THE ROOTS OF MODERN AMERI CAN OPERATI ONAL ART

By Col onel M chael R. WMatheny

The Napol eoni ¢ Wars changed the nature of warfare. The
nation states of Europe summoned all their potential to field
massi ve armes. The increasing industrialization of Europe hel ped
to make this possible and in |ater years further changed the face
of war by providing nore | ethal technol ogy. Theorists such as
Jom ni and Cl ausewi tz sought to explain this new nature of
Warfare and mark out new doctrines and truths about war. The
ener gi ng professional armes of Europe took fromthe theorists
that which suited them and prepared for the next mmjor clash of
arms, Wrld War 1.

In the 100 years, which passed between the end of the
Napol eoni ¢ wars and the next general European war, things had
changed considerably. A major |esson drawn fromthe Napol eonic
Wars was the inportance of the decisive battle, but the generals
of World War | were unable to achieve it. Indecisive fighting
led to prolonged static warfare. Jomni’s definition of strategy
as the “art _of making war upon the map,” seemnmed woefully
inadequate.‘:I The armes were so large it was inpossible for
tactics alone to crush the eneny and achieve strategic ainms. On
the field of Waterl oo sone 140,000 nen faced each other. By 1914
a conbined total of 3.3 mllion nen struggled in the Battle of
the Frontiers in France. As soon as the Great War cane to an end
mlitary thinkers began to ponder the new | essons of warfare.

In the aftermath of World War | the professionals began to
understand nore conpletely the inpact of the expanded
battl efield, industrialization, and mass arm es. The ol d
framewor k of strategy and tactics was i nadequate to conprehend
t he new changes. This was the genesis of operational art in the
i ndustrial age.

The Germans were anong the first to grasp the need for a
new concept to link national strategy with tactics. As early as
1920 Baron Von Freytag-Loringhoven nentioned that the General
Staff increasingly used the termoperative (pertaining to
operations) and thereby defined nore sinply and clearly the
difference fromeverything that is referred to as t akt i sch. (L]
The tern1stratEﬂy was confined “to the nost inportant neasures of
hi gh command.” By the end of the interwar period this new
conceptual framework was well in place. In 1940 Col onel H
Foertsch of the General Staff, described the German concept of
operations wth a diagram The diagram (see figure 1) enphasized
operations as the link between tactics and strategy.



The Soviet arny al so struggled not only with the | essons
of World War | but also wth those of the Russian G vil War.
The Sovi et concepts of operational art were the product of
several nen, Svechin and Tukhachevsky forenpst anong them
In 1923 Svechin proposed that operational art was “the totality
of maneuvers and battles in a given part of a theater of mlitary
action directed toward the achi evenent of tBe common goal, set as
final in the given period of the canpaign.” Further, he
established the relationshi p between operations, tactics, and
strategy, “tactics makes the steps fron1ﬁﬁich operational | eaps
are assenbl ed; strategy points the way.”

Tukhachevsky’'s anal ysis of World War | also led himto
many key operational concepts. He recognized that technol ogy had
expanded thi.rattlefield requiring successive and deep
operations.“' In fact, the concept of deep operations was the
greatest achi evenent of Soviet interwar operational art. Wth the
onset of Stalin's purgeEI:Pomever, i nnovative mlitary thinking
came to an abrupt halt.

Since the enmergence of operational art in our doctrinal
manuals in the early eighties, witers have been quick to point
to the Soviet and Gernan devel opnent of the operational art
followng the G eat War. W nust renmenber, however, that the

United States also participated in Wrld War |I. In little nore
than a year a regular force of 100,000 officers and nen forged a
four mllion man arny. O that great host, two mllion nmen were

sent overseas to the Anerican Expeditionary Force. By the close
of the war the Anericans had two armes in France and were on the
verge of formng their very first arny group

As in other armes, the Anmerican officers pondered the
| essons of that Great War. The changes in warfare and the
requi renent to nove nassive armes to achieve strategic ains were
no | ess apparent to conpetent Anerican officers. Ws there,
t hen, no conparabl e devel opnment of Anmerican operational art?

There was, in fact, a good deal of operational thought and
synthesis going on in the Anerican arnmed forces during the
interwar period. At Ft. Leavenworth and the Arny War Col |l ege the
curriculum |ecture notes, and even the doctrine indicated an
i ncreasi ng sophistication of Anrerican mlitary thought. The key
operational concepts such as phased operations, culmnating
point, center of gravity, and |lines of operation were becom ng
i mbedded in our institutions and doctrine. The sophistication of
Anerican interwar thought can be judged by the enphasis placed on
| ogi stics, joint and conbined warfare. Operational art as taught
and understood during the interwar years would hel p prepare the



American armed forces for the great challenge which | oonmed just
over the horizon, Wrld War 1I1.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE THEORY OF OPERATI ONAL ART

Most of the key concepts of operational art were devel oped in
the nineteenth century by the two great interpreters of the
Napol eoni ¢ experience, Jomni and Causewitz. Both nmen were
interested in the application of mlitary force to achieve
political goals. The nethod of determ ning how this force was to
be applied was strategy. The key nechani sm of strategy was the
canpai gn plan. For Cl ausewitz, strategy_was “the use of the
engagenent for the purpose of the war.” The strategi st devised
t he canpai gn and decided how to use battles to achieve his ains.
Clausew tz di scussed at great length the elenents of strategy but
did not dwell on the practical art of fornulating a canpaign
pl an.

