AD-760 506
THE SCHLIEFFEN PLAN: CASE HISTORY OF
THE RELATION OF MILITARY STRATEGCY TO
NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

Forrest S. Holmes, Jr.

Army War Coilegre
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania

21 September 1972

DISTRIBUTED BY

* National Techaical Information Servics
. S. GEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
5285 Port Royal Road, Sprlnsﬁdd Va. 22151




The views expressed in this paper are those of the cuthor

ST.UDENT ‘i’,,."i...’-.
and co not necessarily reflect the views of the

Department of Defense or any of its agencies. This . 1 ) Y

document may not be released for open publication until * AN . -

it has been cleared by the Dopartment of Defcnse. vy N " .
Sovdintsibw e et . _ Nl

tmbionmindanimmbifnssmpdiaaGoilvgrra Tt
Surneinrtsmspivenionbitih

21 Sepemeer 1972

THE SCHLIEFFEN PLAW: CASE HISTORY OF
* THE RELATION OF MILITARY STRATEGY
T0 MATICAL SECLRITY.POLICY

AD 760506

o NUV 2§ 1972 |
| m ForreST S, Houes, JR, ARMY WAR _COLLL{GEV i, )

Rl S T Y

JMW\R

N»\YIC‘*NAL TECHNICAL
&NFORMAHON SLQWCF

uanntsmm COURSE




USAWC RESEARCH ELEMENT
(Essay)

(THE SCHUIEFFEN PLAN: CASE HISTORY OF
THE RELATION OF MILITARY STRATEGY
TO NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

by

Colonel Forrest S, }{'olmes, Jr.
JAGC, USAR

gt

US Army War College
-Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania
21 September 1972




ABSTRACT

AUTHOR: ForrestS. Holmes, Jr., COL, JAGC, USAR

TITLE: The Schlieffen Plan: Case History of the S
Relation-of Military btrategy to Natmnal :
Security Policy

FORMAT: Essay

The national security policy of Imperial Germany
during the decade prior to World War I is described in
terms of the dynastic and diplomatic efforts made to split
the Triple Entente and redress the Empire's political isolation,
" The related offensive military strategy designed to achieve by
means of war the results that could not be realized by the
civil authorities is then considered in the context of, first, the
Schlieffen Plan proper and, second, the drastically modified
strategy actually employed during the First Marne campaign
upon the outbreak of war, After an analysis of the merits’
and disadvantages of these two offensive strategies there is a
brief exposition of the contrasting defensive strategy that
might have been employed instead of those planned and used,
Finally the German experience is related to current U, S,
defense planning and certain lessons derived from that experi-
ence are discussed in connection with the formulation of our
national security policy today. Except for this latter section
the essay is historical in nature and is based on research in
diplomatic and military references,
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The Great War of 1914-1918 was the most momentous event of
thig century bringing to an end a nostaiéic ol& order and in the process
.terminating the tradition-hallowed existence of four great empires., Of
perhaps even greatér sigfxificanc;a for us, this catéclysmic milestone of
: moderp history was the midwife of a new politico-economic movement.
which has d_‘éeply infl;lénced our world since 1917 and will probably
icﬁontinue to do:so.io: a iong time to come,. |

Who wae responé‘i@ie.for this tragic denouement of old world
history and what were-the circumstances of its occurrence? Hisf&x;i_ans
. _have considered and debated these questions at great length, Prgfgi;'sor |
Sidney-B. ,f‘ayl was probably the most reslpected‘.and most _éftictll;'fé‘

- exponent of the modern revisionists who undertook to subsﬁt\_;'té\jfobjectivg‘

appraisal based on scholarly research for the biased pdlit-i:éal pp’iemics

of'the immediate post-war-years. Professor Fay's con’élus_i'onAwas

that primary responsibility for the War should be attributied to Austria-
Hungary and Russia in that order. 2 The responsible anti-revisionist
school is perhaps best personified in Professor Bernadotte E. Schmitt. 3
" In his view the German government did not deliberately precipitate the
war but was willing to accept that risk and hence must bear primary
responsibility, 4 Pprofessor Luigi A_lbe«rtini5 can probably be said to have
shared this view, 6 |

. Professor Fritz Fischer' has created something of a sensation in

academic circles with his recent publication of a foz;ceful and arresting




' work:8 thch--purportedly on the basis of newly discovered material--
attributes primar}-r war responsibility to the German government as a
calculated matter of policy. The basic thesis of Professor Fischer is
that German leaders aspired to nothin.g less than world power status

for their country (of the magnitude enjoyed by Great Britain prior to
World.War I and the United States and the U,S,S. R, after World War II)
and were willing to deliberately precipitate a mé.jor war to achieve that
goal. An equally respected contemporary German historian, Professor
Gerhard Ritter, 9 has taken sharp issue with Fischer and shértly hefore
his death published an almost point-by-point refutation of the principal

" points relied upon by Fischer. 10 However, it is not within the pur\{iew

of this paper to delve into the much-discussed war guilt issue. Ratfxgr,‘ .
of initial concefn here is a brief consideration of Ix_nperi#l Gurtﬁany‘s
national security policy prior to the drgdi Wa r, f'w!.'ii-_ch i;'-requi_rerdtdt
place in proper_-pe-rspec-tive the str'a’i:f;.g;ic plannin_g;f -thd'_Emp_ireft.s :

‘military leaders. .

'NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY OF IMPERIAL GERMANY

buring the two -docadgp fﬂat for'l»lc‘;w'ed the unif ic-ationit')f- 'Gorm;n:y: f o
| ar;d proclamation of the -Empiﬁ in 1871 B-h"si:'a;ar:ékl_l fQIIQWe;i'; pollcyof
cbnsolidatidp whicﬁ em{isio_ﬂeﬁ _nb 'furt-h'cr't_qr_rifo.-:-i-a( a_cﬁui-siti:on in E_uropg.
How.evér, upén Lhé _a-c;:eépioh to the t-h.ro'ne ql’_ W»iihéln\ il Oe'ﬁ"c_mny c'r't._\-bar'ked
. upon;an expa-ns'ioni_.at'forgign'pblicy‘ v&h,i-_cfh‘ 'i'n _t$i;oad,'t»¢rnxs éadb‘e A““"‘_‘“"‘-_"-

~ : rized as consisting of (1) the achievement of _hcgm_non'y in Eurp_pe.




(2) economic penetration of the Middle East, and (3) the acquisition of
a colonial empire., The ventures undertaken in pursuit of this energetic
policy included tariffs against Russian grains, efforts to secure control
of the Baghdad railway, the pursuit of influence in Persia, acquisition of
colonial possessions in central an& southwest Africa, encouragement of
the Boers in South Africa, attempts to penetrate Morocc@, and the
construction of a major fleet. Not unnaturally such an ambitious foreign
‘poli'cy caused friction with Russia, Fran;e a_'nd.Britai'n_ which e\'gnﬁxally . |
| é\xlminated in the formatibn of fhe Tripl‘e Entente. }2
Germany 8 national secunty pohcy was desxgned perfurce to deal -

' with thc hoatihty that was ungendered by thc Emp\re 8 expanswmst

- ,tormgn peiicy Tha two fundamental goals of thu former wcrc (l) to |

oruk the strateglc "en&irclement" of Germny. mat is, tc etfcct the |

: dinolution of thc Triple Entente and (2) to secure B; moh m:utulity and :": - |
- '-2.3 _ n free h;ud for Germmy ‘on’ the continent ‘!‘hese goals, in t\m\. wore

LR ,gursued through v: rious eﬂ'oﬂi to strcngtheh tho Trlple Auianca” as.

a countarwoight to the 4y riple Bmamé and thrcmgh the initiation of a

= numbar of diplmmtic inmctivos.
Bccauso of- Gcrmany 8 incruaning .xsohuon in- the intermtional
;_i : cémﬁmmty al’ter the lurn of the centnry her leideu auached great |
imporum.e to strcngthening the Triple Amlncc. ‘l‘his conndention B
cxpl.jin_n .quma_nyls- rallving_ to Aqstria»ﬁugg&ry_in the Bosian cns;-_

: (d 1908 "like a knmht in shining afior. " 14 _‘Si’tﬁi‘hrly.(}émmn.roc'og'niti'o'n‘.




of her strategic dependence upon Austria and the consequent need to
encourage Austrian fidelity to their reciprocal alliance obligations
limited Germany's ability to restrain her partner in the summer of 1914,
This fact largely accouniz for the unqualified support of Austria in both
Balkan crises. 15 The loyalty of her other alliance partner, Italy, was
also courted, To this end, Germany procured the renewal of the Triple
Alliance ahead of schedule at the end of 1911 by offering to support
‘ Vlfalia_n seizure of Lybia from Turkey. In addition, by strengthening
- Italy's ppsition in thp Mediterranean, German leaders hoped to put |
pressure on Britain to negotiata with the Triple Alliance and thus to |
s'ecur-e British peutrality. 16 |

The goala of Germany's national security pohcy were also pursued

' through a a.,:ie- of diplomatic initiatives in the dacade prior to the War.

