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o ABSTRACT
i
Searching for the stronger form of war at the Operational Level in

[ the 20th Century: The Defense or the Offense, by Major Oliver J.

o~ Moss III, USAF, 39 pages.

¥
- Perhaps one of the mosgt controversial theories proposed by the

T 19th century military theorist and historian, Carl von Clausewitz,

v wag the proposition that the defense, not the offense, was the

5’ stronger form of war. This is the second of two monographs addressing
A this theoritical position with the first monograph dealing with the
.: isgsue at the tactical level. Clausewitz vehemently promoted the
‘e theory of the superiority of the defense because he felt it was being
;: unjustly degraded, berated, and neglected by misguided,

AN factors were identified with three being common, though of varying

-Lt value, to the tactical and operational (strategic) levels of war,

s while the lagt three were applicable only to the operational level of
' ?: war. As previougly stated in the first monograph the purpose of this
p study was not to redefine, manipulate, or submit any new criteria to
o determine which form of war is the atronger. Rather to use the model
«wf developed by Clausewitz and apply it to two examples of 20th century
L warfare at the operational level.

&S
o The study confirmed that terrain, surprise, concentric attack,
- moral support, fortifications, and popular support certainly are
( eggential factors in determining the outcome of a battle. The study
b also confirmed, however, that these and other factors (such as time
A:\ and initiative) contributed directly to the outcome of a conflict
:;: proportional to the manner in which they were employed. Poorly
1SR utilized terrain resulted in the terrain contributing more to losing

a conflict than winning it. So it is the defender's preparation, his
use or misuse of these factor's which insures the success or failure
of an operation. Defense ig #till inherently the stronger form of
war at the operational level.
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SUPERIORITY OF THE DEFENSE
INTRODUCTION

‘A riddle inside a mystery wrapped in an enigma’ is the phrase
originated by Winston Churchill to describe the Soviet Union. The phrase
would have been as apropos for a superficial description of Carl von
Clausewitz. Perhaps no other military theorist in history has been sgo
quoted and criticized, yet 80 little read and understood. From Moltke to
Foch, from Jomini to Liddell Hart, Clausewitz’s book On War has been both
the source of inspiration and the focal point for migsinterpretation and
vehement criticism. Perhaps no one theory of his has been g0
misrepresented as hisg proposition the defense iz the atronger form of war
over the offense. The debate over this particular postulation has
continued gince On War was firat published with a number of linguistic
maneuvers by proximity used to address the topic.

This paper will endeavor to explore the validity of Clausewitz's
propogition ag it may pertain to modern warfare at the operational level.
This is the second monograph of two dealing with the defense/offense
issue. The firat monograph addressed the topic from the tactical
pergpective. Though the basic proposition remaing the same for both
levels of war, Clausewitz recognized there were different levels with
various elements being peculiar in their applicability to each level.
Examining the gsimilarities and differences at the tactical and operational
levels of war on which form, the offense or defense, is stronger will only
be a portion of
this paper.‘®’ The methodology will be to: Examine why Clausewitz felt
the proposition was necegsary; clarify his definition of offense and
defense; examine those elements he felt intrinsic to the defense; relate
the operational level of war to Clausewitz's tactical and strategic
levels; and finally, apply these ruminationa to two modern battles to
determine if the defensive form of war is 8till the stronger form at the
operational level in modern warfare.

In order to validate or contradict Clausewitz’'s theory in favor

of the defense the direction to the issue should parallel his own

approach. Ag gtated in the first monograph this paper will not attempt to
1
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# reconcile, rewrite, create or skip Clausewitzian theory concerning the
¢

(' defense but will apply Clausewitzian gtandards to two conflicts of the
3 20th century. Claugewitz felt that, agz Raymond Aron wrote,

...0Other military writers did not consider the clasgical oppogition of

o2

'n defenge-attack or the intrinsic force of each in the light of a series
W of conceptual pairs: Lkeeping-taking; gaining time-loging time;
4 regolling-advanclng' political defengse-military attack; strategic

, defense-tactical attack.?’
‘g He was intent on re-examining the entire approach to military history and
Z: the theorjes pertaining to the development of military thought on war. He
3, felt too often the methodology applied to past battles and wars was flawed

with the authors attempting to promote personal opinions or pet

or—y

theorieg.‘®’> He strove to abrogate the ideas of Jomini and others who

: E attempted to reduce war to laws or formulas which could be considered

’j congtant. As Peter Paret stated in Makers of Modern Military Strategy,

ﬁd ‘To devise effective strategic schemes and tactical measures mattered far
! legg to him than to identify the permanent elements of war and come to

,ij underdgtand how they function. ‘%’ Raymond Aron wrote:

,? The purpose of Claugsewitz can be easily seen if you are prepared to

; i read him carefully...he sought to formulate a conceptual system, a

theory (in the sense that we speak of economic theory today) which
:na?éz: the concept of war (or real wars) to be thought out with
uc y.

T

E That lucidity sought to have historians and theorists include in their
gﬁ: work the importance of "Fog® and "Friction® as well as the moral domain as
o they affect the battlefield in the arena of war.
Clausewitz feared the study of the defense had been approached with

::{ poor methodology, questionable analytical procedures, and lack of clear
EE empirical evidence.‘®’ He went to great lengths to voice his praige in
b favor of the defense with his Book Six, of On War, being the most

® extensgive portion of his epic work. Bernard Brodie in hig analysis of On
4—{ War presented the question and then provided the answers ag to why
}a Clausewitz made such a big deal on the subject of the defense.‘®’

o Brodie felt Clausewitz wanted to provide the emphasis and an eloquence to
é his position since he believed other authors had "built up a veritable
;;: mygtique of the offensive, to which they attributed every conceivable
EE} advantage including lower casualties. ‘7’ Of course, Clausewitz
K- accepted the importance of the offense and realized the necessity for the :
'5 defense to go over to the attack, but Brodie wrote Clausewitz gstressed the |
K defense so avidly because he didn't want it “to be despiged. ®’
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: Clausewitz sgought to gain respect for the defense by conducting a
s thorough analysis of the gubject which he felt required accurate empirical
:53 data and a constant focus on purpose, aim, and means. So to promote a

of

.N: better understanding of the defense he preached the benefits of direct

xS observation and the use of history, experience, and logic.‘®’ To begin
'_4 hig proposition Clausewitz offered a description of the defense. He said
:: awaiting the blow was its characteristic feature, the only test which

o

:: distinguished it from the offense, and the parrying of a blow its basic

*2 concept. He ingisted waiting wag not only the main feature of the defense
(_ but also its chief advantage. Any time wagted; any delay in the action;
?h' any hegitation on the part of the attacker, he was adamant would accrue

benefits to the defender. These benefits would materialize in time to

- -

e

prepare positiong, time to mobilize forces, time for the attacker to

contemplate the gignificance of his opponent, so therefore, time for the

®

;fﬁ attackers' resolve to diminish. Waiting ig2 the fundamental feature of

o defensive warfare and one of two distinct parts. The other part of the
SN

$~’ defense ig, as stated before, the parrying of the blow or action. Without

this part, or characteristic, there was no war‘?°’> and it is this

oy

DERRERN

characterigtic which so intrigued Claugewitz. For he envisioned this

parrying of a blow not as a mere act of self-defense but an action with

the intent to weaken the attacker. Thug allowing the defender the

I3

A

opportunity to obtain a more advantageous position or balance of forces.
Once that position or more favorable balance of forces was obtained it

wag incumbent on the defender, to transition to a counterattack which

ta Clausewitz considered an esgential feature of the defense.‘'!’ At the

T beginning of Book Six Clausewitz wrote the defense was the stronger form

:L of war with the pagssive purpose (to presderve or maintain the status quo),

E: while the offense wags the weaker form but ¥{th the pogitive purpoge

ﬁ; (conquest) .2’ He congidered the offenge a "homogeneous whole’; a form

.$; complete unto itself. It did not have to be complimented by

;5 defense.‘'®’ An offense action could achieve ite purpoase of victory i
fi without ever having to take up a defensive posture. But the defense, the

&: form congisting of two parts (waiting and parrying), only reached its

:g ultimate goal (victory) by unleashing its “flashing sword of vengeance  in §
2_ a gudden and powerful trangition to the offense.‘*’ It is that (
‘51 trangition to the counterattack which Aron and Brodie felt was overlooked
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by those who criticized Clausewitz for his position favoring the defense.
It was also misread or totally overlooked by admirers like Moltke and Foch

who looked upon him ag merely a proponent of a magsive offensive approach.

