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SECTION II.
INTRODUCTION


Method of instruction: CO

Instructor to student ratio is: 1: 16

Time of instruction: 00:10

Media used: Viewgraphs 1-2  
	

	


Note:
Show Viewgraph 1: Task Title.

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 military history and battle analysis to the professional development of self and subordinate leaders.

	Conditions:
	Given study materials for this lesson.

	Standard:
	Selects correct definition of:


--military history.


--battle analysis.

Identifies the purpose for the study of military history.

Outlines a recommended approach for studying military history.

Lists the four steps of battle analysis methodology.

	

	


Safety
None.

Requirements


	

	


Risk
None.

Assessment


Level


	

	


Environmental
None.

Considerations
   

	

	


	

	


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/facilitator 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.

A.
ENABLING LEARNING OBJECTIVE A

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

	Action:
	Define the role and use of military history and its application to self-study and the training of subordinates in military history.

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

	Standards:
	Identifies the definition of military history.

Lists the eight activities included in the study of military history and the four types of military history.

Specifies a strategy for encouraging subordinates to apply the role and use of military history.


1.
Learning Step/Activity 1 - Discuss military history methods and their relationship to military professionalism using the history of the appropriate branch.


Method of instruction: CO  


Instructor to student ratio is: 1:16

Time of instruction  2:50

Media: Viewgraphs, handout 

Note:  Into the time allotted for this Learning Step/Activity, instructors will add the history of their branch.

Note:  Show Viewgraph 3: George S. Patton, Jr.


 “To be a successful soldier, you must know history,”   

LTG George S. Patton, Jr., wrote to his son just before the launch of the invasion of Normandy in 1944.  Many military leaders, both past and present, have stressed the need to study military history, and have passed their conviction on to their subordinates.  Some of these same leaders believed that military history provides the most important classroom for future Army leaders.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 4:  What is Military History?

Note:
Explain the definition of military history.

a.
Definition:

(1) Military history is the record of all activities of all armed forces (including armies, navies, and air forces) in war and peace.

(2)
This broad definition reflects the wide-ranging nature of history, that is, a way of coming to an understanding of the past by studying the record to supplement memory.  The last part of the definition is perhaps most important, that is, studying military activities in war and peace.

(a)
Most people think of the Civil War, the two world wars, Desert Storm, and other wars when they think of military history.  But conflict is only a small part of the Army’s history, not even 40 of well over 200 years.  Most of the Army’s time has been spent preparing for the next war; exploring; peacekeeping or peacemaking; or just keeping itself together, especially between wars.

(b)
Preparation for war, even when the next war is not imminent, is an important part of the Army’s history.  The evolution of troop training, technology, and doctrine, are all important in understanding how the Army has conducted combat operations.

(c)
Leaders who study how the Army’s past shows the process of preparation for war, or the lack of it, and how that process has affected the Army’s ability to perform its missions, can better understand the present and project into the future.

Note:
Ask students the following question.  Write responses on the chalkboard or a blank viewgraph. “What are some of the types of activities that are included in the study of military history?”

b. 
What are some of the types of activities that are included in the study of military history?

Note:
 OPTIONAL--Show Viewgraph 5:  Activities Included in the Study of Military History.




Examples include, but are not limited to:


(1)
battles and campaigns.

(2) strategy and tactics.

(3) doctrine and training.

(4) organizations.


(5)
logistics.


(6)
the military and society.


(7)
weapons and technology.


(8)
military leaders (great and not so great).

c.
Identify the four broad categories of military history.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 6:  Types of Military History.

Note:
Explain the four commonly identified types of military history.



There are four commonly identified types of military history.  They are:

(1)
Operational.  This is the oldest kind of military history.  It is also the oldest kind of history.  It includes battles, campaigns, tactics, and planning.  Operational military history is also the most popular type of military history because it focuses on crisis and the central mission of the military--waging war. 

.

Note:
EXAMPLE:  Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War.  This is the first fully successful work of history, written over a number of years around 400 B.C.E.  At the time of Thucydides’s death in the mid-390s, it was still incomplete, yet it is a masterful account of the operational aspects of a war that did much to shape the Western world.  Recent translations, especially that of Robert Strassler, presented with excellent maps, make the 2,400-year leap and show that conflict in ancient Greece is relevant for today’s professional soldier.

(2)
Institutional.  This type deals with preparing for war, including doctrine (how to fight), training, and organization.  It also covers how the Army has influenced society and how a democratic society has influenced the Army.  Branch history, which is especially relevant to this level of instruction, is a form of institutional history.

Note:
EXAMPLE:  Appropriate branch history-related material, listed in Appendix C, or Russell Weigley, A History of the United States Army.  Instructors may choose to discuss sources for the history of the appropriate branch, listed in Appendix C, or Weigley’s book which presents the Army in broad perspective, which is what good institutional history does.  Weigley looks at the Total Army, not just the active component, from the perspective of how the organization developed.  Even if the instructor chooses to discuss Weigley’s book, the instructor should also bring in a history or histories of the appropriate branch as example(s) of organizational history.  A third option for instructors is to arrange or conduct a tour of the branch museum, which also constitutes an excellent example of the presentation of institutional history.

(3)
Biographical.  This is the study of military lives.  Traditionally, military biography has dealt with the lives of generals, admirals, and other senior leaders, and heroes.  More recent biographies have dealt with ordinary soldiers.  At whatever level, biography offers insights into leadership, decision-making, and military professionalism because it describes and analyzes how subjects developed, both on and off the battlefield.

Note:
EXAMPLE:  Carlo D’Este, Patton: A Genius for War.  While D’Este’s biography is traditional in that it deals with a well-known, high-ranking leader, it is a modern approach to biography in that he takes pains to show the complexities of his subject.  D’Este’s treatment shows Patton’s failures as a military leader as well as his successes, and demonstrates the impact of all aspects of Patton’s life on his abilities to lead.  The book also highlights the difficulties faced by the small cadre of professional soldiers in maintaining the Army between the world wars. 

(4)
Social and technological.  This is the most recent approach to military history and deals with a wide variety of topics that provide the context for military operations, such as logistics, command and control, technological innovation and evolution, and social and psychological aspects of military life.

Note:
EXAMPLE:  Edwin E. Moise, Tonkin Gulf and the Escalation of the Vietnam War.  This book provides insights into the controversial event that led to the widening of the war in Vietnam and the strategic thinking, both before and after the event, that profoundly affected the history of the U.S. Army and still affects the way the Army thinks about itself now. Branch museums, as the technological repositories of their organizations, also provide excellent resources for the study of military technology. 

d.
Describe why professional soldiers study military history.

(1)
Military leaders through time have included military history as a part of their professional development.  

(a)
Napoleon:  “The only right way of learning the science of war is to read and reread the campaigns of the great captains.”

(b)
Douglas McArthur:  “Fundamental principles [of conducting war] know no limitation of time.  Consequently, the Army extends its analytical interest to the dust-buried accounts of wars long past as well as those still reeking with the 
scent of battle.”

(c)
George S. Patton, Jr.:  “To be a successful soldier, you must know history.”

Note:
When Patton took over the 2nd Armored Brigade in August 1940, it was ill-equipped and understrength, with morale at rock-bottom.  Officers were unprepared to motivate men and had little idea how to organize and train their units.  Patton drew on his knowledge of military history, both ancient and contemporary, to perceive and correct the problems.  “The first example he hammered into the officers and men of the 2nd Armored was the wretched ordeal of the Poles the previous year,” 1939, as they had been crushed by the well-trained and motivated Germans.  He then cited Julius Caesar, who “in the winter time so trained his legions that all became soldiers and so habituated them to the proper performance of their duties that when in the spring he committed them to battle against the Gauls it was not necessary to give them orders, for they knew what to do and how to do it.” (quotes from D’Este, Patton.)  In 1943, Patton read about the Norman conquest of Sicily nine centuries earlier and taught his subordinates to consider “the many points in common with our operations,” as they prepared for invasion of that island.

(d)  Frederick M. Franks, Jr., Commander, VII Corps, Desert Storm:  “Training and leader development must include a historical perspective--especially of the conduct of battle.”

Note:
When Franks prepared himself and his troops for battle, he did so with an eye on the past.  He reported that “there were no days off; I just couldn’t do that.  General Hancock said it right at Gettysburg: ‘Today, a corps commander’s life is not important.’” And: “I didn’t want pauses.  What I meant was I didn’t want them in front of our main objective, the [Iraqi troops], as Burnside had paused before Fredericksburg in December 1862, during the Civil War, while he’d waited for bridging for weeks while Lee built his defenses.” (quotes from Tom Clancy and Franks, Into the Storm: A Study in Command.)

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

	

	


2.
Learning Step/Activity 2 - Discuss the employment of military history in studying military problems.


Method of instruction: CO  


Instructor to student ratio is: 1:16

Time of instruction: 0:75

Media: Viewgraphs, handout 

Note:
Ask students the following question.  Write responses on the chalkboard or a blank viewgraph.

a.  
What do these statements by military leaders tell you about why history is important to soldiers?

Note:  Show Viewgraph 7:  Using Military History.

(1)
Learn from past experience.  Military history allows readers to think about the profession using the experiences of others.  History discusses actual events experienced by real people, and readers can more easily identify with the human element than with field manuals, technical books on strategy and tactics, or computer simulations not based on historical events.

(2)
Understand military concepts.  Military history helps gain an appreciation for constants among concepts for military operations.  Seeing how the military has operated through time allows students to see the elements that do not change, like the need for training, motivated troops, strong leadership, etc.  

(3)
Study the lives of soldiers in the past.  Actions of past soldiers as role models, either positive or negative, help the student understand the human element of the profession.  Faced with the constants of military operations, soldiers reacted well, or they did not.  Either case provides an opportunity to learn.

(4)
Understand doctrinal evolution.  The Army was not always governed by written doctrine.  Military history allows the reader to see how the nature of military operations in the modern world led to the requirement for a formal understanding of how to fight.

(5)
Broaden knowledge of military subjects.  As noted before, success as a military professional is not limited to the ability to win in battle.  Missions of the Army have broadened considerably, and soldiers need to understand the Army’s role in disaster relief, peacekeeping and peacemaking, nation-building, etc.

(6)
Understand leadership issues.  The common wisdom about military history is that it provides the only classroom for leadership, other than experience in command.  All kinds of military history--operational, institutional, biographical, and social and technical-- provide opportunities to gain insights about the successes and failures of military leaders.

(7)
Learn about strategy and tactics.  No portion of any conflict will duplicate any other conflict.  The same holds true of other aspects of the Army’s missions.  Nevertheless, students can learn how leaders went about developing strategy and tactics, taking into account the constants of military operations, the current situation, doctrine, and other decision making elements.

b.
How does the article by Martin Blumenson, “Constants of Warfare:  The Relevance of Kasserine Pass” (handout), demonstrate the reasons for studying military history that we just discussed?

Note:
Review the article by Blumenson, using the seven reasons for studying military history discussed above.  The article provides good examples of each, noted below, which may be given to students or may provide motivation for discussion.

(1)
Learn from past experience.  Blumenson challenges the reader to think about how the events of a past battle can be relevant to today’s Army by identifying some of the constants of warfare that apply to combat over a broad period of time.  These are elements that remain valid despite rapid technological, social, or political change.  But the most important point in thinking about warfare is not the constants themselves but, as the author states on the last page of the article, that “they may serve as a demonstration of how one goes about extracting and distilling meaning [from the past].”  The last sentence of the article answers the question of relevance:  “But in the end, military professionals must go beyond the findings of historians and discover the proper linkages to the realities of the present and the potential realities in the future.”

(2)
Understand military concepts.  The constants of war as Blumenson finds them are:

(a)
Terrain.  Shapes the battlefield, dictates routes of advance, dictates defensive positions.

(b)
Logistics.  Roads, rail, airfields, ports, distances, transportation assets, and how all of these affect the ability to sustain forces in combat.

(c)
Communications.  Ability to issue orders, stay in contact with other friendly units, maintain supply routes, develop situational awareness.

(d)
Technology.  Modernity of weapons compared to the opposing force, and the ability to understand and use the weapons.

(e)
Surprise.  Unexpected developments which occur despite best efforts to reduce uncertainty.

(f)
Leadership.  Experience, ability, military genius of friendly and opposing commanders.

(g)
Troop readiness.  Levels of training, cohesiveness of units, equipment, etc.

