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«, (1) personnel, (2) ‘fixed assets, (3) ground, (4) supplies, (5) cohesion,

“«.(6) allies, (7) morale, (8) leadership, (9) vigor, and (10) time at appropriate
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CLAUSEWITZ'S CONCEPT OF CPV IN THE NORTH AFRICAN CAMPAIGKS
OF ROMMEL AND MONTGOMERY

The purpose of this paper is to examine Carl von Clauzewitz's concept
of the culminating point of victory (CPV) from the standpoint of the World
War II North African campaigns of Germany's Erwin Romriel and Great Eritain's
Bernard Montgomery. In his classic work on On War, Clausewitz points out
that every offensive (even victory) can have a culminating point.1 That
is, some pcint in a battle or campaign is the exact point that victory can
be achieved, but short of that point or beyond it, €ailure, defeat, or
stalemate can result. It therefore becomes the particular challenge of the
military leader to ascertain this point when planning operations against

the opposing force.

An example of this situation 1s found in Clausewitz's discussion of
the culminating point of the attack.2 Clausewitz explains that in the
course of the attack, the attacker's forces will generally be reduced as
the attack continues. Thus, the attacker pays for his gains with a reduc-
tion of strength. If the attack leads to victory, then the expenditure of
resources is likely to have been worth the price. This is especially true
if the attack has been overwhelming and the defender's forces destroyed or
routed. But usually the force of an attack over time will begin to dimin-
ish, requiring the attacker to go over the defense and consolidate his
gains while awaiting a counterattack, reinforcements to continue the
advance, or the conclusion of the war. Going beyond this point with
weakened forces, the situation is likely to change in Clausewitz's view éné
a reaction can follow that overwhelms the original attack. Clauswitz

maintains: "It would 1n fact be a damaging one, which would lead to a
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reaction; and experience goes to show that such reactions ususally have
cémpletely disproportionate effectl."3 The attack can be turned into a

retreat and losses are slways heavier when retreating.

Conseguently, we see that there is an erosion of the offensive. Eoth
the attacker and defender lose resources, but the longer the attack enc the
conduct of the defense corntinues, the greater the likelibood of dirinishing
force -~ especially for the attacker. This situation provides the prudent
and skillful defender, who has maintained a strong reserve, the opportunity L
to courterattack effectively and change the course of battle. This approach
war favored by Marshal Georgi Zhukov, for instance, in the successful

Soviet defence of lioscow, Ctalingrad, and Rursk during World War 11.4

The hey factor, of course, as Clausewitzi observes, "is to detect the

culminating poirt with discrininative judgwent."b

And tere the experi-
encee of Field larshales Lommel and Montgorery can be utilized to help us
better understand tow the culmirating pcint of victory influences & cam-
paign. fuch a determination is, after all, a compler process because of
all the variove factors that contribute to success or failure on the
battleground. Yet it 1s at best a subjective judgment. Clausewitz ex-
plains that the commander invested with responsibility for the conduct of &
campaign rust conslder an array of fectors, both major and miror, ir order
to reali.e the possible outcotue of various courses of action and fix the
point in his pler where victory can be achieved. Clausewitz otserves that
this is no small achievement and states: “"Thousands of wrong curns running
in all directions tempt his perception; and if the range, confusion and
complexity of the issues are not enough to overwhelr him, the dangers and

responsibilities may."6

[y %4
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Therefore, Clausewitzr concludes that in conditions of uncertainty,
most generals will prefer to stop short of their objective instead of
taking the risk of approaching too closely, or those with great courage and
spirit will often overshoot it and consequently fail to attain their
purpose. What makes Pommel and Montgomery of particular interest in the
study of the CPV is that Rommel appears tc be overzealous in his pursuit of
it, while Montgomery could be regarded as over cautious and likely to stop
short rather than take & risk of overshooting his objective and being
repulsed in the process. Hence, in this analysis, the personality of the
principel subjects is a study in contrasts as each maneuvered to ackieve

victory over the other.

