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ABESTRACT

D.V'DING THE OFERATIONAL ART FIE: WHAT ARE THE SLICES? by Major
Glenn W. Davis, USA, 61 pages.

This monograph discusses the fundamental functions of
operational art and assesses how well they are addressed by
current doctrine, Its focus is upon operaticnal art as applied
to conventional warfare: that :zone where the theater of
operations commander views hls theater and is concerned about the
design, organization, and conduct of campaigns.

The monograph first examines the definition of activity,
function, and operational art. Nexzt, the writings of several
noted theorists are analy:zed to determine the theoretical
functions of a force at any level of warfare. Those theoretical
functions are then applied to our cur-ent definition of
operational art and tested against an histe-ical anaiysie af the
following campaigns or major operations: t'ie American Civil War
Vicksburg Campaign, the World War I St. Mihiel OQffensive, and
World War Il Operational Jael and Rhone Valley Campaign,
Finally, an analysis of three current doctrinal manuals--FM
100-3, QOperations, FM 100-6, Large Unit QOperations, (Coordinating
Draft), and TRADOC  Famphlet 11-9, Blueprint of the
Battlefield--and a proposed descriptive model for operational
level functions are evaluated aganst seven «criteria determining
their relative degree of utility and adequacy in addrescsing the
fundamental functions of operational art.
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DIVIDING THE OFERATIONAL ART FIE:
WHAT ARE THE SLICES 7

To persuade our minc to become flexible and reciplent we
must think in functions.? :

J.F.C. Fuller
"Tactics and Mechanization"

War and the preparation for war are built wupon a wide
assortment of facts and assumptions, the «collection of which form
strategy, operations, and tactics. Scorting these funcamentals into &
methodology which applies to an approgpriate level of war is a
significant task--as many pleces may have overlapping or underlapping
characteristics., It is helpful to construct some basis for sorting
these innumerable facts, not only to divide them into component
parts, but also to separate the subordinate parts from the more
significant ones. The fundamental {functions cf operational art, the
division cf war linking strateqy to tactics, are inherently comple:
and equally difficult to unravel. The purpose of this paper 1is to
determine the fundamental functions of ogperational art anc assess how
well they are addressed by current doctrine. This inguiry regquires a
briet euplanation of the term "$fundamental" and definitions for
function, activity, and operationai art.

The term "fundamental" applies tec most any subelement of a
larger element that +orms the basis for or becomecs an 1nteagral part
0f its exictence--tne bazic element. & tunztion iz the e:przssich O~
some action as & verb, e.g. to gprotect. An activity 18 the

e:pression of some action as a noun, 2.g. protection. Each has the




same effect, but expressed in a different manner. Some analysts use

the infinitive form, others use the nominative. For purpeoses of this
study they will be considered interchangeable.

OQur current doctrine defines operational art, i1n a broad
context, as the linkage between tactics and strategqy. FM 100-5,
Operations states that "operatioral art is the employment of military
forces to attain strategic goals in a theater of war or theater of
operations through the design, organization, and conduct of campa;gns
and major operations."2 It deals on both ends of the linkage between
strategy and tactics. It 1s almost invariably joint in nature and
frequently combined. An analysis of its interface at each end of the
link led to a discovery of not one, but three distinct sub-areas,
each different in scope and activity vyet united in aim. (see Figure
1), These sub-areas are the operational-tactical interface, the

strategic-operational interface, and operational art proper.

STRATEGIC/OQPERATIONAL OPERATIONAL/TACTICAL

INTERFACE, / INTERFACE
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OPERATIONAL ART LINKAGE
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At the upper end, the connection to strategy, operational art is
truly a military art--the fitting ot means to the tasks at hand, ¢the
analysis of complex situations, and the designation of military
objectives which, when secured, will fulfill the needs of strategy.3
The theater of war commander operates 1in this strategic-operational
intertace zone to ensure the military resources under his control
work to achieve the desired strategic goals. The commander
transforms these strategic military concepts into decisive
instructions (in a theater aof war campaign plan) that are useful at
the theater of operations: who, when, where, why, how.*

At the lower end, the connection to tactics, operational art
addresses the ways in which major operations are designed and pursued
in a gsub-element of a theater of operations--determining when angd
where to fight, disposing forces in anticipation of battle, and
acting to get the greatest advantage of tactical actions whether or
not fighting takes place.® Lower operational commanders operate at
this operational-tactical interface zone insuring the elements of
combat power--maneuver, firepawer, protection, and leadership®—- are
sufricient to meet the miiitary objectives designed by the theater of
operations commander.

The area between--pperational art proper--linis the theater of
war campaign plan to major operations with a theater of operations
campaign plan, The theater of operations commander, oracticing

"pure" operational art, concentrates on applying military power

toward the strategic objectives assigned by the theater of war




commander. The optimum organization of this military power will help
determine the best way ¢to divide operational art. The context of
further discussions will focus on operational art as 1t applies to
this middle area in conventional warfare, that zone where the theater
of operations commander views his theater and is concerned about the
design and conduct of campaigns.

The elements of operational design, as outlined in FM 100-5,
Operations provide a unifying set of considerations which analyze the
theater and the subordinate actions requ .-ec t» achieve strateqic
aims. These considerations 1nclude: conceptualizing the military
conditions necessary to achieve the strategic aimi visualizing the
sequence of operations most likely to achieve those conditions ; and
finally, the employment of resources necessary to produce the desired
sequence of actions.” Together these considerations comprise the
foundation for building a campaign plan. However, as a guide to
practicing operational art, they only provide a starting point., The
operational artist must also ask the question, " What are the
fundamentai functions my force must perform to execute the acticrs
required toc reach my goal™" We may begin to answer this auestion by
examining what several noted theorists have said about the functions
cf operational art.

