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ABSTRACT 1:;'."

An AirLand Battle Challenge: To Cross a River, by Major
David J. Benjamin Jr. USA, 58 pages.

This monograph is a doctrinal and historical analysis of
river crossings by the United States and the Soviet Union. $41

Initially, there is a discussion of the impact of AirLand
Battle doctrine has on river crossings which concludes that
the hasty crossing is the preferred method. Then there is
an analysis of current U.S. doctrine as found in field
manuals, professional periodicals, and as taught in service
schools. This doctrinal analysis is followed by a
histor ical analysis of the Ital ian, northwest European, and
Korean campaigns to reveal the inadequacy of U.S. doctrine.

Searching for a more adequate crossing doctrine, the author
a nal zes Soviet experiences during World War II.

The author concludes that certain aspects of Soviet World
War II crossing doctrine are applicable to the formation cf
a contemporary U.S. doctrine. These are: selection of
multiple crossing points; avoidance of enemy strength;
selection of least expected crossino locations; employment
of expedient crossing methods; earlier initiation of the
planning process; better trair. d reconnaissance forces:
conduct of ooer t i ons dur i ng er i ods of reduced vi sib i it
an rapid continuation of the attack.

This monograph is only the in tial Process in relkri ting"
U.S. river crossing doctrine. It pr.ides a point of
departure for further discussion and research.

Accesion For

NTIS CRA&I
DTIC TAB o

U'annouiced

Justiltclion 0

By':
Dist .b.u tion ...... ....

Avilability Codes

Dist A pec l d Ior



Introduction

The adoption of AirLand Battle doctrine by the U.S.

Army in 1982 has many farreaching implications for U.S.

operational and tactical doctrines. This new doctrine has

caused a revival of imaginative thought in the study of war

by officers of the U.S. Army. Articles in military journals

and new field manuals and circulars reflect the influence of

AirLand Battle. However, one area greatly affected by this

doctrine has not received the scrutiny which it deserves--

river crossing doctrine.

The purposes of this monograph are twofold: first, it

will demonstrate that the river crossing doctrine which has

served the U.S. Army with little change since the end of

World War IT is no longer adequate under AirLand Battle.

Second, through a historical analysis this monograph will

reveal some basic principles pertinent to river crossings

under AirLand Battle. In the conclusion, this monograph

will suggest some principles which the Army can utilize as a

foundation for a new river crossing doctrine.

In order to accomplish the first purpose it is

necessary to analyze the implications of AirLand Battle for

river crossing operations. Then it is necessary to

determine if U.S. doctrine is adequate through a doctrinal

analysis. Doctrinal analysis is more than an examination of

written doctrinal material. It includes the investigation

of professional journals and periodicals and a review of how

the U.S. Army teaches doctrine.1
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The second purpose of this monograph will be

accomplished through a historical analysis. A historical

analysis is a summary of the r. i'er crossings conducted by an

army and a synthesis of the principles used to conduct those

crossings. This monograph will not limit its scope to a

historical analysis of the U.S. Army but will evaluate the

Soviet Union during World War II with a similar methodology.

The Soviet Army conducted over twenty major front level

r i uer crossings and hundreds of tactical riuer crossings of

European ri'.,ers. They ac.:omplished these feats with

unsoph i st i cated eng i neer equ i pmen t and .. i th very tew.

amphibious vehicles. Surely., Soviet river crossing

experiences can iot be iginored,.4

Impl ications of -IrLand Battle -

To accompl ish the first purpose of this monogr-aph one

must return to FM 100-5. The 1982 version of FM 100-5,

w.,.hich introduced this doctrine , recoQnized the operational

level of ,wjar, reoriented the U.S. Army toward the concept of

maneuver, and required a review of offensive techniques.--

The reco,=niti, of an operational level of war created

r, oppor t ui t- for the I.. Arm y to study war at three

distinct levels: strategic, operational. a:.nd tactic.l. Th s

al I owed the U.S. Army/ to understand and ma in ta in a strate i c

defens i ve consonance w. i th i ts al l i es and s imu l taneousl

develop an c perationa! le,.Iel doctrine !,Jhich real ized that

"the ideal defense is a. shield of blots." This s- ies o+
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blows allows commanders to think offensively at the 4.

operational level yet retain the strategic defense.

Further, this new level of war requires that commanders

think sequentially and plan not only current battles but

succeeding battles. They must think in terms of many

battles or campaigns. R-I

Closely related to this concept of thinking about the

next battle is maneuver. In order to fight and win,

battlefield commanders must select the best position on the -

next battlefield to achieve the destruction of the enemy

through firepower. 4 This destruction of the enemy is the

primary purpose of maneuver. The Active Defense, the

doctrine preceding AirLand Battle, diverted the Army from

maneuver, a traditional element of U.S. doctrine, to an

attrition style of warfare. 5 AirLand Battle is an attempt I

to reorient the army to its tradition.

The maneuver tradition also entails the seizure and

maintenance of the initiative. This requires an offensive

spirit. AirLand Battle is an attempt to rekindle this

offensive spirit at the operational and tactical levels.

The Army has neglected the offensive for some time.

Therefore, the last of the three factors of AirLand Battle

is a reorientation to the offensive and the offensive

spirit.
6

Given these three major factors, how can river crossing

doctrine best support AirLand Battle? Most armies divide

h
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the conduct of river crossings into two categories, the

hasty and the deliberate river crossing. A deliberate

crossing is a planned operation conducted when the enemy is

strongly defending the far bank and the attack slows to ,:

allow for the reinf)rcement of friendly forces with combat J

forces, engineers, and special equipment. A deliberate

crossing often results when a hasty crossing fails, is not

feasible (enemy defenses are very strong or the river

obstacle is severe), or when offensive operations are

resumed at river lines.7 A deliberate crossing is conducted

if additional planning, equipment, forces, or training are

needed to breach heavy defenses or clear the near side of

enemy forces. 8

In contrast, a hasty river crossing is a planned

operation conducted as a continuation of the attack when

enemy forces are weak and the obstacle is not too severe. 9

equipment and with readily available material, avoiding

significant delay.1 0  The hasty river crossing allows

sufficient freedom to exploit success, decentralizes control

which permits subordinates to decide on specific crossing

times, and does not require the capture of bridges.1 1 The

commander must see the crossing as his responsibility to

cross the river in stride with not only organic engineer

equipment but whatever is available.