A- __ The ﬁrst effort of significnnce was an utemp\ the Emperor himself

_'ut dynastic diplomncy. 17 After preparing the way by supporting Ruuia

o in m x9o4-19os war with. Japln. 13 \‘thelm met the Czar in Bjorko iater :

: in 1905 and peruuadcd his guelt to agree to a treaty of alliancc. Wilhelm s

o intention wu that the agreement would form the firat aide of a triangular

A ; tominenui auuncc wmuning o!’ Germany. Russia and France i9 Thls

o grand doslgn came to naught when the Ruutan foreign ofﬁec vetoed the o

'_idea on the ground that France had not bcun connulted in advance. lehelm's'_ L

' '-failure was confi rmed at the Algecu'as con!erence of 1906 when Rnuia

'vmed wath France ag,ainst Germany in the first Moroccan crisis. 20




The next major German effori was the attempted use of the
Agadir crisis in 19112! to arrive at an understanding with France, The
immediate objective of negotiations was to resolve finally the Moroccan
conflict. The termis proposed to France were German acquiescence in
French acquisition of all Morocco in exchange for the cession to Germany
of the French Congo. But the ultimate objective of German diplomacy was
emasculation of the Entente Cordiale, At the height of these negontiations

German authorities overplayed their hand when in a none too subtle effort

to influence Francg they dispatched the warship S.M.S, Panther to
Agadir. Finally perceiving the true significance of these events, Britain
belately but vigorously supported France to end all German hopes of
success. Indeed, inept German diplomacy here had the exact opposite
effect of that'inte_ndqd. Instead of splitting the Entente Cordiale, these
rather heavy-handed methods inspired military discussions between the -
| ‘,':'Eﬁtente partners and strengthaned the position of those Brxtxsh eleinents
. which favox ed expanszon of the fleet. ZZ | |
-- Impertal Germauy s last’ and most‘promismg opportumty to serve
her national aecurity needs through dipiomacy oc.curred in 1912 durmg
" the Haidra‘ner miu:_on._z.3 Three _roiated {ssues were diacuued in the

_ cc‘mrsé oi‘ these a’xtehded negétiations. Fo‘r Britain, the naval question

o ; was. paramount, whereas, for Gcrmany, poiiticai agreemcnt was of first

impoxf_tancq. Fm‘ both, a coionial understandmg was. wcondary but highly

| :desirablé. Although ix_: _the end Germany s representatives refused to




make any meaningful concessions on limiting the size of the growing
German fleet, Britain still offered neutrality in the event of an
unprovoked attack on Germany. The Germans insisted upon an absolute
commitment of British neutrality (which would have required Britain to
stand aside in the event Germany attacked France), German intransi-
gence in this regard was, of course, unacceptable to the British, The
immediate result was failure of the negotiations; the ultimate result was
British recognition of the need to support France and to hasten the
expansion of her fleet, 24
In sum, German diplomacy had endeavored three times to split
the Triple Entente. The dynastic effort at Bjorko in 1905 sought to |
persuade the Czar to align himself with a brother autocrat. The overtures
to France at Agadir in 1911 almed ata _fu_n_daméntal,rFranco-_Ger:mg,n under-
standirigi:o eliminate France'é strategic depéndencc'on the Ententé. VAx;d ; .

finally. there was tha effort to arrive at a deﬁmtive political agraement

: thh Britam in 1912. All these bids failed; the price of failure was (excopt- ' L

~ for fthq anianc‘e with a decadent'»A-uatria-Hungary)_-polvit-ic,al iaohticm.- This‘, |

 then, was the legacy which the civil :uthorities bequ‘éathed,to 'tho milit‘h,ry*‘ TS

ﬁﬁnncrs.~ What could the latter do to redrcaa the {rxghtening strategic '

imba !ance?

THE JULY 1914 CRISIS

The civil authorities. notably the Emperor. the lmperial

Chancellor, Dr. Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg, 25 and the Foreign




26

Minister, Gottlieb von Jagow, “” were still in control of the Empire's

27 Their

destinies upon the sudden onset of the July crisis of 1914,
policy was one of localization of the Austro-Serbian dispute so that
their ally might setile an old score without outside interference, If this
policy had succeeded, the Central Powers would at least have obtained a
very important diplomatic success and would have significantly altered
Balkan power relationships to their own advantage; at rﬁosf, they might
have expected to discredit the Russo- French alliance and in effect to

' have rendered it a nullity. 28

On the other hand, such a policy of walimited
support of an ally involved the hazard of general war under circumstances
~ of very serious military disédvanta-g’e. If the risks werc great, the stakes

were greator.

 As the tcnse July days sped by, cach one mlcd with g {,reater :

A Vrsuepensc andr more diplomacic activity than its predoceuor. and as the

-~clouds of general war- loomed evor more ominous. German 1eaders bent

. au thair etforta to make Ruuia appeu as the aggreuor in the great

o powcr ltruggle and to secure Britilh neutniity in the event & comineutal

;war did muue. -29 'n the Iirst ob)ective thay were. with nccnmmodaung

- ) V'}Ruuian lneptneu. hrgaly succou!ul. 30 In the htter objectwe, of course, -

s ,i they were not. Bntish ﬂautumy hu bcan chuacwrmed as the very

- cornentone of Garman dip}omaﬁc eﬂ‘orta during the July crish and there '
s httle doubt that Beu\mmn and Jagow rmied on u. ! -"rheir mispla_c_ed

bolw{;hu been described as “a m:scglcuhtion that altmost bordered on

delusion" but.one that was naveﬂhglekg genuinely held. 32




Until the very end of July German military authorities took no
part in the feverish diplomatic activities emanating from the
Wilhelmstrasse, Indeed, the Emperor had not even sought the opiniun
of the Chief of the Great General Staff, the younger Moltke, 33 when he
gave his unconditional pledge of help to Austria on 6 July. For his part
Moltke had agreed with Bethinann that Germany should remain militarily
quiet so long as Russia did not mobilize, 34 Contrary to popilar opinion
outside Germany, the Iinperial Army was nét hawkish prior to the
initiation of hostilities in 1914 but adhered to a strictly professional ethic
which regarded:war as an instrument of politiés, with vthc_ soldier aé the
junior partner of the stﬁtesman who cqmrollgd the destiny of the nation. 35
Professionalism was pmm'o-ted by complete dcvotion_io the crowﬁ-and by
thcpecdlia{_govm'nrnqmal fsu_"ut:.ture.d( lm@a_rial Gérmany.r ‘Whereas

fcfvil aixthorit'y was cdhcentr&tud in the Empcmf and Chancellor, militaiy

s authority was Iragmemed among the ‘hnistry of War. thn ls.mn.. ry

36

- Cabinet and the Gr&at Gemral Stau‘. O{fsetting to aomc extent this _ 

: _x’_rganizatibmlr adxfaqtage of thq top civil Lol mhip was th;z fact that
'A'the Impe'ﬁal .Arn'ny'wn:d-éd_ torbeu;ilne a "state wiithi‘n' a state. '_‘37 Nm er-
: t}:\él;zs; ‘t'hé.impdrtam-paim fér nje subject of (_his 'p'a_;;er' i’s.(hat,' until the
| final .}l'inia_x 'o; the Julvy crisis, ‘the civil Va'quxot_-'g'tieg were in cqmpie-tQ" -
AAc:qntrol of polAij-cyv dcc"ini-ons; _ .

Tﬁé erosion of'miacohéition began in tix_cs_a&grﬁnnn of lﬁ Tuly
when Moltke urg'cd}{u Austrian counterpart to mobilize agaitnn Russia

- id\nwdiamly in_response to ghe'partia‘l' Russizn mobilization, Inasmuch .

8




as Bethmann was simultaned‘;xﬁsiy urging restraint on the Austrian civil
authorities, the question raturally arose in Vienna as to who ruled in
Berlin. Specifically at issue at this time was British Foreign Secretary
Sir Edward Grey's "kalt in Belgrade' mediation proposal. 38 Historians
disagree béth about Moltke's motivation and the substance of his advice
to Auetrian military authorities. As regards motivation, the better
view is that the German Chief of Staff was motivated solely by‘}‘m’litary
considerations, that is, by the need to -pre\’ent the Russian_s"from gaix}_ing
a dangerous headstart in mobilization. 39 with respect to the '3u89t;;c€
of his advice, there is also disagreement.. Acc.ording to the moi'ei_ |
generally accepted view, Moltke explicitly advised rejection of Grey's
proposal. 40 ynder this interpretation his action has been condemngd as
nothing less than "a usurpation of the powers of_ the Chancellor."4l But
even as so construed, Moltke's advice apparently had no efiect on events,
because that counsel arrived in Vienna after the Dual Moaarchy's decigion
had been made. 42 The next day (3i July) civilian control slipped further
when Moltke, cohtrary to Bethmann's wishes, secured the Emperor's
approval of general mobilization and a Heclaratiqn of war argainst Russia. 43
Civil-militgry relationships in this critical period-ar'e probably
best illustrated by that incredible twelveth-hour conffontation between
the Emperor and his firat soldier which wé.'s occasioned by the arrival of

44

a wire from Frince Lichnowsky™™ on the evening of 1 August holding out

the prospect of British neutrality and a guarantee of French neutrality too,

R P U




Sif Germany rofrained from invading France: an;l attacked only Russia,

The Emp'.-ror,‘ in a transport of delight, immediately summoned Moltke
and summarily ordered him to swiich the then developing deployment

of the whole German Army of ~..most two million from the French

frc;ntiez' to East Prussia ir a boptstrap operation of instant improvisation
that boggles the imaginat.i\on. The aghast Chief of Staff atterupted to
explain to his na;wfx imperial mastex" that such an underta.k_ing was quit,e__" -

impossible for Lechmcal reasons, that the only atrategtc ylanmng

‘prepared by the General Staff reqmred a masswe and hghtn*ng mvaém

‘\k- .

In:thts SR

'an?ais'hed response Mo&tke revééled~the full.ex(tent of- Germa’py s rmhtary
ngxdxty. The Emperor msxsted nevertheless thar lns command be obeyed

and Moltke rephed that he could not accept the reaponmbxhty of that

decision. Distraught at .tho prospect of the ’hvopele.:sz;confus‘lgn that was.
certain to follow, he returned to General Staff h‘ea_diiuart'eré a broken man
incapable of performing his duties. Soon thereafter another wire arrived

from Lichnowsky, advising that his earlier wire had been in error. 45

Moltke \wgs inform;ad \and»told t'c'>‘ proceed as he had originally planned. But
he was 80 profouqdly_ s};ﬂ;en by t_.his shattet;ing exper’ie_nce'that he did not

) ‘~'evef7wholly recover. 46 -_ o

Why did the Chief\of VStaff have onl;’r‘_on{‘e strategic pl_a,n ofoperationa?

