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ABSTRACT

THE OPERATIONAL TEMETS OF GEMNERALS HEINZ GUDERIAN AND GEQORGE S.
PATTON, JR.! An analysis and comparison of the operational tenets of
two successful borld War II commanders, by Major George A. Higgins,
UsA, 211 pages.

This study is an historical analysis of the operational methods
of two men wuho commanded large military formations with great success
during llorld War I1: Colonel-General Heinz W. Guderian of the German
Army ; and General George 3. Patton, Jr. of the Amer ican Army. The
focus of the study is on each man's conduct of operational art, the
connecting linK betueen tactics and strategy. The study analvzes the
writings and campaigns of Guderian and Patton and attempts to
identify the tenets or principles by uwhich each man guided his
conduct of orperational art. The study then compares the tenets each
man applisd in his conduct of warfare to discover wuhether there uwere
any principles common to their operational methods. Finally, the
study suggestz what implications common tenets at the operational
level of uwar might have for Airlard Rattle Doctrine.

The ztudy concludes that Guderian and Patton shared six common
tenets in their conduct of operational art and suggests that the
Amer ican Army's current organizations at the division and cores
levels may not be suitable to conduct the sort of agile operations
that will be required on a future battlefield. As well, uwe must
ensure ‘that doctrinal foundations for joint operations involving air
and ground forces--as a minimum--are in place before war breaks out.
It also suggests that uwe nead to get together with our European
Allies and adopt a common doctrinal approach to uwarfighting in
Western Eurcpe, one that support:z a common theataer strategy. Finally.,
the study concludes that the American Army should continve to study
the history of uarfare and learn {ts lessons,
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The recent resurgence of interest in operational art in
the American Army has spawned historical comparisons that
suggest valid implications for the contemporary American Army's
preparations for the conduct of operational art. OFf particular
interest in such comparisons are the operational styles of
successful commanders such as Generals Heinz Guderian and
GBeorge S, Patton, Jr. To many professicnal soldiers and
students of military history alike, those names have special
meaning. The reason for that probably lies in the fact that
each man was an eminently successful commander in World War II.
But that ansuer, of course, only begs the Ffurther and more
meaningful question: Why uas each of these men successful in
commanding large formations of man in combat? [t is not only a
question worth askKing, it is one uworth taking the tima to
ansuer as uell. This thaesis represents an attampt to partially
ansuecr that quastion by ansuering the question "lWare there any
tenets common to the operational mathods of Generals Heinz
Guderian and George S. Patton, Jr. in World War 117" The ansuer
to this question uill provide, in part at least, an explanation
for the success of thesa two men in commanding large military
formations. If it turns ou%, for examplae, that sach man adhered

to a set of common tencts in his planning and conduct of
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operational art, then that would serve as szome evidence that
success in operational art derives, in part, from the correct
application of certain tenets. Given the focus of this thesis,
research into the operational methods of Guderian and Patton
could not, of course, give a full account of the successes of
those men because it fails to take into consideration other
relevant factors such as personal leadership, mistaKas of
opposing commanders, and training status of enemy and friendly
units, to mention just a few. But it would, nonetheless, help
illuminate the principled basis for the employment of forces at
tha operational level of uar, a subject of considerable
intarest today becausa doctrinally the American Army is
committed to fighting in a fashion remarkably similar to the
manner of combat in World War II, as will soon be pointed out.
At this point, houwever, one may wall askK why Generals
Guderian and Patton uwarae selactad fer the purposes of this
study. in part, the ansuer has already been given. Doctrinally,
contemporary Airland Battle aenvisions the commitment of U.S.
Army forces to combat on a battlefiald of the future which is
likely to be fluid, dynamic, lathal, and fast moving. Such a
degcription of the modern battlefield goos a long way touward
describing the World War II battlefields on which Guderian and
Patton fought. Moreover, aside from temporary ravaersas suffared
by both, ¢ach of these soldiers was immansely successful in
commanding at tha operational leval of uart corps and echelons

abova corps level. Because success in battle is the final
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arbiter in war, there is not much else to be said about these
men except that they serve, if any do, as paradigmatic examples
of successful planners and executors of operational art.

A final point worth making about the selection of these
men for the focus of this study is that the diversity of their
cultural, social, and political heritages as well as the
diverse natures of the theaters in which they fought adds a
breadth to this investigation that would otheruise be absent.
The value of this feature of the study is that if it should
turn out that there is a shared principled basis for
operational art betwean Patton and Guderian, then already ue
have evidence that such tenets are not culturally or
geographically specific.

Another question whicn naturally suggests itself is *tiny
do a study such as this at all?* This question, too, has been
answared partially already but damands fullar traatment. First,
the U.S. Army's current doctrine as reflected in the 1982
version of FM {08-5, Operations, envisions the naecessity for
amploying and sustaining operational-leval forces--corps and
achelons above corps--on a fluid, non-linear, lethal,
integrated, and dynamic battlafield. Such a battlafiald will be
integrated in the saense that opposing forcas will not only
fight with light and heavy armored and machanized combined arms
forces in joint operations but also employ chemical and nuclear
fires as a matter of coursa. And, the chamical and nuclear

dimensions notuithstanding, the historical precadents uwhich
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most closely approximate the conditions of such future combat
are the highly fluid campaigns uwhich cccurred in World War 11
in virtually avery theater.

Second, and equally important, the current doctrinal
requirement is not merely to executw. tactical operations but to
plan, execute, and control the maneuver of large bodies of
forces--corps, armies, and army groups. Here the rub is
tuo-fold: (1) the American Army has had no occasion or
requirement to plan and execrte operational art since Korea:<{i{>
and as a result, (2) it has neither an officer corps uell
schooled in operational art nor a firm doctrinal grasp on the
principled basis for howW to fight large units. Taken together,
these facts present a dilemma. Although current U.S. Army
doctrine--Airland Battle--requires the American Army to fight
corps and armies, it does not have the properly trained
leadership to plan and conduct operational art, Moreover, there
does not appear to be an abundance of contemporary literature
forthcoming which addresses the principled basis for
operational art. Consequently, the ansuer to the question “uWhy
this study?" lies in a recognition of the large vacuum of
experience and Knouledga in the U.S. Army about tha subject and
the absence of any recent literature on the subject.

Having consideraed what this thesis focuses on and uhy, ue
need to establish some definitions and outline a mathodology
which serve as the logical framework for the argumants that ara

developed harein., First, for any discussion oh a technical




subject such as military art to be fruitful, indeed
intelligible, a shired vocabulary is a prerequisite. So, before
launching into a discussion of the operational tehets of
Guderian and Patton, it would be wise to come to some agreement
on what is meant by some Key uords and conhcepts used throughout
this thesis.

For example, if this study proposes to identify and define
operational tenets: emploved by the commanders under
consideration, then one must have some idea of what an
“operational tenet" is because it is not iramediately clear hou
one might go about finding something without having some fairly
clear idea about what is being sought. In short, "What is an
operational tenet?* is a question that readily suggests itself.
And tha temptation here is to offer i synonym such as “rule® or
“law,” but it should ba evidant that such a step not anly
complicates the problem but bags the question besides.
Procadurally, wa First nead to make it clear what iz meant by
tarms such as “operational art* and “tha operational leval of
war,* and than tackle the problem of what is meant by “"tenet."

It is generally acknowledged by contemporary theorists
that any compraehensive theory of war must include at least
threce leuels of wart strategic, oparstional, and tactical.{2>
Ac suggastad earliar, most American Army officers probably have
a firm understanding of current tactical doctrine and, to a
significantly lesser degrae, an understanding of theatar and

global military strategy. What is almost uwholly absent in our
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cfficer corps iz a firm understanding of the dimension of war
fighting which connects tactical cperaticons to theater and
global military strategy--the operational level of war. lWhereas
tactical art focuses on the winning of tactical engagements and
battles and strategic art zuccess at the theater level, the
operational lewel of war focuses on the planning and conduct of
campaigns.<3> Simply stated, operational art in:sives the
maneuver of large units such brigades, divisions, and corps. It
may sharpen the focus of the discussion to say that generally
tactical art is planned and executed at division level and
below while operational art falls to the corps and field
armies. It would be foolish, however, to draw the line betuween
these two levals of war too sharply or insist that it remain
where initially draun. A division, for example, may be given an
operational mission in a particular case. The operational level
of uar, then, may be defined as (1> the connecting link betueen
tactics and strategy uhich is <(2) concerned with the maneuver
of large units (3% for the purpose of winning campaigns in
support of theater strataegy. And, generally, the units uhich
perform these sorts of function are corps, armies, and army
groups, Disposal of thae task of defining the oparational leuvel
of war still leaves the more difficult and delicate task of
offering an intelligible dafinition of “tenat.*

Earlier {t was suggasted that a facile way of defining
“tenet' is simply to say that a tenat is merely a rule or lau.

A batter way to grasp uwhat is meant by “tenat" is to baegin by




adepting the meaning implicit in the phrase "principles of
war." Here "principle” means a generalization or general truth
about the nature of war. The principle of Surprise, for
example, enjoins military commanders to achieve surprise
uhenever they can because by doing so a commander can gain a
crucial psycholegical and moral advantage cver his enemy. But
notice tuo important characteristics of this principle of war.
First, the principle is universal in application and therefore
applies at the strategic and operational as well as tactical
levels of war. Second, the principle does not address the
question of how surprise at any level i{s to be achieved. The
value in having universal principles, houwever, is in Knouing
how to apply them to achieve some desired ocutcome? in the case
of military art, victory. So at s?me point abstract principles
such as "Achieve surprise uhen possible® have to be translatead
into more concrete principles or tenets that suggest houw
surprise can be achieved at a particular level of war. Here
conceptual clarity appears to demand that ue make a distinction
between principlas that guide our decisionmaking and tenets
which specify houw to accomplish whatever it is the "what*
principles have suggestaed. Where to drau the line betuean the
abstract and the specific, betuean objective and technique, may
at times be impracticable., Indeed, it may even be true that
operational tenats of the sort this thasis proposes to uncover
may include some of the mathod as uwaell as the objective.

Because the businass of uwarfighting is part science and part




art, it should rot surprise us 1o see tenets that tell us what
ie to be done melding with techniques which suggest houw they
should be done. At some point the abstract has got to be
translated into the concrete, into a definitive technique,
preferably one that has been validated by the experiences of
history. This discussion, then, suggests that aperational
tenets are generalizations about the nature of operational art
as derived from historical reality. In essence, operational
tenets are inductive generalizations which can be seen to apply
at the operational level of uwar. For convenience,throughout the
remainder of this thesis "principle® and "tenat" will be used
interchangeably to refer to such generalizations.

It remains nou.to address the quastion of methodology. The
question this thesis seaekKs to ansuer--What were the common
operational tenets of Guderian and Patton--presupposes the
ansuers to two prior questions. First, uere the operations of
each commander guided by recognizable tenets at all? If the
ansuer to this question is no, then ue must giva up the praject
right from the beginning. But surely the rational approach is
to assume at the beginning that the operations of Guderian and
Patton uere guided by principles or basic tenets of soma sort,
Then, if it turns out that historical research will not support
the assumption, the ansuer to the proposed thesis quaestion will
have become evident. A further point worth bearing in mind,
moreover, is that if one takes the conduct of war to be a

rational cntarprise at all, then he should not be surprisaed to




find that principrles or tenets of some sort served as guides
for the conduct of war at the operational level for these tuo
highly successful World War II commanders and other commanders
as uell.

Second, in order to ansuer a question directad at
commonal ity of tenets betuween Guderian and Patton, ohe must
first uncover the operational principles of each man. Here the
obyvious approach is to read primary and secondary sources about
these men and their operations in World War II. This should be
a tuo-pronged apmroach., Examination of sources may shed light
on what & particular commander said about operational art, and
»that would be some good evidence for in‘erences about the
tenets which lay behind his operations. More revealing,
houwever, is the further step of chacking the consistency
betuween what a commander said and what he and his units
actually did in combat. Ilf rasearch reveals that a particular
caommander said, “¥ {s a tenet by uhich ! operated," and his
operations consistently reflect the application of that tenet
as uwell, a good case can then be made for the view that X is a
tenev by uwhich that commander planned and conducted operational
art.

By now it should be evident that a ganeral methodology for
ansuering the question this thesis proposes to ansuer is
suggaestad by the question itsels. First, it must be assumaed
that Guderian and Patton operated by recognizable tenets or

principles. Although it may prove falsaea, a casa has been




offered for the truth of that assumption. Second, one must
determine by what particular tenets each man operated. Here the
taskK is to search historical primary and secondary socurces for
evidence of wuhat these men said about the operational level of
war and how they actually conducted their campaigns. In the
case of Guderian the focus is on three campaigns: the Polish
Campaign of 1838 Flanders (Ardennhes) Campaign of 1848; and the
Russian (BARBAROSSA)> Campaign of 1341, For Patton, the thesis
examines his North African Campaign of 139487 Sicily, 18437 and
Northuest Europe, 1844-45. So, in order, Chapters 2 and 3 seek
to ansuwer succinctly the questiont What were the operational
tenets of Guderian and Patton in World War 117 Third, Chapter 4
pursues the next logical step by ascertaining what tenets, if
any , were commoen to the operational methods of these tuo
commandars, What should fall out in Chapter 4 is an ansuer to
the primary question this thesis seeks to answar., In addition,
howevaer, Chapter 4 tries to.ansuer the further relavant
question for contemporary soldiers: What does {t all mean? A
set of common osparational tenets for operational art suggests
that such tenets apply to Airland Battle Doctrina on a future
battlefield if historical expaeriences are any useful guide to
future expariences. Chapter 4 attempts to skKetch out some
implications for operational art on a future battlefield. Even
a stab in this direction may haelp future commanders and staff
officers copa with the unknownh and doctirine writers to develop

naew concepts for $ighting a future uwar.
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ENDNOTES

{ Here 1 am thinking of the Inchon Landing in particular.

2 See Eduard N. Luttwak, "The Operational Level of War.,"
International Security, VYol.3, No.3 (Winter 18880) for a fuller
discussion of the operational level of uar.

3 U.S, Department of the Army, Operations, Field Manual
i99-5 <(Washington, B.C.t U.S., Government Printing O0ffice,
188212, pp. 2-3.




CHAPTER 2: GENERAL HEINZ GUDERIAN

PART I1: The Man

Even uhen he uwas a young major, Heinz Guderian's soldiers
affectionately called him "Hurrying Heinz." The reason for this
appellation and its appropriateness will become evident as this
chapter on the operational tenets of General Heinz Guderian
unfolds. The story behind the nickname, houever, anticipates
the heart of the argument concerning Guderian's principles of
operational art, which are developed in this chapter by
examining Guderian's operations through a prism of analysis
which focuses on the follouwing five broad categorias: (1)
combined arms operations, (2) offensive action, (3) momentum,
(45> command and control, and (5) risk, The general approach is
to examine Guderian's uwritings and his conduct gf operations in
the 1939 Polish, 1948 Flanders, and 194{ Russian Campaigns, and
derive some substantive conclusions about the basis for
Gudarian's conduct of operational art. The chapter concludes by
summarizing the principlaes darived from the analysis. But
before launching into the substanca of Guderian's operational
mathods, a brief character and bacKground sKatch of tha man who
Wwas Germany's leading proponaent and commander of armoraed forces
in World War II is in order.

Born at Kulm in 1888, Heinz Wilhelm Guderian was the son




of a Germarn Army officer who traced his ancestry backK to a
thoroughly Prussian, landed gentry. He attended both the
Karlsruhe cadet school in Baden and the Gross-Lichterfelde
school near Berlin, graduating from the latter in 1987. After
attendance at the War School at Metz, he was commissiohed a
second lieutenant and assigned to an infantry battalion in
Hannover.

By inter-war standards the progress of Guderian's career
was ordinary until Hitler's rise to pouer, and then his rise
was quick. But even if ordinary in its early promotion pace,
Guderian's career was unusual for its diversity of assignments.
In 1812, for example, he served with the 3rd Telegraph
Battalion where he became acquainted with the latest uireless
radio technology and its tactical applications. During World
War 1 he served successively as a signals staff officer.
General Staff officer, battalion commander, quartermaster
officer, and operations officer with a variety of units from
company and battalion to division and corps. Between the uworld
wars Guderian commanded a motor transport battalion, taught
motor transport doctrine and tactics at the Barlin War Acadamy,
and as a colonel comnanded the 2nd Panzar Uivision in 1838,
ThanKs to Hitler, by 13838 Guderian uwas a Ganeral of Panzer
Troops and had plavad a laading rola in the occupation of
fiustiria and the Sudatanland.

During torld War [l Gudarian had the unique opportunity to

carry out operations in accordanca with doctrine he halpad




develop in the pre-uwar years. In effect, he turned theory into
practice by participating in three major campaigns--in Poland,
Flanders, and Russia--and served in those campaigns
respectively as an army corps, panzer group, and panzer army
commander. In spite of great successes in all three campaigns,
Hitler relieved Guderian of command of his panzer army in
December 1341 for failing to follow orders to held foruward
positions outside of Moscow at all costs.<1> Brought backK on
active service in March 13843 as Inspector-General of Armored
Forces , Gudarian was appointad Chief of the Army General Staff
the day after the attempted assassination of Hitler in July
1844, He served as Chief of the Army General Staff until March
1845 when Hitler again dismissed him. He was captured by
American forces in May 1945, held in captivity until June 1948,
and died in 1334,

As impressive as these few paragraphs makKe Guderian's
caraer out to be, they hardly do justice to the man's full
charactar, personality, and expariences. Guderian himself, for
example, sheds some light on his oun intellectual life in his

book Panzer lLeader. There he points out that uhile on staff

ascignmant with the Army Transport Department ha studied tha

works of J.F.C. Fuller, B.H. Liddel!l Hart, and Giffard Martel,
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paying spaecial attention to Liddell MHart's ideas for the use of

o
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armored forcas for long-ranga strokes, operations against lines
of communication, and armored division organizations consisting

of panzer and panhzaer-grenadier units.<2> hile assigned to the




staff of the 8nd Division at Stettin in 1824, he taught history
and tactics, concentrating his instruction on Napolecn's 18866
Campaign and the history of German and French cavalry
operations of {3814, Gf the former topic he says, "as regards
the command of troops in conditions of mobile warfare it is...a
very instructive campaign."<3> Studies ¢f German and French
cavalry operations proved valuable, he says, because they aided
development of his theories, *"wuhich uwere becoming ever
increasingly precccupied with the tactical and operational use
of movement."<4> It i{s noteuworthy that in a footnote in Panzer
Leader~--publ ished in 1852--Guderian defines "operational" as
lying miduay betueen the tactical and strategic.<S5> The point
of these obszarvatiohs is that Guderian was a man who educated
himself, thought hard about his profession, and had the
intellactual depth and breadth to shape future doctrine for the
German Army, including concepts and technologies in operational
art. His biographer Kenneth MacKsey says this of him?

Buderian uwas that rare combination of a man of

ideas equipped with the ability and verva to

turn ingpiration into reality. No other ¢eneral

in the Second World War--and few in

history-~-managad to impress so wide and

intrinsic a change upon the military art in so

short a tima, and left such a trafil of

controversy in his wake.<6>
Havirg never exercised indepaendaent command, Guderian fails <o
measure up to Field-Marshal Lord Wavell's standards for the

great commanders in history. MacKsaey's Jjudgment, naverthaless,

is that Guderian's tactical and operational acumen and




inspiring combat leadership place him on a par with the Great
Captains of history.<?7> Whether he was on a par uwith the Great
Captains or not, Heinz Guderian's life destroys the myth of the
dichotomy betueen the thinking man and the fighting man. As his

campaigns in Poland, Flanders, and Russia shouw, he was both

thinker and fighter.




PART I1: COperational Tenets

COMBINED ARMS OPERATIONS

One of the supremely ironic twists of Heinz Guderian's
career has to be his assignment in 1927 to the Transport
Department of the Truppenamt in the War Ministry, Claiming he
Knew nothing about transport matters or wished to, he avoided
the assignment up to the last moment and finally accepted it
with an air of terminal resignation. Yet it was the tuo years
spent in this assignment investigating the feasibility of troop
transportation by lorry that alloued Guderian to develop the
doctrinal base for his conception of operational art and the
combined arms organizations with which to conduct operations.
Once committed to the task, he read all the literature he could
find on motorized uwarfare, including articles by Liddell Hart,
Martel, and Fuller.<8> In addition, he studied carefully the
eamployment of tanks at the Battle of Cambrai in World War I and
the early usa of cavalry in that sama uwar. Because of his depth
0f Knouledge on the subject of motorized warfare, Gudarian the
student baecame Guderian the instructor uhen he was invited to
lactura on armored and motorized warfare on the Motor Transport

Staff of the Baerlin War Academy. So, his assignmant to the
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Tranzport Bepartment of the Truppenamt unexpectedly helped
Guderian in at least tuoc uways. First, it forced him to
understand the historical and then contamporary use of armored
and motorized forces, thereby making him by default the German
Airmy 's expert on the subject. Second, his teaching duties
required him to conceive, develop, and teach armored and
motorized uwarfare doctrine for a future war. Unsurprisingly,
given his study of Liddell Hart and Fuller, who envisioned in
future wars the clash of fast-moving mechanized and armored
forces, Guderian's operational doctrine called for combined
arms operations and close cooperation of the air forces. This,
in turn, calied for a combined arms organization, the
centerpiace of which would be the tank.

As early as 1923 Guderian was convinced tanks on their oun
or marely in conjunction uwith infantry could never achieve
dacisive tactical or operational results. On this toepic in

Panzer Leader he says?

My historical s*udies, the exercises carried
out in England and our own expwuriences with
mock~ups had persuaded me that tanks would
never be able to produce their full aeffect
until other weapons on whase support they must
inavitably raly uere brought up to their
standards of spead and cross-country
performance.<9>

Here, of course, Buderian's point is the need for aqual

mobility among the various arms. He sauw very aearly that

mobility differaentials would creata severae problems for the

effective conduct of operations on a fluid, fast-moving




battlefield. A more important point to grasp, houwever, is
Guderian's conception of the relaticnship among the variocus
arms on the battlefield he envisioned, In a fellouwing passage
he sayss

It would be Wwrong to include tanks in infantry

divisionst what was needed were armoured

divisions which would include all the

supporting arms needed to allow the tanks to

fight with full effect.<1&>
Unlike the French, who as late as May 13840 emploved tanKs by
parcel ing them out to infantry divisions in battalion-sized
strength, Guderian thought armered units should be the
centerpiece around which combined arms organizations should be
built. Large concentrations of <tanks, with their firepouer,
mobility, and armor protection against small arms fire, should
be used to penetrate tactical defenses and spearhead rapidly
into operational depths of enemy defenses. Then “the infantry's
Job lies in an immediate exploitation of tha tankK attack by a
rapid advance. Nor does the footsoldier pause until the ground
seizad by the tanks is definitely cleared of the enenmy."<11>
The artillery's role is to fire & short, concentrated
preparation to disorganize enamy defenses at the point of
penetration. But to do all this, Guderian sau the naad for tuo
Kinds of combined arms organizationt machanized reconnaissanca
forces and armored combat forces.

To ensure the timely receipt of tactical and operational

combat information from ground units, Guderian foresaw the need

for and employed mechanized reconnaissance units uwhich werae
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flexible, mobile, and easily controlled. In addition, such
units had to have a wide radius of operation and good radio
communications to report information about enemy units.
Therefore, every panzer and panzer-grenadier division had an
organic armored or motorized reconnalssance battalion equipped
with vehicles capable of maximum speeds of 48 miles per hour on
unimproved roads and a radius of action betueen 128 and 2008
miles.<12> Moreover, recognizing that such reconnaissance units
may have to fight once in contact with the enemy, Guderian
envisioned the requirement at times for reconnaissance
battalions to be reinforced with engineers, motorized infantry,
and heavy arms.<13> With some minor modifications, the armored
and motorized reconnaissance battalions of 1948 consisted of
six companiesi: Headquarters, Armored Car, Armoread
Reconnaissance, Light Armored Reconhaissance, Heavy Wleapons,
and Supply. In addition to a 7?5-mmn <(SP> Gun Platoon and 81-mm
Mortar Platoon, the Heavy lWleapons Company had an organic
angineer platoon of 51 men. Altogether, the Reconnaissance
Battalion was a formidable asset at a division commander's
disposal, consisting of 188 whealed or tracked vehiclas, 22
motorcycles, and 942 man.<14> Not only could such a unit ba
employad to find weaKnesses in enamy tactical defenses, but it
could penetrate to operational depths to locata enemy raeserves
and open routes for advancing friandly forces. Whan necessary,
Guder ian thought, 3 raconnaissance battalion could also

sarticipate in a pursuit, cover a withdrawal, screaen or protaect
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a flank or the rear of its parent unit.<15> But here it is
useful to remember that all of these potential missions of the
reconnhaissance battalion uere directed toward one end:
facilitating the ogperations of armored combat forces, the
second type of mechanized arm.

According to Guderian, armored combat forces have the
mission to deliver surprise attacks in concentrated strength
with a view to gaining operational decision.<i8> For such
forces to be effective, Guderian believed division-level
combined arms organizations built around the tank uere
necessary. He sauw a requirement for two typest panzer <(armored)
divisions and panzer-grenadier {(motorized infantry) divisions.
Panzer divisions in 1940 uere composed of a tank brigade of tuo
regiments of tuwo battalions each, totalling some 488 light and
medium tanks, and a panzer-grenadier brigade of three infantry
battalions.<17> These primary tank and motorized infantry
thrusting forces uere supported by an armored reconnhaissance
battalion, signal battalion, artillery resgiment, anti-aircraft
battalion, anti-tank battalion, engineer battalion, and
division support units (See Chart 13.<18>

A glance at Chart | reflects a fairly comprehensive, aven
sophisticated, combined arms organization in the German Army in
1848, It also reflects & seriousness about the requiremant to
intagrate arms to achieve desirad results in combat. lhat Chart
1 does not shou is that German Army units uwere organized so

that arms uwere integrated at a level of organization evaen louwar
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than division. Armored panzer-grenadiar regiments, for example,
were organized uwith boeth an armored and motorized
panzer-grenadiar battalion. In addition, the regimental
commander had under his immediate command an engineer company
and a heavy infantry howitzer company consisting of tuelve
75-mm (SP) houwitzers and six 158-mm (SP) houitzers, an amazing
array of potential firepouer.

Although Chart ! suggests a uwell~integrated combined arms
organization, it does not reflect the panzer division's
mobil ity or firepouer potential. A summary of the main wWeapons
found in the panzer division suggests it was boeth highly mobile
and formidably equipped to conduct combined arms combat wuwhile
on the move. Unlike a standard infantry division, panzer and
panzaer-grenadier divisions had no horse-draun vehicles and
were, therefore, entirely wheel or track-mebile, their various
units enjoying roughly comparable mobility. Wheeled
reconnaissance, motorized infantry, and division services did
hot, of course, aenjoy the cross=-country mobility mechanized
units and armorad battalions did, but nhonatheless, there uere
not great disparities in mobility among the subordinate
elaments of panzer and panzer-grenadier divisions. The panzer
division uas a salf-sufficient combat organization uwhich could
usually field over 300 tanks, 72 guns ovar ?95-mm, 72 guns under

?S-mm, and some 3008 motor vehicles.{19> The panzer-grenadiaer

division uas similarly organizad with the aexception that it had

only one battalion of 48 tankKs and 12 fauer artillery piaces bY
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Table of Organization.<28>

A final point worth mentioning is that these combat
divisions enjoyed a relatively high combat/combat support to
combat service support, or "tooth-to-tail,* ratic. In a panzer
division, for inmstanca, 274 of assigned persocnnel uere
infantrymen, and 24,7 uere tankKers. With engineer, artillery,
signal, anti-tank, and reconnhaissance elements added, 88.2%4 of
the division’s strength uwas engased in combat/combat support
activities whiie only 13.84 of assignhed personnel uere
performing combat service zupport functions.<21> By comparisoen,
the "tooth-to-tail® ratio in American units in 1945 was 83.68%
to 168.4%, reflecting only slightly more tail.<228> (Today an
Amer ican J-Ser ies armored division has a comparable
combat/combat support to combat service support ratio of
approximately 70.5% to 28.5%, reflaecting considerably more talil
than either German or Amerizan armored divisions in World War
11.5<23>

Pradictably, Guderian did not envision the employment of
panzer anhd panzer-grenadier divisions in single division-size
units. Rather, he advocated amploying such divisions in
concentratad strengths of corps and multiple-corps or army-size
units. He recognized that mobile oparations involving attacks
to operational depths uould raequire a great deal of combat
powar consisting of divisiongs wuhich could complamant each
othert panzer divisions for penatrations and daeep thrusts, and

motorized divisions for flank sacurity, holding terrain, and




providing depth. Consequently, he argued for the early
formation of corps-size armored forces, the first of uhich uas
formed in October 1835 and consisted of three panzer
divisions.<24> In March 1938 Guderian, as XVI Army Corps
Commander , participated in the occupation of Austria uwith a
corps composzed of 1st, @nd, and 3rd Panzer Divisions and the
SS-Leibstandarte Infantry Regiment. Later that year, in
October ., he entered the Sudetenland with a more flexibly
composad XVI Army Cores consisting of one panzer and tuwo
motorized divisions. Throughout these minor preliminary
operations, Guderian was testing his ideas about the employment
of corps-size armored and motorized formations in preparation
for the real test he believed soon would come. Early problems
in tanK maintenance, fuel supply, and traffic management uere
identified and corrected. By | September 1338 Guderian was an
exper iencad commander of corps-size armored and motorized
forces ready to try out his ideas in combat.