There are two scheools of thought concerning the origins of
oper ational art. The first 1s articulated i1n James J. Schneider 's
article "The Loose Marble and the Orig:in of Operational Art.*

According to Schneider 's analysis, true operational art did nct begin

3>




until the middle of the nineteenth century as a product of the
Industrial Revelution, when the classical battlefield was changed for

. 2@ reasons: demographic, geopolitical, and technological.® The
other school of thought says that operational art has existed since
the developnent of coherent plans to achieve strategic aims through
tactical actions--it was just never called by that name.® I will use
the broader definition, which has 1ts basis in the doctrine outlined
in FM 1Q0-5. The writings +rom three theorists are examined: J.F.C.

Fuller, Sun Tzu, and Baron Henri de Jomini.

THEORY

J.F.C. Fuller attempted to change the way the battlefield
is viewed when he said, "Ta persuade our mind to become flexible ang
recipient we must think in functions".®® Although Fuller’'s writings
are oriented on tactical actions, he addresses functions applicable
to a force at any level of war.

First, we have got to find our enemy and simultaneousiyv
prevent him from finding us. Once we have found him we must hold
him, that i1s we must attempt tc restrict his mobility. Thirdly,
we want tc hit him, and simultaneously, {fourthly, we want to
protect ourselves +4rom his blows, Once we have exhausteg him,
f:fthly, we want tn smagh him to pieces.?!?

He summarizes these functions of war as: to discaover, to hold.

to hit, to protect, and to =mash.!® Hidden within the +irst narrative

line but not listed 15 the function "to blind".t!3

Although not specitically listed as functions, Sun Tou attempts

[~
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to describe the constituent parts of war 1n his writings with these

words:

Now war is based on deception. Move when i1t is advantageaous
and create changes in the situations by dispersal and
concentration of forces."4... What is called 'foreknowledge’
cannot be elicited from spirits, nor from gods, nor by analogy
with past events, nor <from calculatiens. It must be obtained
from men who know the enemy situation.®®,,. He who knows the art
of the direct and indirect approach will be victorious. Such 15
the art of manceuvring.:#®,,. Thus, that i1s of supreme i1mportance
in war is to attack the enemy's strategy: next best 1s to attack
his army.*?... The experts 1in defence conceal themseives as
under the ninefold earth; those skilled in attack move as from
above the ninefold heavens,?t®,,, Having paid heed to the
advantages of my plans, the general must create situations which
will contribute to their accomplishment, By “situations’' [ mean
that he should act expediently in accordance with what is
advantageaus and so control the balance!®.

These maxims suggest the following functions: to deceive, to fcresee,
to maneuver, to attack, to protect, to move, and to control.
Jomini’'s writings also highlight the functions in  war,

especially at the levels of grand tactics and strategy.

Grand tactics 15 then the art of weli combining and well
conductyng battles.®°.,. The first point 1n a plan of operations
is to L& assured of a good base: this name 1s applied to tne
extent of the frontiers of a State trom whence an army wiil draw
its resources and reinforcemerts.2!,,. Finally, that strateqic
manoeuvres for cutting off from its communicaticns before battle,
and thus attacking 1%t in reverse, without losing our own line of
retreat, are oaf 3 much more sure and much greater effect and
mor-ecver do not require any disccnnected mano2uvre 1n the
combat.%2,,. For the same reason that i1t 1s necessary to profit
of every cccasion for surprising our adversary, 1t 1s 1mportant
also to take every necessary precaution for securing oursaives
against such enterprizes.®3... 0One of the most 1mportant means
0% well combining shill+ul manoeuvvres ot war ., would
unquestionabiy be never to order them except upon exact rnowl=2cQe
2f what the enemy might be doing.24
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Boi:led down to their essence, Jomini’'s functions are to organmize, %o
controi, to support, ta mareuver, to surprise, to secure, and tc
know.

The three sets of functions derived from the theorists were not
uniform, To attempt any direct connection among the derived sets--as
a whole--would be unfair. Each theorist spaoke from a different frame
o+ reference, with different i1ntent and emphasis, and on different
levels. However, if one examines the components of each set onz
discovers some characteristics which repeat themseives. A synthesis
of the three theorists’ writings suggests the following composite
functions of a force: to discaover, to foresee or know; to deceive or
blind; to surprise; to move or maneuver; to organize; to control: to
emash, attack, or hit; to hold; tc protect or secure ; and <=
support.

These theoretical +functions must be now be applied to our
current definition of operational art and tested against historical
analysis. The American Civil War Vicksburg Campaign, the World War I
St. Mihiel Offensive, and World Wwar 11 Operation Jael and HRhone
Velley Campaign represent campaigns and major operations which U.S.
Army fcrces sonductec operational art, The purpose of thic
2uwamination wil: bte to validate the previously defined theoretical
functions and discover other possible significant functions 1n the
practice of operational art, As these campaigns and majlor operations

are discussed, one must bteep 1n mind that operational art 1nvolives

tundamental decis:ons about whern and where to +fight., whether to




accept or decline battle®®, and the fitting of means to the tasks at

“"hand.2e

HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

CIVIL WAR

By late 1862 Union victories in Memphis, New Orleans, Iuka, and
Corintti, compelled Confederate forces to consolidate at Chattanooga.
This withdrawal exposed Vicksburg, the strongest point left on the
Mississippi and the main link between the Confederate forces west and
east o' this river. The fall of Vicksburg and the capture of
Chattanocga by the Federal Army would crzate the military conditions
of cutting the Confederate forces 1in two, disrupting the +flow of
supplies and reinforcements from the East to the West, as weil as
gaining a network of roads, rails, and waterways for future
operations targeted deep in the Confederate heartland. Analysis of
the campaign to seize Vicksburg starts with the operational setting

of both forces.

