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ABSIRACT

WHERE TO GO FROM HERE? : CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE FORMAL ADOPTION

OF AUFTRAGSIAKIIK BY THE US ARMY by MAJ John T. Nelsan II, USA,
48 pages.

In recent years a plethora of comments have appeared
praising the impressive combat effaectiveness of the pre-1345
German Army. Many of these comments have attributed a largme
measure of the Germans' tactical success to the concept now
referred to as Ayuftragstaktik (roughly and imperfectly translated
as "task-oriented or mission-oriented tactics™) . The implication
often made, implicitly or explicitly, is that the US Army should
emulate the German Army by Formally adopting a cancept akin to

that of auyftragstaktik. Whether the US Army should do so is the
main issue of this manograph.

The effort to address this issue begins with an examination
of the nature of, Auftragstaktik, as it was practiced by the
German Army before 1945. Next, this study seeks to ascertain how
applicable ayftragstaktik is to the conditions of the modern
battlefield.- Then, the paper explores the degree of

compatibility between Auftragstaktik and contemporary Army trends
and command traditions.”

This monograph finds that Auftragstgktik is a tarm largely
misunderstoocd and much too narrowly circumscribed. It is clearly
an all-encampassing philosophy of war, holistically embracing
elements of what today would be called the theory of the nature
of war, character and leadership attributes, tactics, command and
control, senior—subordinate relatianships, and training and
education.” An ik-1ike approach appears profoundly
attuned to the naeds of maodern warfare, and seems sufficiently
compatible with Army trends and traditions to take root.

This study concludes with the recommendation that the Army
formally and doctrinally adopt an Auftragstaktik-lika approach in
the near future. This would promote a common understanding of
what was meant by the term and facilitate a uniform concept of
leader training and education. It would also provide the kind of

central focus an Ayftragstaktjk-like approach needs for
implamentation in a truly holistic and comprehensive way.

. * - e T " - T . -,y . . A - L ™ "U “w - 3
S NN S AL AR AN E A R SNt '.-.*".’\"-."- AR hOHLS

f el el 208 "ol Rall Aol -ad

Y.

~

N

T AU A



Ry

Py

I. Introduction.............cvvvens
II. The Nature of Auftragstaktik......... e
ITI. The Oemands of the Modern Battlefield......
IV, What Is to Be Done®........cciiiirennvinneens
V. Conclusion. .. .t ienitoetsaessas

Endnotes. ......ciitiiniereerorinroasas

Bibliography .. oo vt tonestanosoronnsnssannssneran

15
21
32
34

$1

g

.

R
.
. .
P me w5 s ik ARt



-

[ ]
28
i
Cd
P
&
L4
¢
Y
E‘

-
)

B 20
"

Ty Me

\“
| PR P S

I. Introduction

The well-known British military theorist J.F.C. Fuller oncas
remarked, "Looking back is the surest way of looking forward.”1l
Belisf in this sentiment permeates a host of writings published
in recent years extolling the combat prowess of the German
Wehrmacht and suggesting, either implicitly or explicitly, that
its concept of Auftragstaktik (roughly and imperfectly translated
as "mission-oriented tactics”) be adopted by the US Army.2 The
problem, however, is that most of these writings present a
largely superficial picture of what Auftragstaktik really was.
The view “looking back” must be much clearaer ifF the ”looking
forward” based on it is to have any real validity.

The main issue of this paper is whether the US Army should
formally adopt a concept akin to that of guftragstaktik. This
issue is of growing importance since sentiment favoring adoption
is on the rise; both inside and cutside the Army. The approach
will be, First, to explore the rature of Ayftragstakiik, as it
was practiced in the German Army before 1345. Following that,
the paper will address the applicability of Auftragstaktik to
future battlefield conditions, as they are envisioned by military
theorists and the US Army’s AirlLand Battle doctrine. Then, the
compatibility of the Auftragstaktik approach with contemporary
Army command traditions and trends will be explored. Based on
the findings, this monograph will conclude with a recommendation
about the desirability of adopting aAQuftragstaktik formally as

doctrina. All discussion relates to the tactical level of war.

......... v e B N TR I Y PP

---------

. e .. . -
PRECEOTUN B AN N Sl Sl S Sl S S SO S S TR S G Sl Rk T Sl Sl A W L S N T SO SR, PR N LA AP SR o Ji oSl




aa YA aMata

X

. EACA A ANt Ny
A A -"H.*" o A\K PV TR

Jd A - AL N L ™ LI
AP A AR e i R T S

IT. TIbae Nature of Auftragstaktik

Thers are significant problems attempting to identify the
nature of Auftragstaktik. Foremost among them is that the German
Army (1871-184S) virtually never used the term. It was only
after World War Il that it came into general use. At that time,
former German generals coined the term to label certain aspects
of the German Army'’s approach to war which they were trying to
illustrate. Adding to the confusion, West Germany'’s Bundeswehr
adopted the term but applied it narrowly to their own system of
command and control, translating it as ”"mission-oriented
orders.”3 In short, the term Ayftragstaktik is an artificial,
after—-the-fact construct whose meaning has never been def ined
with any precision.

How, then, should one use the term? It has great utility as
a rubric to identify, group, and anmalyze salient aspects of the
German Army’'s approach to war prior to 194S. It applies
particularly to those aspscts which led to the exercise of such
impressive initiative in battle by its lsaders at all levels. To
study these aspects, however, one must carefully esxamine the
Germany Army’s regulations and military litsrature of the period,
as well as the writings of former German officers.
Unfortunately, much aof this material remains untranslatsed. One
must be wary of focusing on any single aspect in isclation; what
is now termed Auftragstaktik faormed part of a seamless fabric in

the Garman Army’'s warfighting philosophy. UVirtually all notions
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grafted piecemeal onto this philosophy, but evolved organically
over a period of at least eighty years. Thus, the concept of
Auftragstaktik is a useful analytical tool-~-the mors soc as one
bears in mind its limitations and looks back historically more
than ”skin deep.”

However one wishes to characterize Ayftragstaktik, one thing
is clear. The technique of "mission-oriented orders” forms only
the "tip of the iceberg” in understanding the full scope of
Auftragstaktik. Rather, it is an all-sncompassing concept,
holistically embracing elements of what today would be called the
theory of the nature of war, character and leadsrship attributes,
tactics, command and control, senior-subordinate relationships,
and trainming and education.

Ayftragstaktik, as demonstrated in World War II, was the
product of an esvolutionary process dating from the 19th century.
The driving force for it was the necessity of developing greater
initiative in leaders at all levels. At the tactical level, the
Prussian Army discovered both during the Austro-Prussian War
(18662 and the Franco-Prussian War (1870-71) that the incrsased
lethality of weapons forced greater dispersion across the
battlefiseld. Commanders of armies, corps, divisions, brigades,
regiments, and often battalions could neither fFully observe nor
control their forces in the detail previously allowed.
Frequently, captains and lieutenants were forced to employ their
units in fast-moving situations without receipt of detailed

instructions from superiors. In short, they had to make
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decisions on their own which in the past had been reserved for

higher—level commanders. The results were frequently disastrous.
Prussian Junior leaders were untrained for this and often proved
inadequate to the task.

Of necessity, the new German Imperial Army studisd the
problem, seeking a way to prepare leaders at lower levels better
for independent decision-making. Without allowance for this,
dacisions aon the dispersed battlefisld threatened to be too time-
consuming. Speed of decisive action would be lost. The rasult
of the study was a new provision in the Drill Regulations of the
Infantry (1888). It stipulated that commanders should give
subordinates gesneral directions of yhat was to be done, allowing
them freedom to determine hgw to do it. This approach, it was
felt, would stimulate development of the "thinking leader” whao
was used to making tactical judgments in his own right. Such
leaders would less likely "freeze up” when faced with new
situations in the absence of detailed instructions from above.
By 13914, the spirit of this provision had taken root.4

World War I saw pendulum-like swings in the application of
this provision. In the initial campaigns, it was fully applied
with good results. However, the high attrition rates and the
great influx of reserve officers who had not received adequate
training caused the application to wane. In the West, the more
centralized nature of trench warfares also had an influence.

Commanders issued increasingly detailed orders that gave

subaordinates few opportunities to exercise much initiative.




Then, the German development of elastic defense-in-depth tactics
(1916-1818) and assault tactics (1918) changed the situation.
Both demanded great initiative and creativity from leaders down
to the noncommissioned officer level, often in fluid situations :
and in the absence of orders. The Germans trained hard faor such
leadership behind the lines and enjoyed impressive success at the
tactical level. As a consequence, the German Army of the post-
World War [ era evinced a strong institutional commitment to
developing leaders who were willing and able to take prudent,
independent action—--as needed--to handle the unexpected.S

This desire for increased leader initiative was in full
consonance with the German Army’s perception of the nature of
war. First, speed was considered imperative for victory at both
the strategic arnd tactical levels of war. German Field Service
Regulations emphasized that "the first demand in war is decisive
action.”B As a country with central position in Europe,
Prussia-Germany always faced the specter of a two-front war.

Rapid defeat of an enemy through offensive action was therefore

essential. This discouraged opportunistic countries from joining )
the conflict to "gang up” on Germany. It also reflected the vieuw :
that in a two-front war, victory was possible only by defeating

one foe quickly before the second one was ready to fight. This ;

allowed the fullest concentration of German forces at chosen
decisive points, in a way which favored a series of decisive

victories. In this manner, an enemy coalition would in effect,

suffer piecemeal defeat.7 At the tactical level, the idea was to




react on snemy contact with a series of rapid maneuvers to force
the adversary into a largely reactive posture. The aim was
thereby to unhinge the enemy psychologically by imposing a seriaes
of threatening situatians in a way that caused him to fall
further and further behind in his ability to respond. Ideally,
snemy efforts would become increasingly disjointed and
uncoordinated. He would then be vulnerable to defeat in detail
through a series of subsequent engagements forced aon him at great
disadvantage.