Because the cores was primarily a tactical headquarters,
it was easy to task organize a corps for combat and, when the
situation raquired, change that organization by attaching or
detaching divisions and separata brigades or raeagimants. During
operations in Poland in 1839 and in France in 1840, Guderian
variously commanded army corps and & panzar group, task
organized for thae particular operation at hand. At the
beginning of the Polish Campaign his army corps consisted of

one panzer and tuo motorized divisions. In & subsaquent phasa
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of that same campaign his coreps' composition was changed +to one
motorized and tuwo panze+r divisians.<25> For the opening phase
of the campaign in Flanders in May 1848, his army corps
cansisted of three panzer divisions and the elite Infantry
Regiment Gross-Deutschland <(G-D), uhich initially had the
mission to protec{ the corps' left flank and later became the
corps resarve,

Since the panzer group uwas subordinate to an army, it toeo
was primarily a tactical headquarters task organized for a
particular operation or phase of an operation and dissolved
when not needed.<28> During the second phase of the campaign in
France, Guderian commanded a panzer group consisting of tuc
corps, each with tuwo panzer and one motorized divisions. For
the initial phase of the Russian Campaign Guderian's Panzer
Group 2 uas composed of three panzer corps, an army corps, and
army troops, including a wing of close support planes, an
independent anti-aircraft regiment, and artillery, engineers,
signal, and air reconnaissance units,.<27> Guderian's task
oerganization for this first phase--crossing the Bug River and
seizing the fortress city of Brest-LitovakK--revaals that he uas
not the least bit hesitant to subordinate slou-moving infantry
divisions to a panzer corps should the nperation require such
an organziation for combat. The right uing of his panzer
group ‘s attack into Russia, for example, was carried out by
XXIV Panzer Corps, uwhich consisted of two panzer divisions, one

motorized division, one cavalry division, and ona infantry




division (See Map 1). The infantry division securaed crossing
sites on the Bug River and assisted the crossing of the panzer
divisions. The cavalry division executed a screening mission
along the edge of the Pripet Marshes on the p;nzer group's
right flank. XII Army Corps, composed of tuwoe infantry
divisions, attacked the fortress of Brest-Litouvsk in the center
of Second Panzer Group's zone of attack and was detached after
this initial phase. On the left wing Guderian employed XLVII
Panzer Corps, which was composed of one infantry, one
motorized, and tuoc panzer divisions. Again, the foot-mobile
infantry division's mission was to assist the crossing of the
panzer divisions. Panzer Group Reserve consisted of XKLVI Panzer
Corps with one panzer division, one motorized division, and
Infantry Regiment Gross-Deutschland, about one-fourth of
Guderian's mobile forces.<28>

All of the foregoing observations point to the conclusion
that Guderian practiced in combat nhat he thought in the
abstract, namely, that armoraed forces should be aemployed in
concentrations. His main attack (Sece Map 1) in the opening
phase of the Russian Campaign--the left wing--had no lass than
two panzer divisions, which uere thaemsalves salf-sufficient
combined arms organizations. Similarly, his primary supporting
attack=-=the right wing--also had tuwo panzer divisions. In
support, each wing had an infantry division for the purpose of
saizing crossing sites and passing the mora mobila forces

through, while tha canter corps uwas task organizad for the
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slouer paced operatiocns in and around the built-up area of
Brest-Litovsk. Finally, a cavalry division protected the
Panzer Group's right flank, wuhile the Panzer Group Reserve
followed the left uwing, which Guderian reckKoned his most
vulnerable flank. Thus, from division--the smallest
self-sufficient organization--to group, Guderian conducted
operational art with divisions that uere self-contained
combined arms organizations. Moreover, he tasK organized corps
and groups for combat based on the terrain and specific mission
raequirements, His employment of infantry divisions for the
initial phase of the Russian Campaign was unusual, for he did
not employ such divisions for his crossings of the Meusa River
in May 1942 or the Dnaiper River in July 1341. And as uwe shall
see, the high tempo of his operations.generally waighed heavily
against his use of foot-mobile infantry divisions.

If ue regard the panzer and panzer-grenadier divisiong as
the basic combinad arms organizations Guderian used to flaxibly
erganize corps and panzar groups for combat, ue then have only
part of Gudarian's total conception of combinad arms
oparations. To get a more complete and accurate picture, ue
need to examine his amployment of the Kay combat support arms
of artillery and tactical air.

The Table of Organization for panzer-grenadier ragiments
{See Chart 2) already should have alerted us 4o a Key principle
for the employmant of artilleryt decentralization. Of the

sixty=-six artillery tubes in a panzar division, for instance,




24, or 368X, uere organic to the panzer-grenadier regiments
themselves. The remaining 42 guns and houwitzers uwera in the
artillery regiment of the division and were employed as the
division commander deemed eszential--usually in support of the
division's main effort. The Tables of Organization, houever,
only tell part of the story. Generally, Guderian organized his
artiliery in tuoc phasest! the initial penetration and the
exploitation. For the initial penetration of the tactical
defenses he usually centralized control of the artillery under
his corps artillery commander, uwho coordinated the corps
artillery fire plan. Then, for the fast-moving exploitation
phase of his operations, the artillery uas decentralized. A
looK at artillery annexes for the crossing of the Meuse River
on 13 May 1948 illustrates the point. Guderian's XIX Army Corps
Operations Order specifies the allotment of Corps Artillery as

follows:

2nd Panzer Division (supporting attack on corps flankKli
Artillery Regiment 74, less 1!l (HMVYY) Battalion.

18th Panzer Division (supporting attack on corps flankK)t
Artillaery Ragiment 28, lass [1Y (HVY) Battalion.

1st Panzar Oivision (MAIN ATTACK in center of corps
sectori

Anti~infantry unitst Artillery Regiment ?73.

Anti-artillery units and point of main effort: Artillery
Regiment 49 and ¥ other artillery battalions.

Corps Artillery Commander located uwith 1st Panzer
Divislon.<29>




This erganization for combat is revealing in several uavs.
First, it is obvicus that Guderian weighted hisz main attack by
allotting artillery as he did., lst Panzer Division had its
organic Artillery Regiment 7?3 and Corps Artillery Regiment 43
as well as separate battalions from corps assets and the heavy
battalions of 2nd and 10th Panzer Divisions. Second, artillery
units had specific tasks to perform. ﬁrtiliery Regiment 73, for
example, was assigned an anti-infantry role for this operation,
while Artillery Regiment 489 had an anti-artillery role. Third,
control of artillery throughout the corps for the first pha§e
of the operation--crossing the Meuse--was exaercised by the
corps artillery commander, who was located in the corps' main
zohae of attack, lst Panzer Oivision's zone., A final point uhich
the organization for combat does not shouw but which the annex
does specify is that the artillery observation posts in 2nd and
10th Panzer DBivision sectors uere to be pcsit}oned 50 that at
least one artillery battalion of the regiments supporting those
divisions would be located so that they could observe lst
Panzer Division's sector and deliver supporting fires if
neqded.<30>

In addition to what has already been said about Guderian's
employment of artillery, it {s instructive to note that
artillery annexes to operation orders specified not only the
targets certain .rtillery units would engage, but thae timing of

such angagements and their relationship to the fires of other
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arms. The annex to lst Panzer Division's operation order for
the Meuse crossing, for example, specifies the stage of the
battle, the time period, and targets for infantry,
anti-strongpoint weapons, artillery, and tactical air. In the
preparatory stage of the Meuse crossing artillery missions
includud harassing fires along the uwest bank of the Meuse,
anti-pillbox fires, and anti-artillery and anti-flak fires, all
to be fired in xhat sequence according to a pre-arranged time
schedule, Moreover, in concert uwith tanks, anti-tank, and
anti-aircraft weapons employed in a airect fire mode, artillery
fires uere coordinated so that the artillery suppressed enemy
artillery fires and anti-aircratt fires, enabling the infantry
assault teams, under closa air cover, to move close to the
Meuse and prepare to cross.<31>

What all this suggests is that Guderian took spaeacial pains
to ensure his artillery fire support was concentratad initially
uhere it was neaeded to achieve ; penatration of tactical
defenses and, more important, uas synchronized uith other
supporting fires to achieve maximum effect., Although control in
the early stages of an opsration generally uas centralized, in
the more fast-moving stagas, during which panzar units
exploited the initial tactical successes, corps artillery was
attached to divisions to supplement divisional organic fire
supports otheruise, corps artillary would have remained, for
all i{ntents and purposas, in resarve far behind attacKing

panzer columns., Evaen so, the moderate mobil ity differential
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betuwean touwed artillery--both divisional and corps--and panzer
battalions left a fire support gap that the Germans elected to
fill with tactical air pouer, the final element of Guderian's
combined arms approach to operational art.

Working in caoperation with ground tactical units of
corps-size and higher, the German Air Force, or Luftuaffe,
performed three Key missions: achievement of air superiority,
tactical and strategic air reconnaissance, and close air
support of ground units. Doctrinally, Luftuaffe reconnaissance
aircraft were "placed under the orders of each armoured corps
and armoured division"; in addition, every corps of the German
Army also had its oun air reconnaissance squadron of about ten
planes.<{32» Unable to Keep pace uith the expanding German Rrmy,
Luftuaffe reconnaissance units reverted to Luftuaffe control by
1842 and uware allocated to ground units as neaded, During the
period Guderian conducted operational warfare (September 1833
to December {841), both short and 1ong-ran§e air reconnaissance
squadrons operatad under contral of his corps and panzer group
headquarters. After accomplishing its first mission of
achieving air superiority by deep strikes against enemy
aircraft and air support facilities, German air forcaes turned
to the second of thair ground support missilons--air
reconnaissance.

Long-range air raconnaissance was supposed to obtain early
indications of enewy plans wheraas short-range reconnaissance

was supposad to watch over the deploywmant and employmant of




enemy ground forces up to the point where ground forces made
contact. Both day and night air reconnaissance was planned and
expected. Short-range reconnaissance emphasized cooperation
with mechanized ground forces, artillery spotting, and
photographic and visual reconnaissance of enemy movement.<{(33’
In the Polish Campaign German air reconnaissance efforts on |
September were followed by surprise girstrikes against the
Polish Air Force. By 3 September., two days intoe the campaign,
the Luftuaffe mission had shifted to cooperation with army
ground units because the Polish Air Force had been suept from
the sKy--and the groundi<34>

To enhance cooperation with armored ground forces,
Field-Marshal W. F. von Richthafen, Commander of FliegerKkorps
VIII in the Polish, Flanders, and Russian Campaigns, introduced
the practice of employing a Tank Liaison Officer uith armored
columns. This officer's task was to Keep in closa touch by
radio uith close-support aircratt.<38> Standard close-support
missions included bombing and strafing of strongpoints,
artillery batteries, and troop concentrations uherever the
anemy made a stand. In addition to close~support, the Luftuaffe
attacked enamy dafensas in depth by hitting depots, dumps,
barracks, and factories *in order to dislocata the supply
organization, “{36> Even yraeatar depth was achievad by attacking
railuays, stations, bridges, and road junctions to preclude
enemy raeinforcament of committed units. In the Flanders

Campaign, for instance, German air pouer Wwas used to seal off
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the battle area by attacking French rear communications as far
bacKk as a line along an arc running from Givet through
Hirson-Laocn-Reims to Verdun., In the first few days of the

- Flanders Campaign Third Air Fleet attacKed targets to a depth
of 185 Kilometers, uwith its main emphasis in Guderian‘’s sector.,
the Charleville-Sedan area of the Meuse River. It is uworth
noting that the sztraight-line distance from Sedan, uhere
Guderian crossed the Meuse with his XIX Army Cores, to Reims,

France is ahout 85 Kilometers, illustrating the depth to uwhich

airstrikes uwere carried out in support of advancing ground
units. Throughout the campaign air attacks to an average depth
of 76 Kilometers behind enemy foruard troops struckK moving
columns, troop concentrations, and rail routes,<37>

In addition to these close-support and deep interdiction
missions, the Luftuaffe provided attacKing ground forces uwith
flank protection uhen required. Tuo axamples in particular come
tp mind. First, in the Flanders Campaign uhen Guderian's KIX
Army Corps cleared the rugged Ardennes terrain and raced for
Abbeville, he exposed his laft flank to Fraench forces located
south of the Aisne River, Later, in the Russian Campaign as

Guderian's Second Panzer Group attempted to completa the

encirclement of Russian forces in the Bryansk area, he exposad
his right flank to possible Russian counterattacks from along
the Bryansk-L'gov Railroad rcoute.<38> In both instances,
however, Guderian employad tactical air reconnaissance and

closa-support aircraftt to locate and attack enemy units uhich
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posed a threat to his vulnerable flanks.

As brief as it is, this examination of Guderian's use of
German air forces indicates that both air reconnaissance and
close-support aircraft played a Key role in his conduct of .
operational art. As an integral part of Guderian's--though not
only Guderian's--conception of combined arms operations,
tactical air support enabled him to locate enemy units early on
to deliver fires both near and far for the purposes of
supporting ground units in contact, and to isolate the battle
area, Moreowver, this air support was well forward and virtually
continuous when operations called for it. In Guderian's oun
words: *The fligsht wings advanced their bases in rapid
succession close to the front lines of the panzers and
cooperated with them closely."<{38> This is not mere rhetoric,
for in recounting his crossing of the Dnelper River in the
Russian Campaign, Gudarian mentions that fighter airstrips uwere
laid ocut just behind his assembly areas soc that air support
would be available for impending operations.<4@>

This final point on the use of air support indicates that

Guderian placed a premium on the need for local air . N
superiority, that is, air superiority over heavy concentrations

of armorded forces which comprised the main affort of his

oparations. Such control of the air uas necessary to allou

closa-support aircraft to support advancing armored columns.

Raflections on tha damage German armoraed columns suffered at

the hands of Alliad airpouwer during Operation Cobra and the
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Ardennes counter-offensive in 1944 show houw right Guderian uas
to be concerned about maintenance of local air superiority
during crucial phases of cperations.

Hav ing examined Guderian's conception of combined arms
operations by lookKing at the combined arms organizations he
employed, his methods of organizing corps and groups for
combat, and his use of artillery and tactical air poumer, it
remains to draw some conclusions., Three principlas that lay

behind his conception of combined arms operations suggest

themselves. First, Guderian's insistence on combined arms
organizations built around the tank implies he tookK it as a
tanet that one should:
Conduct operational art with combined arms
divisions built around the tanks all other arms

should be intagrated organizationally and
tactically to support tanks.

Second, his ewploymen. of artillery indicates his adherence to
the ternat?

Concantrate and centralize control of artillaery
for penaetration of tactical defenses but
dacentralize control for +luid exploitation
oparations.,

Third, about air operations he held thatt
Tactical aircraftt must support armoraed opaerations
by maintaining local air supariority osver
concentrations of armoraed forces, and then should
provide provide air reconnaissance and
close-support ailrstrikes.

These conclusions ara not earthshaking, and ona could

dar ive more or other tenats if¥ he madae the effort. Thare are
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laesser principles, perhaps corocllaries, that jump out from the

0
Yy
AP

A present analysis, but these three appear to be the absolutely
W
~. '
k e Key tenets of combined arms operations by which Guderian
i-%;
., .ji )

conducted operational art. Guderian would have said that -
without adherence to these principles, one cannot attain

cperational decisiveness. Whether Guderian was correct in

thinkKing this about operational art is not here at issue. Right

or uroeng, Guderian thought combined arms divisions built around

the tank, and flexibly supported by artil’ery and tactical air

iz the first step touward operational success.
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OFFENSIVE OPERATIONS

One does not have to lookK far to support the claim that

Buderian's conduct of coperational art can be characterized as

cffenszive rather than defensive. A place to begin iz his 1937

article "Armorad Forces® in which he explicitly says:

The mission of armoraed combat forcas is the

del ivery of surprise attackKs uith concentrated
strength, with the view to gaining the decision at
the paint determined by the command....They are,
therefore, exclusively an offensive arm whose
advantage ocver other ground forces consists in the
capacity to fight whila in motion.<41>

This observation, of course, lies open to the challenge that

*Armored Forcez® merely reflacts Guderian's theory of
operational art, not wuhat he practiced in combat. And to this
the appropriate response is to looK at his ocparations in lorld
War 1I. All reflect that whethar he uas in Poland, France, or
Russia betueen 1939 and late 1941, Hainz Guderian uas
attacking, attacking, attacking--almost never defanding! In
fact, his attempt to exacute mobile defansive uarfare just
southuest of Moscouw in Decamber 1941 led to his relief. So, ha
nevar really had the opportunity to conduct defensive
oparational art, but given his tﬁeoratical vieuws on the subject
it i3 safe to say that ha uould have bean unhappy uith tha

prospact of conducting datensive operations for any length of
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time.

Given that his operations uere offensive in character,
Guderian's operational art can be characterized as attacks on
narrow frontages employing tankKs in the spearhead to achieve
penetration and operational depth quickly, uhile retaining a
flexible reserve for protection and exploitation of success.
From this analysis four tenets of offensive action uwhich guided
Guderian in the conduct of his ocperations can be derived.

Strangely, the 1336 German Field Service Regulatiaons

appear to contradict Guderian's view that attacks should be
conducted on a narrou frontage, for that manual states:

The attack must be launched on a broader front

than that intended for the break through, in

arder to tie and hold doun the enemy on either

side.<42>
But this passage can be misleading because in a subsequent
paragraph the manual refers to the decisive attack, which is
distinguished byt 1) narrou zones, (2) unified fire from all
arms, and (3> the reinforcement of fires by specially allotted
heavy infantry uweapons and artillery.<43> Clearly, here thae
thanual is making reference to a main attack designaed to
penetrate tactical dafenses rather than a broad offansivae.
Buder ian probably thought the broad offensive concept entailed
the concept of a decisive attack’ otheruise, peanatration uwould
hot occur and enemy raserves uwould not ba tied doun along a
wide line of contact. So atlthough not inconsistent with the

German fiald regulations of the day, his concaeption of
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cperational art confines itself to 4 decisive attackK on a
narrow frontage by a corps or group to ensure penetration of
tactical defenses follouwed by exploitation to operational
depths. Guderian's concept is best captured by his oft repeated
max im: “"Klotzen, nicht Kleckern," by which he meant “Fist, not
Fingers." To ensure penhetration, Guderian thought a mailed fist
was necessary. At the tactical level it required a tank brigade
of four battalions which could cover a zone of attack of
1508-4908 meters wide and 3000-450@ meters in depth.<44> As his
operations in Flanders and Russia shouw, he thought armored
heagy corps should be similarly concentrated for the purpose of
achieving braakthrough and penetration to operational depths.
At the opening of the Flanders Campaian (See Map 2), Guderian
crossed the Luxembourg border uwith three panzer divisions
abreast in his XIX Army Corps. 2nd Panzer Division in the north
attacked through Vianden’ 1st Panzer Division in the
center--making the main attack--moved through Wallendor+$: and
18th Panzer Division, uwith Infantry Regiment Gross-Deutschland
protecting the corps left flank, attacked through Etternach.
The distance betueen Vianden and Etternach i{s about 20
Kilometers, glving aach division a frontage of about 8.3
Kilometers assuming no variation in width baetuaan main and
supporting attacks. Later, in his crossing of the Meusa Rivar
on 13 May Gudaerian concentrated his thraee panzer divisions on a
ten-kKilomaetar front around Sadan %o ansura he penatrated

quickly the French defanses in his sector. In both thase
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instances Guderian concentrated an armored corps consisting of
some 828 tankKs on a very narrouw frontage.<{435>

The cpening phase of the Russian Campaign also illustrates
Guderian's vieuw that attacks by armored forces should be
conducted on narrow frontages. His Second Panzer Group attacked
into Russia on 22 June 184! uwith four panzer, two motorized,
four infantry, and one cavalry divisions along a line of
departure of about 88 Kilometers.<48> Although the average
frontage for Second Panzer Group uwas 8 Kilometers per division,
this figure is misleading. All the terrain along the Bug River,
the line of departure, was not suitable for tankKs, uwhich
Guderian thought should conduct the main attacks in narrou
zones of attack., Nor does it address the dapth of his attack,
which Guderian provided for by giving XLV1 Panzer Corps,
consisting of 1@th Panzer Division and S8 Das Reich DOivision,
and the Gross-Deutschland Regiment, the mission to follou his
panzer group's left wing, which was to pass to the north of
Brest-Litovsk. As Guderian sauw it, “the essentials of
conducting panzer offansives ware suitable terrain, surprise
and mass deployment in the nacessary width and depth,.*<47?>
Unfortunataely, Guderian neaver really stipulates uhat the
necassary width and depth might be, but surely i{f prassed on
this point he would raply that the nidth and depth of a panzer
attacK depands largely on the tearrain and the enamy defensas in
the area undar consideration’ to say more wculd be to

damonstrate tactical ignorance. The general proposition uwhich
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emerges, however, is that relatively narrcw attack sectors are
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f{s essential to penetration of tactical zones of defense, But that
AT

R

e t; is only part of it, for Guderian's uords “"mass deployment”

- refer specifically to armored concentrations.,
Massing forces on narrouw frontages does no good unless the

right sorts of forces are massed, and Guderian clearly thought

o fa

:”fv i tankKs should be the uweapaons a corps or group commander should
‘L-‘," b k.
yﬁfj L seeK to concentrate. Two reasons drove his thinkKing on this

subject. First, because of their high degree of mobility,
armored units could be concentrated more rapidly than
foot-mobile infantry divisions.<48> Second, only tankKs, uith
their armor protection against small arms fire, could penetrate
tactical defenses rapidly uwithout suffering unacceptable losses
and then continue the attack into the ocperational dep*hs of an

opposing force. About the first reason, one could say that

motorized divisions could concentrate just as rapidly as panzer
divisions.‘This is true, but Gudaerian understood the
psychological shock effect that concentrated armored units have
at both the line of contact and against thinly held lines of
communication and rear areas. He thought it imperative to hit
tha enemy with spaeed, surprise, and shockK from the outset to
KnocK the aenemy off balance and then Keap him reacting to
avents.

In his booK The Blitzkrieg Era and thae Berman Beneral

Staff, Larry Addington describes Gudarian's crossing of tha

Meuse Rivar on 13 May and illustrates houw Guderian employed
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armored forces. Around Sedan the Meuse is 8@ vards wide and
unfordable; French defenses on the west side consisted of
pillboxes and entrenchments with a density of eight pillboxes
and eight machineguns every mile, or ocne every 208 vards of
front. Field artillery batteries uere behind these infantry
emplacements. To overcome thase defenses, Guderian directed
close support aircraft to attack French artillery units for
half a day, and then had German tanks roll directly to the
water's edge, firing point blank into the pillboxes., German
motorized infantry units--organic to the panzer
division--brought up pneumatic boats and began crossing the
river.<43> Under the combined suppressive fires of the tanks,
anti-tank and anti-aircraft weapons, the infantry qQuickly
establ ished a bridgehead, enabling engineers to bridge the
Meuse. Once this crucial step had been taken, the armored units
uere then in a position to cross the Meuse and continue the
attack without passing through other divisions. As will be seen
later, Guderian thought avoiding passage through other units
was Iimmensely inportant. The main point here is that Gudarian
concentrated his armor up front to achieve penetration and
ensure that it would be in a position to race into the
oparational depths of the defending anemy.,

One may uwell wonder what value there is in achieving
oparational depth anyuway. Considerable, if Guderian's
opaerations in Poland, Flanders, and Russia are to ba taken as

reprasentative of the potential benafits. In the Polish
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Campaign, for instance, Guderian recounts that by 4 September
1938 his XKIX Army Corps had pushed across the Polish Corridor
to the Vistula River and had totally destroyed tuo or three
Polish infantry divisions and one cavalry brigade, capturing
thousands of prisoners and hundreds of guns.<S58> The emergehce
of Guderian's XIX Army Corps from the Ardennes and its
subsequent race to the English Channhel during the Flanders
Campaign is uwell Known. The consequent loss of major Allied
forces north of the Aisne River proved devastating to Allied
attempts to defend France, and led to the strategic consaquence
of France's capitulation. The point about operational depth is
illustrated by the fact that the distance from Sedan to
Abbeville is 238 kKilometers, a distance Guderian covered in
seven davys.<39i>

Similarly, Guderian's panzer thrusts to operational depths
in Russia destroyed the fighting pouer of tremendous numbars of
Russian units. Tuo major encirclements of Russian forces in
which Guderian's Second Panzer Group participated amplify the
point about operational pavoff. Betueen 22 June, D-day for
Operation BARBAROSSA, and 29 June 1941--just 7 days--Cuderian’'s
Sacond Panzer Group, consisting of nine divisions and an
independant infantry regiment, attacked 440 Kilometers into the
Russ fan hinterland and reached the city of Bobruisk along the
Beresina River, thereby forming the southern pincer of thea
gigantic Minsk pockKat. In the Minsk pocket, closad by HMith from

the north and Gudarian from the south, 32 Russian riflae
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divisions and 8 tank divisions uere caught, totalling 290,000
Russian prisoners, 238@ tanks, and 1400 guns. By 168 July 1941
(U+23) Guderian's lead elements had entered Smolensk and
covered some 860 Kilometers.<52> In the Smolensk pocKet
Guderian's panzer group participated in the capture of 185,808
prisoners, 2638 tanks, and over 28880 guns.<353> These facts
support the understated claim that the payoff for reaching
operational depths quicKly can be significant, Howewver, it must
be remembered that operational success is measured by the
operational or strategic effects operations bring about. Unl iKe
the Polish and Flanders Campaigns in which Guderian's
operations played a decisive part in achieving the strategic
goals of the collapse of armed resistance and surrender of the
armed forces, in the Russian Campaign his ocperations failed o
achieve Hitler's envisioned strategic goals, houwaver successful
they may seem.

A final point about the offansive nature of Guderian's
oparational art uhich deservas mention is his employmant of an
operatieral reserve, The first point on uhich Gudarian insisted
was that it was NIT one of the functions of the raesarve to
reinforce failure’ rather, its funation was to exploit success
uherevar it may occur. Another important function of the
resarve, uhich is amply demonstrated by Guderian's conduct of
oparations, was to provide flank security for strung out,
attacking panzer colunmns, Both of thesae functions had sonw

impact on Guderian's decision about whather there should be a
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reserve in a particular situation, and if so, what its size and
composition should be,

Generally, Guderian did employ an operational reserve in
the course of his operations in Psland, Flanders, and Russia.
At corps level he usually employed a regiment-size unit such as
the Infantry Regiment Gross-Deutschland whereas at the panzer
group or army level he Kept a corps-size reserve whenever the
situation permitted. These, however, are only broad
generalizations to uhich there are clear exceptions. The
reasons for the exceptions may halp illuminate Guderian’'s
thinKing on the employment of operational reserves.

At the beginning of both the Polish and Flanders
Campaigns, Guderian did not employ a recognizable raserve in
his army corps, in each case for good reasons. In the Pelish
Campaign ha attacked into the Polish Corridor employing one
panzer and two motorized divisions abreast, uith his panzar
division making the main effort in the southern portion of the
corps sector. Here, Guderian did not employ a reserve for thraee
discernible reasons. First, he rainforced 3rd Panzer Division,
his main effort, with corps troops such as artillery. Sacond,
his corps southern boundary, the Zempolno River, provided some
protection for his southern flank. And third, 23rd Infantry
Bivision, the Army resaerve, had the mission to follow 3rd
Panzer Division, thereby providing a reserve for all intents

and purposes. In the lattar stages of the Polish Campaian when

his XIX Army Corps attacked from East Prussia toward




Brest-LitovsK., Guderian emploved the separate Lotzen Brigade,
which was attached to his coreps as a2 reserve element protecting
the left flank of his attacKing divisions. Similarly, in the
Flanders Campaign Guder ian attacked into Luxembourg uwith no ’
corps reserve. But again, there uwere good reasons for this, not
the least of uhich was the fact that the sixty-five Kilometers
of Allied front running through the socuthern Ardennes uas
defended by the inconsiderable force of only four French
cavalry divisions and soma odd Belgian units. So the enemy
Guderian expectad to encounter uwas not formidable in his
sector. ﬁdditionally, following behind Guderian's corps was XIV
Army Corps, providing depth and security for Guderian's panzer
divisions. He did, however, withdrauw Infantry Regiment
Gross-Deutschland from his southern flanK and move it into
corps reserve on the evening of the second day of operations in
France.

it is arguable that Guderian envisioned Gross-Deutschland
Infantry Regiment's role on the flank of XIX Army Corps as
beirg a reserve mission, for in his opaerations in Russia he
frequently emploved a one or tuo-division raserve uhich ot
follouwed the main attacKk echaloned to the rear for both depth
and flank protection of thae unit it followed. This uas
precisely tha function of KLVI Panzer Corps in the opening
phase of BARBARUSSA (See Map 1). That corps, consisting of one
panzer and ona motorized division as uwell as Infantry Regiment

Gross=-Dautschland, folloued Guderian's left-uwing corps,

- 46 -




op CPww o

IS

L%

LY, 3NAQ BT 49 SV
BINGAMY 39 I T e e

- 46a -

OO ORI U OO

L)
W

W

oy XU TR R TP WU R WD

(1h61 aunp gz2-22)
MDIVAHYD NVISSMM ou3 Jo IASVHd DNINIJO

i
P R D LR TS L W A

llllll

. - - . g - - g - ; - - =
- crn, D 0 i : FTH XSS 57 wa.. & n..vs” L T e \r;\ : o , \w«h«lf\m\n AT LA AT e ¢ > g o R L3t SRR
e ; b o ; T, xo T Y




echeloned just inside of the northern most elements of the left
wing. Note, first, that his Army Group Reserve uwas composed of
R one~-fourth of Guderian's mobile forces under a corps
headquarters. Second, its mission was to follow the corps
makKing the main attack, protect the Army Group's left flank,
and be prepared to pass through the attacKing corps if so
directed. As it developed, within tuo days Russian
counterattacks against Second Panzer Group's northern flank
from around BialystoK prompted Guderian to commit the 23th
M torized Division from Panzer Group Reserve to secure the left
flank.<S4> This fact suggests tuc points about Guderian's
amploymant of operational reserves in offensive operations.
First, at the army group level he appeared to commit reserves
in division-size elements. He practiced this throughout the
remainder of the campaign in Russia. Seldom did he commit a
complate corps. Sacond, he appears to have made an effort to
reconstitute a reserve as soon as possibla. In the case cited
abova, he did not do this bacausa he still had 1@8th Panzer
Oivision and Gross-Deutschland Infantry Regiment available as

an army resarve.

Additionally, Budarian's retention of a corps=-sized
reserve had an ancillary function uhich his ramarks in Panzer
Leader suggest. About oparations around Moscouw in Decambar 1841

ha says?

! decided to...assambla XKIV Panzer Corps in
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the Orel area as army reserve sc as to give the

units of that corps a short rest and to create

an operational, mobile force at my

disposal . <85>
1t is clear that Guderian sau the reconstitution of a reserve .
as a means for refitting and resting his units. His operations
throughout the Russian Campaign shouw that he continued to
ravitalize the fighting pouer of his units by rotating them
into a reserve status whan he deemed appropriate. Here perhaps
the analogy of rotating the point man is aptt Guderian
recognized the potential hazarards associated with Keeping
units in combat without respite.

Guderian's statament about a mobile reserve here uas
echoed later when he served as Chief of the Army General Staff.
About Rommel's plan for the defense of the Atlantic Wall he
sayst

It is...a matter of considerable regret that
Rommal failed to understand the need for
possaessing mobile reserves.<(S8>
Guderian's stancae oh the question of mobile reserves raises a
subject which has baan intensely debated since the Allied
landings on Normandy. This debate about whether a foruard
defensa was better than one which relied on mobile reserves is -
not here at issue, but Guderian's comment illustrates that he
thought it propar to conduct operational art--defensively or

offensivaly--employing an operational rasarva comprising from

one-fourth tuo one-third of tha mobile combat forzes availabla.

In defensiva oparations Gudarian thought operational rasarves




should be uzed to counterattack the flanKs of an attacKing
anemy .<5?>» QOffensively, his conception was that the reserve

gave the corps or army commander the depth and flexibility

necessary to protect vulnerable flanks and maintain the
momentum of offensive operations by committing the reserve

whenever and uherever it could exploit a weakness in the enemy

?ﬁ?ffl”; defenses.

By this time it should be clear that Guderian's conception
of aperational art, though not dewoid of defensive concepts,
was primarily offensive in character and can be summarizad by

four tenets:

Main attacks should be conducted on a narrou
S frontage to ensure penetration: "Klotzen, nicht
T KlecKern."

Heavy concentrations of armor forces supported
by other arms should sarve as thes spearhead of
main altacks.

Main attackKs should have as their objact the
qQuick attainment of operational depth to cut
enemy lines of communication and stop
amployment of enamy resarvaes.<%8>

A mixed reserve of tanks and motorized infantry
should follou the main effort to exploit
success and protect thae parent unit's most
vulnarabla flank.<{(%98>

TaKen togethar, thase four tanets describe the offensive
essence of Guderian's operational art. He apparantly bel ieved
each of thesa principles was a Kay elemant in saetting up the

conditions necaessary for operational decisivaness., But as ua
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will nou see, also Kay to operational decisiveness was the need

to gain and maintain the momentum of the attack,.

