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ABSTRACT

TACTICAL AND OFERATIUNAL DERTH by Major Charles L. Crow, USA,
34 pages.

This study analyzes and defires tactical ard aoperational
depth. Simply stated, tactical depth is defired as the area
accuplied by defernding units whose continued coccupation
maintains the integrity af the defense and dernies the

attacker the ocpportunity to destroy the mass of deferding
forces by maneuver, while aperational depth is the area in
which marieuver is achieved and 1f gairned by the attacker
pravides the opportunity to destroy the defender without
engaging the majority of the deferses.

‘Historical analyzes based on the study of the BRBattle afr
Gazaia, battle for the Herch peninsula, and the RBattie or
Kursk revealed that tactical and ocperaticnal deptn are rnot
related to the size of units or any specific depth, but are
dependent on missions, abjectives, emplaoyment of units,
locations of reserves, and the perspective in which these are
viewed. Urnits occupying tactical depth im  the battles
studied rarge in size from brigade to army. In the term of
size, tactical depth varied from five to sixty kKilometers.
Units deferding in the tactical depth had missions related to
denying the attacker the ability tao marneuver, winlile units
positiconed in the zperational depth were craented Iul g
destroying umits that had peretrated the tactical deptih.

The study concludes that tactical and operational depth can
be summed up 1n  twi words, denial and  opportunity. The
importance in understandirng the differerce in the two depths
lies in the fact that whern the attacker croasses the threshald
between tactical ard ocperational depth, a decision point has
beern reached. The attacker must decide how to respond to the
apportunity presented too him, while the defernder must
adequately respond or face total destructiar.,
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TACTICAL AND OFERATIONAL DERTH

Introduction

As war is both an  art and a science, it is important
that a differentiation be made betweer the twa. Art reguires
arn understarding and mastery of the subject which canm lead to
success on the field of battle. The science of war 1implies
exactness including the ability tao converse in precise terms
which convey specific meanirngs and intent in as few worde as
possible.

Rlorng with the acceptarnce of the operaticrnal level of

war by the US Army, a "Pandoral's box" of terminclogy  has

sprung aper. Terms such as operaticonal maneuver, operaticnal
regserves and operational depth are externsively used 1
describing varicus facets of the operational level of war.
This has led to confusion, and should this urncertainty

trarnsmit itself into misunderstanding of a commander’s 1ntent
during battle, the consequerces could be catastrophic,
Iri Carl wvorm Clausewltz's On War and RBaron de Jominil’s

Me Art of War, baoth autihors  emphasized the rnecessity  or

establishing specific definitions asscociated with  key waords.
Both individuals realized that without a ocommon basis of

understanding, discussion would be frultless. it has been
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fa‘ stated that Jomini grasped the simple noticon that withaout
i)
p_'g‘l !
ﬁkﬁ clearly defined terms understood Dby all concerned, any study
RN
of scound military practice would be sericusly hampered.!
et
.tﬁ‘
;5@ We face that same challenge today in the joint and
o
ﬁh'
B combined arenas. If we as a service are unable to agree an
o common definitions among ourselves for such terms as tactical
L >
g??; and cperational depth, ther we will be urnable to articulate
L} 'J‘\
« . . : .
%f o intent to cur sister services and allies.
W
. Definirng tactical and aperaticnal depth and
o
HE: understanding thelir differences 1s the focus of this paper.
Wit
NS , . L .
ok It is much too simplistic and meaningless to state
[ 50y
X operatiomnal depth is located between tactical ard strategic
;&: depth, and that tactical depth is that depth occcupied by
e L
l": tactical units. I submit that tactical and ocperational
2%
4' depths are rat tied to unit size rmor a specified area of
o
ng terrain, but are related to MiIsSsioms assigrned units,
<3 , , . .
' emploayment of units, locatiornms of reserves, objectives, and
o the perspective irn which these are viewed. This is i1mportant
g
* Y
.{i because our concept of depth has been tainted by UWebster’'s
.ﬁ
SO0
l\f dictionary term of depth which primarily alludes tao distarce
. and size. One of the last cormotations givern 1n Webster’s
3{ dictiocmary 1s that of perspective.?
o
'{2 {ri light of the above, the followlrg deriwmitioms  roe
7. tactical and operational depth are offered for comgigeration.
-t
'32 Tactical depth 1s that which 1s cccupled by detrendiviy uniis
L) -J'.
[~
O whose missions severely restriaict their freedom of maneugver,
N arnd the contirnuwed occupation of  which will maimbaln  the
)
s
W
L0~
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R
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N
Q?ﬁ integrity of the defernse thereby denying the attacker the
et
Y
m# cpportunity to destroy o disrupt the mass of defending
* -ti‘.
L e
forces by maneuver. Uperatiornal depth is that area beyond
p Y
Y
e tactical depth in which both defernder and attacker can
3 P
158
L]
%r‘ achieve freedom of maneuver, and 1f gained by the attacker
)
LT
provides the apportunity to destroy or disrupt the defender
L7y
S without engaging the majority of the defenses. These
*l
1 definitions will be scrutinilzed in comparison ta a