And why was he'so completely wuhng to entrust the fate of his country

to its exﬁcutzon, regardless of c;rcumstances or odds? The answers to




these questions were to be found in what has since been known as the

Schlieffen Plan,

THE SCHLIEFFEN PLAN

Count Alfred von Schlieffen, 47 Chief of the Great General Sta ff
from 1891 to 1906, was acutely aware of Germany's emerging isolation
as a result of her aggressive foreign policy., He realized soon after the
turn of the century that, to redress the strategic imbalance this izolation
was inducing, an extraérdinary remedy would be required. It was
already apparent to him that Germany facedvthe prospect of a two-front war
against enemies whose forces would far exceed those available to him.,
He aiso believed that the German economy would not be capable of
sustaining a protracted w;r; 48 Foi these reasons a guick victory over
one __a‘dveraa.ry at the very outset was an absolute necessity,

N ‘In searching the annals of military history for precedents that
‘vmiﬁght offef':'guidance in the achievement of his goal, Schlieffen became
-'Jfasci-nated by Hannibal's cllaseic victor§ at Cannae, %9 Rejei:tiﬁg this}inl
ij'ontal-attack_as prqdﬁc;ive of @niy an "ordinary" victory'ir‘ripua‘-l:fx_'iﬁérback
an adv’_ersary, he bé;came convinced from hia_ studie»s thai:' a baifl_e_of'_ -
enci:clemeﬁt, preferably conduqtqd as an assault against both',winge of

the Ve'nemy, was the highest achievement of military strategy. "Th-e_ :

essence of his resulting atrategié thought can be summarized as encircle-

50

mwent, attack"against the enemy rear, and annihilation.




Reversing the priorities (and theory) of the elder Moltke, 51
Schlieffen seleqtéd France instead of Russia as the object of the first
great attack, The rdistan'-ces were too vast in Russia to permit an
immediate decisive result there and the limitless Russian space facilitated
evasive tactics by the ézar's field armieé,. Fﬁrther, the Russians had
fortified the Narev line since the elder M§ltke had glgnned t-o attack in -
that Vicinity.and with'the improvement of their rai-_l_ -system-;they'could
mobilize much deepdr in their huge country. France, 96 "t}.w other hgpd.
witf: é muéh quickér capacity ;o.rAmobilir-ia.tion was gctuélly the _moref_:i

'lformid.able adversary and thus s_fxould be engaged first, _"ln addition, - - i

o France's céncentr#ted forces could b{: brough_t:to deéisiv; avctiron'muclkl |
. Amor-e_ easily.sz -

But m considering the offenaive to be lannched agamst Fragco.

| S&Lieffen soon realized that a double enVclopment in the Canme fuh@n

'would not tm feuible Fxra!. there was inmmciant space tn wettcrn

o ;‘Lurope tor such a gigantic maneuver iat‘olvmg milliunc of twops. _ Secand a
= 'he did,not hlVe enough men to elfect an envelopment of both I-‘romcb tlanks.(-‘i
' (In absolute numbers ihc French At‘my almost cqmlled the Germm Army A

" and some German iorces had to be allotted to the aattem thutre.) Third

':"_the recent Franch foruncation of the Nnncy-Epiml- Belfart area md the :

natunl obstaclea in wat:erhnd ruled out en%lopment of the Prunch thnk S

. {n eastern Func&. Yet,mnihihtion o_fr,he F‘rench l'i_gid’;rmie_t w;t K

L _requi‘,ted';-ﬂ'd for this Apurposg it wét_xld 'hqt Qc.oaaugh'ihnplyité i:afﬁt'uta' ;

w2




Paris and force those armies into south-ccntral France.
Therefore, Schlieffen decided to adapt the Cannae principle
to the situation at hand by substituting a gigantic single envelopment
for Hannibal's double envelopment. Though the form of the maneuver
would be different, the end result in terms.of total victory would be the
same. Translating this concept into specific details, Schlieffen planned
to have the great bulk of the German forces comprising his right-wing
armies pivot on Metz and Thionville, wheel first due west and then
southwest in a vast turmng sweep through Luxembourg, Belgium and
Holland, envelop thc left flank o{ the rench armies in northwest France,
cross the 1ower Seine Rwer an'l turmng abruptly easf attack those
‘ armxea from the e «r {wh;la they were ﬁxed in olace by the German _
- center- srmieﬂ; émi vc}.l them up againet theu- own fortreues in northeast
' ”anms:e or agamst the Swiss f\rantier.- To ensure the Trequired ma.sswe v
i‘_!f%ight nf hia right wing Schheﬁea established a atrongth ratio of’ right to- -
_left w%ngs m tne astua hiag praportion of ev;n to one. 53 While the
o A "'-\_'huga rlght wing‘ a8 sweepmg around tu c;tch the French armies from
o _t!w rea’r in TS sc;rih;-lxke actiom the Very weak len: wing in Lornine wouldr-' ‘
7.;'_(‘511 bar:k \mder the pre&mre iﬁ the French attack e.xpected there, yielding o   ' B
4_;‘tha uppcr Rhmeland md @vcn Baden if required 54 Thia Fremch eftort |
R woum actuany facmtate the Germm right-wing sweep and dnw French

'- :'- tm-ce: uuy from the area of stutegic dectiion in northwect Funce. Thc :  '

:'-'whola opeutiouss wn prepared on u deﬁnite timetable with each movement




for every formation worked out in complete detail. (See Map 1 overieaf.)

This breathtaking concept cannot fail to excite admiration. Even
the hostile Albertini refers to it as "'this masterpiece of military science!56
and Barnett goes so far as to characterize it as “the. rhost grandiose, the
mecst rigidly classical work of strategic architecture ever designed. n57
Indeed, it was brilliantly conceived, Its conceptual brilliance stemmed
from its boldness and its ingenuity, The boldness derived from Schlieifen's
willingné.ss in the first instance to risk everything in a single, all-out bid
for an immediate strategic decision in the western theatre, The magnitude
of the risk can be judged from the fact that, in an ultimate sense, the outcome
of the war would turn on the result of this one lightning thrust. In a more
specific sense, the risk taken to insure the needed strength of the right
wing in western France involved exposing East Prussia (and beyond that
Prussia proper) to the onslaught of the Russian “ste:;tm roller'58 and
yielding the upper Rhine area to a French invasion. Such risks required
iron nerve on the part of the Plan's executor.

The Plan's ingenuity derived from the effect it had of turning to
-German advantage the expeétéd French strategy59 of attacking in Lorraine
and Alaa?:e._ The anticipated F'ren_-ch_offensive would draw French forces
iwgy.frqh; thq-'raa'-i area of decision in northwest France. Once drawn

C ci?éeé-'into the -Rhin'_velandr(a'hd perhaps. even into Baden) these forces could
- ) ! r}fqt be-if_édéﬁ'l--c)yed'in ti&xe t§ redress the strategic result emanating from

~~ the envelopment of the French ,,léfg. An initial French tactical success

14
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o et s o n

on the Rhine, regardless of how impressive in appearance, would be
meaningless in the face of the ultimate German strategic blow. The
Schlieffen Plan is often referred to as a giant wheel but a better analogy

is that of a revolving door of the type commonly used in public buildings.
The harder the French pushed on one side, the more readily wouls the
other side swing around behind them. In this fasaion the'Fredch “_rould
contribute to their own demise. The subtlety of this interface of the two
competing strategies is not always appreciated by some- st_udentsrof the

Plan. Ironically, the younger Moltke must be included in their number.

MOLTKE'S 1914 CAMPAIGN IN FRANCE
If the Schlieffen Plan was as brilliant as claimed why did it not
succeed when Germany went to war in 1914? The aimplc answer to this
question is tha.t it was not employed. dO For Moltke. who s\xcceedad N .
Schlieffen as Chxef of the Generak Stu‘f in 1906 the riska of m. prede;
'cessor 8 great plan were too great and ito ingenuity too refined. An a
. vcomequence he vacillated betWeen a much-attenmted version of |

_,Schlieffen 8 stutegy and a contrntiug concept of hu uwn. The end |
: " result was stutegic defeat in the c:mpaign--and ultimttely lou of the .
: rzvvar--ior Germany and peraoml colhpu for Moltke hlmulf.
_ | Moltke'c tirat change involved abmdoument of puuge through"f :
’:' Holland. Schnaffen had intended to byplu Liege and thur on the

z"-north by going through the Limburg ulient and muk‘ing tho:e Belgian T




fortresses with a small covering force. Moltke, upon abandoning
this procedure, hoped to achieve much the same result by using a

specially trained force to seize Liege by a coup de main on the third

day of mobilization before Belgium was even aware of the invasion.
The seizure of Liege was required beéaﬁse. without going ithrough
Limfmrg P?j& ce, -,t}'_ze‘ Belgian fortress could not be by--pa:ss_e;d..f’:l
The 'eiféﬁt éf.this éhéngo was the loss of the several ;lays 'nee;;led té |
ruduce the fortrcss--a delay o£ sigmficant importance in view of the '
VV 'eventual ability of the Franch to remforce their threatened Ieft ﬂank
_by redcploymg forces from the Mosctlc front in northeastcrn Francc

at the very hst momunt wheu thc cnmpatgu raached ita clima% on

o8 Scptember

The lecond changa made by Moltke was to &ltcr Schlieﬂ’on s

-right-to-left wmg strcngth rano from teven t@ one to an initial ntio -

. of threv to one. ‘_’3 Actuauy after 28 Augutt tha dtminished numbers af .