MOMENTUM

Physicists generally define momentum quantitatively as the
mass of an object multiplied by its velocity or speed. For the
prasent purposes, this definition is useful because it
illuminates the essential ingredients Guderian thought
naecessary for offensive operations to attain the depth and,
ultimately, decisiveness necessary to succeed., His study of
offensive operations conducted in World War I, especially the
Battle of Cambrai, led him and other thinkers to the cunclusion
that sufficient mobile reserves--exploitation forces--uare
never planned, and as a conseduence, operational decisivenass
was never obtained. In part the difficulty was technological
baecause there uere no tanks for much of the war and, moreover,
supporting arms such as artillery uarae not as mobile as the
tanks and so no genuine combined arms team was possible. The
advent of tha tank, the airplane, and thae self-propelled
houwitzer changed all that. Guderian recognized the significance
of the technological changes and maldaed the ideas of man 1iKae
Liddell Hart, Fullar, and de Gaulle into a uworkable doctrina.

One of the essential ingradients of that doctrine. as ua hava

alraeady sean, is the requiremant for offensive action by
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concentrations of armored forces., Here the physicist might say
that, in very crude terms, concentrations of panzer divisions
in narrow zones of attack constitute the mass variable of the
- momentum equation. Pressing the comparison, we should readily
see that Guderian thought all that remained to achieve the
desired momentum was to get masses of tanKs moving raeidly
touard their objectives. Not surprisingly. then., Guderian
thought the success of a panzer corps or panzer group attwck
depended grzaatly on the speed with uwhich it was carried cut. In
fact, he thought that a high tempo of operations, a tempo to
which the anemy was unable to react, was absoclutely crucial o

operational success.<68)> The purpose of this section on

momentum is to show how Guderian gained and maintained momentum
and, in consequence, lay out tha principles of momentum which
guided his planhing and conduct of operational art.

It is clear from both his writings and operations that
Guderian thought one sure method of gaining momentum in the
first place is by surprising the enemy. The requirement here is
not for complate surprise’ all that was needed, Guderian
thought, was an element of surprise sufficient to render the
defending enemy incapable of reacting in a manner capable of
disrupting the attacking commander's plan., Nor was it
sufficient merely to have tactical surprise, for the affecis
created would not have the decisivenass Guderian sought. lhat
was needed was some way of achieving operational surprise uhich

would render the enamy's reactions to an attack irralevant
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because of their lack of timeliness. Translated from the
theoretical into the practical, the question he faced was hou
%0 achieve surprise with massed armor formations with all their
tanks and other vehicles. To bring the groblem into clearer -
faocus , uwe need only to digest the fact that a panzer division
of 1338 had over 2688 tracKed and wheeled vehicles and could
easily occupy fifty miles of road space.<81> The problem, of
course, iz maghified if one wants to conduct & surprise attack
with a corps consisting of three such divisions. In spite of
the maghitude of the problem, Guderian found tuo methods of
achieving the surprise and, hence, the initial momentum he
needad to gxin decisive results: night movements and avoidance
of farward passage through infantry units.
In every campaign in wuhich Guderian pa;ticipated he made
axtansive use of night movemant to conceal his intentions from
the enemy and gain surprise. For the opening phases of the
Polish, Flanders, and Russian Campaigns, all attack .
preparations involving forward movement of his units uere
conducted at night. Guderian's XIX Army Corps, for instance,
was notified on 8! August 1339 that it uwould attack into Poland .
the next day at 0445 hours. His corps subsaquently moved into
planned attack positions during the evening of 3! August and
Jumped off on time | September.<62> Similarly, preparations for

the opening phase of Oparation BARBARONSSA required virtually

all movemant to be accompl ished under cover of darKness, with

H-hour saet for 94135 hours, 22 June 1841, Guderian thought that
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to aid in achieving surprise intense but short artillery
preparations of about one hour's duration uere aperopriate. In
fact, he ueighed the relative merits of dispensing with the
artillery preparation for the orening phase of BARBARDSSA,
thinKing that perhaps the surprise effect was more important
than the increase in German casualtiez without the preparation.
Ultimately, he decided to go uwith the owne-hour preparatichn
because he was convinced the Russians uere completely in the
darkK about German operational intentions.<(683> Subsequent
operations in the Russian Campaign indicated that movement
under cover of darkness was the rule rather than the exception
in Guderian's conduct of operations.

Guderian's crossing of the Dnheiper River on 18 July 1841
(D+18) {llustrates not only his use of darkness to mask his
intentions and achieve surprise but also his fervent desire to
avoid passing through less mobile infantry divisions, uwhich
would impede his efforts to gain momentum. By 7 July 13841
Guderian's Second Panzer Group had reached the formidable
Dneiper River line, a natural obstacle along uhich Russian
forces uwould be able to establish a coharent dafaense {f glvan
time to do so. Guderian's panzer thrusts had carried his units
over 458 Kilometers in nineteen days, complaetely outrunning the
slower moving infantry divisions from tha armies follouwing his
panzar group. Estimating that it would take 14 days for thosa
infantry divisions to close to the Dneiper Rivar and seize

bridgeheads for his panzer corps, Guderian decidad to move
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DNEIPER RIVER CROSSING
(July 1941)

SMOLENSK
(J

XOU wEl
CORPS (O]
Gb. [0
59,
T [<] N g
YINT. ,
CoRPsS {
3 /
o nmw
)

TIMOS MEN KO'S
COUNTER-MTTITMCK
BEGUN 13 JULY 4l

20 3o
AILES

Map 3

53a

WP R AP R TR ALY NN RN

A R AN S B S A

AR RAN K

RTINS



o ,-]‘_4‘.‘ £

€ n q_%
(BT 10

s

-~

e
»
# 4

T

P

o s

AT
3 .- .
e e
i
. DR %
. B
2 Y
“ i ™
e
3 A -,
LR
T
oy
R -
o
.'l.- I
S, i

. P i,

-

. o,
AR
ko h

-

under cover of darkKness into attack positions on the uwest bank
of the Dneiper in preparation for crossings on the morning of
18 July. The concentration of his 17th and 18th Panzer
Divisions south of Orsha and the 18th and 3rd Panzer Divisions
around Mogileyv (See Map 3> tooK place smoothly during the
nights of 8 and 9 July. Guderian's surprise crossing of the
Dneiper caught the Russians off guard, an advantage Guderian
exploited by ordering his lead units to continue attacking
during the night of 1@ July.<864>

As suggested earlier, this example also illustrates
Guderian's aversion to passing mechanized formations through
foot-mobile units. Ganeral von Kluge, Guderian's immediate
super ior, objected to Guderian's scheme for crossing the
Oneiper without the support of infantry divisions, claiming it
was too riskKy--a point to be addressed in a later zection on
risk, For the present discussion, Guderian's counter-argument
was that waiting for the infantry units to catch up to the
armor formations would destroy the momentum of the attack,
which Guderian deemed essential for success., Consistent uith
his earlier arguments about crossing the Meause and Alsne Rivers
in France the previous ysar, Guderian thought passing mobile
units through infantry units only impeded gaining and
maintaining momentum, In fact, about the crossing of the Aisna
he says:

I did not care for the idea of attacKing

through the infantry divisions, sinca their
numarous and large supply columns tandad <o
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block the roads....<8%5>

In both of those earlier operations he argued successfully that
the equipment and horse-draun vehicles of the infaniry
divisions not only served to complicate command and control but
also clogged the road nets, which uwere witally needed to move
tanks and armored reconnaissance vehicles along. As in those
earlier operations, Guderian's superior--yvoen Kluge in this
case--relented, and Guderian crossed the Oneiper without the
aid of the infaniry divisions, thereby retaining the high tempo
and momentum of operations he dasired. Tha pavoff later at
SmolenskK, of course, was phenomenal? 185,80@ prisoners and cver
2808 tanks captured.

Guderian's technique of night movement raises an issue
worth examiningi houw did he control such movement? His oun
words in “Armored Faorcaes" provide part of the ansuer.

Caraful determination o¥ the various approachas

in friendly territory, especially for night

movements, will add greatly to a smooth traffic

flow. BGuided by an ample number of road signs

and traffic guards, the tanks may reach the

concentration zones quietly and without the use

of lights,<66>
Here Guderian is suzgaesting the obuious first step touward
success-=study the map, sea tha terrain and its supporting road
nets., This is exactly uwuhat he did in his operations becausa
rapid concentration of armored formations and deep exploitation

into operational depths require supporting road netuorks, a

point Guderian clearly appreciated. Use of traffic signs and
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guides are other common sanse steps toc taKe for control during
night movement, but deserve amplification. Although not

establ ished regularly until the beginning ¢f the Russian
Campaign, German panzer divisions had an officer designated as
the Staff Officer for March Supervision (STOMA>. By the opening
of BARBAROSSA, each panzer division had a designated officer
working im the operations section whose position today uwe might
call the G-3/Traffic Regulation and Control Qfficer
(G-3/TRACO>. The TRACO urocte the Traffic Control Annex for an
operation order and, employing assets from the division
military police company and divisien motorcycle messanger
platoon, ensured traffic moved in accordance with that annex in
support of the overall concept of operation.<67> The creation
of this staff position attests to the importance placed ou
traffic regulation and, hence, secrecy of night movement for
purposes of concentration--all directad touward achieving
oparational surprise and momentum so vital to operational
succass.,

In addition to movement at night to achieve undetected
concentration of armorad forces and avoidance of passage
through other units to gain momentum, Guderian retainad
momantum by moving divisions along multiple parallel axes,
bypassing points of resistance, and aluays axhorting his
subordinate commanders to maintain 3 high tempo of
operations--speed, hae thought, was absolutuly essential,

Saldom did Guderian allou ona unit to follow immadiataely




behind another. Rather, he thought that movement along multiple
parallel axes was much preferable because it reduced the
probability that his corps or panzer group's attacKs uwould
stall out, and this for several reasons. First, with multiple
divisions or corps attacKing along parallel axes, muitual
support among those formations, especially flank security, uas
possible., This point is clearly illustrated by Guderian's
attack with XIX Army Corps in the Flanders Campaign. He crossed

Luxembourg and the Meuse River with three panzer divisions

abreast, with {st Panzer Division in the center dasignated as
the main effort. 8nd and 10@th Panzer Divisions uere in
positions to protect the st Panzer Division from flank
attacks.

A second reason for use of parallel axes was that should
one division get held up because of stiff enemy resistance, the
main point of attack=--or gschuerpunkt as it is sometimes
called--could be shifted to another division or coreps which ua§
anjoying success. This process of shifting the gchuarpunkt had
the additional benafit of confounding the enewmy because it
continually presented him with a neu threat, requiring the
enemy commander to react rather than deliberately executa his
own plan., Nouwhere was this effact more pronounced than in the
Flanders Campaign. The French high command's inability to react
to a changing situation in a timely enough fashion i{s uell
documented and naeds no further description hare. What is

important for prasaent purposes 1s to understand how Guderian
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retainaed the momentum of his attacK: advance on multiple axes
so flexibility in the point of main effort could be maintained.
By itsel$, howewver, the concept of multiple axes was not
sufficient.

Guderian alsc directed his commanders to bypass enemy
strongpoints and centers of resistance and let follouw-on
infantry units reduce such pocKets. As an example, in the
Russian Campaign Guderian was vioclently opposed to having his
panzer divisions or corps participate in pocKet reduction
operations. After closure of the Minsk-BialystoK pocKet on 27
June 1941, Guderian opposed delaying panzer elements ¥rom
executing subsequent operations wuhich entailaed crossing the
Beresina River and seizing the first operational objective of
the campaignh, the area of Smolensk-Elnya-Roslavl. About this
phase of the operation he sayst

My vieus concerning the next stage of the
operations uwere as fallouwst to daetach the
minimum amount of thea Panzer Group for the
daegstruction of the Russians in the Bilalystok
paocket, uwhile leaving the major part of this
operation for the follouwing infantry armies?t
thus our rapidly mobile, motorized forces would
be abla to push forward and seize the first
operational objective of the campaign....<868)>
Evidaently, Buderian's concern was that valuable and
irreplaceable combat pouer ncedad for achievement of
operational objectives would be dissipatad by using panzar and

panzer~-grenadier divisions to reduce enemy pocKets of

resistance. Moreover, and this i{s more fundamental, Gudarian
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thought such pausez in the tempo of aperat.ons would destroy
the momentum of the attack, allauw the enemy to establish
coherent defenses, and seriously jespardize the attainment of
Key operational objectives.

As this discussion illustrataes, Guderian's conception of

operational art demanded a high :empd or speed of operations.
In the Flanders Campaign his army corps covered 58 miles in the
first two days of the campaign’; on 28 May alene, in excallent
tank country, his lead elements covered S6 miles.<88> In the
seven days betueen {3 May and 28 May his panzer units covered
148 miles, an average distance of 2! miles per day. Similarly,
in the Russian Campaign his panzer units coverad 27?3 miles in
the first 7 days, and by 16 July 1841 (D+25> his forces had

penetrated 413 miles into the Russian frontier. Here the

average distances achieved uere 35S milas for the first seven
days, the maximum distance in any one day having been 72
miles .<78> Writing about Guderian's operations in The War

Lords ., John Strauson says?i

The essehce of Blitzkrieg was...surprise, speed
and concentration. The three things were of
course self-sustaining. They fed upon aach
other. Surprise facilitated speed? speed
fostared surprises concantration enhanced
both.<?1>

This 15 an apt charactarization both of Guderian's operations
and of tha dvnamics among surprise, speed, and mass. As

suggastad at the baginring of this section on momentum, mass
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multiplied by speed gives a momentum vector. In order to
achieve the initial momentum, Guderian thought surprise
indispensable, and his operational methods illustrate that he
went to great pains to achieve operational surprise uwhenever he
could. A surprise armor attac<--surprising in its location,
force composition, changing #iraction, and speed--enabled his
panzer units to punch through weak defensive araas into the
rear of tactical defenses. TaKen by themselves, houwever, such
procedures uwould not, Guderian thought, be sufficient. He
thought maintenance of momentum was essential if seizure of
operational objectives and, hence, operational decisiveness
were to be achieved. Therefore, he sought to move panzer
divisions and corps along parallel axes touward operational
objectives. Parallel movemant would allou attacking units to
support one another, bypass strongpoints whan necessary, and
conduct converging attacks whan necessary to seize operational
objactives. But in ordaer to maintain a high tempo of
opaerations, congested areas and enemy centers of resistance had
to be bypassed. And mobile forces could not be tied up raducing
pocKets of resistance’; otheruise, speed and momantum and,
eventyally, the initiative uwould be lost.

To summar ize briefly, the follouwing five teanats guided
Guderian in his afforts to gain and maintain tha momentum in
his conduct of oparational artt

Surprise attacks by heavy concaentrations of

armored forces are essential for oparational
success.

- 60 -




Avoid passing through other friendly formations
because such passages reduce momentum.

Attack on multiple parallel axes.

Bypass enemy strongpoints with mobiie forces:?
uze less mobile forces to reduce areas of
resistance.,

Keep moving at the greatest possible

speed--reinforce success.

It is arguable that o¢f these fiuve tenets Guderian probably

regarded surprise and speed as the tuo essential elements. And
since he saw that speaed of operations begets surprise and
further amplifies its effects throughout the enemy command and
control structure, it is also probably true that he thought
spead was the absolutely Key principle for success in mobile
operations. 1t is no wonder, then, that his troops

affectionately callaed him "Hurrying Heinz.*
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COMMAND and CONTROL

Guderian's exercise of command and control over panzer
divisions and panzer corps reveals his tenets for controlling
highly mobile combat forces and alsoc gives a glimpse of his
leadership style, personality, and character., This is so
because a command and control philosophy is intimately tied to
the commander 's leadership style and philosophy. Guderian's
command and control procedures offer evidence that he thought
there uere three tenets for an adequate concept of command and
control for the sort of mobile forces he commanded: (1) lead
from the front: (2> have a small, highly mobile command post}
¢3) aemploy wireless-radio communications to the greatest
possibla extent.

In hisz booK German Generals of World War Il, Major-Genaral

£. W. von Mallenthin tells a story about Heinz Cuderian which
aptly reflects the importance Guderian accorded his first
principle of command and control!l lead from the front. von

Mallenthin's story s worth recounting in full.

Buring the Campaigh in France, Colonel Dingler
was datached by the Army High Command to

Guder {ian’'s Panzer Corps as a liaison officer.
In searching for the general's command post,
Dingler ran into artillery fire and got the
imprassion that the German attackK in that
sector was not going according to plan., Inh a
ditch at the roadside he spotted a divisional
commandar taking covaer with one of his stasf
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officers. He joined them and askKed where he
could find General Guderian. With a laugh they
told him, *1f you uwant tc speak tc this general,
grab a rifle and inch vour way up to the crest
in front of us. He's up there among the men,
taking potshots at the French."<{7%&8>

Rlthough this story ocverstates the case and raises the question
whether a corps commander should be spending his valuable time
"taking potshots™ at the enemy, its fundamental point is cleart
Guderian thought all commanders should be well foruward so they
could exercize command and control through personal presence.
Buderian's comments on the command and control of armored
forces, which he recorded in 1336-37 in “Armored Forces,”
reflects that his sentiments uwere not after-the-fact
reflections on the control of such units. He stated: *“All
cemmanders must post themselves far in front, where they may
cohstantly supefuise the advance of their units and bring their
personal influence to baar.*<?3> Guderian put teeth into this
tenat as well by spending much time doun at reglments,
battalions, and companies trying t¢ assess tha capabilities of
his soldiers and the dynhamics of the changing combat
situation,.<?4)> The German phrase for it is “finger

spizanaefuehl ,® and it means a feal through tha fingartips.

Like most of th- Garman officer corps, Guderian bel iaved that
the only uway a leader can have a true feel for the ebb and flou
of a battle i{s to be uhere the action is=--foruward. Moraovar, he

also thought that in fast-moving operations, the only place




from wuhich the commander can effaectively influence the action
by making timely decisions i{s foruward at the critical spots on
the battlefield. In virtually every operation in Pcland,
Flanders, and Russia Guderian located himself well-forward with
the combat units where he thought his most threatened
formations were. For example, in the opening phase of his KIX
Army Corps' attacK into Poland, he accompanied the 3rd Panzer
Brigade of the 3rd Panzer Division, the corps main effort, in
an armored command vehicle. In relating this story, Guderian
proudly points out that he was the first corps commander ever
to accompany tanks into battle in that fashion.<?3> Although he
thought that many times in combat the mere presence of the
commander might be sufficient to maintain the high tempo of
operations he believed necessary for success, Guderian also
understood that commanders, even very senior commanders, had
the responsibility to take charge immediately should inevitable
friction begin to slou the pace of operations and jeopardize
success. Anhother example involving the 3rd Panzer Division in
the Polish Campaign illustrates Guderian's consistent adherenca
to his principle of leading foruward. At one point aarly in the
Polish Campaign the 3rd Panzer Oivision's attack stalled out
along the Brahe River in the Polish Corridor whaen its commander
was called back to Army Group Headquarters. Guderian heard
about the stalled attack from a young lieutenant uwho boldly

told Guderian the sad situation at the rivarline. He
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irmmediately went foruward, picKing his way among idle German and
burned out Polish vehicles, took charge of a confused
situation, ordered reconnaissance units across the river, and
establ ished a bridgehead into uwhich he began moving tanks as
rapidly as he could.<?8> This example is no isolated incident;
Guderian had an uncanny ability to be at the right place--the
critical place--at the right time: he evinced finger

spizengefuehl at avery turn. But he never could have done so if

he had stayed in and around his corps or panzer group
headquarters.

Sevaeral factors allouwed Guderian to put his princieple of
"lead foruard" into operation. First, he practiced uwhat he
preached. By going foruard he set the example; he wvirtually
forced hls subordinate corps, division, and regimental
commandars to go foruward also. One of his methods of operation
was to meet corps and divisional commanders at their foruard
command posts. There is no avidence that he ever insisted on
formal briafings, preferring instead to discuss the current
situation and future operations over a simple cperations map.
Second, there i{s ample evidence that Guderlan believed that a
corollary to his threa-tenat command and control philosophy uas
*Kaep it simple." On this sceore, Guderian recounts the story of
his encounter with General von Hindenburg at the close of the
1933 maneuvers. Hindenburg remarked that *"'(iln uwar only what
is simple can succaad, 1 visited the siaff of the Cavalry

Corps. What ! sau there uwas not simple.'" Guderian's raflaction
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¢n Hindenburg's remarks uwasi "He was quite right.¥<7?> The
connection betueen simplicity and success in fast-moving
cperations should be cleart a simple plan which clearly
convayed the commander's intant or overall purpose and which
leaves the execution largely up 1o suberdinate commanders will
have a greater probability of success than an elaborate plan of
any sort, which would surely become irrelevant once the
friction of war intervened.

After the war Guderian lamented that Hitler's control over
the Army High Command in the later stages of the war led to a
change in the standard “'procedure of assigning missions' by
which the subordinate commander receilved a mission with its
manner of execution left to his oun initiative."<?8> This
proeedure gave uway to rigid orders that uwers fraquently
outdated by evants. A third point is that he also Kneu he could
not commanhd such fast, fluid operations by relying on
information coming up from regiment to divisien to cores.
Bacause the fronts on which he advanced uwere relatively narrou,
he was able to focus his attention on the critical aspect of
the operation--the schuerpunkt--and get critical information
first hand.<79>

A final factor must have bean tha degree of trust and
confidence he was able to hold in his staff, espacially his

chiafs of staff. Throughout his book Panzar Laadar, Guderian

makKes {t clear that he spent little time at his main command

post, where his chiaf of staff and the bulk of his gstafé
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officers workKed. Buring the critical battles around Smolensk,
for instance, during which Guderian’'s and Hoth's panzer groups
encircled more than ten Russian divisionz and 2008 tanks,
Buderian was absent from his panzer group headquarters for
tuenty-tuo hours.<88> Hence, he relied heavily on the
competence of his chief of staff to run operations while he was
foruard, An interesting fact that supports this view is that
Guderian made every effort to take his corps and group staffs
with him as he moved from one command to a new command. When he
gave up command of the KIX Army Corps at the conclusion of the
Polish Campaign, Guderian tooK his staff with him for the
attack into France. Then, when he tooK command of Panzergruppe
Guderian for the second phase of the campaign in France, he
took his staff from XI¥ Army Corps with him.<81> In essance,
they became his nheuw panzer group staff, so the mechanizm for
zmocth operations uwas built into Guderian's oun established
staff procedures and the thinkKing of his staff officers. This
is an important point because as Kennath MacKsey arguest

Neither the uwidar frontage {of a groupl nor the

increased enamy resistance made any difference

to Guderian's conduct of operations. He handled

a Group as he handled a Corps--by personal

leadarghip at thae front by uwireless--and

overcama the paucity of the roads by uworKing

his staséf and drivaers that much harder in his

efforts to Keep In touch uwith the tanks at the

spaarhead of the action.<82?

The saliant feature of this comment is that it reflects that

Buder iah commanded and controlled a group of tuwo to four corps
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in the same manner he controlled a corps of three divisionsi he
led from the front. For Guderian, size of the corganization
mattered very little. But in order to apply this first tenet of
his command and contro! philescphy, Guderian had to adhere to
two other tenets: employ a small, highly mobile forward command
post and maKe extensive use of wireless communications and an
airplane.

Consistant in his application of the principle of equal
mobil ity among combined arms units, Guderian deemed it
essential that he operate out of a small, mobile foruard
command post. In "Armered .Forces® he states that "maneuver
being rapid and {t being neacassary for the commander of a tank
unit to be at the head of his command," only armored signal
vehicles that possess high mobility can be used.<83>
Furthermore, the requirement for high mobility virtually
dictated that his forward command past be small and austere’
ctheruwise, his command post could never displace rapidly and be
responsive to his need to remain with the schuerpunkt., Guderian
describes his ouh command staff at the baginning of the Russian
Campaign as a command staff consisting of two armored wireless
trucks, a "number of cross country vehicles,' and some
motorcyclists.<84) Complementing this command post arrangement
and his cormmand and control philosophy was Guderian's use of &
light liaisen plane, a Fisseler 8torch (FI 186>, He frequently
used this dedicated plana to transport himsalf quickly to one

of his corps so he could be on hand to influance the action.
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Having enhanced mobility through the use of a plane proved
particularly besneficial in the Russian Campaign because of the
vast distances his ground units coverad at a rapid pace.
Frequently, he would leave his foruard command post by plane
and hava it move by the most expeditious land route toc nmeet him
at a predetermined location, where he uwould chce z2gain move by
armored command vehicle.

The final critical element which alloued Guderian to
operate forward as he did with a small, ¥lexible command post
was his reliance on radio communications. His training and
experiences as a commander anu staff officer in signal units
during World War I convinced BGuderian that wiraless
communications uwould be an essential part of an operaticnal
doctrine uhich envisioned the em;lovment of armored vehicles on
a fluid, fast-moving battlefield. Otheruise, there uwould be no
wavy a corps or group commandar, whose personal presenca uas
required at the foruard edge., could euer maintain control over
somy 300,009 men in four corps and as many as thirtean
divisions. There nad to be a secure, wirelass means or
communication. Hancae, Guderian ansured that his panzaer
divisions, including most of his tanks and all his subordinate
commander ‘s ¢ ymmand posts, were iinkKed by uireless
communications. In the two armoraed cars uhich comprised his
mobile command post he had redundant secure uirelass
communications, enabling him to commnicate rapidly with his

.hiaf of staff and major subordinate commanders. For his attack
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into France in 1948 almost all of the tankKs in his three panzer
divisions had radiocs uwhich enabled them to receive short *frag
orders" in response to rapidly changing circumstances. By
contrast, only about one-fifth of the French tanks uere
similarly cutfittad.<85> Moreover, in Guderian's Jjudgment
command facilities on German tanKs uere first class, aluways
better than the enemy 's.<{86>

There are, it seems, good reasons to hold that Guderian
thought three tenets of command and control uere of paramcunt

importance in the conduct of operaticnal art.

First, all commanders--including operational
leval commanders--MUST lead from locations that
are uell foruward.

Second, a small, highly mobile command post,
supplemented at times by an airmobile
capability, is required to maintain control in
fast-moving warfare.

Third, sacure wirelaess communications linKing
the Key headquartars and armoraed formations are
essential to daliver timely orders in a rapidl.
changing situation.
I4 should also be clear that othaer factors plaved an important
role in binding this command and control philosophy togather.
Certainly a commonly understood--at least among arnwred and
motorized officers-~doctrine for the emplayment of armoraed
forces plaved an important part. A rigorous pre-war training

program and a General Staff which shared a viauw on hou to fight

woere also instrumantal in allowing Guderian and other




commanders to command and coentrol in the manner he did. Today
it might be said that leaving the main command post and the
formulation and execution of plans to staff officers engenders
an element of risk as well as trust. Guderian probably would
have agreed with this but gone onh to point ocut that uwar itself

is a risky business anvuay. How he dealt with rizk is the final

subject of this chapter.




RIBK

By now it should be apparent that Heinz Guderian was no
ardinary field commander by any standards, even Lord Wavell 's!
There is ewvidence of what some would call rashness, others
foolhardiness, on Guderian's part. Absenting himself from his
main command post for twenty-tuwo hours while critical battles
raged during the closing of the Smolensk pocket, for exanple,
leaves Guderian open to charges of taking unreasonable
cperational risk. Crossing the Meuse, Risne, and Oneiper Rivars
without the support of infantry divisions might be thought
foolicsh on Guderian's part. A much more serious charge might be
lavied against Guderian as reflected in General von BocK's
words to General Halder, Chief of the General Staff, concerning
the Flanders Campaignt
You will be creeping along tan miles from tha
flank of the Maginot Line as vou break through,
and hoping that the French uwill watch inartly.
You are cramming the mass of tanks together
into the narrouw roads of the Ardennas as if
there ware no such thing as air pouer. And then
you hope to laad an operation as far as the
coast with an open southern flank 2008 miles
long, wheraea stands tha mass of the French
Rrmy .<87>

This statement by von BocK reprasents a sarious criticism of

Guderian's operational art bacause (¢t suggests ha uwas takKing

extraordinary gamblaes in operating tha uay he did.




Nevertheless, the historical evidence shous that Guderian uas
no gambler:; rather, he was an able practicner of the
operational art who saw, weighed, and--uhen appropriate--took
calculated risks and adopted measures to minimize those risks.
General wvon Bock's criticism of the Flanders operational
concept iz a useful place to begin an analyzis because it
pointse to tuoc critical areas of Guderian's operations uwhich
entailed the acceptance of riskt concentrating armored
formations in the presence of enemy air pouwer and attacKing
with long exposaed flanks.

ficcording to Shelford Biduell and DominickK Graham in their

booK Fire-Pouer, the fighting echelons of a panzer division

could occupy fifty miles of road space Jjust in administrative
march column,.<88> Considering the fact that panzer divisions
had over 2608 uheelaed and tracked vehicles, their assertion is
probably true, and uhether in administrative or tactical march
order, armored and motorized columns moving along the narrou
roads of a place like the Ardennas are lucrative targets for an
enemy with air pouer., GBuderian surely racognized this but
thought several factors uwould oparate to reduce the risk,.
First, there uwere good reasons to ba!iﬁue‘naither the French
nor the British axpactad an attack {n strength through the
Ardannas . Moreovar, because o@}the ganerally poor
trafficabil {ty for vehicles in the Ardannes, thare was no
reason for the Allies to think an attackK by tanks would avar

coma throuph there. Thase tuwo factors of surerise




alone--}ocation of attack and force composition--were reasons
for Guderian to consider massing armored columhs for an attack
through the Ardennes. Furthermorae, he believed highly mobile
armored forces were inherently capable of achieving a third
element of surprise--timing of the attack--because of the rate
at which they could be concentrated. In the course of cne night
several panzer and motorized divisions could be moved from
dispersed assembly areas far behind the line of departure to
concealed attacK positions for an unexpected early morning
attackK. Here, then, were three ways in the Flanders Campaign
Guder ian thought his armored forces could gain the surprise he
thought 2ssential for orerational succezs. He also Kneuw that
night movement into selsctad attack positions the evening
before would serve to reduce any risK of an enemy air attack.
He further reasonaed that since the Luftuaffe's first priority
in the campaign uas the seizure of air superiority, evan if
Just locally, his panzer columns would have little to fear from
French or British air pouar as thaey movad through the
restrictive Ardennes terrain. Finally, air raeaconnaissance
shouwed that the Ardennes region was only lightly defended by
four French cavalry divisions and some Belgian units strung out
on a sixty-five Kilomater front.<(88> Hence, tha most diract
approach toward the British-French center of gravity in the
Flanders Campaign was through the Ardennes, uwhera some 43
German divisions, including seven panzer and three motorizad

divisions, uere to attacK.<90> Guderian Kreu all this. and




because he believed the eiement of surprise and concentration
at night would give his units an advantage, he thought the
calculated risK entailed by concentrating armored forces in the
presence of air pouer uas reasonable. He also thought the size
of the opposing enemy force and the overwuhelming size of
Germany 's own forces uweighed heavily in favor of accepting the

risk, especially considering the gigantic pavof$ should the

operation succeed. In order to succeed. houwewver, those 43
divisions had to get through the Ardennesz botileneckK quickly,
so speed 4as essentixl.

