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ABSTRACT

TACTICAL IMFLICATIONS OF THE ADOFTION OF AUFTRAGETAETIE FOR
COMMAND AND CONTROL ON THE AIRLAND BATTLEFIELD, by
Major John M. Vermillion, USA, 38 pages.

To +ighE effectively on the cellular battlefield that
Airtand Battle doctrine envisages will demand individual and
tactical initiative of a high order. Auftragstaktik, a
systeam which encourages decentralized decision authority and
mission orders, seems to be the only command method that
offers the speed and precision of response to match the
tempo of future maneuver warfare. Despite some signs that
Auftragstaktik is being implemented, though, it remains
untested and superficially understood by many professional
soldiers. : -

This essay Ffirst explains the origins of Auftragstaktik and
the reasons for its inclusion intn the 1932 Field Manual
100-53,. Operations. it then considers conditions which
likelyv will obtsin upon the dArmv’'s fully  acceptance  of
Mutbraogstaktilk. These conditions are  tllaninared by
historical examples and are examined relative to command and
control, combat orders, and decentralized dacizicn
authority. The study also looks at conditions unfaverable
to Aufiragstaktil. :

The manograph concludes that during this century
decentralized command methods consistently have proved mara
effective than centralized methods. Indead, de:entrafizing
tactical contrel is no longer a wmatter of choice. buc
combat i1mperative.  ~ Tos  the maximum axtent poss
commanders ought to employ the methods of Auftragstakbtik

i
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Three vears have passed since the introduction of
AirLand Battle doctrine in the form of Field Manual (FM)100-
S, Operations. : This new U.S. Army do;trine enviéaqes- a
cellular or . gonlinear rather than a linear battlefield.
Engagements will occur simultaneously throughout the depth
of the battle area, both forward and rear of the Forward
Line of Own Troops ~(FLbT). Commanders will Find tﬁeir

powers to syﬁchronizE'e44ofts of forces tazed to the extreme

as they seek to draw deep, close, and rear components of

‘battle into a coherent whole. Success on this battlefield

will demand a high order of initiative, both tactical and
individual. AirLahd Rattle doctrine places a higher premium
on maneuver and offensive spirit than ever betore. and
requiées Qnits agile and +flexible enough to cope with
rapidly shifting conditions. ‘It therefore seems to éonnote
more decentralized command and control. Léaders at the -
lowest levels must have ‘a Ffirm understanding of. the

commander ‘s overall intent, as specified in his operational

plan., Should crippling damag= befall higher echslons,

-

junior leaders must stand ready without further_instructions
to execute the will 64 their commander.

The July 1985 Draft FM 100-5 eﬁcourages a new command
method to deal with the realities ~ o+ the AirlLand
Battlefield; Actually, this method is new to the U.S. Army,
but has 'lohg been known to the German Army  as

Auftragstaktil:. It stresses mission orders, commander’'s

intent, subordinate l=ader initiative. and decentralized




decision autharity as essential o succass 0N thia chamtic
battlefield produced by the confrontatioﬁ of large
mechanized forces. There is widespread agre=smnent that its
introduct:or into Army doctrinal publications constitutes aA
moét impprtant ~additian to AirLand Rattle doctrina. To

state that the Army’'s capstone Field Manual encourages the

implementation of Auftragstakiik, however, is far different
from stating that the Army at large practices or even
accepts its principles.

The Auftragstaktilk command method rcontrasts sharply

with the U.5. @Army’'s emphasis on positive control and

technnlogical command , control, and  communications

PDrocCessts. Auttraostalktilk therefore represents not onlyoan
alternative to, but a principle opposing, current methods.

Indeed, the two concepts are fundamentally antithetical.

One stresses control, the other command. One orients -
chiefly on machines, the othsr on peonlea. The tension
between thece two views of command and control 1i1s

considerable, and suggests the controversy which potentially

will =urround the Auftragstaktik issue. : --

Most soldiers probably are unfamiliar with th= Berman

word Auftragstaktik: mast of thoze who have heard of the

term likely have reduced it to the shorthand "mission
orders.” Use of this tag phrase, though, can be dangesrous

if it oversimplifies the more expressive German term. For

this reason, Auftragstaktik 1is the phrassa retainead

Ehroughout this hbext.




Increasingly strong signals hint that the message abhout

auftragataktilk is being heard and acted on, as is evident
£-om tﬁe use of terms like "empowering loaders” anm‘“pmw@r
down” .by high~level fizld commanders. . Many tactical
manuals, incluaing Field Circulars (FCs) 71-100, 71-101, and

101~-55, 'and FMs 100-5, 71-1, and 71-2, advocate the

principles of Auftragstaktilk. Some leaders, morecver, have

followed the methods of Auftragstaktik throughout their

careers. Despite these positive 'signs,- duftragstabktilk

remains untested and supefﬁicially understood by many
profoseionals.

Although FM  100-5 and other key doctrinal manuals

discuss saome of Auftragstaktik’s principal +features, the
busy reader might gasily overlook them, in that they are
imbedded sporadically throughout the texts and are not

’

reterred to by the word Auftragstakibil ilseld. Evern the

exceptionally attentive reader will search vainly for an

analysis of what implementation of the concept might mean in

® . ' ’
practice. Egually scant attention is being paid to such
analysis in - the Armyv'z professional jaurnals. Before the

Army in general and individual soldiers in particular can

fully accept and practice the principles of Auftragstaktil.

they mus£ first understand it conceptually. The wvital
_follaw—on atep is to determine whether the principles can be
translated into workable, é#fective nrinciples at the
tactical level. I+ =0, under what circumﬁtances'might thay

not be appropriate? Thus, the aim of this essay is to

-
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mriginated in the American Revolutionary War.?*
=nld1?rs returnlng from that war carrie d the concept back to

it nvnlved'¥rmm expariences of

Germany. Mor@ speci#icallv.
the Hassian Jaegers.
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lassons he learnad, prominent among which was  that whén
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2 individuals and in
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received by - his +ellow
jaggor veterans of the
Ludwig Oohe,  wreote the

1802. In them, they

individual initiative,

soldiers

t@aching. to fiaght well as individuals.

The Frussians, too} were impressed by the Hessians’
radical ideas. In 1795, the Frussian MPrince of Wmhrnluhm
remarked, following a successful 'Hessian jaeger éttack, that
he had never seen such soldiers -who, without orders, took
thae utmost advantage of every situation. Within a few yoars
after issuance of the Hessian Reglement of 1802, the
Frussians wsed that dncumﬂht as the foundation of  their
«
cdootrine. Clearlv, tha qr&atimn of  an aray of "thinking .
soldiers," =sach a leader, wazs the Frussian ideszl. Thé mid-
nineteenth century witnesead Scharnhorst and Gnelssnag
continuing to enlarge these ideas. which Jdid iﬁ fact

central

followesd

professionals. Twica

war, Rernhard Wieder

Georman Lactical

Ewald’ lead

decentralized commant

mariaal o

other Hessian

nalat and Adam

in

authority. and

constituts the cemnand method emploved with especial
vigor in Moltke's wars of 18446 and 1870, In  +the 1844
"Captain’'s Wau-" against Austria. Molthke  demanded
uncompromisingly that @wvary ﬁoldiér da WH“LJVEF ;;m
=i tuation required. The first deadly S’H was inaction.®

The 1906 Garman Army Regulations refined the
instituwtioralization of Aftragstalstil, the following
sentence of which has remained Jlmuqh unchanged to  the
present dav: .