: .-__ _;trength of the 1e£t wing on- the Moteue River.

e . | the three fietd armiel cn uw extume right were only abouz equnl to thc 1: 1 SRR

63 The reawns for thu

-'d‘mmﬁﬁm o the cutting edgc of the emexopmg force will be diseuned e

.'beluw. 7 As w waakenéd the Germnn right wing eould not. pouibly .
o periurm the uuks envi:ioned by Schlieffen. b4
But o{ kr gre&tet ngnifiunce was Moltke 'y adoption of an -

: :.gmti'roly different -strateg_le co‘ncept_.f Ruh_er m:pri-sing;y he dccid,e_t_l B

té fight- the 'de';:is‘iv,u' 'b-u’tt-le gn;f!..'o:i-nu_i&}.' 65 Ho Qm_i impressed by the-. 3




fact that French forces invading that province would be vulnerable
when they left their fortifications and could be driven against the
Vosages Mountains and the Rhine where they could be destroyed. For
Moltke this course had both a military and a political advantage, The
military advantage was that a decision could be obtained there in three
to four weeks instead of the six weeks required in northwestern France,
thus permitting an earlier redeployfnent to the crumbling castern theatre. 66
- The political advantage was that Germany would be spared a foreign
| 'invgfaiAn and consequently the prestige of the Emperor and Army would
be pre#érveci intact. 67, Under this concept the role of the right-wing
‘a-rmi_ea, inste#d of beihg the instrument by which the campaign was to be
. decided, wés cqnverted t§ a secondary 6n'e designed to encourage the
' 'Frenéh 'fb launch .th‘eif inviaaidn Vof Lbrraine.~ Whatever ﬁma‘l chance
| __thlo operation had was diuip&tad when Moltke tolerated a premature '_ _ |
. _'counterattack by his left-wing armiea before the French had advanced far -
' enough into Lbruine. As a result the Gorman reaction wu largely a
. frontxl tttack rathar thln a ﬂank atuck as envuioned by Moltke which
- .fmcrely dwve thc French back into their eutarn £ortreuu where they
_were imparvioul to lucceuive futue Germn efforu. (This was the
'-vov 4 cventuality which Schlie!fen w.nted to avoid.) After it became clear
ﬁut his left-wing umiu could not achieve success agaimt tha outern

. Er’ench_ fortxjeq_c belt_. Malt_ke belgt‘edly and ra_ther despcrately x_‘.ecurrectred; ‘

" the 'id'e_a'ﬁo'f__ n'eekiag'the '.clecia_ioh in no‘rtthst'errd"_‘F;igncc. " But by théb the




right-wing armies; which had not been reinforced as Schlieffen had
intended and had even had forces withdrawn from their order of battle
(see below), were too weak to achieve a success, Further, because
the French were able to hold their right flank with minimum forces
inside the sanctuary of their eastern fortress belt, they could withdraw
sizable forces from that area and redeploy them quickly hy an efficient
railway system to the Paris sector, The German right-wing armies,
already exhausted from steady marching for some five weeks, had no
transport of any kind following destruction by the retreating French of
their rail lines north of Paris, 68 In sum, then, Moltke attempted a
double envelopment--a project with little chance of success because of
insufficient numbers and because the fortified zone in northeastern:
France made success there virtually impo-ssible. 69 (See Map 2 overleaf.) 7
| Of decisive importance in the German failure at the Marne were .
l M_ol.tke‘s per_eona,-i fai_l-uresf First, he laéked-the‘ moral pbu_rage to
Vacc':épt 'thé'riqké inherent in thligffen'p Pl#n _in:deali-h__g' with a perilous
' btfategic sit-;ujalti_(;n which _réﬁuired 'tlhe au;xfnpt_ion of r-iékp »-fif: thé;‘e-were _' -_
| _td be any éhan;_e _c_)t'» success. 70 R_ehted to tﬁid fa{lu:e'of nex;v'g.\va's hi_s- _ ,
. vacillgtior;.bé£§reen nort-heftatérn :;'ph;l'poz-ghwe:ster-h E‘iéhée_#s the situs - .
B '_ for hi‘s;main’ e‘ffért:. 71 Co’nsequenﬂ:y. vhévsucceédred in neither plgs:c.,l o
Second, }ievfailedrtomrhaintrain cren‘tr.alizeci cmitiqi 'of his {ield 'a-_.rr-niéia_} Qith
o _tl_xe- r;;ﬁlt that 't_h-ere was m'arkedidisuhity O'f e’ffdr»t.n_fj-?his- féqui rement -

§ -JfVOr cehtr_‘l’;led direction was an immediate personal responsibility, The
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failure to fulfill this responsibility can hardly be excused, regardless
of the wide scope of the battlefield and the distances involved. Third,
his lack of resolution at the climax of the campaign on SVSeptember
sealed the doom of his Army and country. 73 It is likely that, despite
all previous difficulties, vacillation‘and temporizing, the situation could
still have been retrieved if only he had persona_l_lly persevered, for the
Vright-wi'ng German armies ma,intainéd a tactical superiority over their
French adversaries right up to the time they were ordered to retire and ;
regroup. thh greater resolve on hxa part at this critical point, his
armies could yet have prevaxled. 74 Thus, as the indwxdual primarily
' :-responsible £or Garmany 3 failuré at thc Marnc,75 Moltke emerges asa -
rather tragxc figure. for he poswsmd admirable q@litiea and had t;xtadc A
aigni!icant conttibutaom to h‘m Army before the wm'. 76 : |
Certaiu othor L5 ctors whi;i: contributed to Germ&n failure at tho :
. ,r-:",4Marno nhouid ho mentioned ln pauing. : in the fiﬂt phcu, thum wm'e
' --Vrsimply maquata forc:e: in the nght wing ta par!’orm the ulks aasignod: -f' :_ .
',w it. - The unitc left bahiud tu cecure Belgium were not rephcaﬁ as
B jr.r'Sehhe!fen had phmmd. Of porhapo even gru&cr importante. two corpt S
. were uken (rom it uter tha Bag! le ai tha Fromien to minforce the {V |
i ] :om.sll ﬂald umy defemﬂng Eut Pruuia. 77 Xn thu iuhion was Schueifen‘a '
- admomtion to keep the ﬂght wing strong igmred ‘!‘he two corpc sent . “
) e“t would prchably tuve turned the tide at the Muue in Germnny't hvor. 7_-8 i-

. On mch rehuvely tmnll deciuim éou the tue oI war :ometimeu turu. -,A N

B e G TERN B .




second factor was the fauily command organization of the German field
armies, that is, the absence of army group headquarters as an
instrumentality of command between OHL and the armies. The expedient
of giving operational control to one of the field army commanders in each
wing proved unsatisfactory because this makeshift arrangement did not
- provide the detachment required for objective strategic decisions, 79 A
thix;d factor was the breakdown of communications between OHI.; and field
~ army headquarters. _Radio was in its infancy, the telephone was not
- satisfactory over great distances (bccause of the abéence of amplifiers in
1914), and wﬁrcle#s-was slow, In short, German coﬁtmunications were a
' ahamblcs. 8_0 This dcficieﬁcy explams the extraordinary cpxsode of the
'Hent«ch missmn. 8l Finally, there was the _suparto_r ability of thf; Frencta '

' t’oruinforce tho Parric sector in Scptembcrthtough thc use of the fine rail

- ;-syswm thn wa s kcyed to their capxul whoreu Lhc Gormam had o

S A"from upinterrixptgd» fo_rced mn_rche_'s for five waeko.- ,

- conunlm to rely on !oot mrches by ininntry «.omingems alroady weary

82

SC‘*!LLEPFEN PLAIQ'S PROSPECTS _

Would the Schlieilen Phn have becn oucceuz’ul i! it had been

- 'imp!ememed in the manner con'temphtéd by.iu 'architect? It ia uselen’

for the most part to speculate on what might h.we been in hiatory. And
'et. beuuno of the magniwde of evems in this instance and the .\wcwme _

: con.uquences_., inyolved_ for so many, the q'msstion has an u_ndomab!e,
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fascination here. Most writers who have taken a position seem to agree
that, if operations in 1914 had been conducted resolutely in accordance
with Schlieffen's concept, the total defeat of the French Army would
have ensued. 83 On the other hand, two historians at least have expressed
a contrary view.

Professor Ritter, somewhat surprisingly, believed that because
of various weaknesses the Plan, if implemented, would not have had too
good a chance of success. He cited the problem of maintaining centralized -
control of an operation of the magni;cuae envisioned by Schlieffen, the loss
of momentum attending a deep thrust into enemy territory, the great
difficulty in supplying and rcinforcing.over great distances without rail
lines, inadequate forces to man the formations contemplated by Schlieffen,
and the fé.ct that the plan was conceived without reference to existing
| political realities, 84 Robert B Asprey has taken Professor Ritter to
task for these criticismé with the observation that his "attempts to
denig.rate Schlieffen's strategy [do not] seem wholly justified by fact. n85
And, indeed, none of t_hese criticisms seems to be uniquely applicable
to Schlieffen's concept. The same points apply also to the operation
conducted by Moltke or to any extended invasion of a foreign country.
Further, the Ritter objections are lacking in specifiqity to be really
convincing.

A younger member of the academic community, Professor Larry H.

Addington, 86 has recently also taken issue with the prevailing view, He

21




bases his position on more pragmatic grnunds,\namel—y, the

infeasibility of Schliefien's idea.from a logistics point of view and its
impracticality in terms of the impc;ssibl‘ephys‘ical stamina demands on
the participating troops. With respect to Athe former point, he demonstrates
that the tremendous supply qéeds of the right wing envisioned by Schlieffen
could not have been satisfied by horse-drawn tra;nsport from railheads

far to the rear despite the herculean efforts that could have been expected
f;'ém combat service support elements. 87 as regards the latter point, he
indicates-.;hat“the physical demands on the troops would have led to exhaus-
tion, 88 Professor Addington's first point ceems to be well conceived but
his calculations demonstrate'only that the German supplyvsystem could
not have supported a right wing of the magnitude indicated by Schlieffen's
sévén-to-one ratio., He has not shown that a lighter force employing the
Schlieffen concept could not have been supplied. Could not a right wing

in a four-to-one or even three-to-one ratio have been mé.rginally supplied
to a sufficient extent to have made the basic operation feagible? Insofar
as his point about physical demands is concerned, a larger body of troops
~ would have been no more. exhausted than those who ﬁctually-comprised the
right-wing force in 1914, Admittedly the latter were on the verge of
exh#ustion but sf;ill performed creditably in combat when called upon.
There ie no reason to believe a larger number Qo_uld not have performed

as well provided they were furnished with minimum required aupporAt.
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Whatever conclusion one comes to about these issues, Professor
Addington's thesis is an interesting one.
Sewell Tyng was not willing to concede that faithfulness to
Schlieffen's Plan would nccessarily have brought total victory in France,
He believed there were too many variables to permit an accurate evalua-
tion of this question but he did readily admit that Moltke's failure to
appreciate Schlieffen's copcept was fatal to German chances at the Marne, 89
T For all histhoroughness, Schlieffen doubtlessly did overlook some
important considerations (as Frofessor Addington has pointed out) and the
unforesee.'able hazards of battle would unquestionably have presented
difficul‘; problems; but, in view of the fact that the German tide was just
barely stemmed in 1914 even when defective strategy and irresolute top
. comm‘é.nd adversely';ffected the campaign actually conducted, it is
_difficult to see how an operation resolutely pushed and utilizing the
Schlieffen cohc_ept could have failed, The margin of failure was so slight

in the'actual event that even the smallest improvement makes it seem

probable that the scales would have tipped the other way, And if this

evehtuality had occurred, the consequences would have been catastrophic,
for theﬁ Germany woul}d indeed have been master of continental Europe
after the Central Powers had defeated Russia at thcir lelsure, Even at
the height of her power Nazi Germany never enjoyed this status. The
belief hefe is that Imperial Germany was denied this coveted prize only

, because of the absence of a resolute supreme commander in 1914 and
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his failure to employ the Schlieffen Plan, The question then would have
been whether Britain would hav.%i been willing to come to terms with a

triumphant Germany and, if so, on what terms.

