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“the freedom of action of the combatants. ' - '

- paper applies ‘thecry to historical experience by identifving the centers of
.-gravity and.1ines of; operation for both sides in the campaign.

‘7copcepts., It does this by identifying and reccunting the events of what it
“ ‘expansion of the foothold, and the breakoud.” This section attempts to draw

ff}&ha"reader‘a attentiaon to wissed opportuniti€c and apparent mistakes of hoth -
7 sides,. . - s o B -

- ‘action shouid have been with what.a purely theoretical analysis of the situa-

. Having introduced the reader to the campaign, the paper then goes on to
efine .the two concepts that it will andlyze. Following each definition the

- The paper then narrateés and analyzes the campaign in light of the two

describes as the three major opérations or the campaign -- the landing, the

A ‘The conclusion explores the utility of the two addressed theoretical con-
cepts as an aid in campaign planning, It does this by first examining how

hindsight suggests that. each side shonld have planned and executed the campaign{
It then compares what history seeme to have suggested the propercourses of

tlon would prescribe., .The paper finds that while military theory is an excel-
lent analytical tool, i%{ is an uncertain guide., It can eliminate inappropriate
solutions and hel > show the way to the best plan, but it cannot do the planner’q
tiinking for him, : :
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ABSTRACT

CENTERS OF GRAVITY. LINES OF OPERATION, AND THE NORMANDY CAMPAIGN by Major
William R. Betson, USA, 50 pages. (This monograph 12 Gesignea to pe one of
the chapters 1n the forthcoming book edited by Dr. Robert Epstein on the
evolution of operational art.)

[ The purpose of this paper 1s to empioy an historical analysis of a
campaign as & Cass study Lh oraer toO examine the utiiity of military theory
48 A Quide tO CeCISION maxking and campaign planning. Specificaily, the
paper uses the Normandy Campaign to explore the usefulness of two
. theoretical concepts -~ the Clausewitzian 10ed of centers of gravity, and
g the Jominian theory of lines of operations. While it treats the entire
P campaign, the analysis focuses in detail! upon the campaign plans of poth
sioes, and the major operation which lad to the Allied preaxout from
Normanay ana the cefeat of the German army in France.,
/—"—M T - — e ‘.""/
After an Introduction the papers traces In cetail the qgeveiopment ana
aesign of the campaignh plans of poth Sices, concentrating especially on the
terrain~oriented goais of the Alliles ana the force—-orientea opjectives of

the Germans. The analysis also examines the aiffering outiooks that the two

maJor Aiiles prougnt to their planning process, ana the aivision within the
German nigh command regarding the most efficacious methods of aefense. This
section furthel traces, the constraints jimiting the freeaom of action of the
’ - eUmbatants.

Having i1ntroduced the reader to the campaign, the paper then goes on to
{ aefine the two concepts that the paper wili analyze. Because Chapter One 1n

Epstein’s pook covers |ines of operations in some detail and omits a
aiscussion of centers of gravity, thiS paper must sSpena a signif.cant amount
of time defining the Clausewitzian term. Foliowing each aefinition, the
paper applies theory to historical experience by identifying the centers of
gravity and lines of operation for botn siges in the campaign.

The paper then narrates ana analyzes the campaign 1n light of the two
concepts. It does this py identifying and recounting the events of what 1t

laentifies as the three major operations of the campaign -- the langing, the

3

T . expansion of the foothola, ana the oreakout. This section attempts to draw
. the reacers attention to missea the opportunities ana apparent mistakes of
| DOth siges,

“3 The conclusion explores the utiiity of the two aadressed theoreticai
COncepts as an aia 1n campaign planning. It does tnis by first examining
how hinasight suggests that each side shoula have plannea ana executed the
campaign. It then compares what ni1STOry seems to have suggested the proper
courses of action should have peen, with what a purely theoretical analysis

exceilent analytical tooi, it is an uncertain guiae. It can eiiminate

the planner's thinking for him.

of the situation wouiq prescribe. The paper finas that whi,e miittary 18 an

\nappropriate soclutions ani heip show the way to pest pian, nhut 1T cannot Qo

A A Vi TR N A A S PSRN SES SN St SRS RN VG ST

Ew‘ﬁ S 2 P AR N W X A



i
i
i
f
|

' Tanle of Contents

VII.

INCCOBUCRION coveoveracrarossenscsesnssnssnssssnsarsacssss
The Develcpment ana Design of the Alliea Campaign Plan ...
German Plans foc Defense
The Center Of GRAVILY .ccccotsrestsenssssnnssssassssnossss
Lines of OPOrAtION ...covecorecsnssnasnsnvasissanssvoncnas
Campaiogn EX@CULION .ccvvrvnnes tettraccesnnnassenensanones
The Flrst Major ODeration ..cvcvsvcnnscncnsesssnenses
The Second MaJor OPeraATION ....coverenasocrnrssraancns
The Third Major OPeration ....ccceveeveccccosnasconnnse
CONCIUBION .vivvesertsecrssosrssoortonssssscnssasnasnnsnons
Maps:
Map 1t Forecast of Operations ......cceceeveecensocens
Map 2: Landing and REACLION ......ccvevevenccnsnonssns
Map 3: Breakout and COUNLErALLACK ...c.vevvecssnnnnons
Sketch: Bases, Lines of Battle, ana Lines of Operations

‘n N?fﬂﬂndy (AN EERNENEREREERERXNENNEIIEE NI I B I IR IR S N NN I

EnﬂnOt‘s LSS AL AR B R A I A AR I I B Y T I I S A R A I S N I IS I I NN S S AR A N I A AP

B‘bllography 'l...;iic..l't."'Q.ll..II.Il..!..l..".'.l..i.'.lc

Page

13
17
19

41
42
43

44
45
49

AZcesion For /r'

NTIS CRA&I '
DTIC TAB 0
Unanneunced 0O
Justification

By

Diztiib tivn]

,‘ e
o T
Dt
c f
A-LL ]




.
.

INTRODUCTION

The Alliea lanaing on the coast of france on June 6, 1944 was an
uiunu achievement. For the civiiian populationa of Great Bnu.m ang
the Unitea States the cay assumed lremenaous psychoiogical imporiance. June
6 woula tocever oe “D-Day," the Gay when i1t seemed that the ena of the war
vas ih sight. The lanaing 1teelf was an accompilishment Of STAgQering SCOPR.
In one ray alliea ships ana airplanes aeliverea eight Aivisions ana rthree
Armoted Drigaces to 4 hostle, aefenued shore -- a type of operation that haa
appearea 1mpossible to many military analysts just a aecaae before. Inaeeq,
Operation NEPTUNE. which was the coae name given to the (anaing porticn of
the 1nvasion of France. may ciaim to be one Of the most compiex ana pcia
military enceavors ever attempted. It culminated three years pt‘ planning
an@ preparation characterized by often Ditter d1Sagryement bDetween the MaJor
ailies over the proper strategy for the aefeat of Germany. '

Yet the lanaing i1tself macked only the peginning of the campaign
that the ailies hoptd would gain them a loagement on %..e nocthwest coast ot
Europe. Hara fighting rema:nvd Defores the dDeachhead was secure ana tre
loogement cevelcped sufficiently to ailow further operations aimeqa &t the
heart of Germany. Aiilea progress in the campaign aevelopea much more
siowly than anticipated, and recrim.aation and controversy raged over its
execution both at the time ana forty years later. Nevertheiess the Normanay
Campaign achieved much more than the mere seizing of the loagement
envigioned by its planners. It accomplished the aefeat of the German Acmy
in France and permittea the rapid ana relativeiy easy arive by Alliea forces
across France to the very poraers of the Reich. Thus. whiie the landing was
criticai to eventual Alliea victory in the West, the Normanay Campaign was

gecisive.
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Not surprisingly then, much has Been written &pout this campaign,
ana a lively, contentious historiogcaphica! caebate continues after forty
years.! This paper will attempt to contrioute to this aepate by approaching
the subject from what [ bDelieve 18 a fresh angle -- 1t wiil use the campaign
to examine the utiiity ot classical military theory as a guiae to aecision
maxing. Empioying two theotetical constructs, Xari von Clausewitz' loea of
a "center Gf gravity® in military operations, and Baron ae Jomini‘s theory
of jines of operations, the paper will attempt o analyze ana criticize the
planning and execution of military operations by both sides. Although :t
will treat the entire campaign, the major toci of the analysis will pe the
campaign pians of both sides and what seems to pe the aecisive pnase of the
campaign. the breakout from Normandy achieved by the Aliies in late Juiy ana
eariy August, 1944. .n oraer to a@o this, the paper will trace the
anvoloﬁnont of the respective campaign plans of both siaes, 90 on to gefine
the theoretical cuncepts that will be adaressed and explain how they apply
to the two plans, ana then relate ana analyze the patties in light of the
concepts. It will then finish with some conciusions on the utility of
ciassical military theory i1n the analysis of historical campaigns ara the

planning of future ones.
THE DEVELOPMENT AND DESIGN OF THE ALLIED CAMPAIGN PLAN

The Allied invasion of France in 1944 had 1ts genesis in the
autumn of 1941 when the Prime Minister of Great Britain, Winston Churchili,
directed his miiitary staff to begin planning for the invasion of Europe.
Thus. despite what some would see as British ambivalence toward an invasion
ot the continent. Churchill aiways beiieved that without defeating Hitier's

forces on the contiaent, Britein couio never win the war. livportant
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Quaiifications accompanied th:e CommitAent %0 & luNG cCampaign. howevec.
Scarrea By their losses in France in the First Woria Wat tre British wishea
passionately to avoid a pioody proiongeda land campalgh aga:net the Germans,
They onvuaonoé operations :n France as the cuimination of a grana strategy
Ge8ignea to exhaust Germany With Strikes aimed at 1ts fascist allies ana the
teinges of Hitler's eapice. These peripheral operations, couplea with a
comoing offensive aimed at the Nazi econcmy ana popular mocale, wouia so
veaxken Germany as to maxe the i1nvasion moce of 3 COMB QR _GCACR than a
oscisive pattle.2