From thw vmunqe:t soldier upwards, the total

LRI DEE : coammi bmenk  of all phyvzieal and montal

-
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forces is to be demanded. Only thus can the full.

power of the troops be brought to bear....combet

demands thinking., independent leaders and troops,

canable of independent action.®

By the time World War I grupted, the Cerman army had
tained thoroughly down to platoon level in the princibles
of Au*;;ggstéhtik . They regarded confusion as the natwral
sfate'of the battlefield, and sought +to overcome it not
throuqhv areater centralization, but thirough areater
decentralization, and through a lowering of decision

thresholds.

The seed which resulted in fuftragstektilk ' s inclusion

o

in thae WU.8. Army’'s FM 100-5 was planted at a 1981 Training

cand  Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Commander 's  Conferanca.
¢ ' ) ) .
During Colonel Huba Wass de Czege’'s (FM 100-3's. orimary

author) briefing on Airland Rattle, Auftragstaktill arcse as

a topic. Further discussion revealed that Generals
Shoemaker (Forces Command‘ commander) , Starvry {TRADOEC -

commander), and Richardson (Deputy . TRADOC cammandcar)

]

ardentlv supported the idea.® They sent Tolonel Wass d

{

Czege and his small team of writers off to include the

concept as a cornerstone of  the new doctrine..  Th

]

ir
decision made sense. They wanted in large part to recover
in the American Army the badly ohﬁcured idea that the
"resourceful leader" is "the dynamic element of decision.””

Avftraastaktik is a command method designed to

capilalize =N the initiative and intelligence ot
subordinates. It gives subordinates a prime stake in the

success or  failuwrs af  the unit. It places. substantial

&
(]




ﬁemands on  subordinates aﬁd _I&aderm alike. The commander
does his part in large measure by issuwing simple, brief
orders. . Contrary to a mmmmmnly"héld nmtiﬁn,'mimﬁimn proers
do not  direct a subordinate, for erample, to "have all your
vehicles ‘up’ by noon tomorrow;'l don’'t care how you do it."
Instead,:they are mare, not less, specific, than thqse
habitually issued today, .in thét tﬁey require the commander
to clarify precise;y his ,Dverali intenﬁions. Bacause this
is more easily séid than done, Enmhahdars should wheneyer
possible ask éubordinates for briefbac:s bn the order to
insure their understanding. The mimﬁinn mfd@r emphasizes
brevity, and therefore concentrates on the sections dealing
w{th task Organiﬁatian;}éomrdinatimn reguired with other
unitz, and support necessary  to ac;mmmliﬁh the mission.
Additionally, the commander speci?ies any limitations, such
as time vor equipmant  availabls. on  the subardinate’s
operation.

. ,
Action surrounding  the 1807 Battle of Friedland offsrs

an excellant svample of Auftragstaktilk in oberatian at tha
tactical level. Firsﬁ, Napdlamn'% order; whiéh historians
have preserved, covers no more than a single paég. It is a
~madel of clarity and conciseness. An American historian
writing in 1903 had this to say:

In this order, blocked out roughly but clearly,
the emperor relies on his senior lieutenants, and
gives them free scope in detail. Every essential
is mentioned:; each lieutenant knows what is
expected of him...what he is to keep as his _chief
aim (emphasis addedl;...Napoleon is careful not to
tie his lieutenants down to time or topography., or
to give them such limitations as to hamper their

=




freedom of judgment in case the unexpected should
hanpan. Fach man understands the main schame of
the battle, to contain and occupy the Russian
right by heavy artillery Fire while the French
Fight shall overwhelm his left and seize his

awn inspiration lemphasis addedl.®
As the battle unfolded, séveral subordinate commanders did
indaead agactv their own parts by their qwh inspiration. For
xample, Marshal Lannes~in thé-:enter was EQpﬁosed tp.give
ground to create a flank for Marshai Ney's right flank force
to ¥ail upon. ~ But once ALannes saw hoﬁ rapidly Ney ‘was
achieving success, he counterattacked ‘wifhout orders from
theAamperor. He and other French commanders were Tree to
take actions of this sort because they understood that
ﬁapolmmn}s general idea was to capture the br;dq95 leading
into Friedlgnd, thus blocking @ the Russian retreat énd

“xposing them to destruction.

Airland Battle anticipétes frequent interrubtioh of

electronic communications. Subordinate leaders must

therefore understand the intent of the commander two levels

by

above them so well that, in the absence of _ i

]

i

peai

—

instructions, they would do whac their immediate commander
probably would do were he present. A main idea suffusing

Auftraastaktil is that the leader at the scene of the action

can make decisions better suited to on-the-ground conditions
than can a higher commander in a remote location.

The commander who emplovs Auftraostaktil must prepare

himself to tolerate the uncertainty that is a necessary

concomitant of delegation of decision auvthority. Van Creveld

2]




contends that commanders always -have had to choose between

two ways of coping with uncertainty:

One was to construct an army of automatons...the
other, to design organizations and operations in
such a way as +to enable the former tP carry out
the latter without the need Ffor continuous
control.” '

Auftrgggiaktik represents the second of ﬁhese choices, the
method Qan Creveid think§ has through history proved more
successful. . Cummanders'. using this method entrust
subordinates to make decisions on which.a batgle's outcome
could rest. This requires patience and steady_ nerves.
Temptation to influence events at every turn is particularly
difficult for today’s commanders to resist. They have,
afier all,  been induced to peliebe that greater exparience
and knowledge have cariried fhem to theif prasent pdsiiimds
of authority. In this regard; Auftragstaktik has two vital
preconditiéns: uniform thinking among all leaders in the
command on tactical and opera{icnal matters, and reliab}e
action by junior leaders thﬁouqhout the command. To reach a
;tate wherabv this shared vision based' on mutual
understanding of dottrine,‘tacﬁics; and techniques préyairs
is a long-term process 'whiﬁh begihs in the éarmy  school
svshtem and continues in every unit in the field.

The foregoing description of some of Quftfa staktik;s
primary elements provides the foundation for the wmore

detailed analysis which follows. First, however, it is

necessary to fix the relationship between Auftragstaktik and

command and control.




