¥9-03131

\

F1ELD ARTILLERY DOCTRINE:
DOES IT SUPPORT MANEUVER WARFARE?

A Monograph
by
Major Michael J. Bradley
Field Artillery

DTIC

ELECTE
MAY 17 1389

School of Advanced Military Studies

United States Ariny Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

First Term AY 88-89

Approved for Public Release; Distribution is Unlimited




e

V/)c/m% s"é:'ev(
{ LASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE

) . Form Approved
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE OMB N 07040188
1a. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS
UNCLASSIFIED
2a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY 3. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF REPORT

Approved for public release;

2b. DECLASSIFICATION / DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE distribution unlimited

4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) 5. MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)
6a. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b. OFFICE SYMBOL 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION
School of Advanced Military (f applicable)
Studies, USAC&GSC ATZL-SWV
6c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas 66027-6900

8a. NAME OF FUNDING / SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL | 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
ORGANIZATION (If applicable)
8c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS
PROGRAM PROJECT TASK WORK UNIT
ELEMENT NO. | NO. NO. ACCESSION NO.

11. TITLE (Include Security Classification)
Field Artillery Doctrine: Does It Support Maneuver Warfare? (U)

12. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S)
MAJ Michael J. Bradley, USA

13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) ]15. PAGE COUNT
Monograph FROM TO 88/11/28 40

16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION

17. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)
FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP artillery doctrine Combat Power Model
fire support National Training Center
firepower maneuver

19. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)

This study examines the relationship of current U.S. Field Artillery Doctrine to the
concept of maneuver warfare. The impetus for the work is the generally poor results of fire
support at the National Training Center (NTC). The purpose is to determine what, if
anything, is wrong with FA doctrine.

The analysis begins with an examination of the Relative Combat Power Model which relates
the combat elements of maneuver, firepower, protection, and leadership. This model is the
backdrop for the remainder of the study which looks at the Army's experience at the NTC,
the Arab-Israeli wars of the last twenty years, and evolving artillery doctrine.

The study concludes that the maneuver and fire support communities are at odds over the
adequacy of artillery doctrine due to a shared misconception of the relationship between
maneuver, firepower, and protection. Each fails to recognize that the elements of combat
power are, at times, at odds with each other. This relationship requires that the leader
synchronize all warfighting assets in a combined arms (continued on other side of form)

20. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21 ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSICIFATIAN
e UNCLASSIHED/UNUMITED O SAME AS RPT. ] DTIC USERS UNCLASSIFIED
22a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 22b. TELEPHONE (fni/%e Area Code) | 22c. OFF'iE gwam
MAJ Michael J. Bradley (913) ATZL-
DD Form 1473, JUN 86 Previous editions are obsolete. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE

L"n < ] ass ;'*:/Aﬁd




‘e

Item 19 cont.

approach. Until all parties accept this notion, the Army runs the risk of basing
doctrinal changes on a faulty premise.
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ABSTRACT

FIELD ARTILLERY DOCTRINE: DOES IT SUPPORT MANEUVER WARFARET Ly
MAJ Michael J. Bradley, USA, 40 pages.

xfThis study examines the relationship of current U.S. Field

Artillery Doctrine to the concept of maneuver warfare. The
impetus for the work is the generally poor results of fire
support at the National Training Center (NTC). The purpose is to
determine what, if anything, is wrong with FA doctrine.

The analysis begins with an examination of the Relative Combat
Power Model which relates the combat elements of maneuver,
firepower, protection, and leadership. This model is the
backdrop for the remainder of the study which locks at the
Army's experience at the NTC, the Arab-Israeli wars of the last
twenty years, and evolving artillery doctrine.

The study concludes that the maneuver and fire support
communities are at odds over the adequacy of artillery doctrine
due to a shared misconception of the relationship between
maneuver, firepower, and protection. Each fails to recognice
that the elements of combat power are, at times, at odds with
each other. This relationship requires that the leader
synchronize all warfighting assets in a combined arms approach.
Until all parties accept this notion, the Army runs the risk of
basing doctrinal changes on a faulty premise. /i ,., . .. ',
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1. INTRODUCTION

Since 1981 tpe United States Army has been putting
its Qarfighting doctrine into practice at the National
Training Center (NTC) located at Fort Irwin, California.
The mission of the NTC is to provide tough realistic
training in accordance with Airland Battle Doctrine...and
to provide a data source for training, doctrine,
organization and equipment improvement. (1) By all accounts
the NTC is a training success.

The nature and size of this desert training facility
make it more suitable for exercising the army’'s heavy
mechanized forces than any other. The usual training
restraints and constraints are less noticable at the site
which occupies hundreds of square miles of desolute
terrain. "The National Training Center provides five unique
elements to mitigate some of these restrictions: the ground
to accomodate maneuver and live fire exercises for multip.ie
task forces, sophisticated targetry, a prof=ssignali and
dedicated Qpposing Force (OPFOR), an instrumented
battlefield and a full time cadre of observer controllers
consisting of some of the best officer and non-commissioned
officers in the Army.” (2O

Needless to say the Army has invested a lot of money
and effort into this new training facility. [t expectis a

rus oI

commensurate return of increaczed readiness in ¢

i

trained units, improved equipment, efficient orszanization

and valldated doctrine. To date, the Army is satisfied with
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the NTC concept and is building on it. A center for
exerclsing %ighter forces (light infantry, air assault and
airborne units? known as the Joint Readiness Training
Center (JRTC)> at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas is naw in
operation. Future plans call for a like type capability for
heavy forces to be available to forces located in Germany.

