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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines military performance in both urban and traditional non-
urban environments. Cases used in this study are German operations on the Russian
front, Israeli operations during the Yom Kippur War, and U.S. Marine operations in
South Vietnam. Thisthesis establishes a framework for analysis consisting of six factors.
These include environment, time, informational aspects of military operations,
application of existing technology, intangible human factors, and the decision-making of
both political and military leaders. Analysis of the three cases points to a number of
common trends including, shortcomings when units enter in the urban environment. We
note a lack of urban operations training, an increase in time to accomplish tasks, a
resistance to operate at night, difficulty processing and communicating information, and
micro-management of city fighting by political and military leaders who typicaly refrain
from such management during non-urban combat. Results of this study suggest a heed to

incorporate consideration of our six factorsinto current doctrine.
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l. A DIFFERENT WAY TO THINK ABOUT URBAN WARFARE

Cities present a most complex and dynamic environment for combat. The
growing urbanization of the world’s population, rapidly evolving global interdependence
of cities, and the asymmetric advantages urban terrain offers technologically inferior
forces suggest that the probability and significance of urban warfare will greatly increase
in the future. During the Cold War, U.S. military doctrine called for operations to avoid
cities if possible (FM 90-10, 1979). This school of thought likely developed from the
excessive costs and violence associated with urban combat that were discovered (or
rediscovered) during operations in WW Il to include: Aachen, Manila, and Berlin, to
name afew. Only recently has urban combat been addressed as unavoidable.

A. THE PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to improve understanding of the forces at play in a
city during combat operations and to determine whether there is a way to control and
manipulate these forces with the goal of making urban operations more effective.
Combat in the urban environment affects units differently than fighting in other types of
environment. Urban combat is not necessarily more difficult; rather, it is more complex.
Failure to understand how the characteristics and dynamics of the urban setting impact
operations is manifested in increased costs in lives, resources, and total damage, which

leads to the perception that urban warfare is harder and to be avoided if possible.

Recent conflicts in Somalia, the former Yugoslavia, Chechnya, the West Bank,
and Iraq have witnessed a marked rise in the number of battles fought in urban terrain.
Militaries which choose not to address the nature of urban battle beforehand typically
find themselves forced to change strategies and tactics during the execution of urban
operations, thus generating confusion, uncertainty, and ineffectiveness. Units structured,
equipped, and trained for linear combat at extended ranges, involving intricate technical
systems, disciplined formations, and centralized decision-making quickly discover that
the urban environment nullifies two-dimensional doctrines and causes the battle to
devolve into a series of small scale primordial melees. Commanders lose control of their
units, and individual soldier tenacity, ability, and resolve become more important to the

result than in other environments. As Genera Vladimir Chuikov, commander of the
1



Soviet 62" Army at Stalingrad, put it, “Fighting in a city is much more involved than
fighting in the field. Here the ‘big chiefs' have practically no influence on the officers
and squad leaders commanding the units and subunits’ (as cited in JP 03-06, 2002).

For much of history, generals hoped to avoid urban combat due to the terrible
costs to their armies, civilian populations, and the cities themselves. Sieges most likely
emerged as the dominant tactic for capturing cities because storming them was too costly.
But, no matter how much commanders wished to avoid the costs of urban combat, these
operations persisted, from the sack of Carthage in 146 B.C. to the fall of Baghdad in
2003. Armies trained and organized to think and fight on open terrain have struggled to
address the nature of urban warfare. From the Roman legionsin Jerusalem in 70 A.D. to
Russian motorized rifle regiments in Grozny in 1994-1996, armies unfamiliar with how
the urban environment challenges their organization have seen their effectiveness,
advantages, and capabilities greatly reduced. One of the doctrinal legacies of WWII,
lasting through the end of the Cold War, was that urban combat was to be considered a
peculiar problem, best handled with greater numbers and superior firepower (McClarin et
al., 1987). Wishing to avoid the costs associated with positional warfare in cities,
militaries called for avoiding cities whenever possible even though many of these
militaries possessed an urban doctrine.1

The post-Cold War environment and experiences in Somalia, Northern Ireland,
and Chechnya led to a renewed interest in urban warfare and a rebuttal of the idea that
fighting in cities could be avoided. This renewed interest generated a series of doctrinal
revisions, technological studies, and policies regarding urban warfare. The fruits of these
efforts have been reaped by militaries that subsequently adapted their combat systems,
training, and tactics to account for the urban environment. The recent effectiveness of the
Russians in the Third Battle of Grozny 1999-2000, the Israelis in the West Bank, and the
U.S/U.K. operations in Irag, suggest that some units have been properly prepared to

handle the challenges of urban operations.

1uU.S. Army field manual, FM 90-10 dated 1979 advises commanders to avoid urban battle. Olga
Oliker, in, Russia’ s Chechen Wars 1994-2000 (2001), determined that Russian urban doctrine prior to the
first battle of Grozny advocated the bypassing of cities unless otherwise absolutely necessary. Brigadier
General (retired) Avidor of the Israeli Defense Force, during a guest lecture at the Foreign Military Studies
Office, Fort Leavenworth, KS on 12 March 2003 said following the 1973 Y om Kippur War, many Isragli
officers did not want an urban doctrine, because then there would be an excuse to conduct urban operations.

2



But do these cases represent the worst that cities can throw at soldiers? We think
not, and because of this there is a continuing need to improve urban combat capabilities
for long-term stability and influence. In our review of military theory, history, and
current literature on urban warfare we have yet to find a comparison between urban and
non-urban environments that convincingly demonstrates how challenges are magnified as
units transition from one environment to the other. Consequently, this study seeks to
answer the question, “How do cities affect time, information, use of technology,
human factors, and decision-making differently than do other environments?’ In order
to address this question, this study will briefly review classic military theory,
contemporary literature on urban warfare, and current U.S. urban warfare doctrine to
determine the origin and present state of thought about the subject, and the extent to
effectiveness with which these factors are already addressed. Following this review, our
hypotheses about urban combat are presented and we then examine the cases of
Stalingrad, Suez City, and Hue. These cases will show the extent to which each factor is
or is not magnified as the same or like units move from a non-urban to urban
environment. Following presentation of the cases, the factors will be compared and any
identifiable trends will be explained. In the conclusion, we will make recommendations
for the conduct of urban warfare by taking these factors into account.