(3)
Study the lives of soldiers in the past.  An examination of the principal commanders at Kasserine provides a distinct contrast in leadership styles and their ultimate effectiveness.  The U.S. II Corps commander, Major General Lloyd Fredendall, commanded from his headquarters many miles away from the scene of the action.  Consequently, he remained out of touch and was unable to respond to the rapidly changing situation on the battlefield.  The German commander, Field Marshal Erwin Rommel, commanded from the front, was familiar with fluid combat situations, and could adjust his plans as the battle unfolded.  The results of the battle answer the question about which commander was more effective and provide a good contrast in leadership styles.

(4)
Understand doctrinal evolution.  The Army was not always governed by written doctrine.  Military history allows the reader to see how the nature and complexity of military operations in the modern world led to the requirement for a formal understanding of how to fight.

(5)
Broaden knowledge of military subjects.  As noted before, success as a military professional is not limited to the ability to win in battle.  Nor is the ability to win a battle a simple skill.  Missions of the Army have broadened considerably, and soldiers need to understand the Army’s role in disaster relief, peacekeeping and peacemaking, nation-building, etc.  Likewise, success in leadership requires integration of many skills, and an awareness of that reality encourages students to engage in life-long learning.

(6)
Understand leadership issues.  In addition to the contrast in command and control noted above, the study of Kasserine shows how military history provides the student with a substitute for leadership experience, which the student generally may not have had yet.  Patton’s command in North Africa owed much to his predecessor’s failure at Kasserine, and he later expressed his belief that a great soldier gains experience from the study of history because it permits “his mind to grow with his subject until he can grasp without effort the most abstruce [sic] question of the science of war because he is already permiated [sic] with all its elements.”

(7)
Learn about strategy and tactics.  Kasserine provides an important operational perspective on the inadequacy of the U.S. Army’s strategic, operational, and tactical assumptions as it prepared to fight.  It demonstrated that the American Army’s battle plan, in addition to its equipment, was inferior to that of its opponent.  Troops were not adequately trained for the rigors of combat, and staffs did not know how to respond to the rapid German thrusts and encircling tactics.  Learning the interrelationship between training and execution of strategic, operational, and tactical objectives as shown through a study of history is key for preparing the Army for war, or for any other mission.

c.
What are the limitations and dangers posed by a study of military history?

Note: 
Show Viewgraph 8:  Misusing Military History.

For all of the advantages to studying military history, there are limitations to bear in mind, and some real dangers.  There are two main limitations:

(1)
History provides understanding, not proof.  History is not a science, it is a method of thinking about and organizing information about human events and behavior, which are not always rational or logical.  A prime example of history being used wrongly to advance a theory rather than to understand behavior is provided by the work of the British military theorist Basil Henry Liddel-Hart.  In his book, Strategy, he sought to prove that by following a strategy of the indirect approach, a smaller army could defeat a larger opposing force in most circumstances.  Liddel-Hart was very selective in the battles and campaigns he chose to support his argument and did not fully explain why a strategy of direct approach could work as well as the indirect approach, and could be supported as well by historical example.

(2)
History provides insight, not analogy.  As noted above, the course of human events is always very complex.  It is impossible to reconstruct completely a historical event, and so it is equally impossible to know all of the forces at work to shape its outcome.  Something will have changed, the terrain, the participants, the weather, the technology.  Therefore, no one can say that a historical event is so like the present that solutions to past problems will certainly work in the present.  History does not repeat itself, nor are those who ignore history automatically doomed to repeat it.  But the fact that there are constants which impact on the present as they impacted on the past (importance of terrain, importance of knowing the participants, knowing the effects of weather, knowing the impact of technology) means that soldiers who seek to understand their profession ignore history at their peril.

d.
How can soldiers study military history?

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 9:  How to Study Military History.

(1)
Start with what is personally interesting.  Different readers have different interests and concerns.  History is as broad as human experience, and should encompass subjects that affect each soldier’s interest.  Starting with subjects of immediate impact will make it more likely that study will be enjoyable.  As soldier's professional interests and concerns broaden, so will their interests in military history.

(2)
Make study of military history continuous.  In addition to broadening interests and concerns throughout a professional’s life, the same readings will mean different things to the same reader at different career points.  Soldiers should read military history throughout their careers, both to increase breadth of knowledge and to reread classics for new insights.

(3)
Create a personal study program, and take advantage of opportunities to learn.  The primary, but not the sole, medium for military history is the written word.  Many sources are available to help create a reading program.  Diligence, a few minutes each night or longer on days off duty, will lead to a thorough acquaintance with military history over time.  Soldiers should also become aware of other media, for example, televised documentary material, presentations by experts in the field, and relevant sites on the worldwide web.

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

	

	


3.
Learning Step/Activity 3 -. Discuss teaching about the study of military history to subordinates using the history of the appropriate branch.


Method of instruction: CO

Instructor to student ratio is: 1: 25

Time of instruction: 0:25

Media: Viewgraphs, handout

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 10: How to Teach About Military History.

Note:
Explain how leaders can teach about the study of military history to subordinates.

a.
Leaders need to pass the importance of military history on to subordinates.  This can be accomplished in unit professional development opportunities by:

(1)
Defining military history, discussing types of military history, and providing examples of military history in a variety of media such as those suggestions contained in this training support package.  Branch-related materials such as those found as a handout in Appendix D-1 can prove to be effective, since Advanced Individual Training and the Non-Commissioned Officer Educational System contain instruction in branch history and heritage.  Soldiers can benefit from discussions of the history of issues confronting them, as well as role models drawn from the history of the branch within which they serve.

(2)
Providing examples of the importance of military history to military leaders in the past, such as those contained in this training support package.  Leaders can also provide personal examples at this point drawn from relating their own study of military history to their professional development.

b.
Leaders need to demonstrate methods of studying military history by:

(1)
Determining individual soldier's areas of interest and encouraging them to pursue study in those areas, particularly those related to the branch within which they serve.

(2)
Discussing the need for continuous study of military history throughout a soldier’s career.

(3)
Providing guidance for soldiers in developing personal study programs in military history.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 11:  Check on Learning: Role and Use of Military History in Professional Development.

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 military history?

Learning
A:  The study of activities of all armed forces in peace and war.


Q:  What are four commonly identified types of military history?


A:  Operational, institutional, biographical, and social and technological.


Q:  What are some of the reasons for military professionals to study military history?


A: Learn from past experience.  Understand military concepts.  Study the lives of soldiers in the past.  Understand doctrinal evolution.  Broaden knowledge of military subjects. Understand leadership issues.  Learn about strategy and tactics.


Q:  What types of activities are included in military history?


A:  Battles and campaigns, strategy and tactics, doctrine and training, organizations, logistics, the military and society, weapons and technology, military leaders (great and not so great).


Q:  What are some limitations of a study of military history?


A:  History provides understanding, not proof; history provides insight, not analogy.


Q:  What are “constants of war?”


A:  Aspects that transcend the time and place of battle, such as terrain, logistics, communications, technology, surprise, leadership, and troop readiness.


Q:  What are the most important principles in studying military history?


A:  Begin with what interests you, study continuously, develop a study plan.


Q:  How can subordinates be taught the value of military history?


A:  Help them determine what is of interest to them, encourage them to study continuously, help them develop a study plan.

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:
	Define the battle analysis methodology and its application to self-study and the training of subordinates in military history.

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

	Standards:
	Identifies the definition of battle analysis.

Lists the four steps of the battle analysis methodology.

Specifies a strategy for encouraging subordinates to apply battle analysis methodology.


1.
Learning Step/Activity 1 - Discuss the definition of battle analysis, its methodology, and its concepts.


Method of instruction: CO

Instructor to student ratio is: 1: 25

Time of instruction  0 : 75


Media Viewgraphs, handout 

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 12:  Military History and the Conduct of Battle.


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.”  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.  Battle analysis methodology provides a tool to accomplish the assessment.

Note:
Show Viewgraph 13:  What is Battle Analysis?

Note:
Explain the definition of battle analysis.


a.
Definition:

(1)
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 or 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, which will 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 constants which govern military actions as well as the multitude of variables.

Note:
Review Enabling Learning Objective A, Learning Step/Activity 2, at this point, especially subparagraph b.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 14:  Battle Analysis Steps.

(2)
The battle analysis process contains four steps.  Each step builds on the previous one to provide a logical order to the study.

(a)
Define the subject.  This step decides which battle, campaign, or other operation will be studied.

(b)
Set the stage.  This step examines the strategic, operational, and tactical situations at the beginning of the operation chosen.

(c)
Describe the action.  This step reviews the conduct of the operation and looks for key events or decisions that affected the outcome.

(d)
Draw lessons and insights.  The last step involves analyzing the information gathered in the previous steps to formulate lessons and derive insights about contemporary operations.

(3)
The battle analysis methodology provides a guide to conducting a study of a past battle, campaign, or operation. Battle analysis should not be used as a lock-step approach to the study if it inhibits learning.  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 may not be relevant.  Used with care, the battle analysis method can be applied to derive insights from any organized military operation, in war or in peace.

b. 
Describe the first step of battle analysis--Define the subject.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 15:  Battle Analysis:  Step 1--Define the Subject.

(1)
Define the subject.  In the first step of battle analysis, choose the subject (or have it chosen) for study.  This will provide the parameters of the battle analysis and will enable the student to determine if sufficient research sources are available to support the study.

Note:
Show Viewgraph 16:  Battle Analysis:  Step 1--Define the Subject (what, where, when, who).

(2)
Determine what, where, when, and who.  Selecting a battle, campaign, or other operation limits the subject in time and space.  Then ask the journalist’s questions, keeping in mind the time available for the study and the reasons for making it.  Time will most likely limit the possibility of studying the entire European Campaign during World War II.  Likewise, study of an entire war, or even an entire campaign or battle, to derive lessons useful for company command may be misguided

(a)
Pick a subject appropriate to the level of operations of interest.  A study of how MacArthur’s headquarters planned the invasion of the Philippines will not be helpful if the subject of interest is battalion operations in tropical jungle conditions.

(b)
Select a topic related to the types of lessons desired.  Studies conducted to illuminate a low intensity conflict exercise would probably benefit more from examination of the Philippine Insurrection (1899-1902) than the Battle of the Bulge (December 1944-January 1945).

Note: 
Show Viewgraph 17:  Battle Analysis:  Step 1--Define the Subject (determine sources).

(3)
Determine the sources.  A trip to the library will determine whether enough sources exist to conduct a battle analysis.  One source, especially a secondary source espousing a single point of view, is generally insufficient.  Books and articles will make up the bulk of the resources, but other sources--video, audio, and electronic--should be examined as well.  Look for a variety of sources in an effort to get a balanced account of what happened.  Sources may include, but not be limited to, primary sources (documents from the actual event), secondary sources (written by someone who was not a participant), official histories, and maps.

(a)
Books.  Again, diversity of sources is important.  Seek out memoirs, biographies, operational histories, and institutional histories.  A good general history can provide information on the strategic setting.

(b)
Articles. Articles from professional military and historical journals, such as branch journals, Military Review, Parameters, MHQ: The Quarterly Magazine of Military History, The Journal of Military History, and others can provide information on a battle as well as analysis.

(c)
Other.  Good documentaries provide general background and actual images from the battle being studied.  Interviews with participants or oral histories, either as audio recordings or as transcriptions, can furnish insights, provided that individual biases and intentions are taken into account.  The internet, particularly the world-wide web, contains many sites devoted to military history, some exclusively to particular battles, campaigns, wars, or other operations.

(4)
Evaluate the sources.  Regardless of the number of sources available, each must be evaluated in terms of its content and bias.  In most cases, the only way to do this is by a comparison of sources, weighing each against the other for accuracy, with primary sources given the greatest weight.  

(a)
Content.  Look at the type of information provided by the source.  Ensure it is relevant to the subject and provides straightforward information.  Accuracy of the information is, of course, relative to the author’s perspective, intent, and biases.  Secondary sources can be evaluated in part by the types and breadth of the sources upon which they are based.

(b)
Bias and intent.  Participants in actions often create sources to defend or justify their actions, or those of their organization or country.  Others may intend to correct the errors and biases, perceived or otherwise, of others.  Historians generally agree that no source is completely free of bias; hence, do not search for unbiased sources.  Rather, seek to determine what biases and intentions exist, and if they have damaged the usefulness of the source.

c.
Describe the second step of battle analysis--Set the stage.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 18:  Battle Analysis:  Step 2--Set the Stage.