The NTC has provided an environment where the full
potential of the Army's improved family of mechanized and
armored vehicles could be tested. The Ml Abrams tank and
the M2 Bradley infantry fighting vehicle have praved
capaole of conducting what some senior army leaders call
"Mobile Armored Warfare”. The focus of mobile armored
warfare is offensive war-fighting oriented on the enemy
rather than terrain. The key tg its success 1is to be able
to focus combat power at critical points and times to seize
the initiative from the enemy and using speed and violence
to destroy his most dangerous equipment and ~ill to fight.
3

However, not all results from the NTC have been as
positive. One of the most glaring shortfalls is the area cf
fire support. 7Jsing the standards currently in use at the
NTC approximately 60% of the indirect field artillery and
mortar fire missions have been considered ineffective. «4)
This apparent weakness in our modern torce's ability to

coanduact modern wartare is seneratin

- i R -y T T s
3 5 both srearn caonl-rn

debate. One senior observer-controller at the NTC went

e}
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tar as to say that "the fire support system is broxen”. Ths




Army recognizes that such a situation, if true, would spell
disaster cn the next battlefield. [t is important to note

that NTC exercises are single Task Force drills. This si

10

findings since; 1) the direct support artillery always
respands and, 2) the larger force fire plan and assets
don't affect outconmes.

As in any debate there are two sides to this question.
Field Artillerymen, as the fire support coordinators, agree
that more can be done to improve the equipment, methaods,
and training of fire supporters to achieve better results
at the NTC and prepare them for their wartime mission.
However, they are quick to point out that the effects and
effectiveness of indirect fires have never been
realistically portrayed at any training facility. This
applies to the NTC where plans are in being to incorporate
a training devise known as CATIES (Combined Arms Training
Integration and Evaluation System) to solve this problem.
At the same time, the artillery points to moderniczed
equipments of its own, to include; the Multiple Launch
Rocket System (XNLRS)>, the M109 Advanced Howitzer
Improvement Program (AHIP), and the Army Tactical Missile
System (ATACMS)>, which they believe will help impraove
current fire support capability. In general, the field

artillery branch believes it can perform operate

n

zuciesstully under tThe umbrella or —urrent A Ao T lvos
Other= hold a different wview. They beliave tnat tu-=

inability of the fiseld artillery to provide adequate fire
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support lies in the artillery’s unwillingness to change its
fire support doctrine. They believe that the development of
the Army’'s AirLaAd Battle Doctrine in l%82, together with
its 19686 update, pointed the way to fundamental changes in
the way the Army plans to conduct future operations. In
their view, artillery has not kept pace with the Army’s
doctrinal advances. Evidence of this situation is the poor
NTC performance of the fire support community.

The result of this detate will certainly be far
reaching. Regardless of the stake the Army has in
developing training facilities such as the NTC, a far
greater price will be paid if it draws the wrong lessons
from its training experiences. As Robert Doughty noted in

The Seeds of Disaster, prior to World War [I, the French

army had formulated a doctrine, devised a strategy,
organized and equipped its units, and trained its personnel
for the wrong kind of war. 5> A like fallure by the U..J3.
Army in regard to fire support could result in a tragedy g
rival the Fall of France.

The thrust of this work is to examine if current field
artillery doctrine is adequate to support maneuver as
envisioned in Airland Battle. The framework for this
examination is the concept of combat power as outlined in

the Army’s basic doctrinal manuval FM 100-%, Cperations.

DHI O _UMPAT POWER MOUEL
BacXzround
The U.E. Army's basi:i tighting doctrine is callex




AirLand Battle. It reflects the structure of modern
warfare, the dynamics of combat power, and the application

cf classical principles of war to contemporary battlerie:l

)

requirements. (&) My purpose is not to challenge tiae
AirLand Battle concept, tut to examine one of its
foundation blocks in detail. I believe that in order to
shed some light on the current fire suppert controversy it
is necessary to frame the position of both sides within the
dynamics of combat power.

FM 100-5 states that, "The dynamics of combat power
decide the outcome of campaigns, major operations, battles
and engagements. Combat power is the ability to fight.” 7
The doctrine states that there are four components that
encompass a farce's ability to fight. They are maneuver,
firepower, protection, and leadership. The combat power of
a force 1s the effect that it creates by combining these
four elements against an enemy.

To understand the dynamic nature of combat power we
must first understand the terms. Maneuver is defined as the
movement of forces in relation to the enemy to secure or
retain positional advantage. <8) By maneuver, a torce
brings 1its weapon systems to bear on the enemy in such a
way that the effect of the weapons are multiplied.
Likewise, maneuver should attenpt to degrade the ettect
Toat enemy weiapodn system:s will have oo the tri=anzily for =,
History has shown that it is possible to manzuver & torie

into sucth a tremendous positional advantage that an =n=2my
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force might even surrender before a shot was fired. This
was a precept of Sun Tzu. However, maneuver by itself daoes
nct kill anyone. That iz the job of firepower.

Firepcwer provides the destructive force essentias to
defeating the enemy’'s ability and will to fight. (9> In
other words, firepower i1s the destructive power that can be
produced against an enemy by the weapons systems of the
force. [t is the blast, shock, kinetic, and thermal effects
that are produced when modern weapons are aimed at, fired
on, and function against the men and material of the
opposition. Firepower is what kills the enemy and destroys
his combat power.