It was on this question of spaed that Guderian's and von
Bock's analyses diverged. Notice that in his visien of an
attack through the Ardennss von BocK described the attack as
“creeping alomng." Clearly, Guderian had no chh thing in mind.
In fact, we have already zean that his uhole conception of
opaerational art was built on the premise of great spead of
operations. And all that was required was a speed of operations
faster than that with which the enemy could deal. So Gudarian
envisionad a e¢ritical pericd of movement throuah the Ardennes
during which he would ba vulnaerablas but he alse sauw that his
Vulneravility would be reducad by tha Luftuaffe's seizure of
locsl air superiority and the spasd with which his panzer
formations nmovaed through the Ardannes. As it turned out, of
course, Guderian was right on &li counts,

Genarai von Bock's gsecond objaction, that of lonyg expoesad

flanks, is nore difficult to defend againat. Biduell and Graham
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aptly describe the risk of exposed flanKs by pointing ocut that
the German panzer units reached out 1likKe a tentacle %“no more
than 320 milez wide and 208 miles long open to attack from
either flank...."<81> Such a tentacle, of course, uas
yulnerable to counterattack or air strafing. And, in fact,
arcund Arr:_. on 21 May 1948 a British tank counterattack
against the S5 Division Totenkopf in a corps adjacent to
Guderian's sent shivers up the German chain of command.<S2Z>
Long exposed flanKs of the sort Guderian had in not only the
Flanders Campaignh but the Polish and Russian Campaigns as uell
uere certainly causes for alarm about the risK such methods
entailed. Even so, Gudarian had his uways of daaling with risk
to flanks. ,

One way he dealt with the risK of counterattacks to
exposed flanks has already been suggested--security through
speed. Guderian thought maintenance of momentum through spaed
of operations would praevent the aenemy from putting together any
coherent counterattack plan for tuo reasons, First, because his
attacks uwers along parallel axes Guderian could continually
shift the gchuerpunkt of his attack to a neuw location, tharaby
confounding any enemy counterattack plans against onae of his
attacking columns. Second, any orders given by enemy commandaers
uere rendered irralevant by the time executing units received
them because of the fast pace of operations’ the situation had
simply changed--raquiring neuy orders--by tha tima the unit

began to carry out its latest orders. But Guderian had other

-2




ways of dealing with the threat of flank attacks. During the
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campaign in France, for instance, he refused to allow i@0th

Panzer Division, on the corpsz scuthern flank, to be diverted

75

from its mission on the unconfirmed report that French cavalry
were moving toward its flankK., Instead of stopping 18th Panzer
to deal uith this threat to the corps' flank, Guderian moved
the division a little north and had it follou a parallel route
touward its objective with all due speed.<33> As it turned ocut,
the report was false, but Guderian's reaction here reflects his
usual approach! Keep mcving toward the cperational objective!

Guderian also reduced the risk to his flanks through his
emplqyment of air pouwer. He aluays made widespread use of his
air reconnaissance assets to watch exposed flankKs. He found
this technique especially useful during BARBAROSSA uhen he far
outdistanced the follou-on infantry armies. In addition to his
alr reconnaissance units, Guderian used his close air support
aircraft to protect his exposed flanks. Tuo cases in'particular
come to mind. First, as already noted in an earlier saction on
combined arms warfare, as Guderian crossed the Meuse River
during operations in France, Luftuaffae units attacked French
transport and rail centers as far as Reims, France, a distanca
of 85 kilometers, Thesa air attacks in depth continued aevan
after Guderian turned XIX Army Corps uest toward Abbeville and
the coast. In fact, the Luftuaffe poundad French units along
the Aisne River as Guderian made his sueep to the coast,

thereby protecting his scuthern flank from Franch




counterattacks. Similarly, in Operation BARBARGCSSA Guderian
used his air assets, both reconnaissance and combat, to protect
his panzer group's right flank against a potential Russian
counterattack during his encirclement of Russian forces in the
BryansK area.<894> In addition to air assets, Guderian used
organic units as well to provide flank prbtection.

With few exceptions, Guderian echeloned his operatiocnal
reserves in depth =so they could provide his attacking panzer
corps with flank protection. As suggested earlier, his use of
the Gross-Deutschland Infantry Regiment on the left flani ~¥f
RXIX Army Corps for the attack into France indicates that he sau
the threat to his left flanKk and attached the Gross-Beutschland
Regiment to @th Panzer Oivision to protect that flank. In the
Russian Campaign, it is clear he tooK measures to raeduce risk
to vulnerable flanks. First, his use of the (st Cavalry
Jivision on the 2nd Panzer Group's right flank is unmistakabla
avidence of an attempt to reduce risk. Ha saw the Pripet
Marshes oh his group's right flankK as providing some
protection, and he assigned the 1st Cavalry Division to XXIV
Panzer Corps, the right wing, because he Knew this division uas
best suited to screen his right flank. bWhilae on the right flank
of his group he had marshy tarrain and a cavalry division in
his favor,for his main attack on tha left flank ha had no such
good fortune. Consequaently, he assignad XLVI Panzaer Corps,
Group Reserve, tha mission to follouw the laett wing, echalonad

to the rear to provide depth and flank protection for the main
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attack.<95> Moreowver, in all these operations Guderian uas
Keenly aware that there were other uriits--albeit less
mobile--follouwing his panzers, which would provide %urther
depth and flank protection for his owun exposed units.

A final technique Guderian employed to protect his flanKks
cenitered on his astute use of terrain. Frequently, he anchored
one of his boundaries along & riverline or other obstacle,
natural or manmade. In Poland he protacted his corps' main
attackK and the coreps' southern flank by anchoring it aleng the
Zempolno River. In France the Ardennes Canal, Aisne, and Somme
Rivers afforded some protection for Guderian's southarn flank.
His northern flanK uWwas nhot as vulnaerable because enemy units to
his north had Reinhardt's panzer corps to worry about.<36>
Guderian began the Russian Campaign with the Pripet Marshes
protecting his right flank, and he used riverlines uwhenever he
could to protect his flanks, though a glance at a map of Russia
suggaests that the orientation of rivariines did not especially
favor this technique., Guderian's ansuer to risk on his flanks
was four-=folds (1) speed of operations; (2) use of air pouer
for reconnaissance and interdiction’ (3) depth and echelonment
of operational raserves’ and (4) use of terrain such as
riverl ines for protection.

Twuo other points about risk acceptance dasarve mention. @n
operational technique of Guderian's uwhich entailaed soma risk
was his habit of outdistancing ‘allou-on infantry armies. This

practice praevailed in all three of his major campaigns but uas
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especially cormmon in the Russian Campaign. The thought here is
that by greatly separating himsel+f from the slouwer infantry
armies, Guderian put his units out of supporting distance of
other units, subjecting his units to the possibility of being
cut off, surrounded and destroyed. Moreover, the special
capabilities of infantry units could not be brought to bear in
support of the attacking panzer columns. Here, Guderian's
crossing of the Dneiper River in Russia comes to mind. His lead
ranzer divisions reached the Dneiper on 7 July 1841, but
infantry divisions from the army following his panzer group
uere not to reach the river for fourteen more days. General wvon
Kluge wanted Guderian to delay crossing the Dneiper until those
infantry divisions closed and could establish bridgeheads for a
secure--iess risKy--crossing of the river. Guderian uwould have
nona of that and arsued successfully that it was more important
to attacK across the river uwhile Russian defenses uwere waak. In

Panzer Leader he says he uweigshed carefully the riakKs associataed

with this move but was convinced the risKk was Justified,
aspecially since panzer divisions had their own motorized
infantry and enginears which were aminently capable of
establishing and securing bridgeheads.<97> The inharent
combined arms organization of the panzer and panzer-grenadier
divisions helped reduce the risk of separation betuean
supporting arms. The other factor, of course, uwas Guderian's
standby solution--speed, speed, spaed! This technique uas

acceptable until the Russians began to use anti-tank mines and
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anti~-tankK guns in concert and in great numbers as they did in
the Battle of Kursk in July 1843, There, it will be recalled.,
one reascn the German IX Army's attack into the Kursk salient
failed was that tanks and infantry became separated, resulting
in the iszolation and destruction of the tanks.<88> But that uas
in 1843, long after Guderian had finished commanding field
units. Hence, he never faced the Ruszsians uhen they had
perfected a means of separating tanks from supporting
infantry,.<98>

No discussion of operational art would be complete without
some mention, even if in passing, of lagistical considerations,
for historically such considerations have placed constraints on
the conduct of operations which the coramander exceeds only at
some riskK. Although there is no reason to believe Guderian's
cperational art uas an exception in this respect, he appears
net to have been unduly concarned about the logistical risKs
his rapid tanK thrusts entailed. As Kenneth MacKsey has
observed, Guderian "was not in the habit of visiting the lines
of communication,"” uhich of course is entirely consistent uith
his view that commanders belong forward.<1@8@> Three reasons can
be adduced uhich may halp explain Guderian's approach to tha
potential problem of outrunning his logistical support.

First, panzer and motorized divisions may have carried
fuel sufficient to allcw tnem to achieve their operational

objectivas before an oparational pause €or resupply uwas
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necessary. For the Polish Campaign panzer Qnd motorized
divisions dreu fuel sufficient for 450 miles (725 Kms) and
carried one basic load of ammunition. One additional load of
ammunition was Kept at forward railuay depots while tuo more
uere Kept ready to go on railuay sidings.<1l01> These facts
suggest that inherent basic loads and rapid exploitation of
captured railroads allouwed Guderian to achieve operational
objectives without a pausze in operat’ons. In both the Polish
and Flanders Campaigns, Guderian's initial operational
objectives--each within 250 miles--uere uwell within his units'
aperating ranges. The uwide expanse of Russia preszented a
different challenge, but even so, Guderian's first cperational
objective, the area around SmolensK, was about 423 miles from
hiz line of departure, making it a clese call to say the least.

A second reason which may aid in explaining Guderian's
attitude toward logistical risk lies in his uncanny ability <o
read terrain. In all three of his campaigns, Guderian attempted
to seize Key roads, communication centers, railrcads, and
airfields to ensure his units could be ,esupplied by rail,
road, or air. Reflacting his thinkKing on this subject during
the critical battles for Moscow in December 1841 he remarked,
“Qur most urgent task now was the capture of Tula. Until wue
were in pnssession of this communications centrelsicl and its
airfield we had no hope of continuing to advance...."<182> Evean
if this szingle axample of Guderian's concern for logistical

risk is pathetically inadequate, it does shouw he made soma
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plans to ameliorate what he recognized as a potential threat.

A final explanation of his handling of logistical risk
lies in Guderian's conception of operational art itself. He
seemed to believe that logistical risk would be minimized by
the very speedy nature of his operations. That is, quick tank
thrusts in*to operational depths before logistics became a
significant factor would minimize the risk., Of course, such a
view presupposes enemy collapse or capitulation before
logistical factors have their inevitable impact. Further,
Guder ian had the luxury in his operations of Khouwing there uere
infantry armies follouing his mobile units, mopping up any
residual enemy resistance which might threaten his lines of
communication., In both the Polish and Flanders Campaighs, uwhich
uere relatively short campaigns in space and time compared to
the Russian Campaign, Guderian's assumptions held true and the
payoff uwas tramendous. The great expanse of Russia, houever,
swallowed BGuderian, his panzer group, and the infantry armies
follouwing them. In spite of the outcome of the Russian
Campaign, GBuderian's approach to logistical risKk is defensible
if one accepts his argument that had Hitler not Jiverted his
panzer army from its original cobjective of Moscouw, it would
have had the time and combat pouer sufficient to cause a
decisive Russian collapse, This is not the place to pursue
Buderian's argumaent, but it does help illuminate his thinking
on the subjact of logistical risk-~be boldl

In assassing Guderian's operational mathods, thrae tenets
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of risKk come to the fore, though others probably suggest

themselves as well,

First, to achieve tactical penetration and
operational depth, accept rizk uhile
concentrated and to expozed flanks while

mov ing; use air pouer, night movement, reserves
anhd terrain to reduce this risk.

Second, rapid achiaevement of operational depth
requires one to accept the risk of uwide
separation betusen main attack and fellow and
support forces? reduce this risk through speed
of operations, momentum, and employment of
srganic combined arms organizations.

Finally, reduce logistical risk through rapid
ceizure of transportation centers to ensure
resupply by rail, road, or air.

Thesa three tenets return to the question posed at the
beginning of this section on riski Was Guderian foolhardy or
bold in his acceptance of risk? Here, Carl von Clausewitz's
words oh boldness in On War may shed some 1ight on the

queastiont

Even foolhardinass~--that is, boldness without
any object-=-is not to be despised....Given the
same amount of intelligence, timidity will do a
thousand times more damage in war than
audacity....Boldness governed by superior
intallect is the marK of & hero....Boldness can
lend wings to intellect and insight) tha
stronger the uwihgs then, the greater the
heights, the uider the view, and the better the
results? though a greater prize, of course,
involues greater risks.<103>
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Rafloacting on Clauseuwitz's remarks, tha reader may Jjudge for
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N himself the ansuer to the question posed. But since he is not
&
BAS. : here to defend himself, ue must leave Guderian with the last
) N

" word: "{0Om Warl had a large share

in staping the spirit of

generations of general ctaff officers...."<104>




CONCLUSION

Undoubtedly there is much more that could be said about
General Heinz Guderian's operational art than has been said
here already, though by now the reader may bz praying that
nothing of the Kind is in store. Indeed, it is not: but it
would be useful to summarize the broad conclusions touard which
aach of the five sections above--combined arms
operations ,ocffensive action, momentum, command and control, and
risk=--points. Without enumerating again the eighteen tenets
which define Guderian's concept of oparational art, it is
accurate to say his concept of operational art uwas offansive
operations uhocse object was to envelop and destroy enamy
forces. These offensive operations uwere characterized by great
momentum born of spead of operations and concentrations of
armor , operational dapth, and combined arms operations
amploying tanks at the schuerpunkt, which were controlled from
the vicinity of the foruard committed units, and which entailed
an acceptance of risk to flanks and lines of communication to
achiave operational decisiveness.

It iz probably not at all amazing that a review of the
tenets arrived at bear a remarkable similarity to the

Principles of War., In fact, we should be surprised if ihesy uers
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not similar? otherwise, an inconsistency deserving of
explanation would confront us, In some measure, all the
Principles of lWar are reflected in Guderian's operations. He
employed mass, sureprise, unity of command, economy of force,
offensive, maneuver, simplicity, and objective in onhe way or
another. What this analysis shouws is HOW Guderian put those
rrinciples into action at the operational level of war. For
even if one agrees that the fundamental principles of war do
not change, it remains the tasK of the military commander to
apply correctly those principles to a current operational
problem and achieve the desired outcome. The commander who does
this conzistently well i{s more than just lucky. Considering all
the obstacles to success in uar, he is brilliant. Whatevaer else
one might wish to say about Heinz Guderian and his operational
methods, it remains true that he uas successful in war, and

brilliantly so,
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CHAPTER 3: GEMNERAL GEORGE S. PATTON,JR.

PART I: The Man

More than any other American scldier, General George S.
Patton, Jr. epitomizes the American ¢ ~bat commander. His fame
requires no embellishment here, nor ‘'s there obvious reason to
believe Patton was not eminently successful in the conduct of
operational art during World War II. His conduct of operations
during TORCH, with II Corps aftur Kasserine, as commander of
Seventh U.S, Army during HUSKY, and as commander of Third U.S.
Army on the continent of Europe all indicate he uwas an able
practioner of the operational art. In this chapter, analyses of
thase campaigns and Pattoen's oun upitings serve as bases of
avidence from which are d+auwn conclusions about the major
tenets uhich apparently guided Patton in his conduct of
ocperational art,

In a fashion similar to that employaed in the preceding
chapter on Heinz Guderian, this chapter approaches an
understanding of Patton's operations by focusing attention on
four broad categories of analysist ~ombined arms operations,
offensive action, command and control, and risk. The difference
in categories betueen the chapters raflects the difference in
amphasis that Patton and Guderian placad on what has been
characterized as Momantum. Additionally, it is arguable that a

saparate catagory on Logistics or Sustainment is in order, but
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the fact iz, this chapter is an analysis of the manner in which
General Patton conductad operational art, and consequently,
should ba an accurate reflection of his tenets even if those
tenets imply that ﬁe placed little emphasis on logistical
matters.

Knoun as "Qld Blood and Guts* by his socldiers, Patton had
a long and illustrious career in the U.S. Army, only the
highlights of which are recorded here to serve as a suitable
point of departure for a discussion of Patton's operational art
in World War IJ. Born in southern California on 11 November
1885 to uealthy parents, Patton greuw up uwithout wanting for
much. His ability to quote long passages from classics such as
Homer 's 1liad attests to his love of ideas, but his inability
to read or uwrite at the age of twelve suggests he was less
interested in more practical affairs. It aisc halps explain uwhy
it tooK Patton five years to graduate from West Point, a
davelopment all the more surprising considering that Patton
attended Virginia Military Institute for a year before going to
West Point!

In spite of numerous childhood ilinesses, Patton graeu up
to be physically strong and aggrassive. After graduating from
West Point in 1808, he was postad to Fort Sharidan, Wyoming,
taking with him his new bride Baeatrice Aver Patton. As a
cavalry officaer, he had to be comfortable on horseback, but
Patton was an accomplishad equestrian. In 1912, he uas the

first American Army officer to competa in the Olympic Games on
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the U.S. Modern Fentathlon Team and finished a raspectable
fourth among military athletes of the world.

Patton saw his first combat action in Mexico as General J.
J. Pershing's aide during Pershing's punitive expedition in
pursuit of Pancho Villa. In close combat he Killed some of
Villa's men, including Villa's bodyguard, thereby securing for
life the affection and respect of General Pershing. ! ater, in
World War I Patton served as Pershing's aide and Headquarters
Commandant and then joined the fledgling American Tank Corps.
He supervised the training of the neu American TanK Corps and
led the 384th Tank Brigade into battle at Saint-Mihiel and the
Meuse-Argonne offensive and was uounded severely by machinegun
fire {n the latter action., He emerged from World War 1 as a
colonal in command of a tank brigade, dacorated with the
Distinguished Service Cross and the -Distinguished Service
Medal.

During the inter-war years Patton attended a number of
schools as either instructor or student at the Cavalry School,
Command and General Staff College, and the Army lWar College.
When LWorld War I! began Patton uas serving at Fort Myer,
Virginia and was sant immediataly to organize and command a
brigade in one of tuo neuly created armored divisions. Soon he
took command of the 2nd Armored Division at Fort
Benning ,Georgia, trained it, and led it through the Louisiana
Maneuvers of 1941. All of Patton's aexperience in World War I,

his schooling in the inter-war years, and his armoraed command
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just prior to America's entry into World War 11 prepared him
well for his role as a corps and army commander.

At the opening of American participation in the war

Y T P Y R A TR

against Germany, Patton served in the North African Theater as

i ;3 Western Task Force and I Armored Corps Commander for Operation g
. X L
§2  }j TORCH, and later, for a short pericd, as the Commander of II g
%ﬁf.;;_ (US) Corps in the aftermath of that corps' defeat at Kasserine %
;i::ﬁi Pass. Then Eisenhouer had Patton help plan Operation HUSKY, the %
2 r
3‘ ig invasion of Sicily, and appointed Patton to command Seventh E

(US) Army during the Sicily Campaign. In both those campaigns

2]
R

—

Patton clearly demonstrated he could effeutively command large

' Ty

Bt

LA

military units and achieve decisive results. Consequently, in

SR

spite of reservations because of the infamous “slapping
incidents® on Sicily, Eisenhouer selected Patton to command
Third (US) Army once it became operational oan the continent of
Europe, Patton's raputation as a great field commander and
practicner of oparational art rests largely on the repeated

succasses of Third Army in its remarkable advanca from the

Cotentin Peninsula across Europe to Pilsen, Czachoslovakia. Not
surprisingly, then, this chapter draus heavily on Patton's

operations while he was in command of Third Army in Europa from

i1 August 1944 to 9 May 194%,

Much has been uritten and said about Patton's flair for
shouinass and grandstanding, focusing especially on his flashy
uniforms, obscene languaga, and, at timas, outrageous behavior.

Hidden in such discussions 1s the thought that under all
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Patton's flamboyance thera uwas really little tactical
substance, that perhaps he was not the capable practioner of
cperational art the surface evidence suggests. Houwevar, in
spite of the public preocccupation with Patton's outuard form,
the avidence indicates that he understood soldiers uell, Kneu
how to get the most out of his subordinates, and how to +fight
large mil itary formations. Recognizing him for the warrior he
was, Pershing said of him, *"This Patton boy! He's a real
fighter!*<1> As this chapter will shou, Pershing was quite

right.
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PART II: Operational Tenets

COMBINED ARMS OPERATIONS

There is a certain irony associated with George Patton's
rise to fama as the pre-eminent American practioner of tank and
mobile warfare in World War Il. The irony is that it uWwas Patton
wha, during his tour of duty in the Office of the Chief of
Cavalry between 1928 and 1831, argued most obstinately and
effectively against supplanting the horse cavalry by the tank
or the mechanizad arm. In a paper titled “The Valua of Cavalry"
Patton exalted the cavalry by pointing out that cavalry could
operate anywhere, but “tmlechanical forces do not possaess this
univaersal availability."(2> He went on to say!

The limitation inherant in...vehicles, suéh as thair
inability to operate at night, to live off the
country, or to penetrate wood and mountains

indubitably stamp thaem as auxiliaries and not as

supplanters of Cavalry.<3>
Surely theze are strange words for & man who went on just
fiftean years later to command some of the Amaricar Army's
largest armored and motorized formations, all without horse

cavalry. Author Martin Blumenson attributes Patton's pra-lorld

War 1! cavalry vieus to his locve of horses and the horse
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cavalry tradition and his loyalty toc the Chief of Cavairy for
whom he wrote. Had not less passionate thinkers prevailed,
Patton might not have had much in the way of combined arms
divisions to command in World War II. As it was, betueen 1820
and 1935 only thirty-five tanks uwere even built in the United
States.<4> It was not until 1338 that an American designed tank
was accepted and standardized. Moreover, the applicable
doctrine had long been that tanks assist the infantrymen in the
attack. The 1339 doctrine simply stated that "tanks are
emploved to assist the advance of infantry foot troops, either
preceding or accompanying the infantry assault echelon.*<S>

The point of these remarks is to set the stage for a
discussion of Patton's conception of combined arms operations,
for it 1s clear by uwhat he later urote and by the uway he fought
that he thought combined arms organizations and their corract
employmant were important to the suscess of operational art,
notuithstanding his comments about cavalry and the v;lue of
Infantry~-armor teams, It is fair to say that Patton's
employment of infantry and armored divisions was in part the
result of his oun studies and ruminations on the subject of
combinad arms and the result of tha Army's tactical
organizations he inherited as a field commander. Prior to a
discussion of his combined arms aempivyment tenets, it is
appropriate to describe briefly the organization of the
American armoraed and infantry divisions circa 13944,

The 1944 American infantry division was a trianguiar
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division, s0 called becausze it was composed of three infantry
regiments, each of which contained three battalions, and so on
{See Chart 3). The division artillery was composed of four
battalions of field artillaery, organized in three battalions of
{85-mm (36 tubes) and one battalion of 155-mm (12 tubes>
howitzers., In addition, each infantry regiment had its ocun
tannon company of six 1@8S-mm howitzers that uwere linKed uith
the division artillery Fire Direction Center (FDOC) radioc net.
In addition to the infantry and artillery, the primary combat
arms elements of the division, combat support units included a
reconnaissance company, engineer battalion, antiaircraft
artillery/antitank ueapons battalion, chemical mortar
battalion, and signal company. Employing a corps “pooling*
concept, a corps commander could augment the combat capability
of a division by attaching extra artillery, engineers, or
quartermaster trucks. Six quartarmastar truck companies, for
example, could make an infantry division completely mobilae.
Generally, infantry divisions in the European Theater of
Operations (ETQ) controlled on & semi-permanent basis one tank
battalion and one tank destroyer battalion, which the corps
commander could allocate, employing the pooling concept, as he
sau fit. When suitably augmented with combat support units, a
division commander could form three formidable regimenial task
forces or combat taams each uith their cun field artillery
cannon company. In the words of Robert Kent Greenfield,

The infantry regimant uvas virtually a small division.
It servad itself? it had a reconnaissance platoons it
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had proporticonately far more antiaircraft and antitank
weapons than the division; and after the inclusion of
howitzers it had its own artillery.<8>
All things considered, the infantry division with which Patton
fought Was a flexible organization over 14,888 strong that
could be task organized into regimental combat teams for
specific missions.

Complementing this basic infantry building block was a
hastily conceived armored division structure that itself packed
quite a punch. The 1844 armored division was an 11,008-man
organization with 2683 medium and light tankKs as its primary
weapon (See Chart 4). Armored divisions were organized into the
main combat elements of tuo armored regiments of three tank
battalion; each’ an armored infantry regiment composed of three
battalions’ and a division artillery composed of three 105-mm
(SP) howitzer battalions.<?7:> Combat support elemants included a
reconnaissance battalion, enginecer battalion, and signal
company. Division trains included a maintenance battalion,
supply battalion, medical battalion, and military police
platoon. By January 1845, armored divisions were equipped with
soma 2,276 vehicles of all typas, 466 of uwhich uere half-tracks
used to move armored infantry and reconnaissance elemants into
battle.<8> Like the infantry division, the armored division
could be--and frequently was--augmentad by an independent tank
battalion or tank destroyer battallion, For command and control
purposes, by Table of Organization, the armored division had

three task force headquarters callaed Combat Commands A, B8, and
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:2?4-; Reserve. These three headquarters made it easy for the division Ef
¥ P NN b
A o
ﬁg h § commander to tailor his combat commands for specific missions, .Bj
& 8 .
Kl terrain, and enemy threats. bﬂ
L .
ﬁ% N Doctrinally, the armored division was viewed primarily as %;
AU l'r‘;
2§~~V: : an expleoitation organization to be committed after the infantry ﬁf
bt &) O
Ef ) division had created a tactical penetration. The concept of {ﬂ
e X motorizing or mechanizing all the infantry in standard infantry %s
o N 2
. o
%‘ ¥ divisions uwas entertained but rejected by the War Department in 5&
k™ - IS W
_\‘.: W D
e N 1243 in favor of the organization of some fifteen independent :k
P ) - F
A armored infantry battalions, which could be plugged into an o
e S armored division to give {t additional infantry strength. The Y
T WELN My
“\' K ‘v ?‘\
&fl ;2- War Bepartment also pressed for the fielding of independent i
tanK battalions for close support uwithin the infantry gﬁ
ot
divisions.<9> Armored divisions uwere to exaloit the infantry >$
b
breakthrough, but there remained a fundanental disparity in the Q
organic mobility between infantry and armored divisions and a E
1)
shortage of infantry in the armored divisions, problams for ;g
which Patton had his oun solution, %
| i
Tactical Employmant ¢
&
¥
N

In a 1921 paper titled *Tactical Tendencies® Patton
ravaalad his vieuw of the supremacy of tactics ovar stratagyt
ETlactics is the daily lot of all. Splandid strategy

may ba made abortive by poor tactics while good
tactics may retrieue the most blundering strategy.<18>
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Unsurprisingly, by the time he tooK command of Third Army on
the continent of Europe, Patton had definite ideas about hou
armored and infantry divisions should be employed tactically.
Moreaver, he did not hesitate to makKe his vieus Knoun to
subordinate commanders either. Key to his operational vieus
were his views on the tactical relationships of infantry and
armor which follou.

In War As ! Knew It Patton makes claar what the

relationship betueen the tank and infantryman is in both
armored and infantry divisions. He says:

In the infantry division the purpose of the tank is to

gat the infantry foruward. In the armored division the

infantry has the task of breaking the tanks loose.<li>
Demonstrating that he was dead serious about hou he expected
his division and corps commanders in Third Army to employ
infantry and armor, Patton published a series of letters of
instruction to his subordinate commanders in the Spring of
1944, In“Letter of Instruction No.3%he makes clear the tactical
use of infantry-armor teams. When operating against Knoun
antitank guns or extensive antitank minefields, or uhere
nacessary to force a rivercrossing, the assault should be led
by the infantry. Tanks, on the other hand, lead uhen small
minefialds or anti-persannel mines are encountared, or against
what Patton termed "normal infantry and armor resistance."<i2>
Here Patton is referring to armoraed infantry, for ha goes on to
say that normally the armoraed infantry and artillery are used

to make a holae to allow tank battalions to mova foruard) then
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the armored infantry and artillery follouw close behind.
Moreover , Patton did not envision armored infantry remaining
mounted when they uwent into action. His tactical concept, uwhich
he labeled "marching fire," called for the infantry to dismount
when required and assault foruward firing from the hip or by
holding the rifle butt just under the armpit. This infantry
assault was to be supported by every ueapon--machinegun,
mortar, artillery., AT gun. Patton's opinion was that "lalany gun
not firing was net deing its job."<13> In his owh words, Patton
pointed out that

armored infantry is nothing but a form of

cavalry=-=that is, it uszses its vehicles to depleoy

mounted, saving time, avoiding fatigua. It does not

use its vehicles-~-except rarely--for a mounted

charge.<i4>
Tanks , thought Patton, do any charging that needs to be done.
On this subject in 1927 he urote!

Tanks are in reality a modern version of heavy

cavalry.,..hhen satisfactory machines are availablae,

they should be formed into saparate corps and usad,

when tarrain permits, for the delivery of the final

shock in some graat battles when so0 usad thay must ba

employed ruthlessly and in masses.<i%5)
Intarestingly, although this 1927 remarkK by Pation may have
been thought of by soma to ba an indication of how he would use
tankKs in World War 11, Patton did not at all employ tanks in
the manner this passage suggests, a point to oe addrassed lataer

on. Houwauar, his phrase "whan tarrain permits" is worth

highlighting because it raises tuo important points about

- 18% -

\'.‘
i

il AR

iha
”

7y ,‘f':":..,’;_‘) .
B TORA N R N S

e .-
LI
Pl

P 4

L,
P

L]




Patton's tactical methods that had an impact on his operational
methods. First, tanks cannot go everywhere. Patton recognized
this, but appeared later to adhere anyway to the maxim “"The
best tanK country is enemy territory devoid of AT weapons.® [t
illustrates, as well, his tactical appreciation for terrain and
suggests correctly that he had the same appreciation for
terrain operationally, Second, his remark about terrain helps
explain why Patton thought armored divisional reconnaissance
units were important. Since tanks cannot go evervwhere, Patton
thought it vital to get armored reconnaissance units far ocut in
front of tank units to observe and report on the terrain,
routes, and built up areas as uell as the enemy. Such
reconnaissance elements uwere vital but, because of the fast
pace of armored operations, waera of no use if combat
information did not get bacK to higher headquarters rapidly.’
Patton's commitment to a combined arms concapt at the
tactical level is further reflected in his remarks on the use
of tanks and the objective of armor. In"Letter of Instruction
No.3," for example, he exhorts his commanders to Keep tanks aut
of villages and touns’) combat in built up areas is a task for
dismounted infantry. If armor must bea employed for the capture
of a town, it should attacK the town from the raear, taking care
uhile enveloping or bypassing to stay out of range of flankKing
anti-tank fire coming from the toun.<16> But Patton thought
that naeither touns nor enamy armor uwere the true objectives of

armored forces in any avent. In his opinion, “the true
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objective of armor is enemy infantry and artillery, and above
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¥ 4
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=

B4

gl ol

all his supply installations and command centers."<17> And

clearly the uay to get to such objectives is to attack the

B E%:z Py

b

enemy 's flanks or rear. Whenever a turning movement to gain a

K

o
‘lankK or rear attack met ocpposition, Patton thought a small ﬁ@
o
part ot the enveloping force should be detached and continue ‘35
b

with a wider envelopment against the enemy. He believed that 3
L

L
Just one company of tankKs in the enemy's rear--supported by ﬁ{
AR

. NS
armored infantry and artillery--can wWin an engagement. Patton’s ?\

£

qual ifier "supported by armored intantry and artillery*
indicates he believed that only uwhen the various arms are

integrated can tactical success be achieved.