Vicksburg Campaign

When General G.H. Halleck was appointed Gereral-in-Chief of
all Unior land {farces, he turned over his western command of ground
forces to Ceneral Uylsses 8. Grant and Gerneral Don Carlos Euell.

Grant commanded the Armies of the Mississippl and Tennessee located

at Corinth,27 Buell, cubseguently replaced by General William 3,




Rosecrans, command~d the Army of the Ohio, later named Army of the
Cumberland, located near Nashville.

In the aftermath of hig overland attempt at Vicksburg in
December 1862, Grant again attempted a maneuver down the Mississippi.
From Sherman’s failed attack north of Vicksburg, he realized the city
was unapproachable from the south, west, or north. He therefore
conciuded that he must attack from the east. In early 1862 Grant
ordered General Nathaniel F. Banks, Butler 's replacement, to make his
way upriver to join the Army of the Tennessee at Vicksburg, reducing
Fort Hudson enroute. In February 1862 Grant’'s forces were
transported down river to Milliken's Bend, ten miles above Vickgburg,
where a new base of operations was established. By mid-April Grant
began working out his plan of getting & major force east of
Vickshurg, He counted on surprise to assist him,

Grant ieft Sherman’'s corps above Vicksburg and moved the rest of
his army overland through Hard Times, below Vicksburg, opposite Grand
Gulf. With Sherman’'s corps and some gunboats demonstrating up the
Yazoo River, Grant used the remaining gunooats and transports (which
ran past the Vicksburg batteries) to re-cross 41,000 troops 10 miles
below Grand s Gulf. Sherman was ordered to stop the demonstration,
consolidate forces, and attack <couth. Femberton, commander cf the
Confederate forces at  Viclhsburg, concentrated on locking north,
Joseph E. Johnston, replacing Femberton as overall commander of the

Corfederate forces 1n the West, poised at Jackson, Mississippl, ready

.
o

. strike, In & surprising move Grant cut loose from his supply



lines with only three days’ packed rations, 120 wagons of hardtack,

..coffee, salt, sugar, and two wagons of ammunition per regiment.=2®

Further resupply was assured when combat forces were used to protect
the supply lines from Bruinsburg to the Union forces.

By 1 May, with all his communication nerth of Vicksburg and
relatively secure interior lines, Grant attacked northeast along the
Big EBlack River. Simultaneously, Sherman mounted an assault south
upon Haynes Bluff with an intermediate objective of Johnston’'s 9,000
man force located at Jackson. To take Vicksburg from the east,
however, required isolating Johnston, not only to prevent him from
reinforcing Femberton or enveloping Sherman but alsoc to prevent his
attacking Grant’'s exposed rear as Grant turned i1nland.

To accomplish this, Sherman immediately used a cavalry raid to
incapacitate one of the two rail lines that Johnston depended upon to
supply his army at Jackson as well as the line leading to Vicksburg.
Sherman was left to 1solate Johnston and destroy the remainder of
Ccnfederate supplies and railroads at Jackson. Grant had now placed
himselt+ between the two parts of the Corfederate Army, one under
femberton at Viclsburg and the other under Johnston at Jackeon, fifty
miles east.2®® Grant, with relatively secure lines of operation,
turned west against Femberton. In an effort to stop Grant's advance,
Femberton probed unsuccessfully for Grant's nonexistent lines of
communizcations. Eventually, he was forced to fall bachk and protect
ki1s own,

Two additioral battles ensued, one at Champion Hill and the

m




other at BRig Black River, as Grant emerged victorious. On 18 May,
with Pemberton and Vicksburg surrounded, oane of Grant's key military
conditions for this campaign was achieved: cutting off the army of
Femberton defending Vicksburg. ARfter two unsuccessful assaults,
Grant began siege operations leaving Sherman’s corps as a mobile
force to counter any possible attempt by Johnston to relieve
Vicksburg. Without provisions, informed by Jonnston that he could
not relieve the siege, and believing his enfeebled army physically
incapable of attempting a breakout, Femberton surrendered on 4
July.3°®

The 1862 Vicksburg campaign was a showcase for the development
of operational maneuver as an alternative to direct tactical
confrontation without the operational advantage.3* (Operational
maneuver was linked directly to distributed operations, tactical
envelopment, protection of the <force, and lines of communications.
Forces not in rontact were moved by different modes--rail, averland,
and river boat-—-in an attempt to support operatione proposed by both
Grant and Johnston. Also, Grant knew more about the location ard
disposition of Confederate forces than ei1ther Femberton or Johnston.

Clearly, the initiation and sustainment of these campaigns and majer

C

perations were tied to logistics. Equally 1mportant was th2 method
1n which Grant organized his ground and naval forces to meet the
tasls at hand. The most evident operational level +functions

performed during this campaign were to move, to maneuver, to inow, t0

blind, to sezure, to zupport, and to direct.




Movement was employed when Union forces not 1n contact and
,,SUpplies were transported by naval assets down river to Milliken's
Bend in <cupport of Grant’'s operational concept. Maneuver was
employed as Grant's forces traveled overland and secured a positional
advantage over Femberton’'s forces 10 miles below Grand's Gulf.
Gaining intelligence through the use of informants and spies as to
the location and disposition of Confederate forces and terrain
provided Grant the advantage of time, space, and action before and
during battle. Through Sherman’s northern demonstration, Grant
attempted to blind Pemberton as to the true location and intent of
his operations before crossing the Mississippi River. Security was
employed when Grant cut loose +from his vulnerable supply lines and
used Sherman’s forces to protect his flank and rear from possible
attack as he turned west to attack Vicksburg. Continuous support
provided by sea and overland routes allowed Union forces to maintain
their positional advantage below Vicksburg. Finally, direction was
employed by Granmt to accomplish his operational concept of gaining &
positional advantage below Vicksburg, isolating Johnston at Jachson,

Mississippi, and cutting off Femberton s force defending Vicksburg.