Secondly, the Germans believed that the appropriate
maneuvers to take in the face of the enemy could not bse pres-
planned in meticulous detail. They subscribed to the slder
Moltke’'s dictum that ”no operation plan extends with any
certainty bsyond the first encounter with the main body of the
enemy.”8 Since war was viewed fundamentally as a ”"clash of
wills,” enemy action would seldom conform to expectations.9
Added to this was a keen appreciation for the disruptive effacts
of friction on military activities.10

Thirdly, the Germans considered svery situation in war
unique. This required competent leaders to make rapid estimates
and decisions, and then to act on them swiftly. Furthermora,
such dgcisions would always be made with incomplete, inaccurate,
or conflicting information. Uncertainty and the fog of war
stalked the battlefield.11 Thus, the leader had to be a
"thinking soldier.” He needed both intuitive powers to

interpolate the situation correctly and creative pouers to devise
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a successful courss of action. Each situation required a unique

application of tactical principles which could not be prescribad

° o - -

by universal recipes or by datailed planning. This visw of war
was subsumed by the first article in the Field Service
Regulations of 1933: “"Leadership in war is an art, a fres
creative activity based on a foundation of knowledge. The
greatest demands are made on the personality.”l2

Thus, the German view of war fully supported granting Jjunior
leaders greater initiative--if that’'s what it took to generate .
the spsed necessary for victory. At the same time, this
situational and artistic perspective on war shaped the framework
for the exercise of leader initiative.

A key component of that Framework consisted of the
leadership and character attributes desired in a lsader.
Initiative in a leader flowed from his willingness to step
forward, take charge of a situation, and act promptly--completely
on his own authority, if necessary. Not surprisingly, the German .
Field Service Regulations stressed that the noblest quality of a
leader was his willingness to assume responsibility.13 To do so
under stressful conditions required considerable moral courage,
self-reliance, and self-confidence--attributes which the German y
Army prized highly.

Closely related were the attributes which stressed risk-
taking and decisive action. Since all decisions were made under
conditions of uncertainty and since every situation was unique,

theres could never be a perfect solution. Therefore, one should
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not strive for cne. At the same time, there wera thearetically
several workabls solutions for every tactical problem. "Many
roads lead to Rome” was a common refrain heard in this regard.lY4
The object was to act swiftly. Leaders were cautioned against
waiting to gather more information so as to make a perfect
decision, or even the best decision possible. Good leaders made
a rapid estimate, adopted as sound a course of action as
possible, and executed it decisively. In this view, speed was
more essential than precision. A "good” plan carried out
immediately was thought superior to a ”“superb” plan carried out
much later.15S

To operate in this way, a leader had to assume great risk -
willingly. To encourage this, tha German Army framed two rules:
First, in situations clearly requiring independent decisions, a
leader had not only the latitude to make them, but the solemn

duty to do so. A good leader cultivated a "will to action.”

=\

Second, inaction and omission in such situations was considered
much worse than judgmental error based on a sincere effort to act
decisively. The former was the shameful antithesis of

leadership. The latter was an honorable effort to practice the

art of warfighting, in which no single action was guaranteed ]

success. UWhile errors in judgment might cause unsuccessful

engagements, the broad exercise of initiative, it was felt, would

-

carry the battle. Thus, no opprobrium was asscciated with
failure resulting from prudent risk-taking by the "thinking

leader.” Such satbacks were simply the "breaks of war.”186
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The sacond part of the framswork for exercising initiative

consisted in the methodology of issuing and carrying out orders. ¢
In present-day terminology, this falls chiefly under the heading
of "command and control.” As mentioned earlier, the Germans
adopted a system of orders in 1888 giving subordinates as much
latitude as possible in implementing assigned tasks. They
refined the methodology over time. Insofar as he could, the
commander told subordinates yhat tasks to accomplish, but not hgy

to accomplish them. He alsoc gave them sufficient resources to

g v e e~ -

accomplish those tasks, stated any restraints, and provided

required coordinating information. The goal was to allow

14

subordinates as much freedom of action as the situation
permitted. Orders were brief and usually verbal.l7

The underlying purpose of this system was two%old: to
generate maximum speed in transmitting orders and accomplishing
tasks, and to develop leaders at all levels who habitually
thought for themselves in self-reliant fashion. Such leaders
were continually practicing initiative in devising and carrying
out actions. Leaders like these, it was thought, would better
handle the unexpected in battle, where split-second decisions

were often decisive. Such leadsrs would also feel more

"ownership” for their actions, thereby stimulating greater »
determination in carrying them out. Also, self-reliant lsaders

would derive more personal pride and satisfaction from their

duties, causing them to identify more closely with their units.

This, in turn, would strengthen unit cohesion.
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In issuing orders, the most important part was the statement
of commander’s intent. This related the various assigned tasks
and provided a vision of the desired end result of an operation.
In carrying out their tasks, subordinates were always to focus on
the intent. It was virtually sacrosanct. Subordinates using
initiative in response to the unexpected had to conform, insofar
as possible, with this intent. Thus, commander’s intent promoted
unity of effaort in fFluid situations which failed to conform
nicely to plans and expectations. The intent, therefore, both
circumscribed and focused the exercise of initiative in
subordinates.18

Under extenuating circumstances, a subordinate could esven
modify or abandon tasks if he could still satisfy the commander'’s
intent. This, however, was a serious matter. Prior approval uwas
required if possible. If that proved impossible, the subordinate
assumed fFull responsibility for the decision. He would have to
justify his action later to the satisfaction of his superior.18

This system of operating did not lessen the need for
commanders to control their subordinates. Commanders habitually

positioned themselves well forward. They kept themselves well-

informed of the situation as well as the actions of their
subordinates, whom they visited frequently. In no way did
commanders relinquish any command authority or responsibility.
They would interfere with subordinates doing something clearly
unsound. They would add or delete assigned tasks, or change

their intent, as they saw fit. In short, they supervised and
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controlled, but in a manner encouraging initiative and "thinking”

in subordinates.20

Subordinates, on thes other hand, made svery effort to
maintain contact with their commander and to keep him fFully
informed of the situation. They were expected to act according
to the commander’s intent, but were to demonstrate initiative by
self-reliantly solving problems which could be surmounted at
their level, and by recommending changes to orders based on a
continual evaluation of the situation.Z2l

A third element of the framework for exercising initiative
was that of senior-subordinate relationships. This Falls under
today’'s rubrics of leadership, command and control, and tactics.
Commanders were responsible for developing in their subordinates
the desired character and leadership attributes discussed
earlier. Equally important, they spent a great deal of time
teaching subordinates how to "think on their feet” in making
estimates of the situation and in applying tactical principles.
The object was not only to "train” subcrdinates but to "educate”
them. Leaders were taught not so much "what” to think about,
but, maore importantly, "how” tao think. Superiors and
subordinates spent a lot of time together in map exercises,
terrain walks, sand-table exercises, and field exsrcises
discussing tactical prablsms. A central focus of every field
exercise was the development of subordinate leaders. This
involved a close teacher-student, coaching-like relationship.

Much of this time was "one-on-one.”2c2

11
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The result was that tha leader and his subordinate got to
know very well how sach other thought. This was important to thas
subordinate in helping him to read between the lines of his
commander’s intent. This was also important to the commander; it
allowed him to anticipate intuitively how his subordinate would
exarcise freedom of action in various situations. From this
close relationship flowed mutual trust, which, in turn, nourished
initiative seven more. The subordinate would fesl confident that
his exercise.of initiative in battle generally conformed to his
commander's intent. In turn, the commander would trust his
subordinate with more "rein” or freedom of action in

accomplishing tasks.23

The training and education process, both in units and

military schools, facilitated the exercise of initiative in
another way. It promoted among leaders a common cutlook on the
nature of war, on desirable character and personality traits, on
the importancs of initiative, on proper senior-subordinate
relationships, and on how to issue orders. [t also taught a
common approach in undarstanding and applying tactical principles
to the different types of oparations, emphasizing the peculiar
features and characteristics of sach. Military terminology was
precise, standard, and widely understood. The result was a
remarkably uniform perspective in tactical operations which
Facilitated concise orders, accurate but brief communication of
intent, and a sensing of how the unit as a whole might respond in

given situations. At the same time, the pitfall of teaching
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starsotyped, universal solutions to standard situations was

avoided. This common ocutlock and language reassured both leaders
and subordinates, reinforcing that sense of mutual trust and
dependability so conducive to initiative and freedom of action.z24
The standard approach for conducting critiques of tactical
exercises promoted initiative as wsell. Since every situation was
unique and since no training situation could sncompass even a
fraction of the peculiarities of a rsal tactical situation, there
could be no "ideal or approved solutions.” 0One acceptable
solution was as good as another. Critiques of leader actions
focused on identifying the student'’'s rationale for doing what he
did. What factors did he consider, or not consider, in making
his estimate of the situation? Were the actions taken consistent
with this estimate? How well were orders communicated? Werse the
actions taken tactically sound? Did they have a reasonable
chance of being successful? These questions served as the basis
for critiques. The idea was to broaden the leader’s analytical
pouwers, experisence lsvel, and base of knowledge, thereby
enhancing his creative ability to devise sound, innovative
solutions to difficult problems. Critiques wers lenient and
understanding, rather than biting and harsh. Mistakes were
considered essential to the learning process and thus cast in a
"positive light.” The focus was not on whether the leader did
well or poorly, but on what progress he was making overall to
develop as a leader. This was considered the best climate to

grow as 8 leader. Damaging the leader’'s self-esteem, especially
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publicly, was strictly avoided. A leader’s self-confidence, it
was felt, was the wellspring from which flowed his willingness to
assume responsibility and exercise initiative.ZS

In summary, it becomes clear that Ayuftragstaktik--defining
the more salient features of the old German Army’s approach to
fostering such extensive initiative fFrom "thinking” leaders--is a
complex issue. The use of task-oriented orders (often termed
mistakenly as ”mission-oriented orders) was only one facet of an
all-esncompassing concept. This concept was holistic, embracing
aspects of what today would be called a theory of the nature of
war, character and leadership traits, tactics, command and
control, senior-subordinate relationships, and training and
education. In addition, these aspects were arganically
consistent, mutually reinforcing, and inseparably intercwaven.
Auftragstaktik, then, was much more than a mere technique of
issuing orders. [t was nothing less than a comprehensive
approach to warfighting. Its first imperative was speed, to be
achieved by the intelligent and aggressive exercise of initiative

at all levels.
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III. man M a

To what extent are the main features of Auftragstaktik
applicable to the demands of the modern battlefield--today and
tomorrow? This is the central question for investigation at this
point. A composite picture will form from a variety of sources.
It suggests a striking parallel between the Auftragstaktik
approach to war and that required by the US Aarmy to meet the
challenges of modern combat. Among the sources is the Army’'s
AirlLand Battle Doctrine, as expressed in Field Manual (FM) 100-5,
Operatigns (1986). It reflects the Army’s visian of the modern
battlefield and prescribes in general fashion the approach to be
taken. Another source consists of the experiences from the
"National Training Fenter (NTC)>. Here, Army units regularly fight
a mock Soviet regimental-size force in a fully modern battlefield
snvironment. A third source is a collection of views from
theaorists and other writers--both inside and outside the Army—--—-
wha have addressed the topic.