Recognizing that the infantry divicion, mere so than the i:

LR
)

.
»

armored division, was vulnerable to an enemy tank attack,

=
2
NN

Patton prescribed the follouing measures in the Third Army to ﬁf
fill out his tank-infantry team concept in infantry divisions. é:
First, he directed that each infantry division in the Third t§
Army would have one separate tank battalion permanently $

attached. Reflecting both his concern and his concept, Patton

(AR
P

stated!

R )
la e

In this Army we wWill try to Keer at least one separate
tank battalion permanently attachad to each infantry
division. This will permit the division commandar to
attach one medium tank company to each infantry
regiment and still retain Battalion Headquartars, &
1ight company and possibly a medium tank company as a
mobile reserva Yo exploit a success or to intervens
against a counterattack.<i8>

ity 'K
-

TanKs , then, uwera to exploit whan possible and Keep the
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infantry out of trouble uhen neéessarv. Also, the image that
emerges from this passage is one of tank battalions spread far
and wide in little "penny packets," a problem that surfaces at
the operational level as well., Second, Patton attached out from
Third Army assets tanK destrover battalions uwhen they usere
needed and directed that they be placed far encugh foruard so
that they could prevent tanks €from overrunning infantry.
Further, he directed that tank destrover units not be held in
reserve because they uwere not likely to get to the €front in
time to affect the ocutcome of a battle.<19>

Artillery also was claarly part of Patton's combined arms
concept. He thought attacks must be fully coordinated to be
succassful --tanks, infantry, and guns must work as a unit.
Patton thought that

whenever possible, it is desirable that the guns

orerate under divisional control, and with their

forward observers in tanks, immediataly takKe under

fire enemy anti~tankK guns....Succass depends upon the

coordinated use of the guns and the tankKs, with the

guns paying particular attention to hastile artillery,

and above all to anti-tankK guns and observation

posts . <20>
Not only does this passage raflect Patton's commitment to
combined arms but it i{llustrates his viaw *hat massing of
artiliery fires can best be achievad by leaaving guns under
divisional control. For static situations--defense and tactical
panetration=-~-this approach made good sense, but in more fluid

situations requiring combat commands or regimantal combat teams

to take umidely separated routas to separate objectivas
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centralization did not workK well, In fact, it was common
practice to attach one field artillery battalion to each combat
command or regiment for mobile operations.<21> Nevertheless,
Patton's belief in massing artillery fires was supported in
practice whenever possible. During Third Army's counterattack
in the Battle of the Bulge, 108 battalions of field artiilery
supported attacking units. 35 battalions alone, firing 94,2380
rounds in five days, supported 11l Corps' attack to relieve
Bastogne.<{228> Colonel Robert Allen on Patton's BG-2 staff said
that the artillery made the difference in the Bulge by smashing
German assaults and clearing the uway for a steady, albeit slow,
advance. The terrain in the Ardennes canaliied German movements
and reduced artillery targets to a feuw key highwuay bottlenecks,
enabling the artillery to fire a program ¢f long-range
harassing and interdicting fires on those Key points.<83>

In the Lorratine Campaign, a ralatively static pariod of
operations from Saptember to November 1944, the artillary's
ability to mass {ts fires at critical points and times was
tactically decisive time after time. For XII Corps' attack on 8
November , for instance, the supporting artillery fired a one
and 1/2 hour praparation against pinpoint targets amploying 42
battalions, including S from XX Corps. Those targets included
221 artillery positions, 48 command posts, 14 assembly areas,
and 12 defiles. Not one round of enemy artillery fire vas
received because of the massed countur~battery fire KII Cores

del ivered.<24> Ancther example of the tactical effact of massed
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artillery is illustrated by 80th Infantry Division's assault
across the Moselle River during the Lorraine Campaign. On 8
November 1844, elements of tuwo regiments of the 30th Infantry
Division in WalKer's XX Corps conducted an assault crossing of
the rain-swcllen Moselle River and initially achieved surprise
because 5f an elaborate deception plan and the fact that the
Germans uere not expecting offensive operations in such bad
weather. Severe German counterattacks on 9@ and 10 November
threatenad the 98th Oivision's toehold across the Moselle, the
effects of wuhich were amplified because the Moselle began to
rise, cutting off committed infantry units from other
divisional elements. Seventeen artillery battalions firing
around the clock uere used to break up German counterattacks
until divisional armor units could cross the Moselle.<285>
Eventually, the 80th Uivision succaeded in establishing a
bridgehaead, but its tactical succaess rasted largely on the
massed cmployment of field artillery units. In both of thase
examples-~tha Bulge and Lorraine--poor uaather that impeded the
use of supporting air power forcad Patton and his subordinate
commanders to rely heavily on the artillery as a Key mamber of
the combined arms team.

But whenever possible Patton made extansive use of
supporting air assets that wera available to him, thereby
rounding out his combined arms conception with an almost fully

integrated air~-ground taam. Patton recognized the value of air
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pouwer and uworkKed hard to establish a good workKing relationship

—:1.1
.

3 Ll

With General Weyland, Commander of XIX Tactical Air Command

EZo I N
5,

g o, _'.“_ o ,‘ ot i T,

;;; l: (TAC)Y, uhich was in support of Third Army throughout ocperations
;f;?ﬂ% in Europe. Wayland's liaison officer to Patton's headquarters
if hf{ ’ sat in on all operations briefings, and Patton did not hesitate %
3;- ii to call General Weyland personally if he needed air support. é
%_iflg XIX TAC operations included air reconnaissance, deep j
{_i";f interdiction, and close air support, all of which Patton made g
;;I ié great use. He uwas particularly pleased uhenever XIX TAC planes g
RN . L
E} uorked closely with ground units. On 14 August 1844, tuo ueeks :

after the breakout from the Nermandy beachhead, Patton observed
the effects of such air-ground cooperation and recorded his

thoughts:

A o e . “'gi ~ T
=
L

Just east of LaeMans was one of the best examples of
armor and air co-operation ! have ever seen. For about
tue miles the road uwas full of enamy motor transport
and armor, many of which bore the unmistakable calling
card of a P-47 fighter~bomber~~namaely, a group of
fifty-caliber holes....<86>

In that same pacssage Patton goes on to explain what tuwo

ingredients are naecessary for successful air-ground teanuwork?

intimate confidance and friandship betueen air and ground} and
ruthless driving on the part of the ground commandar., Mis

operations indicate that Patton was adept at meaeting both

«
YT

requirements.
Evidance that Patton employad XIX TAC assets daeply to g

interdict movemant of enemy raeserves and to protact his army's

flanks is illustratad by Colonel Robert Allen's recollections

of operations uhile serving as Patton's deputy G-2. In Lucky
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Forsard, Allen points out that during Third Army's sueep to the

Loire River after the breakKout from the Normandy lodgement in
early August 18944, the Germans uere aaving great difficulty
moving reserves because of allied airpouer's isolation of the
battlefield. On 8 August 1844, for example, XIX TAC fleu 717
sorties in support of Third Army operations, dropping three
bridges, destroying 28 locomotives, 137 freight cars, 585 motor
vehicles, and 29 tanks.<28?7> On 9 August XKIX TAC fleu an
additional 788 sorties with similar results. In his cun memoirs
Patton makes it clear that he relied heavily on XIX TAC both to
watch and protect his flanks and help him advance
tactically.<88> The number of vehicles destroyed or bridges
dropped does not of itself illustrate the operational
significance of XIX TAC's air support. What is important to
Know is what effect such air attacks had on German ability to
move reserves or react to Third Army's mouvements, or, equally
important, hou such air attacks enabled Patton teo maneuver his
army to a position of advantage. In the latter respect, it is
plausible to supposa that XIX TAC's reconnaissance and deep
interdiction operations 08 miles out to the Loire River uere
what allouwed Patton to leave his southarn flank strung out and
exposed along the Loire for over 300 miles, covered only by an
infantry division and tuwo cavalry groups. NIX TAC provided him
the eyes to seaq deaeply and, consequently, the time needed to
react to potantial threats to Third Army’s flanks.

In the Bulge Campaign XIX TAC fleu ¢rom dawn until dusk

avary day the weather permitted. At night a P=«51 Night Fighter
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Squadron attacked German supply routes. In five days KIX TAC
claimed 3290@ vehicles, 283 tanKs and armored vehicles, 1889@
freight cars, and 1! bridges.<238> Although the precise effect
KIX¥ TAC's operations had during the Bulge is incalculable,
continuous daylight air operations forced the Germans to mova
at night, making their tactical and supply operations more
difficult and slowing the momentum of the German attack. These
feuw examples illustrate a method of operation that Patton
adhered to throughout his series of campaigns in Europe. Even
during the Lorraine Campaign, when the uweather was particularly
poor for air operations, XIX TAC managed to get aircratt into
the air in support of Patton's oparations, attesting to the
excellent relationship his command enjoyed with his supporting
air component,

Patton's published lettars of instruction and the time he
spent with front line units and commandars indicate he uas both
sarious and sincera in imposing his tactical principles on his
corps and division commanders. Within his guidalines there uas
certainly enough room for tactical innovation and initiative,
which Patton was aluays quick %o raecognize and appraciate. But
tactical organizations and principlas were only building blocks
for Patton's concaption of operational art. What neads
elucidation nouw 1s the way Patton organized and employed corps
in combat.

According to U.S. Army doctrine in 1939, divisions uere to
be lean and simgla organizations, offensively orianted, to

which attachments of combat support alemants could be made as
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necessary. Corps uwere purely tactical headquarters that uwere
structured to handle any mix of infantry and armored divisions.
then organized for combat, each corps had a headquarters with
support elements, a corps artillery headquarters, tuwo or three
infantry and cne or tuoc armored divisions, one or tuc cavalry
groups of two squadrons each, and a corps artillery group
composed of four or five artillery battalions. The corps Fire
Direction Center either controlled or allocated field artiliery
battalions and uwas tied into divisional artillery FDCs, making
it possible to coordinate every field artillery tube in the
corps, a technique Patton rather 1iked.<3@>

Field armies had the task of allocating divisions to corps
and assigning supporting combat support and combat service
support units where needed. Patton's Third Army alsc controlled
six engineer groups, one anti-aircraft brigade, and onae tank
destroyer brigade, in addition to its many logistical support
units.<31> Doctrinally, logistics floued from thae
communications zone (COMMZ2) through the field armias to
divisions, bypassing corps. In practice, corps commanders and
their staffs did get involved in soma logistical matters. A
division slice in the Eurcrean Theater uas 13,000 organtc
divisional troops, 1%5,80@ corps and army troops, and 10,000
comMmM2 troops, for a total of 40,000.<32>

During tactical operations in the European Theater of
Operations Patton's Third Army controlled as few as tuo corps
with seven divisions and as many as four corps uWith eighteen

divisions--%40,000 men. Ganeralizations that describe houw and,
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more important, why Patton organized Third Army for combat are E%

%fr¥{h a3 hazardous to make as they are difficult to support, for he ?i
,tfnii says very little about uhat specific factors among mission, 32
.Ef 5F enemy, terrain, and forces available he considered in task ii
%,? y ) organizing a particular corps. One safe generalization that can Eé
%ﬁh,ké _ be made is that he tried to organize corps so that each §§
i?if?s' controlled at least one armored division. In War As 1 Knew It @5

“
L
P,

&
-
— Frr"

Patton recalls that on 7 April 13945 General Bradley askKed

< \l
3
s Patton to lend First Army the 13th Armored Division for an @g

operation. At the time, tha (3th Armored Division was assigned
to XK Corps, and Patton deemed it essential to replace 13th
Armored Division in XX Corps with another armored division. He

remarks,

In order to replace the 13th Armered Division, 1
transferred the 4th Armored Division from the VIII
Corps to the XX, leaving the VII1 Corps tamporarily
without an armored division, but this uwas not too
disadvantageous, as the country in its zone of action
was not suitable for armor.<33>

3 €

Patton's comment implies he wanted to ensura each of his corps

2"

*
“a

had an armored division, aeven if tha terrain in that corps'

P

s

zone of action was not suitable for tanks. This approach to

task organizing corps is furthar supported by tha simple fact

o 1
A M. N

that usually Patton organized corps uWith tuo infantry divisions

2

and one armorad division. A couple of examplas illustrate the

¥

point.

wre s,

For Operation COBRA in which Patton's Third Army mada its.

i

dabut in Europa, Patton controlled four corps, nine divisions,

and three cavalry groups, crganized as shoun balou.<34>
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Y111 Corps
8th Inf Div
83rd Inf Div
8th Armd Div
4th Armd Div

K1l Corps (Not operational until 4 Aug)
8ath Inf Div

KV Corps
73th Inf Div
89th Inf Div
Sth Armd Oiv
X® Corps (Not operational until 4 Aug}
2nd (Fr) Armd Oiv
fis shown, the army task organization was that which was in
effect | August 1844, At the tima, neither XI1I nor XX Corps uas
operational but became operational on or about 4 August 1844,
So, on | August Patton's army was organized in tuwe corps, one
with two armored and *uo infantry divisions, the other Wwith one
armored and tuwo infantry divisions. By 14 August ¥11 Corps and

KX Corps were fully operational with their assigned divisions,

reflecting the follouwing task organization.<3%>

VIII Corps <¢Still in Brittany)
8th Inf Div
83rd In+t Div
6th Armd Div
8ath Inf Div elements
TF Alpha <(ist Tk Dest Bde)

¥1l1 Corps
3%th Inf Dy
4th Armd Div
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and <(Fr) Armd Oiv
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'é( ;; ¥V Cores
o N 79th Inf Div
3 80th Inf Div
A S5th Armd Div

s

b, KX Corps

o N Sth Inf Div ﬁﬁ
g 8@th Inf Div(-) Wi
} Ty 7th Armd Div ??3
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This task organization alsoc reflects Patton's proclivity to

R
. .

b spread his armored divisions throughout his army rather than ~ 4
N ‘;:‘.
_;_'f‘ retain them in one separate corps to be "uysed...for the Iﬁﬁ
i Ly e

‘ ”ff del ivery of the final shock in some great battle....* The point

2

[
is that Patton never employed his armored divisions in one gf
WAy
L4
armored corps as he had said in 1887 they should be used. The Lp\
b L%

» way he actually task organized his army may leave FPatton open
to the charge that he doled out his armored assets in penny
packets, thereby losing his ability to deliver crushing armored
thrusts against the enemy. Even so, Patton's thinKing on this
subject may be ocpen to a favorable intaerpratation. His
organization aof XV Corps for that corps' mission to close the
Falaise Gap may have been correct. XV Corps had two armored and
two infantry divisions with which to close the gap against

. German panzer and supply trains units attempting to escape to

the east. His instructions to Major-Cenaral Haislip, XV Corps

commander , were to lead with his armored divisions and follow

Wwith kis infantry divisions. Recognizing the organic shortage
of infantry in the armored divisions but also thair capability

to daliver shock action, Patton directed Haialip to

| D% SRR O | 3 e

T e Al T S
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utilize all available transportation, including tanks,

to maintain one infantry combat team in the immediate e
rear of each armored division; the remaining combat S
teams of the tuo infantry divisions to proceed by k§
marching.<(36> ;@

.
il
i

Here is evidence that Patton was thoroughly flexible in his

o
)
approach to organizing and fighting his units and that he had a MO\
N
fairly clear vision of what was required tactically. But the i{
[ =N

R e e e ]
SRR A A o ugiiinf !
< A g 00 SR D L e N

» T0E
]

Key point is that given his mature conception of how infantry

-
-~
y e

o
A

X N and armor fight together, his assignment of an armored division VQ
+ 8 LW
'n._ Vv !'. 0..
N3 to each corps--for exploitation at the corps level--makes %:

4

\, il i ok

sense. Unfortunately, what it ultimately lad to was further

*penny packeting" by corps commanders. For instead of Keeping

the combat commands o the armored divisions together, cores

P

commanders frequantly parcelaed out combat commands across the

U R AR T

t TRy

"]

corps front. One is reminded here of Guderian's maxim "Klotzen,

s
et :’r&f—[ﬂ;’ﬁ'

-
R

nicht KlecKkern' because Patton's manner of organizing and

fighting more closely approximates the maxim “"KleckKern, nicht

¢ Iy N

. ¥ai-2s
ol AT

Klotzan." Consaequently, Patton can be accused of failing to

v

o

economize and mcass his forcas appropriately. Spread out on a
front some 450 miles as his army was in its sueep across France
aftar the breakout at Avranches, Patton attempted to be strong

in armor averyuhare with the result that he was strong nouherae. ¢

ol R |

Fortunately, Patton correctly racognizaed that the Germans uere

off balance after his breakout and theilr defeat at Mortain, and

- e 2

Tt e e a b A

mass Was not tha critical aspaeact for success in pursuit
operations; speed uas!

A similar charge, hardar to rafute, can be lavied against
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Patton concerning his canduct of operations in the Lorraine

}ﬁf ) bﬁ
;1 ‘W Campaign. In that campaign XII Corps' fight to secure Nancy uas Eﬁ
bf?ii' Third Army's big battle in September 1344, In November 1344 XX ég
~ N
?; ; Corps' seizure of Metz was Third Army's decisive battle, vet Eﬁ
if l ) Patton did not reinforce either of these corps while they uere &.
ﬁ'fv; . engaged in the Army's decisive operations.<37> In Lorraine éé?
ﬁ-'.wz Third Army fought dispersed because of Pation's tendency to ;;:

Ly

T

assignh missions beyond the capabilites of his units. The real

P
.
[

v
s,

failing at the operational level is that separate corps and

e e
LA
r

« e

« s

division battles uwere not linked together in a coherent and S
unified campaign plan. The only plan appaared to be to attack
east and get to the Rhine River before any other Allied units.

Lhat workKed during the halcyon days of rapid movament across

France against a ratreating enemy did not work uell at all

&

> v - p— —v-
o oy v
LA e

against a determined, dug-in enemy in Lorraine.

For Patton, what applied tactically also applied

-

.

b s

operationally., With corps generally composed of tuo infantry

P

and one armored divisions, it is easy to sea what Patton had in

"«

R 9
3.

e
‘- e

T S

mind operationally. In“Letter of Instruction No.e}'he directad

.
IO SN

30

his corps and division commanders to hold the enemy frontally

CROREY

2 AR

and maneuvar into his rear, pointing ocut that flank or rear

CACIYRS
- d

fire i{s three timas more effactive than frontal fire. He uwant

&,

t

LY
A

b XL

on to say,

Hit hard soon, that is with tuwo battalions up in a
regiment, or two divisions up in a corps, or tuwo cores
up in an army~-the idea baing to davelop your maximum
force at once before the enemy can devalop his.<38>

Patton's imaginativae "tuo up-and=-one back" advice fits nicely
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with the tuc infantry and one armored divisions task
organization for his corps., The infantry divisions, he thought,
were particularliy well suited to attack frontally, penetrating
or fixing the enemy, so that the more mobile armored division
could pass through or around and strike in some depth against
the enemy's artillery, command posts, and supply services.
Moreover, this operational vieu is consistent with the
doctrinal view that saw the infantry division as the
organization capable of tactical penetration but not uwell
suited for exploitation or pursuit operations. Patton's remarks
about Sewaenth Army's operations on Sicily i{llustrates his

-

poing.

1 feel that the future students of the Command and

General Staff School will study the campaign of

Palermo as a classic example of the use of tanks. |

held them back far enough so that the enemy could not

tell where they wkere *o be useds then uhen the

infantry had found the hole, the tanks went through in

large numbers and fast.<38>
'n this passage, Patton is referrins to 2nd Armored Division's
exploitation after infantry penetration of tha Gaerman-Italian
1ines in the southuest corner of Sicily on 22 July 1843. Under
the command of Major-General Hugh Gaffey, &d Armored moved
rapidly up the uwest coast of Sicily, conducting converging tank
attacks against uwhat slight resistance enemy units were able to
offar. In this action 8nd Armored passed betueen alements of
the 3rd Infantry and 88nd Airborne DBivisions, a classic case of

armored exploitation as Patton envisioned it.<4@8> This same

technique was follouwed time and tima again in Third Army's
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aperations on the continent. In one of KXV Corps' attack shortly

P

after the breakout through Avranches in early August 1344, Sth

3
L4

Armored Division from that corps was ordered to pass through 5

-

88th Infantry Division and attack to secure the city of ﬁ

) Fougres and its surrounding roadnet, which it did. Colonel E
Robert Allen describes Third Army's Eifel Campaign, uhich began ;

X

immediately after the Bulge Campaign came to a close in late

e Bt

January 1945, as classic Patton breakKthrough operations. He

says?t

oL

e
T

=~

{Patton employedl armored-motorized infantry teams,
with close air support Knifing through the enamys
cther infantry follouwing close behind the spearheads,
morp ing up by-passaed enemy forces and pockets and
strengthening the shoulders of the breakthrough.<41>

P o

TR

Allen says such operations were typical of Patton's way of
fighting, and by all accounts he is correct.

Most of the techniques described thus far have focused on
offensive operations, so a woerd or tuo is in order on Patton's

conception of the employment of corps defensivaly. Tha short

and long of it is that Patton did not view defansive operations
vaery favorably at all. Even uhen ha uas forced to go on the
defensive at the beginning of September 1944, Patton exhorted

his corps and division commanders to conduct aggrassive

QPSRN IO DO 8 WA N AR S

patrolling, reconnaissances in force, and limited objactive
attacks to maintain the offensive spirit in his soldiers. In

Yetter of Instruction No .3 Patton devotas only one small

BTN oW oD

pacragraph to the use of armored divisions in defensive

oparations. He says!
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In defensive operations, armored divisions should be

placed to counterattack enemy assaults.

Counter-attacks should be rehearsed and lines of

approach reconnocitered so the enemy can be vioclently

destroyed.<42>
The little he says in this passage indicates he thought the
infantry divisions should be forward in defensive positions -
while armored divisions should be held bacKk as mobile reserves
in a counterattack role. An analysis of the Lorraine Campaign,
the nearest thing to defensive warfare Patton uwas involved in,
suggests armored divisions were generally used in this fashion,
Perhaps the best example is 6th Armored Divison's counterattack
in support of the 35th Infantry Division on 29-3@ Saptember
1944, Both the 33th Division and the 4th Armored Division of
X1l Corps under Major-General Eddy uere being attacked east of
Nancy, France, by elemants of the German 15th and 338th
Divisions, which uere having some local success against X1l
Corps units., Patton ordered 6th Armorad Division, a XX Corps
unit, to counterattack in support of X1l Corps and 35th
Division at once. This story is memorable becausa Eddy got
"weak Knees* and ordered the 3%th Division to uwithdrauw rather
than holds further, he did not order 6th Armored to
counterattack as Patton had directed. When Patton heard about : .
Eddy's actions, he immediately countermanded Eddy's order,
directed 6th Armoraed to counterattack as planned, and uwent to
the scene to ensure the action he had directed took place.<43>

Even this example is not fully rapresentative of the manner in

which armored divisions uere amployed defensively.
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Because of the inherent command organization of the

o

BIMNE SRR ] = O S D

armored division--tuwo combat and one reserve command--the

tendency was to employ combat commands rather than uhole

divisions in countattack rolaes. The manner in which 8th Armored

.12;25 Division was dispersed at the opening of the Bulge Campaign is

é;?'fj N further evidence of the tendency throughout the European X
%t' Theater of Operations to disperse armored divisions into g
. L
iwi'f; separately emploved combat commands. Consequently, defensively %
? ; ; the clear focus in Patton's command was at the tactical level, %
lt”' ! rot operational. %

e i

That Patton was serious about employing his “tuo

up-and-one back* concept at the army level as well as corps and

S

AP U g

belou is revealed in his war diary, published under the title

o s

War As I Kneu It. While visiting General Bradley's headquarters

'y

on 28 September 1844, Patton saw a map study that, he says,

TR

confirmed his belief that one army composed of three corps
could have attacked straight into Germany towards Frankfurt.
His concert was to
dr ive through with tuo corps abreast and the third one
echeloned to the right rear on the general axis,

Nancy -Chateau Salins-Saarguemines-=Mainz or Worms, then
northeast through Frankfurt.<44>

Patton's thinKing hare raflects quite a simple plan
operationally, though it is not clear houw he thought this

particular operation uwould have supported tha overall theatar

strategy. Presumably, seizure of a bridgehead over tha Rhine

River folloued by seizure of the industrial region around

Frankfurt-Kassel -Coblenz uould force Germany to surrender
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unconditionally. Believing the Ruhr was more vital, Eisenhouer
and Montgomery did not see it the way Patton did, uwhich
suggests that Patton's ability to conduct operations in support
of theater strategy was questionable, a point to be discussed
later. The more immediate question Patton's operational concept
for seizure of Frankfurt raises is his concept of operational

art itself. In War As I Knew It Patton makes a distinction

betwueen strategy and tactics. He sayst

Use steamroller strategy: that is, make up your mind

on course and direction of attack, and sticK to it.

But in tactics, do not steamroller. AttacK

weaknass .<45>
Precisely what Patton meant by “"strategy* and “tactics® is not
clear, for he does not dafine either term. What he implias is
that strategy sets the end or objective, which is fairly uwell
fixed, and tactics are the very fiexibla means for achieving
strategic goals. How operational art, a term Patton never used,
fits into this conceptien is not clear. What is cleaar is that-
Patton's scheme for seizing FranKfurt is an operational concapt
reflecting the steamroller approach. This steamrcllar approach
to operational art, houwever, iz inconsistent uith Patton's oun
most successful conduct of operations. For example, his turning
movemant with XV Corps in an effort to close the
Falaise-Argentan Gap in mid-August 1944 is a perfect example of
attacking the enamy's ueaknass--his flanks and rear., Patton
believed his XV Corps units easily could hava closed the gap,

thereby encircling most of eightean Garman divisions caught

batueen First and Third Armies. Similarly, in the Palatinate

- 184 -




Campaign Third Army executed an envelopment across the
Palatinate region in March 1945 that smashed German Army Group
G against the Rhine River. Hare is operational art at its
best--or worst considering that many of the 18 divisions at
Falaice escaped from the encirclement, albeit without most of
their equipment. "Operational art® may not have been part of
Patton's vocabulary, but his sometimes artful maneuver of corps
to achieve a decisive advantage over the enemy as he did at
Falaize, the Bulge, and in the Palatinate indicates he

understood how to conduct operational art.

Conclusians

%f_;__ From this section on Combined Arms Operations it {s falir

to draw three broad conclusions--call them tenats--about

Patton's conduct of operational art. First, it is quite clear

Pl bl WP Tl

Patton beliaved in an integrated combined arms concept at the

division and corps level. Infantry and armored divisions uerae

his combined arms building blocks, uhich suggest a first tenet!
Corps should lead with infantry divisions to achieva

tactical penatration; than armorad divisions should
pass through or around to exploit or pursus.

L iwkiie i it o ; ",

()
+

Second, Patton's method of task organizing corps employing a

mix of infantry and armoread divisions in a EBl_r&tio imp] ies

the tenat!

e
ey

e

Task organiza corps to be infantry heavy and employ
combined arms teams with tanks disparsad, not
concentrated.

TR
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This tenet may be hard to accept, but Patton's failure to
organize an armored corps or even an armored heavy corps and
his, at least, tacit acceptance of the dispersed employment of
armored divisions in combat command-size units support this
tenet as one by uwhich he operated. Third, Patton believed
massed artillery fires under centralized controcl are an
integral part of a complete combined arms concept. Hence, a
third tenet?

Control of artillery should be centralized uhenever

possible to ensure it is massed and coordinated with %

infantry-armor attacks.

That Patton fought employing a combined arms concept
should not be surprising, for he was a cavalryman who pionaeerad
the use of tanks in World War I. He also workad closaely with
the infantry all his carear and in World War I sauw the
davastation artillery could inflict. There is no evidence
Patton evar thought one arm alone could be decisive, in spite
of his obstinate arguments about cavalry while he was in tha
Office of the Chief of Cavalry. What is of interest--maybe even
surprising--is tha manner in which Patton actually put the
various arms together in his corps and demanded thay ba used,.
His dispersion of armor assats, for {nutance, is espacially
curious because Pattonlis widaly regarded as the pre-eminent

Amarican armor advocate {n World UWar I, In fast~moving

operations tha dispersion of armor had no obvious detrimantal




effects. But in more static situations, Lorraine for instance,
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the disperszion of armor eveh surprised some high-level German

commanders, In defense of Patton, it can be argued that such

A W
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dispersion of armored units was the logical ocutcome of

X

Eisenhouwer's broad front strategy. A fundamentally linear

battlefield 980 Kilometers long and a limited number of all

‘el ~ard =
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types of divisions virtually dictated that armored divisions

e
a

had to occupy and hold large frontages, and could not,

T

3

therefore, be heid in reserve or massed. Patton's cun defense
on this criticism would probably have been to point out that he
had intended neither to stop nor defend in any case, uwhich

suggests another topic of analysist Qffensive Action.,

TN




CFFENSIVE ACTION

Attack

George Patton did not much care for defensive warfare.
While his command post was at Etain, France, Patton visited
Yerdun, especially the battlefield at Fort Douamont. Pointing
out that Fort Douamont was a magnificent but futile monument to
herocism, he remarkKad that "Douamont epitomizes the folly of
defens ive warfare."{48> Colonel Paul Harkins, Patton's Deputy
Chief of Staff throughout World War II, echoes Patton's
sentiments about defensive uarfare in one of his prefacaes in

War As I Knew It:

He C(Pattonl conducted American troops through thrae
years of successful operations against the enemy. Ha
naver issued a defensive order. His theory--ATTACK,
ATTACK, ATTACK, and, when in doubt, ATTACK
again--shortened the war by never giving the anemy a
chance to organize or reorganize enough tc make a
concerted attack against him.<47>

Harkins' claim that Patton's operational tachnique shortened
the war is debatable. What i3 not dabatabla is that Patton
thought attack was one Key elemant of successful operational
art. Undoubtadly, if Patton had had his way, thare nevar dould

have been a Lorraine Campaigh, or at least Patton would never

have been part of {t. Clearly, his concaption of tactical and
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operaticonal art uas continruocus offensive action. According to

Beatrice Ayer Patton, his uwife and most ardent supporter,

Patton's opinion on this subject was not the result of

untutored conjecture. About the subject of offensive action she

says

From his reading of history he believed that no
defensive action is ever truly successful. He once
asked me to looK up a successful defensive
action...any successful one. 1 found three, but they
sere all Pyrrhic victories.<48>

g.
gtr?
5
i

Blthough she does not mention wuhich three defensive actions she

had in mind or what the criteria are for a *successful” action,

T T S N NP RS T D YN Y N o e

Beatrice Patton's point is clear enocugh. Patton was a great

studant of military history who, as she puts it, practiced his
hobby of warfighting by studying “history seasoned with
imagination and applied to the problem in hand...."<48>
Evidentally, what history had led Patton to believe was that in
the final analysis in order to win on tha battlefiald one muat

engage in offensive action, namaly ATTACK! Evan a cursory looK

C3 gae 2 e opg

at Patton'’s campaighs confirms this operational tenat.
To begin, Patton had some broad idea of what uwas going to |
- be raquired on tha continant of Europe oncea Third Army became - ;
oparational, In his mind, the lessons of history, and more
recaently those of MNorth Africa and Sicily, uare that succes uas
due to offansivae action and the use of maneuvar asainst the
enemy. Additionally, placemaal attacks are not the way to ao)

coordinated--aynchronizaed?-~-attacKks arqe dhat produce

S )
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success.<590> In a speech to Seventh Army scldiers at the
conclusion of the Sicily Campaign, Patton said that the enemy
will be true o his principles and will attack. Stopping his
initial attack will then prompt the enemy to counterattack with
several divisions in an effort to creata large salients in v
friendly lines and then operate laterally. Patton uwent on to
say!