4
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AirLand Battle doctrine prefers hasty crossings because

they emphasize a rapid continuation of the attack,o..

maintenance of momentum, minimum concentration of forces,

utilization of available resources, surprise, and speed.12

These characteristics are supportive of the AirLand Battle

tenets of agility and initiative, the concept of maneuver,

and the orientation on the offense. Thus, the hasty

crossing is a doctrinal topic worthy of review.

U.S. Doctrinal Analysis

Next, one must determine if current U.S. doctrine

supports AirLand Battle properly. The analysis of U.S.

doctrine will first evaluate the current state of hasty

crossing doctrine in manuals and professional literature.

Then, it will evaluate how that doctrine is taught in

schoo s.

The current field manual on river crossing operations,

FM 90-13 includes sections on hasty crossings, but close

scrutiny reveals an inadequate coverage of this topic, and

an examination of the printing date reflects an outmoded

doctrine based on the attrition oriented Active Defense.

The current manual and the previous manual., FM 31-60, River

Crossing Operations, dated 1972, introduce river crossing

operations as a doctrine for the conduct of deliberate! not

hasty crossings, and they place them in a special operations

category. This categorization confuses maneuver leaders

into thinking that river crossings are exclusively the

5
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responsibility of engineers. 13 These manuals cover hasty
crossings but they do not devote necessary attention to the -,

topic. Although some of the doctrine is common to both

types of crossings, the two pages dedicated to hasty

crossings are inadequate.
1 4

A few examples of this inadequacy are necessary.

Current doctrine stresses the importance of planning for the

hasty crossing, yet it fails to specify when this planning

should begin. Timely planning is important because the

commander must decide on the formation and combinations of

the assaulting forces prior to their arrival at the crossing

site. The current manual remarks on the desire to cross on

a wide front when conducting hasty crossings, but it does

not provide any guidelines on the number of sites per unit,

explain why numerous sites are beneficial, or outline what 3

is sacrificed when conducting multiple crossings.

The current FM 90-13 states that del berate crossings

will be conducted when the hasty crossing is infeasible, but

it fails to provide the necessary technical limits which

eliminate rivers from hasty crossing consideration. This

manual also fails to tell how the commander is to obtain

information about the river in order to decide by which

method to cross. Reconnaissance forces and intelligence are

vital to any river crossing operation and the commander must

consider how to organize and commit these assets. In

conclusion, the current doctrine provides insufficient

6 U
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diui,-lance or the c.:nduct of hasty cross.i rigF, and it requires

the reader to search other doctr i nal manual.-. .

The current enci reer c.apstone docum:,r,t E"M 5-1 1iD- dated

l? :34w devotes only two pages to the ent ire top ic of r. i .er

crcssings ard directs the reader to other ma.nuals.15

Like,ise, ;7',l1 71 -100. Armored and Mechan ized Diiv)si on

Op e r. a. t i on E , d a t e d 1973. al lots on r two ;ma' 1 p .r, r .r r t o,

r ie r cros. s q-is and i t f ur ther confuSe the reader b:

r.eferr. i ri h i m tc' the prei..i i ousil ... c I ted mn.ral s. 1

Perhaps the best doctr. ine for this tori c is rc:t e.)en in

raial j a : yet but t till i n i e I d ci rc u u I .r. E,:, th C - I -I 1-0

arid FC 71-101 , dated 1, 84 contain the broad concePti-]

doc t- i rne of h as t c rcs i n g, and this could be attr ibuted to

the f+ c th their pr. int rQ o1 fol ,.,ed the introduction :

AirLard Battle. The only criticism of these ,'rcui.ars is

that the" do not sp.eci tY any techn i ue .s for sucesul hce.- 1 t

crS.-i ... t e i r -i b u r I uii ,n Irni e . 1.d

In sum, the ca. te r i z a t i on , cf r i .e r  c r r i n ga

-_ c ial :,per ti cn and the attr it i on or- ent.t or i: tr-e

:urrent m.enua]a ref I ect a doc tr i ne rcau i r i no rev i, aons . The

r, I . h ope i =- that both field circul ar r e P,: t u r r ent

trends., ar,,J the pr o. ,c ted arr ] of a ne, EQ '0-! in 1

and the D.ubI i c ationr, of a updated FM 901I ', i 1I pr.oduce

clear and concise doc tr ine in conson.ance . i th A i r Land

Ba.t t I

B~ttle. fa

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



DoC tr ine i s found riot onl y i n manuals but a] so I

cr o es - i I a .-rrl s, s t I d i e. s, t h e s e s, ari d book s T h i s
F

-. ud. ur,.ye."s a s.-m pl igc_ of these docurrien ts fro:,m the post .

Jcr ld .ar 11 per iod to the present . Three distinct periods

stPr.n the fort:. :.ears. The first, immedi atel -y fol 1 ov.,ig the
!I

w ar, reflects the lessons 1 earned during the struggle.

There+ore, one finids encouragtni comments about the armored

di i i or a a i I i t: tc, conduct hast: cr- oss i rigS t.,i th or-ga.ni c

enig rieer support and a. ra ather I erigthy di.scuss ion of the pros

arid c ors cf c cr duct i rig h as. t. cros= i ngs . 1 R- These sour cc sa r e

riot ore-sited iri their pr-ser tat ior of ar argumer t for the

h .t:., crossirig. The:- caut ion that forces. conduct ir, ha._t. a.

cro.s rigs. at Mu] t i ple crossi- n - t dissipate comr, t p..er

.'er tx 1 lmi ted crgan c ergi neer support, and crea.te

,: ±± cul t comrr, mand ard ccrntrol problems if the force is

f-i :.m I i r ., th decentr.a i z d o [per.akt ic, r, s .

The seciond peri od of anal vs i a cf ,roD s i orl .jourra.s, Z

7rcm the mit tJ.U to the late 1'?TO-a mi rrc,r ed the i nfluerice

, techr, o c ri, r ,er cro s i ri gs. The i ri troduct io r of

-r n1 Cr , d e ri o ri ie 1 c r r i e r s , ri i gh t i si cn n d e I..I i e a m p h i t i rj -_

,,hicles=_, _nd concer rn civer" rucle.r a e.apor s used ag c4 rt

maI j S e tr g r ie su ppI, .,or ted trie ccn -. i der at i , o-f h :(.t "

. ,=. n_.=..ZU r t i e of th i. peri c,,i included an account of

.k z.-t:v crcss- r,ig c,,f the Ph r, e. Through e::,ceI lent .

r ec, nsi s7cre, ce techniques trrourp n i I' e ed iundeferied d

"nc-- -- se.. n -- - .. L ec i 1 noDte is te a c + a t t-



during this period professional journals of Bundeswehr

authors espoused a maneuver style, defense-in-depth doctrine

and favored hasty crossings.22

The final period of analysis of professional journals ",-

was the transition phase between attrition and a maneuver

oriented doctrine. The first series of articles emphasized P

central ized control, reliance on communications and

technology, fire power, and a tradition of minimizing

losses. 2 3 But, in this series of articles one also observes

criticism of current river crossing doctrine. LTC. D.