Our goal in this paper is to determine how C¥V is seen in the condi-
tione under whicb these Commanders waged their campaigrns. And in doing so,
determine the appropriate lessons for future war that emerges from the
aralysis. We will begin our discussion with kommel, followed by an analy-
sis of Montgorery, and then attempt to draw the eppropriate distinctions.
Our framework of analysis, as suggested by Clausewitz, consists of the
following: vach major campaign by Lommel and Montgomery in horth Africa
will be rated on the status of (1) persomnel (number of troops), (2) fixed
assets (depots, fuel and amnunition sites, ports and loading facilities,
etc.), (3) ground (the gain or loss of territory), (4) supplies (level of
supply including &availability of fuel and combat~reaay tanks), (5) cohesion,
(6) allies, and (7) morale. The accumulation of assigned positive versus
negative status indicators will be used to show how CPV can be utilized

to analyze the ultimate outcome of the fighting.
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However, as our analysis was underway, it was found that the seven
variables suggested by Clausviti in his section on CPV did not provide a
complete framework for assessing CPV. For example, at the end of the
1941~42 Winter Campaign in liorth Africa, the ratings showed Kommel with

more negative conditions (perconnel, fixed assets, ground and supply) than

positive (cohesion, allies, and morale). Yet Rommel was subsequently to

take the offensive, something these ratings do not seem to reflect is

likely given the nega.fve conditions facing him. What is miseing fron the

analysis is suggested by Clausewitz in his chapter on military genius and
R3]

Rommel himself in The hommel Papers.7

First, leadership or what Clausewitz describes as military genius is
needed as an eighth variatle since it is the leader's "genius" that deter-
mines the CPV and provides his soldiers with the psychological environment
to achieve it. Leadership is essentially a quality of mirnd and character
in Clausewitzian terms. From the standpoint of mind, Clausewit: refers not
only to intellect ané insight, but also to courage and determination since
the latter are created by the intellect. Character consists of energy,
firmness, staunchness, emotional balance, and strength of character. FLach
of these factors combine to form an image of leadership cn behalf of the
commander and this image determines the degree tc which he is able to
project his will upon his soldiers. Romuwel, likewise, notes the importance
of leadership in achieving objectives and believed in leading from "the
front,” that is, in being an example to his men. Therefore, leadershiyp

cannot be overlooked as a key variable in assessing CPV.

Furthermore, although Clausewitz includes energy as part of military
genius, its significance suggests that it should te a variatle in its own

4
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right. Clausewitz points out, after all, that "it is primarily this spirit
of endeaver on the part of commanders at all levels, this inventiveness,
enerpy, and competitive enthusiasm, which vitalizes an army and makes it
victorious."8 But it is Rommel who makes the distinction between mind
and energy seem particularly important when he states: "A comnander's
drive and energy often counts for more than his intellectual powers--a fact
that is not generally understood by academic soldiers, although for the
practical man it is self-evident.9 Consequently, a ninth variable aded
to our list is vigor which refers to the emergy by which the campaign is

prosecuted by the leadership.

Another factor that is supgested through reading of lhe Rommel Papers

is that of time. Rommel comments:

Probably neve. hefore in modern warfare had such a
completely unprepared offensive as this raid through
Cyrenacia been attenpted. It had made tremendous demands
on the powers of irprovisation of both command and troope,
and in some cases commané¢ rs had been unable to reach their
objectives. One thing pairticularly evident Lad teen the
tendency of certain commanders to permit themselves unneces-
sary delays for refueling and restocking with amrunition,
or for a liesurely overhaul of their vehicles, even w!en an
immediate attack offered prospects of success. The sole
criterion for a comrander in carrying out a given operation
nust be in the tine he is allowed for it, and he must use
all hfﬁ powers of execution to fulfill the task within that
time.

Thus, for Rommel, vigor in the prosecution of the campaign is essen-
tial, but also critical is the amount of time available to actieve guccess
before the situation changes. In other words, Pommel maintains that a

commander must take advantage of opportunities as they present therselves.

but such opportunties are lodged in a particular point in time and failure
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to act at that point signifies loss of the opportunity. Time passes and
trings different circumstances. hence, failure to act in concert with thke
time window means that the commander is left to deal witl conditions and
situations at the next time period where oprortunities to exploit a veak-
ness on the part of the opposing force may no longer exist or exist in &
less positive manner than before. Clausewitz also recognizes the impor-
tance of time ly pointing out that in the defernsive an aruwy plays for tine,
while the offensive minimices the loss of tire. Consequently, the variable
of time will bte added to our analysis as the tenth factor to be considered

in determining the influence of CFV on tke campaigns reviewed.