thecretical battlefield and historical examples.
As a framework for discussion, Jomini’s descraiption of a

theater of cperations is presented as a model for comparisaon

(figure 1). Theaters of war and theaters aof operations

.1%5 establish theoretical confirmes 1n  which armies fight. A

‘:§~ theater of war is defined as all territory upon  which
-

ﬁ‘ antagonists may fight. Within this theater of war is a more

;‘E spécifically defirned theater of  aperations which 15 all

:0$: territory an army may desire to invade, or may be required ta

deferd.? A fraction of the whole theater of war traversed by

N A , 4 . . )
Ay an army 1n the attairment of its cbjective 1s krniown as a zorne
,‘ ‘rﬁ'
yff of operations.® An example would be the Mediterrarearn as a
I ‘,' "
theater of war, North Africa as a theater of operaticons,

while the specific area over which the Axis armies and the
Eritish 3th Army mareuvered and fought 15 the zore or
operations.

Withirn the confines established by theaters and cornes of
osperations, the'maJoPity ot remalning areas ot Interest are

primarily determired by the location and movemernt of apposing

[}




forces. Jomini’s strategic front 1s the area that 1S

established by actual positions  ococupled by the masses of an -

arny.?3 The forward edge of the strategic fromt eguates to

|
|
A \
‘1 '\~
jj' the forward lime of  troops (FLOT). Extending backward traom
ot
) . . . . - - .
N both sides of the strategic front, Jominl defirnes a fronmt of
0
. .
. . . . 1
. osperations as the space separating the two armies extending
.
A
) ".-\ "o - - 1 - 1 =
yﬁﬁ one or two marches beyond the extremity of the strategic
o . . |
‘e fromt and includes the ground  upon which  the  armies waill
o
“ proabably callide. I
Mo
\d _ . . " , |
N Hlso faund within the confilmnes o & theater Iy |
X !
WA . . .
%}; operations are areas  most commanly referred to by Jominml as %
D {
, "points. " Some of these points maintain a permanent 1
s
) . |
Q&. 1mportance regardless of the relationship of cpposing forces, %
e 1
‘.
ﬂ:. such as the base of aperations from which armies obtain
Al
oy re1nforcements and resources?, permanent gecgraphical
.'{*..'
hiCE . ,
L strateqgic points, and decisive strategic paints wheese
b ':\.
) importance 1s constant and immernse (1e, capitals).?® drn  the
! sther hand, the 1mportance of  other points rluctuate owver
-\ J
s . )
oS time and are directly related to the movement o opposing |
S
e . i . - )
%1; Armias, Fuor example, strategic points of marneaver anly have
B/ '
: a value from the relaticrns they bear to the positions of the
) / \Jv
ll
:j armlies and to bthe enterprises likely tao be directed against
'--} -
'ﬂhf tra2m, ? Objective points of maveuver derive theilr Lmportancea
. v
ﬁrw rrzm ocre situation of the hostile army.t® Rcecrdental pornts
Pl
RN
::"’\ : - - ) . |
.xﬁ T manewver result feom The positions of Lie trooapes on ool :
( [
N ‘
s s1des, !
2 Although we are urnable directly to trarnspose Lhe
A
"o
50
-
CAS
4. 0n, &
)
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a4 . o L
ig battlefield of today onto that of Jomini's, his description
:$- 1s useful i1n establishing theoretical parameters from which
AD)
to extract informatiorn helpful 1m understarnding and defiriing
:g tactical and operational depths. Jomini’s battlefield
Eq establishes twco specific areas that are directly related to
f; the opposing armies: strategic front and front of ocperations.
é: Beyornd the definitions established by Jamirna for
§E strategic front and front of cperations, there 1s a distirct
h relationship between them. As the masses of a deferder
3
"% deploy along the strategic fromt, 1t would mnaturally  rfollow
;ﬁ that to conduct a pernetration the attacker must fight his way
" through at least a portion of this front. I equate strategic
‘0
g front to tactical depth for several reasaons. The "mass of
,i deferders” are employed within this area. The term mass
™ indicates that the majority of defernding forces are deployed
ﬂa within a given area with a missiocon to defend. It 1S
e
g immaterial whether they are employed in & lirnear rashion or
deployed 1n depth. Depth, as defined by some distarnce or
LY
‘sl s1ze and rnumber of units, 1s rnot discussed by Jomini as 1t is
0
és rot relevant to a  concept based aorn the relaticnship or
o copposing forces. Ornce passed this front an attacker finds
¥
:i; himself within the subsequent area of the battleriwelag  Jonrin
.
Z? sets forth as the front of operaticons.
She
The cnly referernce made to distance concerming Front of
p cperations is that 1t extends "ocrne or two marches"” beviornd the
«

extremity of the strategilc fruont indicating some detinitive

depth.*? The term "orne oy twa marches” dernaxtes a time

w
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distarce factor, the marching speed dictating how much
distarce may be covered in a givern march.