Culp's study for the Army War College entitled "A

Comparative Analysis of River Crossing Operations in the

Twentieth Century", criticized the doctrine. He said the

Army failed to incorporate lessons learned into post war

doctrine, it overrelied on centralized control, and it

depended on the engineers to plan and conduct river

crossings.2 4 At this time, another criticism appeared from

the field. The book, Panzer Grenadiers (Rote Teufel)

criticized current doctrine and proposed a combination of

both types of river crossings with the hasty always

preceding the deliberate crossing.2 5

In the second part of this last period, studies

appeared that reflected the influence of AirLand Battle on

river crossing doctrine. Major Bruce Haigh's thesis, Heavy

Division River Crossing Operations in Support of the AirLand

Battle in 1982 traced the evolution of Soviet doctrine, " -

9

.I ..
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discussed the impact of AirLand Battle on U.S. operations

and river cross i no operations, and then recommended a number

of solutions to the divergence between operational practices

and doctrine. He proposed a synchronized flexible doctrine

founded on a strong, definitive, operatio-al statement

emphasizing hasty crossinos. 2 6 Another thesis by Major

F.M. Cain traced the development of mobility support

doctrine during World War II and summarized that doctrine

never kept pace with the needs of maneuver units. After the

wiar, engi neers transfo, rmed the lessons learned into doctrine

but fiscal constraints prohibited the development of

suitable equipment. One of Cain's conclusions is that a

similar analysis of river crossing development is

necessarr. 2 7  The final article, TRADOC's concept letter for

the futuristic AirLand Battle 2000, attempts to have

doctrine lead development by espousing an assault crossing

doctrine. This article discards the del iberate crossing and

sees the assault crcssino followed quickly by bridging

operations. The only problem with this concept is its

re I i ance on a central i zed con trol system. 2'°

In sum, the professional writings of the period

reflected the sw ing of the maneuver versus attrition

pendulum and echoed the concerns of professional leaders for

an adequate doctrine on a changing battlefield. The post

Mar period incorpora ted the maneuver style lessons learned:

while the middle period diverted doctrine from a maneuver

10
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orientation and concentrated on technology. The last period

reflected the turmoil of transition from attrition back to a.

maneuver-oriented dc tr ine. I r contrast tci doctr, i nal a

manuals, the professional writings more closely reflected

the operational lead of AirLand Battle and the dynamic

aspect of doctrinal development.

Unfortunately the dissemination of doctrine to student

officers conforms to the lead of the manuals and not

professional writings. Prior to Command and General Staff .!k.

Collece. combat arms officers receive limited instruction or,

r iver crossinogs operation.. CGSC students receive river

crossing instruction only if they elect to. One elective

devotes only three hours cf instruction to the del iberate

crossing. The second elective,. titled "River Crossin..

Oerations' which the col I eoc is reiri t, i stiri dur in

academ i : year 1.985-86, devote.s th irty hours to the an.a 1-.i

of a h stor ic3l del iberate r i ver. crossino and the i rjr, i t i n.

a del iberate crossing operations order.,'? in essence,

D,4ricers recei,.e 1 i ttle instruction on river crossing

operat i ons.

In conc I us i on th i s doc tr i nal anal ,siS h-a= revealed

that U.S. river crossi ng doctrine is i n.adequate for -La.nd

Bat tIe. Current manuals are incomplete c roessi onal

J.ournal s, al th cuh abund.n t v. i th n-st:.- cr:zss ing doc tr r *M

are often ;Qnored by doctrinal au thcr s and i nstruc tors. AInd

professional sctcol s provide l ittle to solve this problem.

b.o
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Historical Experiences of the U.S. Army

But there is another aspect of doctrine that has also

been ignored by the U.S. Army. This is the historical
N p .

analysis of how an army translates doctrine into the conduct

5, of actual operat ons. It goes beyond the scope of this i

paper to recount every river crossing that the U.S. Army I

conducted during the campaigns of World War II and the

Korean conflict. Therefore, a sampling of river crossing

operations is presented that reflects U.S. tradition. I
The Army entered World War II with neither a hasty nor

deliberate tradition. The experience of the 1941 Louisiana

wargames and a keen observation of the early European war

awakened ideas of hasty crossings which emphasized

deception, surprise, and speed.30 Added to this was the

fact that technology had not kept pace with demands, so the

Army entered the war with little organizational equipment

and soon became dependent on expediency and improvisation.

The disaster on the Rapido river and the success at the

Volturno river in the 1943 Italian Campaign revealed that

the Army at first practiced a deliberate tradition. The

troops could wade across the Volturno and on nights previous

to the attack reconnaissance patrols crossed the river.

Nonetheless, commanders decided to conduct deliberate

crossings. The reasons for this decision remain unknown,

but at least one corps crossed at night and another under

smoke .31

r1
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The easily defensible terrain in Italy perhaps

curtailed the aggressive spirit of the U.S. Army, but the

results were different in France. The 4th Armored Division

(A.D.) planned a hasty crossing of the intact Avranches

bridge in August 1944. At Petit Langier in Belgium later in

the 1944 Lorraine Campaign, armored engineers constructed an

expedient bridge prior to the assault.32

The XXth Corps also displayed aggressiveness in its

hasty crossings of the Seine and Meuse rivers during the

liberation of France. The 10th Regimental Combat Team (RCT)

and 11th RCT of the 5th Infantry Division (I.D.) both

conducted hasty crossings of the 100 meter wide Seine. The

10th RCT conducted a daring dawn crossing at an undefended

ford that was discovered during a night reconnaissance

patrol. 3 3 The 2d Battalion of the 11th RCT, under command

of LTC Kelly B. Lemmon, conducted its hasty crossing after a

planned raid had failed on 23 August 1944. After the

Germans blew the bridge, LTC Lemmon decided to cross the

river on his own initiative at Fontainebleau. He swam the

river, retrieved five boats, returned to the near shore, and

led the assault across the river with an element of Company

(Co.) G. Simultaneously, Captain Gerrie, the G Co.

commander, swam and waded across the river with the

remainder of his company using the downed bridge as cover.