Before proceeding, hovever, it is interesting tc ncte a characteristic
of fommel's &s incicated in the previously cited quotation (footnote temn)
which ultinately came to be an essential factor ir the fighktirp. If it was

2 questicn of attach, or be resupplied, lLormel clearly favored the tinely

attech. Vigor and time, therefore, seer to be important at the expence of
supply ir horrel's view, which underscores his tencency to cverreact his
C¥v. And yet supply, as will be seen, is eventually hLis undoing--although
vigor and time allowed him to achieve surprieing results while in a nega-

tive supply situation.

KOMMLL ’

Forrel's Vorld Wer 1 experience is relevant to urnderstanding hic

approach to CPV. Luring this war he provec himself tc be a daring ard

courageous soldier as te led szall infantry units irn combat on the hestern,
Kumanian, and Italian fronts--winning Cermany's bighest decorations for

heroism (the Iron Cross first and second class, and the Pour le Merite).
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1t is interesting to note that Kommel's combat experiences tool place or
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fronts where the fighting was relatively open and German forces were
dominant, rather than being tied down to the trench warfare that was to
turn the Western Front into a tloody stalemate after 1914. Thus, Romuel's
style of warfare remained one of mobility and offensive spirit. Lewin
maintains that had Fommel remained on the Western Front he likely would
have been killed becauce of his aggressive tempermert. Lewin esaye this
about Rommel:
But he missed the Western front; and this is an impor-

tant factor in an interpretation of his personality and his

method of command. Because his practical experience was

gained in mobile operations with infantry, he found no diffi-

culty in adjusting later to motile operations with armcur.

Lecause he escaped the trenches in the West, he was rever

affected by that 'seige warfare' mentality which, conscious-

ly or subconsciously, distracted commanders in the Second

World War who had been junior officers in Flanders. ‘

Lommel's first cpportunity to achieve CPV as a major cormander came
in lrance in 1940 during World VWar 1l1. Lis perforrance in France was
superb as he turned in an impressive dermonstration of the use of armor in
spearheading the advance. The speed and distance covered by Ronrmel's
division, the 7th Fanzer Livision, across France earned it the nickname of
the “Chost Livision“. Rommel's troops forced a crossing at the leuse hiver
and exploited the crossing so successfully that French cdefenses in the aree
of nortbern lrance were decisively disrupted. Ir six veeks, the 7th ranwer
Livision advanced 350 miles (22C miles in the last four days), captured
907,000 prisoners, 485 tanks and armcred cars, 4,CCC truclks, and hundreds

of artillery pieces while sustaining 1light casualties in the process.

Louglas-howe states:




kis campaign in France was the only one he fought--six

weels--as a divisional commander. Looking back on his life

it is probably the summit of his militery aclievemert or the

one of which one could say that his capacity for it was most

complete, Lis military qualities rost appropriate. Yet it

was Fommel's African campaignslstather than the French one,

vhich are best rewembtered now. -

Thue, when it came to be that a German commender was needed to reverse
Axis fortunes in horth Africa, Hitler decided Koumel was the right wan to
restore the situation. hitler repcrtedly selectec Fommel because hLe knew

how to inspire bis troops and was not tainted with the defestism associated

with the theatre.l4

Lommel arrived in Libya on 12 February 1941 and founc the Italian army
i, full re*reat towarc firipoli. kLis crders were toc lold existing Axis
pesitione in the province of 1Iripolitenia ard establish the tasis for
future operations. Previoucly, Eritiskh and british Corronwveelt! forces
under General Sir Lictare ¢'Conrcr hed pushed the Italians back 400 milee
from the Lgyptian torfer and in the process destroyed ter divisions, taken
136,00C rriscners, anc seized large amounts of supplies and equiprent.
Rommel was not expected by eitler the Axis or Alliea high commands to

undertale ary sericts orperations in the immediate future beczuse he had

only one reliable urnit available--the Cerman 5tl, Light Livisicn. The rest

of his forces were comprised ot the Italiern Ariete Armoreé Liviesier ard .
four low cuality Itelian infantry divisicns. Cpposing lia, hovever, were

only tvwc untried and understrength c¢ivisions in the adjaceut jrovince cf
Cyrenaica, the Pritish 2nd Armored Division and the ¢th Australian Livisicn.