Jomni left a much greater mark on the details of strategic
pl anning. For alnost all of the nineteenth century strategy and
by extension, canpaign planning, anounted to the selection of the
t heater of operation, the base of operation, the line of
operation, and decisive points. At the end of this process of
selection was the final deploynent for the decisive battle.
Jomni’s major contribution, then, was to provide the geonetry of
the battl espace. Although he borrowed sone of the kpeas, it was
Jom ni who put themtogether and popul arized them”

Anot her inportant contribution fromJomni was his
attention to logistics. In fact, if he did not coin the phrase,
he gave it w despread use and new neani ng For Jomni | ogistics
“was the practical art of noving arm’es.”'*::I This art enbraced
not only noving armes, but also their sustainnment, which
requi red the establishnent of |ines of comrunication. Jomn
recogni zed the significance of |ogistics in canpaign planning.
He insisted that one of the fundanental principles of war was the
i mportance of throwi ng the nmass of your arny upon the eneny’s
I ines of communi cation wi thout conprom sing your own.”

Clausew tz generally ignored |ogistics, preferring instead
to focus upon the very nature of war. In his investigation of
the nature of war, however, he devel oped several key operational
concepts. Clausewitz believed that the first task in planning
was to identify the enenmy’s center of gravity. He defined the
center of gravity as_“the hub of all power and novenent, on which
everyt hi ng depends.” Mce identified, “all energies” were to
be directed agai nst it.”kv \Wen the center of gravity was
destroyed, the eneny was powerl ess, defeat ed.



Anot her key operational concept, which C ausewtz
i ntroduced, was the cul mnating point. Both Jom ni and
Cl ausewi tz recogni zed that strategy involved offensive and
defensive operations. The essential question was when to do
what. Cl ausewitz observed that every offensive inherently | ost
force as it continued to pursue the attack. The point at which
the attacker has only sufficient strength t9 conduct a successful
defense, he | abeled the cul m nating point. Every commander
must be aware of his culmnating point and plan accordingly. 1In
t he of fense deci sive operations nust occur before this point.
For the defender, the tine at which the attacker passes his
cul m nating point may be the best nonent to begin a counter
of f ensi ve.

For the remai nder of the century the mlitary theorists
generally fell into two canps, the followers of Jomni or
Clausewitz. Jomini’s work was the first to be published and
translated into different |anguages. Initially, the Jom nian
i nfluence was predom nant. GCeneral Henry Hall eck, American
chief of staff in the Cvil War, was greatly inpressed by
Jomini’s The Art of War. In 1846 he wote MIlitary Art and
Sci ence which drew heavily fromJom ni. Lines of operations,
bases of operations, theaters of operation all found there
way into American strategy. This influence was continued in
wor ks such as Janmes Mercur, Elenents of the Art of War, 1889,
(a West Point text) and CPT John Bigelow, The Principles of
Strategy, 1894 (a Leavenworth text).

Jomi ni’s influence al so extended to England. In 1856
Patrick MacDougall, first commandant of the British Staff
Col |l ege, wote The Theory of War. This work derived from Jom ni
The text, which replaced MacDougall’s book at the Staff Coll eg
E.B. Ham ey’s, The Operation of War, also derived from Joni ni . k@
These books were influential in the United States because they
were available in English. Hanmley' s book was al so used as a text
inthe first class at the hool of Application for Infantry and
Cavalry at Ft. Leavenworth. -

Al'l these works adopted Jom nian term nol ogy and geonetry.
They al so nentioned the inportance of logistics. For Hanl ey,
| ogistics “...is absolutely essential as ilﬁiundation to any
solid superstructure of mlitary theory.”Just as
inmportantly, the vision of war in these works was that of only
two opposing arm es nmaneuvering to a decisive battle.

Cl ausewitz’s concepts becane nore popular with the rise of
German mlitary prestige. Mltke, chief of the Prussian general
staff from 1857 to 1888, was greatly inpressed with On War. All
t he sanme Nbltﬁf believed strategy to be “a system of
expedients.” There was little use in planning beyond the first



encounter with the eneny. Mdltke s victories in the wars of
German unification seenmed cl assic exanples of nineteenth century
strat egy—base of operation, lines of operation, and concentration
for the decisive battle.

Later theorists who drew upon Cl ausewitz for inspiration
al so adopted many of his key concepts. Baron Von der Goltz's The
Conduct of War translated into English in 1896, was very
influential. This book also served as a text in the General
Staff School at Ft. Leavenworth.®lvon der Goltz accepted that a
canpaign is a series of events which |eads to the decisive
battle. He identified the center of gravity as the main hostile

arnmy. This i he “objective against which all our efforts nust
be directed.” The aut hor al so enphasi zed the cul m nating point
of offensive operations. “It is the business of the commander to

recogni ze the atityal of this culmnating point at once, in order
toutilize it.”

The theorists of the nineteenth century who followed Jom n
and Cl ausewi tz added very little. The theorists addressed
strategy and tactics. In the early part of the century national
strategy was usually synonynous with the depl oynent of the main
army. Once in contact with the eneny nmain arny, tactics decided
the outconme. Since there was only one main arny, its defeat
coul d be decisive. This, then, was how strategic alns were
achi eved.

