of penetration.









nnnn.
Once the Soviets completed their penetration, their commanders sought to sustain the momentum, moving rapidly from encirclement to renewed exploitation and pursuit so that the defenders had no opportunity to reorganize a coherent defense.

oooo.
The most common formation for Soviet exploitation was the “forward detachment,” a combined arms organization of great mobility and firepower that was sent ahead of the main unit to seize key objectives and disrupt enemy efforts to reorganize the defense.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 40: WWII – The German Decline, 1943-45.
pppp.
While the Soviet Army grew in both equipment and tactical proficiency, the German Army declined not only in numbers but also in overall training and tactical ability.

qqqq.
Given shortages of personnel from 1942 onwards, many German infantry divisions operated with only six instead of nine infantry battalions.

rrrr.
Despite improved fire support, after 1943 the German defenders found themselves increasingly hard pressed to contain, let alone halt, Soviet offensives.

ssss.
While the infantry divisions gradually wore down, the Germans made a belated effort to rebuild their panzer forces.

tttt.
Despite numerous problems, the balanced panzer division remained an extremely effective force on the defensive at the tactical level.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 41: WWII – American Concepts and Practice, 1943-45.
uuuu.
The initial contact of American forces with Axis troops in North Africa in 1942 did not fulfill the promise of previous U.S. developments in doctrine and organization.

vvvv.
Similar problems arose in the Southwest Pacific, where in 1942 General Douglas MacArthur committed the 32nd Infantry Division to battle in Papua with no artillery and only a few mortars.

wwww.
To some extent, the U.S. troops who invaded Normandy in 1944 had to relearn the combined arms lessons learned in the Mediterranean.  The U.S. Army gradually corrected these problems and developed more effective combined arms teams during the breakout from Normandy.

xxxx.
Advancing along parallel routes and massive air superiority facilitated American exploitation and pursuit across France.

yyyy.
The dispersion of antiaircraft units in small detachments to support infantry-tank-artillery combat, for example, exemplified the fate of specialized American forces when their particular function was not in demand.









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 42: WWII – Air-Ground (Non)Cooperation.
zzzz.
Air support of ground operations, and especially close air support, was the subject of intense controversy between ground and air services during World War II.

aaaaa.
Throughout the war, the U.S. Army Air Forces (AAF) operated almost independently from the other elements of the Army.

bbbbb.
AAF doctrine defined three priorities for tactical aviation: first, air superiority; second, “isolation of the battlefield,” which in effect meant air interdiction; and third, attacks on ground targets “in the zone of contact” between opposing armies.

ccccc.
As commander of the Army Ground Forces, General McNair led in vain an effort to change AAF tactical air support priorities.  With predictably poor results during the North African invasion, ground forces received little air support, and ground commanders with no experience in the employment of tactical air support misused the little that was available.

ddddd.
The U.S. did not develop a formal doctrine and training procedure for air-ground cooperation until late in the war.

eeeee.
The German forces were also not immune to this type of interservice misunderstanding and rivalry.

fffff.
The Royal Air Force continued its policy of independence from the British Army well into World War II.

ggggg.
By 1945, most armed forces had developed unofficial techniques in the field for effective air-ground cooperation.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 43: WWII – Air Transportation and Air-Landing Forces.
hhhhh.
One of the neglected aspects of air-ground operations during World War II was the use of air transportation to move supplies and even nonparachute troops within a theater of operations.

iiiii.
The most important use of these cooperative techniques was in Asia, where vast distances, poor road networks, and few railroads made aerial supply almost a necessity.

jjjjj.
Because Japanese industry could not hope to compete with the mass production of weapons by its enemies, Japanese tactics made a virtue out of the lack of heavy weapons during the conquest of Malaya and Burma in 1942.

kkkkk.
Some of the British responses to these tactics were simple, effective, and included altering their 
supply and assault techniques to counter Japanese tactics.

lllll.
The key to defeating Japanese infiltration tactics was air transportation.









mmmmm.
By 1945, the victorious advance of the Fourteenth British Army into the more open country of central Burma was made possible only by a combination of air and surface transportation.

nnnnn.
Other nations also used air transport for resupply and limited movement of troops.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 44: WWII – Airborne Operations.

ooooo.
All the considerations and difficulties of close air support and of air transportation loomed even larger when ground troops used parachutes and gliders to land behind enemy lines.

ppppp.
In theory, airborne operations appeared as an answer to the difficulties of penetrating prepared defenses; the attacker simply flew over those defenses and assaulted the enemy rear areas.

qqqqq.
In a few of these operations, such as the German capture of the island of Crete in 1941, airborne troops took and held an objective almost unsupported but only at great cost in men and equipment.

rrrrr.
Because of the difficulties in transporting heavy weapons and vehicles even in gliders, airborne units could not be equipped like conventional infantry forces.

sssss.
The poor firepower and mobility of an airborne division was especially significant for the British and Americans, because the shortage of combat troops of all kinds meant that airborne divisions frequently remained in ground combat alongside conventional divisions even after the two forces had linked up.

ttttt.
Many of the same problems plagued Soviet efforts in airborne warfare.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 45: WWII – Amphibious Operations.

uuuuu.
If airborne operations required meticulous cooperation and coordination between two services, air and ground, amphibious operations were far more complex.

vvvvv.
The opposed amphibious landings of World War II foreshadowed the nature of future wars, when sea, air, and land forces would have to be integrated and coordinated with each other and often with the forces of other nations.

wwwww.
Tactically, the U.S. Marine Corps had developed the doctrine of amphibious landing during the interwar period, at a time when most armies considered such operations impossible.

xxxxx.
In addition to coordinating the elements of fire support, there was the question of moving the 
assaulting infantry and support forces across the beaches and through enemy shoreline defenses.









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 46: WWII – Unconventional Warfare.

yyyyy.
One final specialized weapon was prominent in World War II—unconventional warfare or guerrilla forces.

zzzzz.
The principal drawback to the Allied use of guerrillas was largely one of the perception that guerrillas ultimately were dependent on the conventional forces that supplied and trained them and thus incapable of independent action.

aaaaaa
Also, the communist politics of some guerrilla forces made them suspect to the Allied political and military leadership.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 47: WWII – Summary.

bbbbbb.
To some extent, the experience of the German Army reflects the experience of all armies in World War II.  The initial German advantage in training, doctrine, and equipment eroded during the war.

cccccc.
Sheer mass was not sufficient to defeat the Axis forces on the battlefield.  As German fortunes faded, the Allied forces, especially U.S. and Soviet, developed their own skills in combined arms warfare.

dddddd.
Once the war was over, the practical lessons of small unit integration and of air-ground cooperation were frequently forgotten.

NOTE:  Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.




4. Learning Step/Activity 4 – Discuss the evolution of combined arms warfare to 1998 in studying the tactical and operational environments.

Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25
Time of instruction  1 : 00

Media Viewgraphs

NOTE:
The third question is: Up to 1998, what were the greatest influences on the post-World War II development of combined arms warfare in the U.S. Army?  Keep your list to five influences and provide a short rationale for each.  [Possible influences include: money, nuclear weapons, counterinsurgency operations, incorporation of aviation generally and helicopters specifically, microchip technology, the Israeli Army, and the Soviet Army.]

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 48: Combined Arms after 1945 (A45) – Introduction.

a. By 1945, the victorious armies of the United Nations (UN) had developed a very sophisticated, equipment-intensive form of mechanized combined arms warfare.









b. Yet during the immediate postwar years, the same armies faced two trends that argued against the mechanized armored solution to the problems of combined arms combat.


(1)
The destructive power of the atomic bomb convinced many strategists that traditional land combat was obsolete and caused others to expect radical modifications to any future land combat.


(2)
The opposing land combat challenge to the mechanized armies of 1945 was the so-called “war of national liberation” that employed unconventional warfare tactics.

c. Most major armies, including that of the Soviet Union, were forced to adjust to the challenge of nuclear warfare or guerrilla insurgency, or both.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 49: A45 – The Soviet Army, 1945-66: The Decline of Conventional Forces.

d. After World War II, the Soviet Army experienced at least three distinct periods of doctrine and organization.


(1)
From 1945-53, the Soviets demobilized a portion of their forces but continued with the same tactical and operational doctrines and organizations developed during the war.


(2)
From 1953-66, the ground forces took a back seat to the nuclear-equipped arms of the Soviet state.


(3)
From the late 1960s through the end of the Cold War, the Soviet Union reversed the decline of land forces, restudied the experience of the “Great Patriotic War,” and prepared for the possibility of an extensive, mechanized combined arms conflict with or without the use of nuclear weapons.

e. Immediately after World War II, the Soviet Union had no nuclear weapons and therefore sought to refine its increasingly mechanized conventional forces for any European eventuality.

f. Simultaneously, the Soviets motorized their rifled divisions.

g. Soviet doctrine remained essentially unchanged until 1953.

h. In the realm of organization, Marshal Georgi Zhukov abolished the rifle corps, the unwieldy mechanized division, the rifle division, and the remaining horse cavalry divisions.

i. At the same time, the influx of new equipment and the reduction in the overall size of the army meant that all units, with the exception of airborne divisions, were at least motorized and in many cases mechanized.

j. Perhaps most significantly, the entire concept of combined arms seemed less important once the Soviet Army decided that any future war would be a nuclear war.

k. Beginning in 1960, Premier Nikita Khrushchev further slighted the conventional ground forces in favor of the “Strategic Rocket Forces.”









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 50: A45 – Rebirth of Soviet Combined Arms after 1967.

l. Following Khrushchev’s ouster in 1964, a debate began within the Soviet military about the general direction of military affairs.  The debate centered on the likelihood that conflict for Soviet forces would include a period of conventional-force combat.

m. To meet this possibility, the Soviet military renewed its study of conventional combined arms warfare.

n. Soviet organization reflected these doctrinal and historical concerns.

o. By the mid-1970s, the Soviet Union had come full circle in the doctrine and organization of combined arms combat, back in general terms to where it had been in 1945.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 51: A45 – The U.S. Army: Demobilization to Korea.

p. In contrast to Soviet commanders in 1945, American field commanders were only partially satisfied with their organization and equipment.

q. In 1945-46, the General Board of the U.S. European Theater of Operations and the War Department concluded that armor should be organic to the infantry division in order to provide support for infantry attacks and to act as the primary antitank weapon of the army.

r. By the time the War Department finally approved a new infantry division structure in November 1946, a variety of organizational changes had occurred based on wartime experience.

s. In the armored division, similar modifications occurred.  Like the infantry division, the postwar armored division acquired a number of units that had previously been attached to it.

t. Most of these notable improvements in the combination of arms were stillborn because of the fiscal austerity of postwar demobilization.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 52: A45 – The Korean Conflict.

u. When the Soviet-equipped North Korean People’s Army invaded South Korea in June 1950, the understrength American divisions in Japan entered combat in a matter of days, which revealed that U.S. Army force structure did not fit doctrine.

v. Later in the war, the Americans, like the British a decade before them, learned to accept being cut off and under attack from flank and rear.

w. The initial contacts with the Chinese Communist Forces (CCF) in October-November 1950 were not deliberate attacks or small-unit defenses, but rather a series of meeting engagements in which both sides were trying to use the same roads and streambeds as avenues of movement.







x. When the front began to stabilize in 1951, the Korean War became a war of attrition, with each side launching limited attacks to destroy enemy personnel.  The attack by Task Force Dolvin in February 1951 against Hill 300 was such an example of attrition.

y. When the UN and its communist opponents tentatively agreed to a demarcation line for the armistice they were negotiating, thereafter there were few opportunities for maneuver attacks.

z. Artillery fire, even on such a lavish scale as existed late in the war, could stop a determined enemy attack only while the shells were actually falling.

aa. One new area of air-ground operations in Korea was the use of helicopters.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 53: A45 – In Search of a Mission: U.S. Army Organization from Triangle to ROAD.

ab. The genuine success of the U.S. Army in the Korean War caused a temporary increase in its size and budget, especially in the armored forces.

ac. At the same time, the administration of President Dwight D. Eisenhower chose to base its national strategy on “massive retaliation” with nuclear weapons.

ad. These strategic considerations greatly influenced the tactical structure and concepts of the army.

ae. The result of all these concerns was the “Pentomic Division,” a public relations term designed to combine the concept of five subordinate units (“penta”) with the idea of a division that could function on an atomic or non-atomic battlefield.