Having dealt with Clausewitz's basic definitions of the offense and
the defense it is necessary to examine the main factors interrelated
between them which he felt were responsible for facilitating auccess above
the tactical level of war. Those factors were:

1. Advantages of Terrain

2 Surprise

3. Concentric Attack

4

The Strengthening of the Theater of Operations by Fortresses
and Other Means

5. Popular Support

6. The Exploitation of Moral Factors

Clausewitz believed the tactical level of war had only the first three
of these factors (terrain, su-prise, concentric attack) applicable to it.
While all six of the factors were considered applicable to the operational
or strategic levels of war. A brief synopsis of his opinion on each of
thege factors follows:

Terrain: One of the characteristics of an offengive action is the
invagion of another’e territory. This very action is one of the main
reasons Claugewitz felt the offense was the weaker form of war. Because
that invasion of territory comes into direct conflict with what Clausewitz
felt was one of the greatest advantages of the defenge -- Terrain. Asg he

noted, "beati sunt possidentes” or “the advantage lies with him who has

control® -- and Clausewitz identifies a number of advantages controlling
the terrain gives to the defender. He normally haz the advantage of
deploying his troops in prepared positiong in the field.‘'®’ He hag the
occagion to take advantage of obastacles provided by the terrain such asg
mountains, marshy streamg, steep slopes or the opportunity to enhance his
defense by constructing obstacles. If chosen well, a defensive position
allows the defender to monitor all avenues of approach into his theater;
to conceal his forces, thereby concealing hig intentions from the
attacker; to gain the advantage of interior lines of communications; and,

depending on the size of the defended area to Garner, additional strength

4
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through the depth it presents, the natural resources it pogssesses, the
industry located on it and the people who inhabit it. Clausewitz devotes
several chapters in Book Six to the major natural and man-made obstacles
which benefit a defense such as mountains, rivers, swamps, forests, and
fortified positions. Several of these will be discussed further during
the analysis of the two modern conflicts.

Surprige: Thia factor Clausewitz described as "The most powerful
medium in the art of war ' ‘*®’ and closely associated it with
initiative. Since the attacker normally hag the advantage of
initiative‘??’ he stated the offense iz favored with a small portion of
the advantage of surprige. But the larger portion of the advantage of
surprigse he gave to the defender. It ig the defender who utilizes his
terrain to conceal his digpogition of forces to surprige the attacker with
a 8series of well directed counterattacks. These concealed positions allow
the counterattack to attain local superiority though overall they may
guffer strategic numerical inferiority. This element was congidered more
important at the strategic level than at the tactical level. Initiative
and surprise accomplished at the tactical level, though it may result in
the winning of a battle, seldom extends to a major victory.‘!®*’> It was
only on the larger strategic scale that Clausewitz felt the advantage of
aurprise paid its highest dividends. Since at that level a major victory,
by the offenge or the defense, could culminate in the total winning of the

war. Michael Howard in Clausewitz and Modern Strategy wrote,

..Claugewitz wag also convinced that on the tactical level the defender
{over the attacker] could make better use of the element of
gurprige,”‘?®’ go in a campaign in a theater of operationg, regardless
of the level, Claugewitz gave the greatest portion of the coritical element
of gurprige to the defender.

Before leaving the topic of surprise one igssue needs to be addressed.

An old saying goes "A battle accepted is regarded as already half
lost. 29> (Clausewitz digsagreed with this view which cast doubt upon
the survivability of the defense and addressed the subject specifically in
Chapter Two of Book Six. He believed a defender in concealed positions
with the ability to cbserve all enemy movements into his area could
gurprige and defeat the enemy with hig counterattacks. So the 'battle

accepted’ was accepted on the defender's chosen field of battle and on his

]
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E terms. Thus the battle was not already half lost by the defense -- but
i‘"\ instead half won.

ft;: Concentric Attack: This is another factor Clausewitz determined was
‘:¢: pertinent to both the tactical and strategic levels of war, but appeared
j‘;: more effective at the tactical level. At the tactical level Clausewitz
A

gaid it was easier for the attacker to surround the defender, but easgier

."“...
xa_)

for the defender to assault segments of the attacker's line because he was

\ :i better placed to gpring surprises in gtrength and direction. ‘3!’ At the
)
":$ strategic level the greater distances involved made it more difficult to

gsurround the defender.‘?2’ According to Clausewitz the attacker juat

-,

can't deploy in sufficient depth -- but when the attacker assumes a

defengive pogition the original defender could attack the invader’s

weakening LOCs.‘23> At the tactical level the effects of crosa-fire

o
LJ

L
uy

from the converging forces increased while at the strategic level the

'?_, effects are eliminated "since one cannot fire from one end of a theater of
.:i: operations to the other.®

ol

e Because of the sroator areas involved in strategy, the effectiveness
vy on interior, and therefore shorter lines is accenfuated and forms an
o important counterbalance againgt concentric attacks.

Claugewitz in hig typical thesis/antithesis approach to a topic

;- s~

[y

'fif aggerted the real advantage to the convergent attack was a common
K :;‘ destination. Then, referring to strategy, stated it may be a definite
: :&t disadvantage in that allies forced to attack a common enemy from different
Y | gides can never attack with a united force. Finally, in Chapter Four he
;::g discusged the 'Convergence of Attack and Divergence of Defense' and
;’:: concluded the defender had advantages which are difficult to dismiss. The
{3{ defender: hag hig troops operating closer together from interior lines.

; Thig multiplies strength until the attacker dares not expose himself
ﬂ:ﬁ unless greatly superior; and once the defender starts to maneuver,

E:: concentration and interior lines are more enhanced.‘2*’ The ultimate

isz point wag that in strategy the advantage of interior lines increases with
';’ distances. More time is saved in longer marches and there are more
:SE opportunities to conceal movements from the enemy. Clausewitz seemed to |
;JR prove the benefits of concentric attack, initiated by the offensive (the
:32 weaker form), were negated by the divergent attack utilized by the defenae
;& (the stronger form).

S Strengthening Theater of Operations by Fortresses: This is the firat
-,:_:
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factor not considered at the tactical level but at the strategic level by
Clausewitz. He considered this element a natural benefit to the
defender. It represented a key role in the defender's overall strategy
while the attacker wag cut off from his fortresses when he left his own
theater of operations. Once again the longer the march the more he was
weakened, while the defender was falling back to hig fortresses for
supplies, reinforcements, and security.¢2®’ The effects of a fortress
were considered both active and passive. Passive in the protection it
gave to everything in it; active in its ability to influence the
countryside beyond the range of its artillery. 1In his analysig Brodie
felt of all the chapters the one pertaining to fortresses was perhaps the
least dated and fortresses, even up into the 20th century, had fulfilled
their miggiona. He wrote the majority of the criticism leveled at
fortresges through history were unfounded and it has just been a matter
too much has been expected of fortifications.

One would tend to expect too much of fortifications if he examined the
liat compiled by Clausewitz. It identified various aspects on how
fortifications helped the defender. He wrote that they provided: secure
depots; real barriers; points of support; staging posts; refuge for weak
or defeated troops; a shield against attack; protection for extensive
camps; focal point for general inaurrection; and otherg. Obvioualy an
attacker was giving up a substantial element of support and the defender
was gaining a considerable amount of support.‘2®’ Brodie pointe out the
role of fortifications in modern warfare can still be extensive.

Popular Support: This factor Clausewitz deemed usually applicable

only to the defender and it may not even apply to every case in the
Jefenge (a defensive campaign conducted in enemy territory for example).
The effectiveness of the militia and the arming of the population are two
of the primary characteristics of this element. Also, he emphasizes, with
popular support “every kind of friction is reduced, and every source of
gupply is nearer and more abundant,®¢27’

Hig emphazig on the importance of the population could be attributed
to hig witnegsing the rise of the people’'s involvement in the Napoleonic
warag and in Spain.‘3?®’> He considered popular uprisings a phenomenon of

the nineteenth century and “gimply another means of war.'
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It is, in fact, a broadening and intensification of the fermentation

procegs known as war., The gsyatem of ra?uisitioning. and the enormous

rowth of armies regulting from it and {rom universal conscription,

he employment of militia -- all of these run in the same direction

when viewed from the standpoint of the older, narrower military
system, and that also leads to the calling out of the home guard and
arming the people.?*®’

Chapter Twenty Six of Book Six was devoted to the people in arms.
Brodie wrote Claugsewitz was not interested in the fears others were
expressing about partisan uprigings as he was "in itg military value.’
Clausewitz listed five conditions which were necessary for a general
upriging in defense to be effective and described geveral situations on
how a people in arms could beat be utilized. He stressed using the people
in the form of an uprising should have a nebulous quality that makes its
very nature evagive 80 no direct action can be launched against it. He
felt a militia type force should receive support from the commander of the
regular forces but the support should not include larger regular units
(would change the very character of the militia); nor should the militia
be absorbed into the army for the same reason. A militia wag not meant to
engage a main force but “to nibble at the shell and around the edges.” He
further delineated the character of this type of a force by writing:

It does not matter much if a body of insurgents ig defeated and

digpersed -- that ig what it is for -- but it should not be allowed to

go to pieces throu?h too many being killed, wounded, and taken
prigoner: guch defeats would dampen its ardor.’
But as Brodie points out in hia analysig, Clausewitz may have been just
groping for the truth becauge this type of war wag new and little
understood. As we shall see the role of the militia has changed
congiderably since Clausewitzian times.

