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FOREWORD

In this Research Survey, Major Timothy A. Wray provides an excellent survey of the intricacies of
employing defensive tactics against a powerful opponent. Using after-action reports, unit war diaries, and %." -
other primary materials, Major Wray analyzes the doctrine and tactics that the Germans used on the Eastern -,

Front during World War II.

At the end of World War I, the Germans adopted the elastic defense in depth and continued to use it
as their basic doctrine through the end of World War II. However, because of limitations caused by difficult
terrain, severe weather, manpower and supply shortages, Soviet tactics, and Hitler's order to stand fast,
German commanders were unable to implement the Elastic Defense in its true form. Even so, innovative and
resourceful unit commanders were able to adapt to the harsh realities of combat and improvise defensive
methods that saved the German armies from complete annihilation.

U.S. Army unit commanders on the future battlefield, while battling a motivated and aggressive force,
will also face hard battlefield conditions. Therefore, these commanders, in applying the AirLand Battle tenets
of initiative, depth, agility, and synchronization, will have to demonstrate the same type of innovativeness
and resourcefulness as the Germans did in Russia. To operate on the AirLand Battlefield, U.S. soldiers must
depend on sound doctrine and the ability to execute it intelligently. All Army officers will benefit from Major
Wray's new and vital assessment of how German doctrine was modified by the test of war.

September 1986 FREDERICK M FRANKS, JR
Major General, USA %
Deputy Commandant

CSI Research Surveys are doctrinal research manuscripts, thematic in nature, that investigate the evolution
of specific doctrinal areas of interest to the U.S. Army. Research Surveys are based on primary and secondary
sources and provide the foundation for further study of a given subject. The views expressed in this
publication are those of the author and not necessarily those of the Department of Defense or any element
thereof
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ONKV" RNKiXiitrF

INTRODUC 9

Correctly foreseeing the nature of a future war is the most critical problem
confronting military leaders in peacetime. Effective investments in training,
equipment, and weaponry depend on the accuracy with which leaders can, in
effect, predict the future. To aid them in their predictions, strategists often
attempt to isolate relevant lessons from recent wars to guide them in their
decision making.

Within the past several years, Western military analysts have paid new
attention to the German Army's defensive battles in Russia during World War
II. Much of this interest has had a strongly utilitarian flavor, with writers
brandishing Eastern Front examples in support of various doctrinal theories.
Unfortunately, however, the general historical understanding of the German
war against the Soviet Union is rather limited, and the use of examples from
German operations in Russia too often shows a lack of perception either for
specific situations or for the "big picture."' This lack of insight into German
experiences on the Russian Front stems from two historiographical problems.

First, although the Russo-German War was, in fact, the greatest land
campaign in World War II, it has remained very much "the forgotten war" to %
most Western historians and military leaders. In contrast to the rich literature
covering the actions of the Western Allies during World War II, few good
English-language histories of the war between Russia and Germany exist.
Consequently, the existing general histories of this conflict are frequently
anecdotal and lack the depth of understanding necessary to allow meaningful
analysis.'

Second, the shallow knowledge of Western analysts is often based as
much on myth as on fact. A major reason for this is that Western knowledge
of the Russo-German War has been unduly influenced by the popular memoirs
of several prominent German military leaders. While interesting and even
instructive to a point, these memoirs suffer from the prejudices, lapses, and
wishful remembering common to all memoirs and, therefore, form a precarious
foundation on which to build a useful analysis. For example, even though
Heinz Guderian's Panzer Leader and F. W. von Mellenthin's Panzer Battles
regularly appear on U.S. Army professional reading lists and contain inter-
esting insights into German military operations, each book paints a somewhat
distorted picture of the German war against Russia. These distortions are the
result of outright exaggeration and misrepresentation (as is common in
Guderian's work) or the omission of important qualifying data and contextual
background (as is more often the case in Mellenthin's hook).

Particularly misunderstood are the general methods by which the German
Army conducted defensive operations against the Soviets. Various Western

,-
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writers have mistakenly generalized the German defensive system as being a
"strongpoint line" backed by powerful mobile reserves or occasionally even a
"mobile defense. '" Likewise, the myth persists that "on a tactical level . . .
the Germans consistently stopped the Ped Army's local offensive[s." The
strategic defeat of Hitler's armies in Russia is commonly regarded as having
been done in spite of this permanent German tactical ascendancy and accom-
plished by a Red Army that remained throughout the war "a sluggish instru-
ment that depended on numbers of men and tanks to achieve victories."' , The
widespread belief in these myths hampers contemporary analysts in their
search for historical lessons and fails to do justice either to the Germans'
complex and difficult defensive problems or to the Soviets' tactical skill and
adaptability.

This research survey attempts to avoid the common myths about German
defensive battles in Russia by relying extensively on primary sources-German
after-action reports, unit war diaries, doctrinal manuals, training pamphlets, --

and various other military memoranda-to reconstruct the actual doctrinal
basis for German operations. As will be seen, this archival material, which
goes beyond that previously available, provides additional important informa-
tion about German methods and, in some cases, amends or qualifies the post-
war remembrances of German military memoirists. Such memoirs are, of
course, invaluable for establishing the state of mind of some of the actors in
those historical events and have been used where necessary.

In tracing the development of German defensive doctrine used against
the Soviet Red Army, this research survey spans the period from Germany's
prewar doctrinal development, which established the initial framework for the .
defensive battles against the Soviets, through the spring of 1943, when tre-
mendous changes in the overall strategic picture altered the basic nature of
the German war against Russia.

In addition to discussing doctrinal methods, this research survey also
probes the constraints and circumstances that shaped German battlefield
practices. It shows how the evolution of German defensive doctrine was
greatly affected by considerations other than mere tactical efficiency. The
weather and terrain in Russia, as well as the changes in the strength, leader-
ship, training proficiency, and steadfastness of German units, influenced 6,P .

German defensive methods. Also, battlefield methods were warped by Adolf
Hitler's personal interference, as the German dictator periodically ordered the ,,"
application of his own tactical nostrums.

During the first two years of combat in Russia, the Germans implemented
substantial changes to the doctrinal defensive methods described in their pre-
war manuals. Although these improvisations changed details of the German
defensive technique, they remained generally true to the fundamental princi-
pies of their doctrine. Therefore, the German experiences on the Eastern Front ...

reveal the detailed evolution of their tactical system and the simplicity and
adaptability of the basic German defensive concepts. ,

Of particular interest to modern readers is the fact that so many of the .-

problems faced by German armies are analogous to problems confronting
NATO forces today. In the defense, the German Army on the Eastern Front
was hamstrung by a number of political and territorial imperatives that re-
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stricted strategic flexibility. German defensive operations were hobbled not
only by allies of varying style and ability, but also by large differences in
the training, mobility, composition, and combat power of German units as
well. The Red Army battled by the Germans in World War II bears a strong
resemblance to the current Soviet Army (and its Warsaw Pact siblings) in
doctrine, command style, and strategic philosophy. Finally, of course, the
German Army fought against an adversary whose preponderance in men and
materiel was absolute. While it did not "fight outnumbered and win" by
achieving final victory, the German Army waged its defensive battles in
Russia with sufficient skill, tenacity, and resourcefulness to merit close
scrutiny.
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Chape1 llt

The Origins of German
Defensive Doctrine

In 1941, the German Army's doctrine for defensive operations was nearly
identical to that used by the old Imperial German Army in the final years of
World War I. The doctrinal practice of German units on the Western Front in
1917 and 1918-the doctrine of elastic defense in depth-had been only
slightly amended and updated by the beginning of Operation Barbarossa. In
contrast to German offensive doctrine, which from 1919 to 1939 moved toward
radical innovation, German defensive doctrine followed a conservative course
of cautious adaptation and reaffirmation. Consequently, although the German
Army in 1941 embraced an offensive doctrine suited for a war of maneuver,
it still hewed to a defensive doctrine derived from the positional warfare
(Stellungskrieg) of an earlier generation.

Elastic Defense: Legacy of the Great War

The Imperial German Army adopted the elastic defense in depth during 01
the winter of 1916-17 for compelling strategic and tactical reasons. At that ".
time, Germany was locked in a war of attrition against an Allied coalition
whose combined resources exceeded those of the Central Powers. The German
command team of Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and General Erich
Ludendorff hoped to break the strategic deadlock by conducting a major
offensive on the Russian Front in 1917. Therefore, they needed to economize
Germany's strength on the Western Front in France and Belgium, minimizing
casualties while repelling expected Allied offensives. To accomplish this. they
sanctioned a strategic withdrawal in certain sectors to newly prepared defen-
sive positions. This Hindenburg Line shortened the front and more effectively
exploited the defensive advantages of terrain than did earlier positions. This
withdrawal was a major departure from prevailing defensive philosophy,
which hitherto had measured success in the trench war solely on the basis of
seizing and holding terrain. In effect, Ludendorff* adopted a new policy that

• [indenhurg and kudendorff nominally operated according to the dual-responsibilty principle
f h. ;erman Gen( ral Staff. wherehy the commander and his chief of staff shared re.sponsibility

an( authorit y (n a nearl v qial basis In practice. Ludendorff's energies were so great that
Ifindenhurg regularly deferred to his judgment i.udendorff also routinely involved himself in ..

m ,tters of te hnical detail far beneath the ()lvnipnan gaze of Iindenburg In the matters heing

discussed. ludendoIrff thus plh ved the dominant role at hIth the strategic andi tactical levels
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em ph as ixed co n serving ( erm an mnan power over blind vd retaining grou nd-a
strategic philosophy wh 'se tactical component was an elastic defense in depth.

Tocom pitment his strategic designs. L udendorff directed the implementa.
ion oit the E last ic I efen st doctrine. This new doctrine supported the overallV

st rategic goal of mini mizing Gierma n casualties and also corresponded better
than previo us metho(dS t tHeV tactical realities of attack and defense in trench

dwarfare. A

Through the wars first two years, German (and Allied) doctrinal practice
had been to defend ever\ m eter of front h1w concentrating infantry in forward
trenches. T]his preventedI ny enemtiy incursion into the German defensive zone
hut i nev itA hiNv resulted In heavy losses to defending troops due to Allied artil-
lery tire. Such art il ler 'v firt, was administered in increasingly massive doses

-' bv the Al lies, who regarded artillery its absolutely essential for anx' successful .
Offttnsiye ad vance. (For example, even the stoutest German trenches had been
almost ent irelv eradicated 1)y t ht six-dayv artillery preparation conducted by
the British prior to their Sommre offensive in 1916f. ) Consequently, the Germans
sought a defensive deployment that would immunize the hulk of' their de-
fending fources fro m the annihilating Allied cannonade.

The simplte solution to this problem was to construct the German main
de-fensive lint some distance to the rear of a forward security line. Although
still within range (f Allied guns. thle mnai n defensive positions would be
mnasked fromt direct ob~servat ion. Fired hI indlv. most of' the Allied preparatory
tires woiuld thus he wastted.

Genefal Er h L tdendorf LUdendorff s
)nsoisfii; ised the Elastic Defense

io twh aciitved ty ithe Impewrial German
Arn) durnq tht, winter of 1916 17
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In developing the Elastic Defense doctrine, the Germans analyzed other
lessons of trench warfare as well. The German Army had realized that con-
centrated firepower, rather than a concentration of personnel, was the most
effective means of dealing with waves of Allied infantry. Too, the Germans
had learned that the ability of attacking forces to sustain their offensive vigor
was seriously circumscribed. Casualties, fatigue, and confusion debilitated
assaulting infantry, causing the combat power of the attacker steadily to wane
as his advance proceeded. This erosion of offensive strength was so certain
and predictable that penetrating forces were fatally vulnerable to counter-
attack-provided, of course, that defensive reserves were available to that end.
Finally, the Allied artillery, so devasting when laying prepared fires on
observed targets, was far less effective in providing continuous support for
advancing infantry because of the difficulty in coordinating such fires in the
days before portable wireless communications. Indeed, because the ravaged %
terrain hindered the timely forward displacement of guns, any successful
attack normally forfeited its fire support once it advanced beyond the initial
range of friendly artillery.2P

Between September 1916 and April 1917, the Germans distilled these tacti-
cal lessons into a novel defensive doctrine, the Elastic Defense.I This doctrine e
focused on defeating enemy attacks at a minimum loss to defending forces
rather than on retaining turrain for the sake of prestige. The Elastic Defense
was meant to exhaust Allied offensive energies in a system of fortified
trenches arrayed in depth. By fighting the defensive battle within, as well as
forward of, the German defensive zone, the Germans could exploit the inherent
limitations and vulnerabilities of the attacker while conserving their own
forces. Only minimal security forces would occupy exposed forward trenches,
and thus, most of the defending troops would be safe from the worst effects %A
of the fulsome Allied artillery preparation. Furthermore, German firepower
would continuously weaken the enemy's attacking infantry forces. If faced
with overwhelming combat power at any point, German units would be free
to maneuver within the defensive network to develop more favorable condi-
tions. When the Allied attack faltered, German units (including carefully
husbanded reserves) would counterattack fiercely. Together, these tactics would
create a condition of tactical "elasticity": advancing Allied forces would
steadily lose strength in inverse proportion to growing German resistance.
Finally, German counterattacks would overrun the prostrate Allied infantry
and "snap" the defense back into its original positions.