B. THE FOUNDATION FOR CURRENT URBAN DOCTRINE AND
THOUGHT

Many of the classic military theorists tend to limit their thinking about treatment
of urban warfare to the decision of whether or not to attack a city. While some mention
is made of tactics, the predominant theme in classic theory is rooted in the strategy of
attacking cities or fortifications. The problems encountered during urban operations in
Mogadishu and Grozny revived interest in the subject, and the current literature on urban
warfare concentrates on the nature of the environment, technical innovations, and
recommendations for doctrinal adjustments. Current U.S. military urban doctrine, for
instance, reveas improvements in addressing the challenges of urban operations. But, in
our view, this updated doctrine guides commanders based on lessons learned from
previous urban operations. Current doctrine falls short in educating officers about why
and how the urban environment creates a sharp contrast with the non-urban environment,

and how those who must make this transition might mitigate the effects.
3



1. Classical Military Theory

The problems and challenges associated with waging urban warfare have been
around since ancient times. Sun Tzu wrote about urban warfare as early as 500 B.C.,
during a very violent period in Chinese history when sieges were common and
technologies for urban attacks were advanced. In The Art of War, (Griffith, 1963) Sun
Tzu advised against attacking cities because they degraded freedom of maneuver,
required inordinate amounts of time and soldiers, and caused loss of initiative. Sun Tzu
implied that besieging or storming a city led to positiona attrition-type warfare, which to
Sun Tzu meant an absence of strategy. Sun Tzu did recognize that there were proper
occasions for attacking a city, but only when that effort would lead directly to the
enemy’s defeat. His most explicit advice on urban warfare is found in his famous quote,
“The worst policy is to attack cities. Attack cities only when there is no aternative”
(Griffith, 1963, p. 78). It is clear in reading Sun Tzu that he understood the costs
associated with urban warfare, but he stopped short in his explanation about the

relationships between urban warfare and costs.

In Josephus Flavius' account of Titus' costly seizure of Jerusalem in 70 A.D.,
Josephus observed that the narrow winding streets of Jerusalem were not conducive to
moving in massed formations, thereby forcing the Romans to move in small groups that
had to guard their flanks continuously as well as fight to their front. Cleary the Romans
were masters of siege warfare, but once they made it past the walls, Josephus indicates
that they were not fully prepared or comfortable with fighting in the city streets (Farmer,
1960, pp. 203-207).

Niccolo Machiavelli witnessed many sieges in northern Italy during the 16th
century and saw first hand the terrible costs associated with that form of maneuver. He
advocated in his book, The Art of War (Farneworth, 1965), that the best way to attack a
city is to “fall upon it unaware” (Farneworth, 1965, p. 195). He believed that the best
way to engage in urban combat was to attack with speed, surprise, and shock in order to
gain and keep the initiative. He advocated that it was better to draw an enemy out of a
city than to commence siege warfare; this was exemplified, for instance, by Scipio who

drew Hannibal out of Carthage by moving his army away (Farneworth, 1965, p. 195).



Machiavelli was also one of the first theorists to acknowledge the usefulness of
the civilian population in defending a city. He mentions that people unaccustomed to
siege can easily be persuaded to surrender, especialy if an army can generate fear or
panic within the population, but that it is necessary to grant the population quarter or
allow people an avenue of escape to prevent them from feeling the need to stiffly resist
(Farneworth, 1965, pp. 190-195). Additionally, Machiavelli makes a few tactica
observations, but, in general terms, like Sun Tzu, he advocates avoiding cities whenever

possible.

The Napoleonic Era was the great age of maneuver, when commanders sought
decisive victory in open terrain. Much of the thought concerning urban warfare during
this period was limited to the challenges of getting through the fortifications and walls.
Street fighting, after the breach of outer defenses, was feared, and this trepidation is best
captured by Napoleonic author Rory Muir's description about fighting inside a city
“...produces nothing but shapeless slaughter without purpose, and an army beyond the
control of its general” (Muir, 1998, p. 20). Clausewitz, in On War (1976), devotes most
of his efforts on urban warfare to the tactical problem of overcoming fortifications
surrounding cities. He concluded that infantry comprise the necessary arm for urban
fighting, and that military virtue within soldiers is more important in terrain that tends to
complicate operations and disperse forces (Paret, 1976, p. 188). At the strategic and
operational levels, Clausewitz, implies that urban warfare is to be avoided unless the
objective is directly linked to the defeat of the enemy. This relationship is important
because Clausewitz understood that the costs in terms of time and violence that are
associated with urban combat have the potential to throw political will and military

necessity out of sync, which can lead to a host of unintended consequences.

B. H. Liddell Hart, in Strategy (Liddell Hart, 1968), and Mao, in On Guerrilla
Warfare (Griffith, 1978), mention little about the tactics of urban operations, but they do,
devote alot of effort to the examination of will and morale, human psychology, surprise,
and the use of maneuver to achieve true concentration. Liddell Hart emphasizes
understanding and manipulation of human affars as opposed to the physical
manipulation of combat power. Mao believed that the best way to conduct war was

through the use of small units acting independently, constantly moving and constantly
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applying pressure (Griffith, 1978, p. 78). Mao believed that a mix of regular and
irregular forces is vital to success and that in some environments it may even be
beneficial for orthodox armies to function as guerrillas. He aso believed in two criteria
essential for success in war: “realization of the people's aspirations’ and adaptable
leadership not bound by formulae and rules (Griffith, 1978, pp. 76-97).