However, Clausewitz did underatand one key aspect of popular support
and that was regardless of the fortunes a country may be experiencing in a
war, the people offer a gource of "internal gtrength.” He felt no matter
how overwhelmed a state may be, it could maintain it's very sgoul by
mobilizing the people as a last effort., If it fails to do that, °...its
soul is dead’.

Exploitation of Moral Forces: Though Clausewitz spends relatively

little space describing this element in Book Six it is a theme that runs

throughout On War. He stated moral forces permeate war itself. Moral
forces are found in each element of his trinity: the government; the

people; the army and it's leadership. These forces are ugsed to invigorate
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the troops and ingpire them in the quest to repel the invader. Though
Clausewitz gtated moral factors are found in the attack as well as in the
defense he felt factors which may benefit the attacker (such as panic and
confugion in the enemy’'s ranks when they were surrounded or cut off)

would not emerge until late in an engagement, thug, having little bearing
on it's course. The army on the offense received some benefit of moral
forces knowing it had the initiative. However, this could be offset by an
army which had confidence in it's commander and it's record of
victories. ‘39’

Having compiled and analyzed the factorg Clausewitz determined were
respongible for the success or effectiveness of the offense and defenae an
analytical tool is now in place. This tool will agsist in determining
whether or not the defense can 8still be the stronger form of war, in
modern warfare, at the operational level. But before that historical
review takes place one laat theoretical problem must be addressed. How
can we relate a Claugewitzian propogition to an operational level when
Claugewitz did not gpecifically address the existence of an operational
level of war?

Claugewitz recognized only two levels of war: The strategic and the
tactical. He defined strategy as "The use of the engagement for the
object of the war,” and tactics as "the use of armed forces in the
engagement. ‘3!’ So how do we today legitimize attempts at placing
Clausewitzian definitions and theories on a level of war he did not
specifically address? Lieutenant Colonel Gertmann Sude, of the Federal
Republic of Germany’'s Army analyzed the problem this way: -

Claugsewitz had some problems with delineating between the strategic

and tactical levels in On War. In Chapter One, Book Two, he considers

individual acts which can belong to strateg* or tactics, because of
space and time considerationag. In Chapter 13, Book Three, he

expresges the difficulty of determining whether a reserve corps is a

strategic or tactical-level force. In Chapter 13, Book Five, he

cannot precigely decide if the preparation and provisioning of living
uarters is a matter of strategy or tactics. In Chapter One, Book
ix, he introduces the term “Campaign® at the strategic level because
he needs an operation between engagement and war.

One may argue that Clausewitz had reached the conclusion that there

ghould be a third military level. Some issues do not completely fit

on the gtrategic or_tactical level, but a new level was never
expressly defined.¢*?’
It does appear Claugewitz, while writing On War, wag cloge to defining a
third level of war. His gpace/time relationship was expressed in three
levels: position/battle; theater of operations/campaign;
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country/war. ‘33> Ag he gtates in Chapter One, Book Six and pointed out

by Sude:

Pa At the strategic level the campaifn replaces the cugagement and the
N theater of operations takes the place of the position., At the next
AN stage, the war as a whole Peglaces the campaign, and the whole country
1:: the theater of operations, ‘3"’
4

:?f He has, by asgsociation or deductive reasoning, merely suggested the "“next
N state’ ig another level of strategy. Throughout On War Clausewitz uses

-
=‘; the noun “operations” when referring to a campaign or the utilization of
?'1 time/space relationships to accomplish strategic purposes. This use of
?: the term alone is extremely close to a modern definition used in FM

101-5-1 which reads:

)

"A military action or the carryin§ out of a strategic, tactical,
gervice, training, or administrative military misgion; the procesgs of
carrying on combat, including movement, supply, attack, defense, and
maneuvers needed to gain the objectives of any battle or
campaign. " ¢3%°

CAANESI@ Iy

~

In a theoretical paper James J. Schneider traces the evolution of the
term operational art. He concludes three reasons were responsible for the

creation of the term and therefore, subsequently, the creation of the

—

level of war: demographicg; geopolitics; and technology. These factors

A &

combined to expand the battlefield and take away the capability of one man

£

to control all the various elements.‘*®’ The campaign to obtain the

h's strategic objective wag no longer decided by one decisive battle but by

" gseveral decisive battles againgt several different armies which had to be
:ﬁ coordinated in the execution. This evolution, Schneider explaing, had its
‘: claggical origin during the Napoleonic Wars. Since Clausewitz usged
': Napoleonic Warfare as the primary basis for the inspiration of his work
A. there should be little doubt his possible searching for a third level of
1\
‘: war could have materialized from examining the French campaigns conducted
.: in Italy, Russia, and the Iberian Peninsula.
,7 With the "classical” definition now traced back to Napoleonic time,
q and evidence of association identified within On War, the Clausewitizian
’: propogition can be compared to examples of modern warfare to determine if
o the defense can #till be the stronger form of war at the operational
;j level. By examining the operational implicationg of terrain, surprise,

e concentric attack, strengthening the theater of operations through
b
: 10
K
)

~
N«

a

L
o

B oy A T a A A A AT AT A R I T L N O  vaih T N O TR e OO L 3% L
A < e AN et a6 T A AT LN e 7“% O e e N IR T A e T

4 (NN

'\-! \
W5




L2 - &
@ T
PN AW

.
[4

fortregsses, popular support, and the exploitation of moral forces in

»

.y

relation to the German attack on France in 1940 and the Egyptian attack

7

! i across the Suez in 1973 we can evaluate Clausewitz’'s proposition on the

7?5 modern battlefield.

23; The German advance in '40 and the Egyptian agsault in '73 were chosgen

v ) for the unique stature they maintain in world history. Both attacks

! “{ changed the look of warfare for their time and saw the major world powers

:“65 scramble to adjust their military doctrine, training, and equipment to

;*}. meet the changes. The German attack initiated Europe's most moderrn armies

( to the effects of mobile warfare at a lightning pace and a combined arms

y 55 approach to war known as "Blitzkrieg . The Egyptian attack proved to a

,:ﬁ skeptic world that strategic surprise could still be achieved against a

i b highly modern army and that new phrases like °"SAM Umbrella” ghould be

;“ included in any new operational terms dictionary.

, ;E France 1940

:‘¢? The gpring of 1940 saw Hitler and Nazi Germany sitting on a loftly

riﬁ perch which had been congtructed with a military victory in Poland and a
3% series of diplomatic, and political coups. Beginning in 1836 with the

S& German military reoccupation of the Rhineland, Hitler and begun an

4\5‘ aggressive policy of attempting to unify all the Germanic speaking people
553 of Europe under a single state. Thig expansion materialized outaide

post-World War I German borders for the first time in March of 1938 when

i

A

Germany rolled tanks and troops into Austria. Though France and Eritain
lodged vehement protests against the action they did little else. Hitler

continued with hig expansionistic endeavors by declaring the Sudeten area

FRAL

i of Czechoslovakian should be annexed to Germany. In September of the same
';i year, in order to avoid possible armed conflict, France and Britain signed
¢E§ over the Sudeten area to Hitler's Germany without the Czechoglovakia
::, government even attending the conference. With Hitler's promise hisg
::; territorial degires had been sedated the Allies believed they had achieved
_e_ ‘peace in our time". But in March of 193¢ German Troops marched into
E-i; Prague; France and Britain did nothing but sign a defense agreement with
:‘:i Poland; and when Hitler directed the invagion of Poland, with the consent
.SEZ of Rusgia, France and Britain declared war.
‘.i Though war had been declared, the winter of '39 up to the gpring of
:E? 1940 saw little action between the combatants. Germany continued to
= 1n
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) expand her forces and implement doctrinal changes learned from her

& experiences in Poland. France and Britain, though they algo concentrated
;? on expanding their armed forces, did little to learn from the employment
5:\ of weapong and maneuver observed in Poland. In fact, France saw little
l;ﬁ need to re-evaluate her dafensgive doctrine or military composition. Since
t WWI, and the disastrous results of "the offense at all costs”, France had
% ; attempted to develop a military doctrine and national pogture which could
,\\V best meet her unique territorial circumstances. The doctrine was

validated utilizing an analytical approach to historical evidence. After

T
’}"

continual wavering between whether to base the construction of its

1

t‘_l" o>

military on an offensive or defengive doctrine France decided on the

S

, G S A N R R
A, ) \
r..l<l. ,. 'I,_l».l.%.- o

_::i defensive.

