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ARSTRACT

Auftraastaktik: How Low Can You Go?

Chaos is acknowledged as an inteqral part ot battle., and
future battles will be no different. At a time whan the
United States Armv 15 feverishlv strivinag to master 1ts
ability to svnchronize the effects of modern weaponrv on the
battletield. the potential for friction and electromic
warfare to disrunt that process 1s at its hiaghest. bayv b0
fighting successfully on the Alrl.and battlefield 1s a command
and control svs t@m which m1n1m1~Ps,bhose effects aof friction
and confusion. Auftraést 'is an approach to such a
command and control svstem. and the U.5. Armv has embraced it
as the technigue which best supports its new doctrine.,
Several questions remain as we endeavor to implement such a
leadership style., most conspicuous of which 15 whether such a
technique is universallv applicable within the Arnv.

. /.
To 1mplement Auftran:

staktibga nunber of characteristics ausk
he oresent and certain prerequlsites met.. his naper
1identifies some ot those characteristics and prerzaursites
and attempts to determine their presence or absence at the
lower tactical levels of command. FEv analvzing those factors
which influence soldier development of the requisite charac-
teristics of the Auftragstaktil leadership stvlie. some

nsight i1s provided as to the likelihood of whether we can
reasonably expect success with implementation of the tach-
n1gue at the lower levels

While historical orecedents exist within the American
military tradition. evidence as to the lower level wheroe 1t
reaularly applies 1s 1nconclusive. Analvsis of bhe sociretal
1nfluences reveals thaty althouah a *common cultural b1act
(which tavors Auftragstabtik) exists. it mav be as much a
liabilitv as an asset. The 1mpact which the Armv has on 1 ts
soldiers does not fullv promote such a leadership L@, As
the personnel turbulence and a perceilved neaative 'fhmmand
climate® do not foster the cohesion. trust and contidarce
necessary for implementation of aAuftragstaktil., oartyoularly
at the lower levels. Finmallv, erxamination of the Tk«DUOC
training focus indicates that it 1is not until atter a soldier
serves at companv level that he begins to recelive adeauate
training in the skills necessary to implement aufti-aostartat .
The paper concludes that battalion 15 the lowest leve! of
command where we might currently eupect Hu+trwg taltti! to be
emploved with any dearee of reaular success
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INTRODUCTION

There 1s a historical argument that those armies which
have been most successtul were those which did not attemnt to
control evervthing from the hiohest levels of command.
Rather. they delenated authoritvy and hence flewibilityv to
subordinate commanders to exercise initiative and +ollow
their own best judgment in the course of accompliishina the
mission. This decentralized method of command 1s most

commonly known as Auttragstaktik, Al thouah visible 1n

modified forms as tar back as Napoleon’'s Grand Armee. his-—

tarians generally credit the Germans for instrtunionaiizing
the technique 1n the early 20 centurv. Imn their Freid
Regulations of 1906 the Germams acknowledged that "...combat
demands thinking., 1ndependent leaders and trooos. capable ot
1ndenendent action. "' Few disagree that i1ndependent thouasht
and actions within the chain of command are essential to suc-
cess under the chaotic conditions ot modern battle. Home
debate exi1sets., however., on what levels within tne chain o+
command require and are canable of 1ncorporating such a
decentralized stvle of leadershin. This paper will eraminsz
that 1ssue and attempt to determine the lowest Lzvel at whiaon
the American Army miaht be capable of 1nstitutinag sucn 2

technt aue.

Within the American Army Auftraastalitib has: become

©

Y S

synonvmous with the term "mission orders'". and hiah on the

3
»

list of prereauisites for the techniqgue are resowcetul

Pl |

leaders with initiative. Auftragstaktik 15 much more.
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however, than mission orders or a thinking leader with
a flair 40( initiative and independent action. The Auttrags-
taktik order must be clear about what the commander wants to

accomplish. The Auttraagstaktik leader must be capabla not

only of i1ndependent action, but actions which support his
immedl ate commander’s 1ntent and are 1n concert with the next
higher commander's objectives. The leader must also bhe
skilled in anmalyzing situations and have at his disposal a
repertoire of options derived from his mastery ot the
technigues and tactics of war fiaghting. His judament must be
sound. and he must be capable of decision and exercising
aptions when confronted with conflicting situations. Zgually
important is a mutual trust and contidence between subordl-
nates and commanders. All of these elements are vital to the

Auftragstaktik leadership technigue. and throughout this

paper wherever the term Auftragstaktik appears it will imply

incorporation of all of the above attributes. For purnoses

of a general definition. Auftragstaktilk will mean a

decentralized method of command and control which fosters
independent thought and actions within the frameworlk ofr the
commander’s overall intent. Critical to this defimiticon 13
the crucial linkage between the mission. commander’'s 1ntent,
and subordinate’s actions.

Auftragstaktik evalved in the late 19'" Centuwry primari-

ly as a result of the German assessment that contusion was
the normal state of the battlefield and existing command

techniques within their organizations were inadeauate. To
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remedy this situation, thev decentralized command and lowered
decision-making threshholds. ™ Thev found that when subord:-
nates thorouwahly understood the concept and 1ntent of an
oparation, delegation of authoritv allowed the ofbten reauired
independent actions of subordinates to be more 1n harmonv
with the overall mission.

Under similar circumstances nearlv Lo vears later, the

10N on the

U.S. Armv found 1tself in the throes of a discus
command and control problems of future battlefields as its
new "AirlLand Battle" doctrine evolved. The concepnt of
Auttragstaktik had alreadv drawn the interest or olanners at
the Training and Doctrine Command (TR&DOC) Headowarters and
the Combined Arms Center.® but it was the Forces Comman:a
(FORSCOM) commander. General Robert M. Shoemaker. who
precipitated action on 1t. Shoemaker saw the need for a
concept of command and control under adverse conditions. Tta
chaos of the next battlefield, he believed. would nale
centralized control of subordinates always difficult and too
often impossible.™ [n an effort to create the resouwrcerul
leaders who would be so crucial on future battletislds. a
move toward a more decentralized method of command amnd
control was incorporated 1n the mew doctrine. Al thouwah not

identified as Auftragstaktibk., the essence of such a techniaue

15 clearly visible in the Mav 1986 edition ot M 1du-5: Ihes
command and control system which supports the execution ot

Airl.and Battle doctrine must facilitate rreedom to operate.

delegation of authority, and leadership from anv critical
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:5& polnt on the battlefreld."”
b ) Il
)
N The visions of the high—- and mid-intensity battlerields
A '
L) : .
.y where Alrland Battle doctrine will be emnloved 1ndeed
)
A .
] retlect a need +ror 1ndependent actiron within the tramewort o1
) . N .
o, a common intent and nurnose. As pointed out in Fil fow-S the
N
: '4.":-. \ . .
1NN battleftreld will pe characterized bv +luid and nonlinear
AR
U . .
) opnerations punctuated with chaos. The pace of operabions

counled with the Llethality of weapons and proliteration o4
electronic warfare svetems will make command and control
extremely difficult. In the absence o+ communications wihth
their commander. the abilitv of subordinate leacerz b0 tare
charge and adapt to ravidly chamagina srtuations wi il Dav o

dividends on future battlefields.

. Ackrnowledging the need for such a svstem and ntearating

."‘_\.r-
Uil .
;:: it 1nto an existina command structure. however. are two ver:wy
'.':\‘:
-t s = .
MU ditterent thinas. Even the Germans. whao had arnouncoo thae

-

requirement for such a command and control svetem :n 190G,

-

e
-

S found 1t nececsary 1N 1915 to re—traitn units to obtain the
AN

I.'.i."
sy inttirative-oriented leaders necessarv to achieve the spec-
q':"'.

< Facular suscess of thelr March 1918 otrensive. rlarel o

iy

U directing that a nrocedure be 1nstitubted does not mecessort !
o produce results. There are obviouslv Dreregulsitos +or

R

1ntearation of such a leadership stvie within am ey,
First on the li13t of Auftraastaltil essertiai: 15 &

commonality of understandinag. Somet) mes re+erres o as A

"common cultural biras’., 1t reters to a common wosnoe b v T
of anvthing from lanmauage to techniaues. tacti oz, and -
4 .
v 4
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N doctrine. Second. the freedom and willinaness ot leaders *o .
o .
’é A act 1ndependently without the beneti1t of soeciric auidance :
-\.. - - --
S -
. . . . . -
~o from superiors needs to stem from the command climate within N
o 2
Nt : i : -
oo the organization. Third, 1ntarmatiorn in the romm oe 3 .
u;{ N
f<f concept of the operation and commander’'s 1ntent mast ne g
o ¥
’{f: widely disseminated to keen the subordinate s achions wirrin )
-8 ;
Pt . - -
AN the parameters of mission accomplishment. Fourth, e ose - "
. .
enced Tudoment within the ranks 15 needed to +za2cilitato !

selection of the best course of action when conrermntad with -

options. And finallv. the leaders must have cortigencs 1n -

themselves and trust not oniy 1n those +or whom trow wors 2ok

Als0o 10 those who work tor them. -

.