2. Contemporary Literatureand Current U.S. Urban Doctrine

S.L.A. Marshall was one of the first post-WWII military thinkers to call for
preparation for urban warfare. In his Notes on Urban Warfare (1973), Marshal
challenges the doctrinal wisdom of avoiding cities and examines how fighting in cities
can best be done. Marshall demonstrates that little theoretical effort has been devoted to
the subject of urban warfare, so he offers historical evidence and the principles of war as
away to solve the problem (Marshall, 1973, pp. 3-7). Marshall uses historical evidence
from WWI and WWII to develop technica and tactical means for addressing the
environmental complexities of the urban landscape. Marshall’s primary area of emphasis

is on how to use technol ogies to overcome urban obstacles (Marshall, 1973).

In 1987, a Defense Technical Institute report, analyzing 22 urban battles fought
between 1942 and 1982, concluded that, “current doctrine is well-founded in advising
attacking American forces to avoid cities where this is feasible” (McLaurin, Jureidini,
McDonald, & Sellers, 1987, p. 3). The report also notes that taking cities consumes large
amounts of time; the attacker has an advantage only if the ratio of forcesis 4:1 or greater;
intelligence and firepower are key factors; and it is easier for an attacker to win if the
defender is alienated from the population. The report also addresses the utility of putting
technical systems designed to perform other tasks to innovative uses, such as air defense

artillery in aground support role or tanks working behind infantry (McLaurin, 1987).

Dr. Russell Glenn, of RAND, thoroughly analyzes the peculiarities of the urban
environment and the impact they have on operations. His work includes examination of
environmental differences and the effects they have on time, command and control, and
information systems (Glenn, 2000). Glenn aso calls for development of weapons,
communications, and support systems to account for the environmental challenges
presented by urban areas and the need for joint urban operations doctrine. Glenn

developed the notion that cities today are bigger and more complex than in WWII, and
6



that the key to urban warfare lies in overcoming the chalenges presented by
environmental densities which impact military forces (Glenn, 2000). Glenn proposes that
one way to deal with urban combat is to prepare for it, and that the extent of preparations

should be an important measure of combat readiness.

In contrast, Lieutenant Colonel (retired) Ralph Peters focuses on the human
dimension of the urban environment and the challenges associated with urban combat as
a consequence of different cultures, social patterns, and customs. In Peters mind, the
key variable of urban warfare is the population (Peters, 2000); he feels human complexity
Is greater and more important than the physical challenges of city fighting. Peters aso
argues that fighting in Third World urban areas will present particular problems for
military forces, such as disease (Peters, 1999). He adds that the U.S. military is not fully
prepared to handle the challenges of urban combat even though militaries will naturally
be drawn into them (Peters, 1999, pp. 71-72). Peters calls for significant restructuring of
military units tasked with urban operations to account for the predictable drain on the
human capacity to endure continuous high stress, violence, and dramatic change (Peters,
1999, p. 73).

Dr. Roger Spiller, in Sharp Corners (2001), calls for areviva of interest in urban
operations. He challenges the military to demonstrate a willingness to innovate and adapt
policies and doctrine to acknowledge future threats that will use urban terrain as an
asymmetric advantage when confronting U.S. military superiority. Spiller’s analysis of
the urban environment not only addresses its physical and human characteristics, but also
succinctly demonstrates how the two are intertwined. His analysis has led him to
conclude that cities are linked to supporting systems and have rhythms of activity which,
in operational terms, can be somewhat vulnerable to manipulation by military forces.
Spiller also examines the long history of sieges and urban battles, and draws lessons from
those battles as well as his environmental analysis to propose ideas for updating current

approaches to solving the complexities of urban warfare (Spiller, 2001).

Operational experiences throughout the world in the 1990s, as well as the

influence of contemporary literature, led to vast efforts to embrace urban training, such as



exercises, experiments, and an overhaul of U.S. urban doctrine. The cornerstone
documents of this doctrinal repair are JP 03-06: Doctrine for Joint Urban Operations
(2002) and U.S. Army FM 3-06: Urban Operations (2002).

JP-03-06, written by the U.S. Marine Corps, addresses the need for a joint urban
operations doctrine. The premise of this innovative publication is that the urban
environment is more difficult and presents a series of unique challenges in terms of
personnel and equipment. The crux of JP 03-06 is based on defining the urban
environment, and then proposing ways to operate within the constraints presented by that
environment. JP 03-06 acknowledges that cities constrain the ability to command,
control, and coordinate forces as well as pose challenges to information operations. The
main premise for this assertion is that cities can reduce the advantages of a
technologically superior army. JP 03-06 does stress the importance of the human
dimension of combat, as well as offers several other considerations for executing
effective urban operations, such as synchronization and tempo challenges, environmental
considerations, and force protection measures. Finally, the publication also addresses the
utility for application of several assets rarely discussed in urban warfare, to include: space
and psychological operations, civil-military relations, specia operations, and
consequence management schemes for man made or natural disasters (JP 03-06, 2002).

FM 3-06 is the army’s latest revision of tactical-level urban operations doctrine.
This publication is designed to provide brigade, battalion, and company level
commanders and staffs insight into how to conduct urban operations. The manual does
provide very detailed guidance on analysis of the physical characteristics of the urban
environment, and it details a host of tactics, techniques, and procedures for executing
urban operations—from crossing a street to clearing a building to calling in fire support
(FM 3-06, 2003).