An Indian motorized infantry bripade completed the Allied contingent in the

area. Other Ekritish and 4llied units had been sent to C(reece to repel the

German invasion there or were refitting in Lgypt.

g
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kommel's First Offensive (liarch-Cctoter 1941)

Rommel had not been specifically ordered to refrain from offensive
operations and the situation in Cyrenaica appealed to him. Aggressive
patrolling in late harch socn turned into a reconraisance in force. But
El Agheila fell easily on 24 March and by 31 March homnel turned his
actions into a full offensive (see map 1) that was to last until Cctober.
Fext KLommel took some other small villages arnd, defying orcders fror his
superiors who believed his forces to be inadequate, he took Agedabia on 2
April. Fusking bis troope even harder, kormel drove to within 100 miles of
lobruk on ¢ April. lo complicate the situation for the British, kommel had
captured General C('Connor and his staff. General £ir Archibald wavell, the
Eritish Commander-in~Chief for the Micdle East, responded hy leaving Tobruk

heavily garrisoned and placed his remaining forces on the Lygptian frontier.

kommel impediately launched attacks against 7tobruk, but they were
piecemeal, pcorly coordinated, and lacked air support. Tobruk held as
lowmel awaitec¢ reinforcemente and worried that the Allies would have time
to becore nuct stronger. Vhile some Axis forces invested loktruk in early
April, other units pressed eastward toward the Lgyptian boréer anc estab-
lished & defensive line inlana from the bSclluw and nalfaya Fasses. 1lhe
line rested on the sea in the nortb vith the fortified town of Lardia in
the rear; to the south, the position ran until it simply ended since
there wes nothing to ancher it on the desert. hommel employed Italien
infantry units, with some German suvpport, to hold the defensive line.

German and Italian mobile troops were left in the rear to forestall any

attempt to turn the southerr flank. On 15 June the britist counterattacked,
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MAP 1: ROMMEL'S ADVANCE
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but were stopped by a determined defense using 88 mm anti-alrcraft guns
| effectively in an anti-armor role. With the newly-srvived 15th Pancer
| Livision in the vanguard, Rommel delivered a counterstroke on 16 June whick
i left the Allies with heavy losses and little to show for their offensive.

wavell was replaced by General £ir (laude Auchinleck and the frent remained
E quiet for the next five monthe as both esides made preparation to continue
l

the war.

In Kommel's first offensive, we see that his initial objective was the
conquest of Cyrenaica, the second was northtern Egypt, anc the ultimate CPV

vas tte Suez Canal. If LRommel could reachk the Suez, it appears reasonably

certain that he would achieve victory. &4llied strength would likely have

been spent and there was strong anti-British sentiment in Egypt.

kommel took his first obtjective, tut etill had his second objective
and the CPV et the fuez ir front of him. nevertheless, as we look at Table
1 it appears that the end of his initial oftensive, lLommel stooc in a
relatively good position. labtle 1 shows positive (+) or rnegative (=)
ratings for Kommel's situation in relation to personnel, fixed assets,
ground, supplies, cohesion, allies, morale, leadershkip, vigor, and tine.
lable 1 reflects the fact that only irn supplies (because of Allied inter-
diction of the sea and air lanes of communication, plus the lengtic of his
supply lines along the northern coast from ‘iripoli and the dameged pcrt at

kenghazi) is the rating negative. 1n terwms of Germen personnel, komrel had
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been reinforced witk the 15th Panzer [ivision. lie redesignated the 5th
Light Division as the 2lst Panzer Division and formed a new division, the

90th Light, from a number of extra units in the theater. 1Irn addition, he
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now had six Italian divisions instead of five. he had gained fired assets

and ground, while rorele and cohesion remained good.

Rommel had also gotter along well with the Itslian troops under kis
command (despite problems with the Italian general officers who wvere
nominelly his superiore). hommel thought ordinery ltalian scldieres were
good, but their officers were worthless.15 And hLis level of leadership
and vigor rewains highly positive. Eut tlhe negative rating for supplies ic
critical because it sigrifies an eroded pcsition in both supplies and
equipment, especially tanks. Yet in October 1941, Table 1 suggests that
Lonuel's sitvation ir relation to achieving the ultinate CP\ is promicsing.
however, it should be roted that the ultimate CFV for lomrel was nct
realistic given his evertual personnel enc logistical situation. Le never
was given the resources tc actieve it. A mere reslistic CPV uncder the
circurietances woulc have been the taling of (yrenaica and the defeat of the

#lliee at Tobruk.