(1)
Setting the stage establishes the foundation for the study by reviewing the context of the operation being considered, from the strategic to the tactical.  Setting the stage in this manner prepares for the analytical phase of the process in step 4.  The level of detail gathered in this step will depend upon the purpose of the study as well as the audience for which it is intended.  For example, an abundance of detail on the causes of World War II is probably not necessary for an analysis of the battle of Okinawa.  But a thorough knowledge of the campaign in the Pacific will be required.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 19:  Battle Analysis:  Step 2--Set the Stage--Strategic Factors.

(2)
Strategic factors.

(a)
Type of conflict.  Consider the causes of the conflict, such as the factors (economic, political, social, or religious) that weighed most heavily in determining the antagonists and what period of history is involved.

(b)
Objectives of the principal antagonists.  What were the intentions of the principals?

(c)
Military systems.  Identify the size and type of the forces involved, and how each was equipped, trained, etc.

(d)
Previous experience of forces.  Look for results of prior engagements, prior conflicts, adequacy of training, etc.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 20:  Battle Analysis:  Step 2--Set the Stage--Operational Setting.

(3)
Describe the operational setting.  The operational setting will, for example, place a battle in the context of a campaign.  Allied landings on the coast of France on 6 June 1944--popularly known as D-Day--was the opening battle of the larger campaign for control of the Normandy peninsula.  When describing the operational setting, students need to be aware of how the battle fits into the overall campaign.  Consider the objectives of the campaign and additional factors such as alliances, tactics, differences in doctrine, and personalities of the commanders.

Note:
Example--The German offensive on the Western Front in the Spring of 1918.  From March until early June, German divisions trained in special infiltration tactics achieved spectacular breakthroughs when they bypassed Allied tactical strong points and struck into Allied rear areas.  However, this tactical success could not be translated into operational and strategic success--and thereby end the war on Germany’s terms--because the Germans had no doctrinal underpinning (deep battle?), insufficient reserves to exploit the breakthroughs, and not enough resources (supplies, transport) to maintain the momentum.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 21:  Battle Analysis:  Step 2--Set the Stage--Tactical Situation.

(4)
Review the tactical situation.  Examining the tactical situation will provide a detailed picture of the setting prior to the start of the operation being studied.  Examination at this level may also show why a particular action, which was apparently a viable alternative, was not chosen.  Study the area of operations.  Look at weather and terrain.  What was the impact of weather?  Which side gained an advantage from the terrain?  

Note:
Encourage use of the OCOKA factors when studying terrain--Observation and fields of fire, Cover and concealment, Obstacles, Key terrain, and Avenues of approach.

Note:
Show Viewgraph 22:  Battle Analysis:  Step 2--Set the Stage--Compare Forces.

(5)
Compare opposing forces.  Determine the strengths and weakness of opposing forces.  Factors include:

(a)
Size and composition.  How many units?  Troops?  Major weapons systems?  How were they organized?

(b)
Technology.  What was the level of battlefield technology (deployed, not theoretical)?  Did one side have an advantage over the other?

(c)
Logistics.  Did either side have an advantage in supplies and transportation?

(d)
Command, control, and communications.  How effective was each side’s command and control system?  How did communications (or lack of it) affect the operation?

(e)
Intelligence.  What types of intelligence assets were available to the antagonists (human--spot reports from front-line troops, information from deserters and spies), imagery (photo reconnaissance), signals (ranging from flags to GPS).  How did intelligence figure into planning?

(f)
Doctrine and training.  Was tactical doctrine understood and used?  What was the level of training and experience?

(g)
Condition and morale.  How high (or low) was morale at the beginning of the operation?  Did it change over time?  If so, what caused the change?  Did leadership affect morale for better or worse?

(h)
Leadership.  How experienced and effective were leaders?  What were their leadership styles?

d.
Describe the third step of battle analysis--Describe the action. 

Note:
Show Viewgraph 23:  Battle Analysis:  Step 3--Describe the Action.

(1)
The third step of a battle analysis, describe the action, encompasses what might be thought of as the traditional approach to operational military history, that is, taking a normally chaotic event or series of events and attempting to impose order to be able to understand what happened.  As noted above, however, military history, even operational military history, includes much more.  By this time in the battle analysis process, in fact, students should have uncovered several other factors impacting on the operation under consideration, including social, political, and technological issues.

(2)
State the missions of the opposing forces.  Briefly state the objectives for each force, such as seizing and holding key terrain, partial or total destruction of the opposing force, etc.  What missions were undertaken to achieve the objective?  Did other options exist to achieve the mission other than those undertaken?

(3)
Describe the initial disposition of forces.  What were the locations and strengths of the opposing units?  How were forces deployed?  Which units were selected to lead the attack or defense?

(4)
Describe the opening moves of the battle, campaign, or operation.  Briefly examine the initial actions by each side.  Did one side accrue an advantage in the opening phase?  Was the opening phase important to the overall outcome?

(5)
Detail the major phases.  The intent here is to provide a degree of order to the battle analysis by breaking the operation being studied into major phases.  This effort to understand the operation may actually presume a structure on events that was not apparent to the participants, and may not have existed in real time.  It is necessary, however, to impose such an order if a study is to be undertaken at all.  Major phases of an operation may be stated as advance to contact, initial assault, breakthrough, counterattack, exploitation, and pursuit.  The key objective in this portion of the battle analysis is to look for events or decisions that shifted the course of battle toward one side, or otherwise affected the outcome.

(6)
State the outcome.  Review the course of the operation as laid out in the earlier parts of this step, and decide if there was a clear victor, if one side came out with some advantage, or if the operation produced no clear advantage to either side.  Questions to ask include:  Did either side achieve its objectives?  What were losses to personnel and equipment?  What was the immediate and long-term impact of this operation on the larger campaign, war, or other event under study?

e.
Describe the fourth step of battle analysis--Draw lessons and insights.

Note:
Show Viewgraph 24:  Battle Analysis:  Step 4--Draw Lessons and Insights.

(1)
The fourth and final step determines what lessons and insights can be drawn from the study that may help military professionals understand the nature of military operations.  Having set the context, gathered the facts, and imposed some order on the information accumulated, the student should ask two key questions:

(a)
Why did events turn out the way they did?

(b)
What is relevant about this study to current operations?

Note:
Show Viewgraph 25:  Battle Analysis:  Step 4--Draw Lessons and Insights--Cause and Effect.

(2)
Examine the battle or operation by establishing cause and effect.

(a)
Who won?  Who lost?  Is determination of victory or defeat possible, or even meaningful?

(b)
What were the constants that affected the outcome?

Note:
Refer again to Enabling Learning Objective A, Learning Step/Activity 2, subparagraph b.

Note:
Show Viewgraph 26:  Battle Analysis:  Step 4--Draw Lessons and Insights--Military Lessons.

(3)
Military history, whether in the form of sources or more structured as battle analysis, cannot find specific solutions to specific problems.  Nevertheless, there are lessons and insights that can be drawn from intelligent study.  In addition to the constants referred to above, there are other tools to use in seeking insights.  Each of the tools is useful in its own right, although there is some overlap among the elements.

(a)
Principles of War.  Commonly, nine principles form part of the foundation of U.S. Army doctrine, providing general guidelines for the conduct of operations.  The nine principles are objective, offensive, mass, economy of force, maneuver, unity of command, security, surprise, and simplicity.  The article by Richard Swain, “On Bringing Back the Principles of War” (student handout), links the Principles of War to the battle analysis process.

Note:
Compare the principles of War to the constants discussed in Enabling Learning Objective A, Learning Step/Activity 2, subparagraph b.  Optional:  Pose the questions Swain asks about the Principles of War in his article, and encourage discussion.

(b)
Tenets of Airland Operations.  First identified as the four tenets of Airline Battle in the mid-1980s, the list has grown to five with the mid-1990s promulgation of Airline Operations.  The tenets—initiative, agility, depth, synchronization, and versatility—may be helpful in focusing battle analysis.

(c)
Battlefield Operating Systems.  Seven combat functions have been commonly identified as necessary for success at each level of warfare on the modern battlefield.  They are intelligence, maneuver, fire support, air defense, mobility and survivability, logistics, and battle command. 

(4)
The process of deriving lessons and insights should formulate ideas about the operation that go beyond the operation itself.  Even with the same body of information, no two students may find the same lessons and insights.  The value of the process is to give a method for analytically considering the military profession and its missions.  Students may find that factors affecting an operation in the past may or may not be relevant to the present; either outcome provides a better understanding of their profession.

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

	

	


2.
Learning Step/Activity 2 – Discuss employment of the battle analysis process in studying military problems


Method of instruction: CO

Instructor to student ratio is: 1: 25


Time of instruction: 0: 50


Media: Viewgraphs, handout

a.
Provide an example of a battle analysis.

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 27:  Employing Battle Analysis.

(1)
The instructor should divide the class into several small groups of 4 to 5 students each.  Ensure that each group has read the article by Martin Blumenson, “Constants in Warfare:  The Relevance of Kasserine Pass.”  Students will have the first 15 minutes to discuss the article as a battle analysis, given the student handout on the battle analysis methodology.

(2)
The instructor will reassemble the class for a final 15 minutes.  Begin by asking a representative from one small group to assess the success or failure of the article as a battle analysis.  Ask representatives from each of the other small groups to discuss their findings, relating to the presentation from the first group.  For example, groups may consider the article a “go,” “no go,” or “insufficient information for assessment” on issues discussed as part of each of the four steps. 

(3)
Alternatively, depending on the size of the class the instructor may want students to work independently.  If so, the same guidance should be provided, but the instructor will then require several students to present their findings to the rest of the class.

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

	

	


3.

Learning Step/Activity 3 - Discuss describing battle analysis methods to subordinates.


Method of instruction: CO

Instructor to student ratio is: 1: 25


Time of instruction: 0: 25

Media: Viewgraphs

Note:  
Show Viewgraph 28: Describe Battle Analysis to Subordinates.

Note:
Explain how leaders can teach about the study of military history to subordinates.

a.
Battle analysis methodology, even if not applied in detail, provides a tool for every soldier to understand the profession of arms better.  Leaders, therefore, should discuss application of the method and its value with subordinates.  This can be accomplished in unit professional development opportunities by:

(1)
Defining battle analysis, discussing the four steps, and providing examples of battle analysis contained in this training support package or drawn from personal experience.  Soldiers can benefit from analyzing operations which form part of the history of issues which confront them.  

(2)
Branch historians, organizational historians, and sources listed on the student handout, such as the U.S. Army Military History Institute and the U.S. Army Center of Military History, can assist in identifying sources for battle analyses.  

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

(1)
Determining individual soldier's areas of interest and encouraging them to pursue study in those areas.

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

Note: 
Show Viewgraph 29:  Check on Learning: Battle Analysis Methodology.

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 battle analysis?

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

Q:  What are the four steps of the battle analysis process?



A:  Define the subject, set the stage, describe the action, draw military lessons and insights.

Q:  What are the types of research sources used to support a battle analysis?



A:  Books (memoirs, official histories, operational histories, institutional histories), articles, primary sources (memos, letters, after-action reports), video presentations, oral histories, electronic media (worldwide web).

Q:  What must be considered when evaluating research sources?



A:  Author's biases and intentions, author's relationship to the event, time in which the source was created.

Q:  What are some limitations of a battle analysis?



A:  History of any kind provides understanding, not proof; insight, not analogy.  Battle analysis may impose a structure on events that were essentially chaotic in real time.

Q:  What are the factors to consider when outlining the tactical situation?



A:  Force size and composition; level of technology; logistics; command, control, and communication; intelligence; doctrine and training; condition of troops and morale; leadership.

Q:  What are the main elements of describing the action?



A:  State the mission of opposing forces, describe initial dispositions, describe opening moves, detail major phases, state the outcome.

Q:  What are two elements of drawing lessons and insights from a battle analysis?



A:  Establish cause and effect, establish military lessons and determine their relevance to contemporary military professionalism.

Q:  What are some tools that can be used in drawing lessons and insights from a battle analysis?



A:  Principles of war, Airland Operations tenets, battlefield operating systems.

Q:  How can leaders describe battle analysis methodology to subordinates?



A:  Define and outline the methodology, provide an example, encourage the study of military history with the battle analysis framework as a guide.

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: 1:16


Time of instruction: 0: 25

Media: Viewgraphs

Note:  Show Viewgraph 30: Terminal Learning Objective.

	

	


Review/
We defined military history as the study of all activities of armed forces in                   

Summarize          peace and war.  We discussed the four commonly identified types of military          

Lesson                history:  Operational, institutional, biographical, and social and technological.   