This approach clashea directly with the grand strategy of the
Amercans. who favcrea 2 more airect offensive. Consistent witn their
tradition the American planners. lea oy Aray Chief of Staff George C.
Marsnaii ana Chiet of War Pians Dwight Eisennower. arguea tor an invasicn of
france ana a aecisive ciash with the Gesman army as soon as the necessary
forces couid pe - dllected in Inglana. Peripheral operations, they beiieveq,
woula lead to heavier casuaities In the iong rua ana risk the coilapse of
the Soviet Union, which would be¢ forcea to carcy the oruant ot the effort
dione while the Aliies tarriea. The Ametican approach won out, of course.
out only after an extencea depate: ana the concuct of the two Ailies in the
campaign wou'd reflect their uiffering strategic outiooks.3

A more supstantive i1ssue, nowevetr. wouia atfect the Britisn Army
In the campaign 1n Normandy than the feeling tnat they were entering it a
DIt to0 soon. In 1944, after more than five years of war, the Britisn were
scCraping tne oottom of their manpower barrtel. Despite a tremenaous effort
that mobilizea ninety-four peccert of Britain @ acuit maie popuiation tor
the miiitacy or inaustry, only cannaoi!ization of existing units ana

wnoiesiie transfer of men 1NTO combat ualts {rom Other Nranches cou:u xeep

illI!iH!lﬂIIIBE:Ill!ﬂ!!IﬂﬂHlﬂlhlﬂhﬂlﬁNﬂHﬁ3ﬂHﬁHHhﬂhﬁh%hﬂh&hﬁhdhﬂh6HabﬂHﬂNﬂHﬁH6h6h63ﬁhG3ﬁhﬂﬁﬁhﬂhﬁﬁﬂhﬂhﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁlﬂﬂ@ﬂd
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the lratxlhfhrlv participating i1n OVERLORD in the tiela. Furtner, these
aessperate mearures would still leave the Army's manpowet situation
“precarious. 4 Thuo.fno 2ritish commanaer could pecmit h)s army to
participate i1n the DLOOQY attrition Datties thit characterized Woria War I.
This approaching manpower Crigis remdined unapprecidced i1n Januacy

19@3. however, vwhen preparation for the invasion bdegan in eacnest foilowing
the Alliea Combinea Chiefs’ of Staff creation of a planning organization for
that purpose. Unastr British Lieutenant Generai Freaerick Morgan, titiea the
Chief of Staff to the Supreme Alliea Commanaer (CGSSAC., for shocrt), this new
statf laia the foundation for the campaign plan for the i1nvasion phase of
the re-entry into Europe, now aesignated OVERLORD. Cruciai to the
asveiopment of the campaign, however, was Morgan's aefinition ot QVERLORD s
object. which he definea as intenaea to

secure a loagement on the Continent from whicn

further offensive operations can be aevelopea.

The loagement area must contain sutficient port

tfacilities to maintain a force of some

twenty-si1x to thirty Qivisions, ana enabjie that

force to De augmented ... at_the rate of three

to five aivisions pec month.>

Two characteristics of Morgan's ocefinea opbject stana out. First

1S 1tS emphasis on logistics. Essentialiy, OVERLORD's purpose was to seize
a iogistics pase from wnich to conouct further operations. ThiS ShouiG not
pe surprising. As the future commancer of lana forces in the campaign wcuia
put 1t, “It must pe rememberea that an ampnipious lanaing i1s funaamentaily a
supply prosect rather than a tactical maneuver.*S Unless one seizes a base

on a houstile snhore he cannot Qo further.

ne second characteristic ¢f Morgan's approach 1S cruclai to this

paper's analysis. The objective, as American officers of toaay would




OXpress 1%, Was IACrAln rather than gnedy force ocientez. Destroying the
German army 1n France was not part of the OVERLORD commenoer’s initial
assignment. Si1Eply ariving the Germans out of an are: suitabie for the
logistical buila-up was sufficient. In fact, as I shall now develop, thece
vas no expectation that the fighting 1n Normandy woula or even could leaa to
4 final decision over the German grouna forces.

COSSAC's plans could 'De no moce than tentative, however, focr the
plan's final approval awaitea the appointment of the Supreme Commander ana
his principal subocdinates. Kissnhower, who would hold suprene commana, ana
British General Bernara Mcntgomery, the initial commander of lana forces.
arrivea 1n January. 1944. and to Morgan's credit neither changea much of tne
operationhal scheme aevelopea by COSSAC. Opercating at the strategic ievel,
Eisenhower € primary JOD WAS IO Ssquence the Campalgns leading to the cefeat
of Germany, of which sei12:ng the Norman loagement was the first. [n his
@lt Elmenhower outiines his concept for accomp:ishing Germany's aefeat in
four phasss: 1) land on the Norman coast: 2) accumuiate sufficient resources
ana then break out of the enemy's encircling positions: 3) pursue to the
oorders of Germany on a broad front: ana 4) after an operational pause,
aéemlxd\ 4 ooudle envelopment of the Ruhc foliowea by a thrust into the
heart of Germany.?

Intecestingly, Eisenhower nowhere mentions how he intenceqa to
destroy the German army. He aiscusses a ianding, a iogisticai oulla-up, ana
the capture of politico-strategic objectives, DUt Qoes NOt transiate them
10t0 & scheme for operational level maneuver. [f he anticipatea a qecisive
battie, he does not 1ndicate where and when he expected i1t. The qefeat ana
destruction of the German army, one assumes, WouiQ come somewhere aiong the

way auring the arive into Germany.®
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In fact. none of the conteaporary eviaence suggests that anyone

£

expectea OVERLORD to achieve anything more than the simple |odgement
envisionea dy the COSSAC planners. Even the taniea directive given to the
Supcene Heaaquarters Allied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF) by the Combined
Chiefs suggested that the first task of the i1nvasion was securing a
lodgement. After the famous statement regarding the unaertaking of
operations “a:mea c; the heart of Germany ana the aestruction of hec u'lnu.
forces.* the airective goes on to say

After adequate channel ports have been securea,

exploitation will be directea towaras securing

an area that wiil tacilitate poth grounda ana aic

operations against the enemy.

Certainly, the lana force commander never vemonstratea that he
uhgerstooa that his mission was to accomplish anything more than the
icogement. In a briefing given to seniocr mllitary officers in Apcil. 1944
(attendea by Eisenhower ana Churchill), Montgomery aeclarea the object of
QVERLORD to “secure a 10agement from which further cperations can be
oeveioped.* 10 [n gact, apart from increasing the initial landing force from

cthree aivisions to five, Montgomery aia nothing to chanye the pian of

campaign qeveloped by the COSSAC staff. The closest he got to a Qiscussion

of a gecitive battie 1n Normandy seemes tO have becn a creference i1n this

oriefing to a tank *knock about‘ petween Caen and Falais, for here was where
he expectea to meet the main German counterattack. Such a pattie. nowever,
woula merely protect his flank, It woula check or cepel the Germans, not
cestroy them.!! Never prior to the landing aia he announce or propose any
Scheme TO QesStroy or agecisively defeat the German Army 1n Normanay. ) i
The COSSAC plan that Montgomery aaopted was elegantly simple ana ]

seemeq qesignhed to accomplish OVERLORD s mission with minimum cisk. After
6 %
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the initial phase secureu a beachheaa, phase two of Morgan's scheme calied
for an expansion of Allied holaings, uo.n to provide space for aicfielas ana
to gain the depth necessary for a arive into the Cotentin Peninsula to
 secure Chersourg. a port necessary to continue the buiiaup. Once Cherpourg
fei! the Allies wouid be confrontea with a choice bf turning left to take
the Channel ports or of guing right to seize ports in Brnttany..uorqan
conciuded that only 1f the Germans were weak would an attack to the left pe
pruagent, as German stirength wouldrblock such a move and the Allied flank
would be vulnerable. 7Tnus he suggested that the allies shoula seize
Brittany’s vital porte atter gaining Cherbourg. Once the Brittany ports
vere Secure, the loagement woula be completed by expansion of the Alliea
perimeter to the Loire River in the south ana the 3z.ne in the east. This
maneuver proviged iittie chance that significant numpers of Germans couia pe
cut off and destroyed. Montgomery‘s tentative timetable for this operation
18 shown on Map 1. .

It 18 important to note here that Montgomery viewed the expansion
as ceveioping gracually. He did not expect the front to stabliize nor aig
he anticipate a set-piece breakout battie. Neither dia he expect a German
operationai error of such magnitude as to present the Aliies with an
opportunity to aestroy significant Nazi forces. He aia unaerstana, as qid
Morgan. that pefore he coula shift his main effort to the right to gain tne
Brittany ports, he first must secure his left flank by seizing the important
communications hub south of Caen and biocking the quickest route of German
reinforcement. Thus Montgomery's main effort would first go to the j[eft to
meet ana engage the m23s of German forces there, ana then shift to the rignt

TO gain the ports.12
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This concept of operations suggested that four subordinate armies
carry out the aiffecent tasks. Second British Army, ianding on the ieft,
woula advance south of Caen to block the major road arteries and engage tne
major German force. First Unitea States Army wouia land on the rignt,
gecure Cherbourg. ang then make the main efiort to preak out of the
Cotentin. In the inal phase, the Thira United States Army would land as a
tollow on force to conduct the arive into Brittany and protect the southern
flank aionq the Loire as First ana Seccnd Armies drove towarn the Seine.
Aiso auring this phase First Canacian Army wouia land to help secure the
lefv flank. '

The placement of the British on the ieft ana tne Americans on the
rignt haa far-reaching repercussions that iinger even today.l!3 Ac the time,
however. the piacement seemed to make sense. The American puilaup of forces
1n Engiana pricr to OVERLORD haa taken place in the southwest portion of the
country. Thus, the British were alrea&y on the ieft ana try:ng to reverse
the placement wouid mean that the convoys carrying the i1nvading troops wouia
have to cross paths in the Channel 1n the miadle of the nignt -- a arfficuit
and acangerous enterprise. Further. once the Allies were estapiished ashore
and i1n control of French ports, the easier British lines of communications
wouig go througn the channel port$ to the British forces on the left. The
ports i1n Brittany ana western France, more convenient to the forces on the
right, were closer to the United States. Finally, 1t made good military
sense to piace the British, with more combat experience, on the ieft where
they were likely to face heavy German counterattacks more quickly. The only
arawoack to this placement was that 1f the scheme of maneuver were to Change

and the Allies were to decide to shift their breakout effort to the left,




the army least aple to afford the losses required t¢ fight 1tsS way through
thé heaviest German aefenses would be the one in the pest position to ao so.
‘Before turning to the German campaign plan for the qefense of
France we need to cover one further issue. The masor drawback to amphiLtous
! . operations i1n the modern era 18 that the mobility possessed by modern
l mechanized armies usuilly permii the defencer to mass forces against any
lanaing more quickly tharn the invader can place ana sustain them ashore.