THE ALTERNATIVE
Whatever its strictly military merits may have been, proper

evaluation of the Plan requires consideration of its impact in the larger
context of how well it actually served Germany's national security policy.
As already noted, Professor Albertini has strongly condemned Schlieffen's
creation because of its political disadvantages, the restrictions it imposed
on the German governmen_t's ability to maneuver diplomatically, and the
moral opprobrium which its ex’eculion entailed. In brief, the Plan's
political disadvantages were that it bl-ought Great Britain intorthe war as
an active participanrt against Germany and provided two of Germany's ,'
| allies--Italy and Roumania--with a pretext for remaming neutral upon the
outbreak of hostlhties. It was prejudxcial to dtplomatxc maneuverir-g :
~because mobxlization required war thua givlng the government ”only the
~choice between leaving Germany diaarmed ot plungmg her headlong lnto |
the mortal perils of a general war, 190 And. of courae, the moral dioad-
vantage of the Plan wa.s that the violation of Belgian nautrality cast |
- ,G.crmany in the role of an 1nternationa1» pariah, 91
| VWaa rth-ere an alternatii}e'wh-ich;,woulcl- have better -'_séx;ved Ir-n_perial,
- Germany's se_curify inferests? -Th#t which ._V_ir'nm‘edlately occur‘? is thé

- defensive strategy formulated by therelder Moltke after the wars of -
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unification which could perhaps have been adapted to the somewhat
changed strategic circumstances in Europe during the decade before
World War I. The venerable field marshal's planning was based on the
premise that in a two-front war Germany's resources would not have
been adequate to \\\m a decisive victory. Therefore, his strategy was
designed to facilitate a favorable negciiated peace, a goal that
corresponded with }.}.is‘rnarck‘s policy after 1871 which sought no further
territorial gains in E%\xrope. This relatively modest goal was to be
achieved by a division- of forces (in contrast to Schlieffen's 'idea. of
concentrating for decisive action in one area at a time). At the outset
of a two-front war the elder Moltke would have had Germany stand on
the defensive in the west, takiné advaetage of the narrower and more
4 defeneible frontier with France. In the east he planned to launch a
' eertee of Iimited offeneivea in conjunction wlth Auetria-Hungary agamat
the Czar’e armies in Russian Polend to. secare a succession of tactical
' -_;':succeeeee. In‘a‘ ltretegtc sense theee operatione w:mld have been of '-a :
_ f"epoiling“ nature and not deaigned to achieve total victory over Ruesia.
" No purouit was planned into the Ruulan interior where geography
" militated egeinat encirclement, Molt.ke believed ‘that these limited
eucceuee in Pohnd would then permit him to redeploy the bulk of his
) "forcee to the Rhine. 'I’hough his intentions at thia potnt are not entirely

clear, ii_t appeerl 4that he.hoped‘to be able to drnw_'the French field armies
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into a trap in Lorraine where he expected to inflict a decisive defeat
upon them. But after this success he contemplated leaving to the civil
authorities the conclusion of a negctiated peace settlement. 92
It is interesting to note that Winston Churchill's prescription for
an appropriate course of action by Germany in 1914 was remarkably
similar to the plans of the elder Moltke. 93 Professor Ritter also
expressed a strong preference for this defensive, limited form of
strategy. 94 The German academician has summed up the political an.d
military advantages of such a strategy. Politically, under this formula,
Britain would probably have abstained and Belgium would not have been
ranged against Germany. French enthusiasm would have been dulled.
Militarily, the Russian threat could have been neutralized more easily
by reason- of the fact that the Austrian Army could have been used to
better advantage in limited joint operations of the two Central Powers,
rather than its being dissipated in commitment against the enemy by
it-’s--elf \vithouf _German support. Professor Ritter concedes, however,
.. that thiq form of strarte-gy ruled out _deci'sive-vigtory and at best would

have resulted only in a perpetuation of the status quo ante, His premise

- about British abstinence uhc_ler these circumstances is questionable
because Britain was actually more concerned with maintaining a- balancé
of power through support of France than in upholdihg_the in_teg'rity of

Belgium as a mattpr-df,principle. -
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Churchill particularly, in his inimitable style, makes a strong
case for the elder Moltke's strategy., But it is all just a bit too facile.
Conditions had changed since that strategy had been adopted a generation
previously., In the mean.time the French Army hﬂad become much larger
and stronger, while the construction of Russian fortifications rendered
spoiling attacks of doubtful utility, The French undoubtedly could have
been held along the Rhine but only by sizable German forces. Could
the remainder of the German Army in conjunction with the unreliable
Austrian Army have temporized indefinitely while the huge Russian
forces mobilized virtually at their convenience? Of greater significance,
the psychological tenor of the times and of the country would not have
permitted the German Army to assume a passive, defensive posture in
1914, The German people were fully conscious of the vigor and potential
of their young country, a restless dynamism prevaded every facet of the
national being, the government pursued a policy aimed at continental
hegemony, and even the Soéial Democrats wholeheartedly supported a
vigolrcme pro,secruti_on of the war, In this atmoap_here a military stratvegy.
of ipaa:sivityj.’ althoﬁgh perhaps more prudont ‘-in an ult_imate sense, w_aé

 out _df the question as a practical matter,

SUMMARY
The alignment of the European powers in the first decade of the

7 twentieth century was, when viewed in broad perspective, principally a N
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reaction to the excessively ambitious foreign policy of Imperial Germany
which had as its objects continental hegemony, the acquisition of a colonial
empire, and economic penetration of the Middle East. To redress the
adverse strategic imbalance that resulted, a national security policy was
adopted which was designed to split the Triple Entente and particularly
to secure British neutrality in the event of war., To this end,diplomatic
and dynastic efforts were made to break the unfavorable stratégic setting.
When these measures £ailéd and the _ult;irnate test of strength came in
1914, complete reliance Q;s pl_a;.;:‘ed on a_'gr,an_d design of military
strategy. | |
The Schlieffen Plan has been referred to as a ''project of
desperation, n95 1f this characterization is accurate, it ig so because
of the desperate situation_witl_m which it was designec_l to deal., In tlhisr .
sense it was the product of the ,"ill-afl?iaed policy pursued -by ihé- civil i
authorities. In any event. it perfectly complemented tha* policy and
Aif auccessful would have achieved that policy'l axms. |
At bottom there is a certain irony about all of this, - | B::e'cu'u‘ve 'o’[r, a
the very unfa_vo_rable_ stvrategicr sxtuatiqn bqqugaﬂxed to tbe miliu:ry S
_ plarm.aer-a by the,'éivilisﬁ' a'ut@)ofit.ies:--a -situ_’ll:io_i.t-a.r_ising frdm hfqr'eiéh '
- policy u-ltimateiy baud'on 'the nx;ti;in"c'-militaf‘y pot-ent'i'a.l--;thé"fofmer :
| Vfound it neceaury to undemke a military operaticn which enuiled |
serious political disqdvnntngen. ) Thus the irony WEs that unwtttingly

each group created for the other very difficult problems, The efforts .
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of each, in turn, to find solutions to these problems and retrieve the
indiscretions of the other contributed to the disaster that eventually

overtook their country,

LESSONS FOR U, S, SECURITY

Governmentaf organization, politico-military relationships and
the international concerns of Imperial Germany prior to the outbreak
of World War I differed materially from comparable conditions that
exist for the United States today. Nevertheless, the German experience
of that era has certain significant lessons for our country in the present
era. First, German history illustrates the disadvantages of excessive
dependence on what Samuel P. Huntington has labeled ''strategic monism/',
that is, reliancé upon a single strategic concept or weapons system as

96 Lest it be imagined that our

a means of achieving military security.
leaders could not possibly be so faulted, one need only go back to the
decade of the nineteen fifties whcn U. S. security was based on the
highly restrictive doctrine of massive retaliation. Just as the military
rigidity of the Schlieffenv Plan compelled German leaders in a time of
crisis to choose between ''leaving [their coxlmtry] disarmed or plunging
her headlong into the mortal perils of a general war,"97 so massive
retaliation offered ouf leaders "‘only two choices, the initiation of

general war or compromise and retreat. n98 Although the doctrine of

flexible response replaced massive retaliation in the decade of the
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nineteen sixties, the limitations of strategic monism still threaten ouvr
military planning in a different form. Now the threat is embodiec ina
tendency to place primary reliance on the nuclear-powered, missile-
carrying submarine as the ultimate offensive instrument of our armed
forces to the virtual exclusion of other instrumentalities. The advantages
of strategic pluralism, in providing more than one strategy and a variety
of weapons to defl with a diversity of potential security threats, are
obvious.