WORLD WAR 1

World War | saw the introduction ot modern weapcnry onto the

battletield and a return to 1large unit operations for the United

States forces. The new weapons 1ncluded airplanes, long-range




artillery, tanks, and machineguns. The use of these advanced arms
increased the U.S. Army 's force characteristics of lethality,
versatility, and sustainability. We will examine the effects of
these advances on the functions of operational art in World War I by
analyzing the U.S. First Army’'s offensive to seize the St., Mihiel

Salient.

St-Hihiel Offenzive

The St.-Mihiel offensive was the largest American military
operation since the Civil War, By mid-1918, the United Gtates had
twenty-nine divisions in France with additional new forces arriving
from the United States. Three divisions bhad seen action in the
second battle of the Marne and the U.S. I Corps was holding a sector
of the #front. Mainly though, American units from battalion to
divisional size were scattered along the front reinforcing French or
British operations. At most, two U.S. divisions, side by side, had
been committed toc an active sector.3?

From July 1918 the Allies conducted an almost continucus
offensive in the Western Front, The first operations were directed
toward the four salients created by the Germans--Ailsre-Marne,
Amiens-Somme-Noycn, Lys-Ypres, and St.-Mihiel. The ©St.-Mriel
Sal:ent protected Met: and the Br2y 1ron mines, and dominated two tew
rallroad lines. Seizure of these rail lines would prevent German

lateral mobility and sustainment e<forts. In 1715 the French macde an




attempt to reduce the salient, but lacked the manpower and resolve
for a prolonged campaign. The salient remained in German hands and
an accepted part of the French line.32

General John J. Pershing, commander of the U.S. First Army,
insisted that reduction of St.-Mihiel Salient become an American
responsibility. He maintained the intent that U.S. expeditionary
fcrce was to be "a separate and distinct component of the combined
forces, the identity of which must be preserved."33 Although these
desires ran counter to both French Marshal Foch and British Field
Marshal Haig, Pershing's resolve stood firm, Reluctantly, Foch
supported Pershing’'s plan for the reduction of the St.-Mihiel
Salient.

Until 1918, German capability to extend its operations past the
St.-Mihiel and other salients had consistantly <failed for three
reasons: lack of logistic mobility, lack of operational mobil:ity, and
lack of mobile tactical fire support.3* Once any breakthrough had
been made, the BGermans did not have the means to keep an adequate
flow of ammunition, food, or supplies moving to advancing forces.
Additionally, the lack of any fast-moving mobility assets Lept
breaithrough troops +from exploiting any penetration or gap in the
Allied lines. Finally, when a breaklthrough occurred, the front-iine
infantry quickly outran i1ts artillery support, which was unable to
advance through the battlefield quagmire created by 1ts own heavy
bombardments. The combined effect of these problems resuited 1n the

Germans losing the momentum 1mitially created by successful tact:cal

14




penetrations,33

Knowing these weaknesses and the American plan for attack of the
St. Mihiel Salient, German General Erich F.W. Ludendorft evacuated
some 50,000 German troops from within the salient and consolidated
his forces to a more stable and sharter defensive line on &
September. BEy 12 September, the onset of bad weather convinced the
Germans that the Allied attack would be postponed. But Pershing
thought the weather added an element of surprise to his attack plans
and launched the operation as scheduled.

The air and ground attack on 12 September 1918 was completely
successful. A conglomerate Rllied air force of some &00 Americarn,
French, Italian, and Portuguese planes was used to conduct the first
large-scale, coordinated air action o+ the war, 3¢ The First Army
directed its attack on both bases of the salient as French forces
held the nose. The converging ground attacks, preceded by a four
hour, one million round artillery bombardment, met at Hattonchatel by
nightfall. In one day the combined U.S., and Allied force had
penetrated the total depth of the German defensive lines ang trapped
the forces remaining 1n the salient. Within four days the encircled
German forces suffered a moral collapse and surrendered in mass.
More than 16,00 prisoners, 447 guns, and agreat stocks of material
were taken,37

u.S. First Army operations to sever the ©5St. Mihiel Salient

reveal three essential elements relating to operatiornal art. First,

they made use of fires both to gain a position of advantage over the




enemy and to conduct operations wii:s the greatest economy of force.
Second, they demonstrated the :.j uirement to organize joint and
combined forces for the conduct of campaigns and major operations.
Finally, they set the stage for the future operations by securing
vital rail and road networks for continued mobility and sustainment
efforts. The key operational level functions performed during this
operation were to maneuver, to foresee, to direct, to surprise, to
smash, to support, and to organi:ze.

Maneuver was employed as the First Army gained a positional
advantage for its attack on both bases of the salient as French
forces held the nose. General Pershing foresaw the effect of this
assault against the German forces through this operation. Although
the gpecifics were not outlined, Fershing directed his forces 1in
seeking to sever the salient and isolate the remaining enemy forces.
Surprise, albeit more tactical than operational, was employed when
Fershing launched the operation as scheduled despite the adverse
weather conditions. The massive pre-attack air and artillery
bombardment (operatiomal fires) smashed the German forces remaining
in the salient, allowing the American forces to penetrato to the
total depth of the German defensive lines and trap tre forces
rema:ning :n  the salient. Although the operation lasted only four
cays, a massive logistics effort was requirec to support this joint
angd combined ground, air and artillery effort. Finally, this

operation employed organization 1nm utilizing Joint and combined

forces to neet the tashs at hand.