The bridgehead that was formed resisted enemy counterattacks

13



until supporting engineers built a bridge during the

following night.34

Combat Command B (CCB) of the 7th A.D. seized a Meuse

river bridge in a daring night raid. First, reconnaissance

patrols led the raid around the German rear guard positions.

Next, dismounted elements of the Free French forces

infiltrated under the bridge and cut the demolition wires,

and finally, lead elements of CCB crossed the river and

secured a foothold on the far bank.35 These crossings

disclosed that the U.S. Army could conduct successful hasty

river crossings.

If the success of the XXth Corps at the Seine and the

Meuse was noteworthy, its success at the Moselle crossings

was remarkable because of the logistic difficulties, the 5
flooding, and the strong German defenses. The corps was

short of fuel which reduced the effectiveness of its

deception plan. The 7th A.D. advanced toward Sedan with the

XII U.S. Corps, but the shortage of fuel prevented the

remainder of the corps from exploiting an enemy shift to the

north. This lack of fuel also contributed to the failure of

the 3d Cavalry Group crossing at Thionville on I September

1944.36 Next, the demonstration at Uckange by the 95th I.D.

did succeed in attracting elements of the German defensive

forces away from Thionville and Arnaville, but the enemy had

reinforced the defense with strong mechanized forces during

the wait for fuel. The XII Corps persevered when the Dornot

14
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crossing in the south met stiff resistance, and the Corps

commander showed flexibility in redirecting his main effort

to the crossing at Arnaville.37 The use of smoke at this

site was responsible for the successful crossing. 3 8 Now,

the crossing in the North was delayed by flooding. The

river flooded to an 800 meter width; normal width was 118

meters, so the corps shifted the bridgehead at Thionville

north to Cattenom. 39

The surrounding of Metz by XXth Corps on 19 November

1944 doomed the defenders inside and ensured the success of

the corps' operational level plan. This plan called for

elements of the 10th A.D. to cross the Saar by hasty means

once they broke out of the Moselle bridgehead.4 0 Although

the XXth Corps' crossing of the Moselle met many

difficulties, the successful capture of the Saar bridge at

Saarlautern was a result of thorough planning and continuous . -

attempts to maintain the initiative by striving for hasty

crossings. This example also demonstrated depth by linking

tactical crossing plans to the operational level objective,

which was to establish a bridgehead across the Saar.

The historical record is replete with examples of

deliberate crossings and the numerous Rhine crossings

reflect this trend. It is better to divide the discussion

of Rhine operations into two sections because of the

successful seizure of the Remagen bridge. The first covers

the deliberate crossings conducted by the Twelfth Army

15 77.
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Group. The decision to conduct a deliberate crossing was

" made because the Rhine was formidably defended.41

The Third Army had little time to prepare for its

deliberate crossings and planned numerous sequential

crossings at unexpected locations to confuse the enemy.

Most units arrived at the near bank on 20 March 1945 and

crossed during the night of 21 March. So divisions lacked

time to reconnoiter crossing sites.42 Third Army conducted

its first crossing at night without an artillery preparation

and with 7500 engineers supporting the assault division in

an attempt to achieve surprise.
4 3

Why Third Army decided to conduct a deliberate

crossing is unclear. Third Army had been planning the Rhine

crossings since August 1944, the annual flood was not

expected until May 1945, the current was within limits of I 1
meter per second, and light enemy resistance was expected in

this sector. 4 4 A possible answer is that Third Army had

captured many bridges over other rivers intact prior to

crossing the Rhine and perhaps felt untrained in the conduct

of hasty crossings without capture of intact bridginq. 45

The Ninth Army received the order to cross the Rhine,

which averaged 380 meters in width in its sector, on 25

February 1945 and crossed a month later. 4 6 The Ninth Army

conducted the crossing after a massive artillery preparation

on the night of 24 March 1945. Using assault boats, it took

four hours to cross an entire division against light

.
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resistance, although the enemy had a month's respite to

build its defenses. Ninth Army constructed the first bridge

in nine hours under the cover of smoke.47 .

The second section of the discussion of Rhine crossings

covers the opportunity crossing conducted at Remagen when

the First Army captured the Ludendorf bridge. Although W

history refers to this as a brilliant success, First Army

succeeded because of the incoherent German defense. The 9th

A.D. was to clear the west bank of the Rhine; it had no S.

orders to cross the Rhine. The independent action of-

General Hoge, who urged the company and task force

commanders to capture the bridge was the cause for

success. 4 8 The decisions and farsightedness of General

Hoge, Commander of CCB. ensured that Lieutenant Timmermann-

who was the company commander at the site, was reinforced.

Timmermann was short of infantry support and withstood

disjointed enemy counterattacks until help arrived.4 9

The last stage of World War II for the U.S. Army was an

exercise in exploitation, and the river crossings were

typically opportunity crossings. The best example of this

period is the seizure of the Inn and Danube crossings in May .C

1945 by the XXth Corps. The 3rd Cavalry Group advanced at

some distance ahead of the main body. When they discovered

bridges intact, motorized elements from the main body would

advance forward to secure the site. The motorized elements

were specially organized around an infantry battalion

17
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reinforced with transportation, tank destroyer, and
N".

a rnti -t nk uni ts Then this task force would c-rov ide i ts o- .r,

advanc ced Qu.ard of a r i f 1 e compan Y , a mort ar , na-h i rie-gun ,

an ti -tanV and recornnai ssarce p 1 atoon .50

Adaptabil it>. and flexibil ity were traits of the U.S.

forces during the war in Europe, thus the Army disseminated

lessons learned to al l uni ts. The Army publ ished a series

of "bat t I e exper i e ri e , v.h i ch deal t w i th var iou s toP i cs,

Tre re port- on river- cr ossin gs stressed flexibility.

maintenance of initiative, arid surprise. These reports

recommended the use of ar t i 1 1 ery pr. epar. at i ors on a. numb ber o±

nights preceding the assau 1 t to crnf.use the enemy, the

paddingi of metal em:irpment to reduce noise, and the

-.ee:ticn of a si te least expected by,,, the enr er .51

There were numerous rivers to cross duri rig the Korean

C,rf1 i ct *but the hi stor i ca' record does not differ-

Son i-f i cantl Y from i..orl d War II Ei Qhth Army conducted many

del i berate crossin,_.s while only attempting a +ew hast, . -

cross i ngs . None the1 ess , the 1 e r r ed mn y v l. I u -a b l e l e o r, s

fro mrr an i nen i ou.s foe . .. hose techniques came fr-om the So, i e t

Uor, ard Ch i n a . The Nor th Korean s t iugh t E i gh th Ar-my the

.,v .nt ,_e s of underw.Jater and expedient foc, tbr i d in , Ljh ir!