‘::i Ag mentioned previously, adopting a defensive strategy was predicated
i on certain theoretical premises and observed factgs. Firgt, the French
:51 military had done a complete reversal on their thoughts on the

::2: effectiveness of new weapondry. Prior to the outbreak of hostilities in
;\“: WWII the French believed the new weapona strengthened the defense with
:??{ their destructive power.‘*?’ The profegsional military schools still

(‘ recognized the importance of a balanced defense which included effective
J§3, counterattacks, but emphagized methodical battle and firepower with room
?i% for offensive action to deliver the decisive blow.‘*®’ The desire to

1?& conduct a methodical battle meant control of all assets had to be

centralized which left little room for lower command initiative. Second, h

: ;ﬁ gince the revolution in the eighteenth century the French military had
fi: been baged on the nation-at-arms concept. A small, professional, standing
Fﬂ: army protected the frontiers in peacetime and was enlarged by the callup
‘:" of reservesd during an invasion of the Republic. The reserves who received
g{: their training due to the national policy of a two-year conscription¢3®’
s were envigsioned as being suited mostly for a defense action. And though
JES France had one of the largest populations in Europe "it could effectively ]
® fight a war against a major power only after calling the nation-to-arms,
i;’ and it could not fight a limited war without placing in risk its entire )
'fbi mobilization system and ite capacity to fight a total war".‘*°> The job
'iii of the standing army was to slow an invader's advance until the reaerves
‘.' could be called up to action.¢*?’

'éﬁ Third, the small size of the standing army and the time needed to call
o 12
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Iksk up the resderves combined with territorial considerations to result in a
& . perceived need to construct a line of fortifications on her borders. The
" *: fortificationg‘*?’ were seen to fulfill four objectives: 1. Allow

Eﬁﬁ economy-of-force operations for a small standing army; 2. Give time for
f‘4 reserve callup; 3. Protection of majority of population, industries, and
;:j ' natural resources which were located in the vulnerable frontier along

igﬁ Germany's border‘**’; and 4. The government and military never wanted
‘.qi to fight a war on French soil again. The line of fortifications gstretched
_tﬁ from Switzerland to France's northeastern frontier, and though
‘ congideration wag given to continuing the line to the English Channel,

;;:j this idea was seen as conveying to her northern allieg a policy of

.352 igolation so was dropped. Thig series of fortifications became known as
;‘E: the Maginot Line and developed in France a gensge of security which would
‘.' permeate the entire French gociety.

\:Q Where the Maginot Line ended the Dyle-Breda Plan began. This plan was
;i; devised to allow the French to march into Belgium to meet a German advance
iif based on a suspected implementation on a variation to the Schleiffin Plan
(':‘ of WII. The Dyle-Breda Plan was deviged by General Maurice Gamelin,

;{;; Commander of the French Military Forces, and was predicated on Belgian
:2i: approval to enter their country and the French desire to fight the war as
’:;: far from French soil as possible. The plan left a akeleton force guarding
e the Ardenneg corridor which wag described by Marshal Philippe Petain as
o~ ‘impenetrable’, but he added, which was ignored by the powera that be,

aﬁ; “provided we make some gpecial dispositions’.

‘igi Though Hitler wanted to begin the invasion in October of 1939 weather,
'TL: troop dispositions, and the recommendation of his military commanders

}t, convinced him to delay the attack until it‘'s ultimate execution in May of
}~: 1940. ’'Plan Yellow', conceived by General Erich von Manstein at the time
'iki an officer on the staff of Field Marshal Gerd von Rundstedt, was launched
ifb on 10 May. By surprising the French and blowing through the Ardennes gap,
_:%. they were able to izolate the allies in the north with a drive to the

‘nj: channel. In gix weeks the French signed an armistice. (Map #1)

!ﬂj After the Germans broke through the Ardennes the first part of the war
ES: was over and the second part, the race to the channel and the battle for
® France, began. It is the first part of the war which is of interest to

g ‘ this study and which will be used. Also though Britain, Holland, and
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Belgium took part in thig confrontation it was the interaction between

France and Germany which was at the center of the final outcome. So
unlegs it ig crucial to prove a point only the French and German action
will be analyzed.

Terrain: This is the factor which Clausewitz felt would always be of
benefit to the defender and regardless of the changes in warfare would
ingure superiority to the defense. Of course that proposition was
predicated on the assumption the defender would make effective use of the
terrain. The German invasion of France has to occupy a position of
notariety in history as one of the worst examples of a defender misusing
the advantage of terrain.though the French recognized the effectiveness
the terrain in the Ardennes provided in delaying or even denying an
enemies penetration through the area they failed to capitalize on it. For
centuries the area had been congidered a major obstacle to any force
marching through it but impenetrable only if combined with man-made
obstacles.‘**’ The Germans recognized the rigks involved with attacking
through the Ardennes, and were extremely apprehensive even when they
reached the Meuse River, but gambled that their enemies would overlook
this vulnerability and leave the German path unobstructed.

When the Germans began their invasion the Belgians had barricaded all
the roads and forest tracks. They had also blown huge craters in the main
roads but for some inexplicable reason they had pulled back their forces
ingstead of engaging the Germans. Thus the Belgians left the obstacles
undefended. ‘*®’ The Germans merely pushed mogt obstacles aside and
moved on. The French believed if the German main effort did come through
the Ardennes it would take up to nine days. Within that time more French
reinforcements could be brought to the area. Unfortunately, they under
estimated the German capability by aix days. On 13 May the Germans were
on the Meuse.

Much of the fault for not defending the area more thoroughly lay with
the Belgiang. The French expected them to construct obstacles, man
defensive positions,‘*®’ and act as a covering force for the French
forcea along the Meuse. Still, when the Belgians withdrew the French
should have retaken their pogitions. But lack of communications between
the Allies and the the French preconception of a northern attack resulted

in the Germang marching through the difficult terrain virtually unopposed.
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Other attributes the terrain gives to the defender are cover and

concealment; ability to observe the enemy approaching your position; and
interior lines of communications. In this example the attacker, not the
defender, made optimum ugse of cover and concealment. With the help of
aircraft providing cover the German deployment through the forest went
unobgerved. Two RAF reconnaissance flights flew over the area the day
before the battle and reported nothing unugsual. The French on the other
hand did little to conceal their pogition -- 8o when the Germans reached
the banks of the Meuse they were able to quickly identify the French
pogitions and take them out. French reinforcements brought into the area
had little time to dig themselves into defensive positions go were eagy
targets for the Germang.‘*”’

Also, Clausewitz as well ag Jomini preached the importance of interior
lines and the benefits to resgupply, reinforcing, and communicating they
give their posgessor. French disorganization, German interdiction
efforts, and the French inability to adjust to this surprise attack
resulted in the French receiving no visible benefit of interior lines.

Finally, even though the Germans were able to march unopposged and
unseen through the Ardennes the French pogitions at Sedan were on the
gubstantial heights over looking the German forces down on the Meuse.
These positions alone, if prepared well, and ranged for the artillery,
could have wrought havoc on the Germans below. As a matter of fact the
initial salvos of those gunas °rendered initial German movements
practically impossible’ though the fire wag sporadic and not outstandingly
accurate. " ¢*®> However, once again due to poor cover and concealment
these positions were destroyed one at a time by the attacking Germans.

So terrain, which Clausewitz perceived as being the very heart of the
defense, was practically negated as an asset to the French due to poor
operational planning and employment.

Surprige: The invasion of France in 1940 ranks as one of most
effective examples of the use of surprise and deception in history.
Firgt, becauge the ultimate result was the collapse of one of the world's
biggest armies in a mere six weeks; second, because the very gsize of the

effort ig a tegtament to the abilities of the German General Staff (and

Hitler) in keeping the action gecret; and third, because of the complete
15
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incompetence of the French Government and its military in gseeing the

attack coming.