As the century wore on, armes and their battlefields
becanme | arger. Several arm es operating over a vast expanse,
possibly in different theaters, nmeant that the defeat of any one
of them m ght not be decisive. Strategic ains were necessary to
coordinate their enploynent. Yet the armes operating in
different theaters required their own objectives and plans which
woul d contribute to the strategic ains. Wrld War | denonstrated
these deficiencies. |If a single battle could not be deci sive,
successi ve operations needed to be planned. |If a single battle
coul d not be decisive, tactics alone could not achieve strategic
ainms. A new activity, linking tactics and strategy, needed to be
formulated. This activity provided a franework for the design of
canpaigns within a theater of operations.

In addition to the old operational concepts which had
served nineteenth century strategy, new considerations had to be
added. Joint warfare by the end of the century included not only
arnmy and navy but air forces as well. Conbi ned operations between
allies wwthin a theater of war took on new i nportance. New forns
of industrial warfare, which involved nechanization, nmassive
armes, and vast expanses, raised logistics to a new vital
Concern in operations. Logistics, joint, and conbi ned warfare



were all neasures of the need for increasing sophistication in
pl anni ng.

The new operational art devel oped after World War |
cont ai ned many of the concepts of nineteenth century strategy.
These concepts needed not only a new framework to becone useful
in this art, they needed sophistication. As we | ook over our
shoul ders at the operational art which devel oped in Europe during
this period, we often overl ook the devel opnent of this art on our
own shores. Revulsion at the cost and horror of the great
struggle of 1914-1918 turned the public’'s mnd away fromwar to a
new hopeful era of peace. It is curious that in a period in
whi ch maj or conflict seened inpossible, indeed, was even
internationally outlawed, Anerican theoretical and doctrinal
synt hesis and innovation was very nuch alive. Those officers and
i nstitutions, which thought about the unthinkable, hel ped prepare
the nation for the greatest war in history.

THE TVEENTI ES

The experience of World War | greatly influenced the
of ficer education systemestablished in the United States in the
postwar period. The school system was reestablished in 1919 to
address many of the specific problens, which energed during the
war. Forenpst anong these problens were handling |large armes in
the field and preparing the nation for war. The School of the
Line and the General Staff School at Ft. Leavenworth prepared
officers to staff and command | arge units. The Arny War Col |l ege
reenerged in 1919 as the CGeneral Staff College in Washi ngton,
D.C. This institution was to prepare officers for duty with the
Ceneral Staff of the Arny. At the core of this programwas the
si ngl e probl em of preparingB&Bﬁ arnmy for war. In 1919 this neant
nmobi |'i zati on and war pl ans.

At  Ft. Leavenworth officers of appropriate rank attended
t he School of the Line. This course devoted one year to the
study of brigade and division operations. Selected officers then
went on to the General Staff School, also of one-year duration.
In the second year, students focused on corps and arm es.
Beginning in 1922 the General Staff School added the study of
arny groups to its programof instruction.

The scope of these studies was inpressive. In 1922 a course
in strategy was included, but by far the bul k of program was
devoted to the operations of large units. The course entitled
“Tactical and Strategical Studies of Corps, Armies, and Arny
G oups” absorbed nore than 25% of the curriculum This included
conferences on plans of canpaign. A substantial portion, 24 out
of 209 conferences, were devoted to the | ogistics of |arger



units. These classes dealt with organizati on supply and the
comuni cation zone in a theater of operation.”m“

The two-year programat Ft. Leavenworth was, however,
short-lived. In July of 1922 a board recommended that the two
school s be conbined into a one-year course. The primary reason
for this action was the need to provide nore officers to the arny
at large. The schools were consolidated into the Comand and
Ceneral Staff School. The new program focused on brigade,

di vision, and corps operations. The Ceneral Staff Coll ege was
redesi gnated the Arny War Col | ege and becane responsi ble for

i nstruction on echel ons above corps. Not until 1928 was the two-
year programreestablished at Ft. Leavenworth. From 1928 unti
1935 the second year students concentrated on corps and arny
oper at i ons.

Most of the doctrinal thought related to operational art in
the twenties occurred at Ft. Leavenworth. In 1920 COL WIlliamK
Nayl or, the director of the newy established General Staff
School, wote The Principles of Strategy. H's purpose was to
provi de his students with an American text to replace Von der
&oltz's Conduct of War. The colonel was well read; the
bi bl i ography as well as the text indicates he was much infl uenced
by Jom ni, Von der Goltz, and Cl ausewt z.

Nayl or included the usual discussion of Jom nian |ines
of operations, bases, and geonetry. Mre significantly,
Clausew tz’'s concepts were directly injected into the mai nstream
of American officer education. Naylor accepted Von der Goltz’'s
assertion that the nmai nny was the source of the eneny’s power,
i.e. center of gravity.M“}{Bdevoted a whol e chapteron the
gquestion of when to change fromthe offense to the defense.
Central to this discussion was the concept of the culmnating
poi nt, “Although originally superior to the eneny and victorious
in the past, troops may finally arrive, through an inevitable
process of weakening, at a point which does not assure @ﬁﬁ future
success, or, in other words, the point of culmnation.” Wth
regard to canpai gn planning, Naylor insisted on |inkage between
the political ains and the canpaign plan. ®*JH s concept of
pl anni ng al so suggested successi ve operati ons.