Speed of decisive action--the furndamental rationale for
auftragstaktik-—- is considered assential for success on the
maodern battlefield. Fluid situations, fleeting opportunities,
and chaotic conditions will require rapid decision-making under
conditions of great uncertainty. Furthermore, speed will often
demand a conscious sacrifics of precision.26 Speed will also be

critical for a smaller force to defeat a larger fForce. In the

words of FM 100-5:
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Agility--the ability of friendly Forces
to act faster than the enemy--is the first
prerequisite for seizing and holding the
initiative. 3Such greater quickness permits
the rapid concentration of friendly stresngth
against enemy vulnerabilities. This must V
be done repeatadly so that by the time the
enemy reacts to ona action, another has ’ X
already taken its place, disrupting his
plans and leading to late, uncoordinated,
and piecemeal enemy responses. It is
this process of successive concentration
against locally weaker or unprepared enamy
forces which ermables smaller forces to
disorient, fragment, and eventually de-
feat much larger opposing formations.27

This consideration assumes great importance since the Army
plans to Fight outnumbered. There is a broad consensus that
speed can only result from dscentralized decision-making é_li
Ayftrogstaktik. The exercise of initiative by subordinates at
all levels is considered essential.28 First, the general tempo
of war has increased significantly since World War II. In many
cases, Junior and mid-level leaders will have no time to request
instructions from superiors.bafora having to act. There is
simply less time for decision-making and communicating than aver
before. Second, battlefield conditions will causa units at all
levels to laose radio contact frequently with their headquarters

or to be isclated physically from parent units. This will result

.;"-

fFrom intense electronic warfare and from the non-linear shape of

the battlefield. To await remestablishment of contact with

superiors before acting would court disaster by yielding the

initiative to the enemy. Third, unit dispersal on the »
battlefield will be much greatar than in past wars.ZS E
Experiences at the NIC indicate that battalion commanders who :
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attempt detailed control over even a portion of their force are
usually overwhelmed by the tempo of the enemy’s attack.
Distances between subordinate units preclude this kind of
control. As Major General Leland, former NTC commander wrote:
A unit that does well only those things the boss checks will
have great difficulty.” Initiative at all levels is a must.30

The connection between speed and the exercise of initiative
at all levels appears even more critical now than it was for
auftragstaktik before 13945,

There is widespread agreement on the framework fFaor
decentralized decision-making. It is the system of mission-
oriented orders. As in the old German task-oriented system,
commanders tell subordinatass what to do, but allow them as much
lesway as possible to determine hgy to do it. The commander also
communicates his intent--as well as that of his next senior
commander--along with any pertinent restraints or coordinating
information, The intent is the subordinate’s guidepost as he
strives to deal with unexpected threats or opportunities,
fFriction, and the fog of war.31 As FM 100-5 emphasizes, the

leader must avoid dependence on congtant direction. Rather, he

should

conduct his operation confidently, an-
ticipate events, and act fully and
boldly to accomplish his missiaon with-
out further orders. If an unanticipated
situation arises, caommitted unit
commanders should understand the pur-
pose of the operation well encugh to

act decisively, confident that they
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are doing what their superior com-
mander would order were he present.32

This view is echoed by a large chorus of military and
civilian writers. They also largely echo the sentiment that
broad-based initiative gaensrates speed. Units which operate on
the basis of strict centralized control are notoriously slow and
ponderous. In the words of military theorist Richard Simpkin:
"if . . . (a commander’s] subordinates and their staffs are
trained only to act on detailed orders and to obey complex SOPs
to the letter regardless of circumstancss, hé cannot hope to gst
them to do something at the drop of a hat.”33

Not surprisingly, the leadsership and character attributes
commonly associated with stimulating battlefield initiative baar
a strong resemblance to those associated with Ayftragstaktik.
Most important, the leader must be an aggressive “thinker”--
always anticipating and analyzing. He must be able to make good
assessments and solid tactical Jjudgments. These must bes based on
a thorough grounding in doctrine, and on the creative ability to
apply it to specific situations. He must take pride in his
ability to sclve problems at his own level, improvising as )
necessary tao accomplish assigned missions without detailed, f
"blow-by-blow” instructions or continual supervision. He must be
tough-minded, acting decisively and independently when contact X
with superiors is impractical or impossible. This behavior
requires moral courage, self-reliance, and self-confidence. It
also involves a willingness to assume responsibility and take
risk in order to do "the right thing at the right time.” Lastly,
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tha leader must be both trustworthy and trusting. As a
subordinate, he must faithfully adhere to his commander’s intent
in exercising whataver fresedom of action he is given. As a
superior, he must trust his subordinates by allowing them as much
freedom of action as possible and by encouraging them to exercise
initiative at their level .34

This composits view of war thus echoes an old German Army
belief. It is the ability of small units--acting coherently and
synergistically with respect to a central plan in chaotic and
potentially panicky maoments—-to shape decisively the whole course
of battles. To many observers the following comment by S.L.A.
Marshall seems even more pertinent today than in the late 13940s

when he made it:

. . The great lesson of minor tactics
in our time . . . is the overpowering
effect of small amounts of fire when
delivered fraom the right ground at
the right hour . . . . The salient
characteristic of most aof our great
victories (and a few of our defeats)
was that they pivoted on the fire
action of a fesw men.

The increased firepower, lethality, and ranges of modern
weapons dramatically increase the effect that small units can
have at pivotal times and places.3S What emerges from this
overall mosaic of fFuture war is the strong suggestion far the
need of an approach roughly approximating Auftragstaktik. Key
Army leaders recognized this in 13981 and had the rudiments of

such an approach incorporated subtly into the AirLand Battle
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Doctrine.36 This incorporation, in turn, linked the application

of AirlLand Battle Doctrine ineluctably with speed of decisive

action, as gererated by initiative-taking at all levels. This

Ty T

leads to two pertinent questions: To what degree are traditions,
trends, and practices in the Army compatible with an
Auftragstaktik-like approach? Should the Army more

systematically adopt and implesment such an

approach?
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IV. uwhat Is Jo Be Done?

The Army, it can be argued, has two opposing traditions of

exercising command--centralized and decentralized. They have
developed side by side over time, although they have saldom bean
formally recognized. The personal inclinations of ths commanding
officer have been the greatest influence in determining which
tradition would predominate in a specific unit.
The centralized philosophy of command visualizes war more as

a science than an art. At its extreme, the centralized approach
seas a higher—-level commander attempting to make precise
decisions in a virtual "zero-defects” fashion. He then devises

X detailed plans to carry them out, and supervises the execution in
"micromanagement” style. All key decisions are deferred to this
commander. Decisions are based on massive amounts of information
to try to cut through uncertainty. Slow responsiveness 1is
compensated for by massing overwhelming amounts of men and
material against the ensmy. In this view, far-reaching
initiative from subordinates is not critical to success. Massive
relative combat power is. In Fact, there is an inherent mistrust
of subordinates to make judgments which are precise enough. The
centralized plan is sacred. Decentralized decision-making is
often seen as likely to undermine this well-oiled plan. To make
the wrong decision is worse than having made no decision at all.

This approach tends to produce junior leaders who are more
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reactive than proactive, and who are very risk-aversive. S.L.A.

Marshall lamented that the Army in World War II, Korea, and
Uietnam leanad too heavily toward this style of command.37 0One
of the most vivid pictures of it in action is the following

passage from Lisutenant General Dave Palmer's The Summgns of the
Trumpet:

In the final analysis, though, the
helicopter’s mast pernicious contri-
bution to the fighting in Vietnam may
have been its undermining of the in-
fluence and initiative of small unit
commanders. By providing a Fast,
efficient airborne command post, the
helicopter all too often turned super-
visors into oversupervisors. Since
rarely was there more than one clash
in any given area at any given time,
the company commander on the ground
attempting to fight his battle could
usually observe orbiting in tiers
above him his battalion commander,
brigade commander, assistant division
commander, division commander, and even
his field fForce commander. With all
that advice from the sky, it was sasy
to imagine how much individual initiative
and control the company commander him-
salf could exert aon the ground--until
nightfFall sent the choppers to roost.38

This tradition continues. The experiences at the NIC show
that in many units subordinates lack a sense of responsibility as
active-thinking actors. They are used to their commanders doing
their tactical thinking for them. Since their role has been one
of "executing” detailed plans, they do not feel they have the

latitude to make the on-the-spot adjustments demanded by the

situation. Nor do they tend to make recommendations or suggest




changes to the established plan. As a result, Junior leaders
often do things at NTIC they know are inappropriate because they
"ware ordered to do it.”38 In 1984, the Army surveyed 23,000 of
its officers in the rank of Second Lisutenant through Colonel on
a numher of issuas. 0Of those which responded, farty-nine percent
said that ”"the bold, original, creative officer cannot survive in
today’s Army.”40

While this centralized tradition of command is not conducive
to an Aauftragstaktik-like approach, there is another tradition
which is. The decentralized style of command visws war more as
an art than a science. It values the initiative of subordinates,
striving especially to harness their creative energies toward
Simultaneous problem-sclving at all levels, The desired effect
is speed based on reasonably sound judgmental ability desveloped
by the practice of trial and error. Adequate, not perfect,
solutions are sought. In this view, commanders issus more
general instructions, relying on subordinates to "get the job
done” within a broad charter for action. Plans are viswed as a
common basis for change. There’'s the understanding that no plan
is ever implemented exactly as envisioned. The lsader must
"think on his feet” continually, aggressively analyzing,
recommending, anticipating, and adjusting.