1t was Auctirleck whe attacked first. Cn 1§ lLovemler 1941 the Allies
ettacked the Lollum-Lalfayz line frorntslly, vwhkile armor forces attenpted to
envelop lommel's southern flank. While Jropgress was made against the saxis
front, a major tenk battle develored southeast c¢f Tobruk which wes cor-
Flicated by the british %olruk garriscn attempting to push out of its
encirclerent and linking up with the oncoring Alliec forces. 1instead of
fighting the tattle where he stood, lLompel made a ndstake Ly trying to
launch a sveeping tlow against the british rear area ty reiding into
Lgypt. Eut the ccomand and communications structure of the Axis forcec was

simply not up to task, particularly after the three days of confused
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fighting that had just atout taker place among the armor units soutl of
Tobruk. Many units never received their orders and others werc unatle to
get urcerway on time. 1lhe sttack failed and, in the mea;time, Eritish
formations approacting Tobruk from the south were able to effect a junction

with the .obruk garrisor on 27 November.

Forel's raid to the east had allowed hin to regair scome of the ground

he had loet initially tc his fremt, but his armor unite vere depleted and

: he withdrew to the Gazals line on 4 Lecenber. 1In the retreat, an ltaliern
division wae left to surrender in Eardia and considerable equipment was
etandoned. I order to save his army, korpel fell back from Gawalae ard
reesteblished his defenses at L1 Agteilé where he had begun his firet
campaigr. in Nasrch. 4t thir point, Lonmel seerec beaten eand tle Fritishk dic

rct expect anything fror hir for sone tire tc come.

let, &s Tatle 1 shows for the winter Campaign of iovenber 1441 = sune

142, Lormel raintainec his peeitive rating vwith respect to colesiorn,

aellies, morale, time, &nd most significently, vigor (personnel, fixecd
ussets, grounc, and supplies were negative indicators). Thus, con 2l
Janvary 1942 with cnly 1€C tanks, of which half vere unrelieble Itclian.
velicles, homrel caught the Lritisk Ly surprise in a ccunteroffensive and
advanced to the old Gazale line tefore beinp halted more by lack of fuel ¢

and gupplies than anything else.

kommel's vecornd Lffencive (June=July 19%4Z)

For four months the Axies and Allied frriec faced each other acress the
Gazals line¢ whbile making preparations to renew the battle at some future
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date. Both commanders Herf under pressure to resume the fighting, but
neither intended to take the offensive with less than the optimum supply
situation. Meanwhile, the logistics posture of btoth forces improved
considerably. By late May 1942 it had become obvious to Rommel, however,
that Allied preparations for an offensive were beginning to outpace his

own.

He therefore determined to launch an offensive before the Allies were
too strong and did so on 26 May - 13 June. The attack did not go according
to plan. Rommel was able to turn the British flank, but could not smash
thtdggh to their rear and, at one point, his armor units were actually
surrounded. Rommel managed to reestablish his lines of communication and
move forward toward Egypt. capturing Tobruk with nearly 35,000 prisoners
and considerable supplies on 20-21 June. The remaining Ailied forces fell
back to the Alamein line and Rommel continued to press the attack even
though his momentum had slowed and his supply situation worsed because of
Allied interdiction of his sea LOCs through their base in Malta (Rommel had
refused to release aircraft attached to him for his offensive which were
scheduled to attack Malta). Toward the end of July the fighting at the
First Battle of Alamein ended in a stalemate as both sidées were exhausted-
J Yet for the British it was a major victory as Rommel had squeezed every
ounce of energy from -himself and his troops to break the Allied defense and

failed:.

Thus, at the end of the first battle for Alamein, negative conditions
predominated for Rommél not only in regard to vigor (Rommel himself was ill

and went on leave to Germany), but also for supplies. These two variables,
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shown in Table 1, were decisive in reflecting the reality of Rommel's
situation. On the surface, Rommel's position looked satisfactory with the
British pushed back to Egypt and positive ratings for personnel (reinforce-
ments were coming in), fixed assets, ground, cohesion, allies, leadership,
and even morale was high. He still had time to achieve the utlimate CPV.
But negative ratings for vigor and supplies undermined Rommel's circum- -

stances fatally.