The Germans accomplished this by designating three separate defensive
zones-an outpost zone, a battle zone, and a rearward zone (see figure 1).
Each zone would consist of a series of interconnected trenches manned by
designated units. However, in contrast to the old rigid linear defense that
had trenches laid out in parade-ground precision, these zones would be estab-
lished with a cunning sensitivity to terrain, available forces, and likely enemy
action.

The outpost zone was to be manned only in sufficient strength to intercept
Allied patrols and to provide continuous observation of Allied positions. When
heavy artillery fire announced a major Allied attack, the forces in the outpost . ,
zone would move to avoid local artillery concentrations. When Allied infantry r%
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approached, the surviving outpost forces would disrupt and delay the enemy
advance insofar as possible.

ENEM

OUTPOST

BAtTILIFq

00 -

ZONE.

Cross S*Ctoon of Gorman Defense Zones lIdeal 11w.l

"5.0

Fqurp 1 Tb.- E~ast~c De-fense. 1917 18

If a determined AlIlied force .edvant ed thr. ugh the a1t Im st /(Inv. it w as to)
he arrested and defeated in the hatte /.( tne-. %%w h was~ noirmalk L~*.00) t.
3.000N meter% deep. The te erward poirt an st' the hattie te en.. )r the- nf~iii line w
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masked from enemy ground artillery observation on the reverse slope of hills
and ridges. In addition to the normal trenches and dugouts, the battle zone
was infested with machine guns and studded with squad-size redoubts capable
of all-around defense.

When Allied forces penetrated into the battle zone, they would become '
bogged down in a series of local engagements against detachments of German
troops. These German detachments were free to fight a "mobile defense"
within the battle zone, maneuvering as necessary to bring their firepower to
bear., When the Allied advance began to founder, these same small detach-
ments, together with tactical reserves held deep in the battle zone, would ini-
tiate local counterattacks. If the situation warranted, fresh reserves from
beyond the battle zone also would launch immediate counterattacks to prevent N ?'

Allied troops from rallying. If Allied forces were able to withstand these hasty
counterattacks, the Germans would then prepare a deliberate, coordinated
counterattack to eject the enemy from this zone. In this coordinated counter-
attack, the engaged forces would be reinforced by specially designated assault
divisions previously held in reserve. If delivered with sufficient skill and deter- ,
mination, these German counterattacks would alter the entire complexion of
the defensive battle. In effect, the German defenders intended to fight an
"offensive defensive" by seizing the tactical initiative from the assaulting
forces.

The rearward zone was located beyond the reach of all but the heaviest
Allied guns. This zone held the bulk of the German artillery and also provided
covered positions into which forward units could be rotated for rest. Addition-
ally, the German counterattack divisions assembled in the rearward zone
when an Allied offensive was imminent or underway.

In summary, in late 1916, the Imperial German Army adopted a tactical
defensive doctrine built on the principles of depth, firepower, maneuver, and
counterattack. The Germans used the depth of their position, together with
their firepower, to absorb any Allied offensive blow. During attacks, small
German units fought a "mobile defense" within their defensive zones, relying
on maneuver to sustain their own strength while pouring fire into the Allied
infantry. Finally, aggressive counterattacks at all levels wrested the tactical
initiative from the stymied Allies, allowing the Germans finally to recover
their original positions.

Using the new defensive techniques, the Imperial German Army performed
well in the 1917 battles on the Western Front. In April, the massive French
Nivelle offensive was stopped cold, with relatively few German losses. The
British also tested the German defenses with attacks in Flanders at Arras
and Passchendaele. Although the British enjoyed some local successes, no
serious rupture of the German defensive system occurred.

Throughout the 1917 battles, the Germans modified and refined the Elastic
Defense: among other changes, the battle zone was deepened, heavy machine
guns were removed from the static redoubts to provide suppressive fire for
the local counterattacks, and German artillery was encouraged to displace
rapidly to evade counterbattery fire.6 On the whole, however, the novel system,,
of elastic defense in depth was thoroughly vindicated. As the German Crown
Prince Friedrich Wilhelm remarked in his memoirs, "Had we held to the stiff

5
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defense which had hitherto been the case [rather than the Elastic Defense
system], I am firmly convinced that we would not have come victoriously
through the great defensive battles of 1917."'

One ominous development that seemed to challenge the continued effec-
tiveness of the Elastic Defense was the British tank attack at Cambrai in
November 1917. There, massed British tanks broke through the entire German
defensive system, and only the combined effects of German counterattacks
and British irresolution restored the German lines. This wholesale use of tanks
to sustain the forward advance of an Allied attack seemingly upset the logic
on which the German defensive concept was based.

Although insightful in other aspects of battlefield lore, the Germans mis-
takenly discounted the combat value of tanks despite the Cambrai incident.
While the Germans were impressed by the "moral effect" that tanks could
produce against unprepared troops, they also felt that local defensive counter-
measures (antitank obstacles, special antiarmor ammunition for rifles and
machine guns, direct-fire artillery, and thorough soldier training) virtually
neutralized the offensive value of the tank." In the German assessment, tanks
were similar to poison gas and flamethrowers as technological nuisances
without decisive potential. 9 The Germans minimized the British success at %
Cambrai by stating that it was the result of tactical surprise, achieved by the

absence of the customary ponderous artillery preparation, rather than from
the tank attack itself. In consequence, no reassessment of the Elastic Defense
was deemed necessary, and none was undertaken. For example, the updated
version of the German doctrinal manual for defensive operations published in
1918 made no special reference to tank defense.")

The Final Collapse: Unanswered Questions

In 1918, the Imperial German Army launched a series of offensive drives
on the Western Front. Between March and August, the Germans surged for-
ward in a desperate attempt to achieve a decisive military victory before
infusions of American manpower could resuscitate the groggy Allies. Although
successful at the tactical level, these attacks were not well conceived
strategically." As a result, these "Ludendorff offensives" achieved only a
meaningless advance of the German lines and fatally depleted the last reser-
voirs of German strength. In fact, they so exhausted the German Army that
it was incapable even of consolidating its gains against Allied counterattacks
from August onward. The Germans attributed the rapid collapse of their
defense after August 1918 primarily to demoralization and inadequate resources
rather than to faulty doctrinal methods. As one German general later wrote,
"Under such conditions, there could be no longer any mention of tactics" due
to the chaotic state of the German armies.' 2

The Ludendorff offensives consumed the most combat-worthy divisions in
the German Army. The German attacks were carried forward by specially
designated "assault divisions." When the German offensives faltered, feeble
"trench divisions," whose personnel and equipment were inferior to the assault
units, assumed the burden of defensive operations. These trench divisions,
which had been purposely starved of replacements to flesh out the shock
divisions, turned out not to be merely second-rate but to be flatly "listless
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and unfit."'' Without support from the burned-out assault divisions, the trench
divisions were unable to hold their own against the Allied counteroffensives.
As the Allied counterblows gathered momentum, German morale plummeted,
and German troops began to surrender in unprecedented numbers. Under these
circumstances, German small units could not be relied on to demonstrate the -
determination and aggressiveness essential to the Elastic Defense.' 4

The tottering German forces were especially vulnerable to the shock effect
of Allied tanks, particularly when used with chemical smoke. Looming out of
the murk at close range, tanks often touched off epidemics of "tank fright."
Ludendorff belatedly conceded that tank attacks "remained hereafter our most
dangerous enemies. The danger increased in proportion as the morale of our
troops deteriorated and as our divisions grew weaker and more exhausted."'
Since the Germans had discounted the value of tanks, they had virtually none
of their own with which to bolster the morale of their beleaguered infantry.16

The increasingly general use of tanks by the Allies prompted expedient
modifications to the Elastic Defense in the latter months of the war. When
used by the Allies en masse, tanks could overrun single lines or even belts of
antitank weapons. Consequently, the Germans distributed all types of antitank
weapons in greater numbers throughout the depth of the battle zone, trans-
forming it into a tank defense zone wherein enemy armor and infantry could
both be destroyed) 7 These techniques successfully halted even heavy tank
attacks, provided that the defending German infantry remained steadfast. As
one German commander insisted, "The infantry must again and again be
made to realize that the tanks hardly deserve a battle-value at all and that
their threatening danger is overcome when the infantry does not permit itself
to become frightened by them."'" German commanders exhorted their men to
steel their nerves and to stand bravely as had the "Teutons of old against
the Romans."' 9 Brave words could not compensate for a lack of brave soldiers,
however, and the "surrender bacillus" continued to rage through the German
ranks. 

2 0

Lack'of sufficient manpower hurt the Germans as much as the lack of
combat will. Because of losses in the Ludendorff offensives, the German

Tank of the U.S 27th Division destroyed by a German mine, September 1918
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armies no longer disposed of sufficient reserves to deliver the timely counter-
attacks that the Elastic Defense required. Time and again, Allied penetrations
prompted large-scale German withdrawals lest neighboring frontline units be
encircled or enveloped from the enemy salients.2' Too, the Allies (particularly
the British) had refined their own offensive techniques, eschewing elephantine
artillery preparations in favor of short, sharp barrages. Without the customary
long artillery pounding that signaled Allied intentions, the Germans were less
able to shuttle their few reserves to threatened sectors.

The German High Command finally bowed to the inevitable, and an armi-
stice was enacted on 11 November 1918. In later years, many Germans
allowed bitterness to cloud the memory of their defeat in the last months of
World War I. Many high-ranking military officers blamed Germany's demise
on a "stab in the back" by defeatist elements at home. -' In reality, the
Imperial German Army was in serious disarray from August 1918 onward f

and could not have prevented a complete Allied military victory. Frustration
and Nazi demagoguery gave the stab-in-the-back story a certain currency
during the interwar years, but the popular memory simply did not conform to
historical reality. ,

The distorted memories of World War I left behind an uncertain and even
contradictory military legacy. Through four grim years, the conflict had been
dominated by positional warfare. Consequently, the overriding recollection of
the war on the Western Front was of entrenched stalemate, in which the first
doctrinal priority was to assure a strong tactical defense.

In the German view, the war as a whole had been an attritional contest,
ultimately decided by the superior weight of Allied manpower and resources.
Unable to match the Allied coalition in either of these categories, the Germans
had sought to maximize their own fighting power by doctrinal means. The
Elastic Defense stood alone as the best system for conducting an effective
positional defense at minimal cost. (Even the Allies testified to the superiority
of the German techniques. The British, for example, attempted to incorporate
the German defensive methods into their own postwar field service regula-
tions.2:) Consequently, a generation of German officers emerged from the
Great War steeped in the tactical precepts of the Elastic )efense. To these, ..

the value of the Elastic Defense had been repeatedly assayed by tests in
France and Flanders. On many fields, the Germans had successfully pitted
defensive depth, firepower, maneuver, and aggressive counterattack against
the brutish weight of Allied artillery, infantry, and even tanks. It was a tacti-
cal creed that was not to be forgotten.

Less clear, however, were the tactical lessons learned from the war's final
months. Then, positional warfare had briefly given way to battles of move-

ment. The Ludendorff offensives demonstrated the possibilit' of penetrating
Allied trench defenses through attacks by infiltration. The successful Allied
counteroffensives from August 1918 onward showed that perhaps even the
Elastic Defense was not a perfect talisman against renewed maneuver warfare,
since weak and demoralized German forces could not turn away overwhelming
tank and infantry assaults through doctrinal charms alone. l{owever, most
Germans excused the final Allied victories as eing due to the prostration of'
German armies rather than to any failure of defensive doctrine. Indeed, .41
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American infantrymen escort German prisoners to the rear, 1918 .

Sisolated examples of German defensive success right up until the armistice

',r seemed to indicate that the Elastic Defense would have prevailed if dhetermined

"," ~troops had practiced it correctly...'":

~~German Defensive Doctrine in the Interwar Years",

In the years following 1918, all major armies sought to divine from the ..
Great War's confusing impressions the nature of future wars. Would future -
battlefields resemble the entrenched Stellungskrieg of the 1914-17 Western ':

Front? Or would new tactics. together with the new technology of armored .i.l

- Ve

vehicles and motorized movement, produce fluid battles of maneuver?: The
development of the German blitzkrieg offensive techniques foresaw the latter

scenario, a leap of faith not shared by the French or the British.The clarity of German doctrinal vision in defensive natters was less-

certain, however. By their very nature, defensive operations generally iniply -,.
surrendering the initiative to the enemy. As a consequence, defensive measures
must he able to accommodate the attacker's tactic of choice, a circumstance

that breeds caution and redundancy. For the purposes of defining defensive
dotrine, the Germans were unable to predict for certain whether future war
would he of a positional or of a maneuver nature. Therefori the froman
Army pursued a doctrinal compr ise that would operate effetively in fither

environment. :"

The Elastic efense the entre the ,rman Army's all-purpose eot'fth;e,41 We)
trine. As the familiar, proven method f World e r n , the lastic ,frmre--
was the onious theoretical starting point for Interwar t ri;ue d(,velte.

With minor alterations, it remained the renc f (wrm:n d, fensorc pth1rttics.
until the beginning of World War i .vHwever the rn ti ( f tw leiss
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Elastic )efense concept was not a simple, straightforward process. To many
German officers, the Elastic l)efense semed too trench oriented, and they
argued that the retention of a doctrine designed for positional warfare would
invite disaster in future wars. At the very least, the Elastic Defense needed
to have its antitank properties upgraded in order to confirm its continuing
validity in an armored warfare environment. Therefore, these and other consid-
erations weighed on the interwar development of German defensive doctrine.