The front of aperations is the parallel to operaticonal
depth. It lies beyond the tactical depth (strategic front)
and extends out to some distance determined primarily on the
distance units carn move within & given time. Rdditiornally,
this area "includes the ground upon which the armies will
probably come in collisian., "t3 This is sigmnificant because
it indicates an area where units maneuver and fight. Orce
past the tactical depth, an attacker gains a level of
maneuver and may be able to dictate i1if arnd whern he will
enigage subsequent ernemy forces.

The attacker's determinaticn to seek battle showld be

based on the objective of the aperatiaon. Jomini states there

are only twa objectives: territorial anmd destruction ar
disorganization of eremy forces. Operatiornal deptih becomes
important wher the objective i1s the destruction of the ernemy
because it 1is in this area that an attacker 1s capaole of

marieuvering intos a favorable position to destroy the majority
of deferding forces. Complete destruction of the ereny 1s
seldom achieved within the tactical depth becauwse the
attrition 1s prohibitive.

it 1s 1nteresting that Jomini does not relate the depch
af rront operations to a specific size fForce cccoupylng a
glLvern area, but simply to time and distance. This could
indicate, at least to Jominmi, that operational depth 15 rest

defined by unit si:ze, but it 1s primarily related to time

o
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igi% distance factors,

;?E A final nrnote. in analyzinmg the Jominian battlefield:
- because of the cornstant movement of opposing forces, Jominl
3¥ concluded that few maxims can be extracted concerning the
§% layout of a battlefield.!* This is strikingly important when
;H oane considers how intent Jomini was an establishing
A4

gﬁ principles concerning war. This nrnotion was substantiated
gﬁ some seventy-five years later by Mikhail Tukhachevskiy when
B he wrote “that tactical depth is constantly extended as the
-

;ﬁ ernemy pushes his way 1ntao the rear and the defender feeds 1n
;% more troops.'t® Both of these great theorists allude to the
* fact that because of the constant motion of apposing armies,
LR

?ﬁ tactical and cperatiocmnal depth expamnd and contract relative
{

; to a given time of battle. Now let us turn ocur  attention
¥

T- from the strictly theoretical and examine some historical
o0

examples to see how they compare.
Historical Evaluations
K Gazala BRattles

On 27-28 May 1942 Field Marshal Erwin Ronmel?’s  [Axls
" armies attacked and routed the BEritish 8th RArmy 1m0 what 1=

kriowrn as tihe BGazala BRattles. Figure & 15 a schematic of
:Jﬁ Eritish defernses and Rommel’s plarnrmed assault as they were on
.ﬁﬁ the first day of battle.

British 8th Army was corganized into two corps, AL1Lth

,".:&
~
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and XXXth. XIiith Corps, consisting of three inmfantry
divisions and two tank brigades, was responsible for marnrming
the main defersive line. Since &nd Scouth African division
was tasked with defernding Tabruk, it carmaot  be viewed as
participating in the Gazala battles, consequently XIIIth
Corps was defending with only two infantry divisions. XXXth
Corps, with two armored divisions and two infantry brigades,
concentrated to the south and rear of XIIIth Corps. Its
mission was to counterattack Rommel’s parnzers wher his main
attack was iderntified.t'®

XXXth Corps was deployed in brigade sized packets 1n &
line extending from rniorth to south  for a distarnce of some 84
kilometers. Althoaugh extensive use was made of mirefields,
the deferise was nrot integrated and most brigade "boxes" were
not mutually supporting. The depth of these forward brigade
boxes varied depending orn terrain, depth of the mireifi1elds,
and how units were deployed. Si1nce each division had all
three of its brigades on live, the depth of combat units was
limited to the depth of the brigade boxes. Suppuorting each
infantry division was one tamk brigade deployed appruximately
ter kilometers behind the brigade boxes. These armor
origades represented the only depth 1in terms of combat uniis
to the divisional deferses. The primary mission oF the acrmor
units was to support  the infantry divisions 1n nalmtalrling
their forward defernse.