The ansuwer to such attacks is to attack him on the

flanK of his salient. For such oparaticons armor and

guns fartilleryl are the surest ansuer. To makKe such

attackKs against large counterattacks, we must Knou

where ue are going, and we must attack with violence, \
speed and praecision.<51>
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Tuo aspects of this passag~ deserve comment., First, by the end
of the Sicily Campaign Patton had a fairly clear idea about hou
his principal adversary conducted operational art. He was,
then, well studied and Knew his enemy's operational methods.

Second, ha had an idea--even if unrefined--about hou he

intended to deal with German operational mathods and what the

requirements uwould be: combined arms conducting offensiva

operations with spead and praecision. .
Patton made every effort to infact his subordinata

commanders with his belief that one should aluays attack. Once

during XII Corps' attacks around Nancy in August 18449 Patton

want foruard to visit Genaral Eddy at his corps headquarters

and found Eddy to be dispiritad. Elaments of the 35th Infantry

Division nad Just baen pushed off a hill northeast of Nancy,

surrendering a tactical advantage to the Germans that allosed
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them to fire intoc the toun. The 4th Armored Division uwas also

"‘l:
being heavily attacked’ things uwere just not going uell for X1 g;
\&i
Corps. Patton told Eddy tuo stories designed to help him Keep :g

things in perspective. First, he reminded Eddy of U.S. Grant's

Sl 7

1
words "'In every battle there comes a time when both sides &:
cons ider themselves beaten: then he uho continues the attack RN

e

»

wing.'" Second, he recounted Robert E. Lee’'s remark at

oLl

!"

Chancellorsville: "'l was too weaakK to defend, so I

L
<
Pallar?

attackKed.'"<52> As Patton remembers it, 35%th Division retoock

o,

e

the hill at once. This example and the discussion thus far

suggests one operational tenet and one corollary to it. Patton A
e
clearly believed in and operated by the principle: i&:
N

Aluways attack.

A corallary to this principle of attack is “"Never give up
ground.* In his*Letter of Instruction No.2"'toc corps and
division commanders Patton firmly establishes this corollary,
saying, “it is cheaper to hold what you have than 1o retake
what you have lost,*<33> The corollary also suggests that
Patton did not hava a very firm undarstanding of defansivae
oparational art. If the true objective of operational art is
the destruction of enemy forcas, then giving up ground in order
to destroy them with multiple division counterattacks may be
necessary. It is not claar that Patton understood, in the uway

Guderian, Manstain, and other Garman genarals did, that
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defensive operational maneuver may be necessary and desirable EE
at times. The most generous reading of Patton's operations gl
could suggest he understocod defensive cperational art but that %g
he did not uaﬁt his subordinates thinkKing anything other than Es
offensively., i $§
This offensive attitude about tactics and operations EE
Patton pressed on his soldiers unremittingly. One technique he e

insisted on uwas for all division and corps commanders to sacure
a bridgehead as soon as coming to a river. Patton's purpose uas
at least three-fold in demanding this operational technique.
First, seizure of a bridgehead is offensively oriented and, as
such, does not give friendly soldiers time to thinkK about
stopping and going over on to the defensive. Seccnd, it
disrupts the enemy's plan, steals or retains the initiative,
and causes the enemy to react rather than deliberatuly procead
with his own plan. Third, a bridgehead across an obstacla

facil itates future--offensive--oparatians. Even during the
Lorraine Campaign Patton insisted that his entire army remain
offensively oriented by conducting reconnaissances in force,
active patrolling, and limitaed attacks to seize terrain for
future offansive operations. Patton's actions in the Lerraine
Campaign reflect a way of looKing at war that should not escape
the raader. An offensive spirit is crucial to success
tactically as umell as operationally, and Patton spant much of
his time as a commandar imbuing his commanders and scoldiers

with this offensive spirit. To what extant this offeansive
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spirit made up for tactical or operational errors on the part
of Patton or his commanders remains unkKnoun.

Patton also recognized that the timing of attacks is
crucial to success. Reflecting his view that a good plan
executed at the right time--usually immediately--is better than

a *“flauless®" plan executed at some future time, Patton

invariably directed his corps and divisions commanders to
attack even in the most obscure of situations. At the beginning
of the Bulge Campaign, for instance, Eisenhower called a
meeting of senior commanders at Verdun on 13 December 1844 to
discuss what should be done about the Gérman counter-~offensive.
When askKed when he could makKe a stong attacKk uwith six
divisions, Patton replied that he could make a strong attack
with three divisions in three days, but that he could not
attack with more than that until some days later. In spite of
Eisenhouwer's resistance to the idea, Patton convinced
Eisenhouwer that a strong attack in three days with three
divisions was better than uwaiting to attackK with six because of
the surprise gained.<%54> Patton's point, of coursae, uas that

the timing of the attack uwould surprise the Germans and likaly

upset their timatable. Patton's saeriousness about this point is

further revealed in his insistance that General Millikin's 1!l
Corps attack as scon as it could during the Bulge Campaign. As
it turned out, 11! Corps uwas able to attack on 22 Decembar,
wholly ignorant of what lay in front of it and onue day ahead of

Patton's prediction. Patton remained convinced that the timing




of this attacK materially aided in the early relief of
Bastogne.<S5> Later in the Bulge Campaigh when General
Middleton, commanding VIII Corps, asked to delay his cores’
attack because his troops uwere tired from a long march, Patton
denied the request and ordered Middleton to attack. In the 3
event, the timing could not have been better because VYIII
Corps' attackK on 239 December "ran directly inte the flank of a
German counter-attack consisting of two and a hal+f
divisiens.”"<568> Needless to say, Patton uwas exuberant over this
success and claimed, probably correctly, that the timing of
VIII Corps' counterattack helped Keep open the tenuous corrideor

between Arlon and Bastoghe,

Speed of Operations

There is no doubt that a second Key operational tenet of

Patton's under the category of Offensive Action was?

Speaed of operations is essaential to success.

Evidence that supports tha claim that this tenet on speed uas
crucial to Patton's conception of operational art is abundant .
and comes from a variety of sources. First, Patton's advice to
his son which he recorded in a letter to the junior Patton on
21 August 1944-~-just at the end of Pattorn's rapid sueap across

western France=--i{s revealing. He uritest

1 have one principle in these oparations...and this is
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to--"Fill the unfergiving minute with sixty seconds

worth of distance run.® That is the uwhole art of uwar,

and when you get to be a general, remember {t.<{36>
It requires no great pouers of analysis to see uwhat Patton uas
proclaiming in this passage, and it relates to Patton's
thinKing about time and timing discussed above. Because time is
irretrievable, Patton thought that to be successful tactically
and operationally a commander must “go all ocut® with the time
available since the commander never Knous for sure houw much
time iz available. Patton's opinion was that in uar
opportunites are aluays fleeting and must be ruthlessly

exploitad or created to the maximum extent. In War As ! Knew It

he declares, "In small operations as in large, spead is the
essential element of success."<38)>

Patton had definite ideas about hou speed of operaticns
could be attained and retained. According to him, one way speed
can be acquired is by making the necessary reconnaisance. His
concep? was to get armored reconnalssance units out in front
far enough to maintain contact with enemy units and to find
suitable road nets that will support armorad or mechanizaed
columns. Reconnaissance elemants not only can find uwhere the
enemy is, but, equally important, they can find uhere he is
not. When relayed in a timaly manner to higher commanders, such
information can enable tactical commanders to penatrate,
envelop, or sand enemy units into headlong flight. Speed can
also be gainad by providing proper artillery and air support

and by using every available man. Patton's point was that
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properly integrated combined arme can overcome enemy defenses
and ensure that scldiers are exposed to fire for the shortest
poessible time.,

Patton also thought speed of operations was essential at
the operational level as uell as the tactical. Many times
throushout operations in Europe Generals Bradley and Eisenhouwer
had to reign in Patton because to them he appeared to be overly
hasty in his movaments, prone to accept unuwarranted operational
or logistical risk. Patton, on the other hand, thought speed of
cperations was essential because it almost ensured the
commander who attacKed faster uould retain the initiative. One
example of his thinKing centers on the Normandy breakout
operation, Patton was afraid the war would end befaore he got
into {t and, consequently, he was not satisfied uith
Eisenhower 's, Bradley's, or Montgomery's thinking on Operation
COBRA., He =zays!t

1 was also cartain that, by pushing harder, we could

advance faster. ! stated at the time, and still

believe, that tuo armored divisions, praceded by a

heavy artillery concentration using air bursts, and

folloued by two infantry divisions, could have cut

straight down the west coast to Avranches uwithout the

necassity of walting for an air blitz.<59>
It is notable that Patton is advocating not only speed of
operations in this passage, but the usa of concentrations of
armor to penetrate and exploit, something he never actually did

in any of his operations. Similarly, Patton believed that a

rapid single-army thrust through the Saar region of Garmany

- 136 -



into the Frankfurt-Coblenz area of Germany uwould precipitate
the capitulation of Germany. He believed that he could have
accompl ished this maneuver within ten days after crossing the
Seine River on 2! August 1944, thereby shortehing the war by
almost a vear. As implausible as Patton's claims may socund,
there is some evidence that Patton's impatience uith
Eisenhouer's and Bradley's cautiousness was not unfounded.
Major-General Richard Schimpf, commanding the German 3rd
Paratroop DBivision, says this of Patton's operations:
We always confidently relied on Allied hesitancy to
exploit success to give us time to uwithdraw and
regrour in order to slow up the next thrust., But uith
your General Patton it was different. He uas very
aggressive in exploiting a penetration. His
breakKthrough at Avranches was an outstanding example
of this. So was his phenomenal campaign in the
Palatinate.<68>
Schimpf is simply pointing ocut that unlike other Allied

commanders, Patton realized the advantages to be accrued from

KnocKing the enemy off balance, stealing the initiative, and

then Keeping him off balance by developing tactical and
operational dilemmas faster than the enamy can cope with tham.

Supporting Patton's analysis on the single-army thrust concept,

Bl ST A o ol

sSchimpft goes on to say that

AT

{tlhere is no question that {f your Third Army had not
been halted before Matz in Saptember, it could have
penatrated the Slegfried Line vary quickKly and been on
the Rhina in a short time. At that tima we ware
pouerlass to cope with the situation in that portion !
of the Front. But uwuhen your f(hird Army Was halted, ue ‘
obtained the time to regroup and wa usaed that
opportunity to thae utmost.<61>
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Even if Schimpf and Patton are urong in their assessments of
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this speculative argument, the essential features of Schimpf's v
remarks ring truet: speed of operations develops favorable
operational situations uwhich, to be operationally decisive,

must be exploited in a timely fashion. Patton had a great feel

for the value of speed tactically and operatisnally, though he
may have been only vaguely auware that there are other

cons iderations in war. What, for example, would have been the

effect on theater strategy if Patton, Knife-likKe, had thrust
his army into the industrial Saar as he proposed? Chapter 4
examines this question and its implications not only for
Patton, but Guder;an as well. Suffice it here to say that

Patton thought speed of operations is absolutely essential for

succaess at the gperational level of war.

Envelop the Enemy

It has already been pointaed out that Patton thought .
frontal attacks alona mada little sense tactically. He foresau
that foruward movement would probably result in meeting
engagements, uhich the tactical commander should develop

immeditately by maneuvering a portion of his force around to

ona flank of the enemy. Should this tactical envalopment be mat
with vet another anamy force, a still widaer anvelopment should

be effected. Thaere is evidenca that Patton thought that
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operations designed to envelop the enemy uere also appropriate

at the operational level. A feuw aexamples from his cperations in

TR RIS T AR BT TR R R

Europe shouw thiz to be the case. First, Patton's employment of
XV Corps in a turning movement against Fifth Panzer Army,
Panzer Group Eberbach, and Seventh Army at Argentan illustrates
Patton's operational style (See Map 43. That Patton
thought~-before the fact--such an envelopment might come about
is reflected in his remarK to Genaral Haislip, XV Corps
Commander . After setting that corps in motion inte the 8@-mile

gap betueen the German left flank at Mortain, France, and the

b
h
;
|
F
b
)

lLoire River to the south, Patton told Haislip not to be
surprised if, in short order, he received orders to move
northeast or due north touward Argentan.<62> Evidentally, Patton

had studied the map and had seen the possibility of enueloping

Fifth Panzer Army between the British at Falaise and the
fAmer icans at Argentan.

A similar account can be given for Patton's corncaeption of
the Bulge counterattack plan. Hies initial reaction to reports
that the Germans had launched a sizable attack through the
Ardennes , overrunning Middleton's VII! Corps, was that Rllied

commandars should have the intestinal fortitude to allow the

German attack to devalop and reach its culminating point. Then,
Patton's Third Army should counterattack the Garman attack but
do 80 by crossing tha Our and Sure Rivers and enveloping the

German thrust at a greater depth than Eisenhouer

o
K

AR

envisioned.<B3> Such an envelopment--in conjunction with a

%]
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similar thrust from Monhtgomery's forces--would not only strike
the weakest elements of the attacking German armies, but would
encircle more German units than would a thrust across the waist
of the Bulge toward Houffalize (See Map 5)., Morecver, Pattaon
thought a deepar enveloping counter~thrust toward Bitburg and
Prum uould put Rllied armies, particularly his of course, in a
better position for subsequent operations into Germany.
Eisenhouwer, he thought, uwould never have agreed to such a risky
plan, and he probably uwas right.

Patton's Palatinate Campaign, uhich so impressed MG
Schimpf, best reflects his attempts to operationally envelop
enemy forces (See Map B6). After piercing the Siegfried Line
near Bitburg and Prum in the immediate aftermath of the Bulge
Campaign, Patton's army punched through the Eifel region of
Germany touard Coblenz on the Rhine River. His army's rapid
seizure of bridgeheads across the Moselle River put Third Army
in a position to take enemy forces in the Siegfried Line that
were holding up Seventh Army. Hitting alements of the German
First and Seventh Armies in the rear and flank, Third Army
enveloped and crushed Army Group G against the Rhine Rivar.
With Walton's XX Corps on tha right flank, Eddy's X1l Corps in
the center, and Middleton's V1I! Corps on the laft, Third Army
suept through the Palatinatae, leading with armored combat
commands , bvp@ss!ng pockats of resistance and charging to the
Rhina. In ten days Patton's army destroyed Garman Army Group G

and forced the surrender of ovar 7ve,000 Garmans in one four-day
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period alone.<64> The effect of Patton's envelopment of Army é
Group G was that, with few exceptions, German soldiers -
. surrendered in droves, German command ard control evaporated e

locally, and sericus resistance collapsed. As Patton

iy

recognized, the operational payveff for bold--even riskKy--rapid

envelopments, employing whole corps as the enveloping force,

AL Lide) PRI

can be coperaticnally decisive. This campaign and Patton's
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attempts to envelopr Fifth Panzer Army at Argentan-Falaise imply

that he attempted to adhere to the principlet

Operationally envelop the enemy whenaver possibles
that i{s, maneuver rapidly into the enemy's rear.

Ir fact, so rapid uwas Patton's movement through the Palatinata
that elements of General Patch's Seventh Army got caught up in
Patton's race to the Rhine. At the conclusion of the Palatinate
Campaigh, Patton received a telegram from Lieutenant-General
Gerow, Commanding Gaeneral of 15th U.S. aArmy, in uwuhich Garou
sald, “Congratulation on enveloping three Armies, one of tham
American, "<{6%)>

The conclusion to be drawn at this peint is that Patton
conceived of operational art as essantially a saries of
offensive actions. To be decisive, such offensiva operations
should be characterized by an incessant serias of tactical and
operational level attacKs, executed with great speed,
culminating, if possible, in an envelopmant of large enemy

forcaes to ensure their defeat.

i
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COMMAND and CONTROL

In early August 1944, General Haislip, commanding XV Corps
in Third Army, and Patton got into a vicious argument because
Patton could not find Haislip's foruward command post. Patton
complained that Haislip was running auay from him, and when

told it was Third Army's responsibility to maintain

communications with its corps, Patton uwas not mollified.

Finally, Haislip said,

:
:
3
:
Es;

Rl1l right. TakKe your choice. D6 you want me to sit
back and wait for vour lousy units to get in thelir
communications, or do you want me foruward whera the
fighting 187 You can't have both.<{66>
When Haislip finished, Patton calmed doun and allouwed as hou
Haislip had something there. The story is interesting not only
baecause it is mildly amusing=--Patton gétting a dose of his oun

medicine~--but also because it illuminates a central tenat of

Patton's oparational art:
Command and lead at the front.

Patton firmly believed that there was no good substitute for
the personal presence of the commander or of leaders genarally.
In'Latter of Instruction No.1"to division and corps commanders
Patton specified that *lalach, in his appropriate sphere, will
lead in person. <87> In that same documant he made it clear

that he expacted either the commanding general or his chief of
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staff and one member of each staff section to visit frontline
units every day. This policy applied to signal, medical,
ordnance, engineer, and quartermaster sactions as uwell as
combat and combat support units. Moreover, in his oun
headquarters individuals who visited foruward units would be
present at the next day's staff briefing to report on any
significant observations that might benefit the whole command.
Patton had good reasons for insisting on compliance uwith these
policies. One reascn was to ensure that staff officers who do
the planning at the higher achelons of command do not lose
touch with the realities combat units have to face in executing
a plan. A second reason uas the simple fact that more senior
officers, Patton thought, have more time? hence, it is they uho
should go foruward to see the junior officers. An excaption to
this general rule occurs uhen a coordinated plan is necaessary
and requires a meeting of sevaral junior and senior commanders.

One of the reasons Patton uwas willing to endure the testy

rasponse of General Haislip was that he had no patience for

commanders who were unwilling to go foruard where the action is
to parsonally influence events and maka timely critical
decisions. On tha hazards of commanding too far to the rear,

Patton sayss

It uill be remambaered that on January 8 [during the
Bulge Campaignl, ! was urged by high authority to
attack. At 1030, on the tanth, tuo days later, I
recaived a direct order to pull out an armored
division and put it in reserve south of the city of
Luxembourg as a possible countaer-measura to the
supposedly impanding break-through., Thase tuo
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instances...indicate the inadvisability of commanding
from too far backK.<f8>

P

g o
PR

This bitter comment was directed at Eisenhouar, who in Patton's

estimation Wwas toc far to the rear to have any real sense of

IR TR

v

what was going on in and around Bastogne during the Bulge

Campaign and, consequently, at best was ambivalent about uwhat

T
5 TRl

to do and at uworst prone to issue contradictory orders. In

=

FaNr

fairness to Eisenhouwer, it should be puointed out that in the

N

aftermath of the German Bulge offensive the Combined Chiefs of
Staff directed Eisenhower to retain an operational reserve, and
Eisenhouer was trying both to have Patton attacK and give up a
division as a SHAEF reserve. These salient facts
notuiths&anding, Patton's main point remains intacti: command
can be facilitated i+ commanders are willing to go +oruard. An
example that illustrates the application of the principle is
the manner in which Patton put into effect Eisenhouer's order
toc send an armored division to the city of Luxembourg. To
arrange for the relief and uithdrawal of 4th Armored Division,
Patton want foruard to Bastogne and met with the commanders of

4th and 6th Armored and the 1@1st Alrborne Divisions., Although

the affected commanders only recaived the order to relieve 4th
Armored Division at about {83@ hours on 18 January 13435, beforae
dark tuo combat commands of the 4th Armored Division started
for Luxembourg via Arlon,.<69> Both this action and Patton's
remarks about Eisenhouer's failure to spand a significant

amount of his time with forward armies and corps suggasts an

- 144 -

B N AL S I 4L T N T T, b L T T e S T




2

L dh g
*

L A
l"‘)’._)“ -

operational tenet by which Patton exercised command and ~EF

4

control:

- e
 § v_)‘_l
AL

Fﬁ,‘
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The oft-repeated and amusing story that recounts Patton's
encounter with the officers of an unnamed armored division just
before the breakout at Avranches further reveals Patton's
thinKing on commanding foruward. The story goes that uhile
visiting troops near Coutances, France, on 29 July 13844 Patton
found an armored division lined up on a road. All the officers
from division headquarters uere studying a map for the purpose,
so they said, of finding a suitable place to cross the Siaenne
River. RemarkKing that *“One looK is worth a hundred reports.,’
Patton informed them all that he had just waded across the
river, hampered only by the inaccurate fire of one enemy
machinegun.<78> Patton's point is cleart! there is no good
substitute for personal foruward reconnaissance by commanders,
whather tactical or operational, as his comment about
Eisenhouer shous.

Patton appears to have made it his business to be at
critical locations at the critical time. And xthesa locations
were usually foruward uhere some crucial phase of an operation
Wwas on going. For example, recognizing that the potantial uas
high for things to go wrong in and around Avranches whilae his

two operational corps passed through that toun, Patton made
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sure he was there to prevent or reduce frictien. His traffic
directing in Avranches to untangle traffic jams seems laughable
until it is realized that German generals did the same thing in
both Ardennes offensives, illustrating the need to anticipate
friction and have a plan to deal uwith it even if it means
turning traffic cop for a while.

Ancther example, which has already been described, is
Patton's handling of General Eddy's decision to withdrau 35th
Infantry Division during the Lorraine Campaign. As Patton
remembers it, he had ordered the 6th Armored Division to
counterattack in support of the 35th Infantry Division from XII
Corps because the 35th Division was under tremendous pressure
from at ieast twoc German divisions. UWhen Genaral Gaffey,
Patton's “hief of Staff, visited XII Corps the next day to saa
how 6th Armored DOivision's attack was going, he discovered that
not only had the 6th Armored not been committed but that Eddy,
X1l Corps commander, had ordered the 35th Division to withdrau.
Patton told Gaffey to countermand tha withdrawal order, and he
want forward to the command post of the Gth Armored Division to
have a tete-a-tate with the corps and tuwo division commanders.
He found that all three general officers uere fatigued and
shaken by a near miss from German artillary earlier in tha day.
Patton then directed Bth Armored to attack the naxt day and
lef¥t, telling Eddy he had perfect confidenca in him. As it
turned out, 6th Armored's attack went off well and produced a

tactical success., Here again Patton exemplifies his balief that
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nothing can serve as an adequate substitute for the presence of
the commander at the critical point. And Patton clearly
believed the principle applies at the operational as uell as
the tactical level of command.

Consistent with his principle that commandaers should be
located foruward, Patton operated tuo foruward command posts
(CPs>: a Foruward Echelon and an Advanced Tactical Headquarters
of the Foruard Echelon.<?71> In fact, it uwas Patton's policy
that all divisions and corps have a CP consisting of at least
these tuo echelons, uwhich roughly corresponded to the
contemgorary Amer ican configuration of a main CP and Tactical
CP. Patton further stipulated that the Advanced Tactical CP
*should be as small as possible and mobile with minimum radic
traffic."<?2> According to Patton, at army and corps the
Forward Echelon should consist of the Commanding General, Chief
of Staf+f, Secretary of the General Staff, G6-1, G-2, €-3,
Engineers, Field Artillary, Antiaircrast Artillary, Signal, and
cooperating air. In addition, represaentatives from the Provost
Marshal, Special Troops, Headquarters Commandant, liaison
officers from G-4, Ordnance, Madical, Quartermaster, and G+-J
Sactions should also be prasaent,

The Advanced Tactical Headquarters <ATH) should consist of
the Commanding Genaeral, forward echelon Chief of Staff, and a
small operations section of G-2, 6-3, Enginears, Field
fArtillery, and Signal, Third Army also maintained a Rear CP

commanded by the G-~4, uhere the G~4, G-%5, Chemical Warfarae,
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Finance, Medical, Quartermaster, Ordnance, Signal, Engineers,
Adjutant General, Inspector General, Judge Advocate General,
Spacial Services, and Chaplain performed their main
business .<73>

The ideal location for a corps CP uwas within one-half
Hour 's drive from the farthest division CP. Such proximity
would certainly facilitate the use of wire communications,
which Patton much prefarred over radic. In fact, Patton never
used the radio to talKk to his commanders. In order of
preference, he communicated orders to them face-to-face or by
telephone. He much preferred to issue orders verbally,
general -to-general as he put it, and then follow with a uritten
memerandum confirming what uwas transmitted orally.<?4> This
technique of Patton's amplifies what has already been saids
Patton believed perscnal leadership was an absolute requiremant
for successful commanders. Evidently, he was nervous about
placing too much reliance on radios, for he says that in all
attacks one should make the maximum use of wire as the primary
means of communication and use radioc as a secondary means. In
highly mobile warfare reliance on uire is difficult at best. In
an interesting letter written to his son on 21 August 1944,
during Third Army's suweep across western Franca, Patton
confirms this point. He says,

The great difficulty wae have experienced here is that

we have movaed so fast and so far that ue are nearly
aluways out of communication.<7?9>
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Unfortunately, Patton does not mention with whom he was out of
communication. But his fear of enemy air attacks against CPs
may have been part of the problem because he says that large
radies should not be Kept in the vicincity of a command post.
They should be separated from the CP and remoted in uwith

tel *phone; *foltheruise, the enemy air will home onh them and
get the command post."<{?6> Remoting radios into a CP takKes
time, and in highly fluid operations, there is not much time to
lay wire and establish either radio or telephone communications
with higher headquarters or anyone else for that matter. As it
was, Third Army's Foruard Echelon (Main) moved an average of
once every three days betuween | August 1344 and October 1344,
uhen units settled in for the Lorraine Campaign.<{??> Thus,

given Patton's preference to rely on vsrbal face-to-face

communications and his reluctance to use rad;o at all, it is no
wonder he was out of communication with other echelons of
command. LikKe Guderian, Patton at{eﬂpted to allaviate his
command and control problems by makKing extensive use of a small
plane to travel, though, unlikKe Guderian, he did not rely on
the radio.<?8>

Anothar technique that Patton used to facilitate command
and control also emulated Guderian's approach. Invariably, when

Patton left command of one unit, such as I! Corps or Seveanth

army , ha tookK with him soma Key mambers of his staff, Thaese
uere men whose Judgment Patton trustad and who obuviocusly had

been battle tested. When Patton left Seventh Army to form Third
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Army in England, for instance, he took with him zixtesn
officers from his Seventh Army staf+.<73> Cut of a Third Army
staff strength of 450 officers, sixteen officars iz not many.
Houwever, the men Patton selected filled not .=xly Key slots,
but, with few exception, uwere regular cofficers who had long
cavalry and armored service. Consequently, nelping him plan and
control operations, Patton had a small core of battlewise staff
cofficers who shared an understanding about now operations
should be conducted. Furthermore, Patton took time to train his
incoming corps commanders and their staffs by having them
perform duty for a pericd of time opposite their army
counterpart.<s8®> The result was that neucomers quicKly picked
up oh houw Third Army operations uwere planned and conducted and
later led to smoother operations in the corps.

General Patton also mandated that division-size units and
higher in Third Army would conduct a daily staff briefing to
ensure coordination of effort uwithin the orgusization. In Third
Army the dally staff briefing took place at #3838 in the main CP
according to a fixed routine. The briefing began uwith the G-3
oparations officer dascribing the friendly situation on the
shole of the Western Front. The G-3 air officar then gave the
friendly air situation, and was followad by the G-2 oparations
officar, * ~ gave a description of the enamy situation,
including dispostions, strangths, movemants, prisoner of war
figures, capabilities and terrain analysis. The G-2 uas

folloued by the Public Ralations Officer, wuho highlighted thea
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world news. The Chief of Staff closed with announcements and
turned the floor over to Patton, who either spoKe or dismissed
everyone.{81> The whole affair usually lasted only 15-20
minutes, not much time to raxe any important decisions.
Houever , Patton never intendzd for any important decisions to
be made during this 9838 daily briefing because the important
decisions concerning future operations already had been made at
a meeting uhich daily preceded the formal 8838 staff briefing.

At around 9888 every day Fatton held a meeting uwith Key
members of his staff to have an exchange of ideas. Included in
this informal meeting were the Chief of Staff, deputy Chief of
Staff, B-2, assistant G-2, G-3, Chief of Staff of XIX TAC, and
Patton., It was at this meeting that Patton usually made Key
decisions about impending operations, and the visibility and
reprasentation of the G-2 section is indicative of Patton's
interest in intelligence mattars in planning operations and
making decisions.

In fact, according to Patton's deputy G-8, Colonel Robert
Allen, Patton “never made a move without first consulting G-2.
In planning, G-2 aluays had tha first say."<82> Patton's
intense interest in intelligence information is echoaed by Third
Army ‘s G-2, Colonal Oscar Koch, who points out that Patton uent
to great lengths to obtain timely intelligence, including the
creation of the Third Army Information Servica. This
organization, headed by the commander of the 8th Cavalry Group.,

Colonel E.M. Fickatt, had the task of monitoring the Third Army
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radioc traffic from battalion to division and their
reconnaissance units for the purpose of gaining critical combat
information and relaying it to Third Army Advanced Tactical
Headquarters rapidly. In addition toc monitoring friendly radio
traffic, Colonel Fickett's unit alsc establ ished officer
patrols along all frontline battalion and regimental
headquarters for the purpose of exchanging information. Because
Patton saw that timely reporting was absoclutely crucial, he
*telescopically” emploved 68th Cawvalry Group as his eyes and
ears, bypassing normal reporting channels.<83>

In addition to his “telescope® technique, Patton made
increasing use of air photography as he became more experienced
as an operational commander. In Tunisia while Patton was in
command of II Coreps only tuo air photography missions uere
floun in support of !l Corps during the 3@-day period from
January~February 1343. During operations on 8icily, 148 air
phaotography missions uwere flouwn in support of Seventh Army
during the 38-day t.mpaign. In September 1944 alone 283 air
reconnaissance photography missions wera floun in support of
Third Army operations.<84> In part, diffarences in sortie rates
can be axplained by organic or attached air capability. Saventh
Army , for example, had a photographic reconnaissance squadron
of ten planes in direct support once HUSKY bagans 11 Corps had
no such assets.<8%)> But it is also clear that Patton and his
intalligence staff more and mora cama to rely on the

capabilities of air photography to ald in operational planning.
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Patton's G-2, Colonel Koch, claims that largely through the
interpretation of air photography, the Third Army staff had the
Bulge attack "pegged," as he puts it, before the attack and
befere any other allied headquarters had an inkling the attack
would occur.<88> Koch maintains that one reason Third Army Kneu
as much as it did about the impending German offensive uwas that
it was standard practice in Third Army for the G-2 Section to
overlap other areas outside Third Army boundaries. Overlapping
coverage ensured that Patton's staff had adequate intelligence
information about the army's flanks and precautionary security
measures could be takKen if needed.<87> Both the weak strength
of VIII Corps on Third Army's north flank and the evidance of a
German build up east of the Ardennes lad Koch to believe the
Germans could launch an offensive., Hence, Patton could at least
get his staff to be thinKing about an operational concept to
deal with such a capability. A point worth noting here is that
Patten's G-8 focused on the enemy's capabilitiaz rather than
his intentions when makKing G-2 estimates. It was apparently
left to Patton to Jjudge what the enemy intended to do in
particular casas. Thae operational tenet that this discussion
suggests is?