This decentralized style has deep roots. Grant'’'s
instructions as Commanding General to his subordinate, Major
General Sherman, during the Civil War bears the imprint of this

style.
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I do not propose to lay down for you a
plan of campaign [against General
Jaohnston’'s Armyl: but simply to lay
down the work it is desirable to have
done and lesave you frees to execute
it in your own way.41
In the same war, General Robert E. Lee operated similarly
glﬁ;};glg his subordinates. In fact, as that war prograssed,
buth sidaes relied increasingly on decentralized decision—making
ta tap the enormous resources of initiative in subordinates down
to regimental, and sometimes company, level.42
As Assistant Commandant of the Infantry School in the late
19208, George Marshall did all he could to develop young officer-
students into "thinking leaders” who could operate in a
decentralized manner. He often issued studenté foreign or
outdated maps, provided only sketchy intelligence, and compelled
them toc make their own decisions by sporadically cutting off
communications with higher headquarters. He routinely mads them
face the unexpected in order to stimulate imagination and
ingenuity. One of his first orders was that “any student’s
solution of a problem that ran counter to the approved school
solution and yet showed independent, creative thinking would be
published to the class.”43
Another supporter of the decentralized style of command was
General George S. Patton. He allowed his subordinates great
freedom of action, being very tolerant and patient with their
errors. He demanded speed and risk-taking. He was once quoted

as saying: "Never tell pecple how to do things. Tell them wyhat
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to do and they will surprise you with their ingenuity.” His

actions proved the sincerity of his words.4

This tradition, too, continues. Generally among
subordinatea today, the idea of a "favorable command climate”
implies one in which their commanders allow them encugh freedom
of action, based on trust, to make their own decisions and
perform their duties without gver-detailed guidance or
supervision. It is also a climate that readily forgives honest
errors as part of the learning process. Furthermore, the growing
number of Jjournal articles advocating adoption of some sort of
Auftragstaktik reflascts that the decentralized tradition is alive
and well. In one of these articles, a number of farmer battalion
commanders in Eurocpe were polled. "All of them demanded that
their company commanders be prepared to take appropriate action
on the battlefield in the absence of specific orders.” All of
them wanted active, thinking leaders with the well-developed
capacity to exercise initiative at every opportunity.45S

Thus, there’s one side of Army command tradition that’s
philosophically opposed to an Ayftraggtaktik-like approach.
However, thers’s another side which is quite supportive. Beyond
that, the Army has taken a number of initiatives in recent years
which are also very supportive.

Dna of these is the emphasis now placsd on "mentorship”
between superiors and subordinates. The idea is to establish a

better communications link to increase mutual trust, facilitate

professional discussions, and encourage superiors to take a more
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comprshensive, coach-type, teaching approach in developing
subordinates hetter as leaders and individuals. This concept
fully supports establishment of the kind of senior-subordinatas
relationship which is sssential to any Auftragstaktik-like
approach. 46

Another supportive initiative is that of emphasizing the
"warrior spirit.” This is an attempt to highlight what is
different between such things as "bshavioral scisnce” and
"military leadership” or between "business executives” and
"genior army leaders.” HMore generally, it is an attempt to
underscore the peculiar nature and demands of soldiering in its
ultimate role--warfighting. This idea emphasizes war as the
contest of wills, as a human struggle in which man, and not
machine, is the principal variable in asvery aquation.for victory.
Hence, the quality of leadership, character, and military virtues
become a central focus of attention. As was shown sarlisr, this
fFocus is exactly that which is necessary for an Auftragstaktik-
like approach. It places man at the center stage of warfighting,
seen as an imperfect process under uncertain conditions with no
guaranteed results. That is why the sound exercise of initiative
at all levels is so important.

A third supportive initiative was a program called "Power
Down,” initiated at Fort Hood, Texas, in 18S82. In as
comprehensive a fashion as possible, it sought to get leaders to
delegate power and responsibility to the maximum extent possible,

rather than to hoard it at unnecessarily high levels. 0One goal
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was to develop leaders with vastly increased initiative and

common senss. [In as many arsas as possible--administrative,
logistical, and tactical--superiors werse to simplify procedures,
use gsneral instructions and mission-oriented orders, and nourish
subordinate initiative and indepesndent action. The rasults were
ad judged quite gratifying, even if there were many problems with
implementation. The program continues, although the term "Power
Down” is now rarely usad. This program clearly falls in the
mainstream of the spirit of Ayfiragstaktik .47

Based in part on these initiatives and on the decentralized
command tradition, as well as the spirit of FM 100-5 (138862,
there appears to be plenty of fertile ground for an
Auftragstaktik-like approach to grow in the US Army. 3ut as long
as the centralized command tradition remains strong, such a
growth will probably be uneven, confusing and occcasionally
contentious.

It is for this reason, among others, that the Army should
formally and systematically adopt an Ayftragstaktik-liks
doctrine. As seen before, Aufiragstaktik has never been a
precisely defined concept. Its exact meaning, therefore, is
subject to varying interpretations. The misperception that the
term means only mission-oriented orders is already widespread.
Any process of formal adoption would require a clear, written,
doctrinal articulation of exactly what was meant. This would
help in advance to clear up much confusion and misunderstanding.

Without this articulation, it would be virtually impossible for
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sarvice schools and units around the globe to implemsnt the

approach in a uniform way. Furthermore, by explaining fully the
rationale for this approach and by thus tying it directly to
warfighting and war readiness, formal adoption would facilitats
acceptance, especially among many steeped in the centralized
tradition of command.

This acceptance is particularly important since any
Ayftragstaktik-1ike approach must be implemented from the top
downward in the chain of command. Implementation can be blocked
by any commander who wishes to operate in a more centralized
fashion. Having the imprimatur of doctrine increases the
perceived legitimacy of Auftragstaktik, making efforts to
circumvent general implementation appear clearly improper.

Another reason favoring formal adoption concerns the
holistic nature of any Ayuftragstaktik-like approach. To be
effective and successful, the German example suggests that any
such approach be implemented 1n a comprehensive way. It should
as a minimum embrace an articulated theory of the nature of war,
character and leadership attributes, command and control, senior-
subordinate relationships, application of tactics, and leader
education and training. The ideas linking all these aspects
together are complex, reinforcing and interwoven. They are best
explained in writing.

A formally adopted Ayftragstaktik-like doctrine could also
sarve as a central organizing idea for the three initiatives

mentioned above--mentoring, the "warrior spirit,” and Power Down
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(insofar as this program is continued or broadened). All thres
are compatible with and reinforce an Auftragstaktik-like
approach. Mentoring could well support the establishment of the
needed senior-subordinate relationships, focusing on tactics and
averall professional development as well. The "warrior spirit”
{ concept is an ideal framework for emphasizing the associated
character and leadership traits. The ”Power-Down” idea Fully

! supports the concept of developing subordinates’ initiative and
their ability to serve as "thinking” men of action. Even more

significant, all these ideas would be tied together within a

unifying concept having a single point of ultimate focus--—

W Ty

warfighting.

Finally, a concept like Ayftragstaktik, if fFormally
articulated as doctrine, could serve well as a valuable prism
through which one could better envision the develcpment anrd
integration of technology. The German Army (1833-1945)
integrated the tank, the airplane, and other emerging
technologies without changing or altering in any way their system
of Aayftragstaktik. The Germans recognized that man, nat machine,
was the first Factor in achieving victory. To the extent that
technology could support the notions associated with
Auftragstaktik, it was integrated. If it worked against those
notions, it was set aside or adapted. The German Army credited
their success against France in 1940 to the manner in which they

integrated technology a_lg_ggﬁggggggggglﬁ rather than to the

presence of the technology itself. 0One should not forget that
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the French and British had more tanks than the Germans did in
this campaign. Besides that, the overall quality of mast French
and British equipment was better. The German visw emphasized not
what one had, but how ane used it--how well it complemented the
ultimate warfighting machine, man, and his proven method of
fighting.

This has important ramifications for the Army today. For
example, it is developing two pieces of communications equipment
which could provide senior commanders with the capability of
readily micromanaging subordinate units in battle. The first
item is Mobile Subscriber Equipment (MSE). It is a system of
highly mobile radictelephones which greatly increases battlefield
communications but which would enable corps and division
commanders, for instance, to dial battalion commanders directly.
There may be times when that is necessary, but should this be
discouraged as a matter of course?i8 Another item being
developed is the Position Location and Reporting System/Joint
Tactical Information Distribution System Hybrcid (PLRS/JTIDs
Hybrid). Among other capabilities, this system would locate for
a maneuver brigade commander by automatic, periodic electric
signal every platoon leader’s vehicle in the brigade. Positions
would be indicated on a computer screen that even a battalion
commander would not have in his command post.4S One can only
imagine the temptation a brigade commander would have to try
to maneuver platoons, especially if he were an advocate of the

centralized tradition of command. This is not to say the Army
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should not develap these itams, but rather that it must carefully

consider how best to integrate them doctrinally.