Protection is the conservaticn of the fighting
potential of a force so that it can be applied at the
decisive time and place. (10) Our doctrine sees protection
in two components. The first is the actions that are taken
to guard against the enemy’'s maneuver and firepower
capabilities. Among those actions are security, air
defense, dispersal, cover, camouflage, deception,
suppression of enemy weapons, and mobility. (11> The second
component is the actions that commanders take to guard the
health and wa2lfare of their soldiers and to insure that
their equipment and supplies are not unnecessarily exposed
to the effects of the elements or other =ources of loss or
damage .

The most essential element of combat power is competent

and ~-ontfident leadership. Leadership praovides purpose,




direction, and motivation in combat. (12) For the purposes

~of this study, we will not examine this component of combat

t

ower. [t is assumed that bath sides s=ee the role and value
P

U

0of leadership in the same way. It is the leader who wiil
determine the degree to which maneuver, firepower, and
protection are maximized; who will ensure these elements
are effectively balanced; and who will decide how to bring
them to bear against the enemy. (13D

The Model

As important as it 1s to understand the definiticons of
the elements of combat power, 1t is equally important to
understand that the elements are interrelated. Doctrine
again clarifies the issue when it notes that maneuver would
rarely be possible without firepower and protecticn. <14)
It is easy to visualize that toc move forces in relation to
the enemy on a modern battlefield would require sone
protection against the firepower assets that the enemy
zould employ against the friendly force in the course o1
the maneuver. Filrepower might be necessary to suppress the
enemy’s capability to employ his firepower or to prevent
hiz ability to maneuver concurrently against us. Likewise,
firepower depends on maneuver to ensure that the delivered
fires will be in a position relative to the enemy where
they will have the gzreatest impact.

T - . - | i o= -1 1A -y e . e e = <y - -
.o Lal= wWoOrk Sirtied 'naerstaniin Clmlat o RS B

“olonel Huba Wass. de Czege outlined what he called =ne

Relative Combat Fower Model. Essentially, the @model 13 4




equation by which one could determine the outcome of a
battle. (1%

THE RELATIVE COMEAT POWER MCODEL

LE«Ff+Mf+Ptf-De)~Le(Fe+Me+Pe—-Dfs) = The Outcome oI Batt.e

where;

Lf/Le = friendly/enemy leadership effect

Ff/Fe = friendly/enemy firepower effect

Mf/Me = friendly/enemy maneuver effect

Pf/Pe = friendly/enemy protection effect

De/Df = enemy/friendly degrading of opponent's
firepower, maneuver and

protection effects

Key to understanding the model is to note that the
equation does not give value to the elements of combat
power per se but rather to their effects! For exanple, it
is the effect of firepower, i.e., the killing, wounding, or
paralyzing the enemy’'s soldiers and damaging or destroying
his materiel that contributes to combat power and not
simply the unapplied or misapplied potential of the force
to produce firepower. In other words, the impact of the
accuracy and timeliness of the firepower is what gives it
value in relation to the enemy. (16>
secandly, we =hould understand that the terms o- the
model are themzelves zomprised O many varixsoEs NIt oao.
0t which .are gquantifiable. Theretore, the egquation is not

likely to yield a desz2rminate result.




WVhat then is its value? The best answer seems to be
that it is another tool for the leader. We can see in the
model the leadership effect is the dominant value in th=
equation as it impacts as a multiplier on the other
elements. The equation then is of value in reminding the
leader that he must do all that is possible to maximize the
effects of his elements of combat power while minimizing

those of the enemy.

III. NTC OBSERVATIONS

The Problem

A study of indirect fire effects at the NTC conducted
in 1987 concluded that over half of the fire missicons were
ineffective. (17) Since that time the numbers have remained
consistently in the range of 50-70% ineffective fires. Many
reasons have been given for this phenomena. It has been
noted that the NTC methods and systems for measuring the
impact of indirect fires do not do justice to the
devastating effect that massed artillery fire has in modern
battle. Safety has always precluded the actual firing of
indirect systems in proximity to troops. Firemarker schemes
have always suffered from lack of resources and
responsiveness. The scope of operations at the NTC has
magnified these restraints.

Ctherz point out that *the NTL euperiencis i In.ias
other. Replicating it at home stations is impossibla. Ia.cs

argument is countered by those who point out that many




units,

to include artillery,

do well at the NTC. The common

thread between them is that they trained in combined arns

operations befare they arrived at Fort

Fire Support and the Scheme of Maneuver

artillery legitimately,

WVhile the trainers devise ways to measure tle effect of

Irwin.

it is agreed by both the maneuver

and fire support communities that other steps need to be

taken to integrate fire support with the scheme of

maneuver. One method currently in use is the Fire Support

Execution Matrix.

As shown at figure 1,

the matrix is

designed to link targets to the specific systems and

initiators for servicing by phase of the battle. The

objective 1is to ensure that there are no gaps in the firs

support.

Additionally,

it ties the firing of indirect

weapons to the maneuver of enemy or friendly forces as

opposed to keying on time or terrain.