                             We examined why the study of military history is valuable to Army leaders:  It  


provides a means of thinking about the profession in realistic terms.  We 

                             discussed methods of studying military history:  Start with subjects that are  

                             personally interesting, study military history continuously, and develop a study 

                             program.  Finally, we indicated some ways in which subordinates can be taught 

                             about military history, with particular emphasis on the history of the appropriate 


branch as a likely subject with which to start.  Then we discussed a definition



of the battle analysis methodology:  A systematic approach to studying past campaigns, battles, or operations, to derive lessons and insights understanding modern military professionalism.  We indicated that the methodology, if used carefully, can be applied across the spectrum of military operations.  We then discussed the four steps of the battle analysis process:  Define the subject, set the stage, describe the action, and draw lessons and insights.  Step 1 involves finding or being given a subject to study and determining the proper sources to use.  Step 2 describes the strategic, operational, and tactical situations prior to the start of the battle.  Step 3 looks at how to describe the action by stating the mission, analyzing initial dispositions, assessing opening moves, establishing major phases, and stating the outcome.  Step 4 assesses and consolidates lessons and insights and determines their relevance to contemporary military professionalism, using tools such as the principles of war, Airland Operations tenets, and battlefield operating systems.

	

	


SECTION V.
STUDENT EVALUATION

	

	


Note:
Explain how students will be tested to determine if they can perform the TLO to standard.  Refer student to Student Evaluation Plan.

Testing                Students will receive a roughly 45-minute written test at the end of this period of

Requirements
instruction.  In order to receive a Go, students must answer 14 of 20 questions correctly.

	

	


Note:
Rapid, immediate feedback is essential to effective learning.  Schedule and provide feedback sessions on the evaluation and any information to help answer questions about the test.  Provide remedial training as needed.

Feedback            If remedial/refresher training is required, students will be trained by peer 

Requirements     instructors, the instructor who taught the class, or another qualified instructor.  Have students review all material and references covered in the lesson.
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Student Handouts

APPENDIX D-1

Sources for Branch History

APPENDIX D-1

STUDENT HANDOUT:

SOURCES FOR BRANCH HISTORY

Note:
Some of the sources here are unpublished, but may be found in the offices of the branch historians.  Contact the branch historian and the branch museum for further information or to obtain or consult unpublished sources. 

ADJUTANT GENERAL

Adjutant General Corps Historian

U.S. Army Soldier Support Institute

ATTN:  ATSG-TSH

Fort Jackson. SC  29207-7025

Sources:

“The Adjutant General: His Office and Department, 1775-1947.”  Unpublished Manuscript, 

n.d. (Available in AG Historian’s Office)

Watrus, Major Livingston, A.G.D., A Brief History of the Adjutant General’s Department:

From June 16th to December 31st, 1925.  Governor’s Island, NY:  The Recruiting Publicity

Bureau.

Hews, James E., Jr., From Root to McNamara: Army Organization and Administration, 1900-

1963. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975.

Deutrich, Mabel E. “Fred C. Ainsworth: Army Surgeon and Administrator.”  Ph.D. Diss., 

American University, 1960.

AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY

Air Defense Artillery Branch Historian


Air Defense Artillery Museum

U.S. Army Air Defense Artillery Center and Fort Bliss
ATTN: ATSA-MM

ATTN:  ATZC-CSH




Bldg 5000

Fort Bliss, TX  79916-7000



Fort Bliss, TX

Sources:

Kirkpatrick, Charles E.  Archie in the A.E.F.:  The Creation of the Antiaircraft Service of the 

United States Army, 1917-1918.  Fort Bliss, TX:  Air Defense Artillery Museum, 1984.

Semmens, E. Paul. The Hammer of Hell.  Fort Bliss, TX:  Air Defense Artillery School, 1990.

Werrell, Kenneth P.  Archie, Flak, AAA, and SAM:  A Short Operational History of Ground-

Based Air
Defense.  Maxwell Air Force Base, AL:  Air University Press, 1988.

Megehee, Mark.  A Pocket History of Air Defense Artillery. Fort Bliss, TX:  Air Defense 

Artillery Museum, 1990.

Christianson, Thomas A. “Triple A.”  Air Defense Artillery (June 1994).

ARMOR

Armor Branch Historian




Patton Museum of Cavalry and Armor

U.S. Army Armor Center and Fort Knox


P.O. Box 208

ATTN:  ATZK-PTH




Fort Knox, KY  40121-0208

Fort Knox, KY  40121-5000

Sources:

Cameron, Robert S.  “Americanizing the Tank:  U.S. Army Administration and Mechanized 

Development within the Army, 1917-1943.”  Ph.D. Diss., Temple University, 1994.

Starry, Donn A.  Mounted Combat in Vietnam. Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing 

Office, 1978.

Orr, Kelly.  The King of the Killing Zone.  New York:  W.W. Norton, 1989.

Baily, Charles M.  Faint Praise:  American Tanks and Tank Destroyers During World War II.  Hamden, CT:  Archon Books, 1983.

Gabel, Christopher R.  Seek, Strike, and Destroy: U.S. Army Tank Destroyer Doctrine in World War II Leavenworth Paper No. 12.  Fort Leavenworth, KS: U.S. Army Combat Studies Institute, 1985.

Wilson, Dale E.  Treat ‘Em Rough!: The Birth of American Armor, 1917-20.  San Rafael, CA: Presidio, 1989.

AVIATION

Aviation Branch Historian




Aviation Museum

U.S. Army Aviation Center and Fort Rucker


P.O. Box 620610

ATTN:  ATZQ-MH





Fort Rucker, AL  36362-0610

Fort Rucker, AL  36362-5000

Sources:

Bradin, James W.  From Hot Air to Hellfire:  The History of Army Attack Aviation.  Novato, 

CA:  Presidio  Press, 1994.

Coleman, J.D.  Pleiku:  The Dawn of Helicopter Warfare in Vietnam.  New York: St. Martin’s 

Press, 1988.

Dorland, Peter, and James Nanney.  Dust Off Army Aeromedical Evacuation in Vietnam.  

Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1982.

Weinert, Richard P., Jr.  A History of Army Aviation, 1950-62.  Fort Monroe, VA: U.S. Army 

Training and Doctrine Command, 1991.

CHAPLAIN

Chaplain Corps Historian



Chaplain Museum

U.S. Army Chaplain Center and School


ATTN:  ATSC-CMT-M

ATTN:  ATSC-CMT-MH




Fort Jackson, SC  29207-5325

Fort Jackson, SC  29207

Sources:

History of the Chaplaincy Series.  Washington, D.C.:  Office of the Chief of Chaplains.

Thompson, Parker.  From Its European Antecedents to 1791:  The United States Army 

Chaplaincy.  Vol. 1:  1978.

Norton, Herman A.  Struggling for Recognition: The United States Army Chaplaincy, 1791-

1865.  Vol. 2: 1977.

Stover, Earl F.  Up from Handymen: The United States Army Chaplaincy, 1865-1920.  Vol. 3:  

1977.

Gushwa, Robert L.  The Best and Worst of Times: The United States Army Chaplaincy, 

1920-1945.  Vol. 4: 1977.

Venzke, Roger R.  Confidence in Battle, Inspiration in Peace:  The United States Army 

Chaplaincy, 1945-1975.  Vol. 5: 1977.

CHEMICAL*

Chemical Corps Historian



Chemical Corps Museum

U.S. Army Chemical School



ATTN:  ATZN-CMA-MCM

ATTN:  ATZN-CM-MH




Bldg. 2299

Fort McClellan, AL  36205-5020



Fort McClellan, AL  26205-5020

Sources:

Brophy, Leo P. and George J. B. Fisher.  The Chemical Warfare Service:  Organizing for 

War.  The U.S. 

Army in World War II:  The Technical Services.  Washington, D.C.:  Office of the Chief of 

Military History, 1959.

Brophy, Leo P., Wyndham D. Miles, and Rexmond C. Cochrane.  The Chemical Warfare 

Service:  From Laboratory to Field.  The U.S. Army in World War II: The Technical Services.  

Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of Military History, 1959.

Kleber, Brooks E., and Dale Birdsell.  The Chemical Warfare Service: Chemicals in Combat.  

The U.S. Army in World War II: The Technical Services.  Washington, D.C.: Office of the 

Chief of Military History, 1966.

Heller, Charles E.  Chemical Warfare in World War I: The American Experience, 1917-1918.  

Leavenworth Paper No. 10.  Fort Leavenworth, KS: U.S. Army Combat Studies Institute, 

1994.

ENGINEER

Engineer Branch Historian




Engineer Museum

U.S. Army Engineer Center and Fort Leonard Wood

ATTN:  ATZT-PTM-OM

ATTN:  ATZT-H






Fort Leonard Wood, MO  65473-5163

Fort Leonard Wood, MO  65473-5000

Sources:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, The History of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Engineer 

Pamphlet 360-1-21, January 1986.

U.S. Army Engineer School, History and Traditions of the Corps of Engineers.  Engineer 

School Special Text 25-1, 1953.

Crump, Irving.  Our Army Engineers.  New York: Dodd, Mead, 1954.

Davis, Franklin M., and Thomas T. Jones.  The U.S. Army Engineers:  Fighting Elite.  New 

York:  Franklin Watts, 1967.

FIELD ARTILLERY

Field Artillery Branch Historian



Field Artillery and Fort Sill Museum

U.S. Army Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill

ATTN:  ATZR-TM

ATTN:  ATZR-MH




437 Quanah Road

Fort Sill, OK  73503-5001



Fort Sill, OK  73503-5100

Sources:

Dastrup, Boyd L.  King of Battle:  A Branch History of the U.S. Army’s Field Artillery.  Fort 

Monroe, VA:  

U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (reprint, U.S. Army Center of Military History), 

1993.

Dastrup, Boyd L.  Modernizing the King of Battle: 1973-1991.  Ft Sill, OK: Office of the 

Command Historian, USAFACS, 1994.

Dastrup, Boyd L.  The Field Artillery: History and Sourcebook.  Westport, CT: Greenwood 

Press, 1994.

Bailey, J.B.A.  Field Artillery and Firepower.  New York: Oxford University Press, 1989.

FINANCE

Finance Corps Historian




Finance Corps Museum

U.S. Army Soldier Support Institute


ATTN: ATSG-FSM

ATTN:  ATSG-TSH




Fort Jackson, SC  29207-5325

Fort Jackson. SC  29207-7025

Sources:

Rundell, Walter, Jr.  Military Money: A Fiscal History of the U.S. Army Overseas in World 

War II. College Station: Texas A&M Press, 1980.

A History of the U.S. Army Finance Corps, 1775-1985.  Ft Benjamin Harrison, IN: U.S. Army 

Finance School, 1985.

The Story of the Finance Corps, In Brief.  Ft Benjamin Harrison, IN: Historical Office, Field 

Division Operations, Finance Center, U.S. Army, 1961.

A Sketch of the Organization of the Pay Department, U.S. Army, from 1775-1876.  

Washington, D.C.: Paymaster General’s Office, 1876.

INFANTRY

Infantry Branch Historian



National Infantry Museum

U.S. Army Infantry Center and Fort Benning

Bldg. 396, Baltzell Avenue

ATTN:  ATSH-B-MHD




Fort Benning, GA  31905-5394

Fort Benning, GA  31905-5410

Sources:

Mahon, John K., and Romana Danysh, Infantry.  Army Lineage Series.  Washington, D.C.:  

U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1972.

Stillman, Richard J.  The U.S. Infantry:  Queen of Battle.  New York: F. Watts, 1965.

Urwin, Gregory J.W.  The United States Infantry:  An Illustrated History, 1775-1918.  London:  

Blandford, 1988.

Mahon, John K.  History of the Militia and the National Guard.  Macmillan Wars of the United 

States Series.  New York: Macmillan, 1983.

The Army Lineage Book: Volume II: Infantry.  Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of 

Military History, 1953.

INTELLIGENCE

Military Intelligence Branch Historian


Military Intelligence Historical Holding

U.S. Army Intelligence Center and Fort Huachuca
ATZS-TDO-M

ATTN:  ATZS-MH




Fort Huachuca, AZ  85613-6000

Fort Huachuca, AZ  85613-6000

Sources:

Bidwell, Bruce W.  History of the Military Intelligence Division, Department of the Army 

General Staff, 1775-1941.  Frederick, MD: University Publications of America, 1985.

Finley, James P.  U.S. Army Intelligence History: A Sourcebook.  2 Vols., Ft. Huachuca, AZ:  

U.S. Army Intelligence Center, 1995.