Behirnd the 1infantry braigade boxes and supporting armors

brigades lay a series of column  bases and boxes ready to ve

<
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i . .
i cccuplied as forces became available or maneuvered about the
"
¥ battlefield. Beyord this was a distance of forty kilometers
'\
before the eviemy would confront 2nd South Africam Division’ s
¥
{ deferises around Tobruk.!?
h XXXth Corps was disposed in a dissimilar marner because
Y
of its mission and mobility. Its primary orientation was
'
X . A L
k along an east-west direction. Forward positions were
¥ .
) represented by three infantry brigade boxes, and at the last
X
moment orne motorized brigade was dispersed between two of
?
L these boxes in unprepared positions. Twerty kilometers
1
b behirnd these forward brigades lay a&a series of armor and
§
motorized brigades with a mission to  counterattack Rommel’s
.
a5 .
N panzers whern they peretrated the forward units.t® These
‘ A
VY maneuver elements of British 8th Army were dispersed over a
[\ !
L)
depth of thirty kiloneters.
3 .
$ Analyzing these deferisive positions we rfind two distinct
R
2 depths and categaories of units withinm each deptivy, and each
category of wunit with a distinct MIsSs1on arfecting
L
? dispositions and depths of  emploayment. The € v 1ntfantry
)
} divisions and armor brigades of  X11llth Corps, as well as the
?
\
fourr forward infantry brigades of XXt Corps, rocupled
ﬁ deferses extending only about five killometers 1r deptn. [he
‘ ~
3 compalt elements o Lh=2se origades and d1v1s5100n%,  and L2 Araa
o
they woccoupied and cortrolled, represent vhe tacticatr depihy orv
3 the Gazala Lirne. Their mission was  to Jderend  and prevend
L7,
) perietraticns.
RAs long as these uritts were able to preveaernt A
0 3
1
K
;.0
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peretration a coherent defense could be maintairned. ARlthough
the attacking Axis armies had the ability to marneuver behind
their own lirnes and against the externded flarmks of the
defernding British units, once they ergaged the units deployed
in the tactical zone mareuver was significantly reduced and
depended heavily on cooardination with fire. As long as these
uritts prevented Rommel from peretrating their positicons, they
deried him the opportunity to gain the freedom of mareuver
represented by the space betweer the defernding urits 1vn the
Cactical zore and CLhe armor divisions displaced Fustiier 171
the rear.

XXXth Corps’ Mmiss 1o, miriws  the four forward deployed
infanmtry brigades, was ta counterattack and destroy any
Germar perietrations. The area cccupied by British 1st arnd
7th Armored Divisions represented operaticmal depth. W Once
the panzers fought through or arcurnd  the wuriats deplayed in
the tactical depth of the British defernses, Rommel would gain

& degree of freedom tz maneuver. By this I mean he could

move the mass of Rhis panzer divisions about the battlerield
and focus his combat power at a time and place of his
choosing. I[f this occcocuwrred, 1t would be irncumbent upan tha

Eritish armored divisions to maneuver against Hommel 1f thewr
counteratltack was to succeed.

Rommel?s objective was the destructicr of BEricisn zighitin

Hrmy. To achieve this, he intended to cubtlank the majoriiy

of British tactical deferses, thrust itnta the operationai

depth, and cutmaneuwver the ernemy armored divisions, Tivis
i

rTTwYYyY




would be followed by the piecemeal destruction of the static
infantry divisions., As Rommel freed himself of the shackles
represented by the tactical depth, he was then presented with
several opportunities.

First, he was free to corcentrate his parnzer divisions
and destroy piecemeal the British armcred divisions, which he
did. With the defeat of these units Rommel had in fact
regated the effect of the tactical defenses on the Gazala
Live and was 1n a position to totally destroy the Britiesh #8th
vy . This couwld wwnly be achlieved by actbions  cooducted
withirn the wperatiocnal depth.

Equating this scenaric to the Jominian battlefield, the
Forward brigade boxes orf XIILth  and  XXXth Corps’ as well as
the supporting armor brigades, represent the strategic front.
This represents téctical depth because the '"mass'" of the
British army was deployed here, the deferise was a potential
inhibiting factor to Rommel’s ability to maneuver, arnd  as
lorg as this line was not penetrated or bypassed, the
integrity of the defernse remained 1ntact.

The area behind this tactical depth "includes the ground
upon which the armies will probably come 1n collisiong ™ o

the area 1n which the Germarn panzer divisions were (o erngage

the British armored divisionsg whose mission [TYPE SRR K
restore the forward defercses, but counterattack Lermar
peratrations. The 1mportance herea lies 1 Lhe Tact that a

Dlow irn this area against only a portion of the Braitish army,

directly (nfluenced the preponderance of Eroonopss 1 Tihe
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_¥§ tactical depth without those urmits being erngaged. Success by
WA
‘S‘ Rommel 1in the operatiornal depth meant the tactical defernse
."'c
was untenable.
?;3
iy This example offers some abservatiorns concerning depth.
kﬁﬂ . . L. .
?mﬁq First, there is a definite break between tactical and
ENH
aoperational depth. Those units committed to limiting the
B
3\ ernemy’s marneuver capability along a lire of defernse appear to
5'2 represent tactical depth. The size 1s rnot the decisive
»%k
factor in determining the type of depth. I XIITIth Carps all
3
?\ divisions deployed their bDrigades on line with armor brigades
Q«?l'\l in depth, cornsequently tactical depth represented by the
fh.
combirned depth of the infantry brigade boxes and supportirng
258 , L L. - .
e armor brigades. I the vicinity of XXXth Corps however,
£
. h‘ tactical depth is represernted only in the form  of infantry
N .
- brigade baxes. In the rorth tactical depth equated ta
P )
10l ) . ) . . . .
Ay divisionmal sized units, while 1n the south 1t was origade
b5 ) |
% %; s1zed elements. Secondly, aperational depth appears b De @
L b
' furnction of where the Germans attairned the ab:ility to
e
R, maneuver, the location of British armored divisions, ard
i
” where these urmits ergaged in battle. This 1s rnot a specific
Wi
e depth as 1t depends on where each force manauvers. The
.j¥ closer the marneuver takes place to tactical depth, tne
S0
o
i¢$- moare snallow Ehe operational depbn may become.
r‘.“'
159%
N dperacion Bustard Hunt
".h:
o
W5
pes Oparation Bustard At Coluomel Berneral Erie ARy
i
o
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Manstein’s plan to complete the conguest of the HKerch
peninisula in the Crimea 1n the spring of 1942, resulted in
the destruction of three Soviet armies along with the capiburae
of the perninsula.