ANy change worth making will natuwrally entar ) rmist =, s

15 conceivable that an aver—-zealous dose of 1nitiative

‘AEEmT .

permeating the ranks runs the risk of far1lure becaucse of

1ndependent actions conducted without sound tadament ar 3 :
thorouwgh appreciation of the mission and 1ntent. Oneo need .
o
only recall J.E.B Stuart™s liberal i1nterpretation o+« his i
orders from Les and hbi1is conspicuous absence trom the pattle- D)
. .. .
field at Gettvsburg to realize that tarlure ot suom 2 commans: ¥
-1
-
R techniaue can occur even among the best of leaders. ™ The f
I A
E? risks f failure from actions such as Stuart’ s. however., ars N
-~ o
" , . . -
far less thanm the risks of an armyv becomina paralvoed asz the
S
- result of a lack ot guidance from the too.
jﬁj Where then within our army might we expect @urtrags-
b n {

tatti1t to be emploved” Is there a level where the risks of

not tightly controllinag an operation outwelgh the advantaaes

4}
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N produce leaders with the skills necessary to i1mplement .“
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’ ’\' Auftranstaktilk within the ranks of our armv? In an efrort to s
: Y
] . L )
Q,::: answer these guestions, two areas critical to attemnts to _‘
9:'} J ‘
,._‘ instill Auftraagstaktilk within our army will be analvzed. - ‘
vl .,: ‘e
Y . . . . -
1N After discussing historical precedents the environment 1n R
't} '_‘:
.. which our army operates will be examined to evaluate what -
i A i
factors might promote and what factors might inhibit the
it A
W . . . .
() development of leader characteristics essential to a decen-— o
B R -
Aty N,
WY . v X",
::::.: tralized method of command and control. The current trainina }\.ﬁ
.I' 'l + S
L ef within our armv will then be explored to ass.oss bhow
s ™
A 3 . ) )
A those efforts mianht foster or 1mpede development or the s
- \
~o : . ) oy
AR skills necessarv for Auttragstaktil. Throwah caretul analwv- ﬁ \
I. . . "’
sis of both, some insight may be provided as to the lowest
.. «J
2
j_‘;: level at which we might reasonably expect success 1in our N2
- Na,
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One indicator of an abilitv to adopt such a leadership
stvie would be the presence (or lack) of a historical

precedent +or Auftragstaktik within our Army. The term

"Yankee 1ngenulrty'" has for ages svmbolized the American
independent spirit, 1nitiative, and drive to +tind a wayv to
qet the job done. All of these characteristics t1t nicelwv
1nto ouwr detinition of Auttragstaktik. but the aguestion
remains whether that mentality has been etfectivelv tied i1nto
military methods o+t command and control.

Evidence of Auttragstaktil camn be found very 2arly n
American history. Rlthough the Germans are credited witn
institutionalizing the technique 1n the earlyv lJul's, the
1idea was actuallyvy brouaht to Germanv by the Hessian soldiers
returning home from the American Revolutionary War.'' Lackina
the resources to defeat the British outright., a mvriad or
ditferent American farces and leaders attempted to compensate
for the absence of an experienced "American Way ot War' bv
adopting what was, at the time. a somewhat radical aoproach
to warfare, 't It was hoped that a protracted war ot ra:rds
and avoirdance of decisive engagements would eventuall. tire
the British causing them to withdraw., resulting 1n Amer-ican
1ndeoendence. fo wage such a war required a si1aniticant
amount of 1nitiative and agaress:iveness on the part ot the
commanders within the looselv organized Continental Armv.
Separated as the operations were 1n most cases bv both space

and time, thev were. nonetheless. conducted within the
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confines of the fledgling democracv’'s stated strategic i1ntent
and 4ocuseq on the common desired end. The decentralized
command which facilitated execution of independent operations
carried out for a common cause are what cauaht the eve o+ the
Hessi1an observers who carried the concept back to bermanv. -

This somewhat uniaque form of command and control did not
end with the revolution, and subsequent armed contlicts in
America continued to exhibit some form of Auttraastaktik.

Two classic illustrations are found durina the American Ciwvil
War . In July of 1862 unsuccessful attempts to take the
Confederate capital of Richmond resulted in a decision to
mass available Federal forces for a maiaor otrfensive 1n
northern Virainia. Lireutenant General (LTG) Georae .
M<Clellan’s Army of the Fotomac was directed to join Major
General (MG) John Fope’'s recently organized Armyv of Virainia
for the campaign.

Robert E. Lee’'s Confederate Army of Northern Viraginia
had been divided while detending Richmond and the critical
raitl network jJust to the north at Gordonsville. Facoanizing
the Union intentions. Lee rapidly began consolidating his
forces to counter the threat. His intent was to deteat the
Union Armies 1ndividually before thev could unite. His mlan
was to move LTG Thomas J. "Stonewall'" Jackson with halft of
the Army of Northern Virginia astride Fope’s suppnlv line
while Lee created a diversion with the rest of his armv. Lee
hoped that as Fope maneuvered to eject Jackson from his

supply routes. he (Lee) could join Jackson and defeat Fope as
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i
o
% he moved. As Fope maneuvered his forces., Jackson observed
R
@ his general eastward movement. and became fearful that Fopoe
i
% would move east across the Bull Rumn and join M Clellamn before
gﬂ lLee could arrive. Fmowina that the i1ntent was to defeat Fope
&
before the two Union armies could unite, Jackson decided to
)
’ﬁ . attack, hoping to draw Fope’s army upon himself.' " This
*‘
: action fixed Fope’s force. and set the stage for the final
b
victory as the rest of Lee’s army arrived. Jackson's actions
,
tq provide a clear example of initiative and action within the
N
j} framework of his commander’®s intent.
»
i Another good example of Auftragstaktik is found a vear
A;i later at the Battle of Bettvsburg in Julv., 186I. As Mo
?: George G. Meade deploved the Army of the Fotomac to tace the
pending attack from the west by Lee's Army of Northern
oy
A " . . . . - . - ~\~
- Virginia, a serious flaw developed. Meade’ s intent was to Y
JEN :.-\.|
o >
:1 anchor his Union defense along the Cemeterv Ridge and ?}'
A N 'j'ﬂ'n'
. connecting high ground just south of Gettysburg. Frior to -
et
ﬂd the battle however. MG Sickles who commanded Meade’s 1[I
3
N
4 . ) ,
g Corps had (without Meade’s permission) moved his corps
L) »
N forward to what he felt was a better position. This action
Wt N
AN could be interpreted as an example of Auft aktit tarlure. ¢\:
W t ey
s QW
;% as Sickle's Corps was now not astride the i1ntended Cemeterv s
; SN
o A
L%
: Riclge hiagh around. Sickle’s Corpbs was rapidlv pushed otfr i};
L.
Py this new terrain. and as thev fell back to Cemeterv Kidae. -“x
v » ',
ot
o8 . ) .
"~ they failed to occupy a small but dominant hill bnown as P
o >
= Little Round Toob. In the midst of this action. Brioadier é
N General (BG) Gouverneur k. Warren, chiaf engino s
e =
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N
A o . . )
ﬁi¢ of the Fotomac. happened to visit Little Round Ton and
hd
.{; recognized that the hill was critical to the flank of the
3 '
‘¥Q entire Union force. On his own responsibilitv. he ordered a (;
ot Ny
> V Corps brigade and a battery of artillervy onto 1ts summit. '’ o
k) ’ Y
o A
CoC These units aot there a few vards ahead of the rebel attackh
b o and drove them otf in furious hand to hand fightina. e e
SN
AW
-, , . . .
e again was a subordinate who knew his commander’ s 1ntent. and
. took action to shape the battlefield according to that
Wty
o |
R intent.
N
l.‘h‘ . e -
S Gettysburg has an even richer example of Auftra
O8]
ARE
%J! at a lower level. One of the units ordered bv Warren to
Ca"CH
S ’ . .
‘iﬁ- detend Little Round Top was the Z0Oth Maine Volunt Pl -
S
O
P . N )
‘LN ment. commanded bv Joshua Lawrence Chamberlain. Uhamberiain
)
>
{ understoaod his mission as received from Warren. and was
St
Qrg acutely aware of the i1mportanmce of his regiment holding the
O
xbﬁ southern flank. Time and again on the afternoon o+ I Juiv
L)
.y
J the Rebels stormed Little Round Top 1n an effort to root out
g
0 the determined troopers of the 20th Maine. With c.a
At
s ) . :
\J mounting, Chamberlain had run out of ammunition bubt not
It "
‘. ideas. and ordered his soldiers to +1x bavonets. M2 was
“ A
o
"ﬁb confident that the success or faillure of the entire Uniorn
N
Ly defense rested on his abilitv to hold the southern +lank and
LR
was determined to be successful. As the rebel soldiers
. L
ﬁff appraached his positions in their final attempt to tale the
"J"-..'_
&i; hill, Chamberlain ordered a bavonet charge and the Union
TR
soldiers stormed out of their positions. The move so shocked
»;V R
; 5: and surprised the Rebel attackers that they turned and ran N
¢ f‘.l :n‘:
:l >, ::
!:.0 ! -:‘
A 10 :
9 1 3
! s
o
K- .
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o
:\ down the hill. some not stopping until thev had reached the "
‘A ‘ »
-
K tar side of the vallev.'™ Here is clearly an example ot a G’
dow b
A subordinate using initiative and all means at his disposal to .-
oo o
‘-“ . : . . . . o
PAN D A accomplish the mission in line with his commandear < intent. -
Wy
o In more modern times. additional evidence or amarican !F
“a
1 -
1SS . . . . N
;3:\ expariences with Auftragstaktik can be +ound 1n World War [i. o~
Wy -
b . , - e
'5 . In support of the Normandy invasion on D-Dav Eilsenhower ﬁ
A% a
o planned to emplov two airborne divisions to ensure a rapid 3
'y -
540 ] oot
: ) exnansion of the UTAM beachhead. One of these divisions. the ,;
N L
&g‘ 8279, had the mission of capturing the kev .communications :
8
L) y
center at Ste. Mere Eglise and orotecting the ricant ¢#larmi or <
2
the beachhead from attacks by German forces comins out oOf h&
Cherbourg. Thanks to German antiaircraft fire durina the qh
1,
operation, the airborne drops went awry resultima 1n si1ani-
4L ¥, Pt
b L ) X . "
*ﬁﬁ ficant dispersal and a loss of control of some forces. "
*"-. ‘..-
. . PR s
:{ﬁ Ligutenant Turner B. Turnbull, platoon leader of D Companv. -
; * X
W ¢
) Second Battalion. 303'" Faratrooo Infantrv Reaiment. was the 5
s
o:; X . o iy
W ranking ofticer of one of the widelv dispersed droons and -
2ht o
» . ) . . :
Lo found himself and his men astride one of the north-south F‘
Ll
e e}
S arteries out of Cherbourg. Fknowina that the mission was to
AR )
Né. prevent forces attacking t+rom the north, he set out to do )
::' " "'
W N «
‘b with his platoon of 42 men a task that had been i1ntended +or
R %
[
a battalion. Supported by mortars and a selt+-pronelled aun, o
L) & -
L he engaged a counterattacking enemy battalion at the villaoe ta
v ‘o
“u “~
LG o
e of Neuville-au-Flain. The platoon beld 1ts garound throuahout -~
f-." e
: the day and gained criticallv needed time for American +orces
o | o
. in the beachhead to consolidate.'* There 13 no auestion that >N
B ¥ 'f v q
o vy
[ ¥
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d
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o
'; this action was 1n line with his commander ' s 1ntent,.
k)
B
-
Sti1ll more evidence of Auftraagstaktil euperiences can be