The building of a new German Army began in 1919. Since wholesale
desertions had caused the old Imperial German Army to evaporate within
weeks of the 1918 armistice, the new Reichswvehr* was created virtually from
scratch.- Among the many immediate problems pressing the Reichswehr and
its acting chief of staff, General Hans von Seeckt, was the publication of new
field manuals to guide postwar training.

Seeckt sought to compile the most practical and effective combat proce-
dures from the Great War into a single doctrinal manual. First published in
1921. Fiihrung und Gefecht der rerbundenen Waffen (Leadership and Combat
of the Combined Arms) remained the standard operations manual for the
Reichswehr until 1933.

The German postwar uncertainty about the positional versus the maneuver
visions of future war was evident in the new manual. Although Seeckt was
an ardent advocate of maneuver warfare, his early influence was counter-
balanced by other senior officers of the "trench school."2 5 To these, the harsh
catechism of Stellungskrieg demanded the retention of a trench-oriented de-
fense doctrine. Fiihrung und Gefecht compromised by conceding that either
form of warfare was possible and showed how the Elastic Defense could be N
adapted to either circumstance (see figure 2).

For stabilized situations, Fah rung u nd Gefecht prescribed an elastic defense
in depth that was identical in every major detail to the Elastic Defense de- e ..--
scribed in the 1917 and 1918 Imperial German Army pamphlets. The defense .

was to be organized in three principal defensive zones as before, within which
the defending forces would "exhaust [the enemy's] power of attack by resis-
tance in depth."' " Attacking enemy forces were to be subjected to a withering
combination of small-arms and artillery fire throughout the depth of the battle
area. Defending units would "seek timely and unnoticed evasion of hostile
superiority at one point, while offering resistance elsewhere (mobile defense).--'"
Finally, fierce counterattacks by engaged units as well as by reserve forces
held in readiness to the rear would be "of decisive importance. " Fiihrung
und Gefecht thus endorsed the same defensive formula of depth, firepower.
maneuver, and counterattack as had been developed during World War I.

The only departures from World War I usage were minor. |)efensive zones
were increased in depth, and the distance between them was extended to
ensure that, "in the event of a breakthrough, a displacement by the enemy-e

artillery [wouldj he necessary before the attack Icould] be continued against

'IiichnicaI thi, o ,% ;vrnian Army '.. thc Ro'i.h , 'T rr Fimi',vr, vxcupt n iffical dmu.
niets tho terni R t, iu ,hr %ai uscd iismrs.,r atir I so ib ,th thc German ar i irm ,cvr s
in ,.zuiral and thi. Ist n ;rmin in partisul.ir Thi i h?-s.' , .vnt ihrisgh ;i s . i s ,,f i r si, al

in isitiss l, i ni ItsNi el :ift('r thc, \&ir li-fir sir.. , ig it, "fni l furln i1 POD-
)

le: or b %V' .4 ro- P r
+,. 'W l 1 "P +' • • " " l+!,""rI 

•
4 !



ENEMY

OUTPOST ZONE BATTLE ZONE REARWARD ZONE

Stabilized defense: Same as 1917-18 Elastic Defense with greater depth and simple antitank obstacles

'J.

0.

FOXHOLES %.:G
ENE0MY. (NO REARWARD '4'

ENEMY STRONG- ZON) -

OUPOTZONE ~ ~ f~
POSITION 0.0L .

Open defense: For use in fluid situations *

Figure 2 Defense in stabilized and open situations, 1921

4 the next position."29 Furthermore, the 1921 manual finally deigned to discuss
measures for defense against tanks, although the measures consisted mainly
of local obstacles and artillery concentrations along tank avenues of
approach.:"'

When forces were defending in open situations during battles of maneuver,
Fah rung und Gefecht simply advised a somewhat looser application of the
Elastic Defense. Since the presumed pace of operations would prevent the
construction of fully fortified trenchworks, both the outpost zone and the battle%
zone would normally consist of a system of "foxholes and weapons pits" with-
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Senior German officers observe Relchswehr maneuvers, circa 1928

out connecting trenches. :" A rearward zone would not even be constructed. To
provide greater operational depth and warning, an advanced position would
be created where possible. This position would be held by covering forces
whose missions were to provide early warning of the enemy's approach, con-
fuse the enemy as to the location of the actual defensive zones, and in
general, constitute an additional defensive buffer when the armies were not
in close contact.' 2 Iespite these slight alterations to the defensive posture,
the "defense in open situations" still conformed to the Elastic Defense. l)epth
and maneuver were emphasized in order to strengthen the combat power of
the defending forces, and integrated firepower and counterattack would still
be used to destroy the enemy.11

The Reichsuehr's principal doctrinal publication thus steered an equivocal
course between the positional and the maneuver scenarios, prescribing a formof Elastic )efense for each. However, in practice, the willful General von

Seeckt temporarily suspended the Elastic l)efense instructions in Fiihrnlig andu
Gfecht.

Seeckt, whose wartime experience had been mostly on the more fluid
Russian and Balkan Fronts, retained an enthusiasm for maneuver undaimpened
) by the gory disappointments of France and "landers. Seeckt vas convinced

that a renewed emphasis on bold offensive maneuver ('(10Ul. in the future,
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result in rapid battlefield victories. A man of strong convictions, Seeckt was
intolerant of subordinates who did not endorse his ideas. Those officers of
the trench school who were unwilling to adapt themselves to Seeckt's theories
were either silenced or dismissed. :" Therefore, Seeckt was able to bend the
Reichswehr's training sharply in the direction of mobility and maneuver.
Although the Elastic Defense remained on the books as official Reichswehr
doctrine, Seeckt whipped the German Army into a fervid pursuit of mobility
and offensive action that caused the Elastic Defense to be all but ignored in
practice.

Seeckt wrote in a 1921 training directive that the strongest defense lay in
mobile attack, a policy that cultivated offensive action at the tactical level
for even defensive purposes27 Seeckt insisted that skillful maneuver could
reduce virtually all battlefield actions to a form of meeting engagement in
which aggressive actions would prevail. :6 Where overwhelming enemy strength
precluded the possibility of attack, Seeckt advocated a mobile delaying action
to preserve freedom of maneuver by friendly forces.3 7 The use of initiative
and speed of movement to create opportunities for offensive thrusts was
emphasized in Reichswehr field exercises. Also, as early as 1921, military
maneuvers examined the feasibility of using motor vehicles to enhance
mobility and offensive striking power in nominally "defensive" scenarios. :",

Seeckt's emphasis on swift offensive action suited the temper and means
of the German Army. German military studies conducted after World War I
were virtually unanimous in blaming Germany's defeat on the exhausting %
Stellungskrieg.9 Thus, Seeckt's theories pointed a way out of that attritional
wilderness. By means of rapid offensive blows against even superior rivals,
Germany hoped to avoid the attritional quicksand of the Great War and
return instead to the battles of maneuver and annihilation at which German
armies had traditionally excelled.

Too, the pitifully small resources allowed the Reichswehr by the Treaty of
Versailles precluded positional defense. Restricted to an army of only 100,000 ,
men, the Germans were prohibited from possessing antitank or antiaircraft
guns and from erecting defensive fortifications along their western frontiers.40

These stipulations meant that, for the foreseeable future, the Reichswehr would
be only the shadow of an army, patently incapable of serious defensive opera-
tions save those related to internal security. The Reichswehr's defensive impo-
tence was revealed in 1920 and 1921 when incursions by Polish and Soviet
irregulars along Germany's eastern borders had to be opposed by hastily
assembled Freikorps units rather than by the inconsequential Reichswehr. 1
When French forces occupied the Ruhr in 1923, German studies assessing the
possibility of resistance by the Reichswehr concluded that any such action
was militarily impossible., 2

Theory and reality thus converged to enforce a reliance on maneuver and
offensive initiative within the new German Army since no other type of
defensive action seemed desirable or practicable. Remembering the attritional
slaughter of the Great War, many German officers were eager to embrace
any tactical system that promised to avoid such battles. Too, the Versailles
constraints guaranteed that the Reichswehr could not resort to the Elastic
Defense that had stymied the Allies in 1917 since the Reichswehr was for-
bidden to have the materiel to do so.

13
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German offensive and defensive tactics were based on Seeckt's theories of
maneuver and aggressive action and were in effect until the early 1930s.
Then, German offensive and defensive doctrines diverged: offensive practice
continued on the road to mobility that led finally to blitzkrieg, while defensive
doctrine reverted to more conservative practices reminiscent of the Great War.
Accordingly, the Elastic Defense was revived for three major reasons.

First, a gradual broadening of German military perspective began following
General Seeckt's 1926 resignation. Although Seeckt's ideas-and Seeckt
himself-continued to be influential for some time, his successors were more
tolerant of traditional doctrinal theories.

Second, the German Army began quietly to ignore some of the more
onerous provisions of the Versailles Treaty, thereby increasing German mili-
tary strength. This therefore allowed German military leaders to consider a
wider variety of strategic options than the desperate, all-purpose formula of
offensive maneuver championed by Seeckt. 4'-

Finally, a rapprochement between the French and German governments
in the late 1920s lessened French hostility and, with it, the likelihood of
renewed French military intervention. The looming threat of the French ,

Army-its potential for strategic mischief painfully demonstrated by the 1923
occupation of the Ruhr-was greatly diminished by the emerging French
reliance on the Maginot Line. With French military resources so strongly com-
mitted to the passive Maginot doctrine of couverture from 1930 onward,
Germany's overall military security was better than it had been at any time
since 1918.

44

In this atmosphere of greater strength and security, the Reichswehr took
a more well-rounded view of military strategy. The Seecktian emphasis on %

aggressive maneuver was relaxed, and the German Army once again acknow-
ledged that traditional defensive operations-including, in certain circum-
stances, positional warfare-would probably be necessary in future conflicts.
Consequently, the Elastic Defense was revived as the fundamental German
defensive technique.

The German field manuals published in the 1930s revealed the renaissance
of the Elastic Defense and, with a few changes in later editions, were still in
effect at the beginning of World War II. The most important of these publica-
tions, entitled Truppenfihrung (Troop Command), appeared in 1933 and replaced
Fiihrung und Gefecht as the basic German operations manual. Prepared under
the supervision of General Ludwig Beck, chief of the German General Staff , ."
from 1933 to 1938, Truppenflihrung endorsed the traditional German method
of elastic defense in depth.'

In fact, the doctrine in Truppenfihrung ended the distinction between posi-
tional defense and maneuver defense that had been created in Fiihrung und
Gefecht and specifically declared that "the defense of a hastily prepared.
unreinforced position [such as would occur in open warfare] and that of a
fully completed position is conducted on the same principles." " Also, the
advanced position that Fuhrung und Gefecht had placed in front of the defen- -.
sive zones in open situations was made standard. Consequently, the 1933
version of the Elastic Defense consisted of the same three defensive zones as
had appeared in Ludendorff's original concept, but with an additional %
advanced position posted in front'- (see figure 3).
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Figure 3 German Elastic Defense. 1933

In addition to TruppenfUhrung, other specialized manuals such as the 1938
Der Stellungskrieg and the 1940 Die Standige Front elaborated on the problems
of positional warfare in greater tactical detail." These manuals were supple-
mented by instructional material in professional journals. For example, from
1936 onward, Militar-Wochenblatt periodically published tactical problems
hypothesizing static defensive operations. Significantly, the solutions to these
exercises discussed the experiences of 1917 and 1918 as illustrative examples .V

of proper technique. ' Together, these field manuals and journal articles
breathed new life into the Elastic Defense doctrine and fully revived the
defensive system that the German Army had developed during World War i.

Other German military authors addressed the strategic ramifications of
the Elastic Defense, assuring their readers that this new interest in defensive
tactics did not signal a full return to the disastrous strategy of attrition.
General Wilhelm Ritter von Leeb (later to command Army Group North during
Operation Barbarossa in 1941) wrote a series of historical articles on defensive
operations in Militdruissenschaftliche Rundschau in 1936 and 1937. Although
predicting that future wars would still be decided by offensive maneuver, he
argued that strategic defensive operations could not be discounted: "We
Germans have to look to defensive operations as an important, essential
method of ,onduct of war and conduct of combat, since we are in a central
position, surrounded by highly equipped nations. Defensive should not be kept
in the background as before the last war.- ' ' Leeb further stressed that the .
tried defensive principles of the Great War-depth and counterattack-could
still be effective in modern battles of maneuver.-,, Echoing Leeb. a Major
General Klingbeil warned readers of Militar-1 ochenhlatt in 1938 not to dis-
credit positional defensive operations on principle since they could create
circumstances favorable for decisive offensive action. ; --

The new manuals and spate of journal articles demonstrated the remark-
able extent to which German military thinkers had reaccommodated them-
selves to the poisibility of positional warfare. While most professed a prefer-
ence for offensive maneuver. German theorists conceded that Stellungskrieg
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was likely to be present, at least to a limited extent, on future battlefields.)'  
tA

Within this intellectual climate, Beck's revival of the orthodox doctrine of the

Elastic Defense seemed not only prudent, but even virtually indispensable.

The problem of armored warfare, however, prevented a simple return to
Great War tactics. World War I had provided brief glimpses of the potential
combat value of tanks and motor vehicles, and from 1919 to 1939, all armies
puzzled over how best to exploit these new machines.

In terms of German defensive doctrine, the tank problem posed two
distinct questions. First, how could German defenses be made attack-proof
against enemy tank and tank-infantry forces? Second. what was the best
defensive use of the new German panzer units? The Germans framed their
answers to both of these questions within the Elastic Defense schema.