Deferding Soviet forces consisted of seventeen rifle
divisions, three rifle brigades, twas cavalry divisions and
four tank brigades organized into three armies: the 44th,
47th and Slst.'? These armies were deployed with the 47th

Army 1in the north, 44th  Army 1in  the socuth and Sist Army

stationed divectly bebhind the 47th Aroy (rigure 3. Tie
Soviets prepared two lirnes of defernse; the first
approximately five miles east o f Farpach, and the

"Sultancovka” lirne along the Tartar Ditch which divided the
periinsula irn half. All of the divisiong af  44th  anmd  47th
Armies, except twao, were deployed ir the first lirme with the
missicr to defend and prevent any penetration.?® Wwith rew
rfurces occcupying the "Sultarncvka" line it representead lictle

irn the way of depth 1n terms aof combat power.

With all but two divisions in the first defernsive line,

44th and 47th Armies limited their tactical depth to that

area accuplied by the combat  elements of the orward
divisionms. The only exception to this 12 wher e the  Cwa
reserve divisions weaere deployed. Tihe MLIss e ol Yo

divislions was to conduct counterattacks to restore  forward

derfensive positl s, rnob Lo defernd at a greater deptin.
Using tenacicus defernse, the forward deplayed divisiorms

were tasked wibth preventing a oreakthrough ard maltmbalalmg

—
)

R s e



the integrity aof the woverall defernse. As long as  this
deferse held the Germans were forced to  accept a battle of
attrition as the anly means of destroying the Soviet armiss,
Without the berefit of peretrating the tactical cone,
Maristein’s 11th Army would be limited in its maneuver
capability and in fact would be unable to bring maximum
combat power to bear against the Sist Army and destroy the
cohesion of the deferise.
There was a separation of some five to ten kilometers
bDetweaen 44th Army’'s defensive positicons and the Somcenbieai @
Sist Army. This distance 1s crmly amportant from  the
standpoint that i1t shows how cperational  distances vary. Mt
Gazala, British armored divisions were deplayed some  twenty
kilometers behind the forward defernses, while the distance
here i1s only five kilometers. Althcough the miscsi1ons of (hese
awlts were tihe same, counberattaclhk, mobrirty A LOYS AL
ictated the distarnce separating them from the tvorward lire
of deferse.
Manstein was faced with basically the same proociem as
Rommel at Gazala. His abjective was the destruci i ien or Gie

defending armies and 1rn consequerce the Kerch periarnsula wondd

Fall. By peretrating the Forward derfemses ine  ~ould ygalrns
mane2uver space which he could wse o enclrole then aes croy
tive Slst Hrmy. The destructiocrm  of  a  part o SN S A RV YRS
divislons would rot lead to the defeat of ail TR I S

armies, anly the destruction of Slst Aray couls peovide Tna

c.ppt:lr"t urit Y.
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ﬁ While penetrating the first defensive lirne Marsteir was

"

0 . . \

‘% rectricted 1 maneuver space. Urnce the penetratian WS

o

' complete Mansteln gained maneuver room, particularily 1 tihe

o

Tf south, as there were few forces to oppose him. This ability

'_‘ to marneuver allowed him to isclate and subsequently engage

r'.'-
the Sist Army, thereby rendering the forward deferises

.

X

i~ untenable as they were no longer capable of contributing to

4l

‘PP the defernse of the Kerch perninsula.

L

oY

Manmsteirn’s ability to coanduct a pernetration opened Lthe

w _ I

: floodgates oF maneuver for him. e fact that he was 1 the

OU

[

N A . . .

ay oparational depth following the pernetration i1s evidenced by

R
the cpportunities open ta him. Rs he ruptured the tactical

My

'ﬁ: defernses Manstein was able to encircle two complete armies

2 -

: and render the remalnder o f the first lire defenses

"
ineffective. This put him in the ernviable position of being

)

?w apble to destroy all three Saviet armies, which he did 1Y A&

&

a short time. 2t

K1Y

n ’

‘i Battle of Kursk

LA

>

o

A )

The Battle of Hursk 1s instructive for two reasans.

g | | , . o

é. First, 1t represents a highly developed deferise i1n deptin ror

'-

. amalysis, ard secondly 15 provides an @example o7 whnat na@asns
showld the attacker fall to gain the aperational depch or che
defernse. Hitler's coDjective 1 bhis batble was DERRE: Coniad
destructiorn of all deferiding Sovaiet forces. His  plan

envisioned a penetratiorn of the cactical dererses rollowed oy
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a double envelopment within the operatiaornal  depth. This
would subsequerntly be followed by the methodicx]l dewtruct tarn
af Foarces caught 1a the encirclement.