WORLD WAR I1I

During t‘orld War 11 the tremendous advanced technology
introduced in World War 1 changed not only the depth of the
battlefield, but also the manner of <force organization. These
technological advance included: more efficient, mobile, armored
weapon systems:; advanced air support and ground air defense systems:
longer range, rocket-delivered fires: and 1ncreased communications
transmission and intercept capabilities,3® We will examine the effect
of these advances on the functions of operational art in World War Il
by analyzing Operation Jael and the Rhone Valley Campaign i1n southern

France.

Operation Jael

Operation Jael, the code name for the overall deception plan for
the Allied 1nvasions of France, containecd several subordinate plans
designed to contain enemy forces i1n Scandinavia (Fortitude Norin),
partray a threat against the Pal de Calais (Faortitude South), cover
the eacstern Mediterranean (leppelin), and cover the western
Mediterranean (Ironside, Vendetta, and Ferdinand).3% There were three
nonmilitary deception schemes: Flan Graffham, a diplomatic deception

1N support of Fortitude North: Royal Flush, a second diplomatic

deception to exploit the expected change i1n the attitudes cf neutrals




to the Allied cause after the successful invasion of the continent;
and Copperhead, the notional Jjourney of General Montgomery to
Algiers.*°

Operation Fortitude (North and South) was designed to cause the
Germans to array their forces against false threats and thus ease the
way for the actual invasion--0Operation Overlord.#* It was but one
major part of Operation Jael (also know as Plan or Operation
Sodyguard) which utilized intelligence, counterintelligence, special
operations, political warfare, and combat forces to deceive Hitler
about Allied global strategy.+*?®

Fortitude North depicted a mid-July 1944 attack launched from
Scotland against southern Norway followed by a maximum ground effort
toward Pas de Calais. Assaulting south Norway would be fictitious
British-American-Russian wunits, Fortitude South envisiored the
Allied main effort after the Norway 1nvasion centered on Fal de
Calais and led by Generai George 5. FPatton and the 4fictitiogus lst
Army Group. The invasion force would consist of 12 divisions, after
expanding to S0.43 Various unmts stationed 1n eastern and
southeastern Engiand, as well as Fatton’'s arrival from Italy.
supported the deception story. In both plans, radio simulation was
the main support mechanism. Also, the i1ntent of both operations was
to fi: German forces in Fal de Calais and southern Ncrway and prevent
reinforcement of German units at Normandy.

Operat.eons Ironside, Vendetta, and Ferdinand supported both

tnvasion pians Overlord and Dragoon (operations 1n the western




Mediterranean) by directing threats to the Marseilles area to tix the
German XIX Army. Qperation Ironside attempted to portray an Allied
attack on the French Atiantic coast, near Bordeaux, three days after
the Normandy landings. Unfortunately, the naval support elements of
the plan were purely fictional, and since there was no spare aircraft
for bombing, the deception had virtually no chance of success.**
Operation Vendetta was intended to convince Hitler that an Allied
invasion of the south of France was imminent, The supporting order
of battle consisted of P1st US Infantry Division (actual) and large
numbers of fictitious troops, some of which belonged to the U.S.
Seventh Army. The operation began with bombings in North Italy and
the Rhone Valley, sabotage of enemy communications sites, and the
reconnaissance and raiding of notional assault sites. To confuse the
enemy further, Operation Ferdinand was establisted to reduce the
enemy's strength and vigilance in the south of France by portraying a
story of an all out invasion of Genoa, Italy.

When resources were sufficient to demonstrate the story,
deception activities in Worid War II led to an advantage over the
enemy. The effectiveness of these activit:es can be viewed best as
an offensive tool. They aided the achievement of surprise by
c icealing the time, scope, and target area of the invasion and
rendered a decisive rnumber of enemy forces i1neffective following the
~itablishment of the 1niti1al beachhead. Alliea leaders, through

LLTRA 1ntercept ‘ransmissions, received valuable +eedbact on the

success or failures of various dezaption efforts.®® [t 1s 1mportant




to remember that successful deception operations consisted of an
organized, i1ntegrated effort on the part of joint and combined forces
to synchronize intelligence, counterintelligence, special operations,
political warfare, combat forces, and tactical deception measures to
gain a relative advantage in the theater. However, the analysis of
this operation suggests that deception is an integral function of
sound campaign planning and execution, The fact that it reguires
numerous other functions to support it, stresses 1its comprehensive
nature. The other major operational level functions performed during
thi1s gperation were to move, to know, to attack, to hold, to protect,
to support, to control, and to organi:ze,

Movement was employed when forces and supplies not 1n contact
were transperted to various areas to support the decept:nn story.
ULTRA transm.ssions allowed the Allies to know the success or
failures of the comnecting deception efforts. Air and limited ground
attacks were conducted in North Italy and the Rhone Valley. Alsa
enemy communications were attacked and the notional assault sites
were reconnoirtered and raicded 1n support of the plan. German forces
were held 1n Fal de Calais and southern Norway 1n anticipation of the
other Allied landings. Operations Ironside, Vendetta, and Ferdinand
cuppcrted both invasion plans Overlord and OCragoon by holding the
German XIX Army 1n place at Avignon in southern France. Operation
Fortitude (North and South; caused the Germans to array thelr +crces
against false threats and thus protected the actual i1nvasion si1te anrd

forces engaged 1n Operaticn Overlord. 5Support was provided by




fictitious orders of battle, radio simulation, naval support

-- -plements, and increased reconnaissance activities. The imitation of

radio nets and command structure presented the false picture of
command and control. Finally, the organization of joint and combined
assets was crucial in matching these interconnecting plans to the

assets at ' and.