In mlitary affairs there will be certain groups of
actions, in the sane theater of war, consisting of
concentrations, nmarches, assunptions of positions, and
conbats that follow each other in |ogical order, each
successi ve one inseparably growi ng out of the precedi ng one.
This group then would be called an opeiiﬁhrn and the plan
woul d be call ed the plan of operation.mm“'



Several plans of operation then nmade up the plan of
canpaign. Despite this growi ng horizon of American thought,
Nayl or still tal ked about maneuvering to achieve the decisive
battle. The nmethod of instruction at the General Staff School
provi ded both the doctrine and the nmeans to exercise it. Every
class was divided into two commttees usually of 12 officers
each. The committee selected a spokesman to render reports on
t he assi gned subjects, which were then foll owed by general
di scussion. The texts provided the |atest doctrine and required
the students to denonstrate their know edge of it through
frequent map exerci ses.

The texts, which dealt with large unit operations,
reflected much of Naylor’s thinking on key concepts and canpai gn
pl anning. The text on arny groups witten in 1921, set out the
structure of operations. The zone of the interior, construed to
be the continental United States, provided the resources to fight
the war. The theater of operations where mlitary action
occurred, was divided into the comunication zone and the conbat
zone. In map exercises students were required to present
solutions to problens of the army group in offensive, defensive,
and counter offensive operations. The solution for the arny
group in the defense used the termcenter of gravity to deiﬁH be
t he heavi est concentration of force within the arny group.&nﬂ
Al t hough not using the phrase cul m nating point, the concept was
present in the di@&fssion on when to begin the
count er of f ensi ve.

The 1922 text on the operations of corps and arm es was even
nore explicit in expressing concepts of operational design. Going
beyond Naylor, this text clearly established three | evels of
pl anni ng: project of operations, plan of canpaign, and plan of
operation. Projects of operations involved national strategy,
whi ch m ght include several canpaigns. The plan of canpaign

...relates to the general conduct of forces in a single
t heater of operations and is the plan prepared by the
commander thereof for the acconplishnment of the nissioI..
assigned. It includes successive tactical operations.”ﬂn

The plan of operation related to the tactical phase oi i
canpai gn and night involve several tactical operations. KLl

The text stated that the plan of canpaign nust determ ne:

- The objective

- The course of action

-What the hostile decisive elenment is

-Stat enment of decisive and secondary strokes
-Met hod and | ocation of concentration



-Supply arrangenepts_
-Li nes of retreat

The objective of the canpaign varied with the |evel of
pl anning. At the national and strategic |evel the objective of
operations mght be an eneny locality or the eneny arny.

The objective of tactical operations was always the eneny arned
forces. In later manual s “eneny locality” was expl ai ned
the capital, vital industrial areas, or disputed territory.ﬁm“
Wth this exception, for the rest of the interwar period the
eneny center of gravity, the key to his defeat, remained as
described in 1922.

Finally, the nap exercises included in this text required
the students to integrate air and logistics into their plans.
There was, however, no nention of conbined or joint operations.
There was great enphasis placed on concentration of forces. This
concern with concentrating forces continued throughout the
i nterwar peri od.

Concentrating conbat power within the theater of operation
was a nmmjor concern. The text insisted that the plan of
concentration nust be based on the plan of canpaign. Further the
bul k of the forces in the concentration nust be secured from
eneny interference and know edge. The concentration should cover
t he base of supplies and the line of retreat. Students were
required ta plan concentrations and then defend their
sol uti ons. &4

This text entitled Tactical and Strategical Studies, Corps
and Arny, went through five editions. The 1925 edition refined
sonme of the earlier concepts and reflected a greater influence of
Cl ausew tzi an i deas. The plan of canpai gn consisted of a
“detail ed study of heater, a plan of concentration, and a
pl an of operation.” The plan of canpai gn sought to determ ne
the tinme, |location, and nature of the first decisive battle. The
canpai gn pl an:

...may al so contenpl ate probabl e successi ve operation
phases to continue the success of the primary operations,
and consi der steps to be taken_contingent upon results being
different fromthose expected.

Thi s suggested not only phased operations, but branches and

sequels to the plan as well. In the discussion of strategic
maneuver, although the termdid no pear, the inportance of the
cul m nating point clearly energed. This course continued to

require the students to integrate air and logistics into their
plans. Specifically, they were required to develop a plan for



t he canpﬁﬁgn, concentration, schene of maneuver, and supply for
an arny. In reviewing the solutions to the map exercises it
becones clear that the concept and role of the decisive battle in
canpai gn pl anni ng was changing. The first decisive battle, as
described in the 1925 edition of Tactical and Strategical

Studies, is very simlar to the current operational concept of
maj or operations. Doctrinal thought on canpai gn planning and
oper ational design made good progress at Ft. Leavenworth during
the twenties. The Jom nian concepts of |ines of operation, bases
of operation, and inportance of |ogistics were confirmed in

Nayl or’s Principles of Strategy. These concepts becane a

per manent part of higher |evel planning. Just as significantly,
Nayl or introduced Clausewitz into the officer education system

Cl ausewi t zi an concepts were reflected in the doctrine and

i ncreasingly exercised a greater influence on Anerican mlitary

t hi nki ng. These concepts becane the basis for the Anerican
response to the changi ng nature of warfare.

The primary concern of the Arny War Col | ege was not
doctrine but preparing the arnmy for war. The early program of
instruction reflected this central concern. At the begi nning of
t he school year the students were forned into commttees to study
current international relations and the bal ance of power. The
comm ttees then decided on the nost probable war scenario, which
woul d involve the United States. The remaini ng courses of
instruction took various commttees through operations,
persaE?el, supply, and training to both prepare and conduct the
war .