July 13435 found the Red Army accupylvng a huge salient
Jutting into the German lires along the boundary of Army
Group Center and Army Group South (figure 4). The Saviets
cocuplied this salient with two fromts, Central Front in the
north and Voraonezh  Front in  the south. The Central Fraont
contralled four cambined arms armies, one Lanmk army, and oo
neparate tanmk and imfantry corpe, Vorcrnesh Frong (DR A I
four combirned arms  armies, and one tamk army, as well as bwd
separate tarnk and cne infantry corps.®?

According to Saviet writers, the Red Army establisined
three depths of defense at HKursk. The tactical depth

consisted of three defensive lines occcupied by btine forward

deployed combined arms armies. Beyond this were a series of
three more defernsive lines established by each frront. The

second series of defersive lires did et tollow a Lanear
aligrment because of the shape af the bulge amd Frond
boundaries. Some of these lines rarn rorth and sout, whis le
others rarn east and west. Fortions of the second belt

positions were occcupled by second echelon armizs, wilie ohe

semalader S Un23@ oSl iond were pre@oared Lo vl D0 et Lo
vt ual T el Lo, e third and Ffiral Leves : due@riie
comslsted or tihe  state strabagro liime or geraermze alorg &

Do River, 23

e divlzioans o f the foarward combirned ArmMs AT L2k

YT Y
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deployed iv the three defersive lines of the first belt, with
orders to defend as Far forward as  possible. Ahouid
peretrations ccour they were to counterattack and reecstablish
the defense. Immediately behind the combirned arms armies
each fraont deployed a tark army to be used in  the cornduct of
counterattacks to restore the forward defernse or destroy
Germarn panzers that had peretrated the first belt.®*

Again we see Ltw2x distinct missiong assaciated  witbti

elements of different depths. Uritts within the combired arme
army defenses were oo derend in place wihile Lihe  Lanle asmles,
possessing & high degree of marneuverability, were to be used
to counterattack and destroy peretrations behind the tactical
deferses.

The combirned depth of the first three defersive lines
within the combined arms armlies varied from L3-65 kilometers.
The only apparent consistency associated with  these varying
depths is the missicns  of the wnits ococcocupyinyg Chem. Vi
deternding units were to defend and there .was no latiliouade
giver 1n accomplishing this missiarn,

In trying to distiniguish between the tactical and
operational depths of defernse, 1t 13 1mportant ©o realize

thatc althougnh the size of urits 1nvalved at bursik 12 grueaozr

)

a1 Line OS2y Ll SJan b les Araly Zad, Lies T 5 T O,
dgeployment of these onmits 15 the same. e combined arws
armias 1n the riesst o2lt were deployed im a limeas rasstorn 1o
ordger to cover thneir entire sectors. The Soviee Cactioal

depthn at Mursik 18 repr2sentaed 0y the Ehree derversive Luonas o
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:\ﬁ the forward combined arms armies because of theilr missian,
~,
oy
L~ o , . . o
SN the 1nhibiting factor they represented to the Germans ablriiiy
4" N
o 1
L iaame ey 1 deotn, and bBhe ract tihat Ciner Lo ol ol
..
“
s _ . |
N partion of these poxsitions conld lead tuo the total |
\
‘i’ |
o) destruction of both Fronts.
.
(LA
The Soviets reallized this and that 1s why they
)
R\ . . -
ot comstructed additional lines of  defernse throughaout their
o
¥
N - . , .
A" operational depth. MMis secord belt was cccoupiled by armiae
b
anly 1n gspecific ATV ER2AS. Armies deplayead WL CIT L DARTE
Q“
.-‘-0 , B .
- oparational depth were  not there G praseat a Y SR SRR
LW
O defernse 1n depth to prevaent peretrat iorns, Ll W
Wé
” concentrated in anticipation of  counterattacking. Withanm
>
-
4 . o . . .
> this depth the Germars sought and achieved a Dattle at
n"‘
> - .
e Frokhoravka on 1& 0 July. The leacation of this battle was
\
(3 }
dependent uporn both  German and Saviet manewver, and on b
N
7S . - . L -
‘o resulte the rate of the Vorornezh Front horng. Had e loermar::
‘g
A . ‘
A veern victuarilous, Lhe Wehnrmacht was I A pP@sLciog Do desirdy
. the Voronezh Front without actuaily having ©o Tt thes maw s
‘N
"
‘% of units defenmdirg in the tactical depth.
v,
‘l
Comparative Analysis of EBattles
Fornd orn A&l Cir2a Dabttles ar?2 Comnllmddl o V2 o0 a1 2 g
credence to my proposed detimitions. Tacticar depin nas Dsey
cryghlightzd 1n 2acn casae by Fforward dep loye T R ) S R
oy
e Mmizslon has been 1ntended to restrict (hie manewsa2racs tioy a
* arn attaciar, h2 exact MLSH L0 LY@y A WUl s 5= ohi Ao LAl
2
~
W
e
4
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and may be defend, delay or screen. Irn each of thase, the
"defender”" i¢ responsible in varyving degrees to recirict the
enaemy’s ability to maneuver, The level to whicih the gerfender
is restricted in his own ability to marneuver is a furnction of
the specific mission given, method of employment, and type
uriit as well as other variables. Just by virtue of being iwn
contact the defender’s ability to marmeuver is restricted.