THE_ COMMAND AND CGONTROLTSSLUE,

Bécaﬁse comménd and  control is an integral component
of AlrLand Battle - doctrine, a .direct relationship
necessarily‘exists‘ between the +two. It .is_ difficult,
though, ;to establish the 'cohnection without a solid
understanding of what "command and cqntrol" means. At this
point one runs into a tﬁofold.problém. First, one must sort
through aﬁ increasihg afray of. cérelesslyéuséd terms .to
determine if they concern command and control or sa&ething
elga. ' A welter of loosely~defineﬂ “terms-—command  and
rontirol: Command, contrdl, and communications; command.
control , - comhunicatiﬁns, and intellinences .and' command
f%mntrnl are illustrative, and now often apovar tw bw usedh
interchahgeably, Mofeover, multiple usages commonly emerge
in a single article to describe one concept.

A second difficulty lies in the variety 2f definitions -
offered in official publi:aﬁicns. FCc 71*105 speaks  of

command and control in terms of an allocation of resources:

"Command refers to the exercise of autherity n allocating

Easmurces while control isv the procéss by whicﬁ that
allocation takes place."'® This manual continﬁes by stating
that command and ﬁontrcl is “"the exorcise of authority and
direction by a properly designated commander over assigneg
forces in the accomplishment of his mission."** The U.S.
Army dictionary of operational terms takes a‘différent tack,
aipressing it as "The wercise of command that iz the.

process through which the activities of military forces are

10




directed, coordinated, and controlled 'to';accomplizh_ the
mission."'® FM 100-3 says that

Cammand and control is the exercise  of command,

the means of planning and directing campaigns and

battles. 'Its essence lies in applying leadership,

~making decisions, issuing orders, and supervising

operations. S
Dth;r doctrinal sources hedge on precise defiﬁitions,
raeamarking that command and control "involves." "entails,”
"encompasses,” or "includes.” Other examplés would belabor
the peoint that, although the Army has a general sensz of the
term's meaning, no two  sources agree {ully. Such happy
acceptance of many explanationz has had tha affect of
permitting those who wrifa on the subject to arrive at their
Hwn definitions.

This essay does not advance vet another definition of
command and control, but draws together. main strands of
various discussions alfeady extant. Cnmmanavand control are
separate and distinct processes. Command pertéins tp
decision and direction, control to follow-uﬁ on a decision.
Command, then, is thé guprassion of the commander 's will aﬁd
intent and its infusion améng subordinates. Controlzis the

minimizing of deviation from the commandsr’'s will and

intent.

AQ&trggggéktik teaches leaders to prepare for the
unexpected (Clausewitz ‘s term "friction"). In pre-World War
Il exercisaes, Germans habituaily injected snags into their
problems. Almost always this friction included broken-down

communications. "By this means,” the World War II German

11




Ganaral von Senger reports, "the pupils were to acguire
skill and a readinese to make decisions and accept
raspongibilily. "4 The idea is that leaders will not be

thrown permanently off balance when'thay .discover on - the

first 'day of the war that the weather has failed to

codperété with plans, that some 591diers.afe'tmo‘frightened
to move, and that the‘ehemy has not reacted as expected.
For more than a cantury’énd a-half many German leaders,

.

Clausewitz ambng them, have noted the futility of trying to

‘stamp out friction completely.3:=

Contrary to the principles of Auftragstaktik, the

notion that uncertainty can and must be eradicated dominates

Army oberational procedures. Despite reoular sxkhortations

from the Chief of Staff and others about trimning, {ai
staffs thrive in a system bent on having mountains of

informatiaon ready should the commandz2r beckon. Gargantuan

staffs feed on reams of reports from small battalion staffs,
who must  in tuwrn harass beleaguered companv laaders. The

more tacts available, zo thinkina goes, the better the

decision.

Uu.s. staffs drive incredible volumes of infnrmati;n to
the top. Specialists are called on toc manage the =uplosion;
they invariably beget other specialists.t'® Ironicaliy,
svstems supposed to reduce {riction become2 new sowces of
+rictiqn. As Michael Handel, an Army War College analyst,
points out, when the U.S. in‘Vietnam pinned nearly ali. its

hooes on o uninterrupted effectivenses of  intelligence-

12




collection technology, it invited trouble on a Tgrand
scala.” Martin van Creveld puts a finer point on the
matiar:

Not even the most ample supply of the most up~to-
date technical means of communication and data
processing equipment will in themselves suffice to
produce a’ functioning command system and indeed °
constitute part of the disease which they are
supposed to cure.?® .

Auftragstaktik emphasizés'vcbmmand over control; the

=L

U.s. hrhy emphasizes control over command. ﬁeviewv of
literature on command anq  control over the past ten years
manifosts near-unanimous  aszent that command and control is
a technical issue. Seldom does the human element appear.
c"Befter technoloqical‘ means of command ahd ;cntrql ara the
‘salutian” is the standard refrain. 32 long as solid ground
existe for this assumption, all is well. Throughout thé
history o# »armed conflict, however, many highly-touted
"modern, " technologically—adyanced- svstems have failed when
put to the'tést of battle.

_Paddy Grif+ith, a senior lecturer in Sandhurst’'s
Department of War Studies, érgues that "the mast-impnfhant'
tacti:al.lessun ofAVietnam...is that even the most advanced
tachnology may fail to deliver evervything tﬁat i; seems to
promise."*”l Every new electronic system had its own
advocates‘ and lobbvyists, bothv iﬁside and outside the
military. The? generated a momentum difficult to stop. The
ravolutionary "alactronic battlefield,"” these people

pronised, would permit acqguisition and destruction of

17




targets with a fraction of the troops reguired to do similar

jobs in garlier wars. LTG W.0. Kinnard viewed the effort as

a Fallurﬁ, hidwever ., as "Ouwe ability to find tha anmmy did
nnf matcﬁ our battle ¥iela mobility and firepowar,"=2°

S.Jd. Andrible, a former Defense Advanced Resaaf:h,
Projects: Agency - (DARPA) prbject _manager, believes that
agency develops hardware, éoftwaré, ~and cgmmuhicatibns
mechanisms primarily “becéuse they afe still new and unique-
~not because there is’ aﬁ? empirical gvidence about their

likely contribution to command and control."®% In his

opinion decision makers have been "ignored, disquised,

underfunded, and exploiﬁed." A former Armored Division

commandsar . MG Ricnard Prillaman, aarees wibkh Andriolo:
Whenever wa tind a new means of data collection,
we immediately devise needs that it can
fulfill...S50, we adjust by ripping off additional
transport and staff officers to store and racord
the input in case someone asks Ffor it....The
problems start when the technicians try to design
equipment to fit our command and control needs.==

With floods of information agravitating toward high

echelons, sorting the ofFitical from  the +rivial becomes

anreasing%y marae ai$ficu1t. One result is  that the
division commander and staff unwittingly beginr to waste’
their vaiuable time on insignificant decisions. dnother is
an imclligence system that "lacks tactical flow,
timeliness," and coherence.=s A third possible result is
that>a high volume of information can inhibit develapment of
military judgment. in that commandéks agrow dependent on it

and hostltate Lo maks decisions until all information bearing

14 : ’




an the matter has heen examined. 8Such hesitancy reinforces
a natural fear of failure and unwillingneﬁﬁ to take risks.
Waak commanders becoma adrdicted to an  unremitting Flow of
information, for. it allows them to postpone tough decisions
and to wait on the safe. decision. Yet, in spite of these
warning ;igns, the Army continues to give primacy to the
contraol features of communicatiuns'ﬁechnglogy over the human
features of command. An officer working on the Arey Command
and Control System prcgram' recently wrote _ that "As

technology advances, the Army must be concerned with

develaoping naew force shruchbures. . and doctirinal
’

approaches. "=24 The principles of Auftragstaktik hold that
the reverse is preferable.