Truscett' s Rhone Valley Campalgn-
Operations in Zouthern France

The objectives of Operation "Dragoon" were t+'..=fold. First, to
secure the port of Marseilles, vital ‘o tne logistical support.of the
Allied drive into Germany. Second, to cut off German units 1in
western and scouthwestern France. Finally, to link up and provide
security for the southern flank of advancing "Overlord" ‘orces (1Zth
Army Group). The U.S. Seventh Army, consisting of the U.S. VI
Corps, French 1l Corps, and a provisional airborne division, made an
amphibious landing and air drop on the Cote d'Azur 1in southerr France
on 15 August 1944, This joint and combined cperation actually began
1in early August with a comple: cover plan.

Fart of the elaborate deception plan, derived from Flan Jael,
included Allied air attacks against lines of communica-icns,
airfields, and submarine hases in the Fo Valley areas of Italy, as
well as in the Marseilles-Toulcn regicn.*® [t purpose was “c prevent

the German XIX Army from reinforcing major elements along the

Cotentin Feninsula and the forces defending Seventh Army landing




sites 1in the vicinity of Marseilles., This required an e:tensive
“bombing of communications sites and road and rail lines leading 1nto
the invasion areas. By 10 August virtually all major communications
and routes into the invasion site had been blocked.*?

Major General Lucian K. Truscott’'s VI Corps made the initial
assault landings supported by over 1,000 ships from five
navies--American, British, Australian, French, and Greek. fir
support came from the 12th US Air Force utilizing approximately 2,100
aircratt to bombard the landing areas.*® With relatively ainor
resistance on the beachhead during the first day, Truscott's forces
quickly pushed north in exploitation.

His plan was to strike deep into the Rhone Valley, cut the
German withdrawal routes, and encircle the German XIX Aray.
Truscott ‘s plan was implemented at the same time German forces were
suffering severe losses in the Argentan-Falaise pocket. As a result
of these losses, the German XIX Army was ordered to withdraw from
scuthern France via the Rhone Valley. Operating or minimal
logistical support, Truscott’'s forces raced north and passed the
Germans then turned west to close the trap at Montelimar.4?

Truscott’'s forces were unable to close the defile at Montelimar
for two reasone, First, operating on a logistical shoestring caused
shortages in ammunition. Second, German Panzer counterattachs were
successful in b =2e.1ng the withdrawal route cpen. However 1n 14 days,
Truscott ‘s Vi Corps traveled appro:zimately 179 miles and practically

destroyed the German X1X Army, capturing over 272,000 prisoners and

~-
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1,216 of its 1,481 guns.%° Mearwhile, the French 1[I Corps, the
follow-on assault force, landed mid-day 17 August and began its drive
toward Toulon and the port of Marseilles. The French compon. At
captured both, taking over 47,000 prisoners.S?!

Truscott’'s Rhone Valley campaign reveals the interdependent
relationships that exist among operational deception, maneuver,
movement, fires, and support in achieving stated objectives. Each of
these functions played a key role in its success or potential for
greater success. The calient operational level <functions performed
guring this campaign were to move, to command and control, to
maneuver, to attack, to hold, to deceive, to support, to protect, and
to organize.

Movement was employed when elements of the U.S. Seventh Army
conducted amphibious landings and air drops into the Marseilles area
of southern France. Command and control was employed in both the
assault landing and advance of forces 1nland. Maneuver was employed
when Truscott'cs forces exploited a tactical success and raced north
thken west to close the withdrawal routes for the German forces.
Cperational fires were used tn attack the German forces with
appro:imately 2,100 aircraft bombarding the landing areas.,
Additiconally, the eitensive bombing of communications sites and road
and rai1l lines leading into the invasion areas not only interdictec
the 1nvasion site, 1%t also held the German XIX Armv forces to &

sirnole defile for withdrawal., Deception was employed as part of Flan

Jael to prevent the German +forces from concentrating at the 1avasion




site. Also, support for the operation was evidenced through the use
of naval and air assets. The lack of support i1in ammunition resulted
1n VI Corps’ being unable to encircle the withrawing German XIX Army.
Protection was evident in Truscott's linkup with and protection of

the southern #flank of the advancing 12th Army Group. Finally,
organization was demonstrated when joint and combined forces were
transported and utilized to conduct sea, air, and land actions 1n

support of assigned military objectives.

SUMMARY

The Civil War, World War I, and World War Il historical examples
presented validate most of the previously defined ¢theoretical
functions., However, some of the same functions discovered in these
higtorical examples appear to take on a broader meaning and hence
require new categorization. Appendi: A provides a recapitulation of
the derived functions in history as compared to theory. In summary,
the <fundamental functions derived from Hhistory were maneuver,
movement, 1intelligence, fires, deception, protection, support,
organization, and command and control. This historical analysis must
now be supplemented by an examination of the changes that have
affected operaticnal art since World War 11 and an analysic ot how

current doctrine addresses the functions of operational art.




CONTEMPORARY ANALYSIS

Since World War Il a number of fundamental changes have occurred
in technology, Army readiness, and mission requirements. 0f the
three, rapidly changing technology and capabilities of forces have
altered the emphasis and application of certain functions of
operational art.®2 Those functions affected depend upon the area of
application, However, the development of electronic warfare,
stealth, precision-guided munitions and advanced wubservation ang
firing platforms have expanded the battlefield further into the
vertical dimension; adding to requirements for synchronization of
functions in time, space, and aim.