Alapein G@gggc;-uovenber 1942)

Montgomery took command of the Eritish Eighth Army which comprised the
Allied ground forces facing Rommel.. Montgomery was the second choice for
the position, but received the command when the first choice (General Cott)
was killed in a plane crash. The Allied buildup outstripped kommel's, as
the long distances from Rommel's ports in western Libya consumed scarce
fuel just to deliver supplies to frontline forces. Kkommel's units were
always short of ammunition, supplies, and fuel. Rather than allow the
Allies to- buildup a preponderance of force, Rommel again décided to attack.
In this circumstance, it might have been prudent for Kkommel to redefine his
CPV. But he did not and the Axis ran into strong and well-planned British
defenses as they attacked on 30=31 August. They were also hampered by

significant fuel shortages. Thé Axis were stopped after -a twc-day battle v

at Alam al-halfa Ridge and withdrew. Montgomery did not pursue and Rommel

was able to reestablish his defensive line at Alamein.

But for all practical purposes the battle for Alamein was over. 1In

many ways the famous (Second) Battle of El Alamein (23 October-4 November)
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vas anti-climatic. Rommel's last chance to win was at Alam al-Halfa. Lis
defensive action againgt Montgomery in October was hopeless before it
began. For by October, Allied material superiority was so great that the
British could trade tanks and troops with the Axis and still come away the
victor. Montgomery had 1,029 tanks compared to 230 German and 320 (poor
quality) Italian tanks, and 195,000 troops compared to 46,000 (of whom
29,000 were fit to fight) for Rommel. For weeks, the Axis had been on half
rations because of the supply shortage. There was fuel for only three days
of sustained combat. 1In addition, Operation Torch had deposited a large
Allied army in Morrocco and Algeria that threatened Rommel's rear with
overvhelming force. Montgomery basically fought a World War I-style battle
of attrition against Rommel, but had the resources to do it. Moreover,
through the use of Ultra, Montgomery had radio intercepts of Kommel's plans
and troop dispositions, as well as a strong supply situation. Montgomery

clearly had the upperhand.

The Germans and Italians put up a stiff fight initially, causing heavy
Allied casualties as Montgomery sought to push a hole in their lines with a
massive assault at one point. Rommel, who was sick and had been hospital-
ized in Germany, was forced to return. Although tired and ill, Rommel
threw himself into the fight and counterattacked. The attacks failed and
the British, in turn, achieved their breakthrough which they exploited with
tanks. Rommel might have gotten away with most of his army, but Hitler
ordered him not to retreat and the Axis troops held their ground for some
36 hours before Hitler finally agreed to a withdrawal. The delay cost
Rommel 25,000 infantry troops (mostly Italian) who were left without
transport. But the bulk of KRommel's armor forces escaped in the face of
sluggish pursuit.
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Table 1 shows that Tourel was in & negative sgtatus for personnel,
grourd, arc¢ supplies at the conclusior of Alsseirn. he wae ulso rumning out
of tivme. Lespite teirg sick, however, he still slowed vigor anc¢ hac
positive ratings for fixed assets, cohesion, allies, and morale, and
leadershipr. The positive rating for vigor indicated thet homnel wes still

dangerous mcre £o than an) other variable listed.

The ketreat (l.ovemter-Leceuber 1942) ¢

kormel retreated fron Alamein with the equivalent of two divieions
which wae 811 that lie could salvepe fron the tuelve uncerstrength diviesions
present for cuty at the begirning of the battle. Yet the survivere cawe
out ir gocd crder, with their morele high ard a deteruinetior te survive.
hitl an irsignificent force, half Gerran anc Lelf Itelian, Lommel fought a
brilliant celeying action ageinst the Lritiski. %he uxis troops would helt,
set ur & cefensive positior, end ther fail tack as the 21lies failec irn
achieving & turnirg movement to pin the Axis agairst the ccast. Lrergetic
use of umines, bott real and cCunmy, hkeljec hinder the 4lliec acverce and
resupply efferts. But there wae really no hope for hommel as ty € November
he hac only tuwenty-cre tarks and cowe 7,5CC nen. ‘he only cther force in
litye ves & weak Italiar irfartry divisior without trarncport. Lilys was

coupletely abanconed aud bty Jaruary the axis forces had retired to urisdz.