Establish an intell{gence channal that ensures rapid

and timely input of combat information, bypassing

normal channals,

Patton's raliance on his G-2 and the aefforts of Colonal

Fickatt's Bth Cavalry Group halp explain why, according to
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Patton's deputy G-2, *Third Army was never surprised and uhy it
#as always smashing through vulnerable sectors in the enemy's
lines . "<28>

Although Patton‘did have access to Ultra during his
European operations, there is conflicting evidence on hou
extensively he used this source of information. It uwas
intell igence fraom Ultra that prompted Patton to halt the 33th
Infantry, 88th Infantry, and 2nd French Armored Divisions near
St. Hilaire just after the passage through Avranches in early
August 1944, At the time Patton thought word of an impending
Garman counterattack to cut his army's communications uas a
Bluff.<88> In the event, it was not a bluff and halting
elements of XII, XV, and XX Corps turned out to be fortuitous,
for they helped halt the German counterattacks in and around
Mortaﬁn, France. But because of the desire to safeguard Ultra
as a sourca of intelligence, its intelligence products uere
distributed on a push rather than demand basis; consaquently,
it is questionable whether Patton was able to rely on it
heavily. On the other hand, Major Warrack Wallace, an Ultra
recipient on Patton's staff in August and Septamber 1944,
claims that although Patton initially was skaptical of Ultra's
value, as it provad its reliability over time, Patton cama to
rely on Ultra more and more.<98> Houwaver, pracisaly how much
Ultra influenced Patton's operational planning raemains unclaear.

A reason that haelps explain why Patton's Third Army Was

‘naver surprisad® may be the use he made of his dally informal
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staff briefing., Koch says Patton used this session to exchange
ideas after Koch gave a quicK intelligence briefing to those
present., As Koch describesz it,

ftihis early-hour briefing led toc a most fruitful

exchange of ideas. But even of greater importance, it

made evervone there aware of what the commander had in

mind, what he uwould do under variocus circumstances

that might arise. The staff was Kept up to date with

Patten's thinking on a daily basis. Future plans uwere

laid and made Knoun and an intimacy of thinkKing

developed.<S1>
Koch's comment suggests four points worth elucidation. First,
he appears to be saying that these informal sessions uwith
Patton helped to convey Patton's intentions for current and
future operations. Second, Koch implies that Patton used the
briefing to do some “uhat-iffing" or wargaming out loud; this
undoubtedly got Patton's staff to start thinkKing, if they
already were not, about contingency plans for various
operational scenarics that might develop, such as the Bulge
counterattack contingency. Third, Patton used these sessions to
focus his staff's thinking on future plans, indeed uwhole
campaigns! InWetter of Instruction No.f‘Patton points out that
maps can indicate where critical situations uwill develop and
where the commander should be. Moreover, from the operational
perspectivae, Patton says!

Army and corps commahders are nhot so much interaestaed

in how to beat the enamy from a tactical standpoint as

in wuherae to beat him. The uhere is learnad from a

careful study of road, railuay, and rivar maps. The

quastion of the tactical means to be used by divisions
in sacuring these points is, of necessity, studied
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from large-scale maps.<82>

This quotation reveals more about Patton’'s understanding and
conception of tactical and operational art than perhaps any
other of his remarks. It also helps explain uhy he made as much
use as he did of a 1:1,08@,0808 Michelin touring map. It uwas
just such a small-scale map that enabled Patton to datermine
where, from the operational perspective, the critical battles
would probably take place during a campaign. This is ong way
Patton raised the probaﬁilitv that he uwould be at the locations
that critical events or battles uwould likely take place. Koch
sav; that as early as September 1344 Third Army enginears had
preparad a preliminary tactical terrain estimate of the
Ardennes region. Included in that analysis uere the “rivers,
canals, road netuworks, railroads and--as aluways in Patton's
commands--an analysis of the terrain's suitability for
mechanized maneuvers."<93)> Although many of the future
oparations Patton's staff studied and planned uwere never
exacuted, he was aluays forcing his staff to think ahead and
plan for future operations. His techniqua indicates that he was
able to envision future tactical battles and their linkage in a
campaigh plar and make the furthar step of linking campaigns
together in an appreciation of theater strategy, which suggests
he opaerated by the tenet:

Success in operational art comes from an intanse study

of smaltl=-scale maps to envision tha course of tha
campaign as a uwhole and {ts linkKed battlas.
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Nevertheless, it is arguable that Patton did not do this as
well as he should. His handling of tactical battles during the
Lorraine Campaign implies he did not see the battles for Nancy
and Metz as connected in any way. And the manner in uhich he
*dragged” 12th Army Group across Europe suggests he did not,
along with many others, see how his operations supported
Eisenhouer's theater strategy.

The final point Koch’s remarkKs abowe bring to light is
Koch's perception that Patton's early morning informal staff
briefings fostered “an intimacy of thinking" among Key members
of Patton's staff. Patton apparently thought it was immensely
important that Key members of his staff share his view of houw
the planning and execution of oparations should be conducted:
hence, the G-2, G-é, Chief of Staff, and Chief of Staff of KIX
TAC uwere aluays present at these informal sassions.
Consequently, the fact that Patton was fradquently absent from
his command post--because he was forward with corps and
divisions--had no deprecating effect on staf+ operations,
Knouwing what and houw Patton thought, his staff could, more
often than not, do what Patton uanted done during obscure
situations or when Patton was out of touch uwith them.

In theory, Patton thought commanders should never rob
subordinates of initiative by over-contolling them. He insisted
that subordinataes be told what to do but not houw to do things.
To guard against over-contol, ha thought *“a general should

command one echelon douwn, and Knouw the position of units tuwo
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echelons douwn.®<384> An army group commander, for example,
should command his armies and Know the locations of his armies
and their coreps. Patton thought this principle-applied all the
way down the hierarchy of command, and that any commander uho
posted on his oun map locations of units thrae or four achelons
doun would sooen fall inte the habit of commanding those units
and lose efficiency. In practice, Patton himself was not
entirely able to adhere to his ocun principle. Many times he
directed division commanders to send combat commands or
regiments on specific missions. As an example, the detailed

Third Army Aftar Action Report records the following action:

The Army commander [Pattonl] verbally ordered the XX

Corps to move one regimental combat team from the Sth

Infantry Bivision to Angers, to move oche infantry

battalion from Sth Infantry Division to Nantes

[Francel and to move 3th Infantry Division, lass

attachments, from south of Vitre to the vicinity of

Segre.<95>
Given Patton's ouwn principles for exercising command and
control--mission orders--it is difficult to Jjustify his telling
a corps commander to move a battalion. Even so, it is possiblea
to defend Patton against the charge of over=-control by pointing
out that in the highly fluid and fast-moving mobile warfare {n
which he was at his best, Patton had a duty to give on-~the-spot
ordars when he saw things going aury or when he sau an
opportunity that demanded immediate exploitation. His commnant

that one company of tankKs on the objective can carry tha day

comes to mind here. Ha once remarked that Third Army facaed

~ 188 -




three enamies! the Germans, the weather, and time. The last o+
these~~time--is unforgiving and irretrievable; hence, his
continual concern that valuable time not be wasted or that
fleeting opportunities should not go unexploited. Given his
aggressive personality and his understanding of the nature of
combat operations, it is not surprising that Patton was unable
at times to adhere to his own guidance concerning over-control

of subordinates.
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RISK

In his booK Mechanized Infantry Richard Simpkin says that

tuwo factors militated against bold and sueeping maneuver in tha
turopean Theater: - he broad front doctrine of Eisenhouwer and
Bradley: and the fundamental Amer ican concepts of the value of
firepouer and the establishment of a fire base. Houever,
SimpKin goes on to say that

{als General Speidel, Rommel's Chief o+ Staff, puts

it, Patton was "the only Allied general who dared

exceed the safety limits in the endeavor to uwin a
decision. *<(96>

s in the case of Gudaerjan, an analysis of Patton's conduct of
cperational art reveals that he elected to accept risk--a high
degree according to Speidel--in order to achiave operational
dacision. Therefora, an examination of Patton'. approach, to
risk acceptance and risk raeduction i3 appropriate, and tha
present discussion focuses on ‘hree areas in which Patton
accepted riskt axposed flanks, reserve amploymant, and

logistical sustainmant,

Flar.Ks

Patton's oparations in Europe all indicate that tie adhared

in his operacisns to the following oparational tenats

Accept risK to axposed flanks to achievae operational

depth und deci.ion.
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Evidence that Patton operated by this principle abounds both in
tis writing and operations. It is instructive, first, to get a
flavor for Patton's whole attitude about risk to exposed
flanks. After his morning staff briefing on 31 July 1844, the
day before Third Army became operational in Europe, Patton
del ivered the following remarkKs on the subject of flanks:

Forget this goddamned business of worrying about our

flanks. We must guard our flanks, but not to the

extent that we don't do anything else. Some goddamnhed

fool once said that flankKs must be secured, and since

then sons-of-bitches all over the uorld have been

going crazy guarding their flankKs....Flanks are

something for the enemy to uworry about. Not us.<387)
Beneath the easily-imagined theatrics that accompanied Patton's
remarks, there was undoubtedly seriousnass of the first order.
Even though this statement uas made before Third Army bacame
engaged in pursuit operations across France, it is prebable
that Patton had & vision or conception of hou fast-wmovinyg
mobile operations should be conducted. Included in that
conception were exposad flanks, but tolerably exposed flanks if
reasonable pracautions uere taken and operations uere executad
at great spead. Patton himself, in fact, cites only tuo
examplaes of his acceptance of riskKi his passaga of tuo corps
through Avranches in tuenty-four hours’? and his decision to
leave his army's right flank open during his sueap from
Avranches to the Moselle River.<{(88> Both entafled an acceptanca

0¥ risk to an exposed flank, and the passage through Ruranches

exposed Patton's army to destruction from thae air as sell.
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These examples raise the question of how Patton reduced risk to
his flanks.

The risk of being concantrated in a narrouw corridor and
subject to air bombardment as occurred while Third Army was
breaking out of the Cotentin Peninsula in August {944 uwas
unique in Patton's operations., It is arguable that during most
of his operations in Europe his corps and divisions dere spraad
cut too far and, therefore, uere not subject toc the threat
associated with being concentratad in a defile or corridor. But
at Avranches, a single, narrow road about five miles long
converged at the Auranches Bridge and funneled all traffic
through the toun and out the southern side for a distance of
two and one-half miles or so. Patton was worried that if a
traffic jam should occur while elaments of two armored and tuwo
infantry divisions were filing through Avranches, losses uwould
be terrific, aspaecially among truck-borne infantry.

Essantially, his plan to cope uwith this risKk was tuo=-fold:
(1) Kezp things moving fasts and <2) do not take counsel of
your fears. Recognizing that rassage through Auranches uoulq
prove to be a critical bucause high risk guvent, Patton
positioned himsalé in Auranches =0 ensure there would be no
traffic Jam. The passagm of VIII and XV Corps uithin
tuenty-four hours was one o+ thosa things, Patton says, that
theoretically could not be done, but Was. It uwas successful
because of tha “extremely effective use of vetaran staff
officers and by the active par* taken in it by corps and

division commanders who, on occasion, personally directed
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traffic."<88> Thus, speed of operations proved toc be the Key
ingredient in reducing riskK in this cperation. But speed wuas
facilitated by employing a battle wise staff and through the
close control by senior officers.

The German Seventh Army 's counterattack touard Mortain,
France, with the object of cutting off Third Army from the rest
of Allied forces on the continent raises the further questicn
of risK to flanks and measures taken to reduce that risk.
Certainly speed of operations was one way to reduce risk to
exposad flankKs. If corps move fast encugh and achievae
sufficient depth quickly enough, it is the enemy who will be
worrying about his flanks. Patton thought this because he sau
that fast-paced offensive operations rob the enemy of the
initiative, causing him to react to a series of rapidly
changing tactical situations. He also thought that uwhen
infantry and armored divisions uwork together with infantry
leading, “there {3 littie risKk from successful enemy
counterattacks on the infantry flank because the armorad
division is the most ideal weapon for counterattacking a
counterattack.*<180> Patton is suggesting that depth in the
corps (s another way to raeduce risk to exposed flankKs. His
thinking in this vein at the army leéval is roflected in his
conception far a one-army thrust into the FrankKfurt-Kassal
area. It will be recalled that his concept called for tuo corps
to advance abreast and a third echelonad to the right rear.
Hence, in Patton's opinion risk to flanKs can be reduced by

advancing in depth, quickly. At ARuranches Patton held elamants
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of XII, XV, and XX Corps (one division each) on his left flank
to guard against Fifth Panzer Army's counterattack. And
although Patton believed the predicted German attackK uas a
bluff, it turned out not to be and XX Corps’' 35th Division
became heavily engaged; but Third Army passed through Avranches
without difficulty.

Patton's efforts to reduce risk to Third Army's right
flank along the Loire River uhile his forces suept to the
Moselle River {(See Map 4) shous evidence of a more
sophisticated approach to risk reduction. First, it is notable
that Patton used the Loire River itself to protect his southern
flank. Second, although ha uwas reluctant to do so, Patton laft
35th Infantr% Division to cover his army's flankK between Vitry
and Chalons. Patton did not bel ieve there uere any significant
German forces south of the Loire Rivar, but he complied with
Bradley's order to employ a division as flank guard for his
army .<3101> In fact, houaver, Patton's flankK was exposed 4rom
LaMans to Nancy, France, some 400 Kilometers. Hance, an
infantry division uas hardly adequate to covar Third Army's
southern flank in any event. Patton supplemented his protection
efforts by amploying his cavalry groups along the Loire and
maKing usa of groups of Maquia, Frerch guerrillia forcas. A
third and perhaps the most significant technique Patton usaed to
protaect his flanks uwas to raly heavily on XIX TAC. Several MNIX
TAC saquadrons parformed deap interdiction against Ker bridges
and rail lines. Of mora importance, houwever, ware the air

reconnaissance and air photography missions XIX TAC flaw south
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of the Loire River in support of Third Army. Patton's G-2
Section and XKIX TAC worked out both an air reconnaissance and
rvad and rail cutting plan in support of Third Army's sueep to
the Moselle.<182> It is no uwonder Patton was not terribly
worried about his army's flanKsi his G-2 was telling him that
the German 64th Corps scuth of the Loire uwas in retreat from
Seventh Army's aduvance up the Rhone Valley and could not affect
Third Army 's flanK operationally. The evidence, then, indicates
that in addition to speed of operations and depth, Patton
thought that risk to flankKs could be minimized by employing
cavalry groups and by making extensive use of air
reconnaissance and deep interdiction operations, as uwell as

natural terrain obstacles such as riverlines,.

Resetrveas

Patton's views on the acceptancea of risk in the employmant
of operational resarves is more difficult to assess than his
handling of flanks. This is so because he says very little
about houw he envisionad the employment of reservaes. A
convincing case can be made that he did not think much of the
idea of retaining an operational reserve., A couple of axamples
{llustrate Patton's inclination either to retain no reservae or
to retain a very small ona. Ouring XX and XlI Corps' 81 August
attacks on Malun, Monteresy and Sens, France, Patton committad
his entire force without rataining any resarve.<1@3> Patton

recalls this action bacause he remembers nat rataining a




reserve and again had to resist the urge to take counsel of his
fears.

A second example, revealing in its own way, occcurred just
after the breakout through Avranches. Because of the speed of
movement of Third Army and the diverging attackKs its corps uare
makKing as they debouched from the Avranches area, a large hole
in the American lines developed betuween St. Hilaire and
Mayenne, France., Then a sacond gap opened up uest of Alencon,
and Patton remarkKs that all he could do was to assemble the 8th
Armored Division at Fouééres to fill this second gap.<184> Lhat
is significant is Patton's admission that he had to assembla a
division, which clearly implies he had no such unit earmarkad
faor just such a contingency., An identified reserve uwould have
been able to move straight into the gap.

Buring the Bulge Campaign wuhen MG Eddy of XKII Corps became
concerned about an attack inte his flank, Patton sent Eddy his
only army reserve--a com:-any of tankK destroyers!<1@8S> The
picture that emerges is one of Patton habitually opaerating with
a small reserve or without one at all. Therefore, a tenet of
Patton's wast

ficcept the operational risk entailaed by a small
reserve to get maximum combat pouwer foruard.

Evidaence that Patton thought this principle appliaed
operationally lies in his anger at SHAEF's decision to retain a
reserve during the Bulge Campaign. Claiming that at that period
of the uar no raserve Was needea. Patton insistad that violant
*attacks everyvuhere with everything® with all available forces
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would lead to success.<186> To Keep higher headquarters from
takKing divisions from him for any reascon, Patton and his staff
exhorted corps commanders to get all their units decisively
engaged. Houever, this zhould not be surprising, for Patton's
vary conception of operational art uwas that it consisted of a
series of offensive actions designed to Keep the enemy off
baiance. At the corps lavel this meant penetrating the enemy's
line with the infantry and then exploiting with armor. In a
sense, an armored division uwas a reserve unit in the corps for
the purpose of protecting the infantry against a counterattack
and exploiting a tactical success. In order to operate in that
fashion, Patton had to spread his armored divisions arcund,
retaining nothing at the army level for exploitation or
counterattack. It is possible to see in Patton's decision not
to retain & resaerve at army level a uillingness to accept an
elevated operational risk uwhile louwering the risk at the
tactica. level, Hence, Patton's dispersed armor, which could
have provided him uwith an army leval reserve, uwas employed
tactically, placing most of Third Army's armored combat pouwer
foruard and reducing tactical risk. Patton compensated for the
increased operational risk by amploving air and cavalry assets
to survey and guard his army's €lanks, His approach to risk
reduction placed heavy raliance on his ability to +lexibly
assemble a reserve or flank protection element if long-range
air reconnaissance indicated such a unit uere neaded’ he
counted on such reconnaissance to provide him with the critical

time he neaeded to take defensive measuraes.




Logistical Sustainment

Like Heinz Guderian, George Patton did not spend much of
his time considering logistical matters. And 1likKe Guderian,
Patton's logistical neglect came to haunt him. One uwoculd never
guess this to be the case, for Patton spoke only in glouwing
terms about his own logistical arrangements. He thought the
system of administration in Third Army, for example, uas
axcellent. The system that allowed administrative matters to
pass from army to division, bypassing corps, uwas the way to do
business since the corps was a tactical unit. He says that
“Iblecause of this arrangement we had perfect facility in
shifting divisions without losing a moment's time. We never had
to regroup, wuhich seemed to be the chief form of amusement in
the British armies."<187> Because logistics and replacements
floued from the Communications Zone <(COMMZ) through +ield
armies to divisions, field armies had a large role to play in
logistical sustainment. In fact, by the time of the Lorraine
Campaign Third Army had two quartermaster groups totalling
sixty companias and two ordnance groups with eleven battalions
betueen them to carry out its logistical responsibiiitias.<188>
Howaver, in spita of Patton's smug remark about British
regroupment, there ls little evidence that shows Patton

parsonally had a firm undaerstanding of tha relationship betneen
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the attainment of operational objectives and logistical
capabiiities, or spent much time investigating this
relationship. The evidence available indicates he laft most
logistical matters in Third Army to his logisticians.

Patton gave his commanders little written guidance on
legistical matters. Most of what he said was confined to broad
general izations such asi “*supply rests on give and take
equally,® and "supply units must anticipate through
reconnhaissance the needs of users and get supplies up before
they are called for."<1{@8> Here Patton is displaying a measure
of sophistication because although doctrinally the American
logistical system in World War II was a “demand" system, Patton
is almest suggesting a “pgsh' systemi The “daemand* system in
place when he began his sueep azcross France uwas able to supply
his army with sufficient fuel, ammunition, and personnel in the
initial phasas of operations. Fuel, of course, was tha class of
supply in greatest demand as Third Army suept touward the
Moselle River, To Keep his army adequately supplied during
these fast-moving operations, Patton reliad mainly on £-1/82 ton
trucks. Patton claims that the successes of Third Army rested
largely on tuwo pileces of equipment. He sayst

The C-47 and the 2-1/2 ton truckK did more to win this

war than any other equipment wa had. Third Army could

not have axecuted its history-maKing sueeps and win

its great victoriles without that clane and truck.<110>
There is evidence that Patton made great use of both the truck
and the plane to Keep his army supplied. His use of thae
airplane i¢, perhaps, overstated, but a feuw examples illustrate
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his paint.

Third Army first made use of air resupply on 21 August
1344 uwhen 77 tons of rations uwere floun intc the LeMans,
France, area and 51 uwcunded soldiers uwere flown out. From 21
August on, Troop Carrier Command (TCC), which flew the C-47
miszions in support of Patton's army, made it a practice to
establ ish airstrips immediately behind forward battle lines to
effect resupply. By 25 August, TCC had delivered 3588 tons of
supplies, employing 287 C-47 aircraft. In one day alone TCC
fleu in over 100,880 gallons of fuel to Keep Patton's wvehicles
running.<111> Later, after Third Army had crossed the Rhine and
was at the far end of its logistical tether, TCC was able to
deliver uhat amounted to emergency fuel rations to Third Army.
About that action Patton says that had it not been for TCC
flying planes into the Limburg (Germanyl airport at the rate of
68 aircraft an hour--each plane containing 115 five=-gallon
cans--Third Army uwould have run ocut of gasoline.<112> Colonel
Robert Allen maKes a much stronger statement about the role of
air resupply in the European Theater of Operations. He contends
that the war in Europe could not have been concluded in the
Spring of 194% had it not been for TCC's air resupply afforts.
He says that the day after the 4th Armored Division attacked
out of the Opepenheim bridgehead, for example, TCC carriers
began delivering essential supplies to advanced units. On 28
March C-47s unloaded 435,000 gallons of gasoline’? three days
later TCC delivered 326,908 gallons. On return trips C-47s fleu

cut cver (3,008 casualties batueen 1-9 May 13945.<*13)> lWhat is
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interesting about these comments is that it appears that Patton
had to make increasing use of air resupply the farther his army
get away from the Normandy beachhead. And this is so because
Patton's tactical and cperational pace quicKly outstripped his
logistical capabilities. Consequently, he accepted logistical
risKk which had potentially disastrouz results.

The great bulkK of Third Army's logistics was transported
not by air but by 2-1/2 ton truck., Stories about the Red Ball

Express are familiar, and it is true that at its pesak the Rad

Ball had some 6888 trucKs operating day and night and performed
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monumental logistical feats. But as Patton learned, in the end

evenh B0AB truckKs operating night and day were not sufficient to
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the breakout at Avranches, Third Army consumed 352,000 gallons
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of gasoline a day, and the trucks of the Rad Ball themselves
consumed 300,000 gallons a day. The province of Lorraine lies
about 808 Kilometers overland from the Normandy beachhead, a
fact that neither SHAEF's nor Patton's logisticians uere able
to change, but which had more to say about the conduct of
operations than Patton was willing to admit. For although there
were sufficient stocks of gasoline in the Normandy beachhead,
there uare inadequate transportation assets to move that
gasoline to users.<114> Consequently, uhen Patton's lead units
finally came to a halt at the end of August 13944 bacause of a
lack of fuel, only nine German infantry battalions, {tuo

artillery battalions, and ten tanks uare defending in Lorraine.
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By the time enough gasocline arrived to continue hisz cffensive
on 3 September, German units had reinforced torraine and were
prepared to put up a stubborn defense.<113> Patton’'s violation
of logistical principles caught up with him in Lorraine, for
unlike the violation of tactical principles, the effect of
neglecting logistical matters is cumulative in nature.<1I8>

In an effort to alleviate his gascline shortage, Patton at
varijous times used captured gascline or hijacked gasoline from
other allied armies, and relied on air resupply of gasoline,
none of which ultimately solved the problem. He also switchad
more and more trucks in his army from ammunition transportation
to gasoline transportation. Although this move someuwhat
improved the gasoline deficit in the short run, it had other
deleterious effacts in the long run. Suitching transportation
assets to the task of fuel resupply caused an acute shortage of
heavy caliber artillery ammunition and precluded the building
of stocks of Class V although the ammunition was
available.<11?> To help alleviate such shortages Patton
resorted to rationing during the Lorraine Campaign. Third Army
Wwas so shert of large caliber artillery ammunition that tanks
and tank destroyers uwere surveyed in as artillery. In addition,
Third Army made use of captured German ammunition. One XX Curps
TOT was fired uwith captured German 105~mm houitzer, Russian
thade ?6.8 mm guns, French 1585-mm howitzars, and German 88-mm
anti-tank guns’? 80X of the artillery ammunition expended by XX
Corps in the last week of October 1944 uas German.<118> The

clear point of these facts is that Patton seamed to ba only
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dimly aware that burning up gasoline reserves to Keep his army
mow ing and then neglecting ammunition stocks ultimately have
their cumulative effects on operational capability. Finally,
Third Army was forced to shift to railroads for transportation
and local requisition for resupply because the Red Ball Express
could not Keep up with his army.<118>

Patton almost relishes telling the story about houw his
corps commanders invariably got into heated arguments over the
location of corps boundaries. (128> The subject of those
discussions was aluays the assignment of road nets within the
army zone of action. Each corps commander uwanted to make sure
his corps got the road nets it needed to ensure his corps could
be logistically supported. Similarly, Patton implies that army
boundaries were determined in great part on the basis of major
road and rail nets.<121> The speed with uhich French railroads
were repaired and made operational halped allaviate Third
Army 's logistical shortages. Fortunately for Patton, the
railroads in central and eastern France uwere not badly damaged
and were left intact by the retreating Germans. Additionally,
during October 1844 Third Army logistical units uwere 2ble to
establish supporting railheads as far forward as Nancy,
France.<122) By April 1945, the bulK of Third Army's gasoline
was transportad by railroad tank cars from a continental
pipeline ending at Thionville,France, to Mainz, Germany, where
it was pumped across the Rhine Rivar into tank trucks and
transported to forward units.<123>

fin examination of Patton's logistical oparations suggests

- {73 -




that he neglected this vital aspect of operational art and
brought on his command not only a great deal of anguish but
also a reduced operational capability. Briving his tankKs until
they ran out of fuel, neglecting ammunition stockKs, and
diverting transportation assets all had their cumulative
effects. In defense of Patton, it can be said that he tried
desperately to defeat enemy forces operationally by pressing
his offensive operations to and beyond thcir logistically
supportable means. Patton did this because he believed that to
*£i11 the unforgiving minute with sixty seconds worth of
distance run' would in the long run save soldiers' lives. On
reflection, it {s a bitter irony that to capture the province
of Lorraine, Third Army took three months to move 4@-68@ aip
miles and cost 50,000 casualties, one-third of the total
casualties Third Army suffered in the whole European Theatar of

Operations .<i24>

Conclus ions

Despite what has just been said about Patton's riskK
assessment and his attempts to reduce risk, Patton can rightly
be acclaimed ar able practitioner of the operational art. He
was clearly an aggressive commander who thought that the uwhole
of operational art uas the offansive. Consequently, he exhorted
all his commanders to attack all tha time with all units under

command to throw the enamy off balance and Keap him there until
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attacking units achieve operational depth and envelop the
enery . He appeared willing to divest himself of any sizable
operational resarve in order 1o get maximum combat pouer
foruward at the tactical lewel, thereby trading off tactical for
operational riskK. For him, speed and timeliness of operations
were the absolutely essential features of the successful
operational commander., If succes: is measuraed only in terms of
tactical or operational ocutcomes, without consideraticn of
costs incurred to achieve those outcomes, then George Patton
was clearly a success, Yet, it is doubtful that the preceding
conditional is true, and an accurate evaluation of Patton as a

practitioner of operational art must turn, at least in part, on

the question of his means in waging war.
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CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSIGN

Part I: QOperational Differences

Although the fundamental purpose of this thesis is to
uncover any common tenets by which two successful practitioners
of the operational art operated, there is utility in
discovering how their operations were disimilar. Hence, before
discussing tenets common to the operational methods of Guderian
and Patton, a contrast betueen their methods is in order.

First, it is true that both Patton and Guderian believed
in a combined arms concept but disagreed on the composition of
combined arms organizations at the operational level of uwar.
Buder {an thought that a combined arms team built around the
tank~--the panzer division--uas tha appropriate instrumant corps
and group commandars should have at their disposal to achieve
the operational decisions Buderian sougsht. Moraovar, he
bel iaued such panzar divisions should be employaed in haavy
concantrations of corps-size units both to achleve tactical
penetration and operational axploitation. Patton, on the other
hand, envisioned a mora balanced employmaent of armored

divisions, which he obtainad by dispersing his armored
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divisions throughout his corps. Ostensibly, this gave each of
his corps commanders the capability to exploit with armored
forces tactical penetrations achieved by assigned infantry
divisions. It is arguable that in doing this Patton traded the
operational capability to exploit deeply with an armored corps
for the capability to exploit tactically at the corps level. It
also suggests that Patton's corps performed more of a tacticai
role than an operational role throughout his European
operations. And since Patton seldom retained a sizable
operational reserve at army, it is doubtful that Patton's
approach to achieving operational decisiveness would have been
effective against strong enemy resistance. Recall! that his most
successful campaigns--Fala‘se-Argentan, pursuit to the Sein=z.
Palatinate--wuere waged against a ratreating enemy uwhereas in
both the Bulge and Lerraine Campaigns, in uhich the enemy
defgnded staunchly, Patton's approach was both laborious and
costly,

In art, the differences betwean Guderian's and Patton's
approaches to combined arms warfare at the operational leval
can be attributed to doctrinal differences. Whaen Patton assumed
command of American combat forces, he inharited a doctrine that
regarded the infantry division as an organization particularly
well suited for tactical panetration and the armorad division
appropriate for exploitation. Moreover, there are historical,
political, and geographical reasons to beliave that Amarica had

no mature conception of operational art at the baginning of

- 188 -




World War II. In essence, American commanders entered the uWar
with both a tactical and a strategic conception but no mature
understanding about how to link tactics and strategy within a
theater, precisely the function of or: -~ational art. Unlike
Patian, Guderian entered the war not only with a doctrine of
operational art but with an organ csational structure with uwuhich
to execute that doctrine, More ' han this, however, Guderian
helped devealaup the doctrine and the panzer organizations needed
to execute the doctrine, and he uas irstrumental in putting
that doctrine into effect. Hence, it is no wonder that Guderian
and Patton differed in their combined arms conception, though
it remains both true and significant that they sau the need for
a combined arms approach to operational art.

Second, whereas Guderian attacked with panzer corps on
relatively narrou frounts, Patton attacked on broad fronts with
his armor dispersed. Again, doctrinal differences help explain
their different methods. What is significant is that both
Patton and Guderian sau the value in seizing the initiative and
in Keeping the enemy off balance, but Patton's operations
focused mere on retaining the tactical initiative and
Guderian's operations sought to retain operational initiative
by striking in great depth with panzer corps. Additionally, in
order to gain the tactical and operational surprise needed to
seize the operational initiative and achieve the depth
necessary for oparational dacisivenass, Gudarian was willing to

go to great lengths. In particular, ha placed strong amphasis
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on deception and secrecy gained through movement at night and
on continuocus operations once an attack started. Although
Pattorn made some use of deception and night movement, he did
not place much empnasis on either technique, remarkKing that it
is better to halt tuo hours before dark, rest the socldiers, and
attack before dawn. Moreover, he thought "night attacKs by
armor were hot economical."<1>

A third point on which Patton's and Guderian's thinKing
apparently diverged was in the employment of the radio.
Guderian saw great value in having a secure means of rapidly
transmitting fragmentary orders to foruward committed units. It
was important for him to be able to affect tactical operations
quicKly because his technique placed great reliance on the
success of tactical operations at the gchuerpunkt, which had to
change rapidly to reinforce success against points of least
res istance, To do this, Guderian needed & rapid means of
communication, and the radio provided just such a means.
Perhaps because of his Knouledge of Ultra and the attendant
security risks associated uwith radio communications, Patton did
not place much emphasis on the use of radioc, Unlike Guderian,
then, he preferred wire over radio and personal contact over
wire.