Co

Co

Bn

w
[0}

AA LD/LC PL RED PL BLUE
Sec A Mort Mort A Mort A Mort A
FA FFF TGT CB100O1 Series Ed TGT CBlooOz
Sec B Mort 'Mort B FA
Mort FPF TGT CB1011 C6B
FA FA Pri TGT Mort B FA Pri TGT
FA FPF CB1021 Series Joe TGT CBLOZZ
FA ACA Green FA
C7B TOT 0800 C8B
CAS
Figure L. Example Fire Zupport Matri=

ons Learned




Observations by senior officers and controllers at the
NTC have generated other lessons applicable to the fire
support <community. These have been captured by thae Centar
for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) at Fart Leavenwarth.
Selected titles are located at Appendix A. (18>

The thrust of these observations is that for fire
support to fulfill its battlefield function it must be
truly integrated with and supportive of the scheme of
maneuver as developed by the force commander. They suggest
that fire support planning springs from the concept of the
commander, and that fire supporters must understand his
concept and intent and be able to explain how fire support
assets can contribute to the accomplishment of the missicn.

Others call on the artillery to give priority to iire
suppoft functions in the training and assignment of quality
officers. Fimnally, they point out that ultimate

rasponsibility for the execution of fire support lies with

17}

the supported maneuver commander. He must clearly starte
what he wants fire support to do in his operation. This
includes outlining the what, where, and when parameters ior

the fire supporters. [t remains for artillerymen to tigure

{

out the how or advise the commander that the scheme must b

modified or more assets assigned Iin order to achieve the

[V. THE MID EAST EXPERIENCE

Perhaps only by coincidence, but the terrain an *hsz




NTC is similiar to that of the Middle East. This is
significant since that area of the world has been a stage

tor modern nechanized warfare for the last two decad

1Y

Combat Power Qut nof Balance

In 1967, the Israeli Defense Force (IDF> fought a six
day war against her Arab neighbors. Sensing imminent
attack, the Israeli Air Force (IAF) conducted a preemptive
air strike against the Egyptian air force, catching it
unprepared and destroying it on the ground. This advantage
allowed the IDF to attack on the ground into the Sinai
Peninsula. These attacks were spearheaded by tank forces
which left halftracked infantry and semi-mobile artillery
far behind. (19) As its name implies, the war was over
quickly, primarily due to the success of Israeli tanks. [DF
commanders believed the results proved that the tank could
operate without the support of other arms. They advocated
an operaticonal concept in which the tank became the primary
weapon, operating virtually by itself. <20)

| From 1967 to 1973 the IDF continued to emphasize the
tank and the fighter-bomber to the neglect of other arms.
(21> The close and constant assistance of the [AF prior to
1973 made air defense and field artillery seem unimportant,
especially in fluid operations when the air force could
arrive more guickly than the artillery could deploy.
‘onsciously or otherwise, |

rasl came to rely lar . =.7 Zu

1]

the tank-fighter-bomber team for its victories. (22

Disaster Averted
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On 6 October 1973, Israel was again at war. The for

0
10
i

of Egypt and 3yria conducted a two front attack. The
Egyptian army crossed the Suez Canal in an bperation that
caught the IDF by surprise. The Egyptian intantry quickly
overran the [sraeli forward fortifications known as the
Bar-Lev Line. With little artillery support, Israeli tank
tforces counterattacking the Egyptians were decimated by the
fire of anti-tank SAGGER missiles. The Egyptians had massed
over 55 such weapons per kilometer. (23)

The Syrians attacked along the Golan Heights. Greatly
outnumbered by Syrian guns, Israeli artillery in this area
was vulnerable to counterbattery attacks. They bhad to
displace 12-15 times a day. (24>

Most conventional and mechanized infantry units were
in the reserve component, where they received less training
and priority than the tanks. The three armored brigades
located in the Sinai when the 1973 war began had all their
tanks and crews at a high level of availability, but their
mechanized infantry were still in the unmobilized reserve.
These brigades went into battle as almost pure tank forces.
25>

When the local Israeli armored reserves
counterattacked to relieve the Bar-Lev outposts, the
Ezyptian infantry taced perfect targets o0 pure tans units
wltnout lnriantry or tirs zupport. 2o It bBelamd Do2ar oo
the [DF lacked the firepower to counter the encemy

~anr-Killer teans.




14

The Egyptian decision to defend only a few kilometers
east of the canal allowed them to seek shelter under the
intagrated air defense system that they had construcied
with Soviet materials on the western bank. Israelil aircrazz
suffered heavily when they tried to support their armor
inside the range of the Egyptian SAMs. @7

The IDF concluded that they had to change their way of
fighting. Rash cavalry-like charges against the Egyptian
positions gave way to a more cautious approach of engaging
the enemy from long range, using artillery support and
armored infantry to deal with the SAGGER nissile teams.

(28> As the artillery rained fire down on the Egyptian
forces the IDF infantry was able to assault the anti-tank
systems and clear the way for the advance of the Israelil
tanks. This ad hoc organization was subsequently able to
maneuver behind the Egyptian forces and win the war.

Combat Power In Balance

Lessons learned in the Yom Kippur War caused the [DF
to <hange from a doctrine based solely on the tank to a
more balanced combined arms approach to warfare. (29) The
foremost lesson of the October War was the urgent need for
reorganizing the IDF into a combined arms team. (30) In

June of 1982 Israel launched "Operation Peace for Galilee™.

The objective af the operation was "..%to put all

=== ftla2ments in yalilee out of reacth or merrIrist artoo_o2rs
. . positioned in Lebanon.” (31> The plan cailed tor a thre:
prongzed attack to advanca foward Beirut where [l:zrisell




forces would link up with Lebanese Phalangist forces
clearing the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) out
of the city. Israel would also have to contend with Syrian
forces located in the Bekaa Valley of eastern Lebanon.