(1)
The Pentomic division structure allowed the division commander to attach to each battle group, if necessary, one tank company, one engineer company, and one 105-mm howitzer battery.


(2)
There were numerous difficulties with this organization, including command and control, fire support, logistics, mobility, etc.

af. The effects of the Pentomic concept on the rest of the U.S. Army were much less drastic.


(1)
The armored division retained its three combat commands, four tank battalions, and four armored infantry battalions.


(2)
The Pentomic changes also brought the non-divisional armored cavalry regiment, the descendent of the World War II cavalry reconnaissance group, to the structure it retained into the 1970s.

ag. By 1959, the U.S. Army had a radically new structure and operational concept to meet the changing demands of nuclear warfare.

ah. During the same period, the possibility of non-nuclear conflict increased, and in 1961 the administration of President John F. Kennedy committed the nation to the concept of flexible response.






(1)
The new administration quickly approved ongoing army studies for a different division organization, the Reorganization Objectives Army Division (ROAD).


(2)
The unique aspect of the ROAD division was the ability to “task organize” and tailor structures at any level.


(3)
The ROAD structure gave the U.S. Army the span of control and flexibility of organization it had lacked under the Pentomic structure.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 54: A45 – Air Assault.

ii. The Kennedy administration’s dedication to flexible response also brought the long-standing question of helicopter mobility to resolution.

jj.
During the 1950s, the U.S. Marine Corps continued to lead the other services in the application of helicopters for battalion and larger air assaults.

ak. Then in 1962, following the suggestions of several army aviation advocates, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara asked the U.S. Army to study the bold use of aviation to improve tactical mobility for ground forces.  The result was the deliberations and findings of the 1962 Howze Board, named after its chairman, the Director of Army Aviation, Major General Hamilton H. Howze.

al. After a considerable internal struggle, the Defense Department authorized the creation of a division for further testing.  From 1963-65, the 11th Air Assault Division (Test) at Ft. Benning acted as the vehicle for extensive tactical training and experimentation.

am. The division’s air cavalry squadron combined elements for aerial observation, insertion and recovery of ground reconnaissance teams, and armed helicopter “gunships” within each air cavalry troop.

an. Also during the mid-1960s, U.S. Army helicopter units, both armed and unarmed, supported the Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN).

ao. Inevitably, the U.S. Air Force protested the U.S. Army’s use of armed helicopters and armed fixed-wing aircraft in a close air support role in Vietnam.

ap. In the process, the U.S. Army fully integrated the helicopter and its tactics into the force structure.

aq. Entering combat in the fall of 1965, the 1st Cavalry Division much more often found itself fighting North Vietnamese conventional light infantry regiments than small guerrilla bands.

ar. One key to the airmobile or air assault concept was the close integration, within the same unit, of helicopter and ground forces.

as. Airmobility not only put the enemy off balance and neutralized conventional obstacles, it also forced the U.S. Army to change many procedures to accommodate operations over a large territory without a defined “front line.”









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 55: A45 – Battle of Lam Son 719.
at. When the 1st Cavalry Division deployed to Vietnam in 1965, it used the tactic of terrain flying—hugging the ground with helicopters—to present a fleeting target for ground air defense.

au. Occasionally conditions forced flying at higher altitudes, which made helicopters vulnerable to traditional air defense weapons.

vv.
The 1971 Battle of Lam Son 719 involved the ARVN’s attempted destruction of the North Vietnamese base area in neighboring Laos, specifically the large logistical installations around Tchepone.

ww.
The operation had several problems even before the offensive began, particularly the noninvolvement of U.S. forces on the ground inside Laos and the unexpected difficulty in coordinating U.S. and ARVN efforts.

xx.
Terrain was another major handicap.

yy.
For several years prior to Lam Son 719, the communists in the area had established an integrated air defense oriented on the valley and on the few natural helicopter Landing Zones (LZ).

az. The result was a “mid-intensity war” rather than a counterinsurgency operation.

aaa.
The helicopters engaged regular North Vietnamese Army (NVA) light tanks, while NVA medium tanks overran an ARVN firebase.

bbb.
After several weeks of limited success, the ARVN commander abandoned plans for a continued ground advance.

ccc.
Carefully planned and supported air assaults the next month allowed the ARVN to accomplish its mission, destroying the support facilities around Tchepone before withdrawing with considerable losses.

ddd.
Despite the ensuing controversy over losses, the number of helicopters destroyed per sortie was low.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 56: A45 – The NATO Powers.

eee.
For fifteen years after 1945, the military policies and posture of Western European powers resembled those during the same period after 1918.

fff.
In the 1960s, the end of conscription in Britain and the gradual termination of counterinsurgency war abroad caused both the British and French armies to reorient heavily on defense of western Europe.

ggg.
Britain, France, and West Germany all accepted the concept of combined arms or “all-arms 
cooperation” as a principle of tactics.









hhh.
Great Britain:  At the end of World War II, the British Army retained its two-brigade armored division and three-brigade infantry division with only minor changes and experimented extensively from this starting point.

iii.
France:


(1)
As late as 1954, the French Army, whose Free French divisions had been equipped by the U.S. during World War II, retained the equipment and organization of the U.S. armored division.


(2)
One of the unique aspects of French Army structure during the 1960s and 1970s was the organic combination of different arms within one battalion.

jjj.
West Germany:


(1)
While France led the western powers in the integration of different arms within the infantry battalion, West Germany led in the development of mounted infantry integrated with armor.


(2)
The German concept and design for a mechanized infantry combat vehicle (MICV) drew considerable attention and imitation both in the Soviet Union and in the other members of NATO.


(3)
The Germans were also the only power to field new armored tank destroyers during the 1960s, although a decade later the Bundeswehr replaced those tank destroyers with tanks.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 57: A45 – From Home Defense to Blitzkrieg: The Israeli Army to 1967.
kkk.
In four wars and numerous undeclared conflicts since 1948, Israel has become famous as an 
expert practitioner of highly mechanized combined arms warfare.

lll.
At the time that the Israeli portions of Palestine declared independence from Great Britain in 1948, while under attack from their Arab neighbors, the Israeli armed forces were a loose confederation of self-defense militia, anti-British terrorists, and recent immigrants.

mmm. As a result, the Israeli Army of 1948-56 was an amateurish army, poorly trained and equipped.

nnn.
General Moshe Dayan became Chief of Staff of this unusual army in 1953 and infused it with his own ideas, which were in part a reinvention of the principles used by both Americans and Germans during World War II.

ooo.
The 1956 War:



(1)
Dayan’s genius in 1956 lay in his recognition of Arab vulnerability to rapid attacks, especially against rear areas.



(2)
The Egyptian defenders of the Sinai desert in 1956 occupied a string of positions at key terrain points lacking both depth and flank security.











(3)
Still, the instrument that Dayan planned to use for the 1956 campaign was not a mechanized force, but rather one that incorporated the traditional Israeli strengths in small-unit leadership and light infantry operations.



(4)
Israel’s only armored brigade, the 7th, operating largely behind Egyptian front lines, greatly discouraged and confused the Egyptian defenders in the area of Abu Agheila, leading them to believe that their line of communications had been cut.



(5)
The 7th Armored Brigade did not win the 1956 war by itself, yet its actions at Abu Agheila and elsewhere convinced Dayan that armored forces were a superior instrument in future wars of maneuver.

ppp.
The main problem with achieving Dayan’s vision was that Israel lacked the resources to maintain 
a superior air force and an elite paratroop element, while still developing a balanced mechanized army.

qqq.
The Six Day War of 1967, however, confirmed the Israeli practice of relying largely on the tank-fighter bomber team for its victories.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 58: A45 – Israel: The Failure of Combined Arms, 1967-73.

rrr.
Many of these trends continued and intensified after the 1967 success, especially the reliance on armored and mechanized forces.

sss.
Armor became the main avenue for promotion in the Israeli Army.

ttt.
As commander of the armor corps from 1969-73, Major General “Bren” Adan, the task force commander at Abu Agheila in 1956, tried unsuccessfully to reverse the emphasis on nearly pure tank 
forces.

uuu.
Israel continued to emphasize the tank and the fighter-bomber rather than integrate an appropriate balance of arms.

vvv.
By contrast, the Egyptian Army carefully analyzed its weaknesses and strengths between 1967-73, and for the first time in 1973 the Arabs initiated a war with Israel according to a detailed plan.

www.
The Egyptians planned to force the Israelis to attack Egyptian positions at a time and place of the Egyptians’ choosing.

xxx. The Egyptians’ decision to halt and defend only a few kilometers east of the Suez Canal enabled their units to seek shelter under the plentiful, integrated air defense system that they had constructed with Soviet materials on the western bank of the canal.

yyy.
The Egyptians also profited from the famous Israeli method of command, which depended on leaders operating well forward and communicating with each other by radio.

zzz.
In 1973, the Arab armies also made mistakes, which the Israelis exploited, and nine days into the war all surprise was lost as Israeli forces in the Sinai were fully mobilized and ready to fight.







aaaa.
In the ensuing days, the Israelis arrived at improvised solutions to their immediate problems.

bbbb.
Still, the 1973 war completed the cycle in which the Israeli Defense Forces almost exactly repeated the experience of the German Army during the world wars in the use and misuse of mechanized forces.



(1)
Like the Germans before them, the Israelis went from battlefield dominance with largely armored forces to, at best, battlefield parity with armored and mechanized forces.