Our review of the military theory, contemporary literature, and past and present
U.S. urban doctrine included many more articles, reports, and manuals, but much of this
other literature ssmply repeated or amplified points made above, or to include simply
warning forces to steer clear of urban warfare. Lessons learned from past urban battles,
as well as established military principles based on theory, have for the most part provided

8



the foundation of current thinking about urban operations. From our synthesis of this
literature and our own insights into military operations (see bibliography) we derived 5
key factors for urban warfare: time, information, use of technology, human factors,
and decision-making. We note that nowhere in our literature review were these factors
mentioned together and, except for the environmental factor, none were compared across
non-urban to urban settings in order to illustrate just how different combat in different
kinds of environments can be. Essentially, our examination of the urban warfare
literature led us to conclude that these factors are not explored in the detail required to
produce a true understanding of what happens to military forces as they leave a more
open terrain and head into a city. We discovered that, quite often, the only analysis and
discussion surrounding urban combat involves: when to choose to go into a city, how to
understand the urban environment, how to deal with civilians, or a list of technical and
tactical quick fixes. Prior unit experiences and how these may affect a unit's
performance in a city are not addressed. By demonstrating that the five factors we have
identified are instrumental across environments, we hope to provide insights into how to
better improve capabilities to conduct urban operations.
C. THE PRINCIPAL FACTORS OF URBAN WARFARE

It is our belief that urban warfare is considered complex, costly, and dreaded
because, somehow, the urban environment magnifies the effects of time, information,
use of technology, human factors, and decision-making on forces engaged in combat
in urban areas. This magnification, while difficult to measure empiricaly, appears to
impact the effectiveness of units in an urban setting more so than in non-urban

environments.

The complexity innate to urban areas is the primary cause for the magnification of
the factors and the challenges they, in turn, generate. This magnification of effect creates
implications and consequences for fighting forces that are unique to urban combat, even
though the factors themsel ves are not peculiar to urban combat. Understanding the nature
of a conflict, as well as having a keen awareness of the enemy, are two essential
conditions for waging successful war in any environment. In urban warfare, the ability to



manipulate these key factors relative to the enemy is a third condition for success,
success that we define as mission accomplishment characterized by a reduction in overall

suffering, damages, and costs.

It is necessary to view the factors of urban warfare not as constants or
fixed variables. Their effects and relationships evolve and morph based on actions taken
by both sides2 For example, the effects of the factors and their interactions in
Mogadishu were completely different on 3 October 1993 than they were on 3 September,
and their effects were dissimilar for all the factions involved. The thing to keep in mind
Is that the effects are relative, and that they will never affect one side in the same manner
asthey affect the other.

1. Main Hypothesis

If a military does not take measures to mitigate the factors of time, information,
use of technology, human factors, and decision-making, and how these interact with the
urban environment, it will experience increased fiction proportional to the unit’s inability
to account for them.

2. The Key Independent Variable: Environment

We have broken the environment into two components, the physical terrain and
the human environment. Aside from enemy activity, no other dimension of war has a
greater impact on organizations than the environment. Perhaps the greatest reason urban
operations are regarded as difficult is that cities present the most complex and dynamic
environment imaginable for combat. Understanding the foundation of this environmental
complexity is essential to understanding how the other factors are magnified.

a. Physical

In terms of military operations, urban environments can be characterized
as having a high concentration of large three-dimensional obstacles that limit observation
and control of forces, and also canalize movement. The density of obstacles compels
militaries to operate in a non-linear fashion with elements that are frequently dispersed

2 Thisimplies that friction and enemy activity are linked to the overall effects of each factor. Both
friction and enemy actions are inherent constructs in war that can vary in degree based on the action and
reaction to the dynamic nature of the operational battle space. We intend, in this study, to illustrate and
isolate the interaction of the 5 factors, as well as their interaction with the environment.
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and isolated.3 Conversely, a non-urban environment is anything outside of the urban
realm. For this study, such environments include deserts, cultivated areas, barren
steppes, and jungles.

b. Human

The human component of the environment refers to its societal and ethnic
make-up. In regard to military operations, this factor describes the attitudes, allegiances,
and behaviors of a population towards forces fighting within the environment where the
population resides.

3. The Factorsof Analysis

Hypothesis. In cities, the time required to complete basic tasks will increase,
synchronizing combat power will become more difficult, and interpretations of
objective time will change.

a. Time

For the purposes of this study, we have divided time into three categories:
relative, functional, and objective. This is derived from Brigadier Genera Gideon
Avidor (retired) of the Israeli Defense Forces (Avidor, 2003).

Q) Relative Time. Some forces may see time as a constraint,
whereas others consider it an aly, and opponents generally judge the effects of time
differently because their objectives and planning considerations differ.

(2 Functional Time. This is the amount of time it takes to
accomplish atask. Functional time for our purposes will be the different amounts of time
required to perform similar tasks in both the urban and non-urban environments. Because
different militaries choose to do things differently, there will be differences in functional
time. For example, whereas one military trains to send a radio message in 15 seconds to
avoid intercept, another may have equipment that prevents intercepts, and thus that
military does not concern itself with such alimitation. The importance of functional time
comes in a force's ability to synchronize combat power according to timetables. Units
that cannot accurately predict the time it takes to perform certain tasks run the risk of
disrupting their operational synchronization, which carries with it the consequence of

losing tempo.

3 The concept of density of obstacles s first presented by Dr. Russell Glenn, in Heavy Matter (2000).
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3 Objective Time. Thisistimethat isthe same for al parties
involved. Thisincludes time of day, date, and sunrise or sunset. For instance, everyone
distinguishes between day and night. One military may only operate during the day and
shut down at night. Another military may also only fight during the day, but uses the
night to position its forces and refit. These are constants that all sides use and
understand. How they are used, however, depends on the military and its objectives, as
well as who the enemy is and how it chooses to fight.

b. Information

Hypothesis: In the urban environment, a military will be severely constrained in
its ability to collect, process, and disseminate information.

The information factor is embedded in a unit's ability to receive
information from the surrounding environment and maintain the systemic integrity that
transforms that information into action. The abilities to sense and communicate are the
enabling mechanisms for the factor of information, whether by UAV, satellite, or the
individual infantryman. This aso includes the ability to collect and process intelligence
for decision-making, and control and coordinate the activities of organizational assets.
This factor also must be understood in the context of human limitations to take in and
process information, and how social ties or groupings affect the flow, quality, and use of
information.

C. The Use of Technology

Hypothesis: Technology, which includes technical systems and organization,
must be tailored to urban settings in order to be effective.