Eight ArmY used quite effectively. 5 2 The ad,. ance to the

,alu r i )er dur i ng the wi n ter of 1'?50 and 1951 also crea ted

opor tur i ties to learn e; pedient methods.. The lack' of

br i dgQ i n, equ i pmer, t r esu I ted ir, the use c. ice br i does and

pon toons made 7rm -c.rded fuel c- u 1 5.-:

1S
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Historical Analysis of the U.S. Experience

The historical examples of the U.S. Army reveal a

tradition of both del iberate arid hasty river crossings where 

the deliberate often predominated. When faced with

adversity the U.S. Army adapted and developed new

techniques, but all too often hasty crossings were

unsuccessful and instead of analyzing the reason for these

failures, the U.S. Army reverted to deliberate crossins.

Although the deliberate crossing doctrine emphasized

deception, surprise, speed, flexibility, and expedience,

this reversion to del iberate crossings stifled the evolution

of an adequate hasty crossing doctrine.

But the fundamen tal principles revealed by the

historical analysis are vital to correct the Army's

doctrinal problem. One must remember that the U.S. Army has

emphasized speed and surprise in the modern era. These

tra ts were emphasized in the examples ci ted previously.

Expediency and improvisation are not ne.,j or foreign to U.S.

soldiers. As recently as the Korean War the Army adapted

unfamiliar methods and imoroved on them.

Mor e , rpor t an t l "Y:, w.,.e d i sc ov e r t h e u se of sp ec i a l t a s k

forces and an emphasis on seizing the initiatiu: in this

anal ys is i.whi ch are vi tal to the adoption of a hasty 

doctrine. The special task forces crested during the rapid

r .c e acr oss Ger man, y and Au s tr i . .r e s i m i I ar to the fcrv.ar d

detachments that the Soviet Arm! used. Forward detachments

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



will be covered at some length later in this monograph. The ,

emphasis on maintaining the initiative was detected during

Ninth Army's seizure of the Remagen bridge, the seizure of

the Inn crossings, and the examples of Korea.

~.1*
In conclusion, this historical analysis disclosed a

hasty tradition that is never favored or dealt with in

manuals. Furthermore, one must continue to search through

historical analysis for more pertinent principles to serve

as a foundation for a new crossing doctrine. Perhaps the

army that successfully conducted the most river crossings on

the European continent can provide additional principles.

Historical Survey of the Soviet Experience

The Soviet Army conducted over twenty front level river

crossings and hundreds of tactical crossings during World

War II. Most operations were hasty crossings, the preferred .

Soviet doctrinal technique, and Soviet hasty crossing

doctrine was fully developed. But, an evaluation of the

rivers that the Red Army crossed and an analysis of earl>

Red Army doctrine is essential. Next, this monograph will

briefly survey Soviet historical examples and study the

resulting doctrinal materials.

An initial investigation of the characteristics of

Central and Eastern European rivers assists in understanding

the complexity of the Red Army's river crossing operations.

The rivers in this part of the world are vast, and one does

not observe restrictive dikes or reinforced channels. The

20
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characteristics of these rivers offer four advantages to the

conduct of river crossings. First, tactical river

crossings are made easier by the generally slow flowing O

currents which permit extensive rafting. Rafting is also

facilitated by gentle low river banks. Both factors

contribute to the development of improvised crossing W

techniques. Next, vegetation covering the banks also offers

concealment to dismounted light infantry forces.54 Finally,

during winter months, rivers freeze solid and allow heavy i

equipment to cross without extensive preparation. 5 5

Negatively, weather can be a disadvantage in the fall,

early winter, and spring. The additional rain during these t.

seasons transforms low lying banks into impassable swamps.

Early winter and spring periods br ing thaws that produce

blocks of ice, which are dangerous to emergency bridges.

Another disadvantage is the thick vegetation. which conceals

the approach to the bank and also restricts motorized

traffic, particularly where vegetation and swamps are found

together. The final disadvantage, the height of the western

bank, is only a factor for the Soviets when repelling an

invader. Generally, the west bank of the Central and East

European rivers are higher than the east. Therefore, the

occupier of the west bank has a decided advantage in

observation and fields of fire.56

Soviet river crossing doctrine has always sought to -

minimize disadvantages and maximize advantages offered by

21
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the charac ter i st i cs of r i vers. Prior to WJor 1d MAar II their

doc tr ne stressed the importance of crossing ri vers from tre

m.rch for.mat i,,n uo s i n the si o,.,.j currer t a rd the 1ovj b ank:- t o

their, fullest possibilities to support rapid arid multiple

crossinigs.-7 Placin emphasis orn speed, the doctrine

required a thorough recorraissance by all combined arms

elements.58 The doctrinal decision to cross at multiple

sites also allowed the Soviets to stress deception adr

empl-y derronstratior, techn ques at .a. r ious locati ons

La-stlyv, concern for detection hiqhlilhted the need to

cc-rr duct cr,si n,qs dur lnc I mi te d s ibi 1 i t. c r und er -,-o...er

*:,f d rkness. 5 ?

Dur inc the first period of ,0 o r1 d M.Jar II the Red Hrm, --

at temp ted r. ver crossi ngs. whenever the Germ-an att.ck

s t al ed thus ,-..i ri n,: much e:peri ,ence Near Cher =- a] on, t

the nieper ri er in late Auoust 1941 the So, i ets at terrpted

to seize the i n i t i at i ve by conduct i ng a h.asty cross i ng Of

spec l I i terest i s the fact that the reconna.i -sance tcrces

..-ere w. el I I r..tr i ner d and led . Thse e merr r-, t i n fi 1 tra.k.ted ene - "

p:,
. i t i ors unde tec ted, oathered va.1 ua bl e i n forma t i or,

tr an Iri t ted the i nf+crm.a t ion back across the ri ..er , forrned.-

the nuc I eu-, of a br i doehe ad. FI, ac ted .s u des for the

BLa ault force , ' -'0

Nc t u n t i 1 t he sec--nd per- cf 14,.Ic r d I a Fr I I , Noy uember

1942 un t i Auou S t 1 43: doe-. onie ,bser y.e th fru i t s of the"-

-:c-J ' et ef ,or t, th e de , rr, en, f ne. doc tr Ir techn1 je , ,

WB
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and emphasis on expediency. Before the Stalingrad victory,

the Soviets maintained numerous bridgeheads along the Don

River from which to launch a counteroffensive, and they .

experimented with ice bridges over the Don to increase ''

vehicle flow during the crossing.61 Another experiment was

the underwater bridge. In August of 1943, they sought to I

cross the Donets river with an underwater bridge constructed

of turretless, disabled tanks. Assault forces had crossed

the river in an unlikely spot and while a deczption effort

was in progress, the Red Army leapfrogged disabled tanks

into the river and placed planking on their hulks for a road

surface. This attempt to seize a bridgehead was

unsuccessful, but the Soviets attempted similar bridges

later with different results. These examples demonstrated

the Soviet willingness to improvise and to adapt their hasty

doctrine to the changing situation.