Antitank Defense

Because the Allies used tanks impressively in 191S, German officers gave
serious consideration to antitank defense methods. Rooted in their memories
of the 1918 collapse was the nagging fear that-as Ludendorff had finally
conceded-tanks had become the single most effective tool for pr~ing open V-
the German Elastic Defense. However, General Beck confined this interest to
traditional channels. .-N

Beck, who in Truppenflihrung returned the German Army to the Elastic
Defense, held profoundly orthodox view,.. One symptom of this orthodoxy was lop
Beck's reluctance to embrace new ideas about tank warfare. Beck's logic
recalled the emphatic pronouncements of German officers in j918 that tanks
were merely nuisances to a properly organized elastic defense in depth. Beck
saw the traditional combat arms-infantry, artillery, and even cavalry-as
being decisive, and he resisted the notion that armored formations could have %
a pivotal battlefield impact." Given such a conception, Beck deemed antitank
defense measures as secondary to the central problem of halting artillery-
supported attacks by enemy infantry. ,p

According to the new German field manuals, the key to defeating enemy
combined arms attacks thus lay in separating the enemy's tank and infantry
forces. German soldiers were trained to concentrate their small-arms fire on
the enemy infantrymen in order to separate them from any supporting tanks. '

While shredding the attacking infantry forces, German defenders were
supposed to dodge enemy tanks, leaving the destruction of these metal -
monsters to specially designated antitank teams.) Once the opposing infantry
attack had been smashed, any surviving tanks were considered both vulner- -.
able and relatively inconsequential. Those tanks, rampaging through the
German defensive zones like rogue elephants, coul(d be dispatched almost at
leisure by antitank weapons located to the rear.

Specific measures prescribed for antitank defense were mostly ('odifications
of 1918 practices. Tanks were to be neutralized by a combination of obstacles,71
minefields, and antitank weapons. Although antitank rifles would be available . %.
in all parts of the German defensive zones, the crew-served antitank guns
(Panzerahb'chr Kanonen. or Paks) and direct-fire artillery would generally e,
located to the rear of the main line of resistance. (The rearmed German
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Army of 1939 had a seven-man antitank section armed with three antitank
rifles in each rifle company. Each infantry regiment also contained a Pak.
antitank company, and each infantry division had a divisional antitank bat- .],
talion of three additional Pak companies.-)

Although Pak sections could be attached to forward elements in certain
circumstances, the Germans thought these guns could be used more effectively
as a "backstop" for the main infantry trench systems. They reasoned that
these rearward antitank weapons would be relatively safe from any prelim-
inary artillery bombardment, would be free to mass opposite tank penetrations
as necessary, and would be able to engage those tanks without embarrassment
from enemy infantry (see figure 4). German doctrine also allowed for the crea-
tion of special antitank asgault groups composed of small teams of infantry-
men who would try to destroy enemy tanks with mines and explosive charges
from close range. As always, all German units were expected to counterattack
vigorously in order to regain any position, even if it had been temporarily
overrun by hostile tanks.

% 
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Figure 4 German antitank concept ,%

Through the 1930s, German antitank doctrine thus corresponded to the e,,

.r

techniques first hammered out in 1917 and 1918. The first task of the
defending forces was to halt the enemy infantry; that done, the isolated enemy /
tanks would then be at the mercy of German antitank weapons and close
assault.51I Virtually all German writings about antitank warfare in the inter-

war period were based on the assumption that tanks without infantry were

, ' pitifully vulnerable to antitank weapons, an article of faith reaching back to
the difficult last day-, of the Great War. One retired general praised the ability ".
of "nearly invisible" antitank riflemen to prey on enemy tanks." Another" ('
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German officer spoke for many. when he assrted that e'xlp.rie'nc in th,,
Spanish Civil War confirmed that 'the defense is supo-riolr- ,o, tanks sinc'e
every tank-antitank duel in Spain had allegedl\ ended w ith ' .it()r\ for th. e
antitank gunners"

Defensive Use of German Tanks

One remarkable omission from the list o)f ierman antitank weapoins A.,s
the tank itself. General Ludwig Ritter von Firnannsherger, a pr,,lifi' writer
on antitank matters, characterized most German officers when he wrote in
1934 that "'the principle claiming the tank t,, he the best antitank w.ap,,n
has already been outlived and rendered untrue "L ike other facets (it (erman
doctrine, this belief stemmed from remembrances oif the (reat War in which
German tanks had played no such role. German tank design in the l9;I3os
provided physical evidence of this prejudice, since few German ianks in pro"
duction prior to September 1939 mounted a truly effective antitank gun
Furthermore, during World War 1. the German Army had hecuome ,,n\ , incvd
that tanks were "expressly weapons of attack " This )pinion was elv'ated to, .e
dogma in interwar German manuals and was frequentl\ reiterated h\ le'in/ -
Guderian and other German tank enthusiasts.,-

Although panzers were not considered antitank weapons themselves the
Germans did develop a doctrinal role for their armored farcjes that explited
the tank's offensive nature and conformed neatly to, the Elastic )efe'nse
format. In defensive battles. panizer units were to he held in reserve t,,r
delivering the counterattacks vital to the elastic defense in depth The shok

" and mobility of the panzers would lend weight to German c,unterbhlows, thus ."

assuring the annihilation of enemy infantry ',r armor mired in the (erman
defensive zones."

Some German officers saw in this system a clear cut division of lab.or
between tanks and infantry. Panzer units would be used exclusivelv in offen
sive roles, even within defensive scvnarios Infantry forces. presumably unable -%
to keep up with the offensive battles of maneuver envisioned by the panzer
generals, would be indispensable for defensive purposes due to their ability t,,

occupy and hold terrain. That panzer forces might have to conduct defensive
operations unrelieved by German infantry divisions was almo)st totall\
discounted." ,e

Early Trials: Poland and France

The campaigns in Poland and France proevoked no chang's tee German
defensive doctrine. If anything, operations during these spectacularly success %.A%

ful German offensives seemed te, diminish the importance of defensive precau %
tions. Skewered by German panzer thrusts, the Polish and French Armies
succumbed without seriously testing German defensive measures in return. In
each campaign, the Germans fought a small number of defensive engagements
Although the Germans learned some valuable tactical lessons, thev were ..
insufficient to spur a reevaluation of German defensive techniques

%,
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After-action reports from the Polish campaign revealed a general dissatis-
faction with training and small-unit leadership within the German Army.'
Singled out for criticism were a number of reservist units that in their training
and cohesion were not prepared fir the rigors of the Elastic l)efense."- In
October 1939. in an Army High Command memorandum detailing deficiencies
uncovered in Poland. defensive operations was listed as an area in need of
immediate improvement- This complaint however, emphasized performance %p
rather than doctrine."

The campaign in France likewise %%as not without its defensive lessons.
Most disquieting was the British tank attack at Arras on 21 May 1940. There.
the rapidly advancing German panzers had become separated from their
following infantry. Falling on the unsupported German infantry forces, the
British armored attack illustrated not only the danger inherent in the de facto
(;erman policy of giving separate offensive and defensive roles to their tanks
and infantry. but also the inadequacy of German antitank weaponry. Only
the timely fir( (of German 8s-mm flak guns and 105-mm field guns prevented
the German infantry from being entirely overrun, as shells from the German
37mram Paks and the even lighter antitank rifles rattled off the British
Matildas without apparent effect. German tanks, hurriedly retracing their %
steps and returning to, the scene, were also outgunned by both the British %
tanks and antitank guns.

The close call at Arras caused some ripples of concern within the German
Army hoiwever, this concern did not mature into reform. Although the German
panze'r and infantry firces had become perilously divided during the advance
to the (hannel-a situation to b. repeated on an even grander scale in
Russia-neither the French nor the British had been able to exploit this
vulnerability decisively The (;ermans. therefore, shrugged off the potential
danger A few new motorized infantry divisions were activated in the year

(;Ptran ~gti tanks (agtur.' PrIlft siippi) colt)mn 18 Sepfe nber 1939
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during a faddish pursuit of offensive maneuver, the conservative defensive
practices of 1918 had been reinstated in the German Army by the mid-1930s. .0"?
This defensive doctrine concentrated on halting enemy infantry attacks by Va..

means of a defense in depth consisting of a series of defensive zones. Within
these zones, enemy infantry forces were to be defeated by firepower, tactical
maneuver, and vigorous counterattack. In the 1918 tradition, tanks were
regarded as a lesser threat than enemy infantry. German antitank measures
followed the 1918 outlines: enemy tanks would have their accompanying
infantry stripped away; their advance would be obstructed by mines and
obstacles; and a mixture of direct-fire artillery, antitank gunfire, and individual
close assault would destroy those tanks that actually penetrated the German
defensive positions. German tank units had no defensive role other than to
deliver counterattacks where necessary to help crush enemy penetrations.

Whatever its potential faults, this doctrine suited the structure of the 1941
German armies. Its few panzer units aside, the Wehrmacht was as over-
whelmingly pedestrian as had been the Imperial German Army of 1918. The
Elastic Defense fit the skills, capabilities, and disposition of this preponder- .r,
antly infantry-based force. On the eve of World War II, foreign military
observers correctly concluded that, with regard to defensive doctrine, the
"German training manuals [showed] that the new German Army accepted
the legacy of war-experience of its predecessors unreservedly.".

The German Elastic Defense doctrine made the following assumptions
about modern warfare, and they would be severely tested in the campaign
against Russia.

* The burden of any sustained defensive fighting would be borne by
infantry divisions, supported only as necessary by panzers held in reserve for .
counterattack.

* Sufficient quantities of German infantrymen would be available in %
defensive situations to organize a cohesive defense in depth. %

* The principal threat would be posed by the enemy's infantry forces, %
and therefore, any German defense should be disposed primarily with an eye
to defeating a dismounted attack.

G (erman commanders in defensive operations would be allowed the flexi-
bility to select positions and conduct the defense in an "elastic" fashion as
had been the 1918 custom.

None of these assumptions had been disproved in the 1939 or 1940 " %

campaigns. However, within the first two years of the Russian campaign, the
German Arm' conducted major defensive operations under circumstances that
invalidated them all.

-.,.%.
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Barbarossa-The German
Initiative

The greatest land campaign of World War II began on 22 June 19.41 wh'en
Adolf Hitler ordered German armies eastward against the Soviet Union.
Confident that Operation Barbarossa would result in a rapid offensive vi('tor.
over the Russians, the Germans were unprepared for the prolonged, savage '_
conflict that followed. Germany's unpreparedness showed in a variety of ways. -'

Strategic planning was haphazard, logistical support was insufficient, and-'%
given the magnitude of both the theater and the enemy, the number of com-
mitted German divisions was wholly inadequate.

The first year of the Russo-German War consisted of two separate phases.
The first phase-the German initiative-lasted from 22 June until the first
week of December 1941. During that period, three German army groups.
numbering more than 3 million men, marched toward Leningrad. Moscow.
and Rostov. The second phase-the Soviet initiative-began at the end of
1941, as the final German attacks ground to a halt short of Moscow. "rom
early December until the following spring, the Soviets lashed back at the
Germans with a series of furious counteroffensives.

German defensive operations played a major role in each phase. The
accounts of the spectacular early successes of Barbarossa tend to obscure the
fact that those offensive victories frequently required hard defensive fighting
by German units. Once the Soviet winter counteroffensives began, German
military operations were, of course, almost entirely defensive.

fn both phases, the German Army was largely unable to execute the
defensive techniques prescribed by German doctrine. As the German armies
advanced from ,June to )ecember 1941, the deployment posture of (;rman '9

divisions was governed by offensive rather than defensive considerati,,ns. -
Consequently, German units seldom had the time or the inclination to organi/.-
the sort of careful defense in depth described in their training manuals. l.ik,
wise, German defensive operations during the Soviet winter counterofff,nsivvs
seldom conformed to the procedures in Truppenfiihrmng. I mitations imp)sed
by terrain and weather; critical frontline shortages of men. supplies. a nd
equipment; and Hlitler's reluctance to allow any withdrawals )y forward l'
ments prevented a general implementation of the Elastic De)ftense. Instead.
embattled German divisions resorte(l to expedient defensive met h ids ditated -
by the exceptional conditions in which they found themselves, 
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The Defensivie Aspects of Blitzkrieg

l'o avoid the dissipation of a two- front war, the German 11 igh( rm
expected to "crush Soviet Russia in a lightning campaign" during t he sunI1ro.1
of 1941 (see map I L The key to this rapid victory lay in destroying "the 1,ii
of the Russian Army stationed in Western Russia ... lby daring Ipvration
led by deeply penetrating armored spearheads." To achieve this goal, the C
mans plannedI to trap the Soviet armies in a series of' encircled pomcket ,
Not only would this strategy chop the numnerically superior Soviet fiorces inil
manageable morsels, hut it also would prevent the Soviets fromn prflonigi
hostilities by exec'uting a strategic' withdrawal into the vast Russian inte ri(v

In the campaigns opening battles, the Germans used Kci wid A, "s
Wedge and caldron) tactics to effect the encirclement and destruct irh'n ?