This fact was a very real concern to Alliea planners and caused the COSSAC

! staff some early despair at the chances for a successful lodgement. Somehow
E ’ the Allies haa to preveiit a large numper of German panzer aivisions from
i counteratcacking the beachhead .n enouch strenqgth to eliminate 1t oeforg
sufficient Alilea forces couia De establishea ashore to resist such an
onsiaught,
i The Allies adevelopea two uchemes to this ena. The first,
Operation EORTITUﬁE. comprisec a mazsive Geception effort to convince the
1 : Germans that the Normanday landing was a fe;nt and the real effort wouid come
later at the Pas De Calais. By all accounts the pioy workea magnificentiy,
The Germans were very siow to commit major reserves to the region. ana
; withhela forces to defena the Pas De Calais area untii mia-Juiy.l4

The secona effort at delaying the arrival of German reserves at
the pattiefieia consistea of what American officers would recognize today as
“qeep operations.' With a combination of bombing airectea at the French
raiiway system. attacks on key choke points, and “pattiefield air
tnteraiction" executea i1n the Normanay area itseif, the Ailie3 planned to
deiay ana aisrupt the approach of German panzer veserves to the front. The

results proved very effective in qelaying the arrival of the panzers. ana




when they finally reached the battiefie!d they haa aiready sustainea serious
camage. 15

These were the key elements in the 6cvelopment 2na design of the
Aliiea plan aevised toO gain a lodgement on the continent of Europe. The
grouna echeme nf maneuver was based not upon accomplishing the dastruction
of the German army, but upon gaining suificient ports to pursue decisive
é . opecations i1n the future. It sought to block the arrival of major German
SRR onnforéements. ndt dosﬁrov thom;. The supporting ailr and deception pians
aimed at aelaying the commitment of German mobDile forces to the area as iong
as possible. But 1f the Allied plan éought mereiy the seizure of a
; ioagement area. what 1f the opportunity for aestruction of German forces
F presentea 1tseif? Woula the Aliies pe abie to tane,&cvantage of 1t?

finally, aithough the Alliecs had carefuily piannea their campaign of

loagemenz, they apparently gave littie thought to the foliow-on, presumabiy

ciimactic campaign.
f GERMAN PLANS FOR DEFENSE

If Ailied views convergea upon an agreed operationai plan, the
German high command never was of one mind regarding a proper concept for the

defense of France. At the time of the invasion German forces in Western

Europe unger commana of OBERKOMMANDO WEST comprised fifty-nine divisions
organized in four armies (the Allied avaliable total was forty). O0Of that
number ten were panzer cr panzer-grenadier, which could react swiftiy ana ) !

pose a grave threat to any landing in its eariy stages. The aebate in the

German commana regarding the proper pian for defense centered around the ’

correct use of these panzer formations. 6 {
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, One school of thought, that propounded by the Commander-in- Chief
West himself. Field Marshai Gera von Runog:edt. favored the iniand
concentration of these units so thaf they coulo descend en_misse upon the
main Alllea lannxng once .t nao peen 1aent1fxed. Von Runasteat hopea
:herenv to defeat the Allxes ln the knna of open mobile pattle for which the
Germans were Justly famous.

Arrnvxng,xn Novannor~ 1943. te takc commanu of the two. German
armies antennxng !ranco’s northern coast, Field Marshal Erwxn Romme |
championea the alternative proposal. With experience against the western
Aliies. the ‘Jesert Fox" haa concludea that Allied air superiority made
traditional Cerman mobl:e tactics opsolete. He was convinced that Alliea
fignter-hompers woula cestroy the massed panzer tormations as they triea to
approacn the pattiefieic. Rommel belisved also that once the
Anglo-Amer icans were ¢stabiisned ashore tneir materiei superiority wouia
r§naet them too strong for the Germans to handle. Thus he was convincea
that to win the Garmans must cefeat the invasion at the water's eage. The
*Desert Fox® argued therefore for the dispersal of the panzer divisions
clioser to the cnast, contenaing that one dAivision attacking the ianaings on
D-Day would be worth severzi a few days later.l?

Romme! s prestige and infiuence with Hitler causea the German
campalgn plan to evoive 1nto a compromise between the two positions. Some
of the panzers were held in central reserves whiie others remained dispersea
near the coast. Aaaitionaliy in accora with Rommel's views, the Germans
spent the winter of 1943-1944 foctifying the northern coast of France.
Rommel s ariving energy imparted a sense of urgency to these efforts. ana oy

June the coastal defenses were quite formidable in places.

11




Much of the German effort, however, went to the wrong areas
‘becguée the German miiitary. von Runasteat chief among them, were convincea
that Lhe main Alliea landing wodfa come at the Pas De Calais. Here was
where the Channel was narrowest, ana this coast offerea the most airect
route into Germany. Von Runastedt therefore positiuned the strongest
hi}ﬁ, 1nfantry divisions in that region and give it the priority for engineer
construction. Further, more panzer divisions laagered ciose by for quick

intecvention therce tHan eisevhere. It was not that the Germans neglectea

Normandy. but rather that if the Allies had gone ashore farther to the

r:f . northeast, the establishment of a lodgement would have proved far more
difficult and the German reaction considerably more prompt. We cannot know.
of course, precisely now much the Allied aeception scheme contriputea to
this German error, but 1t must have helped.

Before concluding a discussion of the German -aefensive pians I
must cover one more area -- the strength and dispositions of the Luftwaffe

in France i1n the Spring of 1944, The Allies hac always beli1eved that the

maintenance of air superiority over the beachhead was a prerequisite for
OVERLORD' s success. Troops ana provisions coula not be delivered ashore in
the teeth of German air attack. But the extent of tne Aliied commana of the
alr i1n June, 1944, was something that Morgan's planners couia never have
areamed of I1n early 1943,

Operation POINTBLANK, the Allied strategic bomping offensive
against Germany, aid not dring that country to 1ts knees as the aposties of
strategic bombarament had predicted. [t did, however, smash the power of
the Luftwaffe. The combination of losses taken under the Aliiea onsiaught
and the requirement to hold the pulk of Germany's fighters for the detense

of the Reich had left the Luftwaffe units in France ana the Low Countries in

12
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Gesperate conaition.18 Against nearly 8,000 Allieqa aircraft avaiiaple i

Britain for OVERLORD the Luftwaffe could muster oniy about 400 fighters in

- all of France. The result was that the Germans mounted an insignificant 319

sorties on D-Day ana the Luftwaffe was icceievant to the fight at the
lanaing.19

The operational consequences of this weaxness were perhaps more
important. The sort of massed panger counterattack desirea by von Rundstect
could not be protected by German air, and even indiviaual panzer formations
coula approach the Normandy batties only at night. Nevertheless, von
Runastedt held to his view that a massea panzer counterattack was the pest
way to counter the impending Alliea invasion. Hence 1n June, 1944, the
Germans held to the compromise campaign Llan. But there was one
compilcating factor. By the Spring of 1944 Hitler haa Decome ciosely
lnvolved 1n the operatiqnal and tactical direction of German forces in the
fieid. Thus he directed that four of fhe panzer divisions in France pe
withhela under the control of the Armea Forces High Commana ¢Oberkommanac
der Wehrmacht. or OKW)>. This meant that he maintained ge fagtg control of
these forces at Berlin. It seems that the Germans couid not have designea a
less responsive scheme for the control of their vital armorea reserves.

Hence we see that in essence the German plan was force oriented.
it envisionea a strong defense at the coast to try to defeat the Aiiiea
invaders at the water !ine, coupled with a counterattack by armored reserves
should the coastal defenses be breached. The Allies. on the other nang,
pursued a terrain oriented approach. They concerned themselves not with
defeating German forces, put with driving them back :!n oraer to form a
loagement large enough for a suitable logistical pase. Were iheir

respective empnases correct? DBefore we answer this gquestion by tracing the
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campailgn’'s course. we will turn to a discussion of the theoreticali concepts

that the paper wiil examine.

THE CENTER OF GRAVITY

in i1ts new capstone fiela manua!, EM_100-5: QOperations. the Unitea

States Army definas the COnCep: Of centers of gravity as “the key to all

operational acgign.' and that the attack of an ..emy center of gravity
- *should be* the focus of all operations. 20 ¢ the Army is correct IR this
assertion then an analysis of centers of gravity should be the primacy
theoretical 2atd to campaign planning. Further. for the purposes of this
paper, an appreciation of the concept wiii aiso heip us to ungerstana the
campaign‘s execution.
But what 1s a center of gravity? The Army gefines. it as a “source
of strength Qr palance" of a force whose 108ss *unbaiances the entice
; structure, ProaucCinNg a Cascading deterioration i1n (the force's] cohesion ana
| etfectiveness."2l Thys. the Army suggests that the center of gravity of the
enemy ought to pe the target of one-s efforts, for i1f he aestroys 1t victory
wiil necessarily foiiow. The great German military theorist, Kari von
Ciausewitz, states that a center of gravity is, “the huo of power ana
movement. on which everything depends.*23 [n Book I of his seminai work, Qn
War. he furtheér aescripes the concept Dy writing
A center of gravity i1s always found where the
mass i1s most concentratea. It presents the most

effective target for a plow: furthermore, the
heaviest Dlow IS aiways struck py the centec of

gravity, 24
What, then, might the center of gravity of a force pe? As cited

above, Ciausewitz Seems TC See it at as the point at which a commarcer
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concentrates most of his torce. But aaditionally one may infer from this
that 1n e0Se armies the center of gravity might be the most powerful element
of the force, Decause vhere 1% Qoes the mass of force Cin power if not
numbers) goes also.” The conpannon‘ccvai:y of Alexander 18 a gooda example.
Where 1t went was where Alexander’'s strength was most concentrated.

Clausevwitz also 1mplies, however, that this source of strength
might be stmething less substantive. That source might also embody, he
rtates, thi pecsonal ity of the commancaer, the nation‘’s capital, or popular
opinion. In an aliiance it might consist of the community of interest
holaing the allies together .25 When one consicers today's wars of national
liperation, or some of the confiicts in the Miadie East the 10ea of sucn
more etheresal centers seem persuasive.