From June 1943 until July 1944, the Red Army

constructed over 3850 bridges which totaled over 41,350

kilometers of bridging.62 This figure represents the

bridging constructed during the third and final period of

the war. This period is significant because of the scope of

hasty crossings conducted. Of the hundreds of river

crossings during this period many deserve study, but the

Dnieper crossings in September 1943 and the Oder crossings

in January and February 1945 are the most notable. These

two operations are distinctive because they display thorough

23
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hasty crossing principles and a linkage between the river

crossing operation and the overall campaign or operational

level plan. r
This linkage of tactical doctrine and operational level

issues is important. An adequate doctrine considers all

levels of warfare and ensures that tactical concepts are

compatible with doctrinal issues. It is important to view

this linkage in the Soviet example.

The Soviets in linking operational level plans and

tactical doctrine also considered the characteristics of

rivers. The Soviet doctrine recognized that rivers were

ideal for linking and phasing campaigns. Most major rivers

in Europe flow perpendicular to the axis of attack.

Therefore, when conducting planned withdrawals, the Soviets

maintained bridgeheads on the western bank for use during I
counteroffensives, and during offensives they would not

pause until a bridgehead of significant size existed on the

western bank.63 The Soviets appear to have read Clausewitz

well; they understood the phenomenon of the culminating

point in offensive operations and planned for its

occurrence. The chances of success when attacking out of an

existing bridgehead were far greater than when conducting a

deliberate assault across an obstacle after the enemy had

reinforced his defense. The seizure of a bridgehead became

the objective of the current campaign and the start position

for the subsequent campaign.

24
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Nineteen separate armies simultaneously conducted

numerous hasty crossings over the Dnieper River from 21

through 25 September 1943.64 The Dnieper river crossings

stressed three significant operational features. The first

was the crossing's linkage as the culminating point for the

Soviet summer offensive and the attack position for the

following winter's offensive. The second feature was that

simultaneous crossings on a broad front of over 750

kilometers by four fronts confused the Germans. Thirdly,

the operation is significant because of the agility

displayed by the Soviet High Command when it switched the

main effort from the Bukrin to the Lyutezh bridgehead.

The first feature is self-explanatory, but the last two

require some explanation. The German Southern Army Group

and Army Group A were faced with numerous bridgeheads in

their zones. Marshal Koniev's Second Ukrainian Front

secured over eighteen bridgeheads in his sector. The

Germans were able to eradicate seven of these but were

unable to dislodge the rest.65 Matters were further

confused by the German lack of knowledge about which area

would indicate the Soviet main effort. Therefore, the

Germans wasted valuable assets liquidating insignificant

bridgeheads.

The third significant operational feature is the

agility displayed by the shifting of the main effort from

the Bukrin bridgehead in late October. Rather than continue

25
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unsuccessful attacks against a reinforced and well

entrenched enemy, General Vatutin, First Ukrainian Front

commander, shifted his main effort to the LIutezh

bridgehead, north of Kiev. This decision required General

R:.....- s :h Gu iard Tank Army (3GTA) to withdraw across

the Dnieper from the Bukrin bridgehead, cross the the Desna

river, recross the Dnieper, complete the 220 mile move

'iithin five days. and finally prepare for an attack on the

seventh day.66 A Soviet tank army is roughly equivalent to

a U.S. Corps of three armored divisions, and the amazing

fact is that the 3TA accompl i shed these thee cross i ngs

.,ithout the amphibious vehicles or, engineer bridging

materials which exist to,:ax..,

Addi tional reasons tor the success of the Dnieper

crossingis can be traced to the adherence to hast-., crossing.

doc trine. For example, tW, wvriet High Command selected

mul tip1 e crossi nq sites at a distance from urban areas and

e,-ist inQ -r i dges. Kiev Cherkass:,., and Dnepropetrovsk wiere

b.passed because the Soviets real I zed that the Germans would

defend these crossing sites.:;3 The : '

3- t i on o rr, c:,e s- t rom ur-ban areas and ,kv..'r.

ess; t-s. The kno,, si te -s were encircled bx

shusequen t offensives from flanki nc bridQeheads.

Furthermore, the plans i s=sued for the operation stressed tie

need to conduct ha-:t:: rrss .s and this quick seizure c

a.°
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footholds prior to the creation of a strong German defense

led to the Soviet success.

Additionally, two important tactical innovations

appeared during the Dnieper crossing that demonstrated the

Soviet ability to complete a mission with unsophisticated

equipment. First, they ferried tanks across the river with F

improvised log rafts, constructed of layers of logs lashed

perpendicular to each other. The weight of the equipment to

be ferried determined the number of layers.69 The Soviets .

utilized the vast forests along the banks for these rafts.

When timber was unavailable the Russians reverted to

another expedient method that they had practiced earlier in

the war. The underwater tank bridge, which concealed the

bridge from enemy detection, was now more quickly installed

and retrieved. Vehicles with winches emplaced and recovered W
the underwater bridge once more permanent bridges were

constructed. 70 This technique was perfected throughout the

war, and was again seen during the Pripyet River crossing

the following summer. Uniquely, the underwater bridge

appeared in a swampy area where the defenders did not expect

an attack. The Red Army constructed the underwater bridge

at night and introduced heavy anti-tank and artillery during

hours of darkness, using four weeks to reinforce the

bridgehead with sufficient forces to achieve desired

results. Contemporary Soviet military historians criticize

the length of this operation, but the example demonstrates

2?
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the Soviet's reliance on expedient means to accomplish the

mission.71

A third notable innovation, the forward detachment,

appears during the Dnieper operations. This detachment is a

significant innovation because its sole purpose is to seize

bridgeheads quickly. The commanders of these detachments

plan, rehearse, train, and retrain to seize crossing sites

often fifty or more kilometers ahead of the main body. 7 2

In March 1944, a forward detachment consisting of a

reinforced tank regiment from the 73d Rifle Corps (73d RC)

seized a crossing over the Bug at Shumilovo utilizing an

underwater bridge. 7 3 During the race to the Oder in 1945,

two significant detachments crossed the Warta.
7 4

The Oder river crossings in February 1945 display the

sophistication achieved by the Soviets in their use of

forward detachments and in hasty river crossings. Three

notable achievements are: the composition of Soviet

reconnaissance elements, the coordination of Soviet fire

support agencies, and the style of Soviet deception.