Red Army in western Russia (see figure 5). After penetrating Soviet (lefcn?4, P
rapidly advancing German forces-their Keil spearheads formed bY fCe'
independent panizer groups-would enclose the enemy with11in two nin
rings. The first ring would he closed by the leading panizer forces and \l'
isolate the enemy. Following closely on the heels of the motoriized elvtiwn
hard-marching infantry divisions would form a second inner ring around th

%trapped Soviet units. Facing inward. these German infantry forces wvou (1de
in the struggling Russians. containing any attempted breakouts until h11
caldron, or pocket, could be l iq uidated. Meanw hile. the nlobi le fo0rces ini 1h

* wider ring faced outward. simult aneously parrying any enemyv relief a
while preparing for a new offensive lunge once the pocket's annii h at ion '-

* (~com plet e.

GenerallY, in offensive maneuvers, the Germans sought to place t l'i 1n,1

inl a posit ion from which they' could condut tactical defensive pewrziti Pi'

This way, the Germans could enjoy hot h the advant ages of straft'gi or opj.

fional initiative and the benefits of tactical defense. True to thiiis prin -1it
the encirclement operations conducted during Barbari 'ssa conoain ed ii

defensive comp nents. O nce a Kvssv'l was formed1. the temporary toi?

* h d ~boh the panzer and the in fantry rings was defensive: the In nor tt
ring blocked enemyi escape, while the outer (armored) one barre-d en in
Trhe defensive fighting that attended the formation and( liquidatin i

pockets revealed serious problems in applying Germa.,n (lefE'ns i\
however.

Fearsome in thev attaek. Germian panzer dlivisions were- [H-sitii 1 t r--
tdefenrsio~c missions due to their relative lack of' infantry., lPrew;iv G,~
defenisive thiottrine ha;d envisioned using infantrY for defensive c
reserving panzer units for coiinterattacks, a i-ole, cmimintirat %.,:h

% ~suim~.stdlY )f'tvnisi~ natur-e. Panzer divisions were rict-u itz
o~rg~inizel Io tight defe-nsively wvithout inlfantry suppo)rt lla)\\ cr.1I
dieep. rapid advances oft Bnrharossa. the (;trnmn panturs rnoltin--\ , ing
aheead of the marching in)fant rY and were therefore on t heir .i ii.

fighting

D uring theor cla-ej v-iicleniiets. fm!nter (fivlii15 fu1nd e'\I-!
* -at defen1se. to he- a prudlen FielId Marshal Frich \o Mawst
%swriling h~is a-\1wrihiit-i. ;is ;I ;;al/a r n-s c-auiiiit:tiiilar 11) -'
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COUNTE RATTACK

LFGEND

pgtire 5 German Ke und Kessel tactics. 1941

summer of 1941. observed that "the security of a tank formation operating in
the enemy's rear largely [depended] on its ability to keep moving. Once it

Icamel to a halt, it would he immediately assailed from all sides by the J-
ienemy's reserves." The position of such a stationary panzer unit, Manstein .

added, could best be described as "hazardous."-, To defend itself, a halted%
panzer unit would curl up into a defensive laager called a hedgehog. These .,-. .

hedgehogs provided all-around security for the stationary panzers and were
utsed( for night defensive positions as well as for resupply halts.',

T'he panzer hedgehogs solved the problem of self-defense but were not
suitable for controlling wide stretches of territory. The German K'il und
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Kessel offensive tactics, however, required that enveloping panzer divisions
control terrain from a defensive posture: first, until the following infantry ON. coy" ] throw a tighter noose around the encircled enemy and then as a barrier

against relief attacks by enemy reserves. Not surprisingly, the panzer divi-
sions often had difficulty in performing these two tasks. On at least one occa-
sion, for example, an encircling German panzer unit actually had to defend
itself from simultaneous attacks on both its inner and outer fronts. The 7th
Panzer Division, having just closed the initial ring around the Smolensk

pocket, faced such a crisis on 1 August 1941. General Franz Halder, the chief 4
of staff of the Army High Command, glumly wrote in his personal diary that
"we need hardly be surprised if 7th Panzer Division eventually gets badly
hurt. Ideally, German motorized infantry divisions should have assisted the
panzers in defensive situations. However, in 1941, the number of motorized .

divisions was too few and the scope of operations too great for this to occur
in practice.,

Until relieved by infantry, German panzer divisions were hard-pressed to
contain encircled enemy forces. As Red Army units tried to escape from a
pocket, the German panzers continually had to adjust their lines to maintain
concentric pressure on the Soviet rear guards and to block major breakout
efforts. Containment of such a "wandering pocket" required nearly constant
movement by the panzer divisions, a process that prevented even the divi-
sional infantry units from forming more than hasty defensive positions.9 Even
so, until the following infantry divisions closed up, the panzer ring around a
Kessel remained extremely porous.' (' As a result, many Soviet troops avoided
German prisoner-of-war cages by simply filtering through the hedgehog picket .
line. Although the panzer divisions did their best to disrupt this egress with
artillery fire and occasional tank forays, German commanders conceded that
large numbers of Russians managed to melt through the German lines."'

Soviet relief attacks posed problems of a different sort for the German
panzer units. While the Germans devoted themselves to forming and digesting
a particular Kessel, Soviet units outside the pocket often had time to gather
their operational wits and organize a coordinated counterblow. When delivered,
these counterattacks fell heavily on the outer ring of the German armor. The
panzer units fared better in these circumstances, since they could often use
their own mobility and shock effect to strike at the approaching Soviets. How-
ever, the German defensive problem was greatly compounded when the Soviet
counterattacks included T-34 or KV model tanks, both of which were virtually
invulnerable to fire from German tanks.'2 The predicament of the German
armor in these circumstances might have been truly desperate had it not been
for the support that attached Luftwaffe antiaircraft batteries provided to most
of the panzer divisions. Originally assigned to the spearhead divisions to pro- -:

tect them against Soviet air attack, these Luftwaffe batteries-and especially
the 88-mm high-velocity flak guns-had their primary mission gradually
altered from air defense to ground support.'' Although German armored units
were thus generally successful in repelling counterattacks, the sheer weight of
these coordinated relief attempts-especially when supported by the heavier -

Soviet tanks-hammered the panzer divisions as no other fighting in the war
had yet done.
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German infantrymen march forward along a dusty Russian road. July 1941

The German infantry divisions, tramping forward in the wake of the
motorized vanguards, had the double responsibility of providing timely support %

for the armored spearheads and of concurrently guarding the flanks of the
German advance against Soviet counterattacks. General Halder described the
marching infantry as a "conveyor belt" defensive screen along which succes- .
sive units passed en route to the Kessel battles at the front.'' The German .
infantry advanced at a forced-march pace in order to catch up with the mobile
forces as quickly as possible. (Those infantry divisions marching immediately
to the rear of the panzer groups were especially abused by being shunted
onto secondary roads in order to avoid congesting the supply arteries of the
far-ranging panzers.' )

Like the panzer forces, the German infantry units had defensive difficulties -, .
.0

of their own. The lathered haste of the infantry advance reduced defensive

% '
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efficiency, since there was little time for organizing defensive positions. In
accordance with published German doctrine, infantry units tried to site their
emplacements on the reverse slopes of hills and ridges and stood poised to
eject penetrating enemy forces with immediate counterattacks.' As a rule,
however, only hasty defensive positions could be prepared during halts, and
even then, infantry units remained deployed more in a marching posture than
in the alignments specified by the Elastic I)efense. 7

Even though the infantry advance was rapid, infantry units did not 4%
receive the same kind of protection from Soviet counterattacks that mobility
provided for motorized units. From the beginning of the campaign, Soviet
counterblows were almost a daily occurrence for German infantry units. An
early Soviet High Command directive ordered Red Army counterattacks at
every opportunity. This directive continued to animate Soviet tactics through-
out the summer and autumn of 1941.11-

To supply additional protective fire for German infantry units on the
march, artillery batteries of various calibers were spaced throughout the march
columns. By providing responsive fire support to nearby units, these batteries
simplified the otherwise complex problem of fire control for scattered, moving, .1
and occasionally intermixed infantry forces. ' In some units, improvised flak
combat squads, consisting of two 88-mm and three 20-mm antiaircraft guns,
were also distributed among the ground infantry forces to bolster defensive
firepower.2" Moreover, the dispersal of artillery and antiaircraft units through- r.
out the divisional columns reduced the vulnerability of the guns to ground
attack-an important consideration in the chaos of June and July 1941 when
bypassed or overlooked Red Army units often appeared unexpectedly along -..

the march route.
The posting of artillery and flak units in the infantry march columns

also lent additional antitank firepower to the foot soldiers. As with the
panzers elsewhere, the infantry found its Pak antitank guns and antitank
rifles ineffective against any but the lightest Soviet tanks. The result, as one
German commander wrote, was that "the defense against enemy tanks had
to be left to the few available 88mm Flaks, the 105mm medium guns, and
the division artillery."21 Although the use of artillery in a direct-fire, antitank
role was consistent with German doctrine in Truppenfihrung-and was, for
that matter, in keeping with the German practices of 1917 and 1918-the anti-
tank experience was unpleasant for German gunners. The German artillery
pieces and their caissons were cumbersome, had high silhouettes, and were
too valuable to be risked in routine duels with Soviet tanks.22  "

Given the anemic firepower of the German Paks and the reluctance of
the artillerists, the German infantryman often became the antitank weapon
of last resort. German combat reports frequently spoke of Soviet tanks being
knocked out in close combat by German infantrymen using mines and grenade
clusters.- Such heroism exacted a high price, and heavy infantry casualties
often resulted when Soviet tanks actually overran German positions. On 10
July, for example, the German Eleventh Army reported that elements of its
19Sth Infantry I)ivision had been caught without antitank support and mauled
badly by a heavy tank attack.2 ' Not surprisingly, such incidents caused some
German infantry units to he skittish in the face of tank assaults. Experience
proved to be the best tonic for this condition: German division commanders ,
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reported that any lingering tank fear disappeared following the first successful
defeat of a Russian tank onslaught.-

-

One of the first set-piece antitank actions fought by German infantry in %

World War II occurred on 25-26 June near Magierov. There, the German

97th Light Infantry Division hastily deployed its own infantry and artillery
forces in depth to defeat a division-strength Soviet tank attack. In this engage-
ment, the Russian tank and infantry contingents were separated and then
annihilated in a textbook application of the German antitank technique.-",

During the first months of Barbarossa, German infantry waged some of
its heaviest defensive combat while containing encircled Soviet units. Keil und
Kessel tactics required that the German infantry divisions reduce pocketed
Russian forces by offensive pressure and also block the frenzied Russian
attempts to break out. -. -

One of the campaign's first defensive engagements to be widely reported

by the German press illustrated the tactical difficulty of these battles. While

A German newspaper sketch showing German troops destroying a Soviet tank with grenades and gasoline
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c'ounted 3~60. These divisioins indeed are not armed and eq uipped accoirding tee
ocur standards, and their tactical leadershTp is often pooer But there t he.% are.
and if we smash at dozen of them, the Russians simplN put up another
doz n." As the entire German strategy for Harharossa had gambled on shat
tering Soviet resistance in at few battles o~f encirclement, continued Soviet
pugnacit * confounded German planning and provoked at strategic reassessment
by the German High Command. This strategic reassessment shaped the next
series cit' defensive battles fought by G;ermain soldiers in Russia

German Strategy Reconsidered

In late July 1941, the German leadership was perplexed at the strategic
situation iin the ground. Barely five weeks into the campaign the German
armies were beginning to flounder in the vastness of Russian space. The
Russian theater was so immense-and ever widening ats the Germans pushed
eastward-that cccncentratod Gjerman force could onlNy be applied in it few
areas. The overall ratio oif German force tot Russian space Was so loew, in
fact, that a c'ont inuo us G erman front linte coulId no t be maintained Instead.
sizable gaps routinely yawned betwe-en major German units. Too, substantial
geographic obl-stacles divided the G;ermain army groups the Pripyat Mars'-I
region liv between Arm,% Groiups Center mnd South. while forests, streams.
and poo r ri ad, reduced lateral mio vement withbin and between A rmY G rou ps
North ,cn'l Center -

Germa n uits ii.. camt, danger' us!\ separated in dept h as %t-elitas in width.

'I he m' itblit,% ii ft'erence-. bet ween the m' it' rized and nirrm' it eru/ed elements oft
the Wc'hrmprachr cati%,d the (ermans- tow advance. in effect. in t%%(, distinct
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of the Soviet Union. Such strong and nearly unanimous opposition caused
Hitler to waver temporarily, and as a result, he issued a series of conflicting
strategic directives between 30 July and the latter part of August. "

While the Germans argued strategy, the Soviets demonstrated that they
could, in fact, exploit the fissures in the German front. During the second
week of August, strong Russian forces (the Thirty-Fourth Army and parts of
the Eleventh Army) thrust into a gap between the German X and 11 Corps
south of Lake Ilmen (see map 2). Driving north and west from the area south
of Staraya Russa, the Russians advanced nearly sixty kilometers by 14 August
and threatened not only the flank of the German X Corps but the entire rear-
ward communications of the Sixteenth Army and Army Group North. "I Locked
in desperate defensive combat, the divisions of the German X Corps were
unable to establish an elastic defense in depth due to extended frontages and
a severe shortage of reserves. " ' Furthermore, since Army Group North's %
motorized elements were concentrated in the Panzer Group 4 area north of zu.
Lake Ilmen, no panzers were available to counterattack enemy penetrations
as had been envisioned in Truppenfiihrung. Field Marshal von Leeb, comman-
der of Army Group North and author of prewar articles on defensive opera-
tions, gave a grim situation report to the Army General Staff on 18 August. -

"

Halder wrote in his diary: "Very gloomy picture of the situation in X Corps.
The last man has been thrown into the fighting; the troops are exhausted.
The enemy keeps on pushing north of Staraya Russa. Only the engineer
companies are left for commitment. The Commanding General, X Corps, and
Commander-in-Chief, Army Group [North], think they are luckv if this front
holds another day."'"