But 1n orger to analyze these concepts ana empioy them Lh our
study of the campaign, we first must )dentify the operational level centers
of gravity of the antagonists. For the Germans this appears easy. Clearly
the hub of German power i1n France was her panger aivisians. For von
Runastedt it was the panzers that woula accomplish the adefeat of the Allies.
Even unaet Rommel‘s approach it wouid have been the panzers positionea close
to the shore that would aestroy aliied torces struggling througn the coastal
fortifications. Furthermore, the Allies cliearly devotea much of their
planning effort ro nandling the expected panzer counterstroke. The panzer

formati1018 served the same roie as Alevanger's companion cavairy mentionea

apove,
The Aiilea operational center of gravity, on the other hana, is
much more difficuit to i1gentify. Unlike the Germans, whosSe tacticai
formations ai1fferea radically i1n terms of firepower and mooility, the Alliea
units were ajii moblie #na powerfui. Without a singie® dominant eiement in
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the icrcc we coula return to the Clausewit~ian suggestion that the center of
gravity simply |ies vhere the mass of enemy forces are. The prooiem here 13
that for most of the campaign neither the Allieq left nor 1ts right was
ciearly the sctrongsr i1n numbers of troops or ficepower. Ont might argue
that the Allied main effort pegan in the east and then sh:ftea to the west,
and that therefore the center started leftward &na then changeda to the
right. Unfortunately for this proposition, one has aifficuity understanding
why the gefeat of the British army on the left was more disastrous to the
Allies than the gestruction of the American one on the right. Both would
have Deen equally fatal to the campaign.

Another plausibie center of gravity for the Ailius might have peen
Alliag airpower. Certainly, this was 27 1ndispensapie contributor to Ailiea
Success, ana surely the 1nvas:ion was impossibie without aic superiority.
Furthermore, the Ailies wouid call on their air to assist their ground
torces, as ve shall see, whenever they founa their adavance stalleo. Alllea
3T al40 aenied the Germans the unrestricted use of their own center of
gravity. Thug air ferces seem a likely canaicate.

But one can icentify prodiems With 1aentifying aicpower aione as
the center of gravity i1n a ground campaign. Air coulQq not introauce 1tself
oito the continen., griund forces haa "¢ seize the lana for airfieias. Air
coula heip piast a hole in the enemy iine, bu: 1t could not expio't 1it.
Further, the closer onv approaches the actual points of contact between
enemy forces, the relatively less effect.ve airpower gets.26 A;r power may
be gecisive, but .7 can oniy pe So in conjunction With other eiemenis. A
more persuasive case for a center of gravity, one might argue, includes

alrpower within a larger entity.
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This larger entity that cowprisea the Alliea center of gravity in
the Normandy campaign was the Unitea States air and ground forces. True,
the US First Army ana the Beitish Second Army were about the same Site in
terms of numoers of divisions ana relative firepowor, Dut the American acmy
possessed the remources to fight sustainea, bioody fighting while the
Beitish dia not. The British manpower crisis meant that they coula not
ceplace serious losses. Therefore the potential strength of the American
divisions over a period of time was far greater than that of their ally.
Acaitiocnally, large aumbers of reintorcing ABRCICan AivViSIONS ANG ALl Qroups
were on their way to the theater. No more British units were availanle., As

mentionea above, 1f 1t took costly fthttng to braaxk out of a beacnheaa 1in

_oraer to esctaniish a locogement, Only the Americans were capabie of aoing it.

Thus, having i1oentified the respective centers of gravity for both
81088 1n the campaign, we have in the Clausewitzian sense (ana uncer the
guloanbe ot EH;LQQ;§> ioent1fled what should have veen the operational
tacgets of the cespective sices in the campaign. But before we go on to
criticize the campaign plans of the antagonists we must first o on to
examine the second theoretical concept smployed that we shall treat in this

anaiysis.
LINES OF OPERATIONS

The theoretical concept of lines of operations, aeveiopea Dy the
>her great Nineteenth Century military thinker, the Baron De Jomini, 18 a
relatively simpie one. After cefining a “zone of operations* as “a cectain
traction of the whole theater of war. which may be traversea Dy an army in
the attainment of 1tls object", Jominl goes on to describe |ines of

operations as simpiy the route or coutes that an army takes to traverse the
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o gone from .ts Dase tO ite 3B 4ot1ve.27 Theory ascribes certain acvantages
accruing to operating along ditforent numbers of lines, or aiang iines in
special relacion to the enemy's. For instance, choosing to operate along

‘ several cather than a singlie lire Of operation Can proviaoe aavantages ana
a184AVANTAQLS.

The moet common use of this theorstical concept, however, 18 in

ItS relational gense -- that bdeing the possession of "interior" or
"exterior* lines.2® But our concern In this paper is with a less commonly
employed aspect of Jomini‘s theocy ~- his “"Foucteenth Maxim® on lines of
operations. ‘
The great act, then, of properiy directing
lines of ocperations, 18 TO establish them in
ceference to the Dases ana to the marches of the
enemy as to seiZe the communications of the .
enemy without imperiling one's own, ana this 13
the most difficuit problem in strategy.
| An analysis of the situation in Normanay i1n terms of lines of
Operations presents us with an interesting situation: upon landing the
Alliles woula assume a position where they coula 1hoeed threaten the German w
lines of communication without 1mpeciling their own. This was so because |
European geography forced the aefencers i1nto a position of theoretical
aisagvantage. In Jominian terms, the German line of pattie -- or the east
to west line along the coast where they aepioyed their combat torces -- ran
paraliel to their line of operations, which also proceecea east to west from
Germany into France. Thus, any enveiopment of the German eastern flank
woula immediately threaten the German lines of communications. Further,
whereas it 138 often risky to strike at the rear of one's enemy (after ali,

once you ace oehihd your enemy, he may aiso be behina you), this parallel

arrangement of |i1nes of battie and operations meant that the Allies coula
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mAnNeuUvVer to threaten German communications without exposing thelr own (see
Scetch). Geogriphy, then, seemen to have solved for the Aliies what Jomini
callea the most ditticult problem i1n the operational art. The Allies may
not have contemplated the aestruction of the German army Quring the Normanay
Campaign, but a theoretical analysis ot the respective lines Of operations

SUCORELE RhAL A0 _QRROCSMNLLY £0 .00 B0 exinted. To see if the Allies
exploitea this opportunity let us now tucrh and trace the course of events of

the campaign.
CAMPAIGN EXECUTION

Althougn Montgomery s campaign plan envisionea a graaualiy
geveloping exXpansion 1Nto the |COgeMENnt area, onhe May i1aentify three major
OPerations whicn comprisea nis scheme. They were: 1) iand, gain a secure
foothola. and plock the counterattacking German panzer forces somewhere
south of Caen: 2) expand the foothola and secure the vital port of
Cherpourg: and 3) complete the occupation of the ioagewent area. Except
that the third major operaticn involvea a breakout and a transition 1nto an
explioitation, and that there wam no tank “knock about" near Caen, the
CAmpaiIgn progressea according to this general sequence. Let us now turn to

an examination of the execution of each major operation 1!n turn .30
THE FIRST MAJOR OPERATION: JUNE 6 - JUNE 11

The object of this first phase of the campaign was simple -- to
get ashore successfully i1n enough strength and with enough space toc aefeat
the expectea violent German reaction. To ao this Montgomery landed his two
armies apreast along a front of approximacely eighty miles. Importantly,

nis right fiank effort i1ncluded a lanaing on the Cotentin Peninsuia, which
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PCov130d asCtes to Cherbousg. Dach army lanaed with two cocps abreast, ana
It vas the fiank cotps Of each army which receivea the most aifficuit ana
|EpOTtant missions. ‘

Orn the left flank of Dempsey's Second British Acmy. Lieutenant
General John Croccer's ! (Br) Corps haa three major missions (See Map 2).
First he was to secure Caen and the surrounding high grouna in order to
block the important communications routes through the city ana to seize the
airfield Cand ground suitable focr the construction of others) to the west.
Seconaly. Montgomery wanted him to gailh a bridageheada over the Orne River to
facilitate further aavances to the southeast. Finally Crocker was to
protect the left flank of the i1nvasion ana plock what the Ailiés expectea to
De the main German counterstroxke. To accomplish this lst Corps had an
airporne division vhich woula seize the Orne oriageneaa with a D-Day
paradrop, two infantry aivisions (each reinforcea with an armored brigace)
1h the first wvave, and a third i1nfantry division i1nh the secc.d.

On the right flank of Bradley’s First United States Army, the tasx
ot Major General J. Lawton Coliins' VII (US) Corps was to gain access to the
Cotentin Peninsula. Complicating Collins’ mission was macshland trafficanie
only by causeway inland from the beaches on whici: he was to iand. To avoia
peing pottled up on the beach, Collins had two airporne divisions arop to
captucre the causeway exits so that his three intantcy aivisions, landing in
column, coula advance iniana far enough to secure a space from which the
drive on Cherpourg could be launchea.3!

The two center corps, Major Generai Leonara T. Gerow's V (US) ana
Lieutenant General G.C. Bucknall‘s XXX (Br), essentiaily haa only to get
safely ashore, drive a secure distance inland, and move to gain contact with

the corps on their flanks. For these purposes Gerow haa three infantry ana
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one armoreqa divisions, and Bucknall had two infantry and one armored
divisions and one i1nGspencuynt armored brigaae. Bouth corps woula lana one
‘infantry aivision tn its 1ni1tial wave,

Despite the fact that the lanaing i1tself was the most compiex
portion of the entire campaign, in three of the four corps areas getting
ashore proved consiaerably easier than sxpected. Only in Gerow's V (US)

‘ ) Corps, at OMAHA deach, was the amphibious operation ever in danger of
failing. The unexpected movement of a strong German “fiela* infantry
division to the beachheada area prior to the lanaing (weaker "static*
infantry units cefrnoed the other beaches) complicated Gerow's mission.32
Aaaitionaiiy, the Amsricans haa not taken full aavantage of the specidiizeaq
armor developed by the British to help them fight ashore, and muc.. of the
amphibious armor that Gerow a1 have swamped while landing.33 Nevertheiess.
the bravery ana skili of V Corps infantrymen triumphea, and by 11 June Gerow
haa compieted his missions.