(2)
Blitzkrieg was still possible, but it required much greater combat power and much less reliance on psychological confusion than had been the case in earlier campaigns.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 59: A45 – The Aftermath of 1973.
cccc.
As the most significant mechanized war since 1945, the 4th Arab-Israeli War of 1973 attracted immense concern and study by all professional soldiers.

dddd.
At the time of the 1973 war, the U.S. Army was just reorienting its doctrine and force structure to deal with the Soviet threat in Europe.

eeee.
Yet the lessons of 1973 and indeed the entire Israeli experience were sometimes obscure.



(1)
The Israeli Army was organized and trained to fight only one type of war in a relatively narrow variety of terrain, which might not apply to situations faced by the U.S. Army.



(2)
The Egyptian defense system along the Suez Canal in 1973 was an artificial one, carefully crafted to use unusually high concentrations of antitank and air defense weapons.



(3)
The Israelis played into Egyptian hands by neglecting combined arms organization and practice, producing artificially high tank losses that gave a mistaken impression about the future role of armor.

ffff.
What was clear from the 1973 war was that all weapons and arms, and especially high performance aircraft, were quite vulnerable on modern battlefields.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 60: A45 – Summary.

gggg.
In some ways, the experience of the Israeli wars revalidated the experience of World War II.

hhhh.
Successful operations in mechanized warfare required not only combined arms organization but also compatible equipment, so that all arms and services could move over the same terrain with the same degree of protection.

iiii.
Combined arms training had to ensure that the different arms and the aviation assets could actually operate with each other on a complicated battlefield.









NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 61: -- Combined Arms Summary, 1914-73.
jjjj.
Prior to World War I, the various combat arms existed independently of each other, with very little doctrine or training in cooperation.

kkkk.
Professional soldiers were acutely conscious of the effects of the new firepower developed during the previous century.

llll.
After an initial period of maneuver warfare in which prewar doctrine seemed to justify itself at least in part, European nations gradually developed the elaborate trench systems of 1915-18.

mmmm.
Restoring mobility on the battlefield required a number of developments:



(1)
First, all armies had to apply and refine procedures for indirect-fire support from 1915-17.



(2)
During the same period, infantry regained some of its firepower and mobility by developing the weapons and organization that have characterized it since.



(3)
Developments in Allied artillery and infantry could not accomplish much without changes in command, control, and communications.

nnnn.
By 1918, most armies had come to imitate the German doctrine of defense-in-depth, leaving only lightly held outposts in the forward area and thereby absorbing enemy artillery preparations and infantry attacks forward of the intended main line of resistance.

oooo.
Nevertheless, the seeds of future combined arms attacks were present in 1918, especially in German infiltration tactics along the Western Front and British cavalry exploitation in Palestine.

pppp.
Between the world wars a number of factors common to all nations hampered the development of combined arms doctrine and practice.



(1)
Great Britain could not afford to become so mechanized that its battalions were unable to function in the low intensity operations required to police the British Empire.



(2)
In Germany, the determination of General Guderian and other visionaries produced the panzer division.



(3)
Prior to 1937, the lead in mechanized warfare, especially in mechanized doctrine, belonged to the Soviet Union.



(4)
France’s military doctrine between the world wars was the most conservative, and the inferiority of its reserve system reinforced most French commanders in their belief that only methodical, set-piece operations of the World War I variety were possible.



(5)
The U.S. was heavily under French influence during the 1920s but did develop new structures and doctrine in the following decade, principally the triangular division and the field artillery fire direction center.

qqqq.
Germany’s initial victories in 1939-41 defined blitzkrieg as the standard for mechanized combined arms.











(1)
In German hands, these blitzkrieg tactics produced difficulties that were not immediately apparent to observers, at least until after Allied air superiority and antitank developments brought German combined arms domination to an end.



(2)
Poor deployments, training, and command and control were largely responsible for the British and French defeat in 1940.



(3)
The Soviet Union also had to change its organization and training in response to the German menace, and by 1944-45 the Soviets had developed highly effective combined arms techniques utilizing task-organized formations.



(4)
The U.S. Army entered the war with a triangular infantry division that was designed to adjust its combat power by frequent attachment and detachment of specialized units, a practice that tended more toward enlarging divisions than not.

rrrr.
Other World War II developments were more obvious.  The shaped-charge antitank warhead, tank surrogates, and effective air-ground cooperation lessons were incorporated into the armies of World War II.

ssss.
After 1945, the atomic bomb called into question the entire role of land combat and certainly made massing on the World War II model quite dangerous.



(1)
The initial Soviet response was to leave battlefield penetration to nuclear fires, but after 1967 the Soviets renewed conventional warfare along the World War II model.



(2)
By contrast, the U.S. Army faced challenges not only from nuclear warfare but also from insurgencies and a variety of other conflicts around the world.  Airmobility gave the U.S. Army renewed mobility and firepower on the battlefield.



(3)
Because of the limited contingencies they faced, the British, French and Germans standardized their armies on the integration of mechanized assets at smaller unit levels.



(4)
Also because of facing limited contingencies, the Israelis tended to rely on the tank and fighter-bomber to the neglect of the other combined arms.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 62: -- Trends and Principles.

tttt.
Certain trends or principles recur in all these developments.


(1)
Major armies have tended to integrate more and more arms and services at progressively lower levels of organization, in order to combine different capabilities of mobility, protection, and firepower while posing more complicated threats to enemy units.


(2)
All arms and services need the same mobility and almost the same degree of armor protection as the units they support.


(3)
Arms must be balanced within an organization and grouped together to perform according to a particular doctrine.


(4)
In response to the continuing problem of air-ground cooperation, the U.S. Army and Air Force after World War II developed ad hoc compromises and procedures for air-ground cooperation because their peacetime training and doctrine were inadequate.


(5)
A final problem of combining the different arms and services was the difficulty of defense against enemy penetration.









uuuu.
Few armies have the time and troops in peacetime to train in the establishment of a true defense-in-depth, to prepare their troops psychologically as well as technically to continue the fight when penetrated and bypassed by enemy forces.  In the mid-1970s, the U.S. Army conducted such preparation as part of the “Active Defense” doctrine in Europe, only to be maligned by critics who considered that doctrine too oriented on defense and firepower.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 63: U.S. Army Combined Arms Since 1973 (S73) (I).

vvvv.
Doctrine:


(1)
The Vietnam War emphasis on infantry and airmobile forces, the Soviet rebirth of conventional forces in the late 1960s-early 1970s, and the 1973 Arab-Israeli War all had convinced Army leaders that the U.S. would need to fight future wars quickly and with fully coordinated combined arms units.



(2)
Visionaries such as Generals William E. DePuy and Donn A. Starry refashioned Army doctrine from the mid-1970s to early the 1980s from a focus on the primacy of defense and the need to fight outnumbered and win, to the offensive and joint-service orientation of AirLand Battle Doctrine.  AirLand Battle was designed to exploit U.S. technological superiority to win a war’s first and possibly decisive battle with armor as the heart of such a battle and the deft manipulation of the other branches, especially infantry, as a critical complement to that effort.

wwww.
Equipment:


(1)
In an effort to exploit U.S. technological superiority to offset the tremendous Soviet and Warsaw Pact numerical superiority in the critical theater of central Europe, the Army upgraded its combat materiel significantly from the early 1970s to the 1990s.



(2)
The so-called “Big Five” Army systems were the M1 Abrams Main Battle Tank, the M2/M3 Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle, the AH-64 Apache attack helicopter, the UH-60 Black Hawk utility helicopter, and the Patriot Air Defense Missile System.

xxxx.
Organization:


(1)
To integrate the new doctrine and equipment through force design, the Army crafted a new division organization in the Division Restructuring Study Group and Division 86, which generally encompassed a heavier mechanized and armored force.



(2)
The Army of Excellence process acknowledged a need for a smaller, easily transportable light infantry division to fight limited wars.



(3)
As of the Gulf War of 1990-91, the Army consisted of 5 corps in 28 divisions.

yyyy.
Training:


(1)
During the 1970s-80s the Army revamped its training programs so that they trained and then tested individuals and units in comprehensive, interconnected, tough, and realistic exercises.



(2)
All training and exercises stressed the learning and practice of combined arms doctrine, especially leaders’ ability to implement it.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 64: S73 – (II).









zzzz.
During the twenty years following its experience in Vietnam, the Army did much to refocus itself on combined arms warfare with sound doctrine, proper weapons, appropriate organization, and quality training.  The Army did much to fulfill General DePuy’s vision of a high-quality force for high-intensity war in the principal theater of central Europe.

aaaaa.
From 1989-91, the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact had collapsed, seeming to invalidate this “new” Army, and the nation had begun partially to demobilize its Cold War military forces.

bbbbb.
Operations Urgent Fury in Grenada and Just Cause in Panama had not fully tested AirLand Battle doctrine, and the volunteer Army that deployed to southwest Asia in 1990-91 was largely untested in combat.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 65: – Operation Desert Shield/Storm (ODS) (I).

ccccc.
ODS happened to come just when the U.S. Army was completing its roughly twenty-year process of modernization and reform following the Vietnam War.

ddddd.
In August 1990, Iraq invaded neighboring Kuwait and eliminated resistance in about a week.



(1)
With Saudi Arabia and its plentiful supply of crude oil now directly threatened, U.S. President George Bush announced his willingness to wage war to liberate Kuwait.



(2)
Under UN sanction, a 24-nation coalition formed to field a military force sufficient to achieve the liberation of Kuwait.



(3)
As UN forces gathered principally in Saudi Arabia, they came under the theater command of U.S. Army General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) commander.



(4)
In October-November 1990, President Bush and his Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) decided to increase the size of the U.S. buildup, dubbed Operation Desert Shield, which eventually fielded a force composed of about 550,000 service-men and –women and nearly 2,000 combat aircraft.  Bush and the JCS determined as well to shift in-theater planning and preparations from the defensive to the offensive.  With U.S. leadership, the UN coalition was moving quickly toward war.

eeeee.
The U.S. buildup led to a joint-service, ground-air-sea force that by early January 1991 was poised to attack.

fffff.
U.S. Army Central (ARCENT), CENTCOM’s Army element, was eventually composed of the Third U.S. Army and seven divisions and three brigades from other divisions.  All of the maneuver forces were organized in theater under XVIII Airborne Corps, deployed from the Continental U.S., and VII Corps, deployed from Europe.



(1)
The Army’s efforts to rebuild itself following the Vietnam War were evident as the Desert Shield force gathered.



(2)
The combined arms warfare philosophy permeated the Army forces gathered in Saudi Arabia.  The combat forces of Third Army came primarily from the regular divisions, while most of the combat support and combat service support elements deployed as the result of President Bush’s call-up of over 200,000 reservists to serve for the duration of the crisis.





NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 66: – ODS (II).

ggggg.
In mid-January 1991, within days after the U.S. Congress authorized war and President Bush directed its start, Operation Desert Storm commenced.  Desert Storm was the active campaign portion of the combined ODS.

hhhhh.
For the first few weeks, the air operation focused on destroying Iraqi command and control facilities so that once the ground operation commenced Iraqi ground forces would have to operate blindly without guidance from their dictator, Saddam Hussein.  Under the cover of these air operations, General Schwarzkopf dispatched 270,000 troops, principally composed of the U.S. Army’s XVIII Airborne Corps, and 60 days stock of ammunition and supplies, to jumping off positions well out into the Saudi desert, far beyond the unguarded Iraqi right flank.

iiiii.
In early February, the air operation shifted from command and control targets to preparing the battlefield by pounding Iraqi troops and equipment in Kuwait and southern Iraq.

jjjjj.
General Schwarzkopf’s plan of campaign for the imminent ground operation was simple yet classical in its design.



(1)
His plan was for U.S. Marine and Arab forces to “fix” the Iraqi forces, dug in along the southern border of Kuwait and extending along the same border of Iraq well out into the desert, by conducting a diversionary attack in front and feinting an amphibious landing along the coast of Kuwait.



(2)
The “flank” portion of his plan was composed of two parts:




(a)  In the first, the U.S. VII Corps and accompanying coalition forces were to both breach the Iraqi fortified line to their front and conduct a short envelopment of the unguarded Iraqi right flank.  This force was to be the hinge upon which the second flanking operation pivoted.




(b)  In the second, the U.S. XVIII Airborne Corps and accompanying coalition forces were to conduct a turning movement into the Iraqi rear and thereby force the Iraqis to fight out in the open on coalition terms both for sheer survival and access to their Line of Communication (LOC) back into Iraq.

kkkkk.
After about a month of aerial preparation, the ground operation commenced in late February.  In a lightning operation, of only 100 hours duration, reminiscent of the heyday of the German blitzkrieg, the UN coalition forces fixed Iraqi forces in place, breached Iraqi fortifications at selected points, enveloped the unguarded Iraqi right flank, and turned the entire Iraqi force.  It was as fine a demonstration of the operational art and the post-Vietnam revival of the U.S. military as anyone could have hoped for.



(1)
Having achieved the UN mandate to liberate Kuwait but not having annihilated the Iraqi Army, the coalition force halted in place in Kuwait and southern Iraq, while the remnants of Saddam Hussein’s army retreated north to safety in Iraq along the Tigris River.



(2)
In the minds of many in the U.S. Army, the ground operation was the fastest and most complete victory in American military history.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 67: – ODS (III).









lllll.
In terms of the U.S. Army’s practice of combined arms warfare, ODS provided a number of observations and insights:



(1)
The Gulf War demonstrated that since the Vietnam War the U.S. Army had developed very good leadership, training, equipment and doctrine. A mitigating factor was that Iraq proved to be a Soviet-style opponent lacking skill in the operational art.




(a)  With competence, initiative, and flexibility, UN, and especially U.S., forces overmatched Iraqi forces and negated their numbers, quality, and battle experience.




(b)  The combination in the Gulf War of a powerful air offensive followed by a fast-moving, armor-reinforced ground campaign seemed to validate the combined arms warfare elements of Airland Battle/Operations doctrine.




(c)  Army units moved so fast that they found the enemy consistently out of position and oriented in the wrong direction.




(d)  Only an enemy capable of maneuvering, of using its armor and artillery, and of employing a credible air force could provide a challenge to the U.S. combined arms warfare forces.




(e)  Despite the UN ground operation’s short duration and the months of planning and preparation that went into it, it still strained the ability of its logistical system to support it.  In fact, had the war lasted longer CENTCOM would have had to call a temporary halt to restock the forward operating bases.



(2)
The U.S. Army’s Big Five weapon systems (the Abrams M1A1 Main Battle Tank, the Bradley M2/3 Fighting Vehicle, the Apache helicopter, the Blackhawk helicopter, and the Patriot missile), which already incorporated microchip technology, gave the Army a significant materiel advantage over Iraqi ground forces.




(a)  Highly lethal and accurate weapons gave Army leaders the ability to wage intense battles of short duration rather than grinding battles of attrition.




(b)  U.S. forces enjoyed substantial technological advantages, especially in night vision devices and electro-optics equipment.




(c)  A critical factor in the coalition ground victory was the Allied advantage in heavy artillery and mobile rocket batteries.




(d)  Suppressing artillery fire and engineering vehicles allowed the breaching operation led by the U.S. VII Corps to proceed ahead of schedule.



(3)
Of 122 Army and U.S. Marine Corps battle deaths, 35—or about one-quarter—were the result of fratricide or friendly fire.




(a)  Of 20 Bradley Infantry/Cavalry Fighting Vehicles destroyed, 17 were the result of friendly fire.




(b)  In an effort to reach a short-term solution to the fratricide problem, a joint research effort coordinated by the Defense Advanced Research Project Agency (DARPA) fielded some Identification Friend or Foe (IFF) equipment even before the Gulf War ended, including the so-called Budd Light (named after its inventor) for U.S. ground vehicles.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 68: – Digitizing the Post-Cold War Army, 1991-98 (I).

mmmmm.
The coincidence of the end of the Cold War and Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm led the Army to three conclusions about its foreseeable future:




(1)
that it had to maintain the technological edge demonstrated in the Gulf War.












(2)
that it had to reduce the incidence of fratricide demonstrated during the Gulf War.




(3)
and that it had to modernize while downsizing in the wake of ever-smaller post-Cold War appropriations.

nnnnn.
The visionaries in this modernization effort were the then-Chief of Staff of the Army General Gordon R. Sullivan and the then-Commanding General, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), General Frederick M. Franks, Jr.  Their efforts—through the Louisiana Maneuvers (LAM) structure, the TRADOC Battle Labs, and the Force XXI process—were designed to:



(1)  Exploit information age technologies to retain the U.S. Army’s position as the world’s dominant land combat force and to apply that technology to the existing fleet of combat systems.



(2)  Despite the decline in defense dollars, the drawdown in post-Cold War armed forces, and the drastically reduced funding for force modernization.

ooooo.
The information age technologies were to achieve situational awareness, which was defined as knowing the position of friendly forces, knowing the position of enemy forces, knowing the terrain, and knowing the total assets available to the commander.

ppppp.
The visionaries’ intent was to enhance the combat potential of the combined arms team by focusing on lethality, survivability, optempo, and force protection.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 69: – Digitizing the Post-Cold War Army, 1991-98 (II).

qqqqq.
Beyond concepts and intellectualizing, the actual hands-on work to digitize the Army began in 1992 with the organization of LAM and the formation of Battle Labs.

rrrrr.
The effort continued through an axis of experimentation that included a series of Advanced Warfighting Experiments (AWE).  The first was Desert Hammer, at the 94-07 rotation at the National Training Center (NTC), Ft. Irwin, California.

sssss.
The designated Experimentation Force for the overall effort was the 4th Infantry Division at Ft. Hood, Texas.  Through it, the Army planned to hold brigade-, then division-, and finally corps-sized AWEs, in building block fashion, to construct Army XXI.

ttttt.
The brigade-sized Task Force XXI AWE was conducted during NTC rotation 97-06 in March 1997.  At the core of it was the 1st Brigade, 4th Infantry Division, whose job it was to represent this developing Army in microcosm by incorporating every Battlefield Operating System (BOS) in its combined arms team: armor, mechanized infantry, field artillery, light infantry, aviation, engineer, air defense artillery, chemical, signal, military intelligence, military police, and CSS troops all functioning together.

uuuuu.
The Division AWE was a Command Post Exercise in November 1997 at Ft. Hood, Texas, and the Corps AWE is scheduled for Fiscal Year 2002.

vvvvv.
The digitizing effort in the Army is scheduled for completion in 2010, and the latest vision statements of the composition and capabilities of the force at that time are 









promulgated in Army/Joint 2010 documents.  The intent throughout has remained constant: to modernize and achieve battlefield dominance.  The Army plans to reach this end by further incorporating microchip technology into its materiel systems to gain battlefield omniscience, often called situational awareness or total asset visibility, to match the battlefield omnipotence it demonstrated during the Gulf War.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.





5.
Learning Step/Activity 5 – Discuss teaching about the study of combined arms warfare to subordinate leaders.


Method of instruction  CO  


Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25

Time of instruction  00 : 15

Media Viewgraphs, handout D-2

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 70: – Teaching About the Evolution of Combined Arms Warfare to Subordinate 


Leaders.

NOTE:  Explain how leaders can teach about combined arms warfare to subordinates.

a. As discussed above, a leader’s knowledge of combined arms warfare and imparting it to subordinates altogether provide the context for their better participation in the ongoing RMA by knowing and understanding the evolution of combined arms, especially during the 20th century.

b. Leaders may use professional development opportunities to review the evolution of combined arms warfare with their subordinates and then guide their further study through focusing on their individual areas of interest, which may include such subjects as the development of armored fighting vehicles, the development of anti-tank warfare, the development of field artillery fire direction techniques, etc.

NOTE:  Show Viewgraph 71: – Combined Arms Warfare Bibliography.

NOTE:
Hand out the combined arms warfare bibliography, which is Student Handout D-2.  This bibliography can serve as the starting point for years of professional development on the evolution of combined arms warfare.

c. To get subordinates started reading and learning more about combined arms warfare, a leader may start with a basic bibliography of printed sources from which still more sources may be discovered for yet deeper study and learning.

d.
Such basic sources for learning about combined arms warfare are:


(1)
Addington, Larry H. The Patterns of War Since the Eighteenth Century. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994.










(2)
Addington, Larry H. The Patterns of War Through the Eighteenth Century. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990.




(3)
Brodie, Bernard and Fawn M. From Crossbow to H-Bomb: The Evolution of the Weapons and Tactics of Warfare. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973.


(4)
Doughty, Robert A. The Evolution of U.S. Army Tactical Doctrine, 1946-1976. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: Combat Studies Institute, 1979.


(5)
Doughty, Robert A., Ira D. Gruber, et al. Warfare in the Western World: Military Operations from 1600-1996. Two volumes. Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath, 1996.


(6)
Gawrych, George W. The 1973 Arab-Israeli War: The Albatross of Decisive Victory. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: Combat Studies Institute, 1996.


(7)
Herbert, Paul H. Deciding What Has to be Done: General William D. DePuy and the 1976 Edition of FM 100-5, Operations. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: Combat Studies Institute, 1988.


(8)
House, Jonathan M. Toward Combined Arms Warfare: A Survey of 20th-Century Tactics, Doctrine, and Organization. Ft. Leavenworth , Kansas: Combat Studies Institute, 1984.


(9)
Huston, James A. The Sinews of War: Army Logistics, 1775-1953. Washington, DC: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1966.


(10)

Jones, Archer. The Art of War in the Western World. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1987.



(11)

Keegan, John. A History of Warfare. New York: Knopf, 1993.

(12) 
Pagonis, Lieutenant General William G. Moving Mountains: Lessons in Leadership and Logistics from the Gulf War. Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 1992.

(13) 
Paret, Peter, ed. Makers of Modern Strategy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986.