Also since World War Il, the Army’'s requirement for readiness
has changed. Today, the United States Army maintains both forward
deployed forces in Europe and Fkorea as well as contingency ancd
reinforcement corps in the United States to challenge 1dentified
threats and provide support to allied countries. This 1ncreased
readiness posture 15 tied to a wider variety cf mission requiremernts
facing our forces since World War 11, The defense of NATO has been
the main focus of our efforts for many vyears. But  with the
perceptions of & decreasing WARSAW Fact threat, the focus of cur
mission  requirements is leaning toward iow and mid-1ntensity
environments anywhere 1in the giobe. The range of requirements now
sutends trom traditional combat operations to peaceleeping,

nation-buwilding, and unique mssi10ns.®3 The resurgence of spec:ial

operating forces and civil affairs units retlects a shift 1n




capabilities and requiregments {or force employment for other than
combat activities.

The 1implications of these changes are three-fold. First,
operational art is now more complex. Second, operational art could
be practiced 1n a wide variety of settings. Finally, our doctrine
must be projected forward to meet these changes.

Now Lhat we have examined the recent changes that will affect
the functions of operational art, one may assess what contemporary
doctrine defines as operational level functions. Three major or
emerging doctrinal manuals provide varied descripticons of thé
fundamental .functions of operational art (Appendi: B). FM 100-8,

Operations, describes seventeen functional activities requiring

synchronization i1n time, space, and aim (see Appendix E).®* Although
not described as operational level functions, the manual does address
in similar wording, the dynamics of combat power--maneuver,
firepower, protection, and leadership-- which decide the outcome of
campaigns, major operations, battles, and engagements.S3 FM 100-4,

Large Unit Operations, (Coordinating Draft) describes five funct:ons

normally associated with tactical operations having analogues at the
operational level,Se These are maneuver, fires, 1intelligence,
deception, and sustainment. TRADOC Famphlet {1-9, Elueprint ot the

Battiefield, outlines si1:: ogperational operating systems (0O0S)--major

functions perfarmed by jJoi1nt and combined operational forces.3” These

are movement and waneuver, fires, i1ntelligence, protecticn, command

and control, and supgort.




After an examination of the definition of operational art and a
-synthesis of history and theory, I have selected seven operational
level functions that link strategic aims to tactical actions., These
functions are maneuver, fires, intelligence, protection, deception,
support, and organization. Justifying my selection of the
fundamental functions of operational art requires some explanation as
to their application in operational art proper.

Operatianal maneuver is the "disposition of forces to create a
decisive 1mpact against the enemy by either securing the operational
advantage of position before the battle 1is joined or exploiting
tactical success to achieve operational or strategic results,"®®
(perational +fires are the application of firepower to create a
decisive 1impact against uncommitted enemy forces before battle is
joined or creating areas facilitating maneuver to achieve operational
results. Operational 1ntelligence is the identification and
collection of information which provides friendly forces an advantage
1n time, space, and acticn over the enemy before battle is joined or
exploits tactical 1i1ntelligence gathered during battle which has
operational signmificance. Operational inteliiyence seeks to find the
enemy’'s center of Qgravity and decisive pTints within the theatzr of
operations. (Converseiy, operational protection seels to nreserve the
friendly force’'s center of gravity and concentration by 1nternal
measures, These conservation measures allow the fcrce concentration

to he applied to the designated military objectives at the decisive

time.




Dperational protection applies to every facet through the use of
active measures such as air defense systems and passive measures such
as operations security measures, engineering efforts, and NBC
defense. Operational deception is the application of physical
assets, cybernetic processes, and moral factors to create a decisive
impact against the enemy commander and his uncommitted forces before
battle 1is joined or creating areas that allow exploitation of a
tactical success to achieve operational results. Operational
deception ultimately seeks either to protect the friendly force’'s
center of gravity or to make the enemy’'s center of gravity vulnerable
by manipulating the enemy’s perceptions and expectations.

Operational support provides forces the ability to conduct
operations until mission accomplishment. Operational support
ultimately translates to the ability of friendly forces to initiate
and sustain operations to a greater degree than the enemy can
initiate or sustain—--the ability to move troops and supplies through
a variouc modes of transpaortation that support the operational
concept. Operational organmization i1s the f:tting of the means to the
tasis at hand. Its focus becomes the requirements +for and intended
result of campaigns and maiz. operations. This variant of command
and control i1s not derived +r-m a given force structure aor tactical
wlring diagram. Rather at the operational level, 1t suggests
organiz:ng a force ac a whole and organizing a staff to optimize the
application of force 1n time, space, and a:m.

In that respect,

organization is zoncerned with integration and synchroni:zation of




joint and combined forces to achieve operational results.

ANALYSIS OF FUNCTIONS

Each of the four sets of functions, FM 100-5, Operations: FM

100-6, Larqe Unit Operations (Coordinating Draft); TRADOC FPamphlet

11-9, Blueprint of the Battlefield (00S):; and the Davis model, will
be analyzed against seven criteria determining its relative degree of
utility and adequacy. The functions i1n each set are displayed at
Appendix B. The analytical criteria chosen for evaluating the
selected sets of operational level functions include three general
and four specific standards.

The three general standards are comprehensiveness, mutuai
exclusiveness, and simplicity. Functions which are comprehensive
imply an all-embracing scope of coverage, i.e. nothing essential is
omitted. Simplicity conveys the notion that a relat:vely small
number of commonly understood categories 1s to be preferred over a
large number of categories requiring special definition. FEecause of
their collective nature, comprehensiveness and simplicity will be
applied to the set of functions "as a whcle", rather than tg
individual functions within the set. Functions which are mutually
erxclusive suggest a singular effect. Mutuai exclusiveness infers a
limited o9r restrictive overlapping with other compared elements. For
this reason, mutual e<clusiveness 1s  evaluated against 1ndividual

functions listed within the set.