A second lesson to be derived from German experience in the
early part of the century is the need for effective coordination between
civil authorities and military planners to the end that political and
military considerations may be properly integrated to form a unitary
national security policy. German pblicy, as pointed out above, suffered
from the fact that military planning was carricd on in camera without
reference to the cfvil authorities. This practice was primarily the
result of the absence of joint civil-military defense cQuncils. 99 General
Maxwell D, Taylorloo has'commented on the lack of meaningful commu-
nication betweven the Joint Chiefs of Staff and top U. S. civil authorities
(i.e., the Secretary of Defense and President) in the past on basic issues
of national security policy. 101 ynlike the Germans, our Government has
provided a mechanism for the coordination of politico-military aspects of

national security problems but the trouble is that this inechanism, the
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National Security Council, has not been very effective in this role. The
Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery of the Senate Committee on
Government Operations took note of this deficiency in a study prepared
in 1960, 102 Shortly thereafter the Bay of Pigs fiasco demonstrated the
accuracy of the Subcommittee's observation. General Taylor has also
commented on the failure of the National Security Council to provide the
Joint Chiefs of Staff with clcar guidance to govern the formulation of
strategic planning, 103 pga result, military planning has not always
corresponded with the ideas of the civil authorities,

Ultimately the national security policy of the United States is
determined by the President upon the advice of the National Security
Council and his Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. Except
for the latter years of the Johnson Administration when our involvement
in Vietnam was at its peak, the voice of the military has been largely
submerged in top-;levelr consideration of national security policy,  The |
armed forces do npt,havé f)_ieir own reﬁrasentatiop on the Co_um:::il-. (Some-
"tiniee the JCS Chairmun accompanies the S-céretary of DvefenseA to Council
- meetings,) Nor does the Secretary iAIWayo represent the strictly military |
pointv of view.llo‘f‘ ‘Thus, just as wfas'_thé case in impcr{al Geém#’ny, titere_ -

is lCi_Viklf!lilit&_t"y diéhotom.y at ther-highest level of goverament, though )
_ for qut_e_ differé_n‘t' reasons. The mtioﬁal interent _requir.es‘ th;at the |
-’-;Ixﬁli_tary have the opportunity tc; ha_vé its viéwc he;rd'q}hen national

R aercuxr‘ity_ po'lii:y is considered, Thii néed i_njall the greater at a time when
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anti-military sentiment is so prevalent throughout the land.

A third lesson, which is a corollary of the second, is the need
to strike a proper balance between political commitments and military
capability. The Germans made a commitment to their Austrian ally
which, in the event, was beyond their military ability to fulfill. For
our pai't we have treaty obligations to many nations all over the world.
Are all of these commitments realistic now in view of the sharp
curtailment of our military power and in view of the pervasive public
reaction to our involvement in southeast Asia?

A fourth lesson relates to the necessity of preventing an
imbalance of military power in the first instance so that dependence on
a ""project of desperation' is hot required as a basis of military strategy.
Yet, in the opinion of one writer at least, this is thve very de';reloprnent
that appears to be in prospect for the United States. 105 According to
this view, the trend’will be back toward more reliance on the t;nassive
retaliation concept in lieu of flexible response as a result of the reductn;ion
of our conventional forces and pui)lic rejection of any more Vietnam-type
interventions. The prospect is not a very reassuring o‘he.

But the most important lesson of all, in the present writer's
opinion, pertains to loss 6f will;, When Moltke lost his will to persevere
at the climax of fhe Marne campaign--at the very time his right-wing
‘armies stood on the th'r:_gshold of victory and were still besting their

adversaries tactically despite near exhaustion--at that moment the
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German Army was defeated. By contrast, our failure of resolve is
not that of a commander., Our failure is even more significant; it is
the incipient loss of national will., A nation's strength is not measured
by milité.ry power alone. Another vital ingredient is a national will to
assume the responsibilities of a great power, Without the latter the
former is an illusion. The signs of our weakening national resolve are
manifest for all to seé--the imminent end of the draft, widespread‘
sentiment to abandon the South Vietnamese to their fate,‘ unwillingness
to maintain adequate forcé~1evels in Europe, and congressional
reluctance to appropriate the funds required for further development

V4 ' .
of advanced weapons systems, These’ symptoms of spiritual weakness
bode ill for the future if we hope long to prevail over our dedicated
adversaries. For this purpose a r’ecomtﬁitment to our traditional national
goals will be required. f‘or ué, then, the real‘lessbn‘ of thg Marnke.,
fifty-eight years after that meonumental event, sh‘duld be an awareness
of the consequences of ioss of the will to pefsevere in the facg'of

adversity. History has important lessons for those with the pefception -

to appreciate their significance,

Forrest S, Holmes,
COL, JAGC, USAR
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(1902-1914), Smith College (1914-1929) and Harvard University (1929-
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2. Sidney B. Fay, Origins of the World War (1930), vol. 2,
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of the war is concurred in by Professor Walter P, "Buzzer' Hall,
late Dodge Professor of History at Princeton University, in l'ns World
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and detailed study of the subject to appear to date

6. Luige Albartim. The Origfm of the War of 1914 (English ed. *
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: : 9. Late profouor of modern European hietory at Freiburg
" Uuivercity Imm 1924 to 1956, Profenor mtter died onl July 1967,

, 10. Gerhard Riuer. “A Now War Guilt ‘“he-in" ) lhe Outbrenk
‘of the First World War: Who or: What Wn_. Responnible?, edited by -
Dw;ght E. Lee (1970}, p 103- 109 ' '

u. Prmce Otto Bismarck was the first Chﬂncauor of the Cermnn_;
Empire. He !ervcd m this capaci%y until his dismissal by WxL’*elm 1in
o180, . . .
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12. Soon after Bismarck's successor (Caprivi) allowed the
so-called reinsurance treaty with Russia to lapse, that absolutist state
looked about for a new alignment and somewhat in desperation decided to
ally itself with republican France in 1893, More than a decade later,
upon the settlement of their differences in Africa, Britain and France
came to an understanding which became known as the Entente Cordiale,
Similarly, with the resolution of Russo-British differences in Persia
and Afghanistan, those two countries arrived at an informal but definite
agreement in 1907, The collective result of these separate undertakings
was a loose alliance which for easy reference has been called the Triple
Entente, However, unlike the Triple Alliance of the Central Powers, it
did not involve (except in the case of the agreement between Russia and
France) a formal and binding commitment.

13, Bismarck was the architect of the Triple Alliance. In 1879 he
concluded a pact with Austria-Hungary to which Italy acceded in 1882 upon
the initiative of Germany. The Alliance, which was renewed five times in
the interval prior to World War I, was defensive by its terms. Austria
allied herself with Germany for support of her ambitions in the Balkans
vis-a-vis Russia. Italy was motivated to join because of her competition
with France. As stated in the text, Bismarck regarded the alliance as
defensive only and, indeed, did not rely solely on the protection it afforded
but obtained additional support through the reinsurance treaty with Russia.

14, “Valter P, Hall, World Wars and Revolutions (1952}, p. 23.
The facts of the Bosnian crisis may be summarized briefly, At a sccret
meeting in the fall-of 1908 the foreign ministers of Austria-Hungary and
Russia, Achrenthal and Izvolski, struck a personal bargain under which
the Russian agreed to acquiesce in Austria's formal annexation of the .
Balkan provinces of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which were under Turkish
suzerainty but had been administered by the Dual Monarchy since the
Congress of Berlin in 1878, in exchange for Austrian support for the
opening of the Dardenelles for the passagé of Russian warships. Izvoleki
the ught Aehrenthal would delay the Auatrian announcement of annexation
until he {Izvolski) had consulted and won the support of the other powers
for the opening of the Dardenelles, However, Aechrenthal acted sooner than
Izvolski had expected and when Britain--to the Russian foreign minister's
surprise~-oppoesed the Dardenelles proposal, lzvolski felt he had been duped
énd insisted on a reconvening of the parties tu the Congress of Berlin, Ger-
- many, whkich at first was greatly disturbed by the Austrian action because
of its desire to court the favor of the new Young Turk regime, finally
decided that Austria must be supported in view of the paramount German
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interest in promoting the concept of reciprocal loyalty by the {riple
Alliance partners. This crisis was finally resoclved in the spring of 1909
when Germanyoffered Izvolski the face-saving device of undertaking to
obtain the formal approval of the Berlin Congress parties to the Austrian
annexation upon the advance agreement of izvolski to support the Austrian
action, As part of the agreement Turkey was compensated for the loss of
its titular rights in the two Balkan provinces by a cash payment. However,
Izvolski was discredited in his own country and was dismissed by the Czar
the following year. Thereafter he served as Russian ambassador in Paris
until 1916, For a detailed discussion of this episode see Raymond J. Sontag,
European Diplomatic History, 1871-1932 (1933), pp. 116-125.

15, Gordon A. Craig, The Politics of the Prussian Army, 1640- .
1945(1955), . 286. Sontag, p. 124, '

16, Fritz Fischer, Germany 8 Aims in the First World War (1967),
p. 30. It is not entirely clear how German support of Italian ambitions in
_north Africa would encourage Britain to approach the Triple Alliance.
Presumably the thought here is that in order to protect her own interests.
~ in Africa (primarily in Egypt) against Italian encroachment Britain would
-be inclined to come to some kind of understanding with Italy and Germany. . :

17. W11helm II's abortive effort at BJorko in 1905 was not his first
attempt on the dynastic level. A year earlier he undertook to assist his
.military planners (the Bjorko negotiations, of course, and the other efforts
digcussed in the text were aimed at diplomatic results rather than military . .
advantage)- by a rather heavy-handed overtureto Leopold II. King of the
Belgians, upon the occasion of a state visit by the latter to Berlin. Before

- “dinner on the last day of the visit Wilhelm took Leopold aside and suggested,

“not too obliquely; that the Belgian King could extend his scepter over French
_ Flanders -and Artois if he cooperated inthe event of a Franco-German war

- by permtttmg passage of German forces. According to Prince Bulow's
(Imperial Chancellor, 1903-1909) account of this event, the King was
‘offended and replied that his ministers and parliament would not for a
moment consider such a suggestion. In his turn Wilhelm, ever conscious
of the monarchial principle, stiffly retorted that he "could not respect a
monarch who felt responsible to his deputies and his ministers instead of
to our God in Heaven alone," The King was visibly shaken by the exchange,
scarcely spoke during the official dinner that followed, and upon his
departure for the railway station immediately afterward was so upset that
he put on his Prussian dragoon helmet backward to the dismay of the
‘military martinets among his hosts. Bernard von Bulow, Memoirs of

Prince von Bulow (1931), vol. 2, pp. 84-85, Not easily discouraged or




. short of memory, Wilhelm repeated the effort with Leopold's successor,

King Albert, in November 1913 when the latter visited Berlin. Though
details of Albert's reactions are not known, his negative decision was
the same as that of Leopold. Fischer, pp. 37-38. These incidents are
interesting, wholly apart from the personalty aspects, as indicative of
(1) Wilhelm's appreciation of his general staff's plans with respect to
Belgium and (2) his willingness to make dynastic overtures on behalf of
his military as well as diplomatic miuions,

18. This German support consisted of cozling the Russian fleet
bound for Asiatic waters and seconding Russia in the dispute with Britain
over the Dogger Bank incident which was precinitated by the action of the
Russian fleet commander in opening fire on British fishing boats in the
mistaken belief they were Japanese torpedo boats.