When the final operational plan was approved Hitler had ordered that
gecrecy and surprise ghould be of the utmost concern. The Germans decided
to use the fears and assumptions the French had created concerning a
possible attack and incorporate them into "Plan Yellow’. Army Group "B’
would attack in the north through the Gembloux Gap to act like "a
matador's cloak’™ and draw the French deeper into Belgium. The attack was
to be violent, accompanied by a strong air attack, and with no posgibility
of disengaging the enemy. This would confirm known French estimates the
main attack would be a variant of the WWI Schlieffen Plan.‘*®’ The main
attack by Army Group "A" would then strike through the Ardennes into the
lightly held pogitiong around Sedan and cut-off the Allied forces which
had deployed north to meet the secondary German attack. To insure the
viability of tregspassing through the Ardennes the Germans had sent
observers through the area dressed as tourists days before the attack.
Unsugpecting Belgium frontier guards allowed "an unprecedented amount of
bicycligta® into their country.<®®’

Clausewitz said surprise wae one of the factors which partially
benefits the attacker and the Germans set out to optimize the effects of
gurprise. Prior to the offensive even commandera of units in the van of
attack were kept ignorant of its timing until the last possible
minute‘®?’, While pilots in the Luftwaffe were called to briefings with
only 15 minuteg notice. ‘%3’ They knew the French did not expect an
attack through that avenue of approach; they knew the dense forests would
conceal their approach from the air; and though the Luftwaffe gave
gubgtantial effort to covering the advance to ingsure its concealment from
allied air it was not allowed to attack too far forward of the ground
troops. This further digsguised the main effort until it was on the
Meugse. Well into the invasion, Germany continued with her deception
campaign, a key ingredient of surprise, by leaking information that the
main attack would be from Army Group "C° which was poised opposite the
Maginot Line.‘®3’ This proved especially effective gince the French
withheld their operational reserves behind the Maginot Line waiting for
what they thought would be the main attack. The deception in the north
and to the east were exceptional -- with Gamelin not recognizing the main
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13.., effort had been through the Ardennes until the Germans started their

!‘ advance to the channel. By then it was too late.

)

RN Though credit belongs to the Germans in creating surprige some credit

2

must be given to the French for making it possible. One major area of

% ﬁ surprise during the attack was the combined arms approach to the battle of
v ) Blitzkrieg. No modern army had ever as effectively employed the elements
;\{t of air, ground maneuver units, and self-propelled gung to such a high

::i: degree. But this should have not surprised the French. They had seen the
s\:s development of the approach in Spain; read published articles on ite

( capabilities; and watched its development further nurtured in Poland. Its
s\jﬁ employment and effectiveness should have come as no surprise.

il Should they have been so surprised when the attack kicked off on the
::3 10th of May? In January the Mechelen Incident warned them of Germany's
‘i:' impending degires; the attack on Poland showed them how sudden the attack
gf; could occur; Charles de Gaule's admonitions foretold of German intentions;
ﬁﬁ; and just before the invasion began the Swigs told the French of
’igi intercepted messages the attack would begin between 10-12 May. So why,
("—f with all thoge indications, were the French surprised? One answer is
;'$: French assumptions! The French assumed the Ardenneg area wag impassable;
E;ii they assumed the Germans would attempt a variation on the Schleffin Plan
:ﬂ%: which came so close to succesg in WWI; they assumed the Germans would have
T to halt to bring up their fire support during the advance; and they

O

asgsumed their doctrine, based on an analytical study of historical

D w)

: 53 evidence, wag correct in advocating a defensive approach to war. All the
¢i;‘ aggumptions proved invalid.®*’

b-i“ The results of false French assumptions and efficient German use of
f%; surprigse were compelling. Allied aircraft were found lined up in rows on
:é: their airfielde and Dutch troops asleep in their beds.‘®®’ Gamelin

tj; directed the use of limited air agsets against the attack in the north
.“i{ while the attack through the Ardennes achieved uncontested air

\1;% superiority. Much needed reserves were either pushed to the north or held
j:%: in waiting behind the Maginot Line in response to the deception campaign.
;:&: And what of Clausewitz's assertions it is the defender who can surprisge
:;f the attacker with the direction and timing of his counterattacks? The

® only surprige the Germans received was the French didn't appear to launch
:E: any counterattacks with sufficient men, effort, or in a timely manner.
"-"‘. 17
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The effects of the element of surprise on this battle at the operational

and gtrategic levels were crucial to the final outcome.

Concentric Attack: The true focugs for the German attack, the central

concept for the operational plan, was the isolation of the mass of Allied
forces north of the Schwerpunkt through the Ardennes. The coordination of
Army Groups "A° and ‘B’'s’ attacks and the implementation of combined arms
firepower proved too lethal for the French. The Germans had come to
emphasize offense instead of defense by employing the mobility and mass of
armored formation againgt enemy vulnerabilities. A French defeat was
virtually unavoidable since "The French strategy of rushing forward in
Belgium wag particularly vulnerable to the German attack through the
Ardennes.” ‘®®’

0f course, Clausewitz devoted a chapter in Book Six on the
relationghip of the attacker’s concentric attack compared to the
defender’s divergent attack and did not find the defender wanting. The
counterattack launched from an advantage of interior lines was considered
that ultimate "sword of vengeance’ . As described in Alistair Horne's book

To Loge a Battle the French “adhered to counterattack formula because

French doctrine envisaged firat the weakening of an attacker by the
defender’'s fire, and then hig destruction by a massive but tightly
controlled 'battering’ ram. ¢®?’ This approach would have worked had

the Germans adhered to WWI tactics and strategy but they had developed a
new approach to war, one that avoided methodical battles and praised
initiative. They sought out the control centers, the LOC's and targeted
them with air and artillery. Since the French demanded tight control, and
unlike the German commanders were far removed to the rear, strikes against
their communications were doubly effective.

Due to the targeting of control centers the French counterattacks had
their problems. Many times commanders planned localized ripostes and were
unaware of the digsposition of either the German or French troops. During
the initial stage of the attack, "the sluggishnesg and lack of punch with
which these first ripostes were executed characterized almost all the
French counterattackes subgsequently carried out at various levels. ‘%8’
Perhaps Allied air could have played a more substantial role as a means of
counterattacking the Germans. Unfortunately, poor communicationa, lack of
control, and poor coordination between the air and ground forces resulted

18
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in air efforts being a total failure.‘9®’ The French efforts in regards
to divergent attack were not a glowing representation of how viausewitz
perceived the element to be utilized.

Strengthening A Theater of Operations by "Fortresses or Other Means:

On hig chapter on fortifications in Book Six Clausewitz pointed out due to
the inherent static nature of fortificationa the advantages they could
convey were gained by the defender not the attacker. 1In May of 1940 it
was the French who should have reaped any benefits obtained from this
factor. The system of fortifications was not a new concept to the

French. Fortifying frontiers waa a French tradition. Thig influenced the
construction of the Maginot Line, but worries over difficulties mobilizing
quickly, of protecting resources, industries and population centers made
the building of permanent fortifications along portions of the frontier
even more necessary. ‘®°> Doughty wrote:

The Maginot Line was not designed to facilitate the offensive maneuver

P0 waztaesigned vo' protect’ the northeash, 3o canalize the Germang

toward the northern frontier, and to permit the concentration and

movement of large French forces into Belgium.‘®!’

The French built the Maginot Line to be impregnable and after
construction was completed on the eastern frontier the German General
Staff agreed that it wags. They agreed that the line was too formidable
for an assault, especially if there was any possible alternative
gtrategy. ‘%2’ Of course that strategy was formalized in the operational
'Plan Yellow'. Interestingly, Clausewitz addressed the very iggue of a
fortification being too formidable. He predicted, as the French had
planned and the Germans agreed, a fortification which appears impregnable
may end up being bypassed by the attacker.

The Maginot Line accomplished what it was built to do. To cause the
attacker to bypass it and attack in the north. Unfortunately, for the
French the Germans attacked through an area that wasn’'t as well defended.
The Maginot Line did not fail. Not one major fort in the complex fell to
German assaults and they only surrendered after the armistice was signed.
In one ingstance the Germans brought overwhelming infantry, artillery, and
aerial fire support against a fortification at Haguenam but had no success
and failed miserably against fortifications at Fermont and Michelsbersg.
The only German successes were achieved against lighter defenses. ®?®’

The Italiana achieved even less guccess but more losses in their attempts
19
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to breech France's defensed in the sdouth.

However, the fortifications in the north were less extensive. Any
work accomplished to gstrengthen those defenses wag only partially
completed and gufferad from poor terrain selection, poor congtruction, or
lack of concealment. German unitg had Little problem smashing through
these defenses.