(14) 
Romjue, John L. From Active Defense to AirLand Battle: The Development of Army Doctrine, 1973-1982. Ft. Monroe, Virginia: U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command, 1984.


(15)

Ropp, Theodore. War in the Western World. New York: Collier Books, 1962.


(16)

Scales, Robert H., Jr. Certain Victory: U.S. Army in the Gulf War. Washington, DC: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1993.


(17)

Schubert, Frank N. and Theresa L. Kraus, eds. The Whirlwind War: The U.S. Army in Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. Washington, DC: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1995.


(18)

Shrader, Charles R., ed. United States Army Logistics, 1775-1992: An Anthology. Washington, DC: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1997.


(19)

Spiller, Roger J. Combined Arms in Battle Since 1939. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, 1992.


(20)

Swain, Richard M. “Lucky War”: Third Army in Desert Storm. U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, 1994.


(21)

Van Creveld, Martin. Supplying War: Logistics from Wallenstein to Patton. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977.


(22)

Van Creveld, Martin. Technology and War from 2000 B.C. to the Present. New York: Free Press, 1989.


(23)

Weigley, Russell F. The Age of Battles: The Quest for Decisive Warfare from Breitenfeld to Waterloo. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991.






(24)

Weigley, Russell F. The American War of War: A History of United States Military Strategy and Policy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973.


(25)

Weigley, Russell F. History of the United States Army. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the enabling learning objective; omit if no ELO.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 72: Check on Learning:  Evolution of Combined Arms Warfare.

NOTE:
Determine if students have learned the material presented by soliciting student questions and explanations.  Ask the students questions such as those presented here, and correct any misunderstanding.







Check on
Q:  What is combined arms?

Learning
A:  According to U.S. Army doctrine, it is the simultaneous application of combat arms, CS, and CSS toward a common goal.  That goal is to confuse, demoralize, and destroy the enemy with the coordinated impact of combat power.  This process entails coordination, simultaneity, and synergy between all battlefield functions.



Q:  In general terms, the evolution of combined arms warfare involves the interplay of which three constants?



A:  Mobility, protection, and offensive power.



Q:  Which World War I belligerent best used combined arms to adjust to the harsh realities of the battlefield?



A:  Germany.



Q:  Which country best incorporated the combined arms lessons of World War I into its interwar military development?



A:  The Soviet Union.



Q:  Which two World War II belligerents carried mechanized combined arms warfare to its greatest expression in that conflict?



A:  The United States and the Soviet Union.



Q:  What  two divisional structures were the result of the U.S. Army’s post-World War II attempt to deal with the incorporation of nuclear weapons into warfare?



A:  “Pentomic” and ROAD.



Q:  Which country’s battlefield use of combined arms most influenced the U.S. Army after World War II?



A:  Israel.



Q:  What post-1973 doctrine signaled the U.S. Army’s return to offensive-minded combined arms warfare?



A: AirLand Battle.



Q:  Which operation best tested the mettle of the revived post-Vietnam U.S. Army?



A:  Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm.



Q:  What are the two goals of the U.S. Army’s post-Cold War digitizing effort?



A:  They are to use information age microchip technologies to achieve “situational awareness” and to enhance the combat potential of the combined arms team.

NOTE:
Solicit and answer the student’s questions.  This is not a graded activity.







B.

ENABLING LEARNING OBJECTIVE B

NOTE:
Inform the students of the enabling learning objective requirements.

Action:
Conduct an advanced battle analysis.

Conditions:
Given the student handouts for this lesson, any personal notes taken during the lesson, and a source for obtaining research materials.

Standards:
· Identifies the definition of advanced battle analysis.

· Lists the five steps of advanced battle analysis methodology.

· Specifies a strategy for encouraging subordinate leaders to apply advanced battle analysis methodology.

· Produces an advanced battle analysis that meets four of five criteria listed on the Advanced Battle Analysis Evaluation Checklist.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 73: Military History and the Conduct of Battle.




Motivator:
GEN Frederick M. Franks, Jr., who Commanded VII Corps during Desert Storm, wrote afterwards:  “Training  and leader development must include a historical perspective--especially of the conduct of battle.”  Advanced battle analysis provides a method of understanding conflict and the complexity of military operations.  Leaders must be able to integrate a variety of sources of information, determine the relevance of the information, and assess the situation based on the context.  Advanced battle analysis methodology provides a tool to accomplish the assessment.





1.
Learning Step/Activity 1 - Discuss the Definition of Advanced Battle Analysis, Its Methodology, and Its Concepts.


Method of instruction  CO

Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25

Time of instruction  00 : 15


Media Viewgraphs, handouts D-3

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 74:  What is Advanced Battle Analysis?

NOTE:
Review the complete definition of basic battle analysis as presented in TSP 155-297-0010.

a.
Definition:




(1)
In general, battle analysis is a method used by the U.S. Army to provide a systematic approach to the study of battles, campaigns, and other operations.  It is designed as a general guide to ensure that significant actions and factors affecting the outcome of a battle or operation are not overlooked.  The end result of the battle analysis is to derive lessons from a study of past battles, campaigns, or operations.  These lessons give today’s Army leaders insight into problems they may encounter in contemporary operations.  In some respects, battle analysis aims toward the same objective as the application of The Principles of War or military constants, such as those identified in the study of the role and use of military history, that is, to help military 











professionals understand some of the multitude of constants and variables that govern military actions.  Advanced battle analysis methodology also provides a framework for critical thinking about military problems.

NOTE:
  Show Viewgraph 75:  Advanced Battle Analysis Steps.

NOTE:
Review basic battle analysis steps as presented in TSP 155-297-0010 and in Student Handout D-3, “Battle Analysis Methodology Format.”


(2)
The advanced battle analysis process contains five steps as compared to the four contained in basic battle analysis.  Like basic battle analysis, each step builds on the previous one to provide a logical order to the study.


(a)  Define the subject.  This step, similar to the first step in basic battle analysis, determines the date, location, and principal protagonists and antagonists.  It also determines and evaluates the sources.



(b)  Review the strategic setting.  Advanced battle analysis splits the second step of basic battle analysis (“set the stage”) into two parts to provide an in-depth look at the context for the battle.  This first part requires the student to determine the causes of the conflict and to compare the principal protagonists and antagonists.



(c)  Review the operational/tactical situation.  In this next part, students analyze the area of operations, compare the opposing forces to determine their combat effectiveness, state the immediate military objectives of each protagonist and antagonist, and consider the feasible courses of action open to each protagonist and antagonist.



(d)  Describe the action.  This step reviews the disposition of forces at the beginning of the action, describes the opening moves of each protagonist and antagonist, outlines the major phases of the battle, details the key events, and states the outcome.



(e)  Assess the significance of the action.  Much like the fourth step of basic battle analysis (“Draw lessons and insights”), this last step involves analyzing the immediate and long-term significance of the action on the principal protagonists and antagonists, and assesses military lessons and insights.



b.
Weaknesses and strengths of battle analysis methodology.




(1)
The battle analysis methodology provides a guide to conducting a study of a past battle, campaign, or operation.  No battle analysis, basic or advanced, is a lock-step approach.  It is not essential to use every element contained in the battle analysis process, but students should at least consider each element before deciding which ones are most relevant.




(2)
Used with care, the battle analysis method can be applied to derive insights from any organized wartime or peacetime military operation.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.









2.
Learning Step/Activity 2 - Discuss employment of the advanced battle analysis methodology in studying military problems.

Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25
Time of instruction  4 : 30

Media  Viewgraphs, handouts D-3 through D-9


a.
Coordinate an advanced battle analysis.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 76:  Employing Advanced Battle Analysis.


(1)
Each advanced battle analysis should be tailored to the mission of the individual school and, to some extent, to the personal knowledge and interests of the instructor.  An advanced battle analysis for the Air Defense Artillery School, for example, should include a battle in which air superiority was in some way contested.  Successful battle analyses are determined primarily from the availability of sources in the school library, in the office of the branch or command historian, in the branch museum, from the instructor’s personal library, or elsewhere.  Development of a battle analysis derived from the school’s individual requirements should not be difficult, considering the instructor, the historian, the curator, the librarian, and others involved in presenting the branch’s or command’s history.


(2)
This TSP is designed to provide both the broad outlines of an advanced battle analysis and an example of how sources relate to successful employment of the methodology.  Source materials are included as student handouts to offer examples during the discussion of the conduct of battle analysis.  These sources can also be used to fashion a battle analysis for use in teaching advanced battle analysis methodology to subordinates. 


(3)
Instructors may plan the advanced battle analysis in any of several formats.  All students should be required to accomplish Step 1, especially the analysis of sources.  Particularly with large classes, students may then be formed into teams to consider the battle from different perspectives, e.g., that of the leadership at various levels or from different aspects of organization (G-2, G-3, etc.).  Or students may be given individual assignments, such as looking at the battle from the perspective of one of the principles of war or the constants of warfare.  Class presentation may be planned in one of several formats as well, including individual student reports, group reports, or role-playing, based on the interests and strengths of the instructor.

b.
Conduct an advanced battle analysis.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 77:  Conducting Advanced Battle Analysis.









NOTE:
The following outline of a battle analysis is based on student handout D-3, “Battle Analysis Methodology Format,” and refers to sources included as student handouts D-4 through D-9. Subparagraphs refer to elements of the battle analysis steps contained in handout D-3 and provide locations for information in the sources.  For example, “D-6, pp. 5-7,” refers to the Combat Actions in Korea handout, pages 5-7.  Citations are not meant to be comprehensive, but rather to provide examples of the kinds of information sought in the course of the battle analysis.  Instructors may choose to use these materials themselves to understand the advanced battle analysis methodology better.  Conversely, these resources may be used as a primer for students to review the methodology and the relationship between sources in a more concrete way before tackling an advanced battle analysis developed by the instructor.


(1)
Step 1:  Define the Subject.  For the purpose of the example of advanced battle analysis provided in this TSP, the answers to Step 1 in D-3 are given below.



(a) The action under analysis is the first American move into South Korea following the North Korean invasion in 1950.  Engagements under consideration took place from 5-8 July 1950.  Information is contained in each of the source examples.  Action took place around Osan and P’yongt’aek, south of the South Korean capital of Seoul.  Part of the protagonist forces included elements of the 21st Infantry Regiment and 34th Infantry Regiment of the 24th Infantry Division, U.S. Army.  The rest of the antagonist forces included elements of the 107th Tank Regiment of the 105th Armored Division, and supporting infantry from the 16th Infantry Regiment and the 18th Infantry Regiment of the 4th Infantry Division, all from the North Korean Army.



(b) 
Sources.




D-4.  Excerpt from Doughty, Robert A. and Ira D. Gruber, et al, Warfare in the Western World. Volume II:  Military Operations Since 1871. Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath, 1996.  (A general history that provides the strategic context.)




D-5.  Chapters VI and VII from Appleman, Roy K, South to the Naktong, North to the Yalu (June-November 1950).  U.S. Army in Korea. Washington, DC: Office of the Chief of Military History, 1961.  (The principal operational history of the conflict.)