19. Fischer, p. 21.

20. This crisis, when viewed in larger perspective, was part of
the German plan to form a continental alliance and thus to neutralize the
Franco-Russian alliance. The immediate subject of the controversy was
French aconomic pentration of Morocco which, as German authorities
pointed out correctly, would inevitably lead to establishment of a French
protectorate in violation of the Treaty of Madrid of 1880 by which the
European powers had agreed to respect the independence of Morocco.
Holstein (influential Foreign Ministry official) and Bulow (German
Chancellor) planned to inflict a diplomatic defeat on France by reconvening

" the Madrid Treaty signatories who, it was thought, would expel France

from Morocco. Thus chastised and deserted by her Russian ally--which
result was confidently anticipated by reason of the Czar's just concluded
underiaking at Bjorko--France would then be willing to come to terms with
Germany and the continental alliance would become a reality, But the
German diplomats overplayed tineir hand. Though willing to yield in
Morocco, the French finally realized that the real purpose of German
diplomacy was in effect to coerce them into a reconciliation. With strong
British support the French successfully withstood this German challenge,
Though superficially the ensuing Treaty of Algeciras (signed by the Madrid
Treaty signatories) endorsed Germany's formal objective of preserving
Morocco's nominal independence, in reality Germany suffered a serious
reverse because she neither extirpated French influerice ror gained a
foothold herself. Soon thoreafter followed the Russian repudiation of the -
Bjorko agreement, German plans for a continental alliance lay in ruins.
Relations between France and Britain, on the other hand, were given an
added boost by their cooperation in thwarting the German diplomatic thrust,
For a detailed discussion of this whole rather compllcated matter see
Sontag, pp. 103-111, : '




2l. Sometimes referred to as the second Moroccan crisis.
22. Hall, pp. 25-26. Fischer, p. 24, Sontag, pp. 153-160.

23, Lord Haldane was at the time British Secretary of State for
War. He was Britain's principal negotiator in these protracted conversa-
tions which have become known generally by reference to his name.

24. Fischer, pp. 26-27. Sontag, pp. 168-171,

25. Prussian Minister of the Interior, 1907- 1909 Imperial
Chancellor, 1909-1917.

26. Foreign Minister, 1913-1916,

27, The term "July crisis" denotes the period of intense diplomatic
activity commencing with the assassination of the Archduke Franz
Ferdinand, heir to the Austrian throne, on 28 June 1914 and extending to
the German declaration of war against France on 3 August 1914,

28, Fischer, pp. 91-92.

29. Ibid., pp. 72-74. It was deemed important to cast Russia in
the role of aggressor in order to win the wholehearted support of the
German people and specifically that of the liberal Social Democrats, the
party of the growing industrial worker element. A second reason for the
necessity to appear as the victim of aggression was to induce Italy and
Roumania to fulfill their treaty obligations. '

30, Fay, vol. 2, pp. 554-555,
31. Schmitt, vol, 1, p. 322.

32. Ritter, The Outbreak of the Firs‘t World‘War. p. 106,

33, The nephew and namesake of Field Marshal Count Helmuth
von Moltke, he was a personal favorite of Wilhelm II and served as the -
Emperor's military aide for a period. His principal command was as
CG of the 1st Division of the Guards Corps from 1902 to 1904, Zfter
duty on the General Staff he was appointed its Chief in 1906 and served

in that capacity until the end of the First Battle of the Marne when, broken : - |
in spirit and health, he was relieved. Later he served as titular command. -

er of the home forces and died in 1916, Fora brief description of hia
peroonal characteristics see footnote 76. :
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34, Ritter, The Sword and the Scepter (1970), vol. 2, pp. 227, 252.

35. Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State (1957),
pp. 100, 101.

36, Ibid., p. 102. The Ministry of War had responsibility for
administration, logistics, and budget matters; the Military Cabinet oversaw
personnel matters; and the General Staff was concerned with strategic
planning, training, and education of GS officers, Of course, as the war
dragged on, this fragmentation of military authority diminished as the General
Staff asserted an ever-increasing influence until the Hindenburg-Ludendorff
partnership finally exercised complete control of the political as well as
military spheres.

37. For a detailed discussion of civil-military relationships in
Imperial Germany see Ritter, The Sword and the Scepter, vol. 2, chap. 7.

38, Under Grey's proposal the Austrians weuld have occupied
Serbia's capital, Belgrade, as security for Serbian good faith but gone no
further while a conference of the members of the two major European
alliances was convened to arbitrate the Austro-Serbian diffcrences. The
conference was to have been sponsored jointly by Britain and Germany in
the role of honest brol.ers. The idea was the most promising of all
mediation proposals made during the July crisis and was tentatively
supported by Bethmann but failed when Austria rejected it.

39. Ritter, The Sword and the Scepter, vol. Z, p. 253, Craig,

p. 293. Albertini, on the other hand, represents Moltke's action here,

not as a manifestation of his own conscientious convictions, but rather as
~ the product of his belief that he was supporting a change in attitude by the
- Emperor (as revealed by marginalia). Albertini, vol. 3, pp. 8, 9. With
. all due respect to Albertini's impressive credentials, his rationale is not

) -convincing here. Whatever weaknesses Moltke had, he was not a sycophant:

and was not afraid to take a position which differed from that of his -
imperial master. Inthis connection see the commeniary in footnote 76
regarding hia alteration of the nature of Arrmr maneuvers,

o 7 "40. = Albertini, vol. 3, p. ll., Walter Gorlitz, T!xe.Germ_;n General . |
© o Staff, 1657-1945 (1953), p. 153. Fora contrary view which,to.a great

' extent,exculpttec Moltke see Ritter. The Sword and the Sceptem vol 2,

p. 258,

4}. Albertini vol, 3, p. 1.
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43. Both of these events actually took effect on 1 August. Thus,
despite his loss to Moltke, Bethmann still succeeded in partially shifting
the onus of war responsibility to Russia by reason of the latter's general
mobilization at noon on 31 July. Also of interest is the fact that the
Minister of War, General Erich Von Falkenhayn, did not favor taking these
two steps immediately because of the adverse political consequences.
Albertini, vol. 3, p. 192. But in this connection it may be observed that
Falkenhayn did not have responsibility for the conduct of military operations,

44, German ambassador in London from 1912 to the outbreak of
war. A career diplomat, the Prince's last days were marred by tragedy.
Because of his indiscretion (or worse) in permitting the publication in
January 1918 of a scathing attack on the circumstances of Germany's going
to war, which was deemed to be subversive by the government and used for
propaganda purposes by the Allies, he was deprived of his ambassadorial
rank in the foreign service, stripped of his commission as a reserve
cfficer in the Army, expelled from the Prussian Upper Chamber of which
he had been a member for 16 years, and finally indicted for treason. Before
he could be tried on this charge, the war ended and he was freed. However,
he was largely discredited in the eyes of the German public,except for the
more liberal element,and died an embittered man in 1928.

45, The Lichnowsky wires constitute a vignette of history that has
provoked much interest, Grey's explanation of this incident later was that
his suggestion of British and French neutrality was premised on a German
undertaking to refrain from attacking Russia as well as France and thus to
permit Austria and Russia to settle their differences between themselves;
whereas Lichnowsky interpreted their discussions as a proposal of British
~ and French neutrality conditioned upon German forebearance only with
respect to France, Germany being free to join Austriain a war against
- Russia. Which diplomat was correct? Albertini discusses this incident
~ at length (vol. 3, pp. 380-386) and after carefully examining all the evidence
. concludes that there was in fact no "misunderstanding''--the usual explana-
. tion offered--but that Lichnowsky's version of the incident reflected what

~ actually occurred. It is Albertini's opinion that Grey did indeed offer the
_prospect of British and French neutrality {f Germany refrained from
invading France with no. restrictions on a German attack against Russia a.nd
- ‘that Grey made this offer ;baurdly but in gond faith, (vol. 3, p. 382)
- Albertini attributes Grey's preposterous offer to the fact that the British
. ‘Foreign Secretary simply iost his head in the pressure of events. (vol. 3,
. p. 385) Edward F. Willis in his Prince Lichnowsky, Ambassador of

‘Peace (1942) gives uncertain support to Albertini's conclusion. Willis
_ atates (pp. 264-265) that there is no evidence Lichnowsky indicated to Grey
'Y German intention to remain neutral in'a war between Austria -and Ruuia




and that Grey never thought German forebearance with respect to Russia
was possible. According to Willis, Grey did seriously discuss with

Paul Cambon (the French ambassador at London) as well as with
Lichnowsky the terms reported by the latter to Berlin on 1 August. (p. 265)

46, A particularly interesting account of this remarkable
confrontation between Emperor and Chief of Staff appears in Correlli
Barnett, The Swordbearers (1964), pp. 5-9.