Finnegan, John P.  Military Intelligence: A Pictorial History.  Arlington, VA:  U.S. Army 

Intelligence and Security Command, 1985.

Powe, Marc B. and Edward E. Wilson.  The Evolution of American Military Intelligence. ., Ft. 

Huachuca, AZ: U.S. Army Intelligence Center and School, 1973.

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL

Commandant

U.S. Army Judge Advocate General’s School

ATTN:  JAGS Library

600 Massie Road

Charlottesville, VA  22903-1781

Sources:

The Army Lawyer: A History of the Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 1775-1975.  

Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Documents, [1976].

Park, Percival D.  “The Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 1975-1982.” Military Law Review 

96 (Spring 1982).

Feeney, Thomas J., and Margaret L. Murphy, “The Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 1982-

1987.” Military Law Review 96 (Fall 1988).

Prugh, George S.  Law at War: Vietnam, 1964-1973.  Washington, D.C.: Department of the 

Army, 1975.

MEDICAL

Command Historian




Medical Department Museum

U.S. Army Medical Department Center and School
ATTN:  MCCS-GAM

ATTN:  MCCS-GHI




2310 Stanley Road

2250 Stanley Road




Fort Sam Houston, TX  78234-6189

Fort Sam Houston, TX  78234-6170

Sources:

Gillett, Mary C.  The Army Medical Department, 1775-1818.  Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army 

Center of Military History, 1990.

Gillett, Mary C.  The Army Medical Department, 1818-1865.  Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army 

Center of Military History, 1987.

Gillett, Mary C.  The Army Medical Department, 1865-1917.  Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army 

Center of Military History, 1995.

Ginn, Richard V.N.  The History of the U.S. Army Medical Service Corps.  Washington, D.C.:  

Office of the Surgeon General and the U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1997.

Shields, Elizabeth A., ed., Highlights in the History of the Army Nurse Corps.  Washington, 

D.C.:  U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1981.

MILITARY POLICE*

Military Police Corps Historian



Military Police Corps Museum

U.S. Army Military Police School



ATTN: USAMPS-SM

ATTN:  ATZN-MP-MH




Bldg. 3182

Fort McClellan, AL  36205-5030



Fort McClellan, AL  36205-5000

Sources:

Military Police Corps Regimental History.  Fort McClellan, AL: U.S. Army Military Police 

School, 1987.

Wright, Robert K., Jr.  Military Police.  Army Lineage Series.  Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army 

Center of Military History, 1992.

ORDNANCE

Ordnance Corps Historian



Ordnance Museum

U.S. Army Ordnance Center and School


ATTN: ATSL-A-M

ATTN:  ATCL-DO-H




Bldg. 2601

3901 A Avenue, Suite 100



Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD  21005-5201

Fort Lee, VA  23801-1897

Sources:

Hall, Gordon F.  “The Ordnance Corps, 1812-1956.” MS, Washington, D.C.: Ordnance Corps 

Historical Office [1956].

Green, C.M., H.C. Thomson, and P.C. Roots.  The Ordnance Department: Planning 

Munitions for War.  The U.S. Army in World War II, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army Center

      of Military History, 1955.

Benet, Brig. Gen. S.V., ed.  A Collection of Annual Reports and Other Important Papers 

Relating to the Ordnance Department….  4 Vols., Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing 

Office, 1878-1890.

Sterling, Keir B.  Serving the Line with Excellence:  The Development of the U.S. Army 

Ordnance Corps as Expressed Through the Lives of Its Chiefs of Ordnance, 1812-1992, with 

a Short Sketch of the History of Army Ordnance, 1775-1992.  2nd ed., Washington, D.C.:  

Superintendent of Documents, 1992.

QUARTERMASTER

Quartermaster Branch Historian



Quartermaster Museum

U.S. Army Quartermaster Center and School

ATTN:  ATSM-QMG-M

ATTN:  ATSM-QMG-MH



Fort Lee, VA  23801-5120

5000 22nd Street

Fort Lee, VA  23801-5032

Sources:

Risch, Erna.  Quartermaster Support of the Army: A History of the Corps, 1775-1939.  

Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1989.

Huston, James.  The Sinews of War: Army Logistics, 1775-1953.  Washington, D.C.:  

Government Printing Office, 1966.

Schrader, Charles L., comp.  United States Army Logistics, 1775-1992: An Anthology.  3 

Vols., Washington:  Government Printing Office, 1997.

Westover, John G.  Combat Support in Korea.  Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 

Office, 1987.

SIGNAL

Signal Corps Historian




Signal Corps Museum

U.S. Army Signal Center and Fort Gordon

ATTN:  ATZH-SM

ATTN:  ATZH-MH




Bldg. 36305

Fort Gordon, GA  30905-5000



Fort Gordon, GA  30905-5394

Sources:

Raines, Rebecca Robbins.  Getting the Message Trough: A Branch History of the U.S. Army 

Signal Corps.  Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1996.

Terrett, Dulaney.  The Signal Corps: The Emergency.  The U.S. Army in World War II, 

Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1956.

Thompson, George Raynor, Dixie R. Harris, Pauline M. Oakes, and Dulaney Terrett.  The 

Signal Corps: The Test.  The U.S. Army in World War II, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army 

Center of Military History, 1957.

Thompson, George Raynor and Dixie R. Harris.  The Signal Corps: The Outcome.  The U.S. 

Army in World War II, Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1966.

TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Corps Historian



Transportation Museum

U.S. Army Transportation Center and Fort Eustis

ATTN:  ATZF-PTM

ATTN:  ATZF-MH




Besson Hall

Fort Eustis, VA  23604-5345



Fort Eustis, VA  23604-5260

Sources:  

King, Benjamin, Richard C. Biggs, and Eric R. Criner.  Spearhead of Logistics:  A History of 

the U.S. Army Transportation Corps.  Fort Eustis, VA: U.S. Army Transportation Center, 

1994.

Wardlaw, Chester.  The Transportation Corps: Responsibilities, Organization, and 

Operations.  U.S. Army in World War II: The Technical Services.  Washington, D.C.: Office 

of the Chief of Military History, 1951.

Wardlaw, Chester.  The Transportation Corps: Movements, Training, and Supply.  U.S. Army 

in World War II:  The Technical Services.  Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of Military 

History, 1956.

Bykofsky, Joseph, and Harold Larson.  The Transportation Corps: Overseas Operations.  

U.S. Army in World War II: The Technical Services.  Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of 

Military History, 1957.

OTHER RESOURCES FOR BRANCH HISTORY AND RELATED INFORMATION

U.S. Army Center of Military History

ATTN:  DAMH

1099 14th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.  20005-5400

U.S. Army Military History Institute

Carlisle Barracks, PA  17013-5008

TRADOC Military History Office

HQ U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command

ATTN:  ATMH

Fort Monroe, VA 23651-5026

Museum of the Noncommissioned Officer

ATTN:  ATSS-M, USASMA

Fort Bliss, TX  79918-1270

Women’s Army Corps Museum*

ATTN:  ATZN-PTS-WM

Bldg 1077

Fort McClellan, AL  36205-5000


*With the closure of Fort McClellan, Alabama, the Chemical and Military Police Schools are scheduled to move to Fort Leonard Wood in 1999.  The Women’s Army Corps Museum is scheduled to move to Fort Lee.

 APPENDIX D-2

“The Relevance of Kasserine Pass”

by Martin Blumenson

Constants in Warfare

The Relevance of Kasserine

By Martin Blumenson
That military history, if studied carefully, offers lessons to practitioners of the art of war has become a commonplace statement.  It is so generally accepted that nothing more, apparently, needs to be said.  The proposition stands.

What is far from evident is how the process of translating meaning from one age to another actually works.  How does an individual go about the business of transferring insights gained from a battle that has already occurred to an engagement that is in the mind's eye, a confrontation that may erupt in the future?

Discovering useful information in the past that may apply to the present is tricky and anything but easy. The changing nature of war, the rapid pace of technology, the tumultuous development, international relations, as well as the constant transition of societies, all make the relevance of the past hard to grasp.

Furthermore, historians, who have the task of explaining what happened, usually bring prejudices of one sort or another to their work.  They may admire and favor, sometimes quite unconsciously, an adversary or a leader.

The simple fact of standing in the present and looking back on events may prompt misperceptions of motivation, intent and simple mental set among the participants.

Before historians start their research, they know how the activity under investigation came to an end and what the outcome or result was.  Therefore, to explain a defeat, they tend to magnify the obstacles.  To make a victory understandable, they minimize the difficulties.  This, of course, distorts the truth.

Finally, many details of an action are lost to later generations.  Historians try to piece together a plausible account, and the extent of their success depends in large measure on their honesty and skill in interpreting fragmentary records.

Although all of this complicates the problem of learning from the past, history remains valid as guidance to those who must make decisions and act today and tomorrow.

Without a sense of what transpired earlier, the current soldier is at the mercy of his habits and emotions, his bias, his individual views and his personal experience, all of which may be too narrow or simply irrelevant to the situation at hand.  A product of the present, he may lack the balance and foresight that come from acquaintance with a long historical vista.

A knowledge of past issues and events, if used with caution and a tight rein on jumping to conclusions, can be meaningful and helpful.  Close reading and sound analysis stimulate ideas and broaden options.

Certain features transcend local limitations of date and geography and are worthy of consideration, study and thought.  They are what may be called constants of warfare.  They remain and persist, not only in the conflicts of antiquity but also in the struggles of modern times.

Gen. George S. Patton Jr. realized this when he was a cadet at West Point.  Writing in his notebook to himself, he said:

In order for a man to become a great soldier ... it is necessary for him to be so thoroughly conversant with all sorts of military possibilities that whenever an occasion arises he has at hand without effort on his part a parallel.  To attain this end ... it is necessary ... to read military history in its earliest and hence crudest form and to follow it down in natural sequence permitting his mind to grow with his subject until he can grasp without effort the most abstruce [sic] question of the science of war because he is already permeated [sic] with all its elements.

How does a reader actually proceed to find the eternal truths? Specifically, what can an engagement remote in time, technology, place and international setting tell military persons today?

The series of lethal meetings known as the battle of Kasserine Pass, for example, fought in Tunisia in February 1943, is a story rich in detail and drama.  Briefly, German and Italian troops drove American and French forces from the Eastern Dorsal mountain range 50 miles across the Sbeitla plain to the Western Dorsal, where the Allies stopped the attack and prevented the Axis from expanding a tactical triumph into a strategic success.

What are the constants of that encounter?

The first constant for soldiers is and has ever been the terrain.  The natural routes of advance, the naturally strong defensive positions, the location of the roads and bridges in central and southern Tunisia determined in large part how the action unfolded.

The two mountain ranges, the passes through them, the Sbeitla plain between them and the roadnet joining them shaped the flow of events.  Close attention to a map of the battleground clearly shows how the conformation of the ground prompted the logic of both the attackers and defenders and imposed on them the choice of objectives.

Ruminating on other battlefields strengthens the perception of how natural and man-made features influence military behavior. Reflecting on potential battle sites may bring an appreciation of corridors requiring blockage, convenient areas for reserves, good jump-off points, vital objectives and the like.

The constants of logistics and communications are hardly less important. Sparse lines of communication, primitive road and rail networks, long distances, shortages of transportation and awful weather inhibited the Allied forces in Tunisia. For the Axis, the Mediterranean shipping vulnerable to Allied air bombardment was a handicap.  These were facts of life for the adversaries, and no amount of generalship could overcome them.                      

Participants in future wars will find themselves similarly constrained by implacable and uncontrollably factors. Casting one’s mind ahead to potential war environments will enhance intimations of reality.

It is perhaps a law of warfare that armies usually fight with inadequate supplies and defective signals.  The tyranny of logistics denies units what they deem to be enough resources to engage in a battle or a campaign.  Often, after the event, what seemed to be too much turned out to be insufficient.

To be aware of these conditions is to be forewarned.  Being alert to these almost certain exigencies is, by itself, already a preparation.

The modernity of weapons and equipment is another constant, and the Americans and French in North Africa suffered.  The American Stuart light tanks and Grant mediums-armed with 37-mm guns and, in the case of the latter, a low-velocity 75-were simply too weak against the German Mark IV Special with a high-velocity 75 and the Mark VI Tiger with its 88-mm main gun, or even against the more numerous Mark IIIs with long-barreled 50-mm guns.

Not until increasing numbers of the newer Shermans with 75-mm main guns were delivered could the Americans begin to stand up to the Axis forces with some degree of equality.