vl ’
' , . .
W tound later that same year. As the Allied Forces dashed
1b
e across BEurope 1n the late fall o+ 1944, Hitler [aunched a
".,r.'a

daring counterofrensive desianed to snlit the All:res and
l".

: Force Great Britain out of the war. Durinmag batoles anainst
o
%u this effort in the Ardennes 1n December. the 7' armored
e

Division (AD) plaved a key role 1n the action 1n and around
‘ -
,Q the village of St. Vith, a key transportation hub 'n the
s
SRS bul ge.
'..-‘

L) . e - im-

‘ Upan hi1is arrival 1n the area of St. Vith, K Fonart w,
" Hasbrouck. commander o+ the 7' AD. observed the contwston
:d and fluidity of the battlefield and determined that diggina
"

) 1n and holding a specific line was not feasible. His i1ntent
'i} then turned to denving German use of the valuable transonor-
> T
1 -
;2 tation network o+ St. Vith.
s
'n 1 - ) ) .
D) Earlv in the actior the Germans had been successful 1n
.;.'
oy penetrating selected points along the American lines. and
g

g
3} some Nazi units were attemnting to exploit this success.

»/

» - . - . .

i Lieutenant Colonel (LTC) Robert 0. Stone. commander of the
> .

- 440'" Antir1aircratt Artillery (AAA) Rattalion., was moving woot
\.;:_,

li along the division’'s southern boundary 1nto the town of couey
;u

-+ when three German tanks came throuab the town +i1rina and

S

',: generally wreaking havoc. The service troopns who oocunied

>

¥ “

j\ the town were understandably 1n an uproar. but Stone. airdea

\
A
~ by Captain (CFT) Walter J. Huaghes. ant evervone undor contr o
‘& and successfully organized the defense of the town. '’ Thus
e
¥

-
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pros, a faltering flank to the south af St. Vith had been saved.
Hctions of American leaders during battle have not

always exhibited the positive soirit of Auftragst af til,

however. There are eramples of opportunities to orerclse

! inittiative 1in line with the commander’ s 1ntent Dboing misaeead
3 '.:_'.
A as well., a classic occurring 1n June o+ [864.
e L
N
.lf Upan assuming command as general 1n chief ot all the
g £ )
Union armies in March. Ulvsses S. Granmt formulated his nlan
»
o A
o for bringing the Civil War to a close. He felt that 1+ he
3 -;'\.'
~ >
r'g could destrov the two laraest remaining Confederate Armies —-—
D
L @ Lea’s in Virginia and Johnston’s 1n Georqia —-- the South
" . _‘ .
[P - N\ g .t
L would surrender in defeat. After two months ot ralartizos o
oo *'1
L prassure on Lee’s Army of Northern Viraginia. Gramt was var: 0
. » Yo
near accomplishing one half of his objrective. Lee’'s armv had
a:}: ' A b
b - withdrawn to positions around Richmond and Fetersbura. and MG
25
‘RS .
By . W.F. Smith's XVIII Coros was spearheading an assault on rhe 5
- T, o v
) vital supply depot at Fetersburg. At 7:00 F.M. on 1Y June .
s |
s 0
e, Smith’'s Federal forces attaclted and opmened up a mile wide aag '
h s o
{éﬁ 1n the Confederate fortifications. The door was now open tor
G
2 ‘\fn

destruction of the Armv of Northern Virginia's mailor supnolv

depot. Takina counsel of his fears., Smith elected to awart

reintorcements before explciting the situation. '’ The ReLels

st

. _ Y,
" reoraanized their positions. and the Union missed a chance to "
A , L 2
A deal what could have been a decisive blow to the Contederacv. Y
o ;
¢ Sy . .
ey From the examples just cited. it is apparent that a o
’ )
)
.-'. ] y ‘{ ¢

precedent for Auftragstaltib does exist i1n the American

{l

£2

4
]

Yol military experience. The frequency and effectiveness of such -
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a leadership stvle at various levels of command. however,
remains in question. It 1s clear that the American soldier
has never wanted tor bravery or a talent for tabkina charae ot
31 tuations, but once 1n charge. the soldier’'s actions must be
directed and 1n consonance with the overall olan. Ersrdence
of actions i1nfluenced by a commander’ s 1ntent 135 not conclu-
sive as to which level ot command was most successful 1n

enploving such a leadership stvle.
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Leaders of the past who emploved Auftragstaktiic were
able to do so because of characteristics thev had develoned
from experiances in their environment. It 18 a commonlyv held
belief that. with the exception of a few. good leaders are
made not barn. The readiness of 1ndividuals to disoiav the
characteristics which have been i1dentitied as 1mportant to
implementation of Auftragstaktik is shaped by the conditions
ot their development prior to and aftter entry 1n the armv.

In exnloring the potential impact of the eﬁv1ronment on

5

development of soldiers’™ skills. attitudes, and oninions.
both societal amnd military i1influences will be stuaied. The
tocus of the examination will be on the previously i1denti-

fied leader characteristics necessary for the Auttragstaktihk

leader: commorn cultural bias, ability to communicate. freedom
to command, judgment, and mutual trust and contidence.
Societal influences on communicative skills and common-
ality of understanding form the foundation of a soldiers’
ability to function effectivelyv within an oraanization. A
cursory look at the American society might indicate that the
potential for a "common cultural bias" is lackina within
America because of the wide variety of backagrounds and

heritages represented. As analyzed in Wm. Darrvi Henderson's

Cohesion: The Human Element in Combat however, the potential

is. in fact, quite strong. Henderson i1dentifies a number of
factors which influence the soldier’s attitudes. skills. and

opinions, and most contribute favorablyvy to a cohesive

15

. A e '_‘ . - "~y \. + "‘. - N".f\f‘.f_ ("-
TN, A O 0 v, '
A e ) W rd h ?'o..

»

T D A A A T R A
". .~ g:j‘l'.':'.‘l qu- -. , .

.o'h.l".. AN




cultural biras.'”