The IDF was organized into 9 division-sized formations
for the attack and crossed the border at three locations.
(32> This force was very different from the one which had
fought the '73 war. The IDF had increased its artillery
from 300 towed guns in 1973 to over 950 (mostly
self-propelled) pieces. (33) During a 1976 visit, the
TRADOC Commander noted that the IDF had changed their
method of employing their artillery. Based on the results
of '73, the IDF saw a need for tight centralized control tao
insure that all firing units would be able to keep up with
the mechanized forces and remain within range of the enemy.
(345 Artillery, which had essentially been only a support
arm for the tank was now a full partner in a conmbined arms

5)

(8]

team. (

Victory Achieved

"Operation Peace for Galilee” was planned as a swift
advance in depth, bypassing minor resistance and moving
deep quickly. Ground operations would "..create a severe
threat to the Syrian positions in the Bekaa from the flank

and rear and finally threaten to cut the Syrian lifeline to

Lzbanon.” <33) Artililery wourd play a major rous.
Once considered an extremely backward service, [DF
ar*tillery provided superb fire support. [t was noted fthat




the artillery fired with "unprecedented precision and with
quick real—-time reaction in a madern battle." (37> The
success 0of the operation.was due to the IDF's ability tc
mass superior firepower at critical point of the operation.
(38>

The '73 experience alsoc pointed to a need for less
reliance on the I[AF. (39) However, Israel was unwilling to
leave her air force cut of the operation. The firepower and
flexibility inherent in modern aircraft could provide a
great amount of combat power if they could safely enter the
action. Israel undertook a specially planned operation to
ensure that the IAF would be able to participate in the
operation. This required that the Syrian SAM network of 1@
batteries in the Bekaa Valley be neutralized.

The strike to take out the Syrian air defense forces
in the Bekaa Valley took place on 9@ June 1982. (See Map A.>
The Israelis used a combination of electronic warfare,
Remotely Piloted Vehicles (RPVs) and improved
air—to-surféce missiles to locate, deceive and destroy 17
0of the SAM batteries. (40> The IAF was then able to engage
the Syrian Air Force without an air defense threat. Ey the
next day, they had shot down 65 MiGs without losing a
plane. (41> Taking advantage of their air superiority, the
IDF attacked up the valley and drove off the Syrian ground

Tor-es. 42

u




Map A - Operations, 9 June 1982 (43)
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V. THE FIELD ARTILLERY PERSPECTIVE

The capstone field artillery doctrinal manual is FM

6-20, Fire Support In Combined Arms Operations. (44> It

outlines the current prescriptions for employing fire
support on the AirLand Battlefield. As the methods, tacti
aad procedures %o implznent the Airland Factlze "= ok
initiative, depth, agility, and synchronizaticn evgive 3C

does artillery doctrine. A follow-2n manual, Firse Jurn:s
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In The AirLand Battle will scon be fielded along with

publications directed toward fire support concerns of
differing levels of command.

"One must remember that artillery best maneuvsrs oy
deflection and quadrant.” (45) This statement by a field
artillery officer speaks volumes to the posture of field
artillery doctrine since World WVar Il. Its essence 1is that
the capabilities of field artillery are most efficiently
used when the guns can mass their fires on the full range
of enemy targets without the need to interrupt support by
moving. This bias runs through artillery doctrine.

The realities of the Airland Battlefield and the

A ror

O

14

oncerns of the maneuver community has generated a n2
the field artillery to question its orthodoxy. For tlhe mcst
part, the artillery has defended its basic doctrinal
position. The mission of the artillery remains "..to
destraoy, neutralize, or suppress the enemy bv Zanacnh,
rozket, and missile fire and to help integrate ai. I1irs
support assets into combined arms operations." <460.
Likewise, the roles that artillery performs on the
battlefield are close support, countertfire, and

interdiction. (47>
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Figure 2. FA Tactical Missions and Inherent

Responsibilities
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these missions are shown at figure 2. Unfortunately, the
standard relationships tend to replace tactics. The key to

ffective support lies in the force commander's ability to

i .
4,

bring these assets to bear on the enemy in an integrated
and coordinated manner that is synchronized with the schene
of maneuver. (43)

The challenge for the field artillery is always to
provide timely, accurate, and effective fire support. For
its part, the artillery has done much to learn the right
lessons as it adapts and adjusts to the Airland vision ot
future battle. New procedures, weapons, and organizations
have been fielded to meet the current challenges. Systems
such as MLRS, ATACMS, and AHIP are improving the capability
to generate more firepcwer. Placing more howitzers in
direct support units increases the protection potential of
the artillery while providing the supported force with more
responsive and continuous fire. Stressing the
responsibility of the maneuver commander to ultimately
direct the fire support effort aligns with the doctrinal

tenet that Synchronization is a command function. 49

VI. ANALYSIS

The field artiliery as a branch of the Army has begun
to address the differences bhetween the fire support and
mineuver Communiti=s in regyard to the ad2juasy 5@ Liwe.d
artillery dectrine in support of AirLand Battle. [The thrusrt

ot these efforts iz that, while problems in fire support




exist, there is no need to change the main features of
field artillery doctrine. The artillery generally seexs a
technological sclution to itz problems. The protiem sz
protecting the field artillery is to be solved by moving To
dispersed formations using the capabilities of the AHIP
system. The bottleneck in fire support created by TACFIRE
will be solved as soon as AFATDS comes on line. (50> The
question of integrating fire support with the scheme of
maneuver can be handled using a fire support execution
matrix.