Reconnaissance elements of forward detachments were

specifically organized into combined arms teams so that they

could quickly accomplish their mission. The reconnaissance

elements included engineers, infantry, tanks, artillery

observers, anti-tank, and anti-aircraft elements. 75

Engineers in these teams conducted crossing site

reconnaissance, while infantry gained footholds, uncovered

28
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enemy defenses, and provided security. Often the numerous

reconnaissance patrols confused the enemy as to the location

of the main crossing.76 The reconnaissance unit's mission

was to measure the width, depth, current, angle of the

banks, and to discover the nature of the river bottom, ford

sites, and covered and concealed routes in the area.

The fire support units with the forward detachment

coordinated with the main body. The tanks and artillery

provided valuable direct fire support and reported to the

main body on suitable firing locations and staging areas.

Similarly, anti-tank and anti-aircraft elements provided .

security to the advance element and information back to

their respective chiefs of service with the main body. The

larger fire support unit headquarters with the main body

received information from the reconnaissance parties and I
immediately planned their portion of the operation. South

of Frankfurt o.d.Oder, fire support staffs completed the

plan on the march in eighteen hours while the main body was

advancing to the crossing site. Then when the main body

arrived time was not wasted.7 7

Finally, the deception was sophisticated. A portion of

the main body attacked in strength at night in the north.

This attack caused the Germans, who thought this was the

main attack, to commit their limited reserve. Then the F

Soviet commander launched his main attack in the south,

illuminated by searchlights, two hours before dawn against a -

29
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weakened sector.78 Soviet Front aviation hit the German

command and control centers while artillery bombarded the

heavy weapons and reserve locations.7 9 Front aviation also

provided aerial reconnaissance and dummy flights prior to

the assault. 8 0 Clearly, the tactical doctrine was notable

for its sophistication and its ability to take advantage of

the German weaknesses.

Historical Analysis of the Soviet Experience

A summary of the Soviet experiences in these periods of

World War II was synthesized in the 1944 field regulation.

This regulation, the statement of Soviet doctrine, reflected

the combat experience of the previous years; a reliance on

hasty crossings, and a hasty tradition capable of adapting

to meet the requirements of a changing battlefield. The

regulation took advantage of the German weakness of heavily

defending known crossing sites. 8 1 In order to avoid

casualties, the Soviets taught commanders to select crossing

sites where the Germans had not fully established a defense.

Thus, they avoided enemy strength and seldom crossed at

fixed bridges or towns. Doctrine also directed the

selection of multiple crossing sites and the preference of

the hasty crossing method. The deliberate crossing, they

felt, took too long in preparation, allowed for a

strengthened defense, forfeited surprise, and caused

unacceptable casualties. Doctrine also incorporated the

concept of deception into crossing operations. The intent

30
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was to conceal the main effort from the enemy by conducting.

multiple crossings and increase the chances of success.82

The 1944 regulation further demonstrate,: that the

Soviets followed seven tactical principles during hasty

crossings. First, the' reconnoitered several crossing sites

during periods of limited visibility.83  Next, selection of

c-ross i n si tes b' the commander met certain prerequisi tes.

'S-ur.r i se ,'gas the ul t irrate prerequisi te. The sel ected si te

had to be difficult to defend, in an unl ikelY position, or

wlhere ther.e were on! y I i h t defense s.

Once troops reconno i tered ann se lec ted s i tes. th ne ... t-.

step required that the troops cross at night, during snow,

r .in, or duringi low visibi Ii t ..84 In order to achie'..e

surpriQe. speed was emphasized. Thus, troops crossed

.thou t wa i t i ng for techn i c al suppor't. The Sov iets tauqht

their, troops to swim or use empty barrels, poncho rafts.

logs, or anything to get them a. cr-oss.8 5 Often ur i ts-

identified to conduct hasty cross ings conducted trainng-

ex: erc ises beh inrd bat tlel ines. 8 b

The ne.:< t step was the sequerc I ncg of the ur i t-. tc' cr o's"

the river.. I nfan tr.. Pi armed .ji th subma ch i ne u s r, e the

best to cro ss irst because the>' possessed adeq'- a

fir epower and could crosS rapidly. If the .ehj -I es coul

not get across, 1 i ght tro-,ops crossed 1.i thou t them, 1 th:, u-r

commanders preferred to use engi neers and special crossi ng

equ pmen t the di d nc't de a a cr. oss i no bec ause cf a lack
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of such support. The crossing proceeded using whatever

material was at hand.87 The Soviets also recognized the

need to reinforce the bridgehead quickly with other combined

arms elements, because the defenders quickly launched

counterattacks against the footholds. 8 8

SI
The final step prepared the foothold for this

counterattack. Once across the river, troops dug in and

strengthened their positions. They dug in everything from

infantry to heavy tanks and howitzers.8 9 Simultaneously,

the commander tested the enemy defenses for weaknesses with

reconnaissance elements, while enQineers assisted the

follow-on forces in getting into the bridgehead quickly.

This brief historical survey reveals how the Soviets

transformed doctrine into practice during various

significant hasty crossing operations. The Soviets changed

their doctrine throughout the period developing a good

foundation for a hasty crossing doctrine that changed with

the environment. The tactical and operational level

features of the Dnieper hasty crossings and the high level

of tactical sophistication of the Oder hasty crossingis

demonstrates a successful doctrine that is unparalleled in

modern military history.

Selection of a Doctrinal Foundation

Some aspects of Soviet hasty crossing doctrine can r
possibly provide a foundation for U.S. doctrine. This

monograph offers some implementation quidel ines that can
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ease the introduction of these Soviet aspects into U.S.

doctrine. Finally, this monograph suggests a few items that

will ensure the full understanding and further development

of hasty river crossing doctrine in the U.S. Army.