Proper use of technology implies taking the enemy and the environment
into account. Clearly, the use (or misuse) of available technology can impact how a
military fights and wins. If technology is designed for use in one environment, yet is
forced into application in another, can the users of that technology adapt? What effect
does the environment have such that it drives those forces to adapt? True technological
innovation for the urban environment demands consideration of both the strengths and
weaknesses of technical systems, as well as any organizationa design built around these

systems.
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d. Human Factors

Hypothesiss  Human limits will be reached more quickly in an urban
environment.

Human factors are not addressed in detail in doctrine because they are
difficult to analyze. For the purposes of this study, we have selected three areas to
examine: Limits of the Human System, Will and Morale, and Ethics and Morality.

Q) Limits to the Human System. There is a limit to the
amount of fear, violence, chaos, and uncertainty a person can tolerate. Additionally, the
combination of physical fatigue and the human penchant to think in two dimensions
places soldiers at a significant disadvantage when they attempt to perform complex tasks
in a dangerous and uncertain environment. This may affect the physical, emotional, and
sensory stresses combatants endure. Manifestations of this include: physical exhaustion,
dleep deprivation, audio and visual sensory overload, and the inability to process
information based on these overloads.

(2 Will and Morale. We define this component as the unseen
forces that blend together to serve as the foundation for individual and group courage,
boldness, resolve, and eagerness to sacrifice and commit acts of violence against other
humans. In combat, thisis essential to amilitary force's combat strength. Even though it
isdifficult to measure, it is vital to take into account.

3 Ethics and Morality. Violence in warfare is primarily used
to physically and or psychologically destroy or defeat an opponent. Without rules to
govern this violence, it could grow beyond the control of unit commanders managing it.
Extensive combat operations in continuous close proximity to the enemy could affect the
discipline of the forces involved wherein acts are committed that violate understood
standards of warfare in the Geneva and Hague Conventions. Examples of poor ethics and
morality in combat include purposely killing prisoners and other noncombatants, looting,
and the indiscriminate or deliberate destruction of civilian property or infrastructure.

e. Decision-Making

Hypothesis: Decisions to prosecute operations in urban areas will be made at a
higher level than on atraditional non-urban battlefield where the same size forces
would operate. Decisions made at higher levels will convolute the decision-
making process and chain of command.
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Regardless of the level of war, strategic, operational, or tactical decisions
are a critica part of planning and execution. We define decision-making as those
decisions made at the political and military levels that affect planning, execution, and
eventually can be linked to the outcome of a military operation.

Q) Fricion As a Constant. = When militaries conduct
operations in dangerous environments shared by adversaries one of the results of that
interaction is friction. In all types of terrain, and across the spectrum of conflict, the
presence of friction is understood to be inherent, but varies in degree. The degree of
friction experienced by units plays a significant role in determining the magnitude of
challenges and costs associated with a given operation. We believe friction to beintrinsic
to our factors, and it is the interaction of our factors with the environment that generates
friction and degrades operations. Effective mitigation of the factors has the net result of
reducing the consequences of friction on friendly units, while increasing the
consequences for the enemy.

The interdependencies of human and physical complexity in cities
carry with them the potentia to intensify friction within military organizations. This
urban friction affects both sides, but generally degrades an attacker’s effectiveness more
than the defender’s defense because of the defender’s typically greater familiarization
with the [ocation.

Friction plays an important role in war waged in any environment.
Armies that have difficulty understanding the environment and its effects relative to both
friendly and enemy capabilities experience the greatest amount of friction.
Understanding the urban environment in relation to enemy disposition is difficult, and
thus urban areas typically generate more friction than other environments, although
theoretically they do not necessarily have to. Therefore, we feel that in order to reduce
the challenges (friction) produced by the urban environment, forces must address the
interaction of time, information, use of technology, human factors, and decision-making
in ways to account for and exploit the characteristics of the environment relative to the
enemy’s ability to do the same.

2 The Role of Doctrine. The absence of doctrine from our

list of principal factors does not imply its lack of significance. Indeed, we feel that
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possession of a sound urban doctrine may enhance chances for success. More important
than mere possession of urban doctrine, however, is the ability to use the doctrine as a
means to think about the dynamics involved, and as a means to reduce the equivocality
experienced by organizations conducting urban operations. Simply put, the ability to
understand and manipulate these factors in an urban context is the basis for urban
doctrine.
D. METHODOLOGY

Our study will examine three cases in which the same military operated in both
non-urban and urban environments. The environment serves as the key independent
variable. The military’s performance in each environment is the dependent variable.
These factors serve as the framework for analysis and we will see differences in unit
performance when we compare across the two environments. As defined earlier, ‘urban’
refers to fighting that occurred within the limits of the given city, and non-urban is
defined as the environment that the military fought in prior to engaging in operations
within the city. By keeping the doctrine, unit, offensive posture, and conflict constant,
the factors analyzed will reveal the physical and conceptual differences between urban
and non-urban environments and demonstrate how the factors not considered in doctrine
are magnified.

1 Case Selection

Each case was sdlected based on the following criteria: First, we only chose
militaries with a formally established doctrine for conducting operations. Second, each
instance of urban combat needed to occur in a conflict in which offensive operations were
conducted by the same unit or a similar unit in a non-urban setting before urban
operations were undertaken. We set the cases up in this manner to measure doctrine and
unit proficiency in the environment where the unit was more comfortable operating, to
then compare these results with that of the same unit as it entered a different environment
and set of circumstances. Additionally, we wanted to establish a baseline of performance
in each case. For this reason, each case had to have non-urban fighting prior to the urban

fighting.