This is where a formal Ayfiragstaktik-like doctrine would
help. The doctrine might very logically circumscribe routine
use. It might suggest a different equipment distribution scheme,
to avoid an unintentional reversion to a centralized command
style—-which would run counter to the spirit of FM 100-5. This
harkans back to the ald German Army’s special caoncern about any
communications equipmant which allowed a commander to by-pass
intermediate command levels. 0Over time, this would cause a
withering away of initiative, a sense of responsibility, and
imagination at those levels. Tha German Army used Auftragstaktik
notions as a framework to circumscribe the use of such equipment
for the larger good of a healthier command climate.50 Perhaps
such notions in doctrinal Form could serve as an equally valuable

framework for analysis in the US Army.
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V. Qonclusion
The concept of Ayfiragstaktik—--as the term is used

retraspectively to lock back at the old German Army—--was multi-

faceted, yet holistic. Thea challenge of adopting an
Ayftragstaktik-like approach is to do so in a similarly
comprehansive, consistent and all-encompassing manner. Such an
approach appears sufficiently compatible with the US Army’s
command traditions. Furthermore, the needs of the modern
battlefield compel serious consideration of such an adoption.
Because of the potential for misunderstanding and
misinterpretation which surround the term, a formal and direct
doctrinal adoption is advisable. This would facilitate leader
training and education--both in service schools and units--and
provide the kind of central focus an Auftragstaktik-like approach
really needs to take root.

puftragstaktik stresses the human dimension of war--a
struggle of men against men in an imperfect and uncertain
environment. It seeks to develop thinking, tough-minded, self-
reliant, confident and couragecus leaders who can respond to
friction, the fog of war, and unexpected enemy actions with
initiative and grim determination--but with no guarantee of
succass. Such soldiers would develop a prudent audacious, risk-
taking attitude, habitually tackling taough problems in the noble

effort to solve them. Such soldiers would eschew the idea that
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taking no action at all was better than trying and, in the
process, making honest mistakes. Such soldiers would recognize

in the following words of Teddy Roosevelt a kindred spirit:

It is not the critic that counts
The credit belongs to the man who is

actually in the arena . . . who strives
valiantly, who errs and often comes up
short again and again . . . who, at the

best, knows in the end the triumph of
high achievement, and who, at worst, if
he fails, at least fails while daring
greatly, so that his place shall never
be with those cold and timid souls

who know neither victory nor defeat.S1

33

«,
-




-} ENONOIES

1. Jobhn English, Qn_Infantry (New York: Praeger, 1984),
- P. XX.

c. English PP. SB 75-76, and 221; Dapartment of Defensa

: ck van M nthin on T ]

Y Eg;_Nﬁlﬂ__;;;;g;g_ﬂg;;;;ng rapart prepared for the Dlrector of
Net Assessment, Office of the Secretary of Defense (Mclesan,

. Virginia: BDM Corporation 19 December 13980), p. 15; Riohard E.
/ Simpkin, R W —Fic

agg ;Q ;“g Sg;f;, Illggghgg gn I g!];g E; §§ Egngu;g
Warfare (London and New York: Brassey’s Publishers, 188BS), p. 53.

3. Daniel J. Hughes, "From Moltke to Guderian: Abuses of German

Military History,” unpublished paper, xeroxed, scheduled to

S appear as an article in the December 138B6 issue of Militaru

[ Review, pp.2-3; 0Oberstleutnant Walter von Lassow, Army of the
Fedsral Rspubllo of Germany, "Mission-Type Taotlos Versus Order-
Type Tactics,” fMilitacy Review S7 (June 1977): B87-91; Army of
the Federal Republic of Germany, "The German Army’s Mission-

" Oriented Command and Control,” Armor SO (January-February 13881):

. 1e2-18.
t. Hauptmann Fritz Hoenig, Inguirigs into the Tactics of the
Future, 4th ed., translated by Carl Reichmann (Kansas City, Ma.

Hudson-Kimberly Publishing Company, 1838), pp. 25-27,43,4S, 220,
232-34,267,and 311; Gunther E. Rothenberg, ”"Moltke, Schlieffen,
and the Doctrine of Strategic Envelopment,” in Mgkers of Modern
Strateguy: From Machiavelli to the Nuclear Age, ed. Peter Paret
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 13986), p. 313;

! German Army, Exerzir-Reglement fuer die Infanterie (Berlin: E.S.
Mittler & Schn, 18839), pp.l108-09; German Army, Exerzir-Reglement
fuer die Infanterjig (Berlin: E.S. Mittler & Sohn,13806), pp.78,30-
91; Hilliard A. Atteridge, Ihe German Army in War (New York:
McBride, Nast, and Co., 1915), pp. 37-38; General der Kavallerie
Friedrich von Bernhardi, How Germany fMakes War (New York: George
H. Doran, 1914), pp. 214, 218, and 220-21.

5. Herbert Rosinski, The German Army, ed. Gordon Craig (London:

; Pall Mall Press, 1966) p.310; General der Infanterie Guenther

] Blumentritt, Iggn_;ggg_gﬁ_;gmmgng translated by the US Army, a

] report preparad for the Historical Division, US Army, Europe,
1847, pp. 7-8; Timothy T. Lupfer, Ihe Dunamics of Doctrine: The
Changes in German Tactical Doctrine During the First World War,
Leavenworth Papers, no. 4 (Ft. Leavenworth, Ks.: Combat Studies

Institute, US Army Command & General Staff College, July 18813,
pp.15-21,41-46.

34

. e N et e et - - - ISR SR S A L R SR SRR N
T e T B e T e R S e e O I A A A S A NN ENT RN AT NI AT NS <, AT
) A e B Ra) W, . R

--------
g




6. German Army, n hrun Ieil I,
Heeresdienstvorschriften 300/1 (Berlin: E.S. Mittler & Sohn,

; 19367, pp. 4-5; This was the version of the German Field Service
Regulations published in 1833 and used throughout World war II.
Previous versions of Field Service Regulations also emphasized
the importance of decisive action.

7. General der Infanterie Guenther Blumentrxtt The Old Eg;mg

A n N Arm A m

S&ugu trans., M. Otto, report prepared for the Historical

, Oivision, European Command, 1347, p. 21; General der Flieger

b Friadrich E. E. A. von Cochenhaussn, ' n n i

Dittlere und yntere Fuehcuyng, 6th ed. (Berlin: E.S. Mittler &

Sohn, 1831), p.10S; Generalmajor Burkhart Mueller- Hlllabrand
n eri ng_im n

Weltkrieg, report prepared for the Historical Division, US Army,
Europe, no date (cl854%], p. Se2.

B. Generalmajor Baron von Freytag-Loringhoven, Ihe Power of
Personaljity in War, trans. US Army War College (Harrisburg, Penn.
The Military Service Publishing Company, 13955), p. 91; Field-
Marshal Erich von Manstein, Lgst Victgries, ed. and trans. A.G.
Powell (Chicago: H. Regencg Ca., 1958; reprint ed., Navata,
California: Presido Press, 1882), pp. 939-100.

3. HMueller-Hillebrand, p.28; German Army, n

Ieil I, Heeresdienstvorschriften 300/1 (Berlin: E.S. Mittler &
Sohn, 1836), pp. 1-3.

10. German Army, Iruppenfuehrung, Jeil 1,
Heeresdienstvorschriften 300/1 (Berlin: E.S. Mittler & Sohn,
1936), pp. 1,10 Chereafter cited as H.Dv. 300/1 (1936)3]; German
Army, Fuebrung und Gefecht der verbundenen Waffen, Teil L

(Berlin: Verlag Offene Worte, 1921>, p. 8.

11. Mueller-Hillebrand, pp. S£-53; German Army, Fyushryng und
Gefecht, Teil I, pp. 6- 8 Generaloberst Franz Halder et al.,
WMMM. edited by D.A. Lane,
trans. G Weber and W. Leutzkendorf, report prepared for the
Historical Division, European Command, 1952, p.15; General der
nrtlllerla Curt Gallenkamp. Examples Taken from War as an

ha A ] x ises and Fj
gxe;gisgg, trans. US Army, report prepared for the Historical
Division, European Command, 1851, pp. 33-34; Hermann Balck,
"Translation of Taped Conversation with General Hermann Balck, 13
April 1879” (Columbus, Ohio: Battells, July 1973), pp. 41-42.

l2. H.Dv. 300/1 (1836), p. 1; Rosinski, p. 302; Halder et al.,

p. 9,52; German Army, Euehrung und Gefecht der verbundsnen
Waffen, Teil I, pp. 6-9,21; Dieter Ose, "Der ’'Auftrag’: Eine

deutsche militaerische Tradition,” Eurppaeische Wehrkunde 6(June
1982): p. 26; F.w. von Mellenthin, "Armored Warfare in World War

.........................................................
..................

.................
...........................
................................



I1,” a conference report fFocusing on the experiences of
Generalmajor F.W. von Mellenthin (Columbus, Ohio: Battelle, 10
May 1879), p.48; Generaloberst Or. Lothar Rendulic, Ihe Command
Decisjion, trans. M. Bauer, report prepared fFor the Historical
Division, US Army, Europe, 1947, pp. 17-18.

13. H.Dv. 300/1 (18936), pp. 2-3; German Army, Fuehrung und
Gefescht der verbundenen Waffen, Teil I, pp. 7-8; Uon Mellenthin,
*"Armored Warfare in World War II,” pp. 7-8.

14. Bernhardi, How Germany Makes War, pp. 213-14%; H.Dv. 300/1 ‘
(1836), pp. e2-5. :
15. Gereral der Infanterie Guenther Blumentritt, The Dangers of

i Tactic " tems” edited by A. Hall, trans.

H.J. Baerwaldt, report prepared for the Historical Division,

European Command, 1848, p.B6; von Manstein, Lost Victgries, pp. .9
382-83; wvon Mellenthin, “Armored Warfare in World War II,” ’
p. 11; Hermann Balck, "Translation of Taped Conversation with

General Hermann Balck, 12 Janwuary 1973 ” (Columbus, 0Ohio:

Battelle, January 19732, pp. 57-58.

16. German Army, Fuehrung un waffen

Teil [, p.21; HMueller-Hillebrand, QggL§§n=_u_g_§guigssg§§;§__§ '
lllsggglggng Fyehryng im Z2wejiten Weltkrieg, p. 24; wvon

Cochenhausen, [Qie Truppenfuehrung, Teil I: Mlttlg;g und untere .
Eyebryung, pp. 25-26.

17. H.Dv. 300/1 (1836), pp. 10-11,21-23; German Army, Fuehrung

VI A

und Gefecht der verbun ggngn waffen, Teil I, pp. 21-22;

Genaralfeldmarschall Albert Kesselring, Manual for Command and )
men m nij n_German Experiences

in wgzld war II2), ed. G.C. Vanderstadt, trans. G. Weber and W.