- . . . . A.:

# A Common and unique historvy: This 1s a strong sowrce -
-h' 13

of common values. and the strong socialization -
process experienced bv most Americans at schoo at }d
‘.All

. . "

home. and with associates fosters consensus about %%

-:*' «

unique American values. iy

-

.‘__.4

# A Common and Unigue Culture: Although American -
culture 135 pluralistic, most citizens feel and Egr:

support values that can be described as uniquelv
American.

B A Common and Unigue Languaage: Because Enalish 15 30
widelv spoken and understood throughout the United

States., ease of communication is facilitated among

American soldiers.
# A common and Unigque Religion: The broad umbrella of
Christianmitv that covers most religions 1n the United
States offers some basis for common religlous valuas,
Thus. it appears that there 1s a commonality within our
society that must be counted as a positive contributina

factor in the development of leaders with the reauisite

o
S . -
. leader traits for Auftragstaktik. From such tamnaiole 2asios
o
o as a common lanauaaoe to the less tamaible bernetits derived
~
from a common historv and shared beliets, all are 2a part of o
-.'. P,\s‘
e the common cultural bias necessarv ftor ettective cooneration. Gy
'\1'.' .~\‘:
992 , . 1 ‘ o
»*? This first impression of our "common cultural bras S
I - -
'&f v:‘}'
warrants further i1nvestigation, however. Jt 15 recoanised
7, -
-; that American standards of education have tallen sianificant- Son
A ASA
™, a
(gl NN
L) { I\ L]
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NN lv 1n the past decade. In verbal communications skill s, the
g
29 average score on Scholastic Aptitude Tests (5AT) between =g
o~ AR
:‘\: [ oy 2 I = Ko " cos :"'
o 1972-82 fell by over 4%.- Although there are soms @ncouwras - -
n-_--. :_.?:
. 1ing si1ans of a recent upswina 1n this trend, the @rmyv has S
) ) _ . =
A falt the impact. Turning agaln to Henderson s Coha2zsion, rewo ol
N \.r_' o
B e
N . -
:tf 1llustrations demonstrate the eftect: "First. the wrmv has -
» - Y
‘ \. - '-‘- -
3?& been forced to rewrite many manuals as a result o1 si1anfi- i
cantly lower reading and comprehension skills. Second., some ?3
b o
NS minority soldiers are prevented from becomina tullvs 1nte -
N o
--.‘1\ ) e
,j* grated into primary gQroups because thev do not nossess R,
s L. .,
@] : : - wa
. sutficient English skills. - Ameri1can colleagas., the ma:or
s o
k&f source of otticers throuah the Reserve Ofticers ‘rainina -{f
P Ca
o - - —~ \ . . . o
v Frogram (ROQTC), also erhibit sians of a declirne 1n standards. R
<,
. An editorial in the Washington Fost in 1987 described an S
o
}Q alarming lack ot anpreciration for American militarv history
P~ - or political science within the colleairate comnurminv.-
b
Qur societv’™s "common cultural bias" mav not. therefors,
¥ \.r: i
- be the =si1gnificant positive influence one 1nitially oronumnao, g
W Y
x » - | '.-
ﬁf— The abilitv to communicate an effective concept o+ the anee- 2
. .
o~ 5 ation or i1ntent 135 guestiomable when common lanauwase st 1l s
L9 . e
AR . G
‘¢g are lacking. AN Amarican heritaoe cannot be percs: /ec wrae e
Ls
. ~ -
“ Amaerican historv 1s not known. Cohesion and a comnmonal oo o e
o -
wnderstandina under such circumstances 1S dif+icuit to o
r:‘.
achieve. Some of the problems may be overcome throoan P
training of the soldiers after their entrv i1nto the militarv, o
LA
'
but there 15 potential that tnitial entry otticers and -

enlisted men and women may not possess the desired communica-
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o tions sb1lls or commonality 1n all areas necestary adeaguaral v “..
b
. to support Sutrtragutalbtrl., These problems woula be most
acute at the lower evels of command where the 11ty 2l entrrv
AP
e zoldiraers serve.,
“7'
) Thas far the discussion has centered arourd the socioetal
1mpacts on the shapina o+ a soldier s skills ama attr rodeme,
but what about the army 1tself and the 1nfluen: A S PR YRl
: on our soldiers™ There are three 1mpacts whion tne rmrony
Q- -
L -
S might have on developing soldiers. One 1mpact 135 the
I
_Cﬁ; training effart discussed later 1n this paper. the second 15
i .I. -
stability within the armv, and the third 13 the comman
clhimate 10 wnicn suws traininag and onerations are a0 a1 o .
Thi taktib attributes most 1n+luenced o 37w om oy
and command climate are: mutual trust and contiasnce,
freedom to command. sound judgment. and capabilite cor
tndependent action. e aspect ot stabilitvy 10 0. arm,
how 1t affects the environment which shapes qur ol =es
-
attirtudes 135 @-xamined ¢t1rst, S
v
A gradual move toward an QAll Volunteowr Foraon» vt -
culmimnated with the 2nd of the drast 1n 977 \ SRR ‘
wihh this ~as the reduction 1n foroe atter Yioe- oo S
widespr=2ad J130a10 o+ the militarvy on the part e« =72 oS00
Atter a lomg and wunpopular war., Faced with the chaploran o
oy
recrulting and maintaining a '‘"‘protessional +foroo arved oA
riglng crilticiam fraom o a watchrul Cornaress. the &Srmny made Tome
tundamental chanaes 11 1ts methods O+ operation.
Ir amn eféfort to meet the recruirting demands:s o+ tre AV,

18
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~ manvy policy decisions were desigred to appeal to the peroonal
H
- saelt interest ot the soldier. Ettorts were made to bhrinag
- military pay scales mare 1n [i1ne with the civiliam comnuna by
o and adeguatel v compensate throuaoh assianments or S3) ari@s *0r

special training or skllls of the soldiers. The resual b,
accordina to Charles Moskos., was a shitt 1n bthe mrmy Fowar g

an "occupational model" and awav from a professional  army.

The suQaestion 16 that the soldier has perhams bhecomne mor -

S motivated bv financial 1ncentives., an “"economic man” so o

o speak, makinag decisions primarily for tangible aain. [ndead,

-

“ there 1s 2vidence trhat such a mentalitv exists. Cvean winnin

L the NCO corps. "tanalble 1ncentives are now Necassary 7o

S ~c 0o . :
- entice NCOs 1nto combat-arms jobs". " Soldiers nocw nave 3

S
] . . .
) greater abilitv to 1ntluence their career patterns., and wiih .l
- o=
- avolidance of the "hard jobs" and personal consideration

,?‘ driving assignments choices, turbulence 1n the compat arns
o .

)

leader positions will continue. The result will e an

-

~7
) 1nability to develop the mutual trust. contidence. and

™y
S
L~ commonality within units essential to Auttraustat vt 1mnlz
>

mentation, with the areatest 1mpact at the lower la.el s,

E A secaond factcr contributinmg to instability wibivra owe

KR Army 13 personnel turbulence created bv our own assianment

swvatem. Demands for f1lling the ever critical averseas

.

~
)
)
=

-
W

assiaonments constantly tax: the Armv's personnel svsbem and

-

force a freauent rotation of soldiers. ~t brionade and bat-

.

o
« e
»
)

,

o'y

talion levels there 13 some evidence o+ stabilitv thants to

r‘{"j

the current emphasis on extended command tiurs. At platoon
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and squad level., however, the personnel situation remains
highly turbulent. Going even deeper to the fire-team or crew
level, there is extreme fluidity. A recent assessment
revealed a léo—percent tuwnover everyvy three months in most
battalions, with a complete turnover within a battalion everv
one and a half vears., and this does not even consider
reassignments within the battalion.*® The roots ot this

dilemma can be found once again in efforts to support the

AVF. The driving force of many personnel assignments 15

consideration for the soldier, and shortened tours overseas
and 1n so-called hardship assianments forces an almost
constant shuffling of personnel.

In short, stability as a factor for development ot a
comman cultural bias within our army does not appear
favorable. Turning once again to Henderson's Cohesicn. "The
maintenance of high frequency af association and structuwred
relationships... 135 very weak within the U.S5. Armv. """  There
i1s & positive side to this issue 1n the form of Armv 1nitia-
tives designed to address the problem bv brinaina some
stabilitv into the ranks through regimental affiliations
untt rotation efforts., These programs are not vet fullv
1molemented, however. and their fate 1s qgquestionable. Shouwl d
these programs survive, their effect at the squad and oplatoon
level 15 debatable as there are additional factors which
affect stability of the lower ranking soldiers.

The characteristics of +reedom and willinaness to act

independently., sound judgment. and abilitv to make decisions
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N are all nroducts ot the command climate within an arm. . T S
’ fl \b. ]
o command climate of our armv 18 alwavs a controvers) al subiectn r .
: el
:' :‘-I‘:ﬂﬁ
&y with nerhaps as manv de+initions as there are untits n tha AR
"'{ .r:')::
A armv. There 15 little doubt however that 1t 1mntioneroeg pf#
heavily our ability to produce resourcetul leadors witr rhes
e
b 1]

inttiative., judament. and deci1siveness so essenttal taoan

pErTs

Auftragstaktilk leader.