This programtook the students through nobilization, war
pl anni ng, and operations. The nethod of instruction was the sane
as at Leavenworth. The commttees were assigned aspects of the
probl em or subject and presented their solutions and observations
to the class as a whole. When the CGeneral Staff School at Ft.
Leavenworth was conmbined with the School of the Line there was a
readjustnment of curriculum The Army War Col |l ege was directed to
pick up the instruction on the strategy, tactics, and |ogistics
of the field arny.

The shift in responsibility for this instruction did not
result in any great changes in doctrine. Throughout the interwar
period the texts fromthe General Staff School were used to teach
the doctrine of large unit operations. |In 1924 a Conmand Course
was set up to present the instruction on strategy, canpaign
pl anni ng, and operations of the field arny. Comrand Course
Docunent #29 which was used as a text consisted of six chapters
reprinted fromthe 1924 edition of Tactical And Strategical
St udi es, Corps and Arny. KliiilAlso in the conmand course were many
hi storical studies of canpaigns. Again, the canpaigns were
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critically studied according to the Leavenworth doctrine. The
Arny War College did not wite doctrine, it used it.

Addi tional changes in the curriculumof the War Col |l ege
occurred when the General Staff School at Leavenworth returned to
the two-year program In 1928 the War Departnent directed the
War College to instruct officers not only in the operations of
echel ons ihiye corps but also in the joint operations of the arny
and navy.mnﬂln keeping with Clausewitz' s analysis of war, the
entire curriculumwas divided into two major parts, preparation
for war and conduct of war. This organization of the program
| ast ed t hroughout interwar period.

The maj or contributions of the War Col |l ege to canpai gn
pl anni ng and operational design was in war planning and joint
operations. During their studies the students devel oped and
studi ed many plans. Formats for these plans were hammered out in
the twenties. The integration of joint planning into operational
desi gn was conti nuous throughout the twenties.

By 1925 the college taught that there were four types of
pl ans: the joint plan, arny strategical plan, GHQ plan, and the
t heater of operation plan. The Joint Planning Commttee of the
Joint Board devel oped the joint plan. It stated the national
obj ectives, sunmarized the situation, and prescribed mssions to
the arny and navy. The Ceneral Staff devel oped the arny
strategic plan. It was essentially a directive fromthe
secretary of war, which allocated forces and directed
nmobi li zation. The GHQ (General Headquarters) plan was devel oped
by the War Plans Division (WD) of the CGeneral Staff. |In theory
the WD would formthe staff of the general headquarters
established in a theater of war. This plan organized the
t heaters of operation, allocated forces, and gave broad m ssions
to subordinate conmands. Finally, the th er conmmander
devel oped the theater of operation plan.

The joint plan was the capstone plan, all others were
supporting plans. The plans were |inked in their support of
objectives to the higher plan. The War Col | ege settled on Ehi
five-paragraph field order as the format for all the plans.ﬂmn
The col | ege recogni zed the requirenent for phasing these plans.
In an orientation lecture to the class of 1925 COL C. M Bundel
director of the War Pl ans Division, advised the students:

It is becom ng apparent that the whole of the war
effort is not arigid, indivisible affair that nust be
handl ed as such. In fact, an analysis shows quite clearly
that it is divided into several distinct steps or phases
whi ch, while inherently distinct, nevertheless are
i nt erdependent and in sone cases overlapping. It is believed
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that the differentiation of these phases is essential to
cl ear under st andi ng ani.i‘rrect solution of the nmany
probl ens involved ... clvii

The students devel oped pl ans invol ving many scenari os.
Each eneny was col or-coded, for exanple, Japan-orange,
Mexi co- green, Soviet Union-pink, etc. 1In their plans they
general ly took COL Bundel’s advice and phased their operations.
In addition to devel oping a systemand formats for plans,
which |inked national ains to mlitary objectives in a theater of
operations, the coll ege devel oped joint operational planning. As
early as 1920 the commandant of the War Col | ege suggested an
exchange of students with the Naval War College. By 1927 the
nunber of naval officers attending the War Col |l ege increased to
six wwth an additional three marines. The War Col |l ege al so added
two naval officers to its faculty. Both as faculty and students
these officers contributed to inprovenents in joint planning.

Joi nt war ganmes between the Arny and Naval War Col | eges
began in 1923. The exercise involved the defense of the
Philippine Islands. The joint ganes were held again the next
year. By 1925 the mpjority of the War Col |l ege cl ass was
participating. Comunications between WAshi ngton Barracks (
and Newport, Rhode Island (NWC) were maintained by tel egram

Joint exercises were not confined to the map. In 1925 the
Chief of Staff, M5 John L. H nes, lectured the class on the
recent Arny-Navy exercises in Hawaii. He noted that 50, 000

officers and nen participated. He raised the issue of joint

staffs instead of liaison officers. Finally, he noted that the
only real obl em was | ack of coordination between ar and nav
ai ryf or cesP ke Y

As the decade of the twenties canme to a close, Anerican
of ficers recogni zed sone of the features of the new face of war.
The need for phased operations in a formalized system of planning
whi ch linked national ains to mlitary objectives right down to
the theater of operations, was a major step forward. This plus
the integration of joint operations in planning was the
contribution of the Army War Coll ege. These trends conti nued
into the thirties.