Vhile all of these of these improvements will be
helpful will not resolve the dispute. The guestion of
command and control of limited fire suppart rescur<ces
remains. For its part, the maneuver community believes
strongly that they should be the final authority as to how
fire support assets should be employed. They claim that
unless fire support is thoroughly responsive to the
maneuver commander it cannot be doing its wartime missisn.
As General Saint has stated, "If you don’t have fire
support responsive to maneuver, the maneuver folks will run
off and come up with something else. And that would be
great shame.” (31)

The two sides seem to be at loggerheads. The field

artillery believes that their doctrine which tavor

1

way to uszse a limited resource. They adnmit ta a need rar Tl

development of a fire support scheme of mansuver., Zut zee
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this device as a means of improving the execution of
current field artillery doctrine. The maneuver community
sees the situation as one where the field artillery rerfuzzs
to acknowlege the reguirements of the Airland Battiel:ieliq
for decentralized responsive fires totally supportive of
and subservient to the scheme of maneuver.

Both sides are operating from a false premise. Both
have developed an incorrect picture of the relationship
among the elements of combat power. The error has its roots
in language. Specifically, there is sloppy use of the word
"maneuver”. As evidenced throughout this study, maneuver
can be used as numerous parts of speech. When we were
referring to the elements of combat power we detfined
maneuver as a verb. To maneuver a force is to move it in
relation to the enemy. Additionally, maneuver has been used
as a noun with multiple meanings. It is referred to as the
the completed act of movement as described above and
concurrently to describe certain branches oi the Army. when
asked to list "maneuver forces” Army officers have been
conditioned through theilr military education and field
experience to reply with "infantry, armor, cavalry, and (in
a recent development) attack helicopters.” This is not &
problem until you ask a related question such as, Do field
artillery units ’'maneuver’?” The answer must be yes. Fieldl
artiliery must be moved to secure or re2tain a posliona-
advantage vis-a-vis the enemy force in orde; to provide

Zheme ot
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maximum 2ffective fires. Ye%t, when we develop a
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maneuver we do not include the field artillery. General
Saint has said, "Right now the artillery can't keep up with
the maneuver force. The Bradleys and Mls drive out of
range, and that’'s a significant problem.” 52, The
Israeli’s experienced the same prablem in 1973.

A similar problem crops up when the terms "fire
support” and "firepower” are mistakenly used
interchangably. FM 6-20 defines fire support as "the
collective and coordinated use of target acquisition,
indirect fire weapons, armed aircraft, and other lethal and
nonlethal means in support of battle plans.” <(53)

Fire support assets to include the field artillery
contribute a lion's share of the firepower element of
combat power. However, they are not the only contributer tao
a force’'s firepower effect. The direct fire weapons of the
"maneuver” force are also incliuded. This is certainly no
ravelation, especially to the “maneuver’” community. [t is
zasy to see that "maneuver” units contribute to the
firepower effect of a force. The mental hurdle that must be
crossed is that other branches, non-"maneuver'” branches
also contribute to all of the elemental effects that make
up combat power. The armor on an Ml tank contributes to the
protection effect of the force. So does the firepower
umbrella provided by a air defense battery.

The zecond =source o2t error in sorting thisz ou- L= <huar
the maneuver and fire support communities have both

forgotten that while "maneuver” forces may be <onsidered
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first among equals when compared with other combat, combat
support, and combat service support branches this does not
mean that maneuver (the relational positioning of the
force) is more important than firepower. Clearly, 1f we o
back to the d-finitions provided by our doctrine, we see
that they are equal parts of the overall equation.
Protection is also an equal partner, while leadership is
the preeminent factor that must synchronize the others ta
maximize combat power.

The Relative Combat Power Model, as outlined above,
can also be devisive in a subtle, yet important way. One
side of the equation, (the friendly factor of combat
power), was LEf(Ff+Mf+Pf-De)>. The model considers the
combined effect of friendly firepower, maneuver, and
protection; degraded (minimally we hope) by enemy actions
and multiplied by leadership as the factor in the equation
to be maximized. Colonel Wass de Czege makes the point that
the overall effect is what matters not the potential ct
that element. The equation as constructed assumes that the
effects are additive, i.e., that caombat power results from
the addition of firepower to maneuver to protection. In the
overall result, that is true. However, the equation hides
the fact that in relation to each other; firepower,
maneuver, and praotection are not always positive.
Uni=rztanding *thisz ph2nomsna is critizal to a lLe=ader’:
abllity to maximize the combat power ot his force.

in truth, the relationship among firepower, maneuvar,




and protection is that they are not always positive in
their effect on generating combat power. For example, when
an Ml tanx is in an overwaitch position <onducting direct
fire against an enemy force, its firepower efrect is a
positive factor in the combat power equation. However, its
impact on maneuver may or may not be positive. If the
overwatch fires allow another tank to close with and gain a
positional advantage vis—-a-vis the enemy then maneuver has
been enhanced. If not, then the loss of maneuver effect may
be considered the price paid in firepower to protect the
tank against the enemy force. When limiting the analysis to
one branch of the Army, or one type of combat arm, or
strictly combat versus combat support and combat szervice
suppart the argument may seem like splitting hairs. The
impact of this phenomena, when we consider combined arms
warfare, is profound.