One of the most recent sources omn command < limate wirbr

[
-8 ) Oyt
o units 1s & War Colleage Studv Frojrect conducted v rour @ - el
\ el
}! ) ~ <, !.:‘l
™ battalion commanders during the °85- 8o course. ~ Thna oaner Loy
-
f - N
A stemmed from a similar studv conducted 1n [wgd oy Frroee wen,
' M
. . - - i AN,
Ny orticers at the Naval Fost Graduate School. HETT T o s e
g N
> Wl
> tocused on excellent battalions and brigades wirtmimn The wWwray A
o --4 o

1n an effort to find the key elements of success within these

» organizations.

" . . " -~

\_s Turning first to the War College studv. the o«sioars
vy

. found that "to a man the battalion commanders 1n tnhnece

.'
. excellent brigades +elt that thev had "freedom to5 :ramandg’
”
and this enabled them to emolov the same techni:Jues with
. their subordinates.”-"' During visits and 1ntersiows ~Loh
"
[ four CONUS brigades. thev found an overwhelmingl., posttive
>,
: command climate where leaders were free to @rerciso thelr
o“
1inttiative and act independentlwv. "Mi1ss10ns Qlven and
t
:; standards expected are clearly articulated. however methnods
4
j to achieve the desired results are empowered to the |eadsr
d'
) who 15 directly responsible to accomplish the mission.”
J Surveys conducted in conjunction with the studvy veri+v these
»
»
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1hg points. Ot the soldiers surveved., a full 904 fe2lt that the N
B ? '. f.
hd
] brigade commander allowed his subordinates to command. When ﬁ%
| 0
o asted 1f the battalion commanders were in competition with N
Q, e
< each other, 48% felt that thev were, while ZI7% felt tnat thewv U}
- 2ol
. were not. While these figures reflect the continued presence E?
- o
9 ‘ . L )
e . of the often considered negative influence ot competition. v
I . -~ “1
s thev 1ndicate that at least some of the walls preventing e
L
cohesion and common understanding have been brolen down. F»
EF * E E
N d 1 - N
-\ The "Excellence 1n the Combat Arms" studv conducted bv
N
'§ students at the Naval Fost Graduate School had similar
-
L)
findinas. ' In the course of their research thev +found a
1208
~.‘. . - .
v healthy command climate which fostered independent actlions
-
. and encouraged 1nitiative prevalent in most ot the battalians
<,
studied. In the population surveved they found leaders who
D -‘-
‘i proudly claimed that they were '"risgk takers"., and that "the
b _".
- old "CYA' attitude 1ust doesn’t cut it anvmore". ™! Mobtual

-

trust and confidence ran both ways in the chain of command.

2h

.
«'r
o

The studvy verified that "excellent units allow miszstares AN

b

leaders were concerned with developing experienced i1udament

S
oy 1,0
54‘1 L4,

1 and decisiveness within their units. n!
» N _ 3:1’ 4
e Contrarv to the two rather optimistic viewpoirnts jJust \ﬁ‘
et
e presented., however, the comments and opinions of otficers s
.- ‘l‘- \
-3
attending the battalion/brigade Fre-Command Course at Fort P
v N
o Laavenworth i1ndicate that there is still room for 1mpDrovement t;
’-, w0
- S
! S
Lo 1in the command climate. In survevs conducted durina the vﬁ
‘ \::'s‘
course af 1nstruction during FY "86, a number of opinions .i
4! ) . L QR
) surfraced which conflict with the findinas o+ the above e
N \
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)h studies. Composite lists were formed reflectina the opinionsg Al

&

of a majoritv of the officers on three questions concernina

» e
e
“r

our efforts to 1mplement the Airband Battle doctrine. - The o

first guestion asked what were the keyv leadership imperatives N

aad

. ) for subordinate leaders in ALE doctrine™ Their resoonses ?Q

§ "\. ~}!'.
P ) A

iﬁ . tended to agree with the assumptions of this paper and .R

Loy oy s

) . . L4
o included, amang other things. technical and tactical compe- "

2407y,

¥ B

tence, initiative. cohesion., risk taking, deicisiveness.

AR e
" ¥ L o
:{ﬂ trust, and ability to communicate. When asked what thev felt ﬁﬂ
] "
Ko _ . oh
N senior leaders must do to develop subordinate leaders with LR

z

these characteristics. among the most orevalent responses

L
<

-:S weres clearly state i1ntent. reguire i1nitiative. demonstrate K
2 &
-7 S,
S trust. "power down'", resist tendency to centralize. and Yy
NN

-

accept personal risk. The officers’™ responses to the third

X8 e
(L7 . Wi o . b
P guestion —-- are there pressures, policies. or practices that Nt
ax SER
fL- _ _ e
e preclude vour accomplishing these tasks -— are kev to an -
fa Sta:
J assessment of the current command climate of the Armv. The B -
Hb, T
¢ list of responses had "Boss" in the number one slot. Ferson- :5
O .
oA A _ R ) iy
'? nel turbulence as well as Bureaucratic "BS", reports. i1nef- ci
A "
K , N Ei
L& ficiency., and the requirement for REIs (Responses v [ndorse- @ﬁ
Ot x_\:.f
o meant) on everyv mistake distracted them from accompliishina \G
ACY ALt
) '%-. \:.‘.
o their tasks. Statistics and a "Zero Defects'" mentalitv as :ﬁ-
" -‘ .
p=b o 200
X well as weak or timid commanders and leadership bv threat and I ée
:4 fear also contributed to preventing them from doing their oy
.":’ \::-
Ut jobs. Empirical data on these assertions 1s not available :$
o 3
) Y

and 1t 1s not possible to determine their freguency o+ ocouwr -

4
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iy rence. There i1is apparently. however, some concern about .};
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these distractors which might prevent establishina an

enviranment conducive to develonment ot Auyftraastak

ik leader

In an effort to temper these two apparently contlictinag
viewnaints an 1nformal survev of a number of officers at Fort
Leavenworth was conducted 1n sunport ot this paper. fv
means of 1nterviews 1t was hoped that some interences might
be drawn to help 1lluminate not only the current command
climate of our army. but also the receptiveness we mianht
expect 1n our efforts to incorporate Auftragstaitith.

Focusinag on those segments of the survev which rerlect
the command climate. an extremely positive attituae on the
subject of freedom to command among Lieutenant Colonels
exlsted. Mast felt that they had the trust and confidence of
their brigade commander, and only two brigade commanders were
identified as having centralized tendencies. A5 tor the
degree of freedom and independence they allowed their subord-
inates. most felt that their subordinates were auilte combe-
tent and delegated autihority accordingly.

OFf the eight Majors interviewed. opinions varied as to
the amount of freedom they had geen granted in positions thev
had held. Half felt they were granted total +freedom. while
the others felt thev were somewhat or severelv restricted 1n
performing their duties. When queried as to how thev viewed
themselves. all but one felt he was a decentralized operator.

tolerated mistakes., and granted his subordinates ebreme

latitude in the performance of their duties. Three of the
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Mators mentioned having some deaqree of a tear of fallure,
with a comment made about how "statistics (at brigade level!
determine success'.

Interviews conducted with seven Captains attendina tha
Combined Arms and Services Sta+t School ((CASH ) oroduced

similar results: however 1n cases where the 1nterviewee had

worked for a centralized leader. comments as to the adver:ze
eftects 0f such a leadership style were pronounced, There
was a refreshing awareness of the necessityv tor decentralized
operations and that allowing subordinates to trv and accent-
1nQ their mistakes was one of the sure wavs to develoo sound
judgment and 1ni1tiative.

Although this informal survev provides no conclustive
data. it does reveal that the command climate 1n some units
does not foster the development of 1nitiative and rudament

critical to implementation of Auftragstaktib stvle of leader-

ship. The problem appears to increase in magnitude at the

lower levels aof command. In the more definitive Frovressional
Develooment of Officer’s Studv (FDOS) conducted in 1984, 1t
15 also suggested that develooment of a command climate
supportive of leader creativitv and 1nitiative 15 a maror

challenae still facing the Armv, @4

As yet unexamined is the receptivity to an Auttraastal -
tik style of leadership which we might expect to tind 1n the
ranks of the army today. Communication of orders. conti-
dence in leaders and subordinates. and command climate were

the thrust of a survey conducted as research for this paper




9
3
4
9
4
4
4
4
L
P
4
q
!
]
1
h
1
9
1
9
!
s
1
Y
¥
[
]
4
4
L
q
{
]
A
A

m' N}
' [

‘ {:: >N
1] .:H
EX .