In the zone of the other American corps on the right flank.
Coliins’ amphibious landing was a “plece of cake"' and he sufferea about one
tenth the casuaities that Gerow aia.34 The airborne operation was sloppy,
as ill-trained transport pliots scattered US paratroopers ail over the
place. ¥ith consideranle elan, however, the smail numbers of troopers that
aid jang near their arop zones managed to accomplish their assignea
missions. Nevecrtheleas, Coilins could not be completely satisfiea with the
achievements of hi1s corps. bpecause st1ff German resistance combined wWith the
inexperience of his infantry siowed his aavance inland behina schecule.
Despite the aelay, oy June 1l he was 1n a strong position to continue

towards Cherbourg and thus his initial object was achieved.
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If Montgomery couid be satisfied with the progress of the two

corps On his right, he Couid not De SO sanguine apout the opercational

outcome of his main effort on the ieft. The start appeared promising as the .

three ieaa infantry Aivisions lanaea with littie aifficulty ana tne airporne
arop gaineq a bridgehead ana held 1t unti] commanaos affected juncture.
Tratfic probiems on the beaches, however, slowea the move inland. This
impactec especially on the easternmost SWORD beach, where the 3rd Infantry
Division ana the 27th Armored Brigace moved too Slowly to capture Caen
pbefore the German 2ist Panzer Division positioned eiements to block the
British aavance. For the next five days the Second Army failed in aii of
1ts attempts to Aisioage the 2ist ana reinforcing 12th 3S Panzers from tneir
positions. ana by the ilth the British aavance showea signs of staiiing
compieteiy. Thus, Montgomery s main effort in his first maJor operation
tailea to achieve all of 1te i1nitial operational objectives. His forces
were ashore, Which was the major operational task, but zhe campaign woﬁla
not progress i1n quite the same mapner as he had plannea.

But 1f Montgomery couia console himseif with the fact tnat he haa
achievea niS most 1mportant task, his counterpart Rommei faceda cniy
aisappeintment. The German army group commanger. you will rememper., vieweq
the first major operation as cecisive. Once estaplished ashore the
superiority of Allied materiel would propbably make their armies impossibie
to disiocye ana guarantee that they could eventualiy wear down tne German
Army and gefeat :t. Rommei believed that he haa to defeat the invasion at
the water's edge. Lut he haa fai:lea. The allies overcame n1S teach detsnses
vitn minimum ioss ana the commander of his nearest panzer aivision potched

his .mportant counterattack.3°
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German ta1§ure‘on June 5, however, extenaed to the highest levels
of their command. CQntranxctxng his earlier view, von Runasteat pushea
eariy 1n the day for a counterattack ggaxntt the lanﬁxng with ail avaiiapie
panzer aivisions. But the cumnersome-nature of the German commana structure
intertered. Hi:ier ana OKW witheia commitment of'the two nearest reserve

panzer aivisions until late i1n the afternoon of D-Day. This qelay, when

combined with the interdictory efforts of Aliled air, preventea the Germans

from making a major coordinated attack against the Allied beachheaa. All
the Cermans couia manage to ao was to feea their panzer units to Normanay
Just 1n time to hola Caen ana to siow the Alliea advance inlanacSee Map 3).
Tney haa not preventea the Ailies from estabiishing themseives on the Frencn
coas’,

Thus. aithougn the All:es were in much petter shape at tne ena of
the first major operation. neither siae couia be satisfied with i1ts outcome,
On June tith ﬁoth siaes were planning offensive operations designed to

regain lost ground.
THE SECOND MAJOR OPERATION: JUNE 12 - JUNE 30

Allieda axﬁs for the secona major operation changea littie from
those geveloped by Montgomery prior to the ianding -~ 1.e. expand tne
peachneaa ana capture Cherpourg. Of course i1n Phase I1 they woula have to
ciear up unfinishea ousiness from Phase I -- namely the capture of Caen and
1ts environs. To the l1st of positive goals for the secona part of the
campaigh, however, the Allies would have to aad a negative one. Having
experiencea the 1li-effects of having peen pottied up 1n the Anzin peachheaa
'n Italy.35 the Aiiiea commana was extremeiy anxious to prevent the front

from “congeailng.” Montgomery cesiren a continuously expanaing beacnhead.
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one that would avoid the bloody breakout type of battle that would e
required should the Germans achieve the estapiishment of a coherent. set
cefense. The British simpiy had not the manpower to afford the cost of
breaking through preparea positions. Unfortunately, as the British Secona
Army’' 8 aavance toward Caen ground to a halt, it looked as if this 1S what
they would have to do.

The Second British Army made two major e¢fforts in June to get
thelr aavance moving again. The first was an attempted double enveiopment
of the city by the I ana XXX Corps. German spoiling attacks short-circuited
the attack of the 1st, while the XX‘s effort failea pecause of the
miserabie performance of the 7th Armorea Division. Two weeks later Dempsey
triea again with the new VIII Corps of one armorea ana three iufantry
divisions, ceinforced with three separate armored brigades. This powerfui
effort to punch through German lines west of Caen, caiied Operation EPSOM,
falterec because of poor British tactics, German cefensive skill, and tne
aifficult heagerow terrain. The failure of EPSOM meant that the front near
Caen had congeaiea, and that any further aavance would require a bplooay,
set-plece, Dreakout operation.

British failure, however, stocd 1n sharp contrast to Amecican
success. After early difficuizies Coiiins’ VII Corps pburst across the
Meraeret River ana arove to the west coast of the Cotentin, i1solating the
German forces Jefending Cherpourg.37 pemonstrating that he was pbecoming the
most effective of the Alliea cocps commancders, Coilins then turhea north and
arove on the vital Norman port. The fight was bDloody, pbut aidea by the IXth
Tactical A:r Commana whose chief, Major General Pete Quesada, aevelopeda

techhiques that greatly i1ncreased the effectiveness of close air support,

the VIIth captured Cherbourg on the 27th of June.38 ynfortunately, this was
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not pefore the Germans had haa txmelto exeéutq massive demolitions in the
harpor that would render the port usejess for some time.

Meanwhile to the south Bradiey brought two more cocrps, the VIII
ana XIX, to the continent. These units made limited attacks that succeedea
1h add:iig to the American casuaity 1ists and introcucing more Americans to
the plooay ways of hedgerow fighting, but did not get very far. Like
Donpsiy. Bradiey found himself unable to prevent the Germans from
establishing a strong cohesive oefense in the difficuit Norman terrain.

Thus as the VII Corps shiftea to the south to participate in the expansion

“of the foothold they coula expect tough fighting ahead.

During this phase of the campaign Rommel ana von Runasteat haa
wishea TO iaunch a major, coordinated counteratack to aefeat tne Ailles
defore they could bring all of their forces ashore. Their efforts had
proven fruitless, however. If the British attacks on Caen ana the American
pressure in western Normanay gaxnéd little terrain at great cost, they aia
succeed in forcing the Germans to commit their re:nforcements piscemeai as
they arrived to plug gaps. Thus, the Germans were never avie to mount a
coordinatea, massed counterattack. But cespite this failure, the secona
major operation had not gone too padly for the Germans. They had managed to
edgtabli1sh a conerent cefansive line and to oring the Aiiiea aavance to a
Ralt 1n the aifficult heagecow tecrain. This terrain attenuatea the aiilea
aavantages in air, armor, and mater:ei, ana was pernaps the best piace tor
the Germans to fignt. Aaaitionaliy, they had their strongest forces
successfuiiy blocking the Allied aavance against their vuinerable right
flank, thus oveccoming to some degree the probiem imposed on them by their
disaavantageous |ines of operations. On the other hana, thell casuaities

had peen high. and 1t was unciear how long they could sustain such losses.
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From the Allied viewpoint, tf the campaign was not progressing in
the manner Montgomery haa noped, he degan to See aavantage i1n the way things
were aeveloping. The Alliea army group commander had wishea to avoid the
plooay breakout fight that he would now have to conduct, but he haa aiways
planneda ¢.. shifting his main effort from the left to the right to compiete
the loagement and capture the crucial Britanny ports. By June 30 he was in
a position to do just that. I[f his British army could not defeat the major
panzer formations (the enemy center of gravity) south of Caen, i1t could pin
the enemy those formations in the east. Once this occurred, his own center
of gravity, the American forces, could burst through an area of reiative
weakness and go on to the complete the loagement 1n the thira pnase. On
July 1 this was cieariy nis amenaea campaign pian, ana 1t nac the fuii

understanding ana support of hiS superiors and subordinates,3?
THE THIRD MAJOR OPERATION: JULY 1 - AUGUST 25

But while Montgomery‘s scheme was simpie in concept, execution
proved exceedingly atfficult. Bradley's first attempt to arive through the
area of ‘relative weakness® began on July 3, when he launchea a broad front
attack with the VIII, Vil. and XIX Corps from rignht to left 1n succession.
It quickly bogged down in bloody faiiure. This presented Montgomery with a
aliemma. To enavble the Americans to break out. the British army wouia have
to attack to pin the most powecful German forces near Caen. But 1f it took
an extended period for the Americans to drive through the German gefenses,
the British would have to maintain their pressure for days or weeks --
precisely the type of costly, continuous action that the empire could no

longer afford.
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The British experimented with a way to mainta:n this pressure at
cteauced cost in Uperation CHARNWOOD, which pegan on July 7. To save
infantcy losses Montgomery ana Dempsey planned to employ strategic bombers
to plast a hole i1n the German lines through which groﬁnd forces couia
acvance. This markea a major ihnovation i1n warfare as 1t was the first time
that such weapons were used tactically. Unfortunatcly,'the cesults proved
disappointing. Apparently the bombing simply missed the majority of German
defensive positions, and the craters and devastation blocked the aavance of
3ritish armor, thus hincering more than helping the offensive. Second Army
did. at great cost, manage to drive to the Orne ang capture a portion of
Caen. out there the aavance haltea.

The twin failures i1n eariy July usherea in a perioa of
tecrimination tn the Aliiea nigh command. Senior aic officers objectea to .
the ‘apparently fruitless aiversion of heavy pombers from_ their strategic
role to support tactical attacks. Other airmen complained that Montgomery
haa failed to deliver upon his promise to capture space for airfielas on the
continent. Some Americans were uneasy that US iosses were running fifty
percent higher than Britisn, while Dempsey’s army never seemea to attack
with more than one corps at a time.40 Everyone fearea that the campaign
might aegenerate 1nto the static, attrition style of war reminiscent o¢
1916. By the second week of July there was uneasiness i the Alllea camp
and many cajlea for ﬁontgomery‘s replacement.