THE THI RTI ES

In 1935 the need for nore officers again caused the General
Staff School at Leavenworth to cancel the second year program
VWiile it continuEF there was overlap between the Staff School and
the War Col | ege. Y The students of both school s planned canpai gns
and conducted nunerous nap exercises. The main difference was
that the CGeneral Staff College continued to provide the doctrine.
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In the discussion of problens for the second year course in
1934, the text nentioned specific factors that influenced
planning in a theater of operations. These factors were
mlitary, geographical, political, and economc. Anong the
mlitary considerations were relative strength, tinme and space,
mobi lity, communication, and transportation. The geographic
factors concerped the structure of the theater, railways, roads,
and wat er ways.

This text was much nore definitive than the doctrina
literature of the twenties regardi ng successive operations.
Previous doctrine stated that the theater plan may consi der
probabl e successive operations. This text stated that the
“theater plan should contenpl ate probable siiiessive oper ati ons
contingent upon the results to be expected. il The discussion of
the scope of the plan, |ines, and bases of operation reflected
the earlier texts. Interestingly, the references |isted
Clausewtz, On War, Book | /Chapter | “What is War”, Book
V/ Chapter Il “The Arny, The Theater of Operation, The Canpaign,”
and Book VIII /Chapter VI, IX “Political Almon Mlitary Qbject,”
“Plan of War.”

By far the nost remarkabl e docunent to conme out of the
Leavenworth in the thirties was Principles of Strategy for an
| ndependent Corps or Arnmy in a Theater of Operations. Witten in
1936 this text was renarkabl e because of the obvious influence of
Clausewitz, the clarity in expression of operational concepts,
and the anal ysis of the inpact of nodern warfare on operations
within a theater. The influence of C ausewitz was evi dent
t hroughout the text. |In a statenent perhaps ained at Jomni, the
i ntroduction assert ed:

It is futile to analyze and theorize about strategy in
terms of geonetry alone. The physical and psychol ogi cal
i nfluence are too intimately, bound up in it to t hat any
one el ement is ever paramount in any situation. i

The text stressed the inportance of history in the study
of canpaigns. The ro of chance neant that “the issue of battle
is always uncertain.” To overcone this uncertainty the
commander needed special qualities of character and
determ nation. All these observations can be found in On War,
where Clausewitz discussed them at great |ength.

Clausewitz's influence was even nore evident in the text’s
di scussion of mass and the strategy of annihilation. Al other
t hi ngs bei ng equal nmass, nunerical superiority, decided the
issue. In fact, the fupdanmental |aw of strategy is, “BE STRONGER
AT THE DECI SI VE PO NT. "=~ The text strongly enbraced the battle
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of annihilation ai'hconcluded that only the w de envel opnent
coul d achi eve it .l

The operational concepts present in earlier Leavenworth
texts are presented nore clearly and forcefully in 1936. The
three types of mlitary art were reaffirmed as the conduct of
war, strategy, and tactics. The conduct of war related to not
only the armed forces but also political and econom c neasures as
well in achieving the national ains in war. Strategy was defined
as “the art of concentrating superior conbat power jn a theater
of war” which woul d defeat the eneny in battl e.” il conbat power
consi sted of “nunbers, weapons, tactical skill, E&gﬂting ability,
resolution, discipline, norale, and | eadership.” Finally,
tactics was defined as “the art of executing strategi c novenent
prior to battle.""X

This framework of mlitary art allowed for other
operational concepts included fromearlier texts. 1In regards to
successi ve or phased operations, it was noted that the comrander
“must logk further into the future and nust see beyond the battle
itself.”“ I ndeed, nodern conditions neant that, “Final victory
wi |l be achieved only through a succession of operations or
phases.” The notion of culmnating point was al so di scussed. Lai]

Principles of Strategy also included a new anal ysis of the
changi ng nature of warfare and its inpact on operations within a
theater. In a section entitled Future Wars the text announced
that nodern war is a succession of phases. Extensive road and
rail networks had expanded bases of operation and |ines of
communi cation into areas of communication. The text iihiomﬁedged
the increasing inmportance of supply in nodern armi es, il

Per haps of greater interest is the analysis of the inpact
of technology. The text clained that nodern weapons made frontal
assaults less attractive. By the sane token nechani zati on and
avi ati on made w de envel opnents nore feasible. Since w de
envel opnents were the only strategi c maneuver, which mght result
in a decisive battlﬁz£fanpaign) of annihilation, it was the
preferred maneuver.

The manual asserted that conplete notorization would not be
effected for sone tinme. This inplicitly recognized the nobility
differential of various elenents of the force. Mechani zed units
were to attack the flanks and rear of the eneny to prevent his
wi t hdrawal . Conbat avi ation and tanks woul d di srupt thﬁaﬁines of
communi cation far in the rear and isol ate eneny forces.

Al t hough frontal attacks were di scouraged, if a penetration was
to be conducted it was done:

By massing a preponderance of force while
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econom zi ng el sewhere, the commander plans to

achi eve an advance deep into the hostile formation.
If this operation is successful, it is frequently
decisive. It has for its object the separation of
the eneny’s forces into two parts and then the
envel opnent of the separated flanks in detail.

This anal ysis certainly conpares favorably with the nost
prom nent theorists of the day. In fact, QGuderian or
Tukhachevsky could have witten it. Curiously, in the sanme year
many of Tukhachevsky’'s ideas were officially sanctioned when
publ i shed as the Field Service Regul ations of the Soviet Union,
1936. The main difference lay in the fact that Tukhachevsky saw
mechani zation providing the neans of deep operations, which made
it the preferred maneuver. While the Russians preferred
penetration | eading to envel opnent; the Anmericans | eaned toward
the German sol ution of w de envel oprent.