3 L] -
x\ 'Yl :_-
- L] -
3 Ll :_-
:ﬁb At the Sergeants Malor Academv at Fort Eliss., Teras, ?
N Well over halt of those surveved 1ndicated that while o
3 -
\x\ serving as a sauad leader or olatoon serqgeant trnoy normally .f
)};’ ‘1.-
& v racelved nrder<s and ntenti1ons suwrticrently Clear 0 adlow ~
~
e :

' them to operate 1ndependent of their hiagher headauarsoo s "
vy S
o should the situation arise. Opi1ni1ons were mi:ed on the .
Pl T
LT "o
. command climate of units 1n which thev had served. Howsver, K
A R

A clear majoritv were of the opirmion that authoribty =hoold bo [ &
QL
delegated and some mistakes tolerated to roster subarcdinats ;'
o
. -
development. Uncertainty was again apparent regarding cont: - o
*~J
Fie
daence 1n leaders’ selection of the best course v aztiam ant T
. N
subordinates’ ability to act 1ndependentlv., Wher a7 wa ey
&
directly. What 15 the lowest level at which we miaiht 2a-oect g,
A}
S
success 1n our efforts to i1nstill Auttragstattit, a narrow
-
. , 4 o
majority felt that the platoon level was best su ted ror such -~
-x.
o
a leadership stvle, with the remainina divided 9e%ww2en 3 2uad }
-
and lower or companv and higher levels. .
(\
The 1nferences which can be drawn trom this stg. o p
" S\ |
societal and militarv 1nfluences on the soldiers’ a2nviconmoent =
-~
A
indicate the existence of some trends 1n the deseiapment o
J
2ﬁj characteristics conducive to Auftragstal til. ol A ar s X
Y o
2;\ currently enterina the army mav be somewhat laciina 1n ar 4
*J" .:-.
W
appreciration of American heritage. shared values., and avilit. o
to communicate. Some eftort will be regquired to otandardirso -
the “"common cultural bias'. In the area which most heavilo -
;:\

1nfluences development of mutual trust and contidence

. stability -— 1t appears that our Army does well with bLours or
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dutvy at battalion or above. but 15 sti1ll struaaling with
ettorts to stabilize assignments at the lower levals. Small

unit cohesion suffers as

command

ment

climate 1ssue are

mav not be conducive to d

judament,

leaders.

to

a result.

Althouah re

somewhat mixed. a aen

evelopment

Indicators of the overall

1s that below battalion level the command

of the 1nmi1t

and decisiveness reauired of Auftraas

receptivenea

such a leadership style are aoenerallv aqood:

confidence 1n the soldiers ability to 1mplement

tik does no

-
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appear to be

o

universal.
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TRAINING FOCUS .

Efforts to 1ncorporate Auttragstabtit within our armv

a u
4

will entail siamificant ftraining 1n a number ot areas.

Hh GGy

&SN R
A A

Although 1t appears that some leader tratts are oroduacts

purelv of one’s environment. 1n realitv virtuallv ali o+ the "

regqulsite characteristics and ski1lls ot .:

~
)

leaders can be developed through training. Bv ernlorina n -4

B
turn each ot the Armv’s major service schools’™ Froaramn ot Y

Instruction (FOI) to determine 1ts focus on selected srills,. {}

. . _ : kS

1t 15 hobped that further 1ndications mav apnear as to the N

level at which we miaht reasomnably expect success Ln our A,
. _ ] o S
@rforts Lo 1ncorparate Autbtraastaktib. In examinina the FOls R
9
". t
the focus will be on training which 1s aimed at developing o d
——

the skills of analyzing situations. developing a repertiire VL

-~

ot ontions (from a masterv of techniaues and tactics,. deci- <

s10n makina., preparing operations orders (conceot and o

intent). and. to a lesser degree. develooing judament and .

,-:'

i
contidence. .l
.:_- ‘

The U.5. Armv Command and General Statrt+ Colleae Unhlinsg ;1

PO hereafter CG3C, 135 a 44U week couwrse conducted annual |/ at o
\.":1 R
¢ -
C" - Fort Leavenwortn Fansas. Although the course covers a moriad R
P‘\.“ -.:
LR e,
k’- of subjects., bv far the greatest amount ot allocated studies X
™ o
= 15 devoted to training 1n ooerations. It 15 assuwnmed that the -
;\ . N
n officer has previouslyv mastered the techniques ard tachtics ot 7
nis v
.l . e L
i. wartighting., and the focus of CGSC level trainina 15 on the .Y

planning and execution of operations at division and corns

4
levels. During an intense six weeks the officer 13 1nstruc- o
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ted on tundamental staftf techniques., the estimate orocess, o
. . .28
decision making., and planning. Numerous practical exercises oy
\'. .
»
are emploved to enhance and retine the officer's skills 1n t:'
~
these areas. Complementing this training 18 an additional Q;
two weeks devoted to staff battle exercises reauirina the ‘Ji
5
N
afticer to apply his skills 1n analvzing situations. formu- R
o
latima courses of actions., decision makina. and develonina N
a¥t
concents of operations. At 1ntervals throuahout the vear -f
T
instruction on both oral and written communications =sbills 13 in
u
T
o
provided to enhance the officer’'s abilitv to communicate his tﬁ
4
- 4
concept and 1ntent to subordinates. 77 :
The CO5C curriculum supports training ertorbks raaulread
to produce an Auftragstaktil leader bv establiszning a common NS
foundation of principles for the decision makinag process and
g,
fundamentals of tactical operations. When an ofticer .
: h
v"'-..‘
araduates trom the course. he 1s i1ntimatelv tamiliar wihth T
=34
AtrLand Battle Doctrinme and has been expnosed to trainmning 1n ‘
", ~=
N manv of the srills required to i1mpolement Auttragstakbtii. S
o il
hj\ The Armv s Combined Arms and Services Stat+ School j\*
VN ey
.52
(ZAS ") 135 also conducted at Fort Leavenworth and 1s a1 two VY
~
npart course airmed at Captains 1n their si1:th throuabh micth e
NS
VERAr of service. Fart one ot the course 13 non-rasident and e
u~‘¢
requires the officer to complete a number of correspondence ™

courses, 40% of which relate to the fundamentals ot military

decision mating. the communicative art., and combined arms

operations. Fart two ot the course 15 ei1aht weeks ot

» , . , !
¢ resident i1nstruction. during which the officer spends nearlv <o
4
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31 weelbs retining and aopplvina his ski1lls 1n staty tecn-
Nniaues., decision malinag. olanning and communications,

As at CGSC. the 1nstruction provided at TR na e s19-
nificant strides toward develeoping the skills essenti1al to
leaders erpected to emplov an Auttragstabtit stvie o+ leader-
ship. The officer graduating from CAS ™ 15 well verzed 1n the
decision making process and olanning. and has developed
additional confidence in himself and his judament.

The Officer Advanced Course (0AC) 1s established for
officers in their fourth through sixth year ot service and
designed to prepare officers tor dutv as companv l=ve]
commanders and staff officers at battalion and brigade
levels. Although a common core curriculum 1s established by
TRADOC, emphasis on selected subjects varies fram school to
school. It is at these schools that officers develon their
repertolre of techniques and tactics which will oive them bthe
options needed to fiaght and win on the battleti=zla. 't 13 at
these schonls also that the oftticers are exnosed to nernaps
the broadest spectrum of subijects in the Armv schonl svetem,
The OAC curriculum does not appear to place the emphas:is that
CAS™ and CGSC do on the leadershio skills in auastion. Far

wample., there are as many hours devoted to NBEBLC trainimna as
to decision making and order preparation.™

The OAC schools exhibit the first si1ans ot a breakdown
in the continuity of training emphasis on Auftragstaktil

leader shkills. The officer graduating from 0AC has been

exposed to all the requisite skills for emplovina Auftraas-
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taktik, however the degree ot development ot those siills 1s
aquestionable.

The Otficer Basic Course (OBC) is similar to Ual 10 that
1t too 15 conducted bv the various bhranch schoolc. LDesianed
for Lieutenants 1n their fi1rst vear ot service. the cowrss 13
16 weeks long and airmed at preparing otticers for treir firat
duty assignment. There 1is a common core curriculum estab-
lished by TRADOC. but manv of the subjects tauaht are by
necessity branmnch peculiar. As 1n the UAC, the schedule 1s
1ntense with a broad varietv of subjiects taught. put tar
ftewer than at JACs. The focus 1n much o+t the btrarntrma 13 o0
develooment or the otricer’ s contidence by educatina =um or
many basic subiects from the role ot the difterent arms zo
capabilities and limitations of various weapon svstems. =
stanificant amount of time 1s spent on tactical traimnina and
the officer 1s exposed to manv of the fundamental techniaues
of warfiahting. Encouraging 1s the provision ror &4 hours ot
remedial traininag for those officers who do not meet coll2qe
frashman level English and reading standards.