Leutzkendorf, report prepared for the Historical Division,
European Command, 1952, pp. 13-14,26; Rendulic, The Command

Decisign, pp. 1-2; Rendulic, Combpat Qrders, trans. US Army,
report prepared for the Historical Division, US Army, Europe, ®

1947, pp. 1-3.

e Y

18. H.Dv. 300/1 (1936), pp. 2-3,152-53; German Army, Fuehrung

und Gefecht der vecbuyn ggngn wgffgn, Ig;; I, pp. 8-39; Halder st -
al., Analysis of US Field Service Regulations, p. 17; General ‘
der Flieger Friedrich E.E.A. von Cochenhausen, Die °®
i i n i i n 2} (Berlin: R
E.S. Mittler & Sohn, 1926), pp. 50, 91-82. ™
>
13. German Army, n h verbundenen_Waffen t
Ieil I, pp. B8-9; H.Dv. 300/1 (1936>, pp. 2-3; Cochenhausen,
Die kriegswissenschaftliche Fortbildung des Iruppenoffiziers,

pp. 10-30.

P A .'_...-_.'_.‘...-.._.
{"\"'c."%."f ", s s Fé

S . »
o et S
- ' a >
l(“"AL“.A‘_.LL.AALL.L‘ALA PRI i




bbb bed kadh 4 L Aok Aol Ack Soktie it A A iian SN AN b ol el d i At arh AR SN Lol h aih ohd ol ol ulh

20. Rendulic, Cgmbat Orders, pp.S5,11; H.Dv. 300/1 (1936)J,pp.
10-11.

H.Dv. 30071 (1836), pp. 15-16; German Army, Fushrcun n

gggggb; der verbundenen Waffan, Ig;; I, p. 30.

22. Rendulic, Ihe Command Decisign, p.9; Cochenhausen, Qig
kKriegswigse schaftliche Forthildung des Iruppenoffiziers,

pp. 1-2,86-37; US Army, German Iraining Methaods: A Study of
German Military Training, study prepared at GMDS by a combined

British, Canadian, and US Staff, May 1346, pp. 3-4; Major de
Pardieu, French Army, A _Critical Study of German Tactics and the

New German Regulations, trans. Charles Martin (Ft. Leavenuworth,
Ks.: US Cavalry Association, 1912), pp. B5-66.

23. Richard E. Simpkin, Rac the Swift: Thoughts on_ Twenty-
First Century Warfare (London and New York: Brassey’'s Publishers

Limited, 13985), pp.230-31,238; Heinz Gaedcke, "Translation of
Taped Conversatlon with Llautanant General Heinz Gaedcke, 12
April 1973” (Columbus, QOhia: Battelle, Navember 1873), pp. 25-2b;
Martin van Creveld, Fighting Power: Gecman and US Arm
Performance, 1939-1945 (westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1898B2),
p. 36; Gallenkamp, Examples Taken from War as an Empirical Basis
for_the Arrangement of Map Exercises and Field Exesrcises, pp. 32-
33; Department OF Defense, ggnggglg Balck and von Mellenthin gn

m n NA i octrine, pp. 18-20,22.

24. Mueller-Hillebrand, Deutsche und sowietrussische
militaerische Fuehrung im Zug;; en Weltkrieg, pp.24-25,31;
Generaloberst Heinz Guderian, Panzer Leader, trans. Constantine
Fitzgibbaon (London: Michael Jaoseph, 1952; reprint ed.,New York:
Ballantine Books, 13972),pp. 384-85; Halder et al. angiugig_gg
ui_E;glg_iss_;sg_ggnuLang_i PpR. 7 13.

25. Cochenhausen, [ie kriegswissgnschaftliche Fortbildung des
Iruppengffiziers, pp.153-56; Department of Defenss, Generals
Balck and von Mellenthin on Iactics: Implicatigns For NATOD
Military Doctring, pp. 16-17.

26. van Creveld, Fjighting Power, p.35; Richard E. Simpkin,
"Command from the Bottom,” [nfantry 7S (March-April 1885): 34;
Simpkin, ﬂumin_EiEIQ£§_ln_ﬂ§§D§nLZ§§_!§£§§L§ (Oxford and New
York: Brassey'’'s Publishers Limited, 13883), pp. 149,155; Field

Manual (FM) 100-5, Qperatigns (Washington D.C.: US Government
Printing Office, Nag 1986), pp. 15,24,97.

27. FM 100-5, Qperations (May 1986), p.16.

28. van Creveld, Eighting Power, p. 35; Department of Defense,
Generals Balck and von fMellenthin on Tactlcs Lmplicatigns for

NATO Military Doctrine, p. S4.

.If

“.( * S .-. ‘-..‘
IR SRAS RPN




2@8. English, Qn Infantry, p. xix; Simpkin, Human in
Nechanized wacfarg, pp. 155-56; Simpkin, Rage to the Swift,
p. 230; T. Owen Jacobhs, "The erLand Battle and Leadership

Requirements,” in [eadecship on the Future Battlefield, ed. James
G. Hunt and John 0. Blair (Washington, 0.C.: Pergamon-Brassey's
International Defense Publishers, 13853, p. 27; Liesutenant
Colonel Robert L. Schmidt, A Doctrine faor Command, ” Militacy
Review 65 (November 13985): 47.

30. US Army, ”National Training Center: Lessons Learned,”
Commander’'s memaorandum signed by Brigadier General E.S. Leland

(FTI. Irwin, California: Natignal Training Center, 20 November
1885), p. 1.

31. FmM 100-S, Qperatijgns (18863, pp. 17-18, 21; English, QOn
Infantry, pp. xix,6B,75-75,221; Lieutenant Colonel John W.
Mauntcastle, ”"0On the Move: Command and Cantrol of Acmor Units in
Combat,” Military Review 65 (November 13B5): 38; Simpkin, Racs
to the Swift, pp. 53,206-07; Major John Holly, ”"The Forgotten
Dimension of Airland Battle,” MNilitary Review 65 (August 13985):
22; Stephen E. Runals, "Caommand and Caontrol: Does Current US
Army Tactical Command and Control Doctrine Meet the Requirsments
for Today’'s High Intensity Battlefield™”, Monograph, School for
Advanced Military Studies (Ft. Leavenworth, Ks.: US Army Command
and General Staff College, 2 Uecember 188S), p. 36; Jahn M. '
Uermillion, “Tactical Implications of the Adoption of
Auftragstaktik Ffor Command and Control on the Airland
Battlefield, ” Monograph, School for Advanced Military Studies

(Ft. Leavenworth, Ks.: US Army Command and General Staff College,
2 December 1885), p. 36.

32. FM 100-S, Qperations (1986), p. 22.
33. Simpkin, Rage tg the Swift, p. 206.

34. FM 100-5, Qperations (1886), pp. 15-16, 26; Holly, "The
Forgotten Dimension of AirlLand Battle,” pp. 18-20; Mountcastle,

"On the Move: Command and Caontrol of A@rmor Units in Combat,”

pp. 37-38; Jacobs, "The AirLand Battle and Leadership
Requirements,” p. 31; Simpkin, Race to the Swift, p. 239;
Lisutenant Colonel Cecil B. Calloway, ”Leadership Imperatives,’
Military Review 66(November 1886): 56-53; General William R.
Richardsaon, ”"Kermit Roosevelt Lecture: Officer Training and
Education,” Mjlitaru Review 64(October 198%): 29-32; Majyor
General John H. Moellering, ”Leadership and the ALrLand Battle,”

Defense Sustems Review and Militacy Communjcatigng 2(0October
198%): 10,13.

3S. MHolly, p.22; English, p. xix; F.W. von Mellenthin,
*Aarmored Warfare in World War II,” pp. 36-37; Captain Lynn W.
Kaufman, "Initiative in the US Soldler ” n;;;;;;g_ﬂggkgu 66

(November 1986): 48; S.L.A. Marshall, Men Against Fire; The

38




nd in w (Washington, D.C.:
Infantry Journal, 1947; reprint ed., Gloucsster, Mass.: Peter
Smith, 1978),p. 68.

36. Vermillion, p. 6.

37. wvan Creveld, Fjighting Power, pp. 40,46,131,167; S.L.A.
Marshall, pp. 114-15; Simpkin, g;;g_;g_;ng_ggiﬁg, p. 233;

Jacobs, p. 27; Kaufman pp. 5-4%7; Moellering, p. 13; Halder

et al., p. 3; "Can We Fight a Modern War?” Newsweek, 9 July 1984,
p. 43.

38. Llautanant General Dave Rlchard Palmer, The Summgns of the

; ~ in (San Rafael California:
Presidio Press, 13978), p. 1l42.

39. Major Vernon W. Humphrey, ”NIC: Command and Control,’
Infantry 74 (September-October 19B84): 36;

40. Benjamin Schemmer, ”Internal Army Surveys Suggest Serious

Concerns About Army'’'s Senior Leaders,” Acrmed Forces Journal
International, May 1885, pp. 1B-18.

41. HMarshall, p. 189.

2. F.W. von Mellenthin, “Armored Warfare in World wWar II,

p. S. Uan Mellenthin lxkans Lee to Moltke the Elder in th-
comman approach to put their forces along the right direction for
the decisive battle and then to let subordinates actually conduct
the fight.

43. Richardson, "Xermit Roosevelt Lecture: Officer Training and

X Education, ” p. ES Forrest C. Pogue, Gegrge C. Macshall:
WL_LE&L&E& (New York: Viking Press, 13963),
pp. 248-57.

44. Field Circular (FC) 71 6, Battalion and Brigade Command and
Cgntrgl (Ft. Benning, Ga.: US Army Infantry School, 1 March
189853, p. D-1; Edgar F. Purgaar, Jr., 18 Stars: A Study in
Military Character and Leadershin (Novato, California: Presidio
Press, 1971), pp. 269-70; Porter B. Williamson, Patton’'s

(Tucson, Arizona: Management and Systems Consultants,
19793, pp. 36-38, 45-47, 104-08.

45. HMountcastle, pp. 37-38; Major David M. Tanksley, "C2:

Finding the Niddle Ground, ” Military Review 65 (Navember 13985):
54-55.