D-6.  Chapter 1 from Gugeler, Russell A., Combat Actions in Korea. Washington, DC: U.S. Amy Center of Military History, rev. ed. 1970, repr. 1984.  (A short operational interpretation of the action with thought-provoking questions at the end.)




D-7.  Chapter 7 from Fehrenbach, T.R., This Kind of War. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, repr. 1994.  (An operational history that does not shy away from controversial analysis and strong conclusions.)




D-8.  Excerpt from Dean, William F. and William L. Worden, General Dean’s Story. New York: Viking, 1954.  (A primary source written by one of the principal American commanders.)




D-9.  Chapter 9, “Task Force Smith and the 24th Division’s Delay and Withdrawal, 5-19 July 1950,” by Roy K. Flint, from Heller, Charles E. and William A. Stofft, eds., America’s First Battles, 1776-1965. Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1986.  (Essentially, a battle analysis.  Provides the standard by which a battle analysis drawn from the other five sources can be measured.)









NOTE:
The following apportions the above sources to the operational aspects of the advanced battle analysis.


(2)
Step 2:  Review the Strategic Setting.



(a)  Determine the causes of the conflict: (D-4, pp. 874-875).



(b)  Compare the principal protagonists and antagonists: (D-4, pp. 874-876) (D-5, pp. 59-73) (D-9, pp. 266-275).


(3)
Step 3:  Review the Operational/Tactical Situation.



(a)  Study the area of operations: (D-5, pp. 61-62, 64-68, 77-81) (D-6, pp. 3-5)

(D-7, pp. 98-100) (D-9, pp. 277-281, 282-285).



(b)  Compare the opposing forces to ascertain their combat effectiveness: 

(D-4, pp. 874-876) (D-5, pp. 59-73) (D-9, pp. 266-275).



(c)  State the immediate military objectives of each protagonist and antagonist: (US, D-5, pp. 59-60) (US, D-6, pp. 3-4) (US, D-7, pp. 97-98) (US, D-9, pp. 276-277, 282) (NK, D-6, pp. 3-4) (NK, D-9, pp. 267, 275).



(d)  Consider the feasible courses of action for each protagonist and antagonist: (D-4, pp. 875-876) (D-5, pp. 61-62, 77-81) (D-7, pp. 97-100) DC-8, pp. 19-22) (D-9, pp. 277-278, 282-285).


(4)
Step 4:  Describe the Action.





(a)  Describe the disposition of forces at the beginning of the action: (D-4, p. 877) (D-5, pp. 66-68, 77-79) (D-6, pp. 4-8) (D-7, pp. 97-100) (D-9, pp. 278, 282-285).





(b)  Describe the opening moves by each antagonist: (D-5, pp. 61-62, 77-81) 



(D-6, pp. 6, 7-8) (D-7, pp. 100-102) (D-9, pp. 278, 283-284).





(c)  Outline the major phases of the battle: (D-5, pp. 65-75, 79-88) (D-6, pp. 5-17) (D-7, pp. 100-107) (D-9, pp. 277-281, 282-289).





(d)  Describe the key events: (D-5, pp. 65-75, 79-88) (D-6, pp. 5-17) 



(D-7, pp. 100-107) (D-9, pp. 277-281, 282-289).





(e)  State the outcome: (D-4, p. 877) (D-5, pp. 75-76, 82, 87-88) (D-6, p. 17) 



(D-7, pp. 106-107) (D-8, pp. 26-27) (D-9, pp. 281-282, 285, 296-297).




(5)
Step 5:  Assess the Significance of the Action.





(a)  Immediate: (D-6, p. 18) (D-9, p. 297).





(b)  Long-term: (D-6, p. 18) (D-9, pp. 297-298).





(c)  Military lessons and insights: (D-6, pp. 17-18) (D-9, p. 299).

NOTE:
  Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.







3.

Learning Step/Activity 3 - Discuss describing advanced battle analysis methods to subordinate leaders.

Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25
Time of instruction  00 : 15

Media Viewgraphs

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 78: Describe Advanced Battle Analysis to Subordinate Leaders.

NOTE:
Explain how leaders can teach about advanced battle analysis to subordinates.









a. Advanced battle analysis methodology builds on the advanced student’s increased knowledge of  unit operations, branch history, and combined arms operations.  Leaders, therefore, should discuss the method and its value with subordinates and assist them in its application.  This can be accomplished in a school setting or in unit professional development opportunities by:


(1)
Defining advanced battle analysis methodology, discussing its five steps, and relating advanced battle analysis to basic battle analysis.  This TSP provides handouts which may be used for this purpose by instructors in class or by leaders in units. 


(2)
Leaders may use the advanced methodology to develop a battle analysis that connects with the history or the mission of the unit to which they are or will be assigned.  Branch historians, the U.S. Army Center of Military History, and the U.S. Army Military History Institute all can assist class instructors or unit leaders in developing appropriate courses of study.

b. Leaders can encourage individual soldiers to apply advanced battle analysis methods to their military studies by:


(1)
Assisting individual soldiers in determining their areas of interest and encouraging them to pursue study in those areas.


(2)
Ensuring that each soldier has access to the general outline for advanced battle analysis methods as provided in student handout D-3.


(3)
Conducting a battle analysis exercise based on materials from this TSP or from sources locally developed.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.

NOTE:  Conduct a check on learning and summarize the enabling learning objective; omit if no ELO.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 79: Check on Learning:  Advanced Battle Analysis.

NOTE:
Determine if students have learned the material presented by soliciting student questions and explanations.  Ask the students questions such as those presented here, and correct any misunderstanding.



Check on
Q:  What is advanced battle analysis?

Learning
A:  An advanced process used by the Army which provides a systematic approach to the study of past battles, campaigns, and operations to derive lessons and insights relevant to contemporary military problems and professionalism.



Q:  How does advanced battle analysis differ from the basic battle analysis process?



A:  Advanced battle analysis is more complex and detailed, especially in reviewing the strategic, operational, and tactical contexts and in assessing the significance of the action.



Q:  How can leaders assist subordinates in applying advanced battle analysis methodology to their military studies?



A:  Review the definition and procedures of the methodology, provide an example, and conduct a group or individual battle analysis.

NOTE:
Solicit and answer the student’s questions.  This is not a graded activity.







C.
ENABLING LEARNING OBJECTIVE C

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 80:  The Staff Ride.

NOTE:
Inform the students of the enabling learning objective requirements.

Action:
Plan a staff ride.

Conditions:
Given student handouts for this lesson, and personal notes taken during the lesson, and a source for obtaining research materials.

Standards:
· Identifies the definition of the staff ride.

· Lists the three phases of a staff ride.

· Lists the five steps of staff ride planning methodology.

· Plans and leads a staff ride that meets one-hundred percent of criteria listed on the Staff Ride Evaluation Checklist.

NOTE:
TRADOC Service Schools are required to conduct a staff ride program, per TRADOC Regulation 350-13, paragraph 2-7, k, and 3-4, b (2) and d (3).  The staff ride may be student-led, and staff ride planning methodology may also be included.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 81:  Staff Ride Planning.
NOTE:
Officer advanced courses conduct staff rides as part of the program of instruction.  Instructors are encouraged to incorporate the discussion of staff ride methodology into the staff ride experience.





Motivator
Staff rides are one of the best and most interesting methods for soldiers to learn more about their profession, short of actual combat.  A well-executed staff ride brings home lessons about tactics, terrain, leadership, logistics, morale, and a host of other factors, in ways that the written word cannot convey.  The staff ride uniquely combines systematic historical study of a battle or campaign with a visit to the site of operations, all to deepen soldiers’ understanding of the nature of war.  The staff ride is the military application of the adage that to understand others’ situation requires “walking a mile in their shoes.”  Staff rides make it easier to understand the nature of military operations and to address questions like:


Why did Confederate General Robert E. Lee order the ultimately disastrous charge on the last day of the Battle of Gettysburg in 1863, which we know today as “Pickett’s Charge?”


What enabled General George Washington to lead an outnumbered and exhausted force in a successful counterattack against Hessian and British troops at Trenton and Princeton in the winter of 1776-77?


How could Brevet-Major General George Armstrong Custer so underestimate his opponents and the effect of terrain on his operations in 1876 at the Little Big Horn River?









NOTE:
Instructors are urged to draw on examples from their own historical knowledge and especially from the operations studied during the staff ride in which the students will participate.


Partial answers to such questions as above can be found in written historical sources.  Another set of sources exists on the battlefields themselves, that is, their physical aspects.  The lay of the land, lines of communication, the effects of weather on soldiers and their weapons, and the like are critical to understanding the conduct of battle and how it relates to the location of battle.  The best approach to answering questions, through the use of the staff ride, about military operations is in combining the two approaches.  Staff rides couple a detailed historical study of a military operation, such as a battle analysis, with a visit to the site of operations to help soldiers understand what happened, why decisions were made, and how lessons from historical operations are still relevant today.




1.
Learning Step/Activity 1 - Discuss the staff ride planning methodology.

Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25
Time of instruction  00 : 15

Media Viewgraphs

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 82:  What is a Staff Ride?
NOTE:
Explain the definition of a staff ride.

a. Definition:




(1)
The staff ride is a method employed by the Army to draw lessons and insights from past battles, campaigns, and operations, and to stimulate critical thinking about military problems.  The staff ride links a historical event with systematic preliminary study and a visit to the site of operations to produce what might be called a three-dimensional battle analysis.  A well-executed staff ride requires considerable prior planning and maximum student involvement before arriving at the site to ensure thoughtful analysis and discussion.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 83:  Staff Ride:  Not a Tour and Not a TEWT!




(2)
The staff ride is not a battlefield tour.  Tours can be interesting and even productive, but they bear little relationship to the professional military education aspects of the staff ride.  The staff ride is also not a Tactical Exercise Without Troops (TEWT).  A TEWT utilizes terrain for a hypothetical battlefield scenario, usually employing current doctrinal concepts.  The staff ride, on the other hand, is specifically and consciously historical in nature.



(3)
There are three phases to the staff ride methodology:

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 84:  Phases of a Staff Ride.









 



(a)  Phase 1:  Preliminary study.  This phase prepares students to visit the selected site through systematic, in-depth examination of the event using historical sources.  This phase most nearly resembles steps 1 through 4 of the advanced battle analysis methodology, although it may be less thorough.





(b)  Phase 2:  Field study.  This phase takes the historical insights gained during preliminary study and applies them to the actual site of the battle, campaign, or other operation.  Participants do more than just tour the battlefield.  They also apply their historical insights, which enable an in-depth, comprehensive examination of the operation from the professional military perspective.  The well-conceived staff ride links first-hand accounts of the operation and subsequent study with the terrain on which the operation occurred.