At Gazala and in Operatiornn Bustard Hunt the tactical
defernse was ruptured which gave the attacker the wcpportuwniby
to destroy the defending army withouout aotualiy  Paving G
engage all of the defenses in the tactical depth. &y
cutflanking the tactical deferses arnd destroying two British
armoved divisions, Rommel forced the evacuation of oaver three
infarntry divisions and the remnants of British armor
strength. Had the tactical depth been successfully defended,
Rommel would have beern forced 1nta a battle of attrition
wiich would rnot have led ta the disintegration or bhe et isn

8th Army. Operatiorn Bustard Hunt 1vn the Crimea substantiates

this. Had the Sowviets successfully defended along their
first lire, thus maintaining the 1ntegrity of the Jeferce,
Manstein waauld rnot have had the opportunity to faotally

destroy three armies. Iin contrast, the Saviet defense at

sk demonmstrates haw 1 a tactical depth 1z owaintalned,

regardiess of 1ts depth, the attacker 15 forced 1000 x cacvaa
of atterition and 15 denied the oppoartunity [PESE L- v A Civer
defernding army. The actual distarice represented Dy one
cactical deptih 1n btz examples discussed wvary ©ioom r1e2 (o

A P LA T Ao A T O Ty A S i e A T i e el oo
v Ly WO\ LAY hS LSRR WAALN LS "
et e A T o N g D 2 N DR T 2 N T A R S ,,_{}‘i



TR TTRENTE WTeE W W NN i g At el A et d i b= M Sad fad bodindt e il abod o BB g B b AL AN ANL oo aba aled BA 4 -—— ~—

’\

p

1: sixty five kilometers and demanstrate how little distarnce, by
D)

;: 1ttself, plays 1in determiring the tactical depth.

Wt

' Rt this time 1t 15 lnportant to discuss winy tactiocal
N

depth i1s deperdent uporn combat uritts and does reolb invalve

z combat support and combat  service  support elements. By
, virtue of organization and weapaons, only  combat units can
-6
N . : ]
K. attack or defend. Althaugh 1t 1s recognized that combat
) support and combat service support wnits may be reqguired to
¢
conduct these missions 1n emergencies, they do »naob da 3o as
S ’
i .
* T . Because of tints, these umits do not ey weenlt dan
[}
M)
¢ lmpediment to an arnamy’s  apility Tt Mmaneuvear, Si1nce
6!
restricting the eriemy’s ability to maneuver i1s  irnherernt 1T
-
3 the definitior of tactical depth, the location and emplaoyment
r, of these units do rnot influerce this depth.
Operation Bustard Huamt and tine Gazala Batt 2w
'
"
: demornstrate variouws levels of marneuver that can achleved when
)
: an attacker extricates himself From the cackical dazplbin.
Ffgawtn, the distarce of the tactical defernse and operational
. depth is i1mmaterial. The 1mpaortant factor is the ability to
g marneuver and the freedom of action aperaticanal deptn
A}
; represents, By peretrating the forward defenses FPonmel and
b
> Marsterln buoih set the stage fror destraying or Jdiszruptoing Loe
complete wmass oy deroenders withaol MNaviayg Eox TP o
W\ compiete enamy army. Coriverazely, AL Boniris e N L
[}
: Lactical defornse was suceesstul Ciareny duesery e T
“
. . i
0 opporturiicy T tne Germarns.
. Taking the comparison & @ sliep further, A @A Ll the
'
) .
o =

.

" e .’< $1 '-1_\,':‘:,' :.:.."-‘ '*.' ,‘} -,‘ ﬂ qd'

X

B Nh X » e g,




1
b
+
A

\
‘I

" e

AAs XS

S

A

-
S

S

“ox]

als’
'

ALY

NV,

g i'b

\‘ﬂ.,
cn

e = e - TP CE T OE O T -

battles arnalyzed there is one additiornal commornality. The
chjective of the attacker in each case was the destructicon of
enemy Torces. At Gazala Rommel's 1ntent was tihe destruction
of British Eighth Army, in Operation Bustard Hunt iManstein’s
foocus was on the destruction of all three Soviet armies, and
at Kursk Hitler sought to destroy the Soviet forces within
the salient.

The objective of destroying deferding ernemy armies and
how to accomplish it, is linked tao the concepts or tactical
and cperational depths. Irn each battle presented attrition
was rnever considered as an acceptable mearns of destroying the
defernder. Since the defending forces cutriumbered the
attacker 1n each 1ir - 7ance, attrition could wot have been
sericusly contemplated. Marneuver was the only potential key
to victory and that is what each attacker sought.