4t the conclusion of the retreat, lable 1 shows lLomrel vith "negative”
ratirgs for perscnnel, fixed assets, ground, supplier and tine. lositive
ratings are still reintaired for cohkesion, ellies, rorale, leadership, and

vigor. The majecr lesson to bte drawn fror thte ratings in lable 1, however,
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is that throughout his campaign to achieve (PV, Ronrel had a negative
supply status and eventually the accumulation of this handicap proved

decisive--even over vigor and time.

Once in 1lunisia and with the war in Lkorthk Africa essentially lost,
troops and supplies vere poured into the country to try to save the situ-
ation. Fomrmel was replacec as commander-in-chief and returned to Cermeny
in March 1%45. Eefore 1leaving, he launche¢ a highly successful ambush
againet the americans at Kasserine in mid-lebruary and & thwarted counter-
ettack agairst Montgomery in eerly Marct. For Rommel, the war in Africa

encded without realizetion of the CPV.

; NONTOGLLRY

kontgonery's horld Var 1 experience, like kommel's was important in
understancing his manner of sssessing CPV.l6 hontgonery served on the
Westerr. Front vhere he earned the I-.L.C. as a platocn leadcer. After
reccvering from wounds, he spent the remainder of the war as s staff

ofticer. DMcntgomery wes leit after the war with a strong revulsion about

the unnecessery casualties he witnessed; while he recognized that casu-
alties were inevitable in battle, be rejected the nction troops should be
) fed into combat when there was no advantsge to be geined from it. Lesses
mattered in his view and incivicduval soldiers needed to feel tlat they were
important. In order to accomplisl. the above, liontgonery camne to believe
that soldiers should rnot be sent into btattle unless every effort has bLeen
made to provice fcr their success. This meant neticulous snd thorough

planning, as well as strong staff support at every level.
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Betweer the wars, Montporery served in a variety of trocp assigmnments,
&5 a Staff Ccllege Instructor, anc directed the writing of a nev wanual on
infantry tactice (which, by the way, lecked a stromg concept of exploita-
tion followirg a successful attack--sorething tlat wes to be seern in

Montporery's own cperations in horth Africa).

For hontgoriery, the ultimate CPV was to eject the Axis feorces fror lorth s
ifrica. 1r his first battle, the seconé battle for Llarein, l.cntromery
cshoved Lis chearacterietics of careful and deteilec planning, rehearsele,
coordination of fire, and thorough preparetion throughcut the command. As
noted, Ecurel's ettack was halted with heavy losses and Lontgonmery was able
to peretrete the 4xis defensee witl a straiphtforwerc infantry assavlt
heavily suppcrted ty armer. According te Chelfont, lortgnreir)'s plan was
rnot especially imagirative bt vhat cistinguished Lis conduct oi the Lbattle
vas that as the plan faltered¢ in tle iace of an effective ceiense, he lLept
up the rressurc eund evertually brecke tkrough.17 Cf covrse, he Lac¢ the
manpever ané materiel suvpericrity to czuse a gradual svffocation of Axis!'
units. While lontgorery ney rot have been dashirg in kis appreacl, he wnes
nonetheless effective as he brought quantity to bear on his enemy whose

logistics syster lacl.ed the capability to withstane sustzinec heavy pressiie.

Taltle 2, assessing Mhontgomery's ClVv, shows that lontgcuery at the

concluveion of the fight for Alamein hacé virtually & loch oun victory with

positive ratings for 21l varisbles. The positive status continues for tbe

u

final twc componerts ir %able 2, Kommel's retreast end the final zscatlt.
The victery at Alamein was cdeciecive znc a2t that point it was just a natter

of titre until Montgomery achieved CiV urless hormel would be able Lc
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achieve & relatively equal pogiticen. The fact that Lontgonery failed
é consistently tou exploit hie adventage with & strorg pursuit after his first
{ attacks rade no real difference. 4s Chalfont notes, hontgouery was vorking
on a deliterate time scale. ke had tle rescvrces tc mount an attach the
next day, an¢ Lhe next anc sc orn until the door wes finelly pushec in vhict

it eventually was.