The U.S. Army must decide whether hasty crossings are - -

possible on modern battlefields. The reason this monograph

reviewed only Soviet doctrine prior to 1945 was because of

the Red Army's lack of amphibious and crossing equipment

during that period. The Soviets relied heavily on 5

mechanized forces during the war, at least to achieve

important operational level gains. Today NATO armies lack

the equipment to imitate Soviet contemporary doctrine but

are proportionally better equipped to cross rivers than the

Soviets were in World War II. The U.S. need not resort to

the deliberate crossing. The comparison of historical t
examples revealed that the Soviets were more successful at

crossing rivers and saving time in World War II than the

Western Allies. The nature of the battlefield has changed

since 1945; the pace of modern battle is quicker and the

weapons are more lethal. Although the Soviets criticized

the speed of World War II crossings, they still conducted

them quicker than the Western All ies. If speed is necessary

to survive the effects of lethal nonnuclear weapons systems

on the modern battlefield, the U.S. Army cannot afford to

conduct deliberate crossings. Doctrinal writers must alter

33 I_
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the focus of FM 90-13 from the del i berate to ha-str"

cross i nis.
I.

The aspects of So. jet hast:.. river, cr-o sng doc tr ine

that are poss i bly Ei pp 1 icable to the U.S. are numerou. The

most important akre the extensive use of reconnaissance

forces., avoidance of enemy strength, selection of mul t ipIe

cros in- pc; i r u t . u t i 1 i z ..a t i o of pocor ... , li b. i i tY:: to c ,o nd u c t

such operat ions, emploiment of e.,pedi er, t me e - .s ph.sinQ of

the cr. oss i n ., the immediate defense by I i :ht forces once

acr oss and the c u ci:. r e sump t c -f t e a t t ack. T e se

aspects are ci ther not con tair, ed in cr' ar-e insuff icient :, I

couered in current IJ. S. doctrine.

T7;rer e i s no reason th Y reconn i ssance forces and

i rn te 1 I i ience a=se ts cn nror,,ot r econno i ter .9. l poss i Lie cro-=- rci

si t *S -a nd pos s e ss e r ,; i n e e r e x p e r. t i se to ss a i n t hi

m ssion. s a result of effectiv..,e reconnaissance, ener,. m

strength wi I 1 be avo i ded . If a comman rder t- des time for

reconnai ssance a9ccura .cy., he adopt-M a third asrect of tie

o. i e t doc tr i ne, the mu l t i p I cr.ossi no me th od • Ti -. m et h od

ensures that if the reconnaissance effor t is unsuccessful at .-

S e ucc,: e s .'a i a t t h e rs. T o e r, h s-- -uccess. t h e

S.S . 4rmr as h c u 1 d t-ak e adv atn t a,e ot * a + c-ur th a ec t *a n.d

c, rnd u c : t h as s t , r o s i n ,. s d u r i r,:, pe r i od s . f + r e d u ce ,-

I:'

,.. - bI i I i t " s - i m u 1 t n9 r e c,J u s I, m --:; m:i i z i nl i i t s. c uj r r' e r-, t e-. d n F

r, i zh t o tcs, t bs. -o t ,-,n~ I ,A)i I1 bi s s~ur.C, r i se t he e n rriv .. nidi["-
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r. maintain the initiative but it will allow for the quick

resumption of the attack by continuous operations.

Some critics will argue that the U.S. Army has

insufficient engineer assets to adopt such a method of

multiple crossings, but if the U.S. utilizes expedient

methods this shortfall would disappear. The Soviets I,

experimented with underwater bridges made of disabled tanks,

ice bridges. facines, land fills, expedient rafts, and

various other methods to conduct hasty crossings. Even if

expedient methods are unusable, light forces must cross and

establish a foothold on the enemy bank. This phasing of

hasty crossinos will ensure that the assault force secures a

foothold. The U.S. can no longer wait for the collection of

superior strength on the near shore. This method is

outdated by superior weapon systems that will destroy a S

concentration no matter what deception methods are employed.

Some of the techniques that the LI.S. can use to

implement these aspects of Soviet World War II doctrine are

self evident, but others deserve explanation.

Reconnaissance elements must train for hasty crossing

reconnaissance. The Soviet experience reveals that

reconnaissance units should anticipate such missions and

conduct numerous site reconnaissances along the river. The

unit must be aware of all the variables of site selection.

Bank angles must be measured, river bottoms reconnoitered,

width and depth measured, soil composition assessed, current
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judged, and enemy positions probed. Reconnaissance units

must train to accomplish these missions because engineer

assets are currently too few to allow for such missions. |

Although reconnaissance units have many missions, training

must emphasize hasty crossing site selection. Engineer

units must provide the expertise to conduct such training

during garrison and field duty.

Engineer units must train the maneuver units in

expedient crossing operations so as to maximize the

engineers' limited resources. Whenever possible the

maneuver force must prepare the bank, build expedient rafts,

conduct ford site maintenance, and locate and prepare

expedient bridge resources. Organic engineer forces will 

accompany assault forces but they may be too busy to

accomplish all the above tasks. The lack of engineer units

does not rel ieve the maneuver commander of his

retponsibility to cross the river. The responsible

commander must train his force in peacetime to learn these

skills.

The future must emphasize the discussion of this

doctrine, incorporate the conduct of hasty crossings into

field exercises, and emphasize the conduct and techniques of

hasty crossings at all branch and service schools.

Doctrinal authors must incorporate valid criticism of this

doctrine into existing manuals. Simultaneously, the U.S.

3.6i
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Army must test these concepts in field exercises and v

wargames.

Unresolved Issues and Conclusions w
The testing and discussion of these concepts are just

part of the process. This monograph leaves many questions a.
unresolved and the Army must address them before the

doctrine can be accepted. Does the adoption of a hasty

crossing doctrine require the creation of forward

detachments and what should they consist of? What influence -

do rotary wing and special operations forces have on a hasty --

doctrine? What impact does AirLand Battle have or logistics

operations and how will this impact on a crossing doctrine

that stresses the hasty crossing? Finally, the answers to

these questions and the previous concepts must find their

way into the curriculum of US. Army branch schools for all

off i cers .

Only with the inclusion of these multiple facets into

the doctrinal process will an adequate hasty river crossing

doctrine evolve. This monograph represents only the

beginning of that process; a review of only one of the

offensive techniques which the acceptance of AirLand Battle

doctrine requires. This topic is long overdo for review,

but continued review is necessary if the U.S. Army is to -

accept the challenge of AirLand Battle.
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