The 1936 Principles of Strategy went beyond this
anal ysis to consider new approaches to strategy. A key
assunption was, “strategy is concerned with nmaking an
i ndi rect approach acconpani ed by novenents intended to
nmystify, mslead, and surprise the eneny.um'_ The text went so
far as to assert that if two armes confronted each other with
their lines of communication secure, all their conmbat power
presentE&ﬂEﬁ W t hout being surprised, no strategy had been used
at all. This logically led to the enphasis on the eneny
fl anks and rear using w de envel opnents.

The great British theorist, Liddell Hart, first proposed
his thesis of the indirect approach in The Decisive Wars of
Hi story published in 1929. Liddell Hart’'s The Strategy O the
| ndi rect Approach was not published until 1941. Original or not,
Principles of Strategy for an |Independent Corps or Arny in a
Theater of Operations, 1936 was renarkable for its synthesis of
noder n t hought conbining C ausewitz, the indirect approach, and
nodern technology. It was a bold statenent of operational
doctrine. |If one substitutes operational for the word strategy,
this work was conparabl e, perhaps better, than any then existing
on the nature of conbat. How influential was Principles of
Strategy? The Conmmand and Ceneral Staff School hanmered hone the
doctrine to such an extent the War Departnent took issue with the
enphasi s on wi de envel opnents. The objections of _the War
Departnent were hotly debated in the War College.“”'F@gardless
of the debate, the text was quoted in Iecturei.fiven at both the
Navy and Arnmy War Col | eges by seni or faculty.mm

As in the twenties, the War Col | ege used the doctrine from
Leavenworth for instruction and war planning. As in the previous
decade, its major contribution was integrating joint and to sone

15



extent conbi ned planning into operational design. Both war

pl anni ng and t echnol ogy pushed the War College in this direction.
As the war clouds gathered after 1935, it was inpossible to
conceive realistic planning either in Europe or the Pacific

w thout the navy. At the sane tine, technology allowed the air
armto mature and grow into a powerful force that could not be
ignored. Both the navy and the air corps becane partners in the
desi gn of operational canpaigns.

At the outset of the decade in 1931, CAPT WD. Puleston, a
naval officer on the Arny War Col |l ege faculty, inpressed upon the
class the inportance of joint operations. He declared that in
our entire mlitary history, “scarcely an inportant canpaign from
Loui sburg tE:Ene Argonne was not in the broad sense a joint
operation.”2?**-JAs he | ooked into the future he saw that the air
force woul d beconme a major factor in joint army-navy operations.

Students at the War Col | ege exam ned the inpact of aviation
on theater operations. |In 1930 they envisioned an aviation duel
for control of the air before ground contact was gai ned. They
recogni zed that aviation deepened the conbat zone and required
the di spersal of supplies within the communication zone.

Finally, they concluded that the air force nush&ﬂﬁ kept under the
control of the theater of operation commander.

During the thirties the air corps organization reflected
air doctrine. The air corps was organi zed into heavy

Bonbardnent, |ight bonbardnment, and pursuit squadrons. The heavy
bonmbardnent units were the strategic armof the air corps at the
national |evel. Light bonbardnment units were the basic air

support forces allotted to the army. Pursuit units were the
fighters, used for both counterair and direct support of the
ground forces. Air Corps Ceneral Headquarters (GHQ fought the
counterair and strategic bonmbing battles. Aviation units
assigned to armies or armnmy groups provided direct support.

By the end of the decade the arny’s concept for the
enpl oynent of aviation within the theater was well devel oped. In
1939 MAJ J. Lawmton Collins, an instructor at the War Col | ege,
inforned the class that, “conbat aﬁ&ﬂiﬁon is the (armnmy) group
commander’s fire support elenent.” Air forces with an arny
group were to be used to have a direct effect on the success of
the arny group. Conbat aviation operated beyond artill ery_range

but usually no nore than 150 niles beyond the front |ines. XY

The air corps had definite views on how it assisted the
t heater conmander. The primary tasks of aviation units in
support of ground forces were observation and isolation. The air
corps wanted, “lsolation of hostile troops in the conbat zone
fromtheir sources of supply and disruption of critical eneny
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troop m)venents.”EEII This was done by attacking the structure of
the battlefield. The air corps targeted defiles in roads and
rail ways, and supply concentrations. Innap exercises exactly

i ke those at Leavenworth and the War Col | ege, students at the
Air Corps Tactical School practiced this doct ri ne, xxvi]

One area in which theater planning at the War Col |l ege
remai ned weak was coalition warfare. It was not, however
conpletely ignored. During the war plans period of the
preparation for war course the students were divided into
commttees. Each commttee prepared plans for war with various
countries and coalitions. Subcommttees were forned to deal with
specific aspects of the plans or requirenents. Presentation was
then nade to the class and faculty. From 1934 to at |east 1936
one of the committees prepared detailed plans which invol ved the
United States in a coalition against a commobn eneny.

Two of these coalition scenarios were of particul ar
interest. 1n 1936 the coalition scenario pitted the U S., Geat
Britain, France, Geece, and Turkey against Germany, Italy,
Austria, and Hungary. The requirenment called for the students to
devel op war ains, extent of U S. participation, and the joint
Ar ny ili.ﬁavy basic plan. No theater plans, however, were
made. P21 OF greater interest was the 1934 coalition scenario
pitting the U S., Geat Britain, Soviet Union, and Chi na agai nst
Japan.