To protect themselves against enemy counteriire, fi=1li

e

artillery units will have to move often. Projecztions range
as high as 10-12 moves a day to protect aiunit and keep it
firing. (54> Failure to move will rapidly degrade the
unit’s capability to survive and fire. How does this factor
into the combat power equation? Certainly the artillery
unit’s movement will be a positive effect in terms of
protection, but what is its overall impact on the
g=2neration 9f caombat power? Qbvicusly zuch an &ltizn w...

have a negative impact on the force's firepower efta:t.

|5

Likewise, the maneuver effecst of other units are degradec
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as the artillery moves to protect itself and is unable to
provide firepower to sSuppress or destroy enemy forces.

The lesson appears to be that the elements cf <he

i}

combat power equation have a aymblotic relationship.
Symbiosis is a relationship among entities (usually between
organisms? that may or may not be of benefit to each. At
times the firepower of one part of the force can enhance
the maneuver and protection of the others and thereby be a
overall positive factor in generating combat power. The
praotection afforded by other units can enhance the maneuver
effect by allowing freedom of movement. Maneuver to a
relatively better position can likewise enhance the effect
of the firepower to be brought to bear on the enemy while
also increasing the protection effect of terrain and other
friendly forces.

However, the relationship also has a negative side.
Maneuver may at times suffer as firepower displaces to zain
protection. Protection can e¢bb as units stand fast and
deliver firepower to allow other Qnits to maneuver. The
overall firepower effect can decrease as firing units
displace to keep up with the very units that were able to
maneuver under the protection of their firepower. There are
as many negative combinations as positive. That should not
surprise us because it is the nature of combined arms.

- .1 2o
= L2ar.ii3

L days the Zombabt power 24Uatiidn Lias
had validity. The first military leaders understood tlhat :to

win on the battletield ¢cu had to <ombine maneuver,




firepower, and protection. As time passed, specific types
of forces developed to maximize each of the elements.

Artill

g

ry weapans; large <aanons and guns, were <ast and
dragged arcund the battlefield because they could deliver
large volumes of firepower. [t was understood that
artillery was often slow and cumbersome to move but cavalry
units had evolved and were capable of rapid movement in
relation to the enemy to turn flanks or pursue. The
infantry, quicker to move than the a;tillery and able tc
protect itself with massed musketry and squared formations
against enemy cavalry, completed a triumvirate of force
types that lasted for centuries.

It was no accident that these types of forces
developed. If only indirectly, leaders understood that
there were specific ways to maximize the firepower,
maneuver, and pratection that was needed to defeat their

enemies. At the same time, they recogznized that there wa:z a

price to pay for this capability. It is th

same Lrife W=
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pay today in the conduct of combined arms operations. Tha:
price is the effort required of a leader to synchronize th=
typesz of for<es under his command as he tries to maximizs
the resultant effects in terms of combat power.

Throughout the ages, and up to the latest NTC
crotation, the synergistic effect of combined arms

Speraticon:z uaas act ccome tfrae. The system:s and fTov Iz woLoll

on the one hand, give the commander the capability 'o maszs

averwhelming -onmbat power abt a decisive point, cCon-urrentiy




demand that he balance the inherent negative influences
those same systems can generate. At times the effect of

firepower

U]

ystams can be devastating: however, ofcen Lo

il

same systems demand that their firepower effect bLe paid 1or
with decreased maneuver and protection. Current Army
doctrine recognizes this truth and says that the greatest
amount of combat power 1s generated when the different arms
aof the army complement and reinforce each other. (&5 It is
the function of leadership to see that this synchronization
takes place.

Vithout the use of the different capabilities of
combined arms to maximize combat power, disaster can
result. That is the lesson of the Middle East experiences
of the last two decades. In 1967, the [AF was able to
destroy the Egyptian Air Force with a preemptive strike. In
terms of the combat power equation, the Egyptian firepower

15
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and protecticn effect was decisively reduced by th

i

action. Without air cover and close air support, =he
Egyptian ground forces were unable to generate enough
combat power vis-a-vis the Israeli armed forces and were
therefore defeated.

The Israell experience in 1967 provided some false
lessons which would haunt them in 1973. With little to fear

from the BEzyptian air forces, IDF tanks could =uploit their

20}

mansuver =titec-t. They literalily ran cCcirzscl=ss arasunil Sa-w

(U}

Egvyptian army by conducting mobile mechanized wartare

without limitation. S¢ successful was this armor-air for
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combination that Israel bullt her entire armed forces
around it. Artillery and infantry forces that could not
keep pace with tanks and airplanes were relegated to
secondary positions. In other words, [srael would rely
almost exclusively on two arms to generate all of her
combat power.

The Yom Kippur War of 1973 put the Israeli
armor/airpower force structure to the crucial test. The
results were nearly disastrous. Operating without the added
protection and firepower that modern mechanized infantry
and artillery can provide, the IDF tank forces were nearly
decimated by the Egyptian infantry as they rushed to
reinforce the Bar-Lev Line. The introduction of Sagger
missiles gave the Egyptians a firepower edge that Israel
could not counter.

The firepawer of the IAF was thwarted by the Egyptian
air defensze system. The Soviet-provided network of
surface-toc—air missiles gave the Egyptian infantry the
protection they needed to use their anti-tank firepower
without fear of air attack.