46. Field Circular (FC) 22-8838, Leadership and Command at Seniocr
Lavels (Ft. Leavenworth, Ks.: US Army Command and General Staff
College, 15 November 1985), pp. 4-2% to 4-2S.

. - .‘1. -'.\"\ .\*\‘.\h.\-_\-‘\..\.\\...'.“




47. US Army, "Report of the Ft. Hood Leadership Study,” paper
prepared by the Center for Army Leadership summarizing the
details of a larger report by the Essex Corparation completed
under contract with the US Army (Ft. Leavenworth, Ks.: US Army
Command and General Staff Ceollege, Rugust 13886), pp. 1-5; US
Army, inin Maintenan hip: I Cor Commander’
Handbogk (Ft. Hood, Texas: III Corps, April 13984), pp. 11-13.

48. Oan Schaum st al., "MSE: Mobile Subscriber Equipment,” army
Commynicator, Fall 1984, pp. 6-22.

49, "Critical C3I1 Programs Emphasize Survivability, Jam
Resistance, ” [efense Electronics 18 (July 18S86>: 3899;

C.B. Ablett, "C31 Evolution Leaves a Lat to Chance,” Defense
Electronics 16 (January 13984%): 53-54; James B. Schutz, "PLRS,
PJH to Improve Tactical Battlefield Operations,” Defanss
Electronics 16 (January 1984): pp. B4, 68, 71.

S0. Schmidt, pp. 45-46; General Frido von Senger und Etterlin,
Neither Fear Nor Hope, trans. George Malcolm (New York: E.P.
Dutton, 1964), p. 220; UWalter von Lassow, p. 30.

S1. Vince Lombardi, Vince Lombardi gn Fggthall, 2 vols., edited
by George L. Flynmn (New York: Graphic Society Ltd: and Wallynn
Inc.), 1:16. It is interesting to note that this was Vince
Lombardi’s Favorite quote. Lombardi, former coach of the Green
Bay Packers, was one of the most successful professional football
coachas of all time. He stressed football’'s human dimensian (as
a8 struggle of wills) over its ”"scientific” dimension.

IR W F



vy

SE LA OS Ak 00 b Gad bt &

BIBL IOGRAPHY
u vernmen n Manua ard Report

Blumentritt, Guenther, General der Infanterie.
_ugnllnu_n:_ss_gﬂzn und Mangever im deutschen Heer .
Report prepared for the Historical Division; US Army,
Europe; 13954%. Document Number MS # P-200.

. h anger gration nd Tactical "Systems”,
Edited by A. Hall. Trans. H.J. Baerwaldt. Report prepared
for the Historical Division, Eurgpean Command, 1348.
Document Number MS # C-009.

Mis n Mili P lems. Edited and translated
by the US Army. Report prepared for the Historical
Division, Eurcopean Command, 13952. Document Number MS # B-
B5SS.

. The 0Old German Acrmy of 1914 and the New German Army QF
1933: A Comparative Study. Translated by M. Otto. Report
prepared for the Historical Division, European Command, 1847.
Document Number MS # B-236.

he M rn_Profe ignal
ining in ‘ . TIrams. M. Otto. Report
prepared for the Historical Division; US Army, Europe; 1347.
Document Number MS # B-651.

. Technjgue of Command. Translated by the US Army.
Report prepared for the Historical Division; US Army;
Europe, 1947. Document Number MS # B-303.

Department of Defense n k and von Mellenthin on
a Im Lons A Mili ogctrine. Report
prepared for the Director of Net Assassment, Office of the
Secretary of Defense. Mclean, Virginia: BOM Corporation,
19 December 13980.

Field Circular (FC) 22-3933, Leadership and Cgmmand At Senior
Levels. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: US Army Command and General
Staff College, 15 November 138S.

Field Circular (FC)> 71-6, Battalion and Brigade Command and

Cantrol. Ft. Benning, Georgia: US Army Infantry School,
1 March 13985,

Field Manual (FM) 22-100, Military leadership. Washington, D.C.
US Government Printing Office, October 1SB83.

Field Manual (FM) 100-5, Ejeld Secrvice Regulatiogns: QOperations
Washingtan, D.C.: US Government Printing Office, 15 June




1844,

Field Manual (FM) 100-5, Qperatigns. Washington, D.C.: US
Government Printing Office, May 1386.

Gallenkamp, Curt, General der Artillerie. Examples Iggg from
war as _an Emn;g;ga; Basis for the Arrangement gf Map
Exercises and Field Execrciges. Trans. US Army. Report
prepared for the Historical Division, Eurcpean Command,
1951. Document Number MS # C-078.

Halder, Franz, Generaloberst; Stapf, Otto, General der
Infanterie; Roehricht, Edgar, General der Infanterise;
Bechtaolsheim, Anton Freiherr von, General der Artillerie;
Kretschmer, Alfred, Generalleutnant; Zerbel, Alfred,
Oberst i1.G.; and Schultze, Hellmuth, Oberst i.G.
an 1 Fi vi igons. Edited by D.A.
Lane. Trans. G.C. Vanderstadt. Report prepared for the
Historical Division; US Army, Europe; 1953. Document
Number MS # P-133.

Kesselring, Albert, Generalfeldmarschall; Doll,Ernst, Major;
Gallenkamp, Curt, General der Artillerie; Maelzer, Kurt,
Generalleutnant; Simon, Max, Generalleutnant Waffen-SS;

and Wolff, Kurt, Generalleutnant. HNanugl for Command and
m nj n m
Experiences jin World War Jl. Trans. G. Weber and W.

Leutzkendorf. Edited by G.C. Vanderstadt. Report prepared
for the Historical Division, European Command, 1352. )
Daocument Number MS # P-060b.

Mueller-Hillebrand, Burkhart, Generalmajor. [gutsche wung
!  act L Lit ische Fuehrung im Zweiten
Weltkrieg. Report prepared for the Historical Division; US
Army, Europe; no date [c139541. Document Number MS # P-14S.

Raus, Erhard, Generaloberst. :
UDuaual_ﬁgzua&;gng. Trans. US Army. Report prepared
for the Historical DOivision; US Army, Europa; 135%.
Document Number MS # P-060g.

Reinhardt, Hellmuth, Generalmajor. i n m itign
Divisional and Higher Staffs in the German Army. Comments
by Genaraloberst Franz Halder. Trans. Hellmut Heitman.
Report prepared for the Historical Division; US Army,
Europe; 1954. Document Number MS # P-138.

Rendulic, Lothar, Generaloberst Dr. Combat Qrdecs. Trans.
US Army. Report prepared for the Historical Divisian;
US Army, Europe; 1947. Document Number MS # D-268.

Ihe Cgmmand Decision. Trans. M. Bauer. Report prepared

“u A I \.\ ‘e g
DN N N A NN NI NN R NN A AN RN



cp e

Y

NV "4 4 il g S e > 'R A s d Bl gt Bk » TR o3 200 o0 ol

fFor the Historical Division; US Army, Europe; 13947.
ODocument Number MS # D-080a.

Us Army. German Iragining Mgthods: A Study of German Militacy
Iraining. Study prepared at GMDS by a combined British,
Canadian, and US Staff. May 1846.

US Army. "National Training Center: Lessons Learned.”
Commander ’'s Memorandum signed by Brigadier General E.S.
Leland, Jr. Ft. Irwin, California: National Training
Center, 20 November 13985.

US Army. "Report of the Ft. Hood Leadership Study.” Paper
prepared by the Center far Army Leadership summarizing the
details of a larger report by the Essex Corporation under
contract to the US Army. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas: US Army
Command & Staff College, August 1386.

UsS Army. inin Majintenan hip: I
Cgogmmander’s Handbogk. Ft. Hood, Texas: III Corps, April
1984.
Books and Mgnographg
Atteridge, A. Hilliard. n_Acm . New York:

McBride, Nast, and Co., 1391S5.

Balck, Hermann, General der Panzertruppe. Qrdnung im Chags:

Erinneryngen, 1893-13943. 2d ed. Osnabrueck: Biblio Verlag,
1981.
Bernhardi, Frisdrich von, General der Kavalleria. H Cman

Makes War. New York: George H. Doran, 131%4.

Bjornstad, A.W., Captain, US Army. The Cerman Acrmy. Fort
Leavenwarth, Kansas: Press of the Army Service Schools,
1916.

Cochenhausen, Friedrich Ernst Eduard Arnold von, General der
Flieger. Iaktisches Handbuch fuer dgn Truppenfughrer und
seing Gehilfen. 13th ed. Berlin: E.S. Mittler und Sohn,
1940.

ildun u n=

offiziers, Berlin: E.S. Mittler und Sohn, 1826.

. Die Truppenfuehrung, Teil 1. Mittlers und wuntere
Fuehrung. 6th ed. Berlin: E.S. Mittler und Sohn, 13931.

Creveld, Martin van. Cgmmand in War. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 13985.

43

N’




i in ; man_an Arm mance 39~
Lﬂ:i Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1982.

Davies, W.J.K. German Army Handbook, 1939-1945. New York:
Arco Publishing, 1974.

Deighton, Len. i i : om i it F

f Dunkick. London: Janathan Cape, 1879; reprint ed., New
York: Ballantime Books, 1382.

English, John A. Qn Infantry. New York: Praeger, 1984.

Freytag-Loringhoven, Baron von, Generalmajor. Ihe Power of
Personality ip War. Tramns. Historical Division, US Army

War College. Harrisburg, Pennsylvania: The Military
Service Publishing Company, 1955.

German Army. Exerzir-Reglement fuer dje Infanterije. Berlin:
E.S. Mittler und Sohn, 1883.

Exarzier-Reglgment fuer dig Infanterie. Berlin:
E. S Mittler und Sohn, 1906.

. n h i . Heeresdienstvorschriften
300/1. Berlin: E.S. Mittler und Sohn, 1936.

. =] v ndenen W n
Igil I. Berlin: Verlag Dffene Worts, 1921.

. F n n scht verbynden W n
I=2il II. Berlin: Verlag Offene Worte, 1S23.