Battle withir the tactical depth 1s attriticrnal and Ly
itself mormally does wot result in the complete Josb uoc 1o
of defending forces. Such battles are pyrrhic 15 nat@re
urless the aggressor suonstantially cutrnumbers Uthe defender.
German assaulte failed to break throuagh the Sovaiet tacvical
depth at Kursk and, althaough rlghlfl cant galns were made 1

the south, the Germarns utterly failed in their bid to destroy

tae Ssovielb armies. Zormvarsaly, at Gacala and Cive o e on
peritrncula, Hommel and Mansteln pernetrated tine tactica.

daeienses arnd bralke 1nto the oaperatiornal  depbh wihoen Lod o
the zubsequent destructicon of the deferse.

e link between cperational deptin and the ocCojactive of
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destroying defending forces is apparent. At HKursk the

Germans failed to reach the operational depth of the Soviet

detfernses and tirey falled to destroay the Soviel armies. Fhooso
battles seem to substantiate the relationshaip between

achieving operational depth and the potential it represents,

and success it the objective of destroying the defernding

masses.
Implications
Simply defimlayg vactical and opsraitlonal B YO RV B I

appear to be a sterile exercise, but such 1s not the caze.
Defining these key wirds goes far beyornd a purely academico

exercise and assists 1 understanding operational  maneuver.

The concept of aperational marneuwver 1s clasely tied £
tactical arnd operational depth. Without fully understarncing
depth, the comnplete applicaticrn of  aperactraonal AR e

carmot aoccur.

The ability ta snift Feom a limited degree oF
marneuveranbility to cperaticonal maneuver sigrnals the orossover
fram tactical to operational depth. Mriowing when ohis "1line”

is about to be coroassed is the sign of a great commander. S EN

a great commander knows he 1s approaching this  thveehold, he

w

A IR D ]

H

realizes 1t will opsn many possiblilities For sucoe:
i avaliable.
Urnderstandirng the relationship between chior ooonzept o

marneuver and bow it relates (o btactical and operatiarmal deatbh

is vital. Commitment of reserves at a oritical mounent may
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well depend on understarnding when one has crossed the
tactical tnhreshold 1n ar atlback. Marnstbain sapeirbly

demonstrated this an UOperation Bustard Humt wher he commltied

ZEnd Ranzer Divisiarn.,

This elusive threshold cannot be identified by 1looking
at a map, because 1t goes far beyond this. Clausewitz and
Jaominl termed the ability to identify intangibles such as

this as coup d'uoerl. When the commander realizes he 16

approachaing this lire, this may be the {time bor coarm ¢
rRserves as the window of opportunity has  been st ogaen.,

Not all commanders and staffs possess this urigue
ability, cornsequently it is importanmt they appreciate the
structure of the battlefield and what thas implies.
Understanding of tactical and operaticornal depth will assist
them.

With am urnderstandirvg that there 15 a link between
operational depth and the abjective of destraylng  enemy
forces, commanders must constantly consider  what st be
accomplished when the threshold is crossed from tactical Lo
coperational depth. The potential key for victory 1 neld
winer cperaticonal depti is achieved. Marmy times this  may

entall a charge in plans tao take advarntage of Gpporituariivileas

prrasented when bhe cperational depin 1 achireved. i L
ot Fred his plan to take advantage of siugglrsihh Bel 2rsh

reactions in his bid  to destroy  bhe Eighetih Army, witll o
Maristeirn correctly predicted Saviet reactions and

cunsequent ly Uperation Bustard Hunt developed acoording AN

fis
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; 2 his concept. Flarns must be flexible ernough to take advantage
-
458
Wy of apportunities presented.
Estabiiching defirmtive MEArnings fonr tactical and
N
Ny , .
gﬂi coperational depth will help clarify 1rtent. Intent at tirmawy
<
G . . .
35* is difficult ta express and evern more so whern words lack
L)
A AL

precise meanings. Marny times words relate only concepts, and

]
"

this 1s the case of tactical and cperatiornal depth. These

§
oy
3
B~ depths do rot represent the size of a unit the area a umit
4 ’
i. in,
occuples with all 1ts elements, o any specitic drstance.
A '
)W, Tiwy relate o a concepe that emphasioes manceuwyvee o blig Lo
|\’
0 ..
'.;I. thereaof.
TN
'{\' .
’}¢ Coriclusions
.-'..\‘
- 4.'
s
) On a broad scape’ of uwnderstanding, tactical and
K-
N n ) ' .
m@ aperational depth carn be equated tao tewws  worde, denial and
-
p?. sppoertunity. Tactical depth 13  basically A Froet Lam o F
L]
. denying maneuver and the cpportunity to destroy (e friendly
‘ *l\
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this threshold is  approaching. Transmitting mearning 1nto
action implies one must be cogniizant  that transcercl riy e
Lhreshold also means some  declislvae  actiaon L rrlC AL Loy
required.

Finally, tactical and aperatiornal depth are permarently
linked together not because of socme invisible lirne on the
battlefield, but because of their relatiocnship to marneuver
and the destructiorn of enemy forces. Urderstanding tihis
relationship and its implications will praovide tie pot2ntial
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