Aauftragstalitik means a Ffundamental rethiniiing relative

to command and control. Jt sees failures bfnccmmand and
control not primarily as & result of lack of -adeqguate
communications instruments or information, but of human
mistakes and Jjudgment. worid War [1 Bermany provides an
illuminating case in point. |

As the war-wore on, theé:German army steadfastly retusad
to allew their éignal corps to expanﬂ in personnel strahbih.
Thev feared it could develop into an "octopus” which cnuld
"throttle the vital element” of command.® In fact, certain
signal units were redu;ed in strength. They discovéred that
"notwithstanding these difficulties, the efficiency of the

signal services actually improved."=®




Nonethalaﬁﬁ,.éftmr - the war several hiqhﬂrankinq EBerman
genarals wrote that they' falt hamstrung By the Fie;dinq of
ummmqniuatimna mquipm&nt' vamtly ahp@'imw. b that  of Worls
War I. Because subordinaﬁe conmanders possessed the ability
to do  so, ﬁhe supefinr commander expected subordinates to
report eiery decision to him. Thizs led the superior  to
WMPpress an opinion on - all-deciéiohs subordinates rendered,
since now, being aware  of the decision, he was himsel$
partly responsible for them. .The -net effect of improved
ébility to commuﬁicate was that subordinates grew raluctant
to make de;igiung on  their own, in that they had to acﬁept
full responsibiiity for their decisiohs. If, on the other
. hand, they intentianglly ignmred the reaQiremﬁﬁt o reporh

" "

all kheir decisions, thsy might He  foumd guilly

-~
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serious crime. BSubordinates, then, found themselves tied in
knnots by the very technical development that was supposed to
have improved their lot.=7

Aunftrangstaktilk postulates that absolute control is

1mnmsgib3a, that communications will be interrupted, and
ﬁhat a single commandér1 'ggnnot —contrql'{ the - entire
battlefield. It calls “for commanders to decide what types
andvvolume of inférﬁation_ they want  from their staffs and
subordinate commanders in wartime, then insist ruthlessly on
elimination of avery report failing to meet a specified
need. Commanders accept as a calculated risk the'rammte
possibility.that éome_piece'o$ in&mfmaﬁibn which might prove

usaful will escape their . attention. The choltoe 1s rapid
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action based on slightly  imperfect information o slow
action based on near-perfect information. Generals mist be
2 oho oplan. anticipate, and improvisoe under  congtantly

shifting conditions. Auftragstaktilk posits, as has Beneral

pAARURC AR Sl

Richardson, that victorious armies think, decide, and act

faster than their enemies. "That prompt reaction will come

from intense training and maximum decentralization and

delegation of decision authority to the lowest level."=0

The decenfralized operatinné Auftr@ggtéktik 2EPOUSES

hinge on common - understanding of doctrine and tactical
techniques. The 4th Armored Division in World wWar 11

arguably iz the finest exemplar of AirlLand Battle doctrine.

Highlv successful, it stressed (&) deep thruets into snemy
.
territory (b)) indirecht  appiroaches (o) gulick  "fall-gate”

decisions (d) constant momentum {(e) continuous aerial cover,
and (£) mobility, flexibility, and audacity.=% A prime
reason for the 4th’'s success was the mutual understandiﬁg
not only within the division, but also between thé tlivision
commander, MO vahn s. "p" Ncnd; and his  Armv commander,
George Fatton.” ;

Contrary-éo impressions created by many accounts  of
Wond s division, 4th Armored never charged off wildly in
pursuit of objectiveé. Rather, appafent' spontaneity was
made possible by intensiVe, #fequént pra-combat training and
rehearsals such that "the divigipn worbked like a drill team,

and @ach man parformed his role in the ballet of battle."se




»

¢ Fatton  ancd Womd, Hanson Baldwin  writes that "Each
undarstood the  athmr "™ Thay  were as  close in thelr

Lhinking as  any Lwo army and divisosn commandar oozl ever

bacome. Both were products of the "1 auwdace, 1% audace,
touwiouwrs 1'audace” schanl. Wood spent  nuch of the ftwenty

years‘leéding up te World 'Nar 11 in  “"study and qﬁiet
vaflaction on the nature of war énd the shape of wars to
Come. " He and  Fatton, with whom he had served at
Leavenworth and in Hawaii, read deeply gnd sariously into
military history and often "argued.l@ud and long  on owar.
ancient and modern, with its battles and conaandsis, =@

Clearly, as the Wood-Fatton example demonstratos, a

disadvantage of adooting Sufira

aktik involves the lenoih

af Liwme  necassary Lo train and sducate an army Toward oo

creation of a shared vizion., This is only one among several

traasons offered for the ULS. Army’'s long—-standing discomfort

with decentralized operations. Colanel Harry Sunmers
saagsons thai as an oubgrawth  of the Truman-Macde hoe
controversy, the &rmy has  lacked the will to confer an its

teadors the maxinum freedom af action naedad to_ maintain
initldtiv& o the baﬁtl@*ield. The Army has felt thig
affact. he opines, not only at  the strateaic, but at the
onerational and tactical levels as well.®S A thirg

auplanation is  that the Army has accepted $few  tachtical

primciples as  common krnowledoe. Thus. orders have had to
corntain many  details in order to reduce the shance of

Fhings going wrono.




Clotvaioen b o Antluimﬁtmd Lhie el mn%ﬁmhij1tv. ' [-tee
believad  that boldness,  willingness to  take calaulatad
I ?f.nr VECEBL Rt en b Ve ool 0 i l»:uuq.gr . T
"higher Qp  thm chéin ane looks, the harder it is for the
'Enmmanmer to . act audméimusly; vet it is precisely here.
higher u;. where the qfeater need for boldneés exists.™
Scme allage thaf in nthe currank :Army schama, as long as
subordinates follow precise Ainﬁtructimnﬁ, commantdar s get
what they want, which amounts Em securityu iﬁ peacetime.

Protection of one’'s sinecuwre 1is not a main concern of

Auibtragabakbil, To enbrace Auftragsbakbtil is a risk-taking

oroposiktion, for it decreases certainty and control at hiah
levelz: on the other hand, it increazes  certsinty and
L3

cantiral ragarding misszion esoecubion abt small-unibh levels.