We aso wanted to choose cases that would cover the spectrum of conflict from

total war (e.g., the German campaign on the Russian Front in WWII) to low intensity
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conflict (e.g., the U.S. experience in Vietnam). This was to add relevance to the factors
examined regardless of the magnitude of the conflict or campaign. In addition to the
spectrum of conflict each case represents, we wanted cases in which the duration of battle
differed. Whereas the Russian front case may be measured in months, the Vietnam case
is measured in weeks and the Yom Kippur War case is measured in days. Given such
differences, we will show that the factors we examine do have an impact regardless of the
duration of the operation. Lastly, the cases were not selected because we believe it likely
that U.S. forces will have to engage in urban combat under similar conditions; rather,
they were selected because they most clearly demonstrate the effects that our chosen
factors of urban combat have on military organizations.
2. Cases Selected
German campaign in the Ukraine, 1942. High intensity, long duration
Israeli counteroffensivein the Sinai, 1973. Mid intensity, short duration.

1% USMC Division operations in the Republic of Vietnam, 1967-68. Low
intensity, mid-duration.

We analyze each case according to our five factors. Following the cases, we
compare each case, by factor, to identify trends and confirm or deny our hypotheses. We
use the results of this comparative analysis to identify conclusions and make
recommendations for improving doctrine, technologies, operational constructs, training,

and organizational design.

16



1. STALINGRAD

The name Stalingrad is synonymous with urban warfare. This battle was one of
the climactic battles of World War 11, fought from September 1942 until the capitulation
of the German 6™ Army in February 1943. The enormity of the forces involved, the
mind-boggling scale of violence, the sheer clash of wills, and the profound strategic
significance of the battle’s outcome make Stalingrad a classic case in the study of urban
warfare.

A. BACKGROUND

The focal units for this case are the 14™ and 24" Panzer Divisions (PD) of the
German 6™ Army. Individual soldier and unit accounts from these units point to the
marked differences between the drive across the Ukrainian Steppes in the summer of
1942 and the actual urban combat phase of the campaign later that fall and into the
winter. The 14™ and 24" PDs were similarly equipped, manned, and experienced
divisions. Throughout the non-urban and urban phases of the campaign the divisions
worked in conjunction repeatedly, and in some operations elements of one division were
temporarily assigned to the other; in essence these divisions were sister units. The other
important characteristic of these two divisions is that neither had any operational
experience in urban fighting. Throughout the Russian campaign prior to the urban
fighting in Stalingrad, these units were used in open terrain to spearhead assaults, exploit
penetrations, pursue retreating enemy columns, or act as Army reserves dedicated to
counter-attacking Soviet penetrations of the German lines. Comparing the 14™ and 24™
PDs and their successful drive from the Donets River to the outskirts of Stalingrad to
operations inside the city will highlight just how different the urban setting is in the

challenges it presents to forces accustomed to fighting in non-urban environments.

Our am is not to identify or analyze the reasons for the German defeat at
Stalingrad. Inability to fight inside cities was only a contributing factor to the outcome.
German failure to effectively cut off Stalingrad from Russian reinforcements, Russian

counterattacks and fierce resistance, and Hitler’ s unwillingness to concede the city all
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played a greater role in determining the battle's outcome. However, because of the
contrast in environments and fighting styles, Stalingrad is a good case to show the
differences the environment generates for our 5 factors.
B. THE GERMAN DRIVE ACROSSTHE STEPPES

Through incredible leadership, organization, and determination the German Army
in Russia was somehow able to survive the terrible winter of 1941-42. Hitler's ordersto
hold every inch of ground that winter, while initially criticized by his generals, has come
to be acknowledged as the key decision in saving the German Army which was
unprepared for the cruel realities of the Russian winter and subjected to a series of major
Soviet counter-offensives. The German Army found that it needed the spring of 1942 to
refit, replace, and retrain an army that had suffered so much during the previous winter
(Goerlitz, 1963, pp. 50-56; Liddell Hart, 1948, pp. 188-194).

Hitler was determined to make 1942 the year of decision on the Eastern Front.
His strategic aim for that year was the capture of the oil rich regions of the Caucasus.
Hitler hoped that the capture of the oilfields and subsequent control of the Volga River
would be enough to overwhelm Soviet war production, and thus destroy the Soviets
overal ability to resist. On 1 June 1942 Hitler met with the commanders of Army Group
South to discuss the objectives of the summer offensive, “ Case Blue”. During this visit,
Hitler insisted on the capture of the oilfields as the means for ending the war, and hardly
mentioned Stalingrad. The only interest in Stalingrad was the need to eliminate its
armament factories and secure a position on the Volga River. The actua capture of the

city was not considered necessary (Beevor, 1998, p. 70).

The 6™ Army was tasked to cross the Donets and drive along the west bank of the
Don River, trapping as many of the fleeing Red Army forces as it could. Once the 6"
Army reached the Don River, it was to cross it and secure a position along the Volgain
the vicinity of Stalingrad, securing the northern flank of Army Group South in order to
allow the First Panzer Army and 17" Army to thrust into the Caucasus. Hitler was so
confident of success that he ordered the transfer of Field Marshal Von Manstein's 11"
Army, the only principal reserve in southern Russia, to participate in the siege of
Leningrad (Beevor, 1998, p. 70).
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Figure 1. German Advanceto Stalingrad (From: Stalingrad Battlefield Info).

The initial advance to the Don River was a Panzer commander’s dream. Large
Soviet forces were encircled and destroyed, and the routed survivors were forced to
retreat. The mood of the German Army that June and July is captured in Antony

Beevor’s account of the opening stages of Case Blue:

These seemed glorious days for German front-line regiments. ‘As far as
the eye can see’, wrote an observer, ‘armored vehicles and half-tracks are
rolling forward over the steppe. Pennants float in the shimmering
afternoon air.” Commanders stood fearlessly erect in their tank turrets,
one arm raised high, waving their companies forward. Their tracks stirred
up dust and propelled it outwards like smoke clouds in their wake.
(Beevor, 1998, p. 75)

The 14™ and 24™ PDs actions during this period accounted for much of the

German success. In late July thru early August, both divisions spearheaded drives
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towards the western bend of the Don River that resulted in the entrapment and destruction
of Russian forces attempting to move east. Both divisions' records indicate the relative
ease in accomplishing their objectives, and the practical impunity with which they beat
off Russian counter-attacks (Mark, 2002, p. 1; Stempel, 2002, p. 11). Clearly the
Russians were outmatched by the better-trained and equipped Wehrmacht, which was at
home fighting on open terrain:

A number of panzer commanders made dismissive remarks about the
stupidity of the enemy, leaving tanks halted in the open, and thus
presenting perfect targets for Stukas or the 88-mm anti-aircraft guns,
deadly in the ground role. They knew the T-34 was overall a much better
armored fighting vehicle than anything which Germany had yet produced.
On the other hand, its gunsight was not very good, few Russian
commanders had decent binoculars, and even fewer had radios. The Red
Army’s greatest weakness, however, was its poverty of tactics. Their tank
forcesfailed to use terrain properly and demonstrated little familiarity with
the principles of fire and movement. And, as Chuikov readily
acknowledged, they were incapable of coordinating attacks with Red
Army aviation. (Beevor, 1998, p. 94)

One German assault gunner summed up his impression of Russian fighting ability
on the open steppe,

The Russians can shoot as much as they want, but we'll shoot more. It'sa

great pleasure when a couple of hundred Russians attack. One self-

propelled assault gun is enough, and they will make arun at it. (as cited by
Beevor, 1998, p. 97)

. e R

Figure 2. German Panzers Crossing the Steppes (From: Dunnigan, 1978, Plate).
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The initial drive to the Don, while successful, did take its toll on the Germans
machinery and equipment. Despite the need to refit, Hitler insisted that the panzers
continue east, and it was at this point that the Fuhrer made a complete change to the
initial operational concept, by issuing Directive No. 45: the order which tasked the 6™
Army to cross the Don and occupy Stalingrad, instead of the initial concept which only
required the 6™ Army to secure positions on the VVolga and destroy the factories within
Stalingrad. German generals were shocked at the change of plans. The German Chief of
Staff wrote in his memoirs, “The constant underestimation of enemy potential is
gradually taking on a grotesque form and becoming dangerous’ (Beevor, 1998, p. 80).
At this point, the offensive stalled due to severe fuel and ammunition shortages. The
pace of the offensive had clearly outstripped the Wehrmacht's ability to bring up
supplies, and as the panzers sat awaiting fuel, the Russians took this valuable time to
begin concentrating in the vicinity of Stalingrad, preparing to make a decisive stand
there. German generals lamented their logistical situation because they knew that
Stalingrad could be captured without a fight if they could only maintain the offensive’s
momentum. Field Marshal von Kleist, commander of the army group advancing towards
the lower Don, voiced this frustration to B. H. Liddell Hart during a postwar interview:

The supreme irony of the 1942 campaign was that Stalingrad could have

been taken quite early if it had been considered of prime importance. The

4™ Panzer Army was advancing on that line, on my left. It could have

taken Stalingrad without a fight, at the end of July, but was diverted south

to help me in crossing the Don. 1 did not need its aid, and it merely

congested the roads | was using. When it turned north again, a fortnight

later, the Russians had gathered just sufficient forces at Stalingrad to
check it. (Liddell Hart, 1948, p. 306)

C. STALINGRAD UNDER ATTACK

From 13-20 August, the 14™ and 24™ PDs crossed the Don and made impressive
initial gains to expand the bridgehead. As the two divisions approached Stalingrad, the
terrain became more rugged as hills and deep gullies, or balkas, became dominant in the
otherwise featureless steppe. It was in this terrain that the Soviets committed large forces
to delay, disrupt, and attrit the German advance in order to buy time for the forces
preparing the defense of the city. As the Germans continued to build up their combat
power on the eastern shores of the Don, the recently designated Stalingrad Command
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mobilized close to 200,000 civilians, mostly women and children, to turn the city into a
fortress while the Soviet High Command continued to rush reinforcements into the area
(Beevor, 1998, p. 97). As Stalingrad was being transformed into a killing field, German
troops were beginning to redlize that their armored stampede across the steppe was
coming to an end. Lieutenant Joachim Stempel’s reconnaissance platoon for the 14™ PD
captured the following document from an abandoned Red Army command post, which
indicated that the Russians were preparing to stand and fight:

The infantry is to have no fear of encirclement and should know how to

take up a defensive ring and break out of it in complete order. When the

infantry is encircled, the commanders have to maintain command strictly

in their hands. A strong defense in all directions has to be organized, and

all measures are to be taken to prevent the enemy splitting up the one

encirclement in to many smaller encirclements. The break out from an

encirclement can only take place on orders of the highest command

authority. It should be carried out in good order and in no case in small

groups. (Stempel, 2002, p. 17)4

In the same journal entry, the young reconnaissance platoon leader wondered
what was in store for his unit and why the defeated Red Army would choose to fight after
months of defeat and tremendous casualties, “but our attack draws us closer and closer to
the city. What kind of city is this, that is the objective of such fighting and which the
Russians do not want to give up at any price?’ (Stempel, 2002, p. 17) The Germans had
other causes for concern due to the fact that their General Staff, not anticipating the
requirement to capture Stalingrad, was woefully behind in planning the operation. The
previous year, Hitler had forbidden urban combat in Moscow and Leningrad. German
doctrine provided little on the subject of city fighting, and because of this the German
Army had little if any training or experience in street fighting (Lewis, 2002, p. 3).
However, an overconfident Hitler was determined to capture the city, and could not be

persuaded otherwise by his subordinates.