Finally, while Guderian made special efforts to maintain
momentum by avoiding forward passage through committed units
and bypassing centers of rasistance, Patton did not place much

emphasis onh either of thesa methods. In fact, Patton appeared
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committed to the view that infantry divisions penetrate
tactically or fix, and armored divisions pass through to
exploit and pursue. Guderian, it will be recalled, emploved
panzer divisions in both the penetration and exploitation role,
and did so because he believed the organic panzer-grenadier
infantry in the panzer divisions could perform the task of
penetration’ moreover, he believed attackKing mob.le forces
would lose momentum if they attempted to pass through less
mobile infantry formations. It may be said of Patton that he
did believe in bypassing enemy centers of resistance, as his
objections to General Devers' efforts to reduce the Colmar
Pocket attest.<2> Tuc responses, houwever, are in order here.
First, such a vieuw is inconsistent with Patton's decisions to
take the cities of Nancy and Metz, cperations uhich were costly
and time consuming. Second, an underlying ulterior motive for
Patton's objection to employing forces to reduce the Colmar
Pocket was that some of the forces to reduce that pockaetl uere

to come from Patton's Third Army.
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Part I1¢ Common Tenets

As =significant as the differences in Patton's and
Guderian's operations appear to be, to be fully appreciated
they need to be viewed in a perspective that takes account of
the similarities in their operations, especially the principled
basis for their operational art. Indeed, Patton's and
Guder ian's operational art clearly shared a principled basis in
six areast centralized control of artillery’ close cooperation
of ground and air effortis; attacks to envelop or encircle the
enemy at operational depthss execution of operations at high
speed? acceptance of flanK and logistical risk’} and personal
leadership at frontline units. Each of these similarities
deserves some amplification, for even if similar in principle
there were some differences in how Patton and Guderian applied
each tenat.

Though they differed in the composition and doctrinal
employment of combinad arms units, both Patton and Guderian
thought a combined arms apeproach to operational art is
essential. In particular, they both thought that cantralized
control of artillery assats is crucial in axecuting operational
art in the early stages of an oparation when tactical

penetration {s the task at hand. After tactical penatration,
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the requirement iz for artillery to be decentralized so that
exploiting and pursuing units can have artillery fire support
immediately available., Consequently, the requircment both men
sought was highly mobile artillery and a flexible system of
artillery command and control that would allow artillery fires
to be massed at critical paints of penetration and then allou
artillery units to move behind foruward committed units and
deliver immediately responsive fires in exploitation and
pursuit operations. Guderian, more than Patton, tried to
supplement organic artiliery fire support by employing tactical
aircraft in close support missions. The difference in their
operations on this point is that Guderian apparently tried to
achieve a higher degree of integration between ground and air
units than Patton. But the requirement for concentrated
artillery cannot be solved by a reliance on tactical aircraft
for the cobvious reason that air support is uweather dependent.
Hence, Patton's conduct of operational art depended on massed
artillery, and lots of it. It is useful to recall that Patton's
Third Army conducted its Bulge counter-offensive employing 108
battalions of field artillery, suggesting an artillery rich
aenvironment,

Second, both men saw great value in the establishment of a
good workKing relationship betueen ground and air forces.
Buderian formed a warm, parsonal relationship with the air
commanders uho supportad his operations in all three of his

major campaigns. Similarly, Patton spokae inh glowing tarms of
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the cooperation and assistance XIX TAC rendered to Third Army
throughout sperations in Europe. Both Patton and Guderian Kneu
that the success of their operations depended in large measure
oﬁ the quantity and quality of air suppart given to their
units. And both quantity and quality of support depended on the
degree of cooreration and coordination extant betueen the tus
services.,

Unmistakably, a third tenet common to the operational art
of each man is reflected in their efforts to attack into
operational dapths of enemy defencas and either envelop or
encircle enemy forces. All of Guderian's operations indicate
that he thought tactical penetration followed by raeid
exploitation into enemy territory would precipitate an
operational collapse uwithin the enemy command and control
structure. In both the Polish and Flanders Campaigns his
thinking on this subject proved corract. In the Russian
Campaign, in spite of the capture of whole armies and masses of
equipment, his attacks into operational depths did not have the
desirad strategic effect. Failure in the Russian Campaign gives
new meaning to “operational depth" and amplifies the importancae
of timing in the conduct of operational art. Guderlian,
remember , thought that Hitler's three-ueak delay of Oparation
BARBAROSSA and his three-ueek diversion of Guderian's Panzer
Army from its final operational objective of Moscow proved
fatal to the strategic aims of BARBARCSSA.

Patton, too, believed that succass at the operational
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level of war requires that tactical penetration be follouwed by
rapid and unremitting pursuit cperations until enemy forces are
either encircled or enveloped and destroyed. Because he had
trouble in finding a "Hoth" on the Allied side who would
cooperate in putting together great encirclement operations,
Patton relied on envelopment operations to achieve operational
decision. Both the Falaise-Argentan and the Palatinate
Campaighs are the best examples of Patton's style in this
respact. To some extent, Patton was hampared in his execution
of operational art because neither his subordinate commanders
nor his superiors shared to any great dagree his conception of
how mobile armored warfare should be conducted to be decisiva.
Good men though they uwera, there is little evidence to suggest
that Patton's corps commanders had a firm und;rstanding of the
requirements for operational success against German forces; the
evidence shows that they had more tactical than opaerational
acumen.

This discussion of operational dapth and decisivenass
raiszes ah important consideration about both Patton's and
Buderian's operational art that heretofore has been largely
ignared or giossed over. If the operational level of uwar is
defined as that level which employs tactical events linked
together in a campaign plan to ,chieve theatar strategic goals,
then any judament about the effactiveness of a commander's
operational art must rest, at laast in part, on houw wall his

oparational methods parlayed tactical events into desirad
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strategic results. The question rajsed is difficult to ansuer
because to ansuer it intelligently cther equally important
questions must first be ansuered. The question, for example,
presupposes a Knouledge of the strategic theater objectives and
what Clausewitz called “centers of gravity." There is probably
general agreement that both Patton and Guderian saw the
opposing enemy forces as the center of gravity, the immediate
operational objective. Destroy enemy forces in large
proportions and the enemy armies will collapse, forcing
opposing political leaders to sue for peace. Patton clearly

bel isaved this, and Guderian's preoccupation with the seizure of
Moscow notuithstanding, he too sought the destruction of enemy
forces on a grand scale. His operations in Poland in 1838 and
in France in 13848 appear to be classic examples of the
appropriate linkage of tactical engagements in a campaign plan
for the purpose of bringing about desired strategic results
within a theater of cperat.ons. Similarly, Patton's operations
in North Africa and on Sicily appeared to support the thaeataer
commander 's strategic goals.

Howaver, a plausible case can be made that both Gudaerian
and Patton failad to maasurae up in an important way in their
later campaigns. Both failed to understand that to be
effective, operational campaign plans must be predicated on
theater strategy’ they have no life of their oun! But
Guderian's great operational "succasses* in Russia appaar to

have taKen on a life of their sun, dragging the theater
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commander 's strategy after them. Certainly, this charge is true
of Patton, who attacked so far and sc fast across France that
he outran 12th Army Group's and SHAEF's capabil ity to support
him. At every turn Patton attempted to turn a theater secondary
effort into not only the primary theater effort but the ONLY
theater effort! Both Bradley and Eisenhcuwer had great
difficulty reigning in Patton as he raced across Europe.
Patton's scheme to attack straight toward Frankfurt with cne
army composed of three corps, for example, fajiled entirely to
takKe account of Eisenhouer's theater strategy with its myriad
of political and logistical considerations. Analytically,
strategic art gives shape to operational art, but in practice
the dynamics are that one affects the other interactively, and
the real challenge for operational laevel commanders is to Keep
their relationship in balance. As capable as both these man
were, it is fair to say that neither had a firm enough
understanding of the dynamics betueen operational and
strategical art.

A fourth tenet Patton and Guderian share in thelr
conception of houw operational art should be conducted centers
on speed of operations. Every bit of relevant evidence shous
that both men thought a high tempo of operations is absolutely
essential to success {n the conduct of operational art. Bocause
speed is a relational term, what both men really maant is that
to be successful friendly commanders must axecute oparations at

a speed raelatively greater than the spead of tha anhemy's
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operations. In Guderian's case, the classic example is his
attack across the Meuse River and subsequent drive to the

coast. In his booK To Lose a Battle, Alistair Horne wvividly

describes not only the French High Command's but also the louer
level tactical commanders' inability to act or react in a
timely enough manner to stop Guderian's panzer drive.
Similarly, Patton's high-speed dashes out of the Normandy
beachhead, across France to the Seine River, through the Eifel,
and across tie Palatinate all Kept opposing German forces in a
perpetually reactive ztate trying to adjust to a new tactical
sityation rendered irrelevant by an even newer situation. Both
men came to see that a high rate of operations steals the
initiative from the enemy, forces him to react rather than

del iberately act, and destroys his ability to focus combat
pouer at a decisive point bacause his command and control
system is in disarray. In essenca, a relatively higher spaed of
operations sarves to fragment the enamy's combat pouer and
destroy his collective and individual will to fight. Guderian
attempted to achieve a high tempo of operations, first, by
tactically surprising the enemy through deceiving him as to the
location, timing, composition, and diraction of tha attack.
Then he exhorted his commanders to Keep moving day and night,
bypass ing pocKets of enamy resistance, and attacking to the
point of exhaustion. Patton characteristically pitted one corps
commander against the other, exhorting each to be the first to

reach some objective such as a riverline. Each corps and
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division commander attacked ecross a realtively broad front,
employing multirle parallel axes to ensure maximum combat pouer
was forward and minimal congestion occurred on axes of advance.
Thus, despite some differences in technigue, Patton and
Guderian saw speed of operations as one of the Key tenets of
success in operational art.

A fifth tenet by which Patton and Guderian guided their
conduct of operational art is reflected in each man's
willingness to accept great flanK and logistical risK in order
to penetrate enemy defenses to operational depths. Concerning
risKk to exposed flanks, there is & great deal of evidence that
both men were fully auware of the risk they uere taking, and
they employed air pouwer, riverlines, cavalry units, and great
speed of operations to minimize that risk. In fact, both men
seemed to accept open flanks as quite a natural phenomenon in
high-speed mobile operations and go the further step of
regarding a non-linear line of contact as an opportunity to be
exploited whenever possible. Since the open flank argument
entails risks as well as opportunities, Guderian and Patton sau
that it uwas imperative to have a clear operational objective or
centar of gravity i{dentified, attack uwith sufficient mass, at
graat speed to produce thae tactical and opaerational moral
cascading effect that uould lead to operational decisiveness.
That, houevar, generally required that friendly forces attack
in great depth and speed, axposing a friendly flank somewhera.

Both man accepted exposed $lanks as the price to be paid for
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cperational success.

It is more difficult to makKe a plausible case for either
Guderian or Patton that would show they had a firm
understanding of the relationship betueen operational
capabil ity and logistical feasibility. Although neither man had
much to say about his own logistical operations, each was prone
to stretch his logistical tether to its very limits. In spite
of heauvy reliance on trucks, railrocads, and air resupply, each
man, especially Patton, attacked so fast and so far that he
exceeded the capability of his unit's logistical system to
support his further operations. Consistently, the problem uas
not one of materiel shortage but one of transportation
shortage. Moreover, a logistical pause inewitabl; sccurred just
when such a pause was least desirable. If such a pause is
inevitable, then {t may be that the outstanding operational
commander is one who plans for and times a pause in operations
$0 that it most benefits him and his command. Guderian appears
to have baen batter at timing any such logistical pauses than
Patton, if indeed Patton was even auware that such pauses need
to be considered. Suffice it to say, by design or neglect,
Patton and Guderian accepted increased logistical risk to
achieve their operational objectives.

A final tenet both men clearly believed in and adhered to
without fail was the principle of commanding or leading from
forward locations. Patton and Guderian understood that there is

no worthuhile substitute for the personal presence of the
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commander , especially when a critical decision, event, or
battle is taking place. Therefore, each man almost invariably
turned up at some forumard location at a crucial time and
personally directed the action, got a stalled attacK moving
again, or when there uere no reserves left, added weight to the
main attack merely by being on site. To aid in controlling the
large formations they commanded, both men operated out of a
small mobile forward command post and made extensive use of a
small plane to expedite their movement around the battlefield.
Although Patton preferred wire communications over radioc and
Guderian made far greater use of secure radio than did Patton,
both men communicated most of their combat orders in person at
their subordinates' command posts. Finally, neither man was the
least bit hesitant to give on-the-spot orders to committad
combat units tuo echelons below their oun level of command.
Much to each man's credit, they both uwere careful aluays to
inform any intermediate commanders concerned uwhen directing the
actions of a unit subordinate to that commander.

It i{s certainly possible to se@ in the operations of
Patton and Guderian other aspects of their c-erations that bear
similarity to some degrea. In some instances the diffarencas in
their operations is one of emphasis more than anything else.
Patton, for example, placed greater aeamphasis on recaiving
timely combat information and establishaed a special
mechanism--Colonel FicKett's information service=--to ansure he

got that information. Therae is nothing, of course, which shous
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that Guderian was not interested in timely combhat information,
but it is equally true that he did not g¢ to special 1e69ths to
get such information in the way Patton did.

What this thesis has endeavored to do is uncover those
aspects of Patton's and Guderian's operational methods which
appeal to a tenet or principle by which each man guided his
thinKing about the art of war at the operational lewvel of
command. The conclusion of this investigation can be summarized
by stating that Guderian and Patton shared a vieuw of
operational art that held the follouwing six tenets as Key to
success in the art of uwar at the cperational levelt

(1> Artillery needs to be organized and controlled in

such & fashion that its fires can be concentrated
rapidly and yet be flexible enough to move and shoot
during fluid, mebile, high-speed operations.

(2) Success at the operational level of command

demands that air and ground operations be closely

coordinated and mutually supporting.

¢3) Seek to conduct offensive operations that envelop
or encircle enemy forces at operational depths.

{(4) To be successful, operations must be conducted at
great speed--relatively graater than the enemy's speed
of oparationy.

(%) Success at the operational level requires that
commanders be willing to take calculated flank and
logistical risk’? both the depth and speaed of
operations appear to require acceptance of these
risks,

¢(6) Successful operational leval commanders commnand
and lead from forward locations, using their personal
praesaence to influance the outcome of operations.

Having arrived at these conclusions about the nature of
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it remains to explain

art,
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and Guderian's operational
why these findings are important to the American Army today.
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Part 1II¢: Implications for Airland Battle

It is arguable that at the beginning of World War II the
American Army did not practice and had no doctrine for
aperational art, but did have a conception of strategy and
tactics. Given America's political aversion to large, standing
professional armies, her insular geographic positien, and a
historical tendency to rely on her aconomic strengih to win
wars, this iz a plausible view te hold. For the development of
an operational doctrine that envisions the maneuver of large
military formations is only necessary in a theater of
operations that has the requisite space across uwhich teo
maneuver large formations. Prior to World War Il the ﬁmericaﬁ
Army had no such operational requiraments to meet because it
d}d not have world-uide commitments. Today the situation is
quite different. As a matter of policy America nouw is committed
to fighting a conventional or tactical nuclear uar in Wastern
Europe should the need arise. This fact implies tuwo important
considerations. First, the Amarican Army neaeds a ccherant
well-developed doctrine for operationil art that supports
theater strategy in Europe, whatever that strategy may be.
Airland Battle appears to be that doctrine, though it remains
problematic because of the nature of the NATO Alliance and its

requiremant for a coalition thaeaater strategy. Docrinally, uwe
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must get together with our allies if we are serious about
winning a war against the larsauw Pact in Western Europe.
Second, to have a doctrine in print only is not to have a
doctrine in the relevant serse. We must ensure that every
stratum of our officer corps understands ARirland Battle
doctrine and can execute the part for uhich it is responsible,
whether tactical or operational. Both of these considerations
deserve amplification.

The requirement for a uell-developed coherent doctrine is
a tall! order but not beyond reach. I[f the study of mili{arv
history has any utility at all, it is that it helps illuminate
what fundamentals of the art and science of uwar remain
unchanged +hrough time. Such studies help uncover the
principled basis for the conduct of war and, hence, help
astabl ish the theoretical and doctrinal foundations for
warfighting, This study of the operational art of Patten and
Buderian contributes to that basa of Knouladge by maKing
explicit some of the Key tenets or principles by which these
tuo commanders conducted operational art. Though the base of
evidence is narrou bacause the siudy only foiuses on tuo
successful practicnars of the operational art during a limited
time period, in large part its conclusions are reflacted in the
opaerational doctrina of America‘'s principal potantial adversary
and our oun current doctrine as recorded in Field Manual 190-3.

In spite of some evar lingaring branch parochialism in tha

Amer ican Army, doctrinally we ara committed to fighting as a
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combined arms team. Houever, it will never be sufficient merely
to say uwe are committed to such a conception of warfare. For a
complate combined arms conception at the cperational level
requires that air and ground operations be integrated in such a
fashion that the maximum effect of joint cperations be produced
when and uwuhere needed. Thiz point is especially important
considering that the requirement in Western Europe and other
theaters as well will be to fight outnumbered and uin.
Consequently, the lesson from Patton and Guderian is that
commanders and staff officers at all levels must work
conscientiously to achieve the high degree of ccoperation and
integration that service separateness, parochialism, budgetary
fights, and poor leadership at the top frequently impede. More
than this, houever, ue must strive to achieve this close
workKing relationship NOW before America gats committed to a
mid-to-high intensity conflict anyuhere because the trangition
from peace to war is likely to be short in duration. In part,
Joint doctrine can aid in moving touward what is surely an ideal
never to be fully realized.

This discussion leaves unansuered other questions uhich do
not fall into the joint arena. How, for example, should US
corps be configured for operations in Western Europa today? Wa
take it as a given that they should be configured the uway they
are. Should corps be in the loglstics business or should they
be purely tactical headquarters? Is {t plausible to thinKk that,

as currently organized, controllad, and logistically supported,
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a US armored or mechanized division could move at the speed
required to execute operational art as Guderian or Patton
conducted it? A case can be made that both types of division
have too large of an administrative and logistical overhead and
too cumbersome a command and control apparatus to permit the
sort of high-speed operations Guderian and Patton thought
absolutely essential to success at the operational level of
war .

An obuious response to these speculations is that what
Gudec ~ian and Patton did in World War Il is irrelevant today and
will be too on tomorrou's battlefield, The substance of this
claim is that techmological conditions have changed remarKably
since the time Patton and Guderian waged war, and their
approach Yo operational art no longer appiies.'The integrated
chemical/nuclear battlefield, for instance, renders a LWorld War
t1.approach to the conduct of c¢perational art archaic.
Alternatively, it may be maintained that high technology
information and communication systems obviate the necessity for
senior commanders to go foruard to exercise command and control
and to lead. The rajoinder to these arguments is that nothing
could be further from the truth,

In the first place, there is an abundance of evidance
which shous that future battlefields, even integrated
chemical/nuclear/EW battlefields, will be remarkably siwmilar to
tha battlefialds on which Patton and Gudarian fought.

Operations will ba fast-moving, fluid, and rapidly changing.
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Exposed flanks are likKely to be the normal condition, and
frequently units will be cut off, temporarily encircled, and
isolated. Confusicor will likKely reign, information will be
intermittent, and units will be intermingled. These uwords
describe nicely just the sort of conditiaons that prevailed
during the 1873 Arab-Israeli War., But this descrirtion of the
modern battlefield also sounds very much 1ike the sort of
battlefield across which Guderian suept in France in 1348,
Russia in 1841 and Patton attacked in 1944. The nuclear and
chemical dimension of the modern battlefiald only amplifies the
necessity for maintaining dispersion until concentration is
required, and then rapidly concentrating for operational
purposes., Hence, the requirement for spaed of operations is
even more important than it was in Guderian and Patton's day.
Considering the emphasis the Seviets place on the speed of
operations, the probability that high-tempc operations are
essential for succaess at the operational level rises

cohs iderably.

Under such battlefield conditions against a numerically
superior enemy, risk assessment and acceptance are all the more
important. In order to win decisive engagements and major
battlaes that are linked as parts of a campaign plan, commandars
must be able to see ahead in time and space and be willing to
accept at the right time calculated risks to their oun forcas.
It may even be true that this thesis confirms what ue have

aluays intuitively Known about successful opearational arti
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speed of operations, concentrated and integrated fires,
envaleping maneuver, risk acceptance, depth in time and space,
initiative retention, and perscnal leadership at the cutting
edge are all absolutely essential ingredients for success at
the operational level of war.

But even Knouledge of the various ingredients in a recipe
requires the further expertise and judgment to Knouw uwhen,
where, and how much of each ingredient to mix to produce the
desired rasult. A certain amount of boldness as well as refined
military judgment is what is required at the operational lewvel
of command. Both Guderiam and Patton exemplified boldness and a
high degree of refined military Jjudgment, which helps account
for their successes in battle. It is also easy to appreciate in
both men their uwarrior qualities. Each relished the thought of
being at the critical juncture of a battle and took pains to be
there. And there is mﬁch evidence which shous that Guderian and
Patton developed their refined mil itary judgment through a
long~term-process of growth and maturation that included
self-education. a broad range of experiences, reflaction,
teaching, and intellectual self-discipline. A Ffurther utility
to the study of military history, then, lies in the broadenad
perspective such a study affords the contemporary soldier, whe
must be prepared to deal with an uncertain future and on whosa
shoulders and conscience the burden of success falls when war
begins. Airland Battle doctrine will likely come to nought if,

when the time comes to live or die by tha principlas it
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implies, we do not have warriors uwho can apply those principles
to the circumstances at hand. If such heady sounding idealism
is, in part, the stuff of which warriors like Heinz Guderian
and George Patton are made, then ue uwould do uell to foster its

grouwth by continuing to study these men and their operational

methods.
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ENDNOTES

1 George 8. Patton, Jr., War As I Knew It (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 18947, p.335.

2 War ARs 1 Knew It, p.214.

- 286 -




L

BIBL IOGRAPHY

Addington, Larry H., The Blitzkrieg Era and the German General
Staff,1865-13841. New Brunsuick, N.J.: Rutgers University
Press, 1871.

After Action Report, | August 1844-9 May 1845, Headquarters,

Third United States Army, 1345,

Allen, Rabert S. Lucky Forward: The History of Patton's Third
Army.. Mew YorkK: The Vanguard Press, 1347.

The Armored Force, Command and Center, Study No.27. Washington,
D.C.: Historical Section, Army Ground Forces, 1848.

Ayer , Frederick. Before the Colors Fade. Boston: Houghton
Mifflin and Company, 1384.

Bell; W. G, and Blumenson, Martin. "Patton the Soldier."
Ordnance, Vol XLII!I (Jan-Feb 1358), pp.588-530.

Biduell, Shelford, and Graham, DominickK., Fire-Pouenrs
British Army Weapons and Theories of War, 13@4-184%5.
Bostont: George Allen and Unuin, 1882.

Blumenson, Martin. BreakKeut and Pursuit, Part V of The United
States Army in World War 11: European Theater of
Operations. Washington, 0.C.* U.S5. Army Historical
Division, 1861.

Blumenson, Martin. "General BGeorge S. Patton.* In The lWar
Lords. Ed. LTG Sir M. Carver. Boston: Houghton Mif¢lin and
Company, 1876.

Blumenson, Martin. The Many Faces of George S, Patton, Jr.
Colorado Springs, Coloradot! U, S. Air Force Academy, 1972,

Blumenson, Martin, The Patton Papers, Volumes ! and &.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin and Compa.y, 1972.

Carver, R, M., The Apostles of Mobility. New YorkKt: Holmas and
Me jer Publishers, Inc., 1873,

Codman, Charles R, Orive, Bostont Little, Broun and Company,
1957.

Cole, H. M. U. S. Army in World War 1I: The Lorraine Campaign.
Washington, O.C.t U. S. Army Historical Division, 13830.

- 207 -




Conniff, Frank. *The Patton Paradox." The Reserve Officer,
(April 1846), pp.1i-i2.

OiNardo, Richard. "The Armored Fist." Strategy and Tactics,
(SEP-0CT 384), pp.15-32.

Deichmann, B. Paul. German Air Force Operations in Support of
the Army. USAF Historical Studies: No. 1683. Maxuell AFB,
Alabama: U.S. Air University Prescs, 1862,

Dyer, Georse. XII Corps, Spearhead of Patton's Third Army.
Batan Rouge, Louisianat: Army and Navy Publishing Company.,
1947,

Ellis, LL. F. The War in France and Flanders, 1839-1840. Londen:
Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 13933,

Essame, Hubert. Pattont A Study in Command. New YorkK: Charles
Scribner and Sons, 1874.

Farago, Ladislas. Pattont QOrdeal and Triumph. New York: I.
Obolensky , 1964,

Forty, George. Pattan's Third Army at War. Neuw YorkKi: Charles
Scribner and Sons, 1878.

Gabel, Christopher R, The Lorraine Campaign: An Ouervieu,
September -December 1844, Fort Leavenuworth, Kansasi: U.S.
Army Command and General Staff College, 1984.

German Field Service Regulations. Fort Leavenuorth, KS: Tha
Command and General School Prass, 1938.

Buderian, Heinz. "Achtung! Panzer!" In The Infantry Journal
Reader. Ed. J. 1. Greene. Barden City, Neuw Jersey?
Doubleday, Doran and Company, 1843,

Guderian, Heinz. "Armored Warfaret! Considerations of the

Past and Future.* Armorad Cauvalry Journal, Vol LVIII
{Jan-Feb 1848), pp.2-7.

Guderian, Heinz, *The German Armored Divisions.* Military
Revieu, Vol XX (September 19483, pp.48-49.

Guderian, Heinz, German General Staff, Projegt #6, Training and
Development of German Beneral Staff Officers, Vol XXVIII,
Historical Division, European Command, no date.

Guderian, Heinz. Panzer Leader. Trans. Constantine Fltzgibbon,
Naw Yorkt Dutton Publishing Company, 1952.

- 208 -




Guderian, Heinz. "Unification or Cecordination--The Armed Forces
Problem,” in German Report Series. Department of the Army
Historical Division, February 1943,

Greenfield, R., Palmer, R., and Wiley, B, United States Army in
World War I1: The Qrganization of Ground Combat Troops.
Washington, D.C.,: U.S. Army Historical Division, 13847.

HarkKkins , Paul DO. When the Third CracKed Europe: The Story of
Patton's Ilncredible Army. Harrisburg, PA: Stackpole BooKs,
1369.

Hatch, Alden., George Patton: General in Spurs. Neu York:
Meszner Publishing Company ., 13851.

Helfers, M, C, "Heinz Guderiant Father of Armor." Armor, Vol
LXII (Nov-Dec 18532, pp.25-27.

Horne, Alistair. To Lose a Battle, France 1346. Neuw YorK:
Penguin Books, 1873.

House, Jonathan M. Towards Combined Arms Warfare. Fort
Leavenuorth, Kansas: U.8S. Army Command and General Statf
College, 1984.

Liddell Hart, B.H., The German Generals Talk. New YorkK: W,
Morrow Company, 13948.

Luttuak, Edward N. "The Operational Level of War.*
International Security, VYol 5, No, 3 <Winter 1388)>,
PP .B81-78.

MacKsey , Kenneth. Buderian, Creator of the BlitzKrieg. Neuw
YorK: Stein and Day, 1876,

Manstein, E. Lost Victories. Novato, Californiat Presidio
Press, 1982.

Melior, William B, Patton! Fighting Man. Neu York: G.P. Putnam
and Sons, 1946,

Ministry of National Defense, Balgium. The Campaign of May
184@, Brusselst Military Cartographic Institute, 1945,

Patton, Beatrice Ayer. "A Soldier's Reading." fArmor, (Nov-Dac
1958): PP 10"11-

Patton, George S, Jr. "Success in War.* In The Infantry Journal

Reader. Ed. J. . Greene. Garden City, Neuw Jersay!
Doubleday, Doran and Company, 1843.

- 2@9 -

Bl ot af S A e se <] i S SR SRR ] T e ek e ek e aoti R GR) g E O

r

gl

==

T




Patton, George S, Jr. War As 1 Knew It. Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1347,

The Rise and Fall of the German Air Force ¢€1933 to 1845). Air
Ministry Pamphlet No.248. British Air Ministry, 1848,

Rohmer , Richard H. Patton's Bap! An Account of the Battle of
Normandy , 1344, Neuw YorkK: Beaufort Books, 1381.

Semmes , Harry H. Portrait of Patton. New YorkK:
Applaton-Century-Crofts, 1355.

Shane, Ted. "LTG Georgs Smith Patton." In These Are the
Generals., Foreuward by Walter Millis. Neuw York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1843,

Simpkin, Richard E. Mechanized Infantry. Neuw York:
Brassey's Publishers Limited, 1880.

Strauson, John., “"General Heinz Guderian." In The War bLords. Ed.
LTG Sir M. Carver., Bostont: Little, Broun and Company,
bR rd

Toland, John. Battle: The Story of the Bulge. New YnrkKk: Random
House, 19853,

.

U, S. Department of the Army. The German Campaigh iu Paland
(1933>. UA Pamphlet No. 20-255. Washington, D. C.! U, S.

Government Printing Office, 1956.

U, 8. Department of the Army. QOperations. Field Manual 108-3.
Washington, D.C.t U.S. Government Printing Qffice, 1982.

U. 8. Department of tha Army. Operations. Field Manual 108-3.
Washington, D.C.?¢ U.S. Government Printing Qffice, 1841.

Van Creveld, Martin. Fighting Pouwer: German Military
Performance, 1814-1945. Washington, 0. C.t QOffice of Net
Assessment, DOD, 1938,

von Mellenthin, Frederick W. Berman Generals of World Wap 112
As 1 Saw Them. Norman, Oklahoma?! University of OKlahoma
Press, 1877,

Wallace, Brenton G. Patton and His Third Army. Harrisburg,
Pannsylvaniat Military Service Publishing Company, 1946,

Wallaca, Warrack. *Report on Assignmant with Third Unitaed
States Army, 1% August-18 September 1944.% NARS Group #
NN3-457-84-12. National Archives Racord Section.

- 210 -




DA

g

Bt
s v Ptz T

P

B » » %

X
P

Weigley, R, Eisenhouwer's Lieutenants. Blecomington, Indiana:
Indiana University Press, 138{.

Williamson, Porter B, Patton's Principlest A HandbooK for
Managers bWho Mean It. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1882.

Yale, Wesley W. Alternative to Armageddon. New Brunsuwick, Neuw
Jerseyi Rutgers University Press, 1878,

- 21t -




INITIAL DISTRIBUTION LIST

Combined Arms Research Library
U.8. Army Cormmand and General Stasf College
Fort Leavenuworth, Kansas 66827

Dafense Technical Infermation Center
Cameron Station
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Major Rager Cirillo

Combat Studies Institute

U.S. Army Command and General Staff College
Fert Leavenuworth, Kansas 868627

Dr. Christopher R. Gabel

Combat Studies Institute

U.5. Army Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenuorth, Kansas 68027

LTC Douglas %. Johnson, 11

School of Advanced Military Studies

U.8. Army Command and General Staftf College
Fort Leavenuorth, Kansas 66627