As Doughty stated in The Seeds of Disagter the Maginot Line

complex‘®*’ wag not the reason for the failure of French operational
forces in the Ardennes and other sectors. He felt any errors committed by
the French were not due to a "mental complex’ based on an impregnable line
but on strategic thought, operational command and tactical

doctrine.‘®®’ Algo by the inflexibility of their doctrine which

hampered them in responding to the revolutionary gtyle of warfare launched
by the Germans.

Popular Support: This factor Claugewitz gaid primarily meant the

effectiveness of milita, and the arming of the population. But asg Brodie
noted in hig commentary for On War and as already mentioned Clausewitz
appeared a little uncertain how this factor impacted on the subject of
war. With France and Germany in 1940 we find few examples of an armed
populace but the definite existence of a policy based on the role of the
citizen-goldier, <*®’

As with the use of fortifications to protect her frontiers, France had
a history of using citizen-goldiers to fill her armies. In poat WWI
France, howaver, popular opinion was against a large standing army, large
expenditures on the armed forces, and conscription policies of over
one-year. Q@ermany, at the same time, had the external congtraints of a
treaty placed on her which restricted the size of her military, yet,
provided an atmosphere for the professional growth of the regular forces
in her gtanding army. However, as the 19830'a wore on French public
opinion became acutely aware of the growing power and threat of Nazi
Germany.

The French responded to the threat with an analysis of their security
requirements. They constructed a national defengse system predicated on
the participation of the entire nation in a future struggle and hinging on
the importance of the citizen-soldier.‘®?’ On the average, every year
the military budget was increagsed. The frontier fortification system wasg
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f :‘I strengthened, the one-year conscription was increased to two, and the
!r,‘ French started to develop a dangerous sense of invulnerability. The

ff:? “levee en masse , an integral part of the French culture gince 1793, added
:“‘g to this French feeling of safety and to the development of military

‘: :"t doctrine. %%’ A belief existed that, should the nation be invaded, a

}‘)\' swell of popular support would rise up and throw the invader out of the
:E country. The French gsaw themselves as "only an army of defense’; based on
‘.:-}.: a system of conscription rather than a regular army, so therefore, of

:-.f: little danger to her neighbors.‘®*®’ This defensive mindset influernced
( : the military in such a manner that doctrine and training favored the

*vj anti-tank gun (ATG) over the tank. The ATG was less expensive and easgier
‘\-,;\; to learn for an army low on professional soldiers and high on reserves.

: :. And Germany? Well, Hitler after a geries of diplomatic and military

" victories was at the height of popularity with the German people. <’

f-: When the German operational plan kicked off both countries were

:_.r: experiencing a good degree of popular support. But the popular support
‘::'_.:: in France suffered some political division and a little logs of morale asg
.'- German victories in Poland and Norway materialized. The friction which

.' .;';.J, Clausewitz stated should affect the attacker played a bigger role with the
‘ :4 French as troops were slowed by a huge flux of refugees running to the
EE; French interior. As far as the development of partisan activity or

hla popular upriging observed by Clausewitz in Spain, the speed of the German
-\ attack left little time for such activities to be organized.

:::.r.: It ig difficult ultimately to separate the moral factor from popular
::j: support. But just as the morale of the country provided little advantage
":"'_: to the French effort the divided popular support given to the military in
.1 the pre-invasion years undermined the army's capabilities to meet an

:‘ g ingpired, well-led German force.

:;E Moral Forces: One observation summed up the gituation:

‘V::_ No criticism of France’'s wavering allies can obscure this very painful
. tho Final paralysss and heiplessness of the French army were ooTY
v, not” .7V’

E The moral domain which permeates every element of Claugewitz's trinity
::::::: can be found in the Battle for France in 1940. Each moral element of the
'-. political, civilian, and military had a contributing effect on the fall of
;' s France. While Nazi Germany was being directed by a single political party
X 21
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and a dominating political leader, France had been mired in political

muck. Due to opposition party disagreements with the handling of foreign
policy and over matters pertaining to the military at the outbreak of war
the government wag in the midat of dissolution. But the political
involvement in the military was telling:

Their insistence on a short term of service, their denial of the need

Sty e theTn ratusal to inorease ihe Size of the forces compelled

the military to seek simpler solutions and to rely on the correction

of flagrant inadequacies only upon mobilization for war. The rough

Ionstnnined” the ranmeical altbrnativas for the development and "

fielding of a modern force.??’

So constant changing political leadership and political infighting had a
definite effect on the military's handling of war at the operational
level.

The moral domain among the people though leas tangible could still be
identified and it started with WWI. The French had the greatest number of
casualties during the war and saw large areas of its countryside
degtroyed. The desire to stay out of war, or if war came, to stay off
French so0il was deepseeded. Both these degires were partially responsgible
for the ultimate decigsion to build the Maginot Line and the resultant
fatal characterigtic it instilled in the entire country of over confidence
in the line's impregnability. As the German war machine rolled in Europe
the German people strengthened their support of Hitler, while the French
became more dissatisfied and fatalistic.‘”®’ The penetration of the
Ardennes and the cries of Fifth Column treachery were key reasons for the
decline of morale in the people.

Since the political and civilian moral atmosphere was of questionable
fiber at the outbreak of war the status of the military moral constitution
ghould have been vigible. Clausewitz stated the attacking army normally
posgegsgeg the higher moral level aince it receives inspiration knowing it
is on the offenaive. This wag an accurate description of the German Army
in May of 1940. High morale and a sense of invincibility wag starting to
infiltrate the ranks. The operational commanders, have since been
recognized as some of history’'s best, and were noted for their leadership
style characterized by their desire to be close to the battle. The morale
of the French army wag another matter.

The state of the French military’'s morale started at the top. In The
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Seeds of Disaster Robert Doughty writes French leadership was being

directed by staff officers and bureaucratas.
Had France's military leaders been less concerned with bureaucratic
details and more concerned with the major issues of policy, stre&:;y.
and doctrine, they undoubtedly would have fared better in 1940.
But a1l sgoldiers weren’'t bureaucrats and doctrine didn't explain the
collapse of the army. Guderian described the soldiers he came up against
as "flabby civilians...whose morale wag not congpicuously high.® Most
French historians would agree with the assessment, °"in general, resistance
was feeble. ‘7®’ Examples abound of units running away without engaging
the enemy; of artillery left behind without being fired;‘?®’ and of

leaders ordering retreats of their units without being engaged. The

.;‘I

'.

P4

L
b

French Air Force wag described by Air Marshal Barrett as being full of

Xy

> ISI

"apathy and defeatism. ‘77’ Certainly a sad testament to a nation and

o

its army which in 1939 was congidered by the German Staff asz the "best
army in the world."” Certainly, the French achieved little advantage from
any moral factors ai the operational, or at any other level.
Sinai 1973

The Middle-East in October of 1973, and the Sinai Desert in !
particular, was a hot-bed of military and political activity between the
areas two occupants Egypt and Israel. But this situation was nothing
new. Since Israel had become a state by United Nations action in 1948 it
had been to war with its Arab neighbors five times. Each war had seen
Israel grow gradually stronger while the surrounding Arab nations became
increasingly more hostile towards the fact of her very existence. The

atmosphere in the beginning of October was especially gtrained due to the

buildup of Egyptian military forces on the west bank of the Suez Canal and
a corregponding buildup of Syrian forces opposite the Golan Heights on 1
Israel’s North-Eastern border. The buildups were being implemented in
preparation for a Arab coalition attack meant toc achieve limited
objectives againgt the atate of Isgrael.

Though the subsequent Yom Kippur War had two main theaters of
operationg it isg the western arena, along the Suez Canal in the Sinai
Desert, with which this monograph is concerned. There, the two bitter

enemies, Egypt and Israel, waged a war which wag to have far reaching

congequences. The armored battles were the largest history had ever

witnegged, larger than Kursk. The intricacies of the alliances involved
n 23
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almogt brought the United Stated and the Soviet Union toward a military
confrontation. The entire war turned out to be proving grounds for new
military weapons, tactics, and stratgies pitting the technology and
methods of the U.S. against those the U.5.5.R. But the hostilities in
1973 didn't just appear like an apparition, rather, they came to a boiling
point after simmering six years in the War of Attrition.