4 Joachim Stempel was a reconnaissance platoon |eader, staff officer, and company commander in the
14" Panzer Division during the Stalingrad campaign. He surrendered in January 1943 and both he and his
diary survived the war. Personal first-hand records of the battle are rare, and Stempel’s multiple job
experiences show many perspectives of the battle. Stempel’ s father was also present at the battle as
commander of the 371% Infantry Division. In 2002, Hans J. Wijers, compiled the notes and tranglated them
into English.
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On 21 August, the 14™ and 24™ PDs encountered their stiffest resistance of the
summer between Lake Tsatsa and Lake Sarpa. The 6™ Army’s delay for logistics at the
Don had given the Soviets an opportunity to coordinate and prepare their defenses
outside of Stalingrad. The intent of these defenses was to buy time and wear out the
Germans before they reached the city. One of the German engineer officers noted the

Russian resistance:

The panzer spearhead moved forward against the lake narrows and there
we ran unexpectedly into mines. The whole narrows were mined. Strong
enemy defense hindered further progress. We moved out and followed the
attack. All of a sudden we were in the middie of aminefield. My pioneer
squad cleared 52 mines with 5 men. (Mark, 2002, p. 25)

During the same engagement the commander of the 14™ PD reported the

following to his corps headquarters:

Hill 87 taken at 0645 hours. Difficult situation because of strong fire out
of Tsatsa and the gullies. Cannot go north for the time being. 24™ Panzer
Division should stand near Point 12.2 Main fire from the east out of the
northern and southern edges of Tsatsa. 4 enemy batteries recognized. We
must wait until 24 Panzer Division moves up. (Mark, 2002, p. 30)

From the 21% through the 28" of August, both divisions were continuously engaged by
staunch Russian defenses, daily counter-attacks, and night raids by the Soviet Air Force.
The Germans remained victorious throughout the advance, but slowly their combat power

was being worn away.

While the panzers ground their way towards Stalingrad, the Luftwaffe’s VIII Air
Corps under command of General Baron von Richthofen destroyed Stalingrad proper
with the intent of interdicting Soviet defensive preparations and eroding civilians' will to
resist. On the 23 of August, over 1,200 Luftwaffe sorties were flown against the city.
During the aeria blitz, incendiary bombs set fire to the city and the massive petroleum
stocks in the industrial center. Stalingrad burned for days, and in the process an
estimated 40,000 Russians died, most of them civilians. Antony Beevor’s assessment of

the initial bombings indicates that the effort may have produced an effect detrimental to
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German aims, “Richthofen’s massive bombing raids had not only failed to destroy the
enemy’s will, their very force of destruction had turned the city into a perfect killing

ground for the Russians to use against them” (Beevor, 2002, p. 119).

On the 29" the dua assault by the 14™ and 24™ PDs achieved a major
breakthrough in the Soviet defenses and again, both divisions rushed deep into enemy
territory, maximizing their advantage in mobile warfare and air-ground coordination.
This breakthrough took the entire 6" Army to the outskirts of the city. Lieutenant von
Senger und Etterlin, a panzer commander in the 24™ PD, observed the following during
the breakthrough:

We again drove stubbornly for 60 kilometers through drifting dust clouds

thrown up 100 meters by our quick advance. The Russian anti-tank guns

were pointing at us from front and behind, and | was hit once with a loud

crack by an anti-tank rifle. My sguadron drove against the flank covered

by the smoke screen and only the last vehicle was stopped by a hit. The

breakthrough was successful. In a swift drive the armored group pushed

through, over hills and gullies deep into the enemy’s hinterland. Villages

were being overrun; unsuspecting Russian supply lines were cashiered.

The armored group irresistibly forced its way through and sometimes

when we were moving forward and drifted further apart, we attacked in

force and came together to move forward...Once, through the glassy

glimmer lying over the steppe, | saw somewhere far to our right the other

Panzergruppe likewise driving over the hill with us. That must be the

spearhead of the 14" PD. (Mark, 2002, p. 88)

Throughout the Stalingrad sector, German units raced across the steppe towards
the city under the constant cover of the Luftwaffe. The 14" and 24™ PDs began to
penetrate the outskirts of the city during the first week of September 1942. To thetypical
German soldier, it appeared that the hard summer’s offensive would end soon with a
quick capture of Stalingrad.

1 The German Assault into Stalingrad

Stalingrad was a key industrial city located on the western bank of the Volga
River. Bordered by barren steppe to the west and water to the east, Stalingrad's
elongated nature ran roughly north to south following the banks of the Volga. The
narrow city, with a pre-war population of 600,000, was no more than four kilometers
wide and in some areas was less than 2 kilometers wide. The city was bisected by the

deep gully, TsaritsaBalka. The other mgjor natural terrain feature in the northern portion
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of the city was the old Tartar burial mound at Mamayet Kurgan, a hill some 102 meters
high that overlooked the entire city and the Volga (Spiller, 2000, pp. 61-62). South of the
Tsaritsa Balka was the bulk of the residential area. Following the Luftwaffe incendiary
attacks, much of that portion of the city was burned out, and all that remained were rows
of brick chimneys, which reminded the German soldiers of gravestones (Mark, 2002, p.
176). The other two significant features of southern Stalingrad were the main train
station and the ominous and massive grain silo, which dominated that portion of the city.
Northern Stalingrad was primarily industrial. The Mamayet Kurgan dominated the
northern city part of the city and provided a tremendous vantage point for the industrial
spraw! created by the oil storage facilities and four major factories: the Lazure Chemical
Plant, Krasny Oktyabr Metal Works, Barrikady Weapons Plant, and the Dhershinskij
Tractor Works (Spiller, 2000, pp. 61-62). The combination of Luftwaffe bombing and
the labor of Russian civilians to transformed Stalingrad into a fortress of twisted steel and
concrete, interconnected with bunkers, sniper positions, and trench systems. No longer
did anyone, soldier or civilian, live above ground. Stalingrad was a man-made nightmare

before the battle was even joined.

The city was defended by the remnants of the Soviet 62™ Army under the
command of General Vasili Chuikov. The 62™ Army had spent the summer fleeing from
the German onslaught, and found itself with only 20,000 troops to defend the city. Stalin
made it clear to Chuikov that the retreat was over, and any further withdrawal would be
tantamount to a crime against the state (Spiller, 2000, p. 61). Chuikov, realizing his
desperate situation, made wide use of directly subordinated NKVD police units to control
all access into and out of the city.5 He terrorized 