Omar Braaiey provided the way out of the ailemma. By Juiy 10 he
haa deveiopea a plan called COBRA, which envisioned the use strategic
pombers to blast a hole through which Collins’ reinforced corps, attacking
on 2 very narrow front, coula pass. Hopefully the rupture wouid unhinge the

Germer line and restore fiuidity to the battlefield. Upon hearing Braaley's
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scheme poth Eisenhower and Montgomery quickly approved it, but they
lrecoqnlzed that the British army must co something Just before Braaiey
Jumped off to attract ana pin German reserves i1n the east. Montgomery thus
aeveiopea a complementary operation coae-npamed GOODWOOD, which involvea the
attack of a corps of three armored divisions through the Orne oriageneaa to
penetrate the German |ines near Bourquebus Ridge. A major attack by
strategic bompers would preceed this attack also.

Thus, the operational scheme for the breakout from Normandy
geveloped. It was a brilliant concept involving a left jab followea by a
right hook. The jab, aimed at the enemy s most vuinerablie point, could not
fali to hola his center of gravity in position. The hook. comprising the
Aliied center of gravity concentratea as never before 1n tecms of space,
time, and coordination of air and land power, would achieve the préaxthrough
by Str ~ing where the enemy was weak. .

Interestingly, the jab, Operation GOUDWOOD, has been the supnject
0. ¢ siaerable controversy. For Montgomery ana the British apparently haa
hope. hat the great effort would not just pin the German panzers. but break
through the iine as weli.4! The contemporary publicity surroundaing the
offensiv. impiiea that such was the aim of the attack (whether or not this
was (- .tional deception remalins unknown). Thus when the British attack
stalled in front of Bourgueous Riage ana Montgomery cancelied tne attack
earller than scheauied, the army group commander’s detractors seizea upon
this as more evidence of his failure. But the critics were ana are unfair.
There was a difference between what Montgomery hopea the attack mignt
achleve and what 1t hag to achieve, It dia accompilsh 1tS primary task of
keeping the majority of the panzer aivisions near Caen. Thus GOODWOUD aia

s. the stage for the main eifort to foliow.42
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The tactics employea by Collins 1n the main effort haa operational
consequence and pear incliusion 1n this narrative. The VIIth Corps had six
‘divisions for the attack ana Collins arrayea them in a two echeion
formation. The lead echeion of three infantry aivisions attacking aiohg a
tront of only five miles woula punch into the hole hopefully createa by the
strategic bombers and -.ffect the rupture. Then at the right moment Coliins
woula commit his second echeion of one motorized infantry and two armored
divisions to exploit the success. The massing of 8ix aivisions on such a
narcrow front was somntngnq the Americans had not tried before <(ana something
they would not ao again i1n this war on such scale). The tactics workeaq.

AS 1n most military operations, however, things aid not go exactly
accoraing to pian. Aithough Gevastating., the aerial bomparament Gig NOT

) totaliy azstroy the German positions ana the leaa divisions fell behina
scheaule on the first Gay.43 Byt the aggressive Collins rose to the
occasion, ordered his i1nfantry to continue the attack into the night., ana
committed his second echeion before hi1s first had penetrated to the aepth of
the enemy aefense. This maneuver purst the front wide open. and 1t markeq
an occasion where a commander made a tacticai. level decision with ]
operational consequence. It was the aecisive moment i1n the Normangy

Campaign, as the breaxout presented both Sides with new deci1sions to make.

Their respective choices are i1nstructive.
The Alllea campaign plan, i1t will De rememberea, called at this

point for the i1nsertion of the Thira US Army, under Lieutenant Generai

south to the Loire protecting the flank of the other Allied armies. The
Alli1ea pian, however, assumed a graaual expansion of the peachnheaa, with

littie or no opportunity for envelopment of major Germai. forces. But events
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dalc not transpics in that manne:r, and upon its activation the Thira Army
founa 1tsel? plunging almost uncpposed deep 1nto the enemy’s trear. If
1nstead of :urnitg right i1nto Brittany, Patton should go left towara the
Seine. the opportunity for the envelopment and destruction of the buik of
German forces in france scemea o present itseif.

| Classical military theory suggests that Patton should have turnea
ieft: for 1f the enemy's center of gravitv is the proper target for military
operations, a thrust into Brittany took US forces away from 1ts target.
Braaley chose, however, to stay with the plan. As Patton‘s leaa Corps
reached the ena of the narrow Avaranches corridor (See Map 3), Braaley
turned it to the right. Thus the Aliies chose to act contrar:iy to
theoretical adictates.

The reasons for Bradley's decision are the same as tnase that
drove the agesign of the campaign pian. The strate(ic onject of the Normanay
campaign was terrain ana not force orienied. The Allies wanted first to
gain 2 suitable lodgement to permit further operations, A part of the
lodgemont was the logistical base necessary to support the number of
aivisions that the Allies intengea to bring ashore. In iate Juiy the Ailies
were suosisting off tha supplies that could pe delivered over the Normanay
peaches, plus those that couid be brought through the acamageq port of
Cherpourg. At the time logistical planners estimated that geliveranie
tonnage was barely enough to keep the forces then ashore suppliea ana that
no more couia be sustained. Complicating the issue was the fact that as
fall ang winter approached the tonnage coming over the shore wou'd aimost
certainly drop significantiy. Future operations sesmeqa to require that

Bradley go first for the ports rather than gamble on the possible

aestruction of the German forces ir Normandy.44 So 1t seems that we must
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Juage Braaley’'s decisioh a8 the prudent, 1f conservative choice. As it was,
Braaley’s chosen ¢ption was a moot one, for even after the Allies turnea
ticst 1nto Brittany, iﬁolr enemy’s decigions presented them once again with
the cpportunity to qestroy the bulk of German forces in the west.

At the ena of June the the German high commana i1n France assessea
the military situation in Normandy as presenting them with two unacceptable
tptions. Unsure of their apility to win a battie of maneuver in central’
France hecause of Allied air superiocity, they hesitited tO give up their
Gefenses 1n the hedgerows. But after analyzing their experiences in
positional Dattles close to the coast they concluded that the attritional
fighting there woula soon exhaust their acrmies (They appacently wece unaware
of the British manpower cris:s). Choosing the uncertainty of an open bpattie
over the cectainty of gncnal_ destruction i1n the heogerows, even Rommel haa
eiectea by July to witharaw away from the coast. 4% Hitler, however, was
determifed to fight and win the Battle for !‘nn.ce in Normanay ana directeaq

that the German forces hold on close to the coast. Even the Allied preakout

couid nOt AISSuade him from this course. The attituge of the German Fuenrer

woula dictate the Germdn rcecponge to the AmeriCan breakout.

The Allled breakuut siemed to present the Germans witi. two
cptions. The most orthodox called for a retrsat to the Somme ana the
construction of a new line of aefense aiong that opbstacie. The seconda. anq
more radicAl cholce was a counterattack to the west designed to penetrate to
the Channei north of Avaranches and cut off the US Thira Army at the nacrow
neck through which 1t had traveled. Theory was an ampiguous gulice in
heipi1ng the Gsrmans make their choice. The Thira Army's iine of
communications through the nacrow Avaranches corridor appearea vuireraole,

SO the Germans seemea to have an opportunity to strike at the Aiilea center

3l




of gravity. On the other hana, their lines of communicutions aisaavantage
®aoe the shifting of their own center of gravity to the left very cangerous.
Hitler‘s aecision to launch the famous Mortain Counterattack was
intluenceqa, of course. DY issues I1n aadition to these theoretical precepts.
He must have reaiizea by this stage of the war that oniy pola action couia
save Germany from the overwhelming might of the powers arcayea against her.
Aaaizionaliy. Army officers had recently mace an attempt on his life, ana
Army aavice which counseled witharawal was instantly suspect. Further,
sial lac bola counterstrokes haa proven fabuiously successful against the
Russians. Hitler aia oraer the counterattack, and i1t began on 7 August.
Its faiiure cemonstratea the wisaom of Rommei's eariiec anaiysis
of the utiiity of “normal* moblile warfare against an enemy with aosoiute air
superiocity. Morning fog on the aday of the attack heipea to proviqe some
Initial success. But when the sun came out the power of Alliea air prought
the attack to a swift halt.46 The failure of the attack did something else
as well -- 1t provided the Aliies with an oppoctunity tO accompiish
something not proviaced for 1n their planning -- the agestruction of the
Gecman army in France. For by counteratcacking at Mortain the Germans
placed their panzers aeep i1nto a developing pocket.(See Map 3)
Astonishingly, the Aliles taiiea to tace full aavantage ot this
opportunity. as they aia not close the pincers at Falaise pefore the
1mportant caares upon wnich shattereq German QiviSiOns couid repullia naa
escaped. The reasons for Alliea failure are weil known. First Eisenhower.
pernaps distracted by concurrent arguments with Churchili over the i1nvasion
of Southern France. faiied to provide the necessary controi .over the coming
together of his two army groups -- Bradley having peen raisea to army group

commana after the activation of Thira US Army. Seconaiy Montgomery. stili
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oversesing the lana dattie for Eisenhower, overestimated the ability of
Canadian ana Po)_mu troops under his commana to breax through German
aefenses ana placed the 1ntec-army group boundary too far to the soulh.
Finaily Braaiey, tearing overextension of his torces in the tace of
desperately cetreating Germans, refused to Cross that bouncary, or even to
request that it pe changed.

bt thﬁu Teasons notwithstanding, one cannot help conciuding that
there existed another dynamic here as well. Perhaps the tercain-mindeaness
of the Allied commanders, or their preoccupation with gaining a :nagement,
led them to fail tO grasp an opportunity to gdestroy the enemy force. A
ariving amolItion to cestroy the German army was not present anywhere 1n tne
Alilea commana. Presentea with repeated opportunities to oestroy tne German
force, the Aliies choose the more conservative, territory gailhing options
every time. They gained their loagement., Dut they dia not aestroy the
enemy. |

Thus. the Normandy Campaigh ended on a somevhat disappointing note
for the Allies as they let slip a golaen opportunity to cestroy the German
Acay 1n the west. Nevertheless Normandy, 1f not a climactic victory for
Britain ana America, was a oléxsxvc one. Although not cestroyeq. the German
army haa peen cdefeated, and the Aliiea aavance across the Seine and the
cemainaoer of France constitutea more of a pursuit than a resisted drive.
The Germans coula not offer coherent resistance to the Alililea agvance short
of her poraers. The campaign. then, gained much more than the piannea
loagement ana the Allies 1n retrospect could well pe pieasea with their
accomp | ishments. Let us now turn to draw sSame general concliusions about the

campalgn’s ccnauct, and apout the utility of militacry theory as an aia tor

1tS anaiysis.
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CONCLUSION

In cetrospect 1t seems that of all the Germans thit Rommel graspea
most clearly what the appropriate campaign plan for the cefencers shoula
have been 1n France In 1944. As the fate of the Mortain counterattack
cieariy cemonstrated, vhat von Runasteai vieved as “nhocmal* mooile tactics
would not work against the western Allies possessing overvhelming material
superiority and acminating the air totally. The best hope for the Germans
90e88 tO have been to defeat the Allies at the water’s eage. Strong coasta:
fortifications coupieg with the early availability of panzer reserves to
co''nterattack landings appears to have bDeen the best way of accomplishing
this. 1if 1t proved 1mpossiolie to arive the Allies into the sea. the Germans
coulda hope to pin the 1nvaders 1nto an area so mmall that major forces couid
Not De Introauced ashcre. Then, pechaps, Germany possessed the strength to
pottie up the Allles 1ndefinitely.