Hitler was extremely agitated by this Soviet blow and created a stir within
the German High Command by frantically ordering m(obile units stripped from
other sectors to deal with this new emergency. 2 Manstein's XLVI Panzer
Corps (the 3d Motorized Infantry Division and the Wafen SS Totenkopf
Motorized Division) was detached from Panzer Group 4 and brought on a
circuitous rearward march to strike the enemy's western flank on 19 August.
This surprise counterstroke quickly caused the Soviet offensive to collapse."

Although the Germans could thus claim victory in this battle-the first
substantial defensive crisis on the Russian Front-it bore little resemblance
to the neat Elastic Defense of German doctrine. The width of the front and
the scarcity of forces had robbed the Germans of their desired defensive depth
and ready reserves. Consequently, the German defensive line had stood in ->
imminent danger of collapse until saved by the counterattack of Manstein's
mechanized posse. Even this use of German mobile forces had more correctly
been a counteroffensive rather than a counterattack, since it had been -
marshaled and delivered apart from the defensive battle per se. -

On 21 August, Hitler clarified German strategy by ordering new offensive
drives on both wings of the Eastern Front. In the Army Group North area,
German forces would strike toward Leningrad to isolate that city and link up
with the Finns east of Lake Ladoga. Farther south, even stronger elements
would advance southward from the right flank of Army Group Center to
encircle and annihilate the Soviet armies facing Army Group South in the
Kiev salient. This latter action would open the way to the Crimea. the ion
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Basin industrial area, and the Caucasian oil-producing regimn. Army (,r,,up
Center, which since the second halt of -July had been prirnaril% engaiged in
defensive fighting while attempting to consolidate and refit its divi.,iorns.
would assume an outright defensive posture with the rump 1f its fri ,.t,
map 3).

Hitler justified this controversial new strategy on duhious ,,(',mm ni -nd
political grounds, thereby overruling the purely military views ,f his si''r i-'
officers. The recent Soviet offensive near Staraya Russa proa hlv had !ielled

Hitler make his decision by demonstrating the (anger ot' leavirig intac t S(;%lit
forces on either flank of Army Group ('enter. In this respect., flithlr., didd
course of action-much criticized by German officers in later years as pe.rhap,
the decisive mistake of World War li-seemed militarily prudent sin,c it
eradicated, once and for all, the threats to the German flanks.!

Conducting offensives to the north and south meant that an d , ,,on
Moscow would have to be postponed indefinitely. Two months earlie.r at thi'
beginning of Barbarossa, the concentration and power of the (German forces

had been sufficient to allow simultaneous offensives on all parts (f the front
By late August, however. German units were too dispersed and their conbat
potential too diminished to repeat such a feat.

Since the beginning of the campaign, the line of contact with Russialn
forces had stretched by nearly 50 percent, yet few reinforcements had been 4

added to the German order of battle. German combat units were fatigued from 1.
the combination of rapid advance and heavy combat experienced thus far.
On 24 August, for example. Halder estimated that the combat strength (it the
German infantry divisions averaged 60 percent of full ,apacity and the panzer
divisions only 50 percent."'

German combat power was adversely affected by logistical considerations
as well. Available stocks of fuel, food, and ammunition had sunk to danger.
ously low levels in many units, and supply deliveries were becoming reort'
erratic as distances increased. The execrable Russian roads were claiming a
heavy toll on the mobile units so that German tarnks and other motor vehicles
desperately needed extensive maintenance. (lncredibly. through ,Jul-. Hitler

German troops advance on fool bicycle and horse cart dorint hi, ',tmmtr of 1941 H,o', I--
roads and incompatible rail nelwork disrupted German supply o)pralons.
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had ordered that replacement tanks be withheld from the east in order to build %
new divisions for later use elsewhere. This policy compounded the already
difficult maintenance and equipment replacement problems of the panzer
divisions."7 ) German personnel replacements-originally gauged for a short
campaign-were running low.-' Too, the replacement of lost weapons and
other equipment was proceeding slowly: the German war economy had not
been geared up for Barbarossa, and current production lagged behind con-
sumption. Indeed, in anticipation of a rapid victory in Russia, German arma-
ments production was already shifting emphasis away from army materiel.
In fact, by December 1941, monthly weapons output had declined by 29 per-
cent from earlier peak production.- :

With German forces dissipated, the diverging operations that Hitler had
ordered to the north and south dashed the Army High Command's hopes of

* a climactic advance on Moscow. To lend weight to the attack on Leningrad
and the great envelopment at Kiev, Army Group Center had to relinquish
most of its armor and a large share of its infantry. General Hermann Hoth's
Panzer Group 3 had to hold a portion of Army Group Center's static front
with nonmotorized infantry divisions inasmuch as both its XXXIX and LVII
Panzer Corps were sent to assist Army Group North. General Heinz
Guderian's Panzer Group 2 (less one corps) and General Freiherr von Weichs'
Second Army were ordered south to fall on the rear of the Soviet Southwest
Front guarding Kiev.

Shorn of its offensive cutting edge, Army Group Center thus had to remain
on the defensive until the operations on its left and right concluded. The
defensive battles waged by Army Group Center from the end of July through
September 1941 are instructive for being the first German attempt in World
War II to sustain a large-scale positional defense.

Defense by Army Group Center, July-September 1941

In late July, Army Group Center concluded a successful offensive by
closing a large pocket at Smolensk. While this Kessel was being liquidated,
the German forces endured the predictable Soviet assaults against their inner
and outer encircling rings. Although hard-pressed at several points, the
German lines remained generally intact.' Desperate to spring open the trap
around Smolensk, the Soviet High Command released fresh Red Army forces ' "
to reinforce the counterattacks. Particularly ferocious were the relief attacks

that Marshal Semen K. Timoshenko's Western Front hurled against the '.

German lines north of Roslavl and near Yelnya 'M The Soviet thrust from
Roslavl misfired as forces of Panzer Group 2 deftly swallowed the attacking
Russians into a new Kessel at the beginning of August. However, the Red
Armv' attacks on the narrow, exposed German salient at Yelnya began a bitter '

six-week battle for that town.

Seized by the XLVI Panzer Corps of Guderian's panzer group on 20 July,
the Yelnya salient enclosed a bridgehead over the Desna River and high
ground valuable for the continuation of German offensive operations toward
Moscow. If Yelnya had strategic value as a foothold from which future offen-.%
sive operations might be launched, it also offered tactical liabilities: it was
surrounded on three sides by powerful Soviet forces, its rearward communica-
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tions were clogged with German units fighting to subdue the Smolensk Kessel,
and it was also some 275 miles from the nearest German supply dumps.52
Since other German forces were initially distracted by the Soviet attack from
Roslavl, the motorized units (the 10th Panzer Division and the SS Das Reich
Motorized Division) that had captured Yelnya had to hold it until Guderian
could bring up marching infantry. As with the containment of surrounded
pockets during encirclement battles, this sort of independent defensive action
by panzer and motorized forces had not been envisioned in German prewar %
manuals on defense.

The two German mobile divisions fought at a severe disadvantage. Both
units were fatigued and understrength from their earlier offensive efforts.
Ammunition and fuel were in short supply, and the confining terrain within
the salient nullified their mobility and shock effect. The 10th Panzer Division
suffered from the shortage of infantrymen endemic to such units and therefore
was poorly suited for positional defense."' To offset these handicaps, Guderian
requested that the Luftwaffe concentrate close air support in the Yelnya area."" -

'o Guderian's annoyance, German air support over Yelnya was abruptly
withdrawn after only a brief appearance: its operating strength depleted by
wear and a shortage of advanced airfields, the Luftwaffe began husbanding
its resources for use in operations of "strategic" significance. In preference to
the -tactical" defense at Yelnya, the Luftuaffe chose instead to concentrate
its planes in the Second Army sector to protect the southern flank of Army
Group ('enter.)

Timoshenko continued to concentrate forces opposite Yelnya and began a
new series of attacks on 24 July For two weeks thereafter, Soviet attacks '
hattered the German lines at Yelna virtually without interruption. On 30 July,
for example, the German defenders threw back thirteen separate attacks on
their positions."' One measure of the growing German peril came on 3 August -
when Guderian ordered his last available reserve-the guard company for the
panzer group headquarters-into the fighting at Yelnya..,7 In a telephonic
report to General Halder on the same date, Field Marshal Fedor von Bock,
the commander of Army Group Center, worried aloud about his lack of
reserves against the costly Russian attacks. Bock further commented that,
with present resources, he could not guarantee against a "catastrophe" at
Yelnva. i..4.

The catastrophe feared by Bock was averted through the timely arrival of
infantry reinforcements, which became available as Russian resistance in the
Smolensk Kesse1 died on 5 August. Guderian quickly moved infantry divisions
into the Yelnya salient, hoping that their greater defensive capacities would
repel the Russian assaults. Also, flak batteries of the Luftwaffe's I Antiair-
(raft Artillery Corps were brought up to bolster the Yelnya defenses."' By 8
A\uguist. all (uderian's mobile units-including those previously holding .'-
Yelnya-had been withdrawn from combat and had commenced refitting."'"
This earliest phase of the Yelnya fighting had shown, however, that opera-
tional requirements would not allow the Germans the luxury of using their
mobile panzer forces only in offensive roles. Moreover, this fighting had again
dv.eniistrated the unsuitability of using infantry-poor panzer units in static
d.fensive, operations.
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Field Marshal Fedor von Bock, commander
of Army Group Center during Barbarossa
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As German infantrymen dug in along the Yelnya perimeter, the character
of the fighting changed. Hitler, during a conference with Brauchitsch and
Bock at Army Group Center headquarters on 4 August, confirmed the r-.
necessity of holding Yelnya. 1 Consequently, the German defense at Yelnya -.
was no longer an expedient holding action awaiting offensive thrusts to be
rerrt.ed. Instead, the newly arrived infantry deployed as best it could into a
deliberate nsive posture. Acknowledging this, Halder noted on 6 August:
"At Yelnya, we now'R"ft regular position warfare."62 The Soviets, too, shifted
their stance somewhat. With the capitulation of the trapped Red Army forces
at Smolensk and Roslavl, a breakthrough by Timoshenko's forces no longer
had any major strategic purpose. Therefore, on 8 August, Soviet attacks
temporarily subsided as the Russians awaited the Germans' next move." :

When the Russians realized that the Germans were not going to follow
their Smolensk triumph with an immediate drive on Moscow, Soviet attacks
again flared up along the central front. The German passivity offered the
Russians the unique opportunity of battering an entire German army group
under conditions of Soviet choosing. Therefore. Marshal Timoshenko's Western
Front pressed new attacks between Velikiye Luki and Toropets against the
German Ninth Army, which was holding the northernmost portion of Army
Group Center's sector. Meanwhile, General Georgi K. Zhukov's newly assem- -_

bled Reserve Front was ordered to renew attacks on the inviting Yelnya
salient. These assaults began during the second week of August and continued
with unprecedented intensity for nearly a month. " ,
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Field Marshal von Bock discerned the threat that these attacks posed to
Army Group Center. Bock had no desire to see his units ground up piecemeal
in battles of attrition and preferred instead to resume the fluid battles of
maneuver that had earlier characterized the campaign. When the Soviet attack
at Staraya Russa produced the mid-August crisis in the Army Group North
area. Bock scorned Hitler's panicky orders to shift mobile forces there from
Army Group Center. On 15 August, Bock argued to Halder that the best
course of action against the numerically superior enemy facing his army
group was an early return to the offensive. Any transfer of armored striking
power away from Bock's command to support the offensives on the German
wings would probably destroy the basis for such a general advance by Army
Group Center. A prolonged defense, Bock continued, was "impossible in the
present position. The front of Army Group [Center], with its forty divisions
sprawled over the 130 kilometer front, is exceedingly overextended, and a
changeover to determined defense entails far-reaching planning, to the details
of which no prior thought has been given. The present disposition and line is
in no way suited for sustained defense." . In doctrinal terms, Bock recognized
that the width of the front held by the army group precluded the use of the
Elastic Defense, since insufficient forces were available to create defensive
depth and reserves ready for counterattack. Also, Army Group Center's front-
line trace was defined by its recent offensive advances and therefore was
unlikely to provide many terrain advantages for defense. Furthermore, Bock's
warning that no logistical provisions had been made for a prolonged defense
were shortly affirmed in battle: German forces lacked the stockpiles of supplies
and ammunition necessary for sustained positional warfare.

Bock's worst fears came to pass on 21 August when Hitler stripped Army
Group Center of most of its mobile divisions in order- to support the attacks
toward Leningrad and Kiev. While bulletins hailed new German victories on
both flanks, Army Group Center manned a thin defensive dike against a tide
of Red Army attacks. As Bock had warned, the weak forces and improvised
defensive posture of his army group virtually invited disaster. ,

General Adolf Strauss' Ninth Army manned the northern half of Army
Group Center's stationary front. Marshal Timoshenko's new attacks against
Nintl, Army benefited not only from heavy artillery and rocket bombardments,
but from local Soviet air superiority as well."6 The German divisions here
were overextended and lacked depth: divisional frontages often exceeded twelve ,' .
miles in width, and the German defenses normally consisted of a string of '
strongpoints rather than a continuous defense in depth 7 (see map 4).