The War of Attrition began almost immediately after the Six Day War of
1967. The Six Day War had been catastrophic for the Arabs. With its
victory agsured after the cease fire truce wag implemented, Israel had
achieved a number of important gains. She proved her military superiority
on the ground, on the sea, and in the air. Her air forces now dominated
the skies as thoroughly as her ground forces controlled the land. Her
frontiers were expanded in a manner, which for the first time, gave her
eagily defendable borders which added depth to her territory and therefore
depth for her defenses. The Suez Canal and the Sinai Desert provided
Israel with obstacles and pogitions of observation against any future
Egyptian invasiong. The new buffer area between the major Israeli
population centers and her Arad neighbors provided Israel with a sense of
gecurity which wag gimilar to that existing in France in 1840. As in
France, that gense of dgecurity would lead to an unexpected attack from her
worgt enemy.

The significant benefits achieved by Israel after the Six Day War were
only equaled in magnitude by the setbacks experienced by Egypt. For the
gecond time in a little over ten years she suffered a humilitating defeat
at the hands of her congiderably smaller neighbor. Her prestige in the
Arab world wag tarnished and she had again logt the territory in the

Sinai. The morale of the entire country was damaged but the morale in the

Egyptian Army wag at an all time low. 1In an attempt to repair some of the
damage and go on to build his own power base Nasser began his “War of
Attrition” against Igrael almost as soon ag the ink was dry on the 1967
truce.

The Egyptian strategy of attrition had several goals. One goal was to
weaken Israel by a number of limited attacks at selected targets within
her borders. Though Israel always counterattacked with a gignificant

increase in force Nasgser felt a continuation of this policy would slowly

gap Israel's strength and resolve. Another goal was to gain increased
24
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military aid from the Soviet Union. While relative peace wag being

laal'Y >

experienced Nagser wanted to train, equipment, and raise the overall

Fd

;ii: quality of his military so that ultimately he could launch another war to
t;i destroy Israel. The Soviet Union backed the effort financial and her
2&; influence continued to increase in the area until actual aerial combat

A took place between Russian and Israeli pilota. Subsequent to the Soviet
:ﬁ& aid the Egyptian military became one of the largest and best equipped in
: ﬁg the world.

a\" Nasser had sougnt and achieved Soviet aid. He was viewed as ona of
( the major leaders of the Arab world and by 1970 he had rebuilt his army's
?;: gtrength and somewhat it's tarnished reputation. But that same year he
:422 died and Anwar Sadat came to power. Sadat continued the policy of the
p~ﬁ ‘Three Noes® begun by Nasser (no peace; no negotiation; no recognition);
'. continued to strengthen hig military; and though he expelled the Soviets
[~ from Egypt in 1972, continued to receive substantial Soviet military aid.

This aid, among other things, resulted in Egypt having one of the most

- e
1'.\.“

)
LN

sophisticated and dense surface-to-air misgile (SAM) defenge systems in

»
v
L5

P

the world. Under Sadat's, the number of Egyptian exerciges and military

e SR,

maneuvers increagsed, while the number of raids into Israeli territory and

-
,'$: hostile actions on the canal gignificantly diminished.
;ffg With the apparent lessoning of tensiong along the Suez there were
) moves in the government and some pressure among the Israeli people to cut
-;;- come of the military budgdet. One of the suggested budgetary cuts was on
:§ the manning of the Bar-Lev Line. Originally consisting of 35 forts
:jr: heavily dug-in, each fortification held approximately 15 men and was
R reinforced by armored units located between the forts. As tensions eased
W?%. gome forts were blocked up, but as the situation worsened a number of the
’fgf forts were being reopened. The Suez Canal, Bar-Lev Line, regular Israeli
ijf Army, and Sinai Desert were considered obstacles sufficient in stature to
\;i delay an attacking army long enough for the regerves to be mobilized and
’n moved to forward pogitions. The Idraeli government and military believed
?;' they would also have sufficient intelligence warning to strengthen their
»it; defenge positiong and to call up the resderves before an attack could
E;: actually be launched against their frontiers. On 6 October 1973 at 1430
o hours the Egyptians launched an attack acrogs the canal. The Israeli's
:Eg had become victims of a surprise attack which they felt could not
':3 25
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happen. (Map #2)

The Egyptian operation was part of a coordinated attack supported by a
Syrian assault on the Golan Heighta. No mention of the Syrian effort will
be discusged unlesgd it ig determined to be of value to the analysis of the
Suez/Sinai Theater of Operations.

Terrain: Two dominant terrain features played large roles in the
war: the Suez Canal and the Sinai Desert. The former played a
considerable role throughout the war in the operational plans of both
gides, while the latter tended to have more of a passive influence. The
Canal was congidered by the Egyptiang as their firgt major
obgtacle.‘?®> The Isgraeli's gaw it, along with the Bar-Lev Line, as
their first line of defense. The Sinai on the other hand presented
difficultieg, or opportunities, because of ita width. Egypt could not
range the population centers of Israel except with Soviet SCUD missiles.
Israel predicated its defenge policies around the fact that the width of
the desert provided time to mobilize the reserves, slow any invader, or
intercept any attacking aircraft. The Sinai Degert presented to Israel
the key ingredient Clausewitz 8aid the defense required -- time. But the
role the canal played in the war, on both sides, is peculiar if examined
through Clausewitz's ruminations.

Clausewitz congidered rivers to be of a limited asget to a defense.
Considering the Suez Canal on the average only 180-250 yards wide and from
50 to 60 feet‘?®’ deep the parallel can most certainly be draw towards a
river. About rivers he sgaid:

"...their peculiar characteristic ig that they act like a tool made of

Sndenved, on their defensive capacity fails te pisces and then coases

completely.”

He goes on to add that historical examples of the successful defense of
rivers are rare.‘®®’ In his Commentary in On War Brodie specifically
addresses the Israeli position of even congidering the Suez Canal as a
meaningful barrier againgt the crogsing of Egyptian troops and wonders how
they reached their opinion.*®!’ The Israelis did congider the Suez

Canal along with the Bar-Lev Line as a major obstacle to an Egyptian
advance.®*2’> However, congidering its narrow width and the limited
capabilities of the fortifications it should have been considered a mere

aid to observation or trip-wire to an early warning system.‘®®’
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; ﬁ The Egyptian utilization of the canal in their operational plans also
( suffers under Clausewitzian scrutiny. Brodie points out that:

P

hv& ...an advancinflarmy ia disadvantaged from having a wide river in its
e rear, for its lines of communications and of retreat may be limited to
L . one or a few crosgging points.

.') ’ In Book Five, Chapter Six while discusasing the disposition of the army
_'i' Claugewitz mentions considerations which should be made concerning the
ﬁ::: ' existence and security of an army.‘®®’> Four of thoge considerations

;«;E were: 1) Ease ot supply; 2) Ease of quatering; 3) Security of the rear;

( and 4) Open ground to itg front. These taken individually show the

: ﬁg Egyptiansg: 1) Were ultimately cut-off from their base of supply with the
N :ﬁ canal to their back; 2) The bridgeheads provided target rich environments
: 25 for the Israelis once the SAM umbrella was destroyed; 3) Once the armored
‘ regserves were moved to the east bank the Egyptian rear proved vulnerable
;\ii to Israeli attack; 4) The two bridgeheads established by the Egyptians
‘Ei: were under observation and artillery fire from the hills five miles inland
iz? which overlooked the Suez Canal.

1 The Israelis made positive use of the terrain by maintaining

:'*2; possesgion of the hills that overlooked the canal. From the hills they
jﬁﬁ could observe the Egyptian actions and keep their own maneuverg hidden.

? ﬁﬁ The Egyptians failed to expand their initial bridgeheads so didn't suffer
ffﬁ the problems encountered by the Israelis while maneuvering in Sinai/Suez
T gands. In mogt areas travel was limited to the roads or vehicles suffered
W being stuck in goft, shifting sand or mushy swampland which was in the

; ﬁs north.

A J The key to the conflict concerning the factor of terrain was the

; ridgelines which offered observation and concealment to the occupier. The
:;:E Egyptians failed to geize these terrain features and the Israelis made
‘ﬁg good uge of them. ‘®®’

'#ﬂ Surprige: The Egyptian attack on Israel was an unqualified success in
o the uge of surprise. The extent of the surprise went beyond the frontiers
,;fj of Israel to include the complete astonishment of the United States. “The
;itz mogt powerful medium in the art of war® was gkillfully employed by a

Z,{j country Israeli leaders almoat held in complete contempt. Clausewitz

'i:' stated a portion of the advantage achieved by employing the factor of

:C;i gurprige would be gained by the attacker. To analyze surprige ag it was
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utilized in this war an examination of the means, causgesd, and elements of
surprise from the tactical, operational, and strategic levels of war will
be conducted. The Egyptians knew that to defeat the Israelis they would
have to dedtroy lIgrael'sg three offengive forces: Her air force; her armor
forces; and her ability to mobilize her reserves rapidly. The f{irst two
Egypt planned to defeat with new tactics, the latter with surprige.