THE ORDERS ISSUE

Accepfance of Auftragstaktik as a method m% cnmménd and
Amnerol wmeans  htremendous ﬁhmnqms i ﬁwa Afmy's prezent Qay
of preparing  and issuing conbat orders.  There is almost no
avidence, thbugﬁ, to establish thatAany changes are being

made, or even contemplated, in this area.

Aftragstaktilk and bries orﬂerﬁ rioy hand in hand. In
seeking to determine causes’ for 4th  Fanzer Army’s success
durinq aarly 12435, the fact‘ ﬁhat high=-level :gmmanders
uniformly issued concise 1mng~?anqm misaton orders stood
Mk, T In commenting on Li1th Fanzer bxv\miun's ﬁec1%1vé

ceeds af heroism on the Chir River {n Decomber 1902, Goneral

1%




Balck observad that "Orders wers exclusivelv verbal (oral).”
%h@ division commander 2ach évehing made nlans _4Qr the
fuilewing Jday’'s mparaﬁ;on ancl issued uwral brdeéa =0
regimental cdmmanders on the. battléfield. This doné, he
went to 48th Panzer Corps headquarters to brief the chief of-
staff on his intentions. O IF corps approvédfhis intent, a
simple messaqeln4 "no .change" Qént out tn?the regiments. " I1¢
“fundamental changes had to be made, he.v{sited gach regiment
to deliver orders, again orali?.3h
’ The U.S. 4th Armored Division’s command method was
remarkably ﬁimilar‘ to thét af 11th Poanzer. :B@naral Wood
, , y

traveled in a FPiper Cub to his Cumbat Command commanders’
locations to  issue brief oral Drﬂerﬁ.i He discussed with
tham his int@ngion.,then concludad with short ramarks gbauf
logistics, artillery, and engineer support.S7

Uood was one of few Anerican ‘division commanders who
refused to adhere to the fixed combat command argénizationa;
structura. Instead, he felt it necessary to find the right
combinations for each mission. This ca11e¢-¥mr subordinates
~whn could adapt readily to di%fananﬁ commandars.  In such
.air:umstances

there is no time or place for detailed orders,

limiting lines or zones, phase linés, limited

phbjectives, or other restraints....It must drive

fast and hard in given directions in columns of

all arms with the necessary supply. maintznance.

and supporting elements present in each column,

ready for action to the front or toward the

flanks.,%®

Blitzkrieg worked so well in great part because of its

command method. EBacauwse commanders nevier gave detailed

Lo Tiet
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mrdewé, they obtained an advantage 1in the observation-
decision—-action cycle.>®

It is .aﬁtonishing, nearly unbglievable., Ffor a U.S.
'a+ficer today to recall that Helmuth von Molthke, as chief of
the Prussian general‘sta¥¥, provided only general outlines
to his iield coﬁmandets,“ﬂ or that German operatinﬁs orders
at army level during World War I1 "often éovered just one

guarto page, and never more than three or fouwr."2?

A few American and British officers ainée 1945 héve

tried to reform their armies’ tendencies toward detailed
arders. JF.Co Fuller, the eminent Rritish soldiec—
theorist, spoke out repeatedly about the danger of becoming

koo mathodical. Orders ought to be as briaf, not as foraal,

as possible, he preached, and should pozsess a central idsa.

He might bave been speaking to the U.S. Army today when he

wirnter

orders, instructions, reports and messages will

Pave to  abandon their wmany official  frills  and

step out stark naked into the reality of war. Tha

object of an oparation order i3 to impart

informnation vouw . cannot  factually CORVEY by

voica...it is saldom necaessary o turn it into a

ritual so holy that it is almost sacirilegious not

o T bhegin Aan oparakbion order -7 with. -

tindormation . .cand go oon, etc., eto.e®

More recentlyv, MG Richard Frillaman has  exhorted the
. frey to  substitute common  sense for rituwal.  In his view,

initil orders should be issued orally, &ven at division
level, in an attempt to eliminate the "formal, stvylized

procses we wse for issuing operations orders, oS




AS DN o e

A former  U.S. Assistant Division Commander belisves

that orders should be in just enoulh detail to convey long-

Aero intentions. Fragonentary orders from  btheater down

should take no more than one minute to deliver on FM radio,
and paragraphs 3, 4, and $ should contain no szub-
paragrapgs.““

Current nrders—ﬁéneratinq processes are inhibitive.
Now, fué axample, the staff prepares  an estimate and
presénts options to the commander before he states his
intent, if he does so at all. Thavcommander‘s irtent must

caome first. Formal  estimate methods also are out of step

with Auftragstaktik and Airland BRattle. In a peacetima

arvir onment, during which Cime reguired to do o so im
available, tha Jforeal sshimate has Edme lTimitad value as a
staff trainer. But even in .pea:etime,. stéf%z seldom
practice‘thm process dascribed in the manuals. Az khe

- TRADOC commander contends, the estihata must be a racid

mental process, to snable  the commander fo decide ans act

mare quickly than the snemy,*™

-

A common theme smerges, namely, that -time and the

#avivg of it should be the soul of every order. The
aufrragetaktil  command method proposes to do that by

smphasizing commander 's intentiwn. if, az FM lﬂo—slriqhtly
statas, "the only purpose of command and contral iz to
tame ement the  commander s wilig”““‘it foll.ws that the most
~anid, réiiabie. sacure m@anﬁv af doing that is to delegate

pi o anthort bty within the content of a leading idea.

.y
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Subordinates must krnow the intent of their commander
two levels up, the concept of operation of their immadiate
commandar, aﬁd_ responsibilities of flank and suppsirT wiata.
The intent invariably affords thé subordinate two lavels
down additional courses of action. Understanding intent
offers j;niors a sense for the aegree'of freedomhof action
thev have if the battle does not develop as anticipated.

Communication of intent is far moEe difficult than
generally acknowledged. It explains why the senior " has
assigned a particular mission to a subordinata. It is maore

than &  mission statement, Consider he fnlloxwing mission

a

statement:

bth (1.5.) Carns moonterattacks at 0Z0ONTOZ Cet G6
to ras.cora tha FEBA, contain the comntohad sarondg-
eprhelon Lank  division  foruwsd of  AGIGTIIN (e
7037), destroy forces in zone and reoestablish the
Corps defense along PL Silver.

Assuma a subordinate mission statement tased wuwpon  this

directive is issuwed to a brigade commander once the

17

appropriate modifications are made. Doms tiv:  a3ites
commander want  him to focus primariiy N FOonsy énrca: G
tarrain? Obviously he wn&ld want clarification which coula
only be  gained from an  understandinc of the coroes
conmandear ‘s intent.

Leaders say things under battle pressures which thev
have not thought out well, Followed blindly, such

instructions could lead a unit to destruction. Subordinate

eaders  must analyze their missions and know  tiheir

e




commander 's intent suf#icientlv_tc develop plans appropriate

to their echeldhs.