The OBC provides a start noint for the deveinpment ot

the Auftraastaktil leader reaursite skillis. 1t 135 the
exceptional officer. however., who araduates wibh 2 =m0l
foundation 1n these skills. It can be assumed thHhar an O

graduate 15 aware ot many of the traitts and still= raoauirea
to emplov Auttraagstattib. put a sianiticant amount o4
mentorina will be reauired t9 develon hi1s protrorecos 10 Ehe

taskes.
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YO lhere 13z an apparent lack of emphas1is on trarn:ma 1o the
TR

M 1

T Puttragstattil reaursite ghi1lis at UBCs and Uez. and

.

#’ﬁ

l. »

1\:. Leadersnip Lessons Learned at the NMational Trairn:na wenter
L]
:-‘.: NTEZ) tend to vertey such a oroblem. Ubservar s Lamty ) L0 w
K

} (Os) are assiraned to each companv level wnit witmin the
-t o

PR
}:ﬁ: battalions training at the NITC, and thav are 11 an @>:oa3l Lant
'_‘."5
ASIY
sy posttion to assess and evaluate trends o+ pertormanca duaring
L]

the evercilises. The 0OCs comment that there are critiacat

VT
w W
AR problems with leaders’™ olanning. communication of 1nuent.
S ~
Xy delegation, and i1ni1ti1ative at the comoanv level. “ second
oA
.§ nroblem area lies 1n the area 0f leader develoomenr aor:ng
v,

'-q-'-- - ..

O Time 1 aarrl son cbhetore thev arrive at the Nl Lo Doaoor
f:‘ do not develon suwbordinate leaders durina aarriszon trarnina,
.-ﬁ".

they lack trust 1n these subordinates and are reluctant to

N .}'

&E; delegate tasks and authority omn the NTC battletield. This
n
\;v sroplem was seen as particularly acute at the comoarny [awvel.

!
S

"The lact of adequate gquidance 1n planning. poOor commumnica-

,\":"
OAS tian of the commander’ ' s 1ntent. and a lack ot selt+-conriaonnce

N

)

contribute to a serious lack of i1nitirative bv leaders at tnhe

~
1 N PR
"3 company level and below (at the NTD)."*
. The U.S. Arinv training svstem 1% nerhans the rinest e
- the world. The broad range of subrects covered 1n the courze
of an officer’'s proaress through the various schools mabe him .
=y <
- . " S
"N one ot the most i1ntellectual warriors in historv. Bt to I
-'?f'. sy
", ) S
Yy adopt such a leadership technigue as Auttragstaktil requires .
l-‘-‘ -
P L . . :
a trainina effort focused on specirfic leadershino trairts and
R -
. skills. The Germans attribute their success 1n emolovment ot Ca
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(et Auftragstabtll during World War Il 1n part to "...a century - "
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‘ g
‘\h long tradition" and "...peacetime training.'"™! We do not =
NN / %
—a have a century to develop a tradition. and althouwah our ..
T T
" ERS
* . . . . -
o training efforts are headed in the riaght direction, we still ;j
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CONCLUSION

General Herman Balck, famous commander ot the German
11" Panzer Division on the Eastern Front durinag World War IF
is quoted as savina "Auftragstaktibk is not limited to any
levels., it applies to the division commander and his Chief ot
Statf just as much as the tank commander and his aunner. '
Few people would disagree with that statement. and indeed. of
the officers and NCOs interviewed in conjunction with this
paper, an overwhelming majority felt that there should be no
lower limit to our efforts to incorporate égi;ggqstatﬁyy,

The auestion of this monograph. however. 1s not how low
shouwld we go. but how low can we go with Auftragstabtit”

The conclusion 1s that successful incorporation of Aur-
tragstaktik below battalion level is not currentlv feasible.
There will be. of course. those leaders capable of receivinag
a "mission order'" and through initiative and talent achievina
success with minimal guidance. That is the excention,
however, and it should not be expected that Auftraastaitil as
a leadership style will be the rule below battalion level.

This comclusion is based three assessments.

il

In evaluation of the environment which shapes zoldiers’

i

traits and skills. it is probable that the drop in readina
and comprehension skills within our society in ageneral mav
have an effect on initial entry officers and enlisted
personnel. If the Army educatiom svstem is unable to rectitfy

this apparent disparity. our ability to communicate and

develop a common understanding and cooperation within units
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will be adversely atfected. It has also been pointed out

e that stability and command climate are most favorable at ﬁi
. .t
. . . A
ié battalion and higher levels. The stability oroblem at the R
N oo
s .
“ R
fv' lower levels ot command precludes development o+ the cohesion e
- 171
- within units which 1is s0 critical to mutual trust and confi- 3
Wl >
AN T
B N . n N
W) dence both up and down the chain of command. The nercelved S
A, S -,
N0 | | o
3‘1 negative command climate at some of the lower levels ot LS
command in our Army has an unfavorable effect on the develnn- T
T o
A ment of a number of the skills identified as essential to N
o C
;}} implementing Auftragstaktik. Not allowing .subordinates to %
.
+ mate mistakes deprives them of valuable learning =2vosriences
NN oy
ek which would otherwise contribute to develooment or tnour f{{
N | i
N judgement. Leaders unwilling to take risks and delenate denv "
iy -
- subordinates the chances to employ their own talents. therebyv -
- =
g hindering development of not only the subordinates’ conti- ﬁa
o A
(S dence, but the leaders’™ confidence 1n his subordimate as iﬁ
A0
P well. Finally., subordinates who are victims of over-bearina ﬁﬂ
"oy e
- '.:‘.*
*ﬁ' leaders demanding "cerao defects'" will mot be 1noiined to marae Lﬁ
B -
L ol
ey decisions. take the i1nitiative. or act i1ndependentlv. [n A

siummary. both societal and militarv i1nfluences hinder davel-

FE

r

e &
o . v
-{- opment of the reauilsite Auftraagstaktilk skills 1n znldiors oc A
vl 3
,u? the lower levels. Y
Y o ond

Examination of the training focus within our Army S

;e n
! l' .I Ll
?{ indicated that training at CAS® and CGSC appears to be on oot

‘w Rl
o e
1591 track with what 1s necessary to produce leaders capable o+ -Md

\J
D’ .ﬁ
. emploving Auftragstaktilk. These officers have alreadv served
0 AN

o .
o, at the company level., however, and anv impact they miaht have L
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will be seen at battalion and higher levels. There 1s an
anpparent emphasis on the training of techniques and tactical
ski1lls of battle present 1n 0AC and ORC. but 1t i1s somewhat
obscured bv the mvriad of other subjiects our iunior officers
are expected to learn. Without a solid toundation 1n the
basic techniques and tactics of warfighting. options to the
leader are limited and a "common cultural bias" of battle-
drill will be rnot be present. The comments bv Cs from the
NTC support the assessment that there are problems 1n
operations at the lower tactical levels. and emphasize that a
problem exists 1n developinag de-centralized leaders who ocan
clearly articulate a concept of the operation and 1ntant.
Final support of the conclusion tis drawn from the

attitudes and gpinions of soldiers expected to implement such

a leadership stvle. Among the Majors and Captains inter-
vigwed for this monograph, most felt that there was a
significant lack of decisiveness on the part of subordinates
with whom they had waorked 1n previous assignments. Manv talt
that rouahly onlv half of their subordinates would ventuwre Lo
mate a decision. and of those decisions., little over halft
would be supportive nf the commander’ s i1ntent. Another
recurring theme 1n the survev was the transmission (or lack
thereonf) of an understandable intent. Whether that was
because of the way 1t was communicated or the wav 1t was
comprehended. the i1ntent was often unclear and did not
provide the crucial link between the subordinate’ s actions

and mission accomplishment. These opinions were reintorced
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by the responses of the NCUOs participating in the survev. E;

Transmission of a clear intent was perceived as sometimes a

praoblem, as was the ability of subordinates to act

e
Ll

-~

independently.

£/

"

This conclusion does not necessarily mean that incorp-

P
- |

oration of Auftragstaktik below battalion level 1s not an

attainable goal. Indeed, as pointed out earlier a clear

majority of leaders surveyed felt that such a leadership

X B

‘
style could be successfully employed at platoon level., with a E%
substantial number feeling that it could be applicable at ?R
squad/crew or even individual levels. There will alwavs be K
those select individuals who will rise to the occasion and E;}
through initiative and personal perseverance salvaage a ;ﬂ
desperate situation. The challenge is to expand that base of .
select individuals to a solid foundation of the resourceful Sg
e,

leaders needed for the Airland battlefield. With continued

& Qg’r: ;r{

emphasis on development of subordinates through a command

»_~
-
.

climate which fosters inmitiative and independent thouaht, and S
-'_(q
<

a training focus which highlights the requisite skills ot an ﬁ

Auftragstaktik leader, that challenge can be met at all

iX

L3

levels within our Army.
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Appendix 1 (Summary of guestions used to guide discussions
during 1nterviews of officers at Fort Leavenworth in Uctober
1986.) :

¥ How often during operations was an i1ntent
disseminated to you?