&

CCLCLUEILL (

Thke ratings shown in 1:-.ler 1 and 2 supgest ttet hommel never really
hed e clance egeinst £llieé teorces tecause of his lack of adeguate supply.
iworth African htad beer consicered a siceslcw by hitler and the terren uiph
torrard. hitler had jrovidec an able coruarncer &nd weal force to the
theatre, Lepirg kormel coula accernplisl. tlhe imposeitle with feéw resources
while Gerieny fprersrecd fer the invasion oi the Soviet Lrion. it ie inter-
estiing tc epeculate vhat Eorrel riplt Lave eccorplisheé lLia¢ he been pro-
viced greater fcrces anc Lies air and especially sea linee of corrunication

3 hac¢ teen protected.

Is for lontgorery, Chalfort pcints cut correctly thet jucdgerert on his

achieverents muet tske into account the iact thet te ltad trerencous meter-

. 18 , . .
ial superiority. Concequently, hies victcry, Chalfcert adds, coes not {
seer as astoniskirp now as it nust have beer in (reat Lrdteain ip 1942-43,

wher FPoumel's fame was &t its height. lontgomery failed to exploit bis

advantage with a strong pursuit at either Ll Alamein after the battle cf

: tlar al-halfa Lidge, nor durinp Rommel's iretreat tec iunisiz. Yet i.ontgomery

wes eble tc eccouplish the CFV and do so in & vay that the Eattle of Li

N
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Alemein and the caunpaign in North Africe became the foundations of his

fame.

wWhat we have learned about CiV in this analysis is that two variables--

m e o e e e m—

vigor arnd supply--were critical, but that supply alone was the single
greatest influence upor the outcome o¢f the campaigr in the NorthL africa.
ﬁontgcmery had supply, Kommel did not. Lkcth cocmancers had viger and
generally useé time well with Komuel, on belance, teing the better tacti~
cian. But kormel's brillance at maneuverrcould offset bhis deficiency ir

supply only for so long.

The tern veriables use¢ to depict the status of CFV~-(l) persornel,
(z) fixed aseets, (3) ground, (4) supplies, (5) cobesion, (6) allies, (7)
rorale, (&) leadership, (9) vigor, and (10) time--appear toc be & good
nethod for assessing mcvenent either towsrd or ewsy from its achieverent.
Ldditional utilication in etudies of cther caerraigns enc wars, however, is

necessary to fully assess tle merits of {ts particuvler approach. ihe

contribution of this freuzework of analysis for this particular project on
the hortlt Lfricarn campaign of 1941-43 is that it striking illustrates how
the supply factor was eventually lommel's undoing. As Clausewitz peints
out, as war unfolds, arnies are constently faced with fectors that 4ncresse
their sfrength and others that 1ecduce it-fg 1hus, a rilitary campaign
precents chenging circumstences as the variots factors work theifr calculus

to put one side or the cther at an advantage or, ~nonversely, a uisadvantage

Y T

Furthernore, it should be noted that tle concept of (IV is not static;

rather CFV has a dynamic nature and is open to change itself. A4 redefini-

tion of CPV by kommel or the German Ligh -Command might have brought diff-
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| ferent results. At least, it is interesting tc speculate how thke Korth
African Campaign right have turned cut if Eommel had eststlished & CIFV nore
coneistent with hLis reeources, or received resocurces consistent with his

CPV.

Clausewitez suggests that when it ccmes to (PV, at ir c¢nly tle man uhe
can &chieve preat reeults vitl lirited meane whc hes really kit the uark.
korrel seer:s to fit this description Letter than hortgorery, Lut in the end (
it is lontgerery anc not Lonmel who las the (FV laigely bLecause lLis reans
are not lirited. Kevertheless, Clausevitz's initial ineight £till provides
us uwith tle understending of wlat (1Vv is all &bout. As Clsusewit: ob-
serves, thecry fulfille its mein tesl. wker it ie useé to snely.e the busic
elemente of war, tc explein tlte properties involved anc show their protatle
effect, tc define clearly the rature of the ende in vievw, arc illuiirate

the phases of wer tbroughk critical inquf:)J‘c Clausewitz'e rnotion of (¥\

is ore ¢{ trle veys theory can te utilizec to eccerplicli éeeper uncer-

stending of v.ar fighting &as seen ir this discugsicn. 1t is quite clear

that vithout supply, LPL was vrolteirsble for lLommel. 4anc it is to tlis

end - that Cerman efforts should have been focused.
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