3 Cattia  tonet ol

viewsd superd{icially, the f”icland

e

synchranizatibn conflicts with Auftragstaktik's concept of
brief mission orders. In truth, the conflict is more
appafent'than real.' Synchronization is the process of

arranging activities in time and space to produce a desired

result: in other words, the aim ot synchronization 15 unity

of effort. It is more than coordinated actioh. It means a

constant grasb by subordinate leaders of their commander's

[3

overall plan, or intent. ,Genér;L Richardson’s Famarks thab
synchronization is a relative concept, and that perfect
svnchronicakion s unachievaible, are to the poink. "Thé
roportant thing 1% Lh#t we remain dDatier senchrunizod ahan

our qpponent at the point of decision."*? Thorouch

‘understanding of . command intent therefore contributes ko

synchronization,
A recurrent problem at the National T aining Centar i3

that Blue forces. 1n _contrast to Rad, genarally lack’ an

anoressive warrior spirit. Unxnvolved, they perfunctorily
Qo thro@gh the moations of d&iﬁg their individual 3iob3.
Small wonder this is ° so, whan the record shows that Edmé
company  commanders do not even issue -nrqérs to their
suhordinates.4® How can auftragstaktil work if  junior

l2aders know nothing of their commnander s plan or intent?

24
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THE CENTRALIZATION ISSUE

Another -ancient ilesson re~learned at the National
Ti-alning Centpr is that a unit can lose, but not win, on the
talents of battalién—léVel leaders alone. Defeating the
enemy at task force-level comes about mainly through the
ccmbined:efforts of ingdividual soldiers operating in sqguads
and platoons. In the words of a commander at NTC‘"If the
%ubmrdihate can’t do his job, -the C[command and controll

system crashes,"<?

Auftragstaktil: recognizes this fundamental proposition,

~and seegke to capitalize on the initiatiVE and intelligenca
of soldiers down to the last rifleman. Good units have
saidiers who take thﬂy war inta their own hands. If their
brack i3 bit, thevy do not say. "Oh, well, we'ra oubh  of
action," but rather dismount to . seek out the enemy
aggressively with their light anti-tank weanans.
Decentralized command methods cnnsisténtly have proved
more affective bthan contralized esthods duriﬂg thizs cenbury.
tliustrations usaed to suoport this contention were selected

vecauie the  environmants in which  they . occurred cloBsly

pesamblo best  estimations of  what the ﬁirLéhd Battlaetisld
might lonok like. Evervy examnple suggests ho@- stronagly
varicus armies have been compelled to stress the pivotal
imprLance  of individual initiative, individual
resnonEability at all levels, anﬁ the pushing of power down.

In an effort to break the bondage of the trenches, the

World War T German ar mv oromulaated a new offenzive doctrine

e
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on 1 January 1918. . The inpiementing dirsctive. "The Attack
in the War of Position", stated that

pvery abttack offers the opportunity for {ree
activity and decisive action at all levels down to
the individual soldier...everything depends on
rapid, independent action by all headquarters
within the framework of the whole.®°

Even though Germany did not win the'war. the new tactics
worked. In 24 hours on 21 March 1?18, thevy capturad 432

Eeftent mare  ground than the Allies had during the Somae

battles. Yet the Germans sustained only 10 percent‘o¥ the
casualties suffered by the Allies.®=2 A much—-decorated

Captain, Ernst Junger, extolied the worth of the new
tactics, remarking that his uwnit’s chance of winning rose
markadiy o as he brained @ach man o ba  sel f-ralrant and
1

dering. Thzao daring. hic zoid. meant the difference betwesn

winning and lousing, as it did for him at Cambrai.==
L}

Following tivea  metual debacle on tha Bomns, bhs Somnan

army changed its defensive doctrine also, from rigid to

eiastic defense. Souads  and olatoons wers afforded  auch
Tatrtude o detending and delavina. Mew doochrine wsert s

far as  to parmit  forward baktalion commanders +to  cominit

Feqrnenbatl counterattack  forces at the monent they thonght

necassary. ™ Thus, Germans acknowledaed the need to furthers
decentraliee hactical control. The NCO became the

venteroisace of  the new methodz, in that the “"official
Lackusal o anik" became bhe  druppe of  oR2 NZO and  elaven

. 5
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combat, including mechanized operations, "=

During the interwar period the Garman army was anything

but stiffly regimented in its tactical ythinking.‘ oIt

emphasized a reqguirement for isndividualization and serious
study at all levals. The foundation of Berman doctrine in

this period was the 1921 Regulation on. Command and Combat of

the Combined Arms. Command intent and decentﬁalized

e

execution received heavy treatment. As Captain Jonathan
House has noted, "The decentralization and rapidity pf
decision making were ideally suited to any form of flui

The commander of the Russian 629 aArmy, Marshal Vasili

T. Chuikov, conceived an urban tactical doctrine, as

develnned at the Battle of Stalinorad. sia.iar ta the Gevrman

P
hes

"storm group”  kactics of  Waorld War 1. He ohsarved wnia

.

counterattacks by largd formations were ineffective in urban

fighting, s0 he bhaldly seranped axisting  organizations on

tfavor of small units whose job was to infiltrate enemy-

accuniad pagitions. These tackics doamanded a hiogh degres of

adantability. Avcording o General Choilov. the individual
"aoldier...was on occasion Ris_opwn general,"@e -
In  Fangar Bathlezs, HMallinkhin discussas Gondral

Man=t@in '8 brilliant counterattack  tno recapture Kharkov
atter halting the great Russian winter oftensive of 1942-47,
Mellinthin claims this wmay have been thé outstanding
achiaevament of generalship in World Naf Ii. He concludes
that the miracle of {the Donets was possible primariiy

oretaneae Manstein Yrealized that his own strangth lay in the

-



superior  training of his  Jdunior commanders and their

‘capacity for independent action and leadership."2?

When comnanding 4" pegored  Division, General  Wood
demanded freedom of action, and the responsibility which
ooes with it, and General Patton willingly accommodated him.

.