X When you received an intent, was 1t an
understandable, workable intent?

X How would you assess the '"Command Climate" as it
relates to your superiors?

¥ What kind of command climate did you try to foster?

¥ Was there a "fear of failure" within your last unit?
At what level? Why?

Y
h
'

¥ Was your boss a centralized or decentralized leader?

)
.'I

P

X What kind of leader do you consider yoursel+?

o
o

-
2

£,
b !

X How far down the chain of command were vou confident
that your instructions and orders were disseminated?

- o
[}
YA

%

¥ How much trust do you feel vyour boss had in vou™

Pard
r v

Y
“
-l
.
Y
“~
-

A8

¥ How much trust did you have in your subordinates?

¥ How much confidence did you have in your subordinates
judgement? Decisiveness?

-vz{'

T iy o

¥ Do you feel there should be a lower limit to our
efforts to instill Auftragstaktik?

,.“'
Pl R el
o

.‘P

¥ Do you feel there is a lower limit to our ability to
instill Auftragstaktik?

P
v, o

’.

¥ Do you have any general comments on the subject?
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Appendix 2 (GQuestions and respanses of NCO Survev, Fort

Bliss, Teras. Dct 1986) =&
' :
i. I would classity the operations orderg I have received "
from my leaders as: o
a. Very Detailed (247) &
h. Detailed (42%) gr
c. No opinion (3%) »y

d. General (277

e. Very General (4%)

2. As a squad leader/vehicle commander, I received a
complete order ~i.e., the full concept and my platoon’s piece

e L. g STV

7
(g

of the action: -
N
a. Almost always - (277 >
b. Often (I3%)
c. About half the time (227)
d. Seldom (14%)
@. Almast never (4%)
3. As a squad leader/vehicle commander, 1 knew what the

mission of the company was:

a. Almost always (467%)
b. Often (247)
c. About half the time (14%)
d. Seldom (S%)
e. Almost never (%)

4. As a platoon sergeant., I received a complete order -
i.e., the full concept and my companv’s piece of the action:

a. Almost alwavs (46%)
b. QOften (42%)
c. About half the time (11%)
d. Seldom Q%)
e. Almaost never (1%

5. As a platoon sergeant, I knew what the mission of the
battalion was:

]
:

a. Almost always 41%)

b. Dften (25%)

€. About half the time (27%)

d. Seldom (I

e. Almost never (4%)
39
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Appendilx 2

Bliss, Tewas, Oct 1986)

Aa. Almost alwavs

b. Often
c. About half the time
d. Seldam

e. Almost never

7. When I was a

a. Almost always

b. Often
c. About hal+f the time
d. Seldom

e. Almost never

a. Almost always

b. Often
c. About half the time
d. Seldom

e. Almost never

a. Almost always

b. Often
c. About half the time
d. Seldom

e. Almost never

The next section

A s S attd AR I
con anu b e i B e St el A ACUAC SNCUNLIRESR AL At AR RS

(Questions and responses ot NCO Survev.

b. As a squad leader/vehicle commander,
full concept ot the operation to all of mvy subardinates:

8. While serving as a platoon seraeant [ felt
my platoon understood the full concept of the operation:

9. When I was a nlatoon sergeant.
knew what the company mission was:

in units in which you have served.
assignments to inmclude both troop and staff duty.

Fort

I digsseminated the

(407%)
(317
(17%)
(%)
(%)

squad leader/vehicle commander. my
subordinates knew what the mission of the platoon was:

(S8%)
(3O%)
(&%)
(S7%)
(17)

all members of

(I7%)
(Z4%)
DAYy

(22%)
(S%)
(1%)

the members of mv olatoon

(S0%)
(27%)
(18%)
(1%)
(47,

asks for your opinion on the command climate

Consider all of your

.
'l "
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Appendilx 2 (GQuestions and responses o+ NCD Survey., Fort
EBliss., Texas, (Oct 1986)
10, When executina orders i1ssued by mvy leaders. [ understood
that [ could deviate trom the plan 1f necessary. \
] [ ¥
a. Strongly agree (14%) )ﬁ
b. Agree (S0%) i\
c. No opinion (5%) &2
d. Disagree (26%) }\
e. Stronaly Disagree (S%) Y
i1 When issuing orders/instructions. [ expect my
subordinates to:
a. follow the orders explicitly . (1&6%)
b. modifv the instructions if the need arises (6H1%)
c. caome see you 1f there is a discrepancy V217
d. other (please specify) (i
2 Consider this situation: Your unit’s mission is to
detend a riverline and be prepared to counterattack 1f the
occasion arises. You have told a subaordinate of vours to
move out with his element and defend a bridae from the near
side of the river. Upon arrival at the site the subordinate
discovers that he would have sianificantly better tields of
fire on the far side of the‘river. Unfortunatlev the
subordinate has lost radio contact with vou. Woulda vou
expect him to:
(8%) a. Establish his position per vour instructinons.
(627%) b. Occupy the far side of the river and send a runner
to advise vou of the modification.
(187%) . Send a runner to vou to request permission to
modify the plan.
(12%) d. Act in accordance with his own best judaoement
(0%) e. Other (Flease Specify)
13 During vour most recent troop assignment. what
percentage of vour subordinates could effectivelv receive,
understand., and comply with the concept of operations and
tactical situation? -
‘(

a. less than 25% b. 26~30% c. S1-75% d. more than 73% -
(47%) (19%) (S17%) (ZO%) {
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) Appendix 2 (Questions and responses of NCO Survev, Fort
Bliss, Teras., Uct 1986) Ay 2
-~ e
P 14, Based on vour experience. what percentage of vour Ky
': subordinates (regardless of lenath of acquaintance) digd vou ats
allow to modity your 1nstructions 1§ the situation warrantead C-}
17 =
e
o) . - . . : )
. a. less than 23% b. 26-50% c. S1-75% d. more than 75% K
(S4%) (23%) (28%) CLS%)
\.. ".-‘
X e
gf 15. How many of the leaders vyou have worked for have had e
vour full confidence” F#:
- o
Vo a. less than 25% b, 26-50% . S1-75% d. more than 757 D
> (12%) (15%) (29%) 44y, ety
: 16. Ajailn regarding leaders/commanders vou have worked for, FQa
L how often have vou been satisfied that the orders thev 1szsued 'Fﬁ
" to vyou retlected the best course of action™ R
RS
-
S a. Almost alwavs (147 RS
= b. Often (487%) O
o c. About half the time (T6%) el
' d. Seldom (17%) SaN
, e. Almost never 17 Y
h"/ \..-.-.‘
_.: J:-ﬁ'.
-E 17. In the past, when [ or one of mv peers made a mistake, ?5w
- the leaders were: 243
- ks
a. Tolerant (25%) b
b. Somewhat tolerant (S5%) N
c. No opinion (L% Wi
d. Not very tolerant (157 B
e. Not tolerant (&%) oy
18.°7 In units to which I have been assigned, leaders and RS
commanders: A
. (\
I-* v
a. Almost always delegated (T1%) N
b. Sometimes delegated (S5%) Sy
c. No opinion (QO%) S
d. Seldom delegated (11%) -ﬂ%{
e. Almost never delegated (%) N
Wi
-i
e
\'{\.
The ne:xt three qguestions center around your oninion of what S
the climate in an organization should be. Answer the :
questions reflecting how you would like to see the Armv e
operate. R
.'.‘.(
e
[
\::(s‘
42 b
B
o
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" Anppendix 2 (Questions and responses of NCO Survev, Fort
F Bliss, Texas. Oct 1[1986)
-5 '

A 19. I feel leaders should:
5
> a. Tolerate mistakes (15%)
b. Tolerate some mistakes (797)
4 c. No opinian (17
3{ d. Tolerate very few mistakes (4%)
N e. Not tolerate mistakes (QO%)

W

shoud (when the situation warrants it) be:

..')“,

e a. Almost always delegated (287)

ﬁf b. Sometimes delegated (647)

% c. No opinion (Z4)
) d. Seldom delegated (S7)

gd 2. Almost never delegated (%)

55

n_'_\
}Q 21. The Airland Battlefield will demand highly resourceful
ﬁp leaders capable of independent thought and actions at all
!‘ levels. What level .of command do you feel is the lowest
n which we can reasonably expect orders to be interaoreted and
?ﬁ modified if required, and still be assured of mission
et accomplishment?
P
?d a. PBrigade or hiagher CL7)
g b. BRattalion (8%)
c. company CL2%)
DR d. Flatoon (46%)
- e. Sauad or lower CTIY
- n
~ln
21 22. I feel that the Army has provided me with effective
_‘ training in the art of decision making and independent
S thought/actions.
M3
ﬁi a. Stronglv agree (48%)
oL b. Agree 41%)
A c. No opinion (4%)
) d. Disagree (&%)
E; e. Strongly disagree (1%
20
o
o)
o

20, I believe that authority to interpret and modify orders
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