The plans generated by this commttee included nuch of the
operational design developed in earlier years. |In the scenario
Japan was involved in major ground operations against the
Russians in Manchuria and threatened U. S. and British possessions
in the Pacific. The center of gravity of the canpai gn was
determ ned to be the Japanese arny and fleet. The Soviets were
to remain on the defensive until the conbined British and U. S.
canpai gn provi ded an opportunity for a crushing allied
count er of f ensi ve.

The pl an envisioned four phases which brought the allied
(British and Anerican) main effort up fromthe south. 1In the
first phase British and Chinese |and and air forces from Hong
Kong oper at ed agai nst the Japanese forces in the Fukien province.
In the second phase the allied fleet with a U S. corps penetrated
t he Japanese Pacific defense |line and conducted joint operations
agai nst the Shantung province. 1In the third phase the air forces
i sol ated the Japanese in Korea by bonmbing their |ines of
communi cation. Joint operations then secured Korea and allied
forces marched on toward Mukden. At this tinme the Soviets began
their counteroffensive which resulted in a massive allied
envel opnent of eneny forces on the mainland. The final phase
called for operations against the Japanese hone islands to end
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t he mar.EZEEj(hbte: CPT WIlliamF. Halsey, future Admral of the
Fl eet, served on this conmttee).

The plan was inpressive in its detail for joint and
conbi ned warfare. The plan, however, nade no all owance for
operational pauses or a culmnating point. The commttee was,
however, interested in the requirenments for coalition warfare. In
fact, a section of the report dealt with the requirenents of
pl anning for coalition warfare. The report detailed a |ist of
proposed al lied agencies, their conposition and function. The
commttee was, obviously, concerned with the probhﬁﬂi
or gani zati on, and command of conbi ned operations.mnu

The War Col | ege continued to nake progress in the process
and format of canpaign plans. The basic format renai ned the
five-paragraph field order. 1In 1926 the format for theater
operations plans did not include phasing. By 1936 phasi ng was
included in the theater of operations plan. By 1938 theater
pl anni ng was decentralized. The GHQ plan was di scarded; theater
commanders, the nen on the spot, nmade their own plans. There
were now three basic plans: the joint plan, the Arny strategic
pl an, and the theater of operations plan. It should be noted
that the Arny strategic plan consisted of two parts, the
concentration plan and an operations plan. The latter plan
established the strategic concept of the war, the objective to be
obt ai ned, the general plan of gperation, and instructions for
carryi ng out those operations. 2

Pl anning in general becane nore sophisticated. Each of the
pl ans, joint, strategic, and theater, required a |logistics plan
to go with them In 1933 a group of students at the War Col | ege
studi ed the contenporary war plans of Geat Britain, France, and
Germany and perceived several weaknesses. They criticized the
pl ans because they did not | ook far enough into the future and
| acked flexibility. Inportantly, they also notﬁgzﬂhat t he pl an
of supply was not a part of the strategic plan.

The worl d noved quickly toward war at the end of the
thirties. The planners packed their bags, inplenented their
pl ans, and nmade new ones. As the interwar period cane to a close
American mlitary thought had matured significantly. The officer
education system had ingested C ausewitz, analyzed the inpact of
technol ogy, and created a doctrine. Wthin the framework of the
national mlitary, strategic, and tactical art of war, they
fashi oned a planning system which tied themall together.
Furthernore, the plans were sophisticated in their appreciation
of logistics and joint warfare. |If there was a weakness in
i ntegrating conbi ned operations into campaign planning, it was
rectified quickly under the press of the war that was just around
t he corner.
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AND SO...

Operational art did exist in the Anerican arny during the
interwar period. Mreover, in conparison to mlitary thinking in
Europe at that time, it was certainly as sophisticated.
Qperational art was | abel ed strategy, but studied and anal yzed
nonet hel ess. World War 1l hel ped to define the distinction
between national and mlitary strategy. |t was not, however,
until 1982 that operational art as a termfound its way into the
Arerican mlitary | exicon.

Anerican operational art was devel oped in the officer
education system The Conmand and Ceneral Staff School at Ft.
Leavenworth provided a doctrine increasingly influenced by the
operational concepts of Clausewitz. This doctrine accepted
phased operations and the inportance of |ogistics. By 1936 this
doctrine enbraced the strategy of the indirect approach and
correctly identified the inpact of technol ogy on nodern warfare.
The Arny War Col | ege exercised joint planning and established a
formal system of plans, which |inked strategic ains all the way
down to tactical objectives. Fromdoctrine to planning the
Anmerican Arny recogni zed. The new face of warfare. The
successful conduct of joint and conbi ned canpaigns in Wrld \War
Il is testanment to the Anerican operational art devel oped during
the interwar years. W energed fromthat war with a greater
under standi ng of the practical art of canpaigning.

Unfortunately, mlitary thought in the post war world was
dom nated by the atom c bonb. Large unit operations no |onger
seened possible in the face of atom c deterrence or destruction.
Qperational art faded in the Iight of the “new | ook” army of the
fifties. Only the bitter experience of Vietnam hel ped to | aunch a
doctrinal renaissance, which led in 1982 to the redi scovery of
operational art. Now firmy enbedded in Anerican joint and
service doctrine, nodern American operational art is, however,
rooted in an earlier renai ssance, which occurred in the interwar
years.
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