The French were also underequipped and underarmed, both quantitatively and qualitatively.  Their materiel had undergone no improvement since their defeat in the spring campaign of 1940. Lacking the up-to-date means of making war, they were unable to counter the superior weight and firepower of the German and Italian machines.

Soldiers in the field rarely dictate the nature and capabilities of their arms. What they have available depends on the national will, manufacturing establishment and the research-development procurement system.  It is a sobering thought.

There are many kinds of intelligence, mechanical and human, and all have an important place in military operations.  In Tunisia, just before the battle of Kasserine Pass opened, the intelligence officers of Allied Force Headquarters overrelied on or perhaps misinterpreted “Ultra” information which ran counter to what other intelligence sources were saying.

Patrols, air reconnaissance, prisoner of war interrogations and other measures indicated an Axis buildup in the south. Ultra radio intercepts pointed to the north, and the defensive precautions and dispositions toward that direction.  When, the Germans and Italians struck in the south, they achieved surprise and overwhelmed the French and Americans.

The lesson is simple and fundamental, yet it is worth repeating.  The unexpected in warfare is a constant hazard, and this applies to more than intelligence.

Leadership is always a constant in warfare-the competence of military professionals to act and react in situations fraught with emergency and stress and to make right decisions expeditiously.  Whatever the state of the art, wherever warfare has taken place, leadership has mattered.

It is instructive to compare Field Marshal Erwin Rommel, who commanded the Axis forces in Tunisia, with Maj. Gen. Lloyd R. Fredendall, who commanded the U.S. II Corps.  Rommel was sure in his strategic and tactical vision, a heroic figure to his troops and a man of great will.

Fredendall was vague and imprecise in his orders, usurped the functions of his subordinates, robbing them of initiative and responsibility, and without personal knowledge of the terrain, commanded from the rear by telephone, radio and liaison officers.  The events exhausted him mentally and physically, dispirited him and rendered him incapable of action.

A function of leadership is the ability to understand and appreciate the time and space factors in a war.  The speed of maneuver and the size of the battlefield have escalated in frightening fashion over the course of history.

Napoleon astonished his opponents by his lightning movements and by the scope and daring of his operational concepts.  So did the Germans in 1939 in Poland, in 1940 in Western Europe and again in 1943 in Tunisia.

Several American commanders at Kasserine were unable to adjust to the new conditions, what is sometimes called the response in the compression of threat reaction time. For the most part, they were older officers who had fought in World War I and whose views were still set in those terms of an earlier age.  

Constantly astounded by how fast things were happening, they lacked the quickness to evaluate the situation, decide on a course of action and execute a proper response in the abbreviated time interval available to them. What seemed distant to them was, in fact, immediate.  They were deficient, slow, ponderous and unable to cope, and their troops suffered defeat.  

The acceleration has continued since World War II.  Urgent crisis appears and requires the mental agility to reach instantaneous decision. 

Mature officers who were brought up in an older tradition and are somewhat set in their ways are perhaps less capable of meeting this challenge than younger men.  On the other hand, Gen. Patton one of the oldest of the senior American commanders in World War II, proved his ability to stay up with his times.

Kasserine Pass was a clash between two coalitions, Allied and Axis. Alliance warfare is always delicate.  Partners are usually, if not always, unequal in strength.

Differences of language and customs, history and habit, culture and upbringing, doctrine and geography complicate and strain the relationship.

So do national interests, the desire for prominence and publicity and the wish to dominate.  Coalition warfare, or interoperability as it is sometimes called, is circumscribed by a special kind of courtesy that inhibits unified, cohesive and quick action.

In World War II, the Allies had the better system.  To a large extent, it was the result of prior experience in War I.

In March 1918, rather late in the war, Marshal Ferdinand Foch of France became the Supreme Allied Commander. Although his authority was limited and he functioned more by persuasion than by direction, he brought a unified outlook to the national forces on the Western Front.

Complementing this rudimentary command structure, the Supreme Military Council, a committee representing participants, sought to integrate the logistical aspects of a coordinated effort.

The Allies built on that experience shortly the Pearl Harbor attack and the entrance of the United States into World War II. The Anglo-Americans set up specific machinery to regulate the military partnership.

At the top, British Chiefs of Staff f and the American Joint Chiefs of Staff, the principal military advisors to the Prime Minister and the President, formed themselves into a single committee known as the Combined Chiefs of Staff.  They were receptive to the wishes of their two political leaders, and they translated those wishes into military terms. 

They laid out the strategy for the Prime Minister’s and President's approval.  They allocated resources to the various theaters of operations, and they were the corporate bosses of the theater commanders in each case, a British or American Supreme Allied Commander who had far more authority than Marshal Foch ever had.

During "Torch," the North African invasion in November 1942, there was thought of Appointing French General Henri Giraud the Supreme or perhaps the Deputy Supreme Allied Commander.  This was not feasible, for Giraud was, quite simply, outside the Combined Chiefs of Staff system. He was not bound to comply with the desires of the Prime Minister and the President.

Since the end of the war, the publication of memoirs and diaries has revealed much bad feeling and bickering on the part of some British and American officers toward each other.  Gen. Mark Clark, in the privacy of his journal, recorded his disgust at being, he said, "caught in the British empire machine."

Gen. Patton, also in his diary, more "than once regarded Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower as being more British than American, and Field Marshals Sir Alan Brooke and Sir Bernard L. Montgomery constantly questioned Eisenhower's competence. Reading these accounts provokes wonder at how the Anglo-American alliance survived.

The fact is it flourished.  It was the strongest coalition in the history of warfare. Despite grumbling on the part of disenchanted individuals, despite real and serious divergences of approach to strategy and policy, the partnership and the machinery that ran the military side functioned well and on every level. 

The proof is the wonderful interoperability achieved at the Kasserine and Sbiba, passes, where French, British and American troops together halted the Axis forces, thus preventing a tactical triumph, that is, a battlefield victory, from becoming a strategic success, that is, a situation compelling the Allies to revise their political goals.

Had Rommel been able to gain Le Kef or Tebessa or to throw the Allies out of Tunisia-which he came close to doing he might well have changed the course of the war. In that case, the Allies would have had to renounce their political aims in North Africa and in the Mediterranean area, at least for some time.

The Axis lacked a formal machinery to mesh the efforts of Germany and Italy.  Perhaps the basic reason was the absence of such experience among the Central Powers in World War I, when Germany and Austria tried to link their operations in ad hoc and intermittent fashion.

German and Italian coordination in North Africa was carried out by liaison officers and diplomats, No formal alliance structure existed to allocate resources.

The Fuehrer and the Duce met personally from time to time to discuss strategy and policy, but in these conferences, Hitler talked compulsively and interminably while Mussolini, who believed that he understood and spoke the German language so well that he dispensed with interpreters, listened.  There was no meeting of the minds.  The two dictators directed parallel wars.

There could be no real equality, no sharing of goals and methods.  Italy depended on Germany for much of her war material, the corrupt Italian government often misused resources, and the Italian forces, except for a few elite and first-rate units, were generally inferior when compared to the Germans.  Many Italian soldiers lacked good equipment and sufficient supplies, and they were less than enthusiastic to fight for a bankrupt system.

Yet Hitler admired Mussolini, whom he regarded as his political mentor, and he permitted Mussolini certain privileges.  North Africa was an Italian theater of operations, with an Italian theater commander under the authority of Comando Supremo in Rome.

Both Rommel in southern Tunisia and Gen. Juergen von Arnim in the northern part of the country were subordinate to the Italian chain of command.  Although the Italians deferred to the Germans, they insisted on German adherence to Italian authority, and in this, Hitler supported them.

Hitler's liaison officer in Italy was Gen. Enno von Rintelen, whose title was "German General at the Headquarters of the Italian Armed Forces." His function was to convey German views to the Italian high command.

Field Marshal Albert Kesselring was also in Rome, and as the senior German officer in Italy and North Africa, he exercised administrative control over the German troops in the area.  In addition, he acted as a de facto army group commander in Tunisia and tried to coordinate the offensive actions of Rommel and Arnim.

Because Kesselring needed to have Comando Supremo's acquiescence to his ideas and permission to carry them out, the Axis command at the top in North Africa was slow and hesitant.

As a result, Rommel was hampered.  He was prevented from moving as rapidly as he wished.  Perhaps this, in the end, denied him a strategic triumph.

A striking observation emerging from the Kasserine battle was the ability of the Axis forces, and particularly the Germans, to encircle allied troops.  They pinned down by frontal attack the French defenders at the Faid pass and then surrounded them with units coming up from the Rebaou pass.

They marooned the American units on Djebels Lessouda and Ksaira by striking quickly to close off escape routes.  Creating a pocket in which to trap and destroy the opponent seems to have been a natural mode of operations.  This tendency was at work in the so-called "Hutier" tactics in 1918 and in the campaigns of 1939 and 1940.

The activity is implicit in blitzkrieg.  It may derive from national doctrine or tradition, perhaps from outlook.  The Russians also used this pattern of attack, aiming to cut up and to surround German troops-as, for example, Field Marshal Friedrich von Paulus's Sixth Army at Stalingrad.

The American method appears to be different.  Maj. Gen. William T. Sherman's march through Georgia during the Civil War turned into a giant strategic pincer, but the intent seems to have emerged at the conclusion rather than at the inception of the movement.

In World War 1, Gen. John J. Pershing planned the battle of St.-Mihiel, designed to eliminate a salient, as an encirclement. The Germans escaped the trap.  The MeuseArgonne offensive, the major American action, was a frontal attack.

Eisenhower's habit in Europe in the next war was much the same.  His broad-front strategic envisaged attacks all along the line.

In France in the summer of 1944, the Germans at Mortain created a perfect opportunity for the Allies to surround and destroy them at Argentan and Falaise and again at the Seine River.  Gen. Eisenhower, Field Marshal Montgomery and Lt. Gen. Omar N. Bradley were unable to pull off the maneuver, perhaps because of a lack of interoperability and inability to synchronize the Allied armies, perhaps because of a conflict of objectives or because to them, the operation was unorthodox doctrine.  

When the Americans sought to trap Germans at Montelimar in the south of France shortly after the invasion, they failed.  During the Battle of the Bulge, when the Allies stopped the Ardennes counteroffensive, presumably they could have cut off the salient at its base; they preferred to do other wise.

Part of the syndrome—if there indeed is to be a syndrome—is the nature of the objective.  According to Gen. Karl von Clausewitz, the proper military objective is the enemy forces. When the Germans entered Paris in 1940 and the Russians seized Berlin in 1945, the war had been won on the battlefield.  Hanoi raises an interesting speculation, but certainly Saigon proves the case.

The air-ground connection has been an important constant in the twentieth century and continues to be vital. At Kasserine, the Axis forces used air power far more efficiently and effectively than the Allies.

Part of the explanation was the German penchant for developing tactical power before the war, that is, forces to support the ground components, while the Allies were generally more interested in strategic bombing.

Part of the reason lies with better Axis arrangements for  coordinating ground and air units in North Africa, perhaps a result of experience.

Much of the American problem with air was because of Fredendall. His supporting air commander established his headquarters near Fredendall’s and relations between the two staffs were good; but instead of giving guidance for the air support he wished, Fredendall allowed the air forces free rein. This of course, was an abdication of command responsibility, a relapse into fuzziness or an unwillingness to do some hard thinking.

The relationship between the air and ground services is difficult because of a basic difference in outlook.  Airmen and ground soldiers are raised in different environments, each with its own culture, set of beliefs and doctrine.

All the good will in the world, all the agreements signed, sealed and delivered in advance, and all the cooperation mutually promised before the event may well disintegrate at a time of real threat. The kind of air power delivered will depend on who is in overall control, an air force commander or a ground force officer.

An important constant in warfare is the readiness of the troops for combat, the state of their training and their familiarity with their weapons.  The American soldiers were hardly prepared for Kasserine, in large part because of the degeneration of the American military establishment during the interwar years.

Rapid demobilization after World War I reduced the regular Army to 130,000 men on I January, 1920.  In 1939, when World War II started in Europe, there were 210,000 regulars, but not a single division was prepared to fight.

The point is-the U.S. Army lacked the time to bring up and to equip a modern fighting force.  Expanded and modernized overnight, the Army improvised and rushed its training programs.  There was insufficient lead time to develop adequate weapons and equipment.

Kasserine blooded the Americans on the European side of the war, and it was a rude awakening to the rigors of combat.  They made many mistakes, but they recovered quickly and impressed everyone with their willingness and ability to learn and to improve.  Whether they will have enough time in the future to do so or whether they are ready now for the vicissitudes of warfare is, of course, a vital question.