From 11 August onward, Soviet attacks created local crises along the
Ninth Army front on an almost daily basis. On Strauss' right, for example,
heavy Russian attacks in the VIII Corps sector repeatedly punctured the front
of the 161st Infantry Division. On 17 August, this German front was held
only by counterattacks by the' 161st Division's last few reserves. Renewed
Russian assaults in the same sector broke open the front on succeeding days
and captured some of the 161st I)ivision's artillery on 19 August. Its line
penetrated again on 21 August, the 161st Division was withdrawn from com-
bat altogether on 24 August. At this time, it was reported to be at only 25
percent strength-a measure of the punishment that the entire VIII Corps
had received during this period., ;"
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Farther north, tank-supported attacks against the Ninth Army's V and
VI Corps also endangered the German front, achieving many smali break-ins.
Under enormous pressure and in an attempt to tighten its defensive grip, the %
V Corps withdrew its lines to better defensive terrain on 25 August."" Even
this measure proved to be unavailing, for on 28 August, Bock reported to
Halder that it was doubtful whether the V Corps sector could be held for
even five more days.-," On 27 August, the Soviets made a deep penetration .-

into the front of the German 26th Division (VI Corps).i The German counter-
attacks to drive back this threat were so narrowly successful that Bock and %
Halder discussed diverting the entire LVII Panzer Corps (which was en route
to Army Group North for the Leningrad operation) to the threatened front of'
Ninth Army.72

While Ninth Army warded off these blows, General Zhukov's Reserve
Front was pummeling the German salient at Yelnya. In spite of earlier
German attempts to fortify the Yelnya position, that sector of the German
front remained short of the Elastic Defense ideal.

As with Ninth Army, first among the German problems at Yelnya was
the chronic shortage of men. Even after infantry divisions relieved the panzer
forces in the salient in the first week of August, the German forces there
were not sufficient to organize an elastic defense in depth. Two General Staff V1
officers, reporting the results of a Yelnya fact-finding trip to General Halder,
flatly described the German units there as "overextended." When the German
Fourth Army took control of the Yelnya sector from Guderian's headquarters
on 22 August, conditions there appalled General Gbinther Blumentritt. Fourth
Army's chief of staff. As he later wrote: "When I say that our lines are thin,
this is an understatement. Divisions were assigned sectors almost twenty miles
wide. Furthermore, in view of the heavy casualties already suffered in the
course of the campaign, these divisions were usually understrength and
tactical reserves were nonexistent. - ,

With manpower in such short supply, German defenses in the Yelnya area %
generally consisted of a single trenchline instead of the multizoned Elastic -"

Defense. No advanced position or outpost zone stood in front of the main line
of resistance, since troops for these posts could not be spared. Without
adequate forward security, many units even had to abandon the reverse-slope
defensive deployment that the Germans preferred for protection from enemy
observation and fire. ,-

An example is that of the 78th Infantry Division. During a forward
reconnaissance on 19 August, while preparing to relieve another division at
Yelnya, officers of the 78th discovered that the German front consisted mostly
of a thin line of disconnected rifle pits. No rearward positions had been %

prepared, and due to a shortage of mines and barbed wire. orly a handful of
obstacles stood in the way of any Soviet attack. '[e German lines were poorly,,y
sited, being almost entirely exposed to enemy positions on higher ground. As
a result, any daylight movement within the German lines invited a rain of
enemy artillery and mortar shells. In fact. the Soviet fire was so dominant
that German casualties had to remain in their foxholes unitil after dark liefore
they could be evacuated.-" )espite gooId intentions, leaders of the 78th 1)ivi 
sion found it virtually impossible to improve the defensive situation after
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occupying their sector on '2"2 August. A batta;ion commander in the 2:38th -

Infantry Regiment noted that the strength an(d accuracy of Soviet fire pre
cluded all efforts to extend German entren('hments 1) day, while the necessit v
of guarding against Soviet infiltration at night l)revented the formatiom of
nocturnal work parties. Also, adequate ieserves (ould n)t he found to) rein force r
threatened sectors after manning its twelve-mile-wide sector. the entire 78th
I)ivision held less than one full battalion in reserve._"

Unahle to rely to any great extent on the Elastic )efense principles of % P
depth and local counterattack, the Germans were also hampered in their
attempts to shrivel Russian attacks with firepower. German small-arms fire
was diluted hv the wide unit frontages, and an enduring shortage of artillery
ammunition around Yelnya diminished large-caliber fire support.-- With %-_
artillery rounds in short supply, the Germans could not afford to ,onduct
counterbattery fire or even counterpreparations against suspected enemy attack
concentrations. In sharp contrast, the Russians hammered the German lines _-_

unrelentingly. The Soviet bombardments included not only artillery and
mortar shells of all calibers, but also the fearsome new Katyusha rockets and %
strikes by Russian planes.-- German prisoners taken by the Soviets at Yelnya
confessed that the heavy shelling-especially in comparison to the miserly
German response-badly hurt German morale. ", More directly, since bombard-
ment always plays a major role in positional warfare, the greater weight of
Soviet artillery fire probably caused a proportionately higher German daily
casualty rate.

German troops defend captured Russian village, summer 1941
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At the beginning of the renewed Yelnya battles, the German defense
conformed to established doctrine in one important respect: panzer units were
held in reserve to the rear of the German front. Although theoretically 0%
available for counterattack, these forces-the XLVI Panzer Corps, which had
been relieved earlier on the Yelnya perimeter-with one exception did not
intervene in the fighting. Through late August, the XIVI Panzer Corps (the
Grossdeutsch land Motorized Infantry Regiment, 10th Panzer )ivision, and SS
Das Reich Motorized Division) waz; belatedly refitting and therefore was
exempt from counterattack use. Even before these units had completed
refitting, Guderian was badgering Bock to release them to reinforce the
offensive drive on Kiev. After a series of heated arguments between Guderian
and his superiors, Grossdeutschland and Das Reich were finally ordered
south.", By that time, however, Bock judged that Fourth Army's deteriorating
defensive front could only be salvaged by a major panzer counterattack and
therefore detached the 10th Panzer Division from the XINI Panzer Corps and :.rd
assigned it to the Fourth Army. Thus it was that the 10th Panzer Division
was the only one of the available mobile reserves that finally plunged into d

the fighting on 30 August."'

In its general outline, Fourth Army's battles for the Yelnya salient %
followed the same sequence as the fighting in the Ninth Army area. lope
Prodigious Soviet bombardments and local attacks eroded the defending
German divisions, and as German reserves were exhausted, the Russians
expioited minor break-ins to pry open the German defensive front.- A major
break occurred on 30 August when the Soviets drove a ten-kilometer wedge "-.-.
into the Fourth Army's z3d Infantry Division. (It was this serious penetration,
which carried to a depth on line with the VII Corps headquarters, that
prompted the commitment of the 10th Panzer Division.') Although the panzer
counterattack temporarily stabilized the situation, Brauchitsch, Bock, and

German infantrymen await Soviet counterattack, August 1941 '. ,.
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Halder agreed on 2 September that Yelnya was no longer tenable in view ,f
the strained condition of the Fourth Army. Consequently, on 5 September.
German troops abandoned the Yelnya salient in a planned withdrawal.- r

Russian attacks against Ninth Army broke off on 10 September. and the
assaults against the Fourth Army ceased six days later. In both areas, the
Soviets could point to limited territorial gains as the fruits of their efforts.
Indeed, the operational withdrawal from Yelnya was the first imposed on the
German Army in World War II. However, the full significance of Army- Group
Centers defensive battles during August and earl' September could not be
measured solely in real estate lost w, won.

Like a great winded beast. Army Group Center had stood stolidly in place

for more than six full weeks while the Russians stormed against its front.

The Russians had been able to choose the times and places of attack and
had possessed advantages in quantities of men and materiel. The Germans
had waged an improvised defense on unfavorable ground, and because of the
extended unit frontages and inadequate combat resources, a doctrinal Elastic
Defense relying on depth, local maneuver, firepower. and counterattack bad
been impossible.

As a result of these conditions, Army, Group Center paid .,n extraordi-
narily high price in blood. Whereas the Elastic Defense had been designed to
minimize personnel losses in positional warfare even in the face of enemy
superiority, the improvised methods that the German units were compelled to
use in the central front battles resulted in heavy casualties. In the Ninth
Army sector, the entire 161st Division had been temporarily disabled, while all
of the divisions in the V and ViII Corps had their combat strength seriously
diminished. For the Fourth Army, the hardest fighting had occurred in the
Yelnya salient, where nine German divisions had seen combat since the end
of July. In these divisions, infantry losses had been particularly high. The
263d Infantry )ivision, for example. had taken 1.200 casualties in only seven
days of combat at Yelnya. The 78th Infantry Division reported the loss of
1.155 officers and men in just over two weeks, while the 137th Infantry
l)ivision lost nearly 2,000 in the same amount of time." These losses probably
represented 20 to 30 percent of the total infantry strength of these divisions
at the time the defensive battles began.

These personnel losses permanently diminished the combat power of Army
Group ('enter, and as General Halder had foreseen earlier. German personnel
replacements were running out. The chief of the General Staff noted on 26
September that convalescents returning to duty constituted the <only remaining
short-term source of replacement manpower.' Although a few replacements
trickled down to; Bock's tired divisions during September. Army Group ('enter
still reported a net shortage of %000 men on l ()ctoher. Since most of these -'.

unreplaced losses were infantrymen. the (German ability to seize and hold
terrain was seriously eroded."" Furthermore, growing shortages of frontline
officers and noncommissioned 4fficers also affected the combat worthiness of
G;erman units. For example. the war diarist for Army (Group (enter noted
that, two and one-half months after its near de~struc'tion by. Tlimoshenk,)'s ".,
forces in August. the luckless 161st Division co ntinued t,, suffer rveehss ,
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The conltinuoius defensive fighting also, prevenrtetl Arm,. G rowl C enter tri on
building up any appreciable stocks )f amrnunitii ii ho tending ot't t he attacnks
on the Ninth and Fouiirt h Armies, t he ( ;oirinia s ha;il viinsu med imm unit tin
almist as (Jui(kl 'v as the 4ivertaxed supp1% Iuin ould deli'f er it Tl
mieant that Armyi Group C enter wo)uld tither hai~ 1, twait the, stictking (it .

forward supply dumps before it resu med the i if14'iivo 4e r cootinu tie n pvrrate
oIn an ever-lengt hen ing Ii ugistical t hread As e\ tnts turned (iut. Arm\ t n iu p
('enter event ual Iv did at little (if both.-

Arm ' Group Center's poisitioinal battles l104 ,ther less yisible- scii;rs
rinloshenko's attacks oin Ninth Army disrupted the, timletable 1,or .,hitting
mo~bile units nofrthoiward to support I evib's attack ,rn I e-ni graul A degree it
command a ntagonism also I devebloped betwe-en Ii~ ik :id I ueh its thu t\& i t-d
marshals. their nerves fraving. haggled ()%(r the- avaiil;bIht\ i-f thes.- foirces
Also. the commnand relati( unship betwee-otn Field Marshal vi n Bocik and Ge( uneraid
Guderian was permanently soured by- argumnents oveor t he r(ntrni and uise if
mobile reserves in the YelnVa area 'is grotwing frictioin between su'ro'ir
(comm anders wo)uld scarcely have mattered h ad it nwit been fIi r the tiech In
health and influence (if Field Marshal \( in lBra orbit sch the. G erm an Armyv S.10
co)mmander in chief. 4 Hrau('hitsch finally suffered a heairt aitack (in III
November. Without IBrauchits's firm and] stead\ hand tio adjud irate disputes.
coordination between German armies increasiniigv fell to the dilettantishW
Hitler. ConsequentlY. the strenuoius defensive battles of August iindl Sept em her
helped bring these problems to at boil.

Prelude to Winter

In the overall context of the Barbariissa cam paign . the (4;urin-an t hrust
toward Leningrad and the Kiev encirclement owvershadowed Army ( v;roup
Center's defensive stand. The successful exec'utjin oft these, iperatins, wNhich
pulverized Russian concentrations on bo(th flanks o)f the- front, seemned ;it the
time a reasonable return for Army Group (Center's oirdeal.

Reinforced Iny panizer elements stripped fromn Army Groiup C enter. I eeh's
Army Group North advanced to the L ake I adiigaI-V\i v River Lake liimenW
Valdai Hills-lDemyansk line. This drive dlrained the ( e'rn~in lank and iiiit iri/ed .
infantry forces, whose progress was slowed b)'y marshy. 6, resteid terrain ;Ind
desperate Soviet resistance. Relent less Sioviet niight coun teratta~cks dlen ied reist
to the exhausted German assault troops, and even soildiers (of t ht clit.' Wa//fun
SS Toto'i kop[ IDivision grumbled that the grueling routine oif at tacnki ng by'
day and defending by night was becoming unenourable. -Nevert heliss. b
early' September. the German advance had cut I eni ngrad s lind cii unina
tions, and Leeb's units stood poised to c'apture the city. At this point. however.
Hitler again asserted his strategic prerogative by ordering t hat Len'ingradi ni it
be stormed. Instead. the Flih rer ordered G;ermlan troops iiiere'l tow in xust

Leningrad and allow it to fall of' its own weight.