(c)  Phase 3:  Integration.  This final phase uses preliminary study and field study to develop a coherent, overall view of the battle or campaign.  This phase most nearly resembles step 5 of the advanced battle analysis methodology, though it may concentrate more on the physical context of the operation.

b. The staff ride is one of the best examples of historical study as virtual reality.  It cannot reproduce the sights and sounds of the operation or precisely recreate the confusion, fear, courage, heroics, or any other aspect of the operation felt by the participants themselves.  It can, however, provide a far better understanding of the dynamics of an operation by allowing participants to relate physical aspects such as time, distance, terrain, and weather to the historical facts of the opposing forces to understand why and how battles were fought the way they were.

c. The staff ride is not new or unique to the U.S. Army.  The Prussian Army used such terrain studies after the Franco-Prussian War in the early 1870s.  Student officers in Army schools of the late 19th and early 20th centuries conducted staff rides to Civil War battlefields to derive insights about the ways in which leadership, tactics, and changing technology affected the course of those battles.  The desire to preserve battlefields for study prompted the development of national battlefield and military parks and contributed to development of the U.S. National Park Service (NPS).  The style of NPS rangers’ uniforms still reflects the association with the turn-of-the-century U.S. Army.  Staff riding fell into disuse during World War I because of the need to prepare officers quickly for combat.  It was not revived again until the U.S. Army War College began organizing staff rides again in the late 1950s.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.





2.
Learning Step/Activity 2 - Discuss the employment of the staff ride planning methodology in studying military problems.

Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25
Time of instruction  00 : 30

Media Viewgraphs, handouts D-10 and D-11

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 85:  Staff Ride Planning Methodology.








a.
There are five steps to the staff ride planning methodology:

(1)
Select a site.  Selecting a site for a successful staff ride involves several factors, including command guidance, training objectives, and resource availability.


(2)
Develop instructor and support teams.  The key to a successful staff ride is the amount of preparation put into it by the instructor team.  In addition, careful planning by the support team is an important factor in reducing the number of training distractions, especially during the field study phase.


(3)
Prepare for preliminary study.  Preliminary study prepares students for the site visit through an in-depth historical study of a battle, campaign, or other military operation.  This study is critical to the success of field study and, therefore, to the staff ride as a whole.  It should be conducted shortly before field study to help familiarize students with the operation and to highlight aspects that will be more fully developed in the other two phases.


(4)
Prepare for field study.  Field study distinguishes the staff ride from all other forms of systematic historical activity.  It reinforces and refines (or, conversely, calls into question) insights gained from preliminary study with visual images, spatial relationships, and analysis of the operation’s actions.  Field study is the most effective way to stimulate student involvement.  It also helps students of the operation think through military problems critically and analytically.  Field study should be designed to visit all sites pertinent to achieving the commander’s intent for the staff ride.


(5)
Prepare for the integration session.  Integration is the culminating phase of the staff ride and the key to the overall success of the experience.  Integration requires students to consider what they have learned in the preliminary and field study phases and create a coherent picture of the entire experience.  Integration enables students to address questions about what happened and why, and to determine the relevance of insights gained to the present day.

b.
Select a site.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 86:  Staff Ride Planning Methodology:  Select a Site.

(1)
Commander’s guidance.  Commander’s guidance or intent provides the staff ride’s purpose and objectives.  Depending on circumstances, the commander may set specific and limited objectives because of time and resource limitations.  For example, the commander may indicate the desire to illustrate the use of combined arms and the importance of tactical leadership.  In other instances, guidance may be very general, and it will be up to the staff ride team leader to recommend appropriate methods to achieve the intent.
NOTE:
The following objectives are drawn from Center of Military History (CMH) Publication 70-21, The Staff Ride, which is provided as handout D-10.  Instructors may find this publication especially helpful for teaching this portion of the course.  Also available for students is handout D-11, “Study Guide for Staff Ride Methodology,” which briefly summarizes the process.


(2)
Staff ride objectives.


(a)  Expose students to the dynamics of battle, especially those factors that produce victory and defeat.



(b)  Expose students to the “face of battle,” the timeless human dimensions of warfare.









(c)  Provide case studies in the principles of war.



(d)  Provide case studies in operational art.



(e)  Provide case studies of combined arms operations, or of a single arm or branch.



(f)  Provide case studies of the relationship between technology and doctrine.



(g)  Provide case studies of leadership.



(h)  Provide case studies in unit cohesion.



(i)  Provide case studies in logistics.



(j)  Show how terrain affects plans and operations.



(k)  Provide an analytical framework for systematic study of battles and campaigns.



(l)  Encourage students to use military history when studying the profession of arms.



(m)  Kindle or reinforce interest in American military heritage.


(3)
Internal resources.  After receiving the commander’s guidance, it is up to the staff ride team leader to identify courses of action.  These include:



(a)  Requesting funding guidance and a fund citation for related expenses.



(b)  Identifying transportation resources.



(c)  Identifying teaching material from previous staff rides or from local libraries, history offices, or museums.


(4)
External resources.  External resources are those not immediately available in the organization.  These may include:



(a)  Identifying sources for teaching material as required, especially the staff ride data base at the U.S. Army Military History Institute or at the U.S. Army Center of Military History.



(b)  Transportation, if not available internally.



(c)  Subject-matter experts such as National Park Service or other historians who may be able to provide helpful advice on sites or teaching materials that address the commander’s intent.


(5)
Courses of action.  The staff ride leader should develop two or three alternative sites, based on the following criteria.



(a)  Applicability to the commander’s intent.



(b)  Proximity to home station (transportation).



(c)  Logistical supportability (fiscal constraints, food, lodging, etc.)



(d)  Adequacy of historical source material.



(e)  Historical integrity of the terrain (development, versus preservation).



(f)  Characteristics of the operation, such as where it fit in the strategic setting, the command level from which it was contested, and the type of units and terrain involved.


(6)
Command decision.  The staff ride leader briefs the commander and receives his decision on the operation and site to be studied.

c. 
Develop instructor and support teams.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 87:  Staff Ride Planning Methodology:  Develop Instructor and Support Teams.










(1)
Establish  instructor team.  The primary instructor and his associates should possess maximum knowledge of the selected operation, that is, they must be (or become) true subject-matter experts.  They should be able to identify all of the important aspects of the battle and how those aspects relate to each other.  The staff ride leader identifies the primary instructor, who, in turn:



(a)  Identifies assistant instructors.  A good rule of thumb is one instructor for every fifteen participants/students.



(b)  Selects instructional material for students and supervises preparation of student handouts.  Of particular importance in this process may be the staff ride data base in the U.S. Army Military History Institute.



(c)  Instructs assistants in their responsibilities.  Specific instructor duties are outlined in CMH Publication 70-21, The Staff Ride.  The most important of these include understanding the organizational, doctrinal, and technological context of the operation; determining the factors significant to the historical outcome; and interpreting the significant events of the campaign in a manner clearly understandable to the level of the students.


(2)
Establish support team.  The support team must be comprised of members capable of identifying sustainment issues and resolving them before they impact on the success of the staff ride.  Such issues include:



(a)  Logistical aspects of the preliminary study phase, such as securing a classroom and appropriate multimedia equipment, and preparation of read-ahead material.



(b)  Logistical aspects of the field study phase, such as transportation to, from, in, and around the site; communications; safety; food; lodging, if required; and such instructional materials as maps, loudspeakers, etc.



(c)  Logistical aspects of the integration phase, such as securing a properly equipped location.

d.
Prepare for preliminary study.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 88:  Staff Ride Planning Methodology.  Prepare for Preliminary Study.


(1)
Determine the form.  Ideally, the preliminary study should employ a combination of methods, including conferencing, individual study, lecture, and group study.  For example, students could study read-ahead material individually, receive contextual briefings from the instructor, and then discuss important aspects of the battle in small groups.


(2)
Assemble references and sources.  Seek primary and secondary sources and maps that succinctly and clearly convey the intent of the staff ride.  Use the same criteria as that for selecting sources applicable to battle analysis methodology.  Once again, the Military History Institute may provide significant assistance.


(3)
Assign roles.  Student interest and participation may be more easily generated if some or all are assigned a role.  Role playing consists of special, directed study of the 

part played by an individual or unit that participated in the battle, or a specific event based insofar as possible on first-person and primary materials.  










(4)
Prepare read-ahead packets.  Select from the references and sources the most succinct and most clear accounts and maps.  Include reviews of current strategic, tactical, and doctrinal thinking for a basis of comparison.  Such material may include:



(a)  A chronology of key events.



(b)  Articles on different aspects of the operation.



(c)  Biographical information on key participants.



(d)  Contemporary and current maps for orientation and comparison.


(5)
Prepare the classroom.  Ensure that accommodations are adequate, including capacity and equipment, to meet the needs of the instructional method or methods chosen.

e.
Prepare for field study.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 89:  Staff Ride Planning Methodology:  Prepare for Field Study.


(1)
Identify stops.  Stops on the battlefield should coincide with key events of the operation.  Opening moves, initial contact, critical turning points, and culminating points should be included.


(2)
Integrate personal accounts.  Use personal accounts at each stop to underscore key events and the role of the individual soldier in them.  Firsthand accounts illustrate the human dimension of combat, and can add an element of realism to the experience.


(3)
Plan itinerary.  Coordinate with park personnel and local residents.  Avoid trespassing on private property. Visit sites in chronological order whenever possible.  Conduct as much of the staff ride as possible on foot, given time constraints.  Include rest breaks and time for meals.  Ensure that safety and security considerations are built into each stop.  Time the stops carefully, including presentations.


(4)
Conduct reconnaissance.  Go over the entire site with all instructors to familiarize them with the terrain and the itinerary and to provide another check on timing.  Note potential for disruption caused by weather, accidents, and maintenance.  Create contingency plans.


f.
Prepare for the integration session.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 90:  Staff Ride Planning Methodology:  Prepare for Integration.


(1)
Choose location.  The integration session should follow field study as closely as possible in time to capitalize on student and instructor observations.  Consider outdoor locations on the site or indoor facilities such as classrooms in visitor centers.  The integration should take place prior to return to home station.


(2)
Discuss lessons and insights.  Questions that may have arisen from field study include:



(a)  How did terrain affect the battle?  Did observation of the terrain confirm or change the impression gained from preliminary study?



(b)  What role did leadership play in determining the course of the battle?  How did key leaders exercise command and control over their units?  What part did the physical environment play in decision-making?



(c)  What effect did technology have on the battle?  Did superior technology (weapons, communications, etc.) play a decisive role in the final outcome?








(3)
Solicit student feedback.  Ask for comments and suggestions.  Be sure to ask whether preliminary study and field study complemented one another or conflicted.  Students should be asked about the appropriateness and quality of instructional materials, and for any other suggestions on presentation or logistics that would improve the next staff ride.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.




3.
Learning Step/Activity 3 - Discuss describing the staff ride planning methodology to subordinate leaders.

Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25
Time of instruction  00 : 15

Media Viewgraphs, handouts D-12 through D-18

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 91:  How to Teach Staff Ride Planning Methodology.