The <four specif:c criteria were chosen for their direct




applicability to operational art. The +first 1s cross service
compatibility among the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines Corps.
This 1is essential since 1n American practice operational art is
almost invariably joint. The second standard is theory basis and
history. The third criterion is the ability to degrade the enemy’'s
capabilities categorized as the domains of war--physical, cybernetic,
and moral. The final criterion is its defined relevance to
operational art--whether doctrine has adequately defined the function
and 1ts intended purpose. Eecause of the individualistic nature of
geach specific criterion, all four are evaluated against the
individual functions within each set. 0f the seven craiteria
(Appendix C) a higher degree of importance 1s assigned to the three
general criteria. This weighted value is based on a belief that
logical thought and a reasonable distinction among different
functions are paramount.

Appendi:: D-1 capsulates the results of the analysis. Also, the
detailed evaluation and numerica) assessments supporting the summary
are anne:xed. The methodolog, fer e:plaining the results follows two
paths. First 15 an explanation of findings harizontally--ty
criteri1a--describing the rank order and mitigating factors. Second
is 3 similar review 0f the findings only vertically--by total set.

In comprehensiveness (all-embracing scope of coverage-—nothing
essential 15 omtted), the rant order from high to low was FM 10u-3,
Cavis wmodel, O00S, and fM 1G0-6. FM  1030-3 provided a highly

—omprehensive number of {functions covering numerous aspects. The

()




Davis model presented a lesser number of functions, 00S even fewer.
Finally, FM 100-6 ‘because of its brevity, suggested a limited scope
and perhaps an inadequacy in covering the subject.

In simplicity (relatively small number of commonly understood
categories is to be preferred over a large number of cateqories
requiring special definition), the rank order from high to low was FM
100-6 and 00S, Davis model, and FM 100-5. FM 100-6 and 00S led the
ratings because of their relatively low number of pertinent, easily
understoed categories of functions, The Davis model contained a
slightly higher number of detailed functions. FM 100-5, although
previously rating highest 1in comprehensiveness, ranked lowest 1in
simplicity with 17 functional activities requiring special
definitions 'or each.

In mutual exclusiveness (limited or restrictive overlapping with
other compared elements), the rank order <$rom high to low was FM
100-&, the Davis model, 00S, and FM 100-5, FM 100-6 contained 2
cverlapping combinations within the set. The Davis model and 005
poth revealed 6 overlapping combinations within each set., Finally,
FM  100-5 was rated lowest, containing 36 overlapping combinations
within the set and suggesting an inadequacy in grouping functions
under different titles.

In cross~service compatibility, the rant order from high to low
was the Davig model and FM 100-6, 005, and FM 100-5, The functions

listed 1in both the Davis model and FM 100-6 were evaluatzsd as

applicable to Joint operations based on their orientation %o concepts

ol




rather than specific forces or equipment. The function of “movement
and maneuver’ 1n (00S presented difficulty in its translation ang
application to mnaval and air forces. Finally, FM 100-S contained
numercus single service functions or functions which have differing
service related performance criteria such as engineer support,
tactical air operations, psychological operations, amphibicus
operations, and SOF,

In theoretical and historical basis, the ranmk order from high to
low wags the Davis model and Q0S, FM 100-4, and FM 100-3, Eoth the
Davis model and 00S expressed the similiar functions derived from the
theoretical and historical analysis. The term ‘susta1nmené’,
presented i1n FM 100-6 and often referred to as logistics or support,
suggested mare of a force characteristic inference than a function or
activity. Finally, FM 100-5 wags rated lowest, containing the fewest
number of identified operational level functions as outlined 1n
Appendi: A. The functions outlined 1n this doctrinal manual aligned
more with operations that are asset and force oriented rather than
obJective oriented, E:amples are electronic warfare, tactical air
operations, joint suppression of enemy air defense, engineer support,
air Jdefense, and special operating forces.

in attacks/directed at a domain of war, the rank order from high
to low was the Davis model, FM 100-6, FM 100-S, and 005. The
strength o¢ the Davis model tas well as the closely raniea FM 10d-£)

15 aligned to the physical destruction, cybernetic disruption, and

moral decline of the enemy. The wording of the functions outiined in




FM 100-5 iifers only a indirect application to the damains--i.e,
special operating forces, airspace coordination, civil-military
operations, reconstitution, or communications. Finally, the term
‘command and control ', outlined in 00S and integral toc cybernetics,
was evaluated as a process, oriented toward preserving the integrity
of a friendly force and its operations rather than against a specific
dominion of the enemy.

Finally, i1n defined wutility at the operational level, the rank
grder from high to low was FM 100-6 and the Davis model, 005, and FM
100-5. Both the Davis model and FM 100-46 outlined 1n specitic
terminology, the wutility ard application of prescribed functions to
operational art. These focused definitions provided a much needed
framework for understanding the subordinate relationship of functions
to operational art. In O00S the degree of definition was less
visible, Finally, FM 100-5 was rated lowest because of its de<inead

orientation toward tactical actions, not operational art.

CONCLUSIONS

Switching to the vertical analysic of eacn set against ali sevan

criteria, the cverall ranking of sets from high tc iow was the Dasw:

model , 005, M 10C-6, and FM {00-5, Cumulative asnalytical scores arz
listed at page D-i. The Davics model's torc streagthz were 1ts
LroSs—Service  compatabiiliyv, derivation +from thecr, and  mistory,

or.entat:on toward the domains ot war, anc euplicit ufililty  at tre

operatioral lev