The surprise was to be achieved by an intricate, ingenious, and
sophisticated deception plan. To begin the plan, Sadat needed the
capability to have complete freedom of action. So, in July of 1972 he
expelled the Soviet Union from Egypt. Since Nasser the Soviets had
continued to increase their presence in Egypt so to avoid any conflicts
with, or restrictions imposed by the Soviets, Sadat removed them from the
country. ‘®?’> The next step was to adhere strictly to the cease-fire
agreement. This was degsigned to lead Israel to believe tengions were
eagsing--and it worked. Next to lull the Israelig into a false sense of
security a number of miginformation broadcagts were conducted. These
broadcasts told of poor maintenance and bad equipment, areas which were
meant to reinforce Israeli opinions on the poor state of the Egyptian
army. ‘®®> Next Egypt began to step up her military exercises and
maneuvers behind and on the canal. As the exercises became more frequent
the sense of apprehension digplayed by the Israelis became less and less.
Later Egypt started doing some “sabre rattling’ by creating a war
atmogphere on the radio, but they never mobilized the reserves or civil
defense. Finally, more troops were brought up to the canal, a gituation
the Israelis could not fail to see, but that was dismigged by saying
Egyptian forces had been on the canal in force gince 1969. Approaching
October more troops were brought up to the canal; artillery support
gtarted moving up; missile sites were being manned and finally minefields
were being cleared. The actual offengive wag approaching. With the final
buildups Igrael did get more suspicious. The Soviets offset this with
broadcagts claiming that the Egyptiang were manning their frontiers for
fear of an imminent Israeli attack. One final act was played which
appears to have been directed to take Israel’'s attention from her borders
and out into the world. Terrorists held up a train and through
negotiations got the President of Austria to shut down a trangit center
for Jews between Moscow and Vienna. The Israeli government showed great
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concern and directed their attention to the world beyond her borders. On
October 6th the Egyptians were ready to attack and didn’'t even inform
their unit commandere until hours before the offensive.

The attack kicked off and caught Israel off-guard. How this could
occur with the information available makes for an interesting study in
conceit, arrogance, and ignorance. The Israelis had noticed the buildups
but had also noticed similar buildups in the past which, though
predictions of war were made, never materialized. This appeared to be
just another buildup. Arrogance entered the picture when no concern wasg
raised as forced ratios on the border increased, but the majority of
genior leadership still believed Israeli soldiers could handle the odds.
The buffer zone provided by the new territory in '67 also allowed a sense
of se~urity to permeate the Israeli mentality. Ignorance came into play
by an Israeli leadership which could not understand the Arab mentality
which would launch an attack, that could result in massive losses, to
achieve only limited objectives. With surprise the Egyptians were able to
seize two bridgeheads, overrun most of the Israeli strongpost
fortifications, and expand their lodgements before the reserves could be
mobilized. The Egyptian operational plan baged on gurprise had been a
guccess.

To defeat the offengive elements of Israeli air and armor, the
Egyptiang surprised them again. To defeat Israeli air and cover the
bridgeheads, the Egyptians deployed the densest concentration of
surface-to-air misgiles in the world. The Israeli losses of aircraft in
the first few hours were more than they had lost throughout the entire Six
Day War in '67. To knock-out the armor, infantry units were placed
forward into positions, concealed by terrain, and along routes where the
Egyptians had observed the Israeli tanks always maneuvered. Then with
saturation levels of anti-tank misgsiles the units surprised the onrushing
tanks which had no infantry support (another observation made by the
Egyptiang). O0f the 360 tanks on the canal the Egyptians claimed to have
knocked out 300. So, as predicted by Clausewitz, the attacker
can make good use of surprise. However, he algo stated the defender can
utilize the factor of surprise with his direction and location of his
counterattacks. Unlike the French in 1940 the Israelis adapted to the
threat. Air gtrikes were limited until ground unite made surprise raids

29




™ )

'

freely. Though the bridgeheads were eventually to link up their sgupport

systems were to remain near the crogsing sites to protect the bridges

I o,

y leaving a "weak seam”™ between the two armies. The Igraelis eventually

‘ identified the seam and launched their counterattack acrogs the canal

through it. Due to the distances involved along the canal; the separation

\ of the two Egyptian armies; the length of the Israeli defenses; and

4 therefore the size of the theater involved, the Egyptians achieved none of
the advantages of crogs-fires associated with a concentric attack.

Another advantage identified with a concentric attack is the concentration

( of power against a single force. The firgt element of crosgs-fires must be
™ aggsociated with fire support systems while the second pertains to ground
;ﬂ maneuver units. These units achieve the advantage envigioned by

:: Claugsewitz from converging on a single force to degtroy it. This aim was
‘: not accomplished by the Egyptians at the operational level. They did have
> their units linkup and destroy individual Israeli strongpoints along the

. canal but not against any Israeli operational reserves in a combined

2 effort between the two Egyptian armies. The basic Egyptian plan had been
k' to crogs the canal with two armies of approximately equal strength.‘®°’

- Later the two armies would proceed along separate lines of advance to gain
i objectives deeper in the Sinai Desert. This kept the Egyptians from

: combining the strengths of their two armies and allowed the defending

Israelis to attack each of the armies separately from divergent lines
eventually isolating them from each other. No convergence of forces to
concentrate power was achieved by the Egyptians.

Clausewitz's last advantage of the concentric attack was the ability
of the converging forces to surround or cutoff the enemy’s lines of

retreat. Thisg Clausewitz said would be difficult to do above the tactical

A A TBATA RS

level because a defender would have ample time to recognize such a

maneuver in the larger areas associated with a theater of operations.

Having identified the maneuver, he would utilize hia advantage of interior

lines to extricate himself. When larger distances are concerned

Clausewitz stated that the advantage of interior lines increases. The

P R

defender has less distance to maneuver while the attacker's distances

increage. O0f course, in reality, the point is moot. The Egyptians never

N A

came cloge to capitalizing on the advantage of cutting off the lines of
retreat of any substantial Israeli force. On the contrary, it was the
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¢ > Israeli’'s who utilized their interior lined to conceal their movementsd,
(' protect their supplies, and launch their counterattacks against the
.ﬂ& Egyptian bridgeheads and eventually across the canal.
' ﬁs Finally, Clausewitz mentionsg:
~,' »
T Cat Once a defense hags embraced the principle of movement (admittedly
Ll gtarting later than the attacker, but still in time to burst the
!_) numbing bonds of inactivity) the benefit of greater concentration and
A interior lines becomes a decisive one which is more likely to lead to
f}. a victory than a convergent pattern of attack.‘®®’
;$}; The Israelis embraced maneuver immediately and with the security provided
n’."a
,{{ﬁ by interior lines (a security greatly enhanced by the protection of the
i - Israeli Air Force), a flexibility to adapt their counterattacks to the
:fié tactics employed by the Egyptiana, and the desire to seize the initiative
" (N of counterattacks at every level they were able to limit Egyptian advances
6.32 and turn the tide in their favor,¢®2®’
“ Strengthening Theater of Operations by Fortregges: The degree of
R surprige, speed, and strength of Egypt’s attack completely overwhelmed the
defengse fortifications of the Bar-Lev Line. Though the Egyptians
s congidered the line a formidable barrier ‘®*’ it did not provide much of

an obatacle to their attack and the ease of the crossing would surprise

even the most optimistic of operational plannera.‘®*’ Part of the

e e " T P T

:’: explanation for the limited opposition provided by the Israeli defensge
,E gystem ig due to the controversy which surrounded the actual role of the
canal defenses.
:) One opinion suggested the line should be a formidable barrier with an

elaborate gystem of strong fortifications intended to prevent any

" A penetration of Isgraeli frontier. Another opinion saw the first as too
"Nf, expansive and suggested a series of fortified strongpointa held by a
%%r; minimum number of troops. Support would be provided by mobile armor units
o
wzj and artillery firing pogitions to the rear. This type of defense was
‘H‘l' )
ﬁ meant to slow any enemy advance. It would also provide time for the
bt reserve units to move forward and repel the invaders. Still others
o believed the canal ghould only have observation posts to sound an alarm of
3gf% any incursions made and leave the actual defense to a highly mobile,
0
h 4 indepth deployment of combat units. Thig recommendation was opposed by
'
k& . those who felt since the ultimate objective of the country would be to
; counterattack and throw the invaders back -- this option meant Israel
Ny
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