NOTE:
Explain how leaders can teach about staff ride methodology to subordinates.  Direct students to the staff ride articles included as handouts to this TSP in Appendices D 12-18.  These handouts describe the origins and process of staff riding in the U.S. Army.  The VHS tape, “The Staff Ride,” (PIN #70169/DLODA-98-1268) is available from Tobyhanna Army Depot.  The tape is an excellent visual tool for teaching about the staff ride and its methodology.  To obtain a copy, contact the U.S. Army Audio-Visual Information Center/Joint Visual Information Agency, ATTN: SAM-OPV-J-AS, Building 3, Bay 3, 11 Hap Arnold Boulevard, Tobyhanna PA  18466-5102.

a. Staff rides are generally not difficult to develop or lead, given that the leader knows or is willing to learn about the operation.  Leaders can develop sufficient knowledge about a battle, campaign, or other military operation by employing battle analysis methodology.  Once that knowledge is gained, the greatest insurance for a successful staff ride is attention to detail and sufficient planning to provide for contingencies.  Leaders may pass on the staff ride planning methodology to subordinates by:


(1)
Defining and discussing the staff ride, including the three phases.


(2)
Describing the five steps of the staff ride planning methodology.

b. The best way of teaching staff ride planning methodology is by conducting a staff ride and calling attention to the elements of planning at appropriate times during the exercise.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the learning activity.

NOTE:
Conduct a check on learning and summarize the enabling learning objective; omit if no ELO.

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 92:  Check on Learning:  Staff Ride Planning.

NOTE:
Determine if students have learned the material presented by soliciting student questions and explanations.  Ask the students questions such as those presented here, and correct any misunderstanding.









Check on
Q:  What is a staff ride?

Learning
A:  It is a method employed by the Army to draw lessons and insights from past battles, campaigns, and other military operations and to stimulate critical thinking about military problems.



Q:  How does a staff ride differ from a battlefield tour or a TEWT?



A:  Battlefield tours can be interesting and even productive, but they bear little relationship to the professional military education aspects of the staff ride.  The Tactical Exercise Without Troops (TEWT) utilizes terrain for a hypothetical battlefield scenario, usually employing current doctrinal concepts.  The staff ride, on the other hand, is specifically and consciously historical in nature.



Q:  What are the three phases of a staff ride?



A: Preliminary, field, and integration.



Q:  What is the purpose of each phase?



A:  The preliminary study phase enables students to learn about the context of the battle, campaign, or other operation.  It resembles steps 1 through 4 of the advanced battle analysis methodology.  The field study phase is unique to staff riding; it uses a visit to the actual site of the battle to provide additional insights about the operation that are impossible to obtain from classroom study.  The integration phase brings together the insights from the two previous phases and provides a summation of the whole staff ride process.


Q:  What are the five steps for staff ride planning?



A:  Select a site.  Develop instructor and support teams.  Prepare for preliminary study.  Prepare for field study.  Prepare for the integration session.


Q:  What are the key considerations for selecting a site?



A:  The commander’s guidance or intent for the staff ride objectives, internal resource availability, external resource availability, courses of action which may be taken, and the commander’s final decision.



Q:  What are the key considerations for selecting instructors?



A:  Possession (or the ability to develop) considerable knowledge about the battle, campaign, or operation.



Q:  How can subordinates be taught the value of staff ride planning?



A:  The best way is to conduct a staff ride for and with them, indicating planning requirements at appropriate times during the exercise.

NOTE:
Solicit and answer the student’s questions.  This is not a graded activity.




SECTION IV.
SUMMARY





Method of instruction  CO
Instructor to student ratio is  1 : 25
Time of instruction  00 : 15

Media Viewgraph

NOTE:
Show Viewgraph 93:  Terminal Learning Objective.











Review/
We reviewed the U.S. Army’s definition of combined arms warfare, which essentially is Summarize
“the simultaneous application of combat, CS, and CSS toward a common goal.”  From 
Lesson
the broadest construction when applied to the battlefield, combined arms has come to mean that the combat arms branches/functions conduct the fight, the CS/CSS branches/functions enable and sustain the fight, and the combination of the two produces a synergy that is critical to success.  The evolutionary trend for centuries, but especially since World War I, has been toward an ever larger, more lethal battlefield on which the combat arms have exhibited ever greater speed, magnitude, and lethality, and the CS/CSS elements have demonstrated ever greater speed, magnitude, and quantity.  Thus it is in general that lethality demands greater quantity and quantity feeds lethality.

Then we reviewed a definition of advanced battle analysis methodology.  It is a more complex, detailed, and systematic approach to studying past battles, campaigns, and operations, to derive lessons and insights for understanding modern military problems and professionalism.  We indicated that the methodology, if used carefully, can be applied across the spectrum of military operations.  We then discussed the five steps of the advanced battle analysis process, that is, define the subject, review the strategic setting, review the operational/tactical situation, describe the action, and assess the significance of the action.  Step 1 involves finding or being given a subject to study and determining the appropriate sources to use.  Step 2, broken out from step 2 of basic battle analysis (“set the stage”) describes international and national circumstances leading to the battle.  Step 3, also drawn from “set the stage” in basic battle analysis, studies the detailed context leading to the battle itself.  Step 4 reviews the disposition of forces at the beginning of the action, describes the opening moves of each protagonist and antagonist, outlines the major phases of the battle, details the key events, and states the outcome.  Step 5 involves analyzing the immediate and long-term significance of the action on the principal antagonists, and assesses military lessons and insights.

Finally, we defined the staff ride as a method employed by the U.S. Army to draw lessons and insights from past battles, campaigns, and operations, and to stimulate critical thinking about military problems.  The staff ride links a historical event with systematic preliminary study and a visit to the site of operations to produce what might be called a three-dimensional battle analysis.  A well-executed staff ride requires considerable prior planning and maximum student involvement before arriving at the site to ensure thoughtful analysis and discussion.  We defined the five steps included in staff ride planning methodology and discussed how each relates to the planning process.  Finally, we indicated ways in which staff ride planning methods could be passed on to subordinates.









SECTION V
STUDENT EVALUATION 




Testing 
Performance Test 1 - Advanced Battle Analysis

Requirements

Given student handouts for this lesson, any personal notes taken during the lesson, and a source where students can obtain additional research materials during out-of-class time in a classroom, library, or personal study environment, have students develop a 5-page, double-spaced Advanced Battle Analysis that meets four of the five criteria listed on the Advanced Battle Analysis Evaluation Checklist.  Failure to meet four of the five listed criteria will result in a NO-GO.  Enabling Learning Objective B, Learning Step/Activity 2 allots four class hours for students to make Advanced Battle Analysis presentations.

Use the Advanced Battle Analysis checklist to evaluate the results.  This checklist is product-scored; it lists specific criteria that the Advanced Battle Analysis must meet to be acceptable.  The checklist is found at Appendix B.  This checklist takes about 15 minutest to complete.





NOTE:
Rapid, immediate feedback is essential to effective learning.  Schedule and provide feedback sessions on the evaluation and any information to help answer students’ questions about the test.  Provide remedial training as needed.

Feedback
Provide students with feedback concerning how well their Battle Analysis meets the 
Require-
standard as follows:

ments


Step
Action
GO/NOGO


1
Complete the Evaluation Checklist, recording specific justification for any NO-GO rating and recommending areas for improvement. 



2
Provide student with a copy of the completed Advanced Battle Analysis Evaluation Checklist.



3
Inform students of your availability to discuss their performance and rating.



4
Change a NO-GO to GO rating if the student can discuss shortcomings and a means for improvement with an instructor or peer coach.


Performance Test 2 - Staff Ride

Testing
Given student handouts for this lesson, any personal notes taken during the
Require-
lesson, and a source where students can obtain additional research materials,

ments 
group the students.  Have each group develop and conduct a staff ride.  Each group must produce a briefing and associated illustrative materials for their assigned segment that satisfies 100 percent of the criteria listed on the Staff Ride Evaluation Checklist.  Additionally, each student must participate as a contributing member of the student 









group that produces the staff ride content and visual aids as verified by peer evaluations that certify their contributions toward the final product.  Students will receive a NO-GO if the briefing and associated illustrative materials fail to meet any one of the listed criteria.  Generally, the subject matter portion of a staff ride—exclusive of the logistics of going to, moving around on, and returning from a battlefield—takes about six out-of-class hours to complete and consists of the series of briefings on the battlefield itself.





Performance Test Environment.  The environment for conduct of the staff ride will be an appropriate battlefield.  For Warrrant Officer Advanced Course, the environment for simulating conduct of the staff ride will be a classroom.  The student performance (conduct) will remain the same, but the conditions (environment) will be altered.

Evaluation Checklist.   Use the checklist to evaluate students’ ability to develop and conduct the staff ride.  This checklist is product-scored; it lists the specific criteria that the product (briefing and illustrative materials) must meet to be considered a fully successful performance.  The Staff Ride Segment Evaluation Checklist is found at Appendix B.  This checklist takes about 15 minutes to complete.

Peer Evaluations.  To ensure that all members of the group have contributed to the performance, have the students complete an anonymous Peer Evaluation for the other members of their group.  The Peer Evaluation is found at Appendix B.  This peer evaluation takes about 15 minutes to complete.

Evaluation Procedures.  Evaluate this TLO as follows:


Step
Action
GO/NO GO


1
Assign specific staff ride segment to each group (minimum three-maximum five students in each group).



2
Have each group work together to develop briefing and associated illustrative materials for the assigned segment.



3
Have each group select one member to brief the assigned segment during the conduct of the staff ride.



4
Have selected member brief the assigned segment.



5
Complete Staff Ride Segment Evaluation Checklist and inform each group of their score (GO or NO-GO).



6
Have each group member complete an anonymous Peer Evaluation for each of the other members of the group.  Have them turn in completed evaluations to you.






NOTE:
Rapid, immediate feedback is essential to effective learning.  Schedule and provide feedback sessions on the evaluation and any information to help answer students’ questions about the test.  Provide remedial training as needed.

Feedback 
Provide students with feedback concerning how well their performance (briefing Require-
and illustrative materials) met the identified standard.

ment









Following evaluation of this TLO, provide feedback to the students as follows:


Step
Action
GO/NOGO


1
While observing the presentation of the group’s assigned segment, complete Staff Ride Evaluation Checklist, recording specific justification for any NO-GO rating and recommending areas for improvement.



2
Provide each member of the group with a copy of the completed Staff Ride Evaluation Checklist.



3
Inform students of your availability to discuss their performance and rating.



4
Change a NO-GO rating if all students in the group participate in a re-mediation session with an instructor or peer coach.  During this session, students must present specific approaches for improving the deficient portions of the Staff Ride presentation or visual aids and discuss these approaches with an instructor or peer coach.
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VIEWGRAPH MASTERS

(See Microsoft Powerpoint Document VGT0010.PPT)

APPENDIX B
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APPENDIX C

PRACTICAL EXERCISES

N/A

APPENDIX D

STUDENT HANDOUTS

(See MS Word Documents HO0010A.DOC (D-1 thru D-6) and HO0010B.DOC (D-7 thru D-18)
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