47. Schlieffen served on the staff of a cavalry corps at Koniggratz
(Sadowa) in 1866 and that battle made a profound impression on him. To
his regret he did not participate in the frontier battles of the Franco-
Prussian War but did see service ian the Loire campaign on a field army
staff. For seven years he was commanding officer of the First Guard
Uhlan Regiment at Potsdam--the highest troop command of his career. In
1883 he was posted to the General Staff where he served continuously until
his retirement. Extremely dedicated, he personified the military
technician and scrupulously eschewed any political involvement. After the
premature death of his wife he lost interest in all outside activities and
devoted himself entirely to his professional responsibilities. A tireless
worker, he was held in high esteem by his brother officers as a gifted
strategist.

48, Hajo Holborn, Makers of Modern Strategy (1944), p. 187
Ritter, The Sword and the Scepter, vol. 2, p. 197,

49, The battle of Cannae was fought on 2 August 216 B.C. during
the Second Punic War. Hannibal with 50, 000 Carthaginians met 90,000
Romans under Varro. Accepting a temporary tactical withdrawal of his
greatly outnumbered infantry in the center, Hannibal turned both Roman
flanks with his cavalry,  Once the double envelopment had been completed,
throwing the Roman army into confusion as a result of the assault on its

rear, the Carthaginian infantry counterattacked In front, With flight cut -

- off,upwards. of 80,000 Romans, including the Consul Aemilius, were
, ohughtered. Hannibal lost about 6, 000, SIEE

50, Holborn, PP. 189-190.

51, The elder Moltke, in plannlng for a two~£ront war, had decided
to attack Russia first while remaining on the defensive along the French
‘frontier. Because of ch:nges in circumstancés since his time and also
because of a different strategic objective,Schlieffen reversed these
‘ prioritiea. A fyller discussion of the elder Moltke s phnning appears -
- on pp. 24-25 af the text. -




52. For a comprehensive treatment of Schlieffen's thoughts and
formulation of his plan see chapter 8 of Makers of Modern Strategy.

53. Actually the term '"'right wing' as used here is a misnomer.
The German forces to be arrayed against France were to be divided among
seven field armies as shown on Map 1. The enveloping force of the right
wing proper would consist of the first, second and third field armies. The
fourth and fifth field armies would comprise the center of the total maneuver
force in the western theatre. These two interior center armies would
advance a limited distance to maintain a linear front with the huge right
wing proper and to fix the French armies in their sector by offensive
action. The left wing would consist of two relatively small field armies,
the sixth and seventh, Thus the strength ratio of seven to one in the text
refers to the relation between the numbers in the right and center armies
combined (i. e., the first five armies) and the numbers in the sixth and
seventh armies on the left. The forces assigned to the five armies on the
right anc in the center were to consist of 63 infantry divisions, 8 cavalry -
divisions, 22 reserve divisions plus 8 so-called ersatz corps as soon as
mobilized. [he two armies on the left between Metz and Strasbourg were
to have 9 infantry divisions, 3 cavalry divisions, and 1 reserve brigade
on the Metz-Strasbourg line with 3-1/2 brigades covering the right bank
of the upper Rhine. Southern Alsace was to be completely undefended.
Holborn, p. 191.

54. There were plans for Italian military assistance to Germany
in Alsace and Lorraine. Under the military convention of 1888 between
the two Triple Alliance partners Italy was to contribute a field army of
5 corps and 2 cavalry divisions to be sent to the upper Rhine. This under-
taking was virtually rescinded by Italy at the time of her 1911-1912 war
against Turkey when she seized Lybia. In the fall of 1913, that war having"
been concluded, General Alberto Pollio, Chief of the Italian General Staff .-
~and (unlike his government) a loyal adherent to the Triple Alliance, gave
- his personal prumise to send a force of uncertsin strength to the upper
"Rhine.- To the coneternation of his allies he suddenly died on 28 June 1914
but his successor, General Luigi Cadorna, was planning to send a force -
of the size originally contemplated by the convention of 1888 when his
. government intervened and announced its intention to remain neutral.
S Albertini. vol. 3, pp. 304-8, Sewell T, Tyng, The Campaign_of the .
g Marae, 1914 (1935), p. 9. If Schlieffen had counted on this Italian under-
R taking, the availability of an allied contingent might well have altered his -
. -strategic-planning for his left wing. But it appears that, prophetically,
-, .he never put any faith in the Italian promise and hence that illusory promise .
played nio part in his planned dispositions. Albertini, vol, 3, p. 237,
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55. After his retirement in 1906 Schlieffen continued to reassess
and refine his grand project. Shortly before his death he bequeathed to
the younger Moltke in 1912 a second version of his Plan. The principal
changes were elimination of the march through Holland when it became
clear that neighbor would not agree to the transit of German troops
(Schlieffen had expected in 1905 to secure Dutch acquiescence through
diplomatic channels) and the elimination altogether of the single field
army to protect East Prussia. Albertini, vol. 3, p. 242. Ritter, The
Sword and the Scepter, vol. 2, p. 224. The latter change is rather
startling and Schlieffen's justification of it is difficult to understand.

56. Albertini, vol. 3, p. 253.
57. Barnett, p. 38.

58. The numbers of the Ruvssianv.Army were awesome. To a

peacetime strength of 1,423, 000 would be added 3,115,000 upon mobilization

with a further reserve of 2,000,000 for subsequent call-up for an overall
total of 6,538,000, Barbara Tuchman, The Guns of August (1962), p. 57.
Offsetting these strength figures somewhat was the slowness of Russian
mobilization, a factor which Schlieffen took into account in his planning.

59. When Schlieffen finalized his plan in 1905 shortly before his
retirement, French strategy was governed by Plan 15 which followed the
general policy originally adopted in 1887 of deploying the French field
armies near the German frontier, preparatory to initiating hostilities. with
an invasion of Alsace and Lorraine. It is not known how successful German
intelligence was in ferreting out the details of French strategic planning
but the German General Staff was undoubtedly aware of the basic French
intention to launch a major .offensive into the ''lost provinces' and the
Rhineland. This traditional feature of French planning was perpetuated
in Plan 17, the plan that was in effect and implemented in 1914 upon the
outbreak of the Great War. Unlike the Schlieffen Plan, Plan 17 was not
a detailed scheme of operations, specifying tactical movements in pre-
arranged sequence and leading successively to anticipated particular »
results. Rather,it merely established the method and place of concentra-

tion, fixed the composition of the several French field armies and prescribed

an offensive from northeastern France to exploit Wha.tever opportunities
developed in that sector. A wide degree of discretion was left to the
commander in chief. For a detailed discussion of Plan 17 and its origins
see chapter 2 of Tyng. Of particular interest is the explanation why ’
Plan 17 did not provide for defense against a German attack on France
through Belgium. In this connection see pp. 20-21. For another discus-
sion from a somewhat different point of view see chapter 3 of Robert B.
Asprey, The First Battle of the Marne (1962).
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60. HermannJ. von Kuhl, GEN., The Marne Campaign, 1914
(1936), pp. 16, 296. Tyng, p. 9. Asprey, pp. 165, 171.

61. Ritter, The Sword and the Scepter, vol. 2, p. 266. An
interesting sidelight of this change by Moltke was that knowledge of the
coup de main was withheld from the civil authorities (presumably in the
interest of preserving secrecy), Bethmann was f{irst informed of this
planned operation on 31 July 1914 to his dismay, for it meant that the
initiation of military operations was required in a matter of hours rather
than days.

62. Albertini, vol. 3, p. 241, Holborn, p. 195. Asprey, pp. 165-
166.

63. Tuchman, p. 364.
64. Holborn, p. 198.

65. The adoption of this strategy was surprising in view of a
statement General Hermann J. von Kuhl {chief of staff of the first German
army in the 1914 Marne campaign) made to a special Reichstag committee
in 1923, According to this statement Moltke in 1909 assigned then
Colonel von Kuhl the mission of reconnoitering the entire French frontier
area from Toul to Belfort for offensive possibilities so as to avoid the
necessity of invading Belgium. Kuhl reported that an offensive against
northeastern France would be impossible without extended siege operations,
See faotnote 38 to chapter 9, vol. 2, Ritter, The Sword and the Scepter,

__gs.- Holborn, P- 195,

- 67. . Arthur Rosenberg. The Birth of the German Republic, ,
_1871-‘918 (19’1). P 80. '

68, A detailed descripﬁon of Moltke 8 conduct of tha campaign

o ;u set forth at Holhorn, pp. 195-199.

 ",’_:69." ,Knhl, p. 298 Tuchman. pp. 363 436
70. Alprey, p. 165. :
71, Holborn, p. 199,

72.  Kuhl, p. 308, Alprey. pp. 16-17, Holborn. P 159, .
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| 73. Barnett, p. 93.
74. Ibid.
75. Asprey, p. 164,

76. GCultured, sensitive, conscientious to a fault, and intro-
spective, Moltke was not typical of the professional military officer of
his time. He played the cello, painted and preferred Goethe for
recreational reading. As an example of his sensitivity he forbade the
serving of champagne at the OHL mess after hostili:ics began in deference
to the privations of his combat troops. In poor ! -:alth, he bore his respon-
sibilities with difficulty. He was devoted to his wife and unburdened him-
self in long daily letters to her when he was absent from Berlin. For a
portrait of his personal characteristics see Barnett, pp. 34-36, 49, and 86,
Probably his most important contribution to the pre-war Army was his
forthright overture to Wilhelm to discontinue the mere mock battles
contrived for the self-gratification of the Emperor at annual maneuvers
and to substitute serious training exercises incorporating conditions
approximating actual combat. Asprey, p. 12. Gorlitz, p. 139, This
was an accomplishment which even the redoubtable Schlieffen had not seen
fit to attempt. In addition Moltke had modernized the Army by adopting a
series of technical developments including heavy artillery, anair arm and
improved equipment for the individual soldier. Asprey, p. 12. -

77. Kuhl, p. 305. Tyng, p. 339. Asprey, p. 65 Holborn, p, 198,
‘The irony in this transfer was that the Baitle of Tannenberg was fought .

~while the two corps were in transit; Thus they did not participate in the '
: lxmactic engagements of either theatre, . '

78 Asprey, pp‘ 166 167
7.9'. Gorlitz, p. 157, Blrnett P. 45
N so Anpx'ey, p..l71 Kuhl, p. 305 |
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