Visualizing the Relative Combat Power Model in this
case, we note that the Egyptians enhanced their firepower
and protection effect and degraded the maneuver and

firepower effect of their enemy. The impact of rthe Egvyprian

ot

action was not entirely pasitive. 2y relvyiog on Clhee clas; e

missiles, the Egyptians reduced their own ability *a

maneuver. The effect of the Egyptian anti-tank firepower




was achieved in part because the IDF maneuvered their tanks
into the killing zones of the opposition. Likewise, while
the SAM umbrella provided the Egyptians with protecticn,
they refused to move out from under it. As many of the
sites were fixed, the positive protection effect was
countered by a negative maneuver effect.

Initially, both sides failed to integrate a complete
cpmbined arns solution to their combat power problem.
Israel found the right answer. The neglected artillery
branch was hastily recalled into action to contribute to
the generation of combat power. Acting in concert with the
armor forces, Israelli gunners massed indirect fires against
the Egyptian anti-tank crews. The protection of & small
praofile in broken terrain was overcome by the firepower
effect of IDF artillery. Indirect fires prevented the
Egyptians from tracking their missiles to their targets.
While the artillery protected them by suppressing the
enenmy, [DF armor was able to maneuver against the Egyptiansz
and win the battle.

Israeli actions to rebuild their artillery forces into
a greater contributor to the firepower effect of their
combat power underscores the lessaon they learmned in 1973.
When "Operation Peace for Galilee” was launched, new
artillery units were available to support the armored

QQriexs.
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[n conducting the collateral operation into the Eexaa

Valley, the Israelis kept their capability *o generat
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firepower in balance. Their artillery was agaln a member of
a combined arms family; their operation to take out the
Syrian S5AM network would do the same for their air fagcez‘
The bi-polar nature of firepower versus maneuver
tilted toward maneuver as a result of the '67 war. Actions
to reincorporate artillery bhad swung the pendulum the other
way. Balancing these extremes with the protection,
firepower, and mobility of airpower again moved the
[sraelis toward a central, balanced combined arms position.
A parallel situation has been experienced by the US

Army. The 1976 version of doctrine, The Active Defense is

generally regarded as a firepower/attrition oriented
concept. Airland Battle represents a movement toward a maors
balanced firepower-maneuver outloock. (56) A danger to be
avoided is that this movement of doctrinal thought leads to
an overreliance on maneuver. Combat power suffers
regardless of which element is forgotten.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The demands of AirLand Battle present a seriagus
challange to the standard methods employed by the field
artillery in providing fire support. No longer is the
battlefield linear. No longer can we focus our fire support
strictly on the front line clcse battle. No langer do we
nave an abundance of field artillery systems. No lonier :-an
we lanore the enemy’' =z Jountertfire Capacioity.

Major armizs have tended tc integrate more and mor-=

arms and services ln arder *o -combine difrerent




capabilities of mobility, protection, and firepcwer while
posing more conplicated threats to their enemy. (97)

Iat
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gration does nct mean <ombining individual weapons o:
different arms together in a permanent organization.
Rather, it means that units come together under the concept
of task organization to meet the varying demands of the
current situation based on the principle of METT-T.

One corollary is that all arms and services need the
same mobllity and almost the same degree of armor
protection as the units they support. Not only intantry,
engineers, field artillery, and air defense, but also
logistics units need to be able to go where the tank units
g0 in order to conduct sustained gperations. S

In his discussion of collateral operations, General
DePuy makes the same type of case. In his view, the
complexity of modern war continues to grow. The types of
units that a commander must incorporate into his ccncegp
and the capabilities they possess maks the integranion o
combined arms and the efficient generation of combat paower
an increasingly difficult task. S99

Units in which one arm dominates the other may be
useful in some situations but they lack flexibility. 2y
Doctrine which stresses one element of combat power over

ancther runs the

i

am2 rizk. The adoption ot =zuch ==Ihnijus:

lapablility ot tire support to make thelr systems =iti:i=nt.

¢

Howewer, that will not zuarantze that they will e




effective. That measure is derived from the overall ccncept
for the operation springing from the mind of the commander.
Field artillery doctriﬂe continues to try to march i
3tep with the drumbeat of the maneuver community. This
deference 1is rooted in a shallow interpretation of the true
nature of the combat power equation. It is not important
that fire support and the field artillery be supportive of
the maneuver branches. What is critical to success on the
next battlefield is how firepower, maneuver, and protection
are integrated to produce the requisite amount of combat
power. The experiences noted in the Mid East are therefor=
important. Failure to integrate capabilities into focused

combined arms operations properly can lead to defear.

i

In writing about sustainment of conmbat operations, th
U.S. Army Chief aof Staff stated that the purpose of
p'anning was not to support the plan but to help form a
supportable plan. (61) This logic applies as well to fire
support and ita doctrine. Without a <clear view of =the
relation of firepower, maneuver, and protection, field

artillery doctrine will miss the target.
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Appendix A: Selected CALL Fire Support Lessons Learned

l. The DS battalion commander must be physically present
when the brigade commander states his commander's intent.

2. The maneuver commander must state what he wants fire
support to do in support of his plan.

2. The brigade commander or S3 should develop and use a
brigade-level execution synchronization matrix to control
brigade assets.

4. Maneuver commanders must understand and accept
responsibility for execution of the fire plan within their
area of operations.

5. The criticality of fire support to success on the
battlefield mandates that FSOs are the best-qualified
artillerymen available.

6. The fire support execution matrix is an essential tool
to brief the fire plan and to help execute that plan.

7. FSOs must be able to explain field artillery combat
power in terms that have meaning for the maneuver
commander.

S$. The Commander and FSO must develop a complete fire

suppaort 1an and inteszrate it into the scheme of mane
5

using the wargaming technique.
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