In the south, the encirclement of' Soviet forces in the Kiev salient priidured
the most spectacular Kessel victory to date: 665~.000i prisoners. S2.1 tanks, and

3.018 artillery pieces fell into German hands lby 26i September.' tiitil the
Kiev caldron'could he liq uidated by the in fant rvtin its of' the G erm an Seci d 2~
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and Sixth Armies, the usual difficult defensive battles were fought by the
panzer and infantry divisions forming the encircling rings. In describing
Soviet breakout attempts, General Halder wrote on 17 September that "the
encircled enemy units are ricocheting like billiard balls within the ring closed
around Kiev." 4

Even as the strangulation of Leningrad and the reduction of the Kiev
pocket were underway, Hitler, flushed with success, on 6 September ordered
German forces to reconcentrate in the Army Group Center sector for a belated 0 _
attack on Moscow.

Adolf Hitler's turnabout decision to attack Moscow did not stem from any
last-minute conversion to the strategic views of his military advisers. Rather,
the impending victories at Leningrad and Kiev had fired Hitler's imagination,
prompting him to envision a renewed grand advance into the Russian depths.
The centerpiece of this effort was to be a new series of Kessel battles by ,-

Army Group Center that would destroy the Soviet armies ranged before
Moscow. In the south, Field Marshal Gerd von Rundstedt's Army Group South A,
would drive into the void created by the Kiev victory, aiming toward Kharkov,
Rostov, and the I)on Basin industrial area. Leeb's Army Group North would
continue to throttle Leningrad while protecting the northern flank of Army ..

Group ('enter.4' In Hitler's mind, these strategic projections constituted the
final, triumphal phase of Barbarossa: the crushing of the last Red Army field S.
forces, the capture of the enemy capital, and the plundering of Russian
economic wealth.

Most German commanders endorsed the concept of an attack on Moscow,
though they regarded it to be a far more precarious operation than did the
ebullient F~ihrer. Their concern stemmed from the reduced combat and logisti-
cal capacity of German forces, the continuing resistance of the Red Army,
and the approach of the autumnal rainy season, all of which lengthened the
odds against a successful offensive. Weakened by the defensive battles against
'l'imoshenko and Zhukov, Army Group ('enter, in particular, was incapable of
early offensive action unless heavily reinforced. Since nearly all German %V
divisions in Russia were already committed, reinforcements could only be
mustered by disengaging units from other parts of the front and redeploying
them into the Army Group ('enter area. Such a reshuffling of German forces
would cause tremendous logistical and command difficulties and would fritter
away most of the remaining good weather ai well. Hitler, however, discounted

these difficulties, remarking airily on 5 September that the Moscow attack
should if possible be launched within 8-10 days." (This estimate was so

im)ossibly optimistic that Halder promptly dismissed it as "impossible.")""
As Hitler remained adamant in his demands for immediate action, the

seCMd half of September was spent moving German forces into position for '

)peration Taifun. the name of the Moscow attack. In all, more than twenty-
five divisions joined, or rejoined, Army Group ('enter. This maneuvering
further snarled German communications as units crisscrossed each other's
supply lines. Not all units earmarked for the Moscow attack could even be
('nnentrated by the 2 October start date: Guderian's Panzer Group 2 had to
he given an independent, more southerly axis of advance in order to shorten
its return march from the Kiev battles, while some panzers returning from
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This left the Germans no choice but to close these gaps by counterattack.
suffering heavy casualties in doing so. In this way, the 30)th l)ivision lost 31 ..
officers and 1,440 enlisted men in three weeks of nightmarish defensive
fighting. I,.,

The German drive on Moscow began on 2 October and immediately
developed "on a truly classic pattern.""'' Three German panzer groups
smashed through the Soviet defenses and enclosed more than six Soviet
armies in two great caldrons at Vyazma and Bryansk. Though made purposely
shallow in order to spare the panzer forces the agony of prolonged defensive
fighting, these pockets yielded more than 550.000 prisoners by the third week
of October.'' As in previous Kessel battles. German units fought many
extemporaneous defensive engagements in order to contain trapped Red Army
divisions.""' Soviet relief attacks from outside the pockets failed to materialize.

however. The German pincers had enclosed the bulk of the combat-worthy
Russian units guarding Moscow, and the few that remained outside of the
pockets were busy forming a new defensive line in front of the -',,viet
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~German troops enter Kharkov, October 1941
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territorial objectives demanded by Hitler. Rundstedt unsuccessfully urged that
German operations on the southern front be curtailed.11-"6

The German III Panzer Corps seized Rostov on 20 November, capturing
intact a bridge over the Don River leading to the Caucasian oil-producing
regions coveted by Hitler."107 Immediately, Russian counterattacks began to
tear at the German salient at Rostov from three sides, while other Red Army
forces swept down into the gap between the First Panzer Army and the
Seventeenth Army. On 28 November, with Army Group South's offensive
energies exhausted and with no strategic purpose to be served by holding
Rostov in a risky defensive battle against superior Soviet forces, Rundstedt
ordered First Panzer Army to withdraw to the Mius River where a winter J%
defensive line could be consolidated.'" This proposal was militarily prudent
and conformed to the German defensive tradition of conserving combat power
while not holding terrain for its own sake. -e

Hitler, however, did not regard strategic problems in traditional ways. In
the German dictator's mind, the prestige value of holding Rostov outweighed
any risk that German forces might have to endure in order to hold it. On 30
N()vember, after a vitriolic conversation with Brauchitsch, Hitler counter-
manded Rundstedt's withdrawal order by directing that German forces stand
and fight on the l)on. Affronted at this interference in his command,
Rundstedt asked to be relieved. Hitler promptly granted Rundstedt's request
and named Field Marshal Walter von Reichenau as the new commander of

, Army Group South.!"'#

The change in army group leadership, however, did not alter the tactical
%. situation around Rostov. Russian pressure against First Panzer Army over-
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Soviet troops counterattack in the streets of Rostov, November 1941 , :

whelmed Reichenau's attempts to hold forward defensive positions, and on 1I- ..
December, Hitler allowed Army Group South to fall back to the Mius defensive.,:.
line. which was the position that had been advocated by Rundstedt earlier.

,4

Of Hitler's obstinacy and interference, Haider noted with grim satisfaction--,,.
= that "now we are where we could have been last night. It was a senseless
, ~waste of time, and to top it, we lost Rundstedt also. '""" "

=% '

First Panzer Army's defensive efforts at Rostov and during the withdrawal
to the Mius line were harrowing. In fact, the fighting retreat of the German :=
southern wing might have ended disastrously had it not been for heavy ,
Luftwaffe attacks against the advancing Soviets.- ] Kleist's panzer army was
composed almost entirely of armored and motorized infantry formations which, :-:
as previously explained, were inherently less able to hold ground than were
German infantry divisions. This problem was exacerbated by the increasing .'
appearance of new Soviet T-34 tanks, against which the German tank and""
antitank guns made little impression. In one case, the German 60th Motorized
Infantry Division had some of its Paks literally "rolled flat" by T-34s during
defensive fighting within Rostov itself.112

In addition, the German forces held an excessively broad defensive front %,'
and did so with units that were badly depleted in strength. The III Panzer
Corps, for example, initially held its 100-kihometer-hong perimeter around 7.,
Rostov with only one panzer and two motorized divisions. Russian attacks,
characterized by Haider as "well-led" and "numerically far superior," inflicted
heavy casualties on these thinly spread German units.'" On 22 November,
for example, the 16th Panzer D~ivision could muster only ;350) riflemen in its -,.

544

%~ %

44tk

"4;

,,,,...

W 
i,

" _' . ' .% J ,-,k- d -, ', , , ,' , Soviet"' ' % ' troopsco nterattac in th st e t of R o t v N ovem be 1941. ,"% ' . '. , • ,""€ r r,., ,". ,,, : , : , ", " . .



defensive positions guarding the German flank north of Rostov. Heavy Soviet
assaults cost one of the 16th Panzer Division's weakened infantry battalions-0%
seventy men in one day, a loss that decimated that unit.11" The temperature,
which dipped to more than -20 0 C, diminished the obstacle value of streams
and rivers by freezing them solid and rendered the ground so hard that
defensive positions could only be gouged out with explosives.

Finally, the smooth withdrawal of German forces to the Mius line was
interrupted by Hitler's temporary "stand and fight" order. This order reached
German forward units after the retreat had already begun, thus resulting in
considerable confusion during the following two days as combat forces and
rear-echelon service units became entangled in marches and countermarches.1 16

By the end of the first week of December, Army Group South had
established a winter defensive line running generally from the Mius River
north along the Donets River. Likewise, the Army Group North positions had
stabilized in a vast salient extending from Leningrad eastward to Tikhvin
and then south to Lake Ilmen and the Valdai Hills. The lines of Leeb's army
group fell short of the goal set by Hitler of linking up with the Finns, but no
further offensive actions could be expected. Only on the central portion of the
front did the Germans cherish hopes of further offensive success.

Bock's Army Group Center had surged forward on 15 November in a last,
desperate grab for Moscow. This attack had immediately collided with
prepared Soviet defenses manned by newly reinforced Russian armies. Dogged
by a deficient logistical system, severe shortages in personnel and equipment,
and the onset of harsh winter weather, the German offensive made slow
progress. Although Hitler wildly urged Bock to undertake deep envelopments,
the fact remained that the armies of Army Group Center had so dwindled in
strength and mobility that only frontal attacks could be mounted.''- By the
end of the month, German units had reached the extreme limit of their
endurance. Although the maps in Hitler's headquarters still portrayed a great
offensive, at the front the scattered and feeble thrusts by German units %" %

increasingly resembled the reflexive spasms of a dying animal.",, -

Even before their hopes of capturing Moscow totally died away, German IN
planners hastened to assess the requirements for extended defensive operations
through the Russian winter. Whatever the outcome of the Moscow battles, the
German armies in Russia would be unable to conduct new offensive operations
until the following spring. Consequently, as it became apparent that no final
Soviet collapse or capitulation was going to occur, German staff officers bent
their effort, to planning for a winter defense on the Russian Front.

As early as 19 November, with Operation Taifun still in full swing, Hitler
conferred with his military advisers on the building of an "east wall"
defensive line, but the dictator put off any decision until a later date. F(;ur
days later, Halder discussed the construction of a rearward defensive line and
fortifications with General Hans von Greiffenberg, Army Group Center's chief
of staff. On 29 November, after a review of the situation on the Eastern Front
with the head of the General Staff's Operations Section, Halder authorized
the preparation of orders for a general winter defense.'"!' Drafted over the
next week, this order became Fiihrer Directive 39, which Hitler signed on 8
)ecember.
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Taken at face value, Ftihrer Directive 39 resembled the shrewd 1917 plan
to withdraw to the Hindenburg Line that had inaugurated the German Elastic
Defense. Although framed in strategic terms, Ftihrer Directive 39 (and the
Army High Command's implementing instructions that accompanied it)
generally followed the traditional principles of the elastic defense in depth.
Brauchitsch, the German Army's commander in chief, was directed to
designate a winter defensive line. At his discretion, this line could be located
to the rear of current German positions, although rearward fortifications were
to be prepared prior to any tactical withdrawals. (Significantly, in light of
subsequent events, this showed an initial willingness even on the part of
Hitler to relinquish terrain that did not contribute materially to German
goals.) The defensive line itself was to be held with minimum forces, allowing
combat units-and especially panzer and motorized divisions-to be refitted
in reserve positions farther to the rear. These rehabilitation and reserve areas
were to be located fairly close to the front lines to facilitate rapid reinforce-
ment of threatened sectors. Defensive positions were to be sited for optimum
defensive effectiveness and comfortable troop quartering. Moreover, to provide -

additional defensive depth, the order emphasized the construction of rearwarddefensive positions, using whatever manpower could be scraped together . 1
2
1, %

Fihrer Directive 39 was historically significant because it implicitly

conceded that the German armies had failed to achieve Barbarossa's strategic
objectives. The Soviet Union, though suffering enormous losses in the
summer and autumn battles, had not been conquered in a "single, lightning
campaign." Moscow, belatedly named the climactic operational objective, -,

remained beyond the German reach. Ffthrer Directive 39 blamed these failures
on the premature winter weather and resultant supply difficulties. More
crucial, however, was the vastly depleted German combat power. The offensive
exertions of the previous five months had so sapped German strength that
German units had become unfit for combat of any sort, whether offensive or
defensive.

In a situation analogous to that encountered by the Allies in 1918
following the Ludendorff offensives, Soviet counterattacks revealed that
German units were scarcely able to hold the ground they had recently won.
Red Army soldiers, testing German lines outside of Moscow with local
counterattacks, discovered to their surprise that German resistance was spotty.
Exploiting tactical successes, these Soviet counterblows gradually swelled in
scope and intensity. By the beginning of December, the Soviet High Command
had recognized the frailty of the German position and threw all available
forces into a general counteroffensive. Beginning on 6 December, this counter-
stroke tore open the German front and created the greatest strategic crisis
yet faced by the Germans in the war.

Thus it was that Fiihrer Directive 39, though significant in reflecting
German defensive int', ,.is, failed to have any real effect on the conduct of
winter operatiuns oy the German Army. Whereas the German winter defensive
order assumed a smooth, deliberate transitian to positional defense, Soviet
counterattacks were already forcing battle-weary German units into headlong
retreat. Belatedly issued on 8 December, the German defensive order had
already been made obsolete by events. As in the defensive battles during
Barbarossa's drive eastward. German winter defensive tactics were to be
dictated more by