Given Allied success in the first major operation, the chances for
eventual German victory became very slim. Their only hope lay i1n making the
cost of victory for the Allies so great that they would eventually tice of
the effort. As mentioned, Allied casualties in Normanay dia cause strains
to develop within the Allied camp. An extended defense of the heagerow
terralin seems an 1a¢cal operational scheme for this strategic goal. In the
hedgerows the Allies lost much of the Denefit of their aerial ana material
aavai~22es. Here Hitler's i1ntuitive juagment to hola fast i1n Normanay
appear: vindicated.

But Hitler certainly erred in hi1s ocecision to launch the Mortain
counterattack. As his fiela commanoers weli appreciatea, the German forces

in France were simply 1ncapablie of such an eftort 1n the late summer of
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1944. Hag the Germans by some circumstance ariven to the channel, tt 1s
doubtful that they could have hela such a salient. After the success of

~ COBRA made the Norman terrain no longer tenable, a stubborn witharawal to
the rough terrain near the German border seems to have been in oraer. Here
the Germans couid have maae the price of Allied aavance very steep indeed.
as they dia in the Huertgen Forest. It might also have been here, as baa
weather mitigated the effects of Allied air and long supply lines iessenea
their matecrie! superiority, that the Germans might have been able to pursue
some |i1mited off;netvc actijon.

If, with the benefit of hindsight these courses of action are the
correct ones, they may help us aetermine the utility of military theory as
an aid 1n decision making. For i1f military theory 18 a usefui tool for
making proper military choices, a German theoreticai anaiysis of their
situacion in 1944 should ha§e al least pointea them in the aﬁrection of the
apove soiutions. Let us now examine the two theoretical concepts treated in
this paper to see 1f they would have done so.

A German analysis of lines of operations, as mentionea, would have
suggested to them that Normancy was not an advantageous place to fight, far
their lines of communications woula aiways be vulnerable. I[f for compelling
reasons, however, they had to fight i1n Normandy, then lines of operations
analysis wouia have toia them that their right must be their strongest
point. ang that any withdrawal from Normandy must pivot about that flank.

S n anaiyaxs would also ungerscore the cdanger of a counterattack launched
fr.  the left flank. As Jomini said, most attempts to fall on the enemy's
line of communications imperils one's own. When one‘s |ine of pattie 18
paraliel to his line of operations, this i1s doubly true. Obviously this

reason mitigates strongly against the Mortain attempt. Thus |lines of
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operations anaiysis woula have been useful to the Germans in analyzing their
1944 problem.

The utilty of center of gravity analys:s 18 more difficult to
assess, however, as 1t obviousiy depenas upon correct identification of an
enemy‘s “hub of power". [f one accepts the above argument that the Ailiec
center of gravity was the overwhelming materiel ana manpower superiority of B |
American ground and air forces, then from the theoretical perspective it
seem’s that Rommel’s approach was the correct one. If aliowed to establish
1tself ashore and develop to i1ts full potential, this Alliea center of
gravity would pecome too powerful for the Germans to overthrow. It seems
ciear then that the right theoretical formula for German success was o
cgefeat the invasion before it haa time to estabiish 1tgelf. Thus we nhave
the happy co:ncideace of agreement net;een what a theoreticai analysis
suggests should have peen the proper course, and that which seems most
efficacious in light of the historical record.

But such analysis provides only haif the answer. Once the Allies f
were ashore could theory have still provided guidance for the Germans? The ‘
answer appears (0 pe yes, If through analysis one conciudes that he cannot
chal lenge enemy power airectly, some i1ndirect means of overthrowinhg it must
ne found. From the Secona Punic War to the American Revoiution to Vietnam
strategies of exhaustion have prcved effective i1n this regard. If von

Runastedt s aamonition to the German command to “Make peace, you foois!* was

not an acceptable option, a campaign pian designed to wear down the enemy In 3
hopes of gaining a negotiated settiement seems logical. Stubborn resistance .
In the hedgerows followed by a withdrawal to and defense of the rougn German ;

boraer terrain might accomplish that. Again history and theory agree.
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3
But the Normanay campaign alsc shows!}s that theory can misleaa as

well. One couid Jusixfy the Mortain counteratiack by arguing that this
offensive, which attemptea to cut off -ana adestroy the American forces that
haa broken out of Argentan, constituted an attack @n the Alliea center of
gravity. Thus one mxght ciaim that Hitler was theoreticaiiy cocrect in
oraering 1ts execution, This view both forgets that such a maneuver placed
the Germans :n canger of peing surrounded, ana fails to appreciate the airl
and ground correlation of forces in Normandy at the time. Theoretical
anaiysis, to be sure, can never replace good juagment.

This final caveat notwithstanaing, when one analyzes Normandy in
the lignt of theory from the German perspective, 1t Seems that theory can pe
an effective guide 1n the planning and execution of campaigns. Let us now
turn to the Alliled experience to see whether or not it conticms this
conciusion.

Any critique of the Allied campaign plan i1n Normanay must start
vith the observatiou that Eisenhower ana Montgomery Qia more than simpiy
accompiish their mission. They not only gained a lodgement i1n Europe, they
aiso gecisiveiy aefeatea the German army in France. Hence unlike the German
case. the critic of the Allied campaign 18 reduced to discussing whether or
not the mission couid have been accomplisnea in better fashion. more
quickly. or at less cost. In the case of Normandy, however, there remains
i1ttle doupt that Alilea performance could have been improvea upon. For
althougn the Allles defeated the German army, thev unquestionabiy missed a
chance to aestroy it. Braaley may have haa gooc reasons for turning into
Brittany, out there can be no doubt tha: Falaise was a missea opportunity.

Adaitionaily, one might ask whether or not the bloody hedgerow fight:ing

could have peen avoided and the butcher’'s pbill for the campalgn reduced.




Finaily, one remembers that the campaign plan described no gesired enu state
peyond the vague iaea of an occupation of a loagement area: ana that the
pian provided littje guiaance as to how the Allie3s i1ntended to gefeat or
_Gaestroy cthe Gefman army either before or after estaplisning the loagement.
Inese weaknesses in the planning and concuct of the Alllied campaign provige
us with an i1nteresting opportunity to evaluate the utiiicty of theory. For
useful theory might have heiped the Allies avoid these errors.

At first giance, theory seems to provide a way arouna all of the
Alli1ea mistakes. When one combines the concepts of centers of gravity and
lines of operations, the theoretically correct campaign plan for the Aliies
seems clear. In oraer to exploit the German qaisaavantage in iines of
operations, the Aliies shouia have piaced their center of gravity, the
American forces. on the ieft in the vicinity of Caen. They tnen snouia have
iaunched a arive southward parallel to the west bank of Che Seine and piacec
themse|ves astriqge German ccmmunications. Such a maneuver Qould nave
overthrown the German center of gravity, her panzers, by cutting 1t off from
1ts pase. Additionally, by ariving through the more open area arounda Caen
they might have avoiqed the bioodiest heagerow compat. Further. the ena
state for the campaign wae clear -- the German army woula have peen
aestroyea, not merely defeatea. An expioitacion into Germany was ail that
neeged to follow such a campaign.

This soiution 18 SO0 obvious that one must ask why the Allies aid
not attempt to do it. One must assume that they considerea sSuch an approacn
-- although a aiscussion of this opt:on qoes not appear tn COSSAC’'s final

report .46

The answer 13 that here theory proves an uncerta'r guide. We have

aireaqy examined the logisticai reasons tor putting the British on the |-=tft,




and these aione may have peen cecisive. Tu these we might aad a politicai
prooiem. The reiegation of the British to so opviously a secondary role
might have peen hara for them to accept poiitically: especially since
politics demandea that the grounc component commander pe British. But the
?ij, pest reasons for rejecting this approach are neither logistical nor

political, but operational.

The first problem is that there 1s a high provability that such a
maneuver woulid have failed. COSSAC planners correctly anticipatea that the
Germans wou!d realize their iine of operations vulnerability ana place their
strongest forces on the left. Thus, unacer this scheme the Alliea center of

gravity woula have peen opposed by the German 'hub of power.* The Ailies,

then. woula have committea their strength against tne ensmy's strength.
Worse. since this by definition would occur prior to the seizure of Channel

| ports, the Aliies woula not have hac the iogisticai wherewithal to deveiop
the American forces to their full potential before hazarding them in pattle,
When one aads to this the experience differential between the Americans ana

the Germans, 1' seem® goubtful that the Americans couid have maintainea a

rate of advance i1n excess of that achieved by the British -- 1f they cou'd

have advanced at ali. Furthermore, this scheme places the British In the

hedgerow terrain, which gemanaed iarge amounts of :nfantry for operations --
tnfantry that Britain aid not possess. Thus. a slow advance south from Caen !
and through the bocage wouia forfeit the supposeq benefit of this course of

action, as the Germans couid withdraw while pivoting on their right :n order

to avoid being cut off from their base.
Perhaps most mportantly, gambling on the uniikeiy event tnat this
plan coula cut off ana acestroy the German army forgets the mission of

OVERLORD. The pianners hada to keep first things first, ana the first
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military ana poiitical imperative of the operation was the securing of a
loogement. A locdgement neeas ports, and this plan leaves the capture of
ports until last. If only for its negiect of ports, a top priocity
objective, this scheme 1S unacceptanie.