These, then, are some of the lessons emerging from a study of the battle of Kasserine Pass, certain constants that have relevance in any environment and time frame.  They may be helpful.  More to the point, they may serve as a demonstration of how one goes about extracting and distilling meaning.

There is a personal interaction between the reader and the printed page.  The student applies his particular intelligence and experience to the history he digests.  As he seeks to enlarge his comprehension, he should be skeptical of the record presented and test his perceptions often.

He should remember that historians furnish the scenario and suggest reasons for the way parts of the past unfolded, but in the end, military professionals must go beyond the findings of historians and discover the proper linkages to the realities of the present and the potential realities in the future.
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STUDENT HANDOUT

BASIC BATTLE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

STUDY GUIDE

Format for Battle Analysis

1.
DEFINE THE SUBJECT:


a.  
Determine what, where, when, and who to analyze.


b.  
Determine research material available to support study.


c.  
Evaluate research material.

2.  
SET THE STAGE:


a.  
Consider the strategic factors.


b.  
Consider the operational setting.


c.  
Review the tactical situation.



(1)  
Study the area of operations.




(a)  weather.




(b)  
terrain.



(2)  
Compare the opposing forces.




(a)  
size and composition.




(b)  
technology.




(c)  
logistical systems.




(d)  
command, control, and communications.




(e)  
intelligence.




(f)  
doctrine and training.




(g) 
condition and morale.




(h)  
leadership.

3.  
DESCRIBE THE ACTION:


a.  
State the mission of the opposing forces.


b.  
Describe the initial disposition of forces.


c.  
Describe the opening moves of the battle.


d.  
Detail the major phases.


e.  
State the outcome.

4.
DRAW LESSONS LEARNED:


a.  
Relate causes to effects.


b.  
Establish military “lessons learned.”

Study Guide for Battle Analysis

Overview:

1.
General:  The U.S. Army Command and General Staff College developed the battle analysis methodology to help its students structure their studies of battles and campaigns.  The format can be easily applied by any military professional seeking insight from historical battles and campaigns to help deepen his/her understanding of warfare and the profession of arms


a.  
The battle analysis methodology is a process for systematic study of a battle or campaign.


b.  
This process takes the form of a checklist that ensures completeness in examining the critical aspects of the chosen subject.

2.  
Format:  The checklist is divided into four sections, each of which builds on the previous one(s) to provide a logical order for the study.


a.  
The four sections are:



(1)  Define the Subject.



(2)  Set the Stage (strategic, operational, and tactical settings).



(3)  Describe the Action.



(4)  Draw Lessons Learned.


b.  
In the first section, you decide what battle you are going to study.  In the next two, you gather the information necessary for a thorough and balanced study, and organize it in a logical manner to facilitate analysis.  In the last section, you analyze the information to derive “lessons learned.”

3.  
Purpose:  The battle analysis methodology is a guide to help ensure that important aspects of the study of a historical battle or campaign are not forgotten.  It is not a rigid checklist that must be followed to the letter.  You do not have to use every part of it in your study, but all of the elements of battle analysis should be considered.  Do not let the flow of your study be disrupted by the format’s order.

Annotated Battle Analysis Format:

1.  
DEFINE THE SUBJECT:  Just like a military operation, a successful study of military history requires a clear, obtainable objective.  The battle analysis format begins with the definition of the study.


a.  
Determine what, where, when, and who:  Establish the parameters of the study to keep it manageable by determining the date, location, and principal adversaries.


b.  
Determine the research sources:  Once you have chosen a subject, decide what sources you will need to make a systematic and balanced study.  Books and articles will make up the majority of your sources, but other media—such as video, audio, and electronic ones—can also contribute to the study.



(1)  Books:  Look for a variety of sources to get a balanced account of the battle.  Memoirs, biographies, operational histories, and institutional histories should all be consulted for information on your subject.  Do not overlook general histories, which can help provide the strategic setting.



(2)  Articles:  Articles from professional military publications and historical journals can be excellent sources of information.


(3)  Other:  Documentaries containing film footage of actual events or interviews with people who took part in a battle can add to your understanding of the events.  Transcribed oral history interviews with battle participants may also be available.  In addition, check the Internet for electronic documents on more recent military operations.


c.  Evaluate the research sources:  Finding good sources to support your study is not easy, despite the large volume of published material.  As you gather the research material, evaluate each in terms of its content and bias.


(1)  Content:  Determine what information the source can give you.  Is it relevant to your subject?  Will it help you complete your study?


(2)  Bias:  Decide to what extent the author is subjective or objective in his/her work.  Is there a clear bias?  If so, what is it?  Does the bias make a difference in your use of the work?

2.  
SET THE STAGE:  This portion of the battle analysis format establishes the setting for the study.  You must have a good understanding of the strategic, operational, and tactical situations before you can analyze the battle.  The level of detail in this portion of the battle analysis will depend on the purpose of the study and the audience for which it is intended.  If the causes of the war and the opponents are well known, there is little reason to go into great detail.  Normally, a few paragraphs are enough to give the necessary background to place the battle in context.


a.  
Consider the strategic factors:  What caused the war?  Who were the opponents?  What were their war aims?  What armed forces did the nations possess?  How well trained, equipped, and armed were they?  Did any social, political, economic, or religious factors influence the armies?


b.  
Describe the operational setting:  What campaign was the battle part of?  What were the objectives of the campaign?  Did any military factors—alliances, tactics, doctrine, or personality traits—affect the campaign?  How did the battle fit into the overall campaign?


c.  
Review the tactical situation:  Since these factors have a direct effect on the operation, this part of the format will often answer why a particular action was or was not taken.



(1)  Study the area of operations:




(a)  Weather.  What was the weather like in the area of operations?  How did it affect the operation?




(b)  Terrain.  Use OCOKA (observation, cover and concealment, obstacles, key terrain, and avenues of approach) factors to describe the terrain in the area of operations.  What advantages did it give to the attackers or to the defenders?



(2)  
Compare the opposing forces:  In many ways, this is the heart of the study—analyzing the opposing forces.  Describe and analyze the forces involved in the following terms:



(a)  Size and composition.  What were the principal combat and supporting units involved in the operation?  What were their numerical strengths in terms of troops and key weapon systems?  How were they organized?




(b)  Technology.  What were the battlefield technologies, such as tanks, small arms, close support aircraft, etc., of the opposing forces?  Did one side have a technological advantage over the other?




(c)  Logistical systems.  How did logistics affect the battle?  Did one side have an advantage in available supplies or transportation?




(d)  Command, control, and communications.  What kind of C3 systems did the opposing forces employ?  Were these systems under centralized or decentralized control?  How were the staffs organized, and how effective were they?




(e)  Intelligence.  What intelligence assets were available to the opposing forces?  How well were they used?  What were the major sources of intelligence?  Did one side have an advantage over the other in intelligence resources?




(f)  Doctrine and training.  What was the tactical doctrine of the opposing forces, and how did they use it?  What was the level of training in the opposing forces?  Were some troops experienced veterans, some not, and some in between?




(g)  Condition and morale.  What was the morale of the troops before the fighting, and did it change after the fighting began?  How long had the troops been committed, and how did weather and terrain affect them?  Did specific leaders affect morale?




(h)  Leadership.  Who were the leaders, and how effective had they been in past actions?  How were they trained, and what was their level of experience?

3. 
DESCRIBE THE ACTION:  This part of battle analysis—describing the battle itself—is what most people consider to be real military history.  By following the format, you will study the battle chronologically.  Do not let this approach disrupt your study of the battle.  If you need to skip a phase in order to examine a combat functional area—such as maneuver, logistics, etc.—because it is more important to your overall objective, then do so.


a.  
State the mission of the opposing forces:  What were the objectives?  What missions were developed to achieve the objectives?  Were there other options—such as attacking, defending, or withdrawing—open to the two sides?  Were those options feasible?


b.  
Describe the initial disposition of forces:  What were the locations of the units of the opposing forces?  How were the units deployed tactically?


c.  
Describe the opening moves of the battle:  Examine the initial actions by the opposing forces.  Did one side gain an advantage over the other in the opening phase of the battle?


d.  
Detail the major phases:  Establish a chronology for the battle while examining the actions after the opening moves.  Look for key events or decisions that turned the battle toward one side or the other.


e.  
State the outcome:  Who won the battle?  Did either side achieve its objectives?  Did the battle provide an advantage to the winning side, and what was it?  Did the battle have any long term effects, and what were they?

4.  
DRAW LESSONS LEARNED:  This is the most important step of the battle analysis process.  With this step, you are turning “combat information” in the form of the historical facts of the battle into finished analysis rendered as “lessons learned.”


a.  
Relate causes to effects:  In trying to distill “lessons” from the study of any battle, it is important to look at why something happened.  To do so you will look at the outcome and what caused it.  Look for those essential elements of the victory or defeat.


b.  
Establish military “lessons learned”:  Lessons from the past that are still relevant today are the end product of the battle analysis process.  The insights, or “constants of war,” gained from the study should transcend time, place, and doctrine.  You can use one of the following frameworks (or another) for focusing analysis of military operations to help find these “constants.”  These frameworks are defined in FM 100-5, Operations.



(1)  Principles of War.



(2)  Tenets of Airland Operations.



(3)  Battlefield Operating Systems.
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“On Bringing Back the Principles of War”

by Colonel (Retired) Richard M. Swain, U.S. Army

READING X

ON BRINGING BACK THE PRINCIPLES OF WAR

LTC Richard M. Swain, U.S. Army
LTC Richard M. Swain is a graduate of the USIWA and the USACGSC.  He has served in field artillery assignments in the United States and Vietnam and with the Department of History at the U.S. Military Academy.
This article argues for the re-adoption of the principles of war as basic conceptual tools of an officer.

Reprinted from Military Review (November 1980), U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

ON BRINGING BACK THE

PRINCIPLES

OF WAR

Lieutenant Colonel Richard M. Swain, US Army

Today, there is increased realization that the study of principles of war should be an integral part of an officer's education and training. While this is not a new subject, the interest in it in recent years has been less than overwhelming.  It is time to re-examine the principles in light of today's environment.  The author asks several questions that are appropriate for consideration.
PRINCIPLES are "the fundamental ideas or rules in accordance with which practical activity takes place in a specific field."'1 What military theorists have long referred to as the principles of war are, in fact, misnamed.  Rather than dealing with war as a whole, these "fundamental ideas" are operational in nature.  They are more applicable to operational strategy, operations and tactics than to the technical, logistic and social aspects of war.2These principles are the underpinnings of operational theory.  In any particular situation, they have existed in a dynamic balance, or imbalance, very much dependent upon the objective conditions which defined that situation.3 

For the student of war, the principles provide a frame of reference within which to examine past events.  By gaining an appreciation of the relationship of one principle to another, and of the effect of conditions upon their application, an officer can train his mind and judgment so that he will be able to deal with the problems he may find in the future4 To the officer who has been so educated, the principles also provide a set of proven guides, descriptive rather than prescriptive, which he can use to evaluate a plan or operation when the assumptions of more rigidly prescriptive doctrine may prove to have been false.

If one intends to reincorporate the principles of war into the system of officer education and training, four questions immediately commend themselves for consideration.  What principles should be adopted? How should they be taught?  Where should they be recorded?  How should they be used in practice?

    O  What principles should be adopted?  The idea of principles of war is not new.  Both Jomini and Clausewitz wrote about principles of war, as did Marshal Foch and any number of 19th-century military theorists.  However, it was J. F. C. Fuller who first listed, or gave names to, eight of the nine principles now incorporated into Field Manual (FM) 100-1, The Staff Officers Field Manual.  If Fuller named them, the US Army adopted them in the 1920s and later defined them.

Until a few years ago, with the publication of the current FM 100-5, Operations, the US Army's principles of war existed generally in the form seen in Figure 1. These nine principles are not immutable, and all authorities are not in agreement about what the principles of war are.  However, these provide a starting point, and, by now, they have the weight of custom behind them.  Most US Army officers have come into contact with these nine at one time or another, though perhaps few were properly instructed in their significance or correct application.

It would be appropriate to examine these principles to determine their adequacy, both in toto and individually.  Some questions arise immediately.  Are nine principles too many or too few?  Surely, if one is looking for conceptual guideposts, there is a limit to the number of principles one can adopt without being dogmatic or redundant.  Are these nine principles the correct ones?  Should some be added, dropped or modified?