Guderian, Heinz, Generaloberst. Pgnzer Leader. Trans.
Constantine Fitzgibbon. London: Michael Joseph, 19%2;
reprint ed., New York: Ballantine Books, 1972.

Hoenig, Fritz, Hauptmann. Inguiries into the Tactics of the
Future. 4th ed. Trans. Carl Reichmann. Kansas City, Mo.

Hudson~-Kimberly Publishing Company, 1838.

Horne, Alistair. Io Lose g Battle: France 1940. New York:
Little, Brown, and Co., 1969; New York: Penguin Books, 13979.

Lind, William S. [Mgnsuver Warfare Handhook. Boulder, Colorado,

and London: Westview Press, 1985.

Lombardi, Vince. Vince Lombardi on Football. @2 vols. Edited by
George L. Flynn. New York: Graphic Society Ltd. and Wallynn
Inc., 1873.

Lupfer, Timothy T. nami ing; n



eTa'e & B

German Iactical Doctrine During the First World War.
Leavenworth Papers, No. 4. Ft. Leavenwarth, Ks.: Combat
Studies Institute, US Army Command and General Staff
College, July 1981.

Marshall, S.L.A. HMen _Again i ;. . Ih ro m_of mman
in Future War. Washington, D.C.: Infantry Journal, 1S47;
reprint ed., Gloucester, Mass.: Pster Smith, 1378.

Manstein, Erich von, Fisld-Marshal. Lgst Victories. Edited and
translated by A.G. Powell. Chicago: H. Regency Co., 1358;

reprint ed., Novato, California: Presido Press, 1882.

Mellenthin, F.W, von. Pan t : A t m man
of Armor in the Second World wWar. Edited by H. Betzler.

Trans. L.C.F. Turner. Norman, Oklahoma: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1956.

Palmer, Dave Richard, Lieutenant General, US Army. h mmon

Us-Vietnam in Pergpectjive. San Rafael,
California: Presidio Press, 1378.

Pardieu, Major de, French Army. A Critical Study of German
Tactjcs and ghg New German Rsgulations. Trans. Captain

Charles F. Martin, US Army. Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas:
US Cavalry Rssociation, 1812.

Pogue, Forrest C. orge C. M h : L ign of a Gen 1

1880-1933. New York: Viking Press, 1963.

Puryear, Edgar F.,Jr. . A in Miljt Chara
and Leadership. Novato, California: Presidioc Press, 1871.

Rosinski, Herbert. The German Army. Edited by Gordon Craig.
London: Pall Mall Press, 1966.

Runals, Stephen E. "Command and Control: Does Current US Army
Tactical Command and Control Doctrine Meet the Requirements
for Today's High Intensity Battlefield?.” Monograph, School
of Advanced Military Studies. Ft. Leavenworth, Ks.: US Army
Command and General Staff College, 2 December 198S5.

Senger und Etterlin, Frido von, General. Neither Fear Nor Hgpe.
Trans. George Malcalm. New York: E.P. Dutton, 1964.

Simpkin, Richard E. man in Me Warfarg. Oxford
and New York: Brassey’'s Publishers Limited, 1383.

. h i ; n_Twenty-First Centur
Warfare. London and New York: Brassey’'s Publishers, 1985.
Spires, David N. Image and Reglitu: The Making of the German
45
N T AT T Y T T e A s T T YA A o 4$Qbﬁﬂ?¢iﬁﬁﬁi“3¢i**$vi"




Qffjicer.1921-33. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1984.

Vermillion, John M. "Tactical Implications of the Adoption of
Auftragstaktik for Command and Control on the AirLand
Battlefield.” Monograph, School of Advanced Military
Studies. Ft. Leavenwaorth, Ks.: US Army Command and General
Staff College, 2 December 1885,

Williamson, Porter B. Patton's Pringiples. Tucson, Arizona:
Management and Systems Consultants, 1373.

Article aper an onvers Rejnl-]

Ablett, C.B. "C3I Evolution Leaves a Lot to Chance.” Defense
Electrgnics 16 (January 13984): 48-54,53.

Balck, Hermann. “Translation of Taped Conversation with General
Hermann Balck, 13 April 1979.” Columbus, Ohioc: Battelle,
July 1873.

"Translation of Taped Conversation with General

Hermann Balck, 12 January 1979.” Columbus, Ohio: Battelle,
January 1979.

Bates, Jared L., Calonel, US Army, and Quimm, Jimmie B.,

Lieutenant Colanel, US Army. "Te8S=V.” NMilitary Review
66 (March 138B6): 21-31.

Calloway, Cecil B., Lieutenant Colonel, US Army. "Leadership
Imperatives.” Military Review 66 (November 13986): 55-63,

"Can We Fight a Modern War?” Newsweek, S July 1984, pp. 34-48.

"Critical C3I Programs Emphasize Survivability, Jam Resistance.”

Defenseg Electronics 18 (July 1SB86): 381-33.
Federal Republic of Germany, the Army. "The German Army’s ’
Mission-Oriented Command and Control.” Armgr S0 (January-

February 1981): 12-16.

Flanagan, Edward M.,Jr., Lieutenant General, US Army, Retired.

"The 'Military Mind’.” Army 34 (February 1884): 29-36. ;
Gaedcke, Heinz. “Translation of Taped Conversation with

Lieutenant General Heinz Gaedcke, 12 April 13973.” Columbus,

Ohio: Battelle, November 138739. .

“

Hahn, Daniel A., Major, US Army. ”“Leadership: The Heart of C2.” ;

Military Review 65 (November 13985): 48-51. A
Hartness, Harlan N., Captain, US Army. “"Germany's Tactical

Doctrine.” Infantry Jowyrnal 46 (May-June 1938): 2439-251.

46

LR

N e N T TN R ™ -
SEIIE NP NI NN NN N RGNS




Y b 2

[

...................

Holly, Jobn W., Major, US Army. "The Forgotten Dimension of
AirlLand Battle.” Military Review 65 (August 13985): 18-25.

Hughes, Daniel J. "From Moltke to Guderian: Abuses of German
Military History.” Unpublished paper. Xeroxed. With minor
revision this paper is scheduled to appear as an article in
the December 13986 issue of Military Review,

Humphrey, Vernon W., Major, US Army. "NIC: Command and Control.”
Infantry 74 (September—-Qctober 138B4): 36-38.
. "Winning at the NTC: Defeat at Brigade Hill.”
Infantry 74 (March-April 18SB4): 36-38.
Jacobs, T. Owen. ”"The Airland Battle and Leadership
Requirements.” In Leadership on the Future Battlefield,

pp. 22-31., Edited by James G. Hunt and John D. Blair.

Washington, 0.C.: Pergamon-Brassey's International Defense
Publishers, cl13985.

Kaufman, Lynn W., Captain, US Army. "Initiative in the US
~ Soldier.” Miljtary Review 66 (November 1388B): 45-54.

Lossow, Walter von, Oberstleutnant, Army of the Federal Republic
of Germany. "Mission-Type Tactics Versus Order-Type
Tactics.” Military Review 57 (June 1877): 87-381.

Majewski, Norbert, Oberst, Federal Republic of Germany, and
Peyton, John H., Lieutenant Colornel, US Army. "German

Army General Staff Officer Training.” RNilitary Reviesw
64 (December 13884>: 23-~34,

McMahon, Timothy L., Major, US Army. "The Key to Succass:

Developing a C2 Phileosophy.” Nilitary Review 65 (Navember
1885): 42-44.

Mellenthin, F.W. vaon. “Armored Warfare in World war II.” A
conference raport focusing on the experiences of

Generalmajor F.Ww. von Mellenthin. Columbus, Ohio: Battelle,
10 May 1878.

Moellering, John H., Major General, US Army. "lLeadership and the
AirlLand Battle.” efen m view and Militar
Communjcatigns 2 (October 1384): 7-13.

Mountcastle, John W.,Lieutenant Colonel, US Army. “On the Move:
Command and Control of Arror Units in Combat.” NMilitary

Review 65 (November 138B8S): 14-33.

Ose, Dieter. “Der ’'Auftrag’': Eine deutsche militaerische
Tradition.” Eyrgpaeische Wehrkunde 6 (June 13982): 264-65.

47

---------------

............
----------------------
------------------------




T Y

Richardson, William R., General, US Army. ”“Kermit Roosevelt

Lecture: Officer Training and Education.” Mjiljtacy Review
6% (October 1884): 22-34.

. "Training for Maneuver Warfare.” Armgr, July-August
1381, pp. 31-34.
Rothenberg, Gunther E. ”"Moltke, Schlieffen, and the Doctrine of
Strategic Envelopment.” In Makers of Modern Strategu: From

Machiavelli to the Nyclear Age, pp. 256-325. Edited by Peter
Paret. Princeton, N.J.: Princetaon University Press, 1386.

Schaum, Don; Kelley, William E.; Martin, Louis S.; Pugh, Don;
and Wright, Bruce. "MSE: Mobile Subscriber Equipment.”
army Commynicator, Fall 1384, pp. 6-22.

Schemmer, Benjamin. “Internal Army Surveys Suggest Serious

Concerns About Army’s Senior Leaders.” Armed Forces Journal
Internatignal, May 1885, pp. 1B8-13.

Schmidt, Robert L., Lieutenant Colonel, US Army. "A Doctrine
for Command.” Mjlitary Review 65 (November 1385): 45-47.

Schutz, James B. »PLRS, PJH to Improve Tactical Battlefield
Operations.” Defense Electronics 16 (January 18B84): 60-71.

Simpkin, Richard E. “Command from the Bottom.” Infantru, 75
(March-April 13985%): 34-37.

Tanksley, David M. ”C2: Finding the Middle Ground.” Q0jilitacy
Review 65 (November 13885): S52-55.

Teston, Harvey A., Jr., Major, US Army. “Command and Confusion :
at the NTC.” [nilitaruy Review 65 (November 1385): S6-64. )

Wass de Czege, Huba, Colonel, US Army. “Understanding and
Developing Combat Power.” Paper, School of
Advanced Military Studies. Ft. Leavenworth, Ks.: US Army
Command and General Staff College, 10 February 1984.