But all of this does not mean that theory was a useless guide for
Alliea planners i1n thi1s operation. As we have seen, theory explains well
Montgomery’s excellent plan for breaking out of Normandy. He exploited the .
enemy lines of operations disadvantage to draw the enemy center of gravity
to the ieft while his own powerful mass purst through on the right.
Aaaitiocnally, while recognizing that in this special case the estabiishment
of the loagement was the priority aim of the operation, a recognition that
aestruction of the enemy center of gravity should have peen the secona goal
mignt have nelped the Aililes avoid some mistakes. With this second priority
firmiy 1n mina they might not have misseq thelr Opportunity to destroy the

German forces. Thus theory qoes have utility in this case.

So in the end wnat does ali of this teii us of the utiiity 1f
miiitacy theory? It seems that we may conciude that at |east these two
theoretical tenets can pe of great utility as an aiag 1n campaign planning
and deci1si1on making. But theory i1s an uncertain guide. It can heip the
soiaier weeg oul inappropriate courses of action, put 1t cannot select tne
correct one. That still requires juagement. Theory can heip, but it cannot

Qo the pianner s thinking for him.
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MAP 1: FORECAST OF OPERATIONS

-
v
v
i
|
i
i
P
i
F
i
'
v
:
I
i
i
P
b
!
i
i
]
| .
!
|
i
.

41

S |




mhlh.u NORMANDY, 1944 o
2 THE RIVASION AND &_m
MONTGOMERY CPIRANMONC A-12 JUNE 1944 -~
. -
Y terestees l.":.. e

ﬂ LN ] L} " LR . ﬂ“”ﬁ "»

.- _su “@ & % ] s e ]
mo....l- sLhow L cReCREn 7

L 190-71 Jusg} .h%.l.arl. 8‘.-!.

&! mmUl.n.-.oI. —,...-b:.-tl. @-.-.lrl. 'E...o...tl.

uram GuLna oLy Jyne SnoRp
.

- Og.

e eeannd
'3
b

42

MAP "2: LANDING AND REACTION
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ENDNOTES

IThe 118t of works on the subject is long (see biliography).
Interestingly two New works on Normanay have excitea renewed interest. They

are: Cario D’Este, [ecision in Nocrmancy (New York, 1983), ana Max Hastings,
QVSRLORL; D-Dav. June 6, 1944 CNew York, 1984).

2For a aiscussion of Churchill's early commitment see J‘Este, p. 21.
For a onod treatment of British grana strategy see [.5.0. Playfair, The
(Lonoon, 1964), pp. 1-5.

. 3see Xent Roberst Greenfield, 3d., Commang Decimions (Washington,
DC,19568), pp. 173-199, 255-287, 383~-40i; Goroon A. Harrison, Cromss Channel
Attagk (Washington, DC, 1951), pp. 1-128: Davia Eisenhower, Eisenhower: At
Yar, 2943-1945 (New York, 1986), pasmim: and D’Este, pp.23-25.

4!'or discussion see D’Este, pp. 251-254, and Russel F. Weigley,
(Bloomington, IN, 1981), pp. 74-7S.

sﬂarrxson. p. 450,

i €Bernara Law Montgomery,
‘ Montgomerv of Alamein (New York, 1958), pp. 227-228.

"Dvight D. Eisenhower, Crusade in Eurooe (New York, 1948>, pp.228-229.

8In his memoir (see apove citation) Eisenhower mentions a ‘decisive
battle*' to break out of the German “encircling positions' around Normanay.

The memoir is, of course, gx ROst fAGLQ and does not track with pre-invasion
planning, as a gradual aavance was envisioned and a decisive clash to break
out was not mentioned. Thus this allusion to a decisive pDattle to preaxk out
of Normanay aoces not creaibly suggest a force orientation i1n Ike's eariy
planning.

PDirective reproaucea i1n Harrison, pp. 457-458.
10p- Este, p.7S.

llalong with D‘Este’s above account this may aiso be found in Omar
Braaley, A Sojgjer:s Story (New York, 1951), p.241, ana Hastings. p. 56.

1zhll of the postwar controversy notwithstanding, this was aiwvays his
scheme, See especiaily Omar Braaley ana Clay Blair. A General s Life: An

Autobiography of General of the Acmy Qmar Bragley (New Yorx, 1983).
pp.216-244.

13The deployment of US and British forces i1n NATO tocay may be tracea
directly to their positions 1n the 1nvasion,

!
:

l41p support of FORTITUDE dummy units created fake radio traffic, the
famous American General Patton pubiically commanaeq a sham army group in
East Angiia, ana the preliminary air and sabotage effort i1n France was
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conaucted all over the country, not just in the Normandy region, 8O as not
to give the game awvay.

151ne plan for air support of OVERLORD was very controversial at the
time. Strategic airmen resisted Deing usea for operaticnal level missions,
and the tactical air forces could not decicde whether to go for the French
raiivay system in general (called the Transportation Plian) or to concentrate
on choke points. They poth were attempted and the latter was apparently the
more successful. See Weigley, pp.88-9%.

1slntorutmqu. the German forces in France were much stronger in 1944
than they had been a year previousiy. British eftforts at elaying the
crose-channe! invasion I1n hopes of finding a veakened German army in the

fielda thus backfired. See Walter Scott Dunn, Sacond Frant Now -- 1943
(Montgomery AL, 1960) for an excellent aiscussion of German Army strength.

173¢¢ Hastings, pp.58-68, and Harrison, pp. 231-267 for the Dest
discussions of the German cefensive plans.

‘eﬁastxngs. p.42.
19LDL9*. and Harrison, p.266. The Germans iost 5547 alcrcraft 1n the

ficst three months of 1944. In contrast to the German availiabie totai of
400, the Allles lost 656 aircraft i1n accigents alone 1n May.

2pepartment of the Army. FM_100-S:Opecatigne-(Washington, DC, 1986),
P. 179, .

211hlﬂ;- pP. 10 ana 179.

21p1d.. pp.179-180.

23Car| von Clausewitz, Qn War (Princeton. NJ, 1976). p.48S.

241pig., p. 75.

25ip1d.. p.596.

25Airpouar 1S less effective against troops dispersed and Qug 1nh, as
they are near the front. It 18 much more effective against enemy units on
roads in column formation approaching the pattlefieid. Acditionally, when
striking near the front one ailways risks hitting one's own troops.

27Baron De Jomini, The Act of War ¢(Philaadeiphia, PA, 1862) p.9i.

28gee Chapter One in this book for a more complete treatment of |lines
of cperations.

29Jom1n1. p. 109.

3°The narration of events in the campaign !s taken mainly from D'Este,
Hastings. David Eisenhower, Dwight Eisennower, ana Omar Braaley ana Clair
Blair.
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3‘Tho US aicborne adivisions aiso had the mission of galding A
briageheaa over the Merceret River.

3zlntoro:tlnoly enough, Allied i1nterceptions of German radio traffic
(tne famous ULTRA 1ntercepts) Appacrentiy gave the Allies warning of the move
of the German 352a field infantry aivision to the oeach area. Since nothing
coulaq De Gone about 1t, Braciey ana Eisenhowetr ceCioea not to telii Gerow, SO
a8 not to aad to his worries. D‘Este, p.l113 ana Braaley ana Blair, p. 250.

33The British 79th Acmorea Division contained special1zd tanks for
alneswesping, crossing ditches, traversing soft sana, aestroying piilpoxes,
SWIBRIng ashore, and for tlamethrowing. US units qiscainsa the use of all
but the onhes capable of swimming ashote. Acditionally. Gerow's corps ianaeq
on a much wiger front that the others, pechaps contributing to 1ts troubles.

34p- Este., p.!115.

35The 21st Panzer Division, based neat Caen, hever made a cograinated
attack on D-Day. Had i1t done S0, it coula have seriousiy threatenea one of
tne British peaches.

351n Januacy, 1944, the Allies haa langeq at Anzio. Italy, i1n an
attempt tO turn the German positions near Cassino. The Germans reacteaq
swiftly and pinnec the Allies 1n 3 small Deachheaa for six months.

37xfter moving off UTAH beach the 4th Infantry Division mace sioww
progress. The 90th infantry Division faliea completely in its ficst
attempts t0 drive across the Me- ‘eret. Both units showed their i1nexperience
i1n these patties.

38The IX Tactical Air Commana, unger the US 9th Air Force. suppcrted
the lst US Army. Upon the creation of 3ra Army the XIX Tacticai Air Coammana
was created to support it.

39Many, ses especiaily Chester Wilmot, Ihe Struagie For Eurqoe (New

York. 1952), pp.336-341, argue that Eisenhower never unaerstooa Montgomery's

scheme, The latest evigence 1S that Ike and Braaiey uncerstooa ana 3
approvea. See Davia Eisennower, pp.341-342, ana Bradiey ana Biatr. by
pp.264-268, -:

403 visit to the front oy the US Secrecary of the Army Stimson \

reinforcea the American concerns at this time. Stimson qirecteg tnat a US
Army Group be formea as soon as possipie. Aaaitionaliy. Churchiil was
concerned over possipie US reaction regarding the higher US casuaities, See \
Davia Eisenhower, pp.360-36l.

time see Aiexancer McKee. Caen: Anvil of Victory (New York. 1984).

42The eariy canceiiation of GOODWOOD causea great uproar at SHAEF at
the time. for 1t colnciged witn a aelay i1n COBRA. Eisennower tearea tnat
the Germans would be able to transfer reserves to hait Braaley. In fact.

4lFor the expectations of breakout heid in the British army at this i
;
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the Germane were able to move some units. This cancellation reinforces that
Montgomery remained very concerned about casuaities. See Davia Eisenhower,
Pp. 372-380.

43pecause the Allled bompers flew perpenaicular rather than parallel to
the front, short DOMDING caused hunareas of ARerican casuaities, inciuding
the aeath of the Chief of US Grouna Forces, LTG Lesiie J. McNair. This
unquestionably contributed to the slow aavance on the first cay.

44praaley and Blair, pp. 275-276.

4Sp/ pete. pp.250-251.

46) gralvart detense conoucted by the 3Cth US Infantry Division also
helped. ULTRA‘s role i1n the cefeat of the Germain counterattack has
apparently been overestimated, as little i1nformation regarding the German
plans reached Bradiey in time for him to act. See Bradley and Blaic, pp.
291'294.
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