Ought not the principle of mass demand concentration of superior combat power at the decisive place and time?  What of economy of force?  Should a commander not allocate minimum essential combat power to all efforts, recognizing that profligacy in any action may result in a Pyrrhic victory?  Then, there is unity of command.  Fuller wrote of cooperation.  It would seem that unity of effort would make a better principle as that is the end sought by both unity of command and cooperation.

One might also wish to re-examine surprise and security.  Sometimes they produce confusion because they are apparently, but not truly, opposites.  Surprise has to do with the ability of one's opponent to react to one's moves.  Security demands that you not be taken unawares.  Both principles seem to be necessary, but might require re-titling or re-definition.  Of course, careful instruction can usually prevent any misunderstanding.

PRINCIPLES OF WAR
Objective: Direct all efforts toward a clearly defined, decisive and attainable goal.  The ultimate goal of war is the fulfillment of the policy for which the war is being fought.  The accomplishment of this goal often requires the defeat of the enemy's armed forces or the destruction of his means or will to resist.  At lower echelons of command, the goal may be the seizing of terrain or possibly the retention of terrain.  Goals of smaller units are frequently altered in campaigns and wars, but seldom in the midst of battle.  The principle of the objective is applicable at all echelons.

Offensive: Seize, retain and exploit the initiative.  By maintaining the initiative, the commander preserves his freedom of action and enhances the morale of his troops.  The principle of the offensive applies not only to offensive operations but also to the defensive.  An offensive spirit must be inherent in the conduct of defensive operations, for a prolonged and passive defense breeds unrest, lowers morale and surrenders the advantage of intangibles to the enemy.  An active defense, conducted with the spirit of the offensive, keeps the enemy off balance, restricts his ability to attack and enhances security.  In adhering to the principle of the offensive, the commander sets the pace and determines the course of battle, exploits enemy weaknesses and is better prepared to capitalize on unexpected developments.

Mass: Concentrate combat power at the decisive place and time.  The commander must choose the time and place, and he must also determine what combat power is available to him and how much is needed.  Since combat power is the total of physical means and moral means available to a commander, his available combat power is a function of numbers, quality and state of morale.  The principle of mass leads to success when a commander achieves superiority in combat power over his rival.  Through proper application of the principle of mass, numerically superior forces can be defeated.

Economy of Force: Allocate minimum essential combat power to secondary efforts.  This principle is a corollary to the principle of mass, for it is a method of achieving mass.  And like the principle of mass, the principle of economy of force requires the commander to choose the time and place for secondary efforts and to determine the amount of physical resources that comprise minimum essential combat power at that time and place.  Inherent in both the principle of mass and the principle of economy of force is the idea that all available resources must be employed in the most efficient and effective manner.

Maneuver. Move and position military forces in a way that furthers the accomplishment of the mission.  Maneuver is also a corollary of the principle of mass, for it-is another means of achieving a decisive superiority of combat power.  Movement and positioning must always be undertaken with the intent to place the enemy at a relative disadvantage.  Proper movement and positioning frequently achieves results that other-wise could be achieved only at heavy cost in men and materiel.  In many situations, the principle of maneuver can be applied only in conjunction with the effective employment of firepower.

Unity of Command: For every objective, there should be unity of effort under one responsible commander.  Unity of effort requires that all elements of a force work harmoniously toward a common goal, and it implies the development and coordination of the full combat power of the available forces.  Cooperation further contributes to unity of effort, but only when a single individual is responsible for the activities of a group can the group operate at its peak efficiency in its quest to achieve an assigned goal.  Coalition warfare creates a challenge for the principle of unity of command because of the unwillingness of groups to place their resources under the control of a commander from one of the other groups in the coalition.

Surprise: Accomplish your purpose before your enemy can react effectively.  Surprise is a most effective and powerful weapon in war, and it can decisively shift the balance of combat power.  With surprise, success out of proportion to the energy exerted can be achieved.  Surprise results from striking the enemy at a time and place for which he is not fully prepared.  Speed, cover, deception, effective intelligence, effective counterintelligence, variations in tactics and variations in methods of operation are some of the factors that contribute to the gaining of surprise.

Security: Never permit the enemy to acquire an unexpected advantage.  Proper security infers that a commander prevents surprise of his own forces, maintains his freedom of action, avoids annoyance by the enemy and denies information to the enemy.  Since risk is inherent in war, application of the principle of security does not imply undue caution and the avoidance of calculated risk.  Security can often be enhanced by the seizure and retention of the initiative.

Simplicity: Prepare clear, uncomplicated plans and clear, concise orders to ensure thorough understanding.  In all communications, the commander should make every reasonable effort to eliminate the slightest chance of misunderstanding; simplicity contributes to this end.  Simplicity does not infer that precise, detailed and necessary information should be withheld from those who need such information to operate effectively.

Source: Lieutenant Colonel John W. Campbell, "Evolution of a Doctrine: The 

Principles of War," Marine Corps Gazette, December 1970,pp39-42.

Figure 1

In re-adopting the principles of war, it would be useful to restore the one-sentence definitions

which are not present in FM 100-1. The most obvious reason for this is the need for clarity. For

example, discrimination between the principles of security and surprise is essential if one is to

understand fully the object of both.  This discrimination is possible with the precise nature of the 

definition.  Precision of definition promotes a common vocabulary of military theory, and such 

definition greatly facilitates the instruction of students new to the study of the military art.

Whether the traditional list of nine principles is retained or modified, it is a good starting point for

the process of redefinition.  Properly constructed and precisely defined, the principles of war will 

become a useful tool for the military officer.

o How should the principles be taught? The principles of war and the study of the history of the military arts5 are synergistic.  The principles provide a framework within which to examine operational history.  This study, in turn, gives the student a feel for the interrelationship between the principles and the influence of objective conditions on their application.  The vehicle for this study is the battle/campaign analysis.

Before undertaking the analysis of battles and campaigns, it is wise to memorize the precise, one-sentence definitions shown in Figure 1. While some would object to this sort of memorization as scholasticism, it is an essential first step to understanding.

In any intellectual discipline, one must first understand the conceptual tools before they can be used as intended.  Each of these definitions has certain key words which contain the essence of the idea of that principle.  It is of the utmost importance, however, to remember that learning the definitions of the principles of war is not an end in itself. It is only means to an end. That end is the enhancement of one’s powers of discrimination on the battlefield.6  Once the principles are committed memory, one can learn the techniques of battle/campaign analysis. Figure 2 provides an easily mastered format for battle/campaign analysis. The point of the battle/campaign analysis is to examine real events, determine as accurately as possible what happened,

BATTLE/CAMPAIGN ANALYSIS
Clausewitz distinguished between the simple historical narrative and "the critical approach" by listing three different intellectual activities which together constitute the latter. These were:

· First, the discovery and interpretation of equivocal facts.

· Second, the tracing of effects back to their causes.

· Third, the investigation and evaluation of means employed,

This Clausewitzian model provides the intellectual framework within which to develop the techniques of battle and campaign analysis.

Two things must be clearly understood.  First, when we speak of battle and campaign analysis, we do so in the broadest sense.  That is, we treat it as an exercise that looks beyond the discrete events that constituted a particular battle or campaign and evaluate those events in terms of the background against which they were played out.  We also consider such precepts of military theory as the principles of war.  Second, while knowledge of specific facts is necessary, it is a means to an end rather than the end itself.  Acquisition of this knowledge completes only the first of Clausewitz' three activities.  The vital part of the process rests in the second and third, tracing effect to cause and evaluating the means employed.

A battle or campaign analysis should consist of two major elements: a historical summary and a critique.  Because battles and campaigns are dialectic to the extent that their outcome is the sum of the efforts of two opposing forces, the historical summary should contain three elements.  These are a statement of the opposing commander's intentions, an explanation of why they sought to do whatever it was they intended and an explanation of how they went about accomplishing their aims.

These are the elements of the first three paragraphs of the five-paragraph operation order in a somewhat different sequence.  A commander's intention is normally his mission. -The situation normally defines the broader setting in which the commander finds himself, and the execution tells how he will accomplish his mission.  The historical summary should be just that, a summary.  It must, however, provide sufficient detail to support the analysis.  Obviously, if the facts are incorrect, the analysis must fail as well.

The second and more useful element should consist of the analysis, or critique, of the commander's actions, again supported by facts or examples.  It is necessary to take a position as to why each commander succeeded or failed, whether the actions they took were appropriate given their intentions and whether their immediate intentions were valid given the situation and their long-range goals.

If their actions were inappropriate, then look for possible alternatives.  Evaluate how well the commanders applied the principles of war.  State which principles they seemed to emphasize and which they neglected, and to what end.  Show an appreciation for the effects of doctrinal organizational, strategic, tactical, technological, logistical or personal limitations within which each commander had to function.  Finally, state the significance of the outcome of the battle or campaign.

Carl von Clausewim.  On War edited by Michael Howard and Peter Paret, Princeton University Press.  Princeton, N.J., 1976, pp 141 and 578.

Ultimately, the battle/campaign analysis requires the student of war to sit in judgment of former military leaders.  It is through this disciplined value judgment (judgment based upon facts) that the historian is set apart from the chronicler.

OUTLINE
Battle/Campaign Analysis

l.
Historical Summary

a.
What were the commanders trying to do?

b.
Why was that necessary?

c.
How did each intend to accomplish his aim?

ll. Analysis.

a.
Was each commander's aim consistent with his greater goals (national policy in the case of strategy; strategy in the case of the engagement)?  Did he have any alternatives which were better?

b.
Were the commander's actions consistent with their intentions?

c.
Why did each succeed or fail?

(1) Effect of conditions (space, time, technology employed, composition of forces, geography, and so forth) on the outcome.

(2) Application of principles of war.

d. What was the significance of the battle or campaign?

Figure 2

Identify the effects of objective conditions and subjective decisions, draw  some conclusions as to why things  turned out the way they did and speculate as to whether other outcomes were possible.  Like the principles of  war, battle/campaign analysis is only a means to the end of greater understanding, not just of any single battle or campaign, but of those things both abstract and concrete that affect military operations.

Because conditions vary, a student of war is safe in drawing general conclusions only after analyzing a great number of battles or campaigns which occurred under a wide variety of historic, geographic, sociopolitical and technological conditions.  Only then can the general be separated from the particular with some degree of assurance.

It is fair to say that the technique of battle/campaign analysis is the most which can be taught.  Practice and experience in using it will come only  with time.  The wisdom to draw correct conclusions must originate within each officer.  Because the technique is both basic and intellectual, it belongs in the field of education rather than training.  Further, it would seem to be accomplished best in undergraduate institutions, at West Point or in Reserve Officers' Training Corps.

It is essential that its intellectual nature be preserved, or it will rapidly degenerate into rote memorization and produce few benefits.  At the same time, should the Army ever develop a coordinated system of military education, it is a process which could be reintroduced at the staff and war colleges at progressively higher standards of sophistication.  At those levels, it could, and perhaps should, be combined with a survey of military theory to broaden the officer's intellectual grasp of war along with his technical abilities.

Where should the principles be recorded? This question really addresses the issue of whether principles of war have a place in US Army doctrine.  Here, there is a dilemma.  It has already been stated that principles of war are an intellectual and theoretical tool.  Though doctrine is no more than received, or approved, theory, for the past two decades at least, the US Army has approached tactics and operations as technical rather than intellectual processes.

At the lowest level of the spectrum, this is, no doubt, appropriate.  Minor tactics are almost entirely technique.  However, the result has been that all our doctrinal manuals tend to be detailed and directive rather than general and conceptual.  We publish cookbooks rather than works of military theory, and principles have little use therein.

The only possible exception of any consequence is FM 100-5, intended by its author as a sort of conceptual manual, though to a certain extent its fascination with technical detail conceals its intellectual merit.  It is in such a "battle book” that the principles might find a home.


▪How should the principles be used in practice?  The easy answer is that they should not.  The real purpose of these guides is that "by total assimilation with his mind and life, the commander's knowledge must be transformed into a genuine capability”.7  But a properly educated commander may find that in addition to helping him to develop his judgment and powers of discrimination (coup d' oeil) through the proper study of history, the principles provide him with a dynamic model against which to test his plans and concepts.

The commander must avoid, at all costs, using the principles as a checklist.  He must remember that it is the balance of the various principles, among themselves and in the context of the situation in which he finds himself, that is important.  Then, as Fuller wrote:

It is, however, an undoubted fact that the general who places his trust in the principles of war, and who trusts in them the more strongly the fog of war thickens, almost inevitably beats the general who does not.8
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