Fatton wanted subordinate commanders to have a "freedom of

action that  permitted [theml...to be virtually
independent . "™® Beneral Wood passed on the following
injunction to his own men: "Every MaNae « « MAST

+ée1...individually responsible for its v[tha givizsion’'s]

Faputation and  that he will be backed by his comnanders and

comrades in any act of individual initiative."9?

armv e mast  recognizs bthat the docoanbralized

izl
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Auftragstaktilk extends to staffs as well as cdmmandsrs.  An

ncrdent involving Freid Marshal  Erwin Rooeel defines this
point. Az FPanzergrupns  commander in North Africa, Rommel
reauired his  chied ub atafd to accompany Bis in dorward

nattis araeas, contrary bo ocusbomnary Garman stafd mrincinies.
Sometimes, theretore, hisTheadowarters would ~be cun Ffor
wavs, even during highly sritical periods. by Lisutenant

Colonels or even Maiors. Mellinthin recalls one suon time

during five days in  November 1941 when he, then a Major in

L
-y

“hes 1ntel ligence sectior, and Lieutenant Colonel Westphal of

the operations section, were lefbk  in  total  ocontreol of

der hattle.

pommel ‘s headouarters  at the peak of the Crw

Gee L3 UeoAGLOn i absaerves bhe practioe of Aufbragatabbtii’




in the extremey Westphal aﬁtually canceled a Rommel order
directing 21%* Panzer Division to pursum into. Egypt and
recalled the divisinn to Bafﬂia. Staff oflficers, too, ware
leaders in ﬁmmmel's army. They accepted responsibility
heartily, for they knew Rommel would support their decision
fully, a; he did in thjs incident.®?

fs is well knnwn; the base of thé Israeli Defense Force
conmand system is inndvétion,. improvisation, and soldier
initiative. All operatibns revolvé arouﬁd the section
leader who, it is thought, may "ruin the bast-laid planz" or
"often save badly devised plans.” In the IDF

section leaders are  trained to  command

independently in the field in every ‘instance in

wihiech they are reguired to operate alonse with

their ungte, ! '

An IDF Eﬁperiénce also illustrates the deleterious

mftects of wentralization. Genaral Elazar, the Chief of
Staff. lost a major battle on € October 1973 prihcipa11y~

vRcaws2 hie turned his back on the spirit oF  inpovabion,
tiscipline, and improvigation that had brought succoszsz in

1987, Attempting to control all  major maves himsels, he

mithdrow most decision authority  from the Southern Front
Commander, Ganeral  Bonen. Subordinate commanders allhthe
way down the chain  were reguired to position themselves on
high ground o they could talk by radio with their nesxt

higher commander at any  time. Being to the best signal

-

tocakions in most cases caused them +to be separated,

mometimes at great distances, from their own units, thereby

wabiney s factive mommand iopoassihle, e

L
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e "directed telescope" is a colnage of Martin  van

Craveld. A coavenient term, it is a method by which a

commander exercises control, minimizes deviation from his

intent, and increases his knpwlédge of the actual
battlefield situafion. '.It is a ‘ng tb kéep ébreast of
actual condiﬁions of friendiy and.enemy by othar than the
normal cmméand and cnntro} apparatus. Examples are thé

dositioning of the commander or a trusted subordinate at a

writical point  on the battliefield. Expressed differontly,

it explains how a  commander can, on the one hand,
decentralize derilslon DT and draaﬁic:lly reducs
comnunicat ions b@tweén mchglmna, and on  the .ﬂthﬂW HIawW
whether subcrdinatés ar e #mllowing His intent. This section
sageshs wavs th@ U.8.  Arav  might taikaﬁ the diracted

telescope to fit its needs.

Historicvally, practitioners of suftragstaktiikc  have
nlazaed hiah  wvalue on operating far  forward during battis,

The motivating function of command they regard as sspecially

tnoebant . probably more impartant Bhan the coordinating

StuRction. The commander must never $ail to realize the

moral force of the former.

Napoleon was one of the first oodern commanders  to
dovantralize command  an a large scala; bho erxtont to which
vir drd wo by 'suiittlnq his forces into cight corps was

v found . He investbed suhabtanbial faith and responsibility

o)




an his marshalsa, Eﬁt. while | allowiﬁq subordinates
pronounced powers of individual action, thouaht, and
witiative, ha  retained a Sharp sén%w OF uhat wWas happaning
throughout the battle area. He was able to do this by
keoping members  of his :sta¥f almost consténtly ‘on  the
road’. :Usually he relied on a few of his twelve or so
adjutants-general tn go‘ ot and check the accuracy. of
subordinate fepurts.‘ Nﬂbﬂleun nominated specific things to
_investigaﬁe. ¥~ aight have them ‘loqk, for example, at
placement of ans, at  one particular subunit or arm of the
farce, at logistics, or at  the command’'s state of health.s™

Another commaind technigue Napoleon emplqyedvﬁas wome to
' be termed "optional coantrol" bv the fﬁraeli armv. When he
arrivad al the scene of .an engagemaﬁt. Me nevér‘hwsitated 1)
bypass the chain of command and take charge of the action
himsai f. Romnel also  ressrved the privilage of assuming
tdirect command during subunit engagements, believihg it

necEasars ko shake  subordinate commanders out of the

tebtorgy to which thev are prone to succumb,®t

Rommel weschowed the positioning of commanders 1in
vosrkaed  command posts. 0 Even more  than  Mapoleon.  ho
arsfereart ba conmand Ffrom the  front. Driving himself

ratontlessly thrioughout  a long war, he moved from unit to
vt L chock for .hxmﬁe1$ datails of his commnand’'s combat
PG L A Mellinthin Empnrté "évervwhcre he convancoed
e el e sl iy that o hes o ordaers wera beang  sarriad

Sl
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More recently, the IDF has used the directed telescope

to advantage in the 1947 war, Headouarters personnel at
highv levels | freguently’ were posted  "to Chetl on e

independence granted to, and demanded of, subordinate
commanders, " e

The directed telescope is ‘a simple technigue, An

accented instrument of  command under Auftragstaktik, the
U.5. Army genzrally bhas shunned it , ocut of near-veneration
for the prerogatives of lower commanders. Full acceptance

of  Auftragstaktik, though, almost suraely will drive

commander s towards  some form of directed telescope. The
Army must realizé that this is not so much an infringement
On Connhantd pr@rmqativmﬁ as it is a reasonabie price to exach
for decenbralized decision authori by,

CONDITIONS UNFAVORARLE TO AUFTRAGBSTOKT LN

Cartain conditions and circumstancaes mitigate against

wsirootie uEe vk Authragstaktil. Aotivities in sone
paarsioonal araas Fimaly ey for  csnoralized  conwerol,
wapecially those regarding distribution _of scarce assets.

s 15095 Army can axpecl bthis condition Lo obbtain 0 war of
wer e than seversl  weegks ' guration against any maior
nppunent., Az materizl shortages begin to pinch, mére people
mill be called on to execute the mmntwélg, thus intensifying
v Zantralization.

Hwéﬁn{ral:zinq comnmand and control  wmakes ﬁupply' And

o owesonnel aperations in genaral more difficult,  Van Creveld

ey
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balieves that a system of decentralized supply is infeasible

in a modarn armyt
ithout a Firam diresting hand prnvidinq for the
uninterrupted flow  of supplies, replacements, and
reinforcements, a machine-age army will cease to
function in a matter of days.®”?

Ferdinand Miksche, another raru soldier~theorist, takes a

'cohtrary view, claiming that the solution to supplying a

unit operating in the Quftragat@ktik methmd is to make
supply organizatiohs more decentralized, too.%® The example
Cof 4%n Armored Division supports Miksche's claim. General
Wowod  insisted that  the only way ko supbly' mechanized

formations in fast-moving, long-distance operations was to

marry needed  supplies with the unit. He  loaded every
svarlable trueck with  suoplies, especially fusl . and
amnunition. In fact, +trucks carried loads which exceeded

their haul capacity by 100 percent. He gutt@d MEss truclks
and loaded them with gaaulineyand ammun;tion. Nevar , he .
ardered, loave trains behihd to bring up ]af@r. irstead, be
found thaey were most  securs tuuk@d. in among r&aE combat
untts, @2

antHar Wood ‘= method  would W b tbﬂay desprves
logisticians ™ consideration. It probably would not. bore
specialized orqanizatimn%, .@ach with wnigue  weapons and
vahicles, gquesﬁs nearly insurmountable difficulties for
combined  armszs units, - with respect  to B[P are parts,

anmunition, and battlefield repair and recovery.

e next point  is obvious  but men-its atrass:
decdb e sl 0l canpob s suecsed wibhout o active sapport from

s
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the senior uffi:er in  the chain} The Germans saw their
system crumble for want of topFémhelmn bmcking.. When Hitler
himsaif centralized  docision pmw@r; subordinates had oo
choice but - to follow  his lead. Thus  commenced
'Auftr§g§3é5315;§~deterimration as a wurkable method.7°'

A lang 'war guickly upsets :a decentralized command
mathod. Constructed as it ﬁs on alsolid hase o&}soldiers
with a common uwnderstanding ‘54 tactical  and doctrinal
principies, ong envisages collapse of the entire system as
the foundatipn is destroyved. Moraover, a lmng'war brings
about lowered Eraining standards  in order  to reconstitute
depleted forces rapidly. Because adeguate time and trainers
neﬁded Yoy brain recruits  in oa broad spechrum of activihioes
are wnavailable. trainiog an ‘a langmwar BuEnario tends o
become mere spacialized than under peacetime conditions.

Many branches  of the combat support and cmmbat sérvic@
supnort sactors presently ‘constitute gpecial functional

ar g, poovily suited to o decentralized operations.  Advantaoes

accruee - bna arganizing  these Hranches  of btha  Arsy in
speciallsed groups. First is the sconomy of stale that can
faaach tengil, Artillery  suppart offers  an onxamole. Fiald

artsllery weapons, computers, and communications gear ara

o]

ary costly, and the capacity of artillery fires can best be
nxed i1 meveral combal units draw from them and 14 fires are
A 3B, If gach 1nfanbtry company  had its  ow artillery,
e DL v GO DINEN L woula sl idle  wmuch of the ftine.

et e venarkant adyvantare  Fo central tcation s than




resuurcés can  be sﬁiftad and reallocated to reémand to
changes in_ divigion-wicde priorities. It  each cnmpany had
arganic artillery, shifting capacity away from one unmit to
another would be &umberaame at best.

Centralization of speéialized functions also has
disadvaniaqes. To return  to the ;rtillery example, while
centralized control maximizes Firepower, it provides a
bigger target. AHnalogues exist in'numarmus pther functional
areas. The fact remains, though, that as long as the Army
is organized along ﬁurrent lines, combat support and combat
sarvice support comhamd@fﬁ will have great dif%iﬁulty
identifying mis%ions which will permit them to delegate
decision autihority.

in wWordad War I, the Bsrmern army sought to batter the
enamy with fire at the earliest upportunity from whatever
wnit made  contact first. The outcome often was poor
ccnrdination of fireg, both airectvand indirect, producing
friently casualties. Thmy acknowledged this drawback to

aamenbralized fire conbrol, but felt that immediats reaction

was preferable  to deliberate response, and thereby saved
German lives in the long term.”?

Finally, commanders have to judge whether uﬁi#ormity of
thanking really exists thrbughmut their *mrcm%. Will
subordinates truiy act reliably when given graater decision
anthority? Early in Woarld bar 1 both sides discovered that

HEPUCETIEEN RE ST B S HP S O - wars  inadegquately  trained in  their

e
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doctrinaes. Thies mandated centralizationg oparations

plannihg had to be done at army level or higher.

Conclusion

FM 100-5 delivers a doctrine that is solidly grounded
on  theorstical concepts which  have been proved - in
battlefield experience. = For the first time in a long while
the U.3. Army has a doctrine the basics of which will not
change. As Airland Battle doctrine in its totality becomes
mora commonly and widely understood, so Auftragstaktik will
be implemented more confidently by more soldiers.

Every serious study on  the subject concludes that
Jcdecentralizing tactical conbrol is no longer  a aatter of
choice, but & combat  imperative. As Joht Enalish avers in
his excellent treatise, On Infantry:

The decentralization of tactical control forced on

land forces has been one of the most significant

features of modern war. In the confused and often

chaotic environment of todavy. only the smaliest
aroups are  likely ko keep together. particulaciy

during critical moments,”*

Fichard Simpkin strikes the mark with his observation that

- . - -

appears to be the key to effective implementation
af manauver theory as exolained in Field Manual
1005, Opsrations. I krnow of ne other command
technigue that offers the speed and precision of
responsg  to match the tempo of the mansuver
warfare of the future.”=

The prazent studvy concludes that to the maxiomum extent

prissiile commandars ought Ro 2noloy puttragstaktik methods.

s indieataed,  the use of  Auftragstakiik i3 not  always

e

"l

>

-



pmssiblm; The guestion therefore arises regarding whather
the Arhy can combine ordar- and miééion—type‘tactics. The
answar‘is ves, and’ indezd it shouwld. It o cmmmamder.ﬂas
subordinates Qhose talents lié' other than in tactical
leadership, he should provide more guidénce than he would to
others w%ose akills in this area gre better developed. In
order to make judgments’ of this sort, commancers cbviously
must  know the limitations apd capabilities ‘of their
subhordinates evceedingly well. " At no time, however,‘shﬁuld

the commander refuse to give subordinates freedom of

Ranveréion to Auftragstaktilk is a 4ormid$ble challenae.
Lk ohliges rhe Army to discard tws basic assumobions.
Fi'%t,-iﬁ mﬁst concede that better gquipment cannot solve
human problems. gsecond, it has to acknowledge thét no
commander is capable of leading even an entire company in
modern combat. Commanders must repudiate the narrﬁw naotian
that command is théir prerogative alone, syt 15 instzad &
responsibility of every soldier in the organization.

APerhaps the greatenst challengg_lleg in_tﬁe moral realm.
In  his provocative, nighly interasting -study':af the
psychology of militarv incompetence. NMorman Dixon offers an
apimion which, if well founded, causes the Arny to reflect

on the difficulty of adjusting to Auftragstaktiks

those vary characteristics which are damanda

war ——-the ability to tolerate uncertainty,
spontaneity of thought and action, having a mind
Copen Lo the receipt of novel. and perhaps
threakening, information--are the antitheses af




those possessed by peoola attracted to the
controls, and orderliness nt militarism.”®

Here, as Dixon says, wig the germ of a terrible paradox."
‘The Army's ability to adjust psychologically wiil go far

toward determining whether it ca&’ make Quftragstaktik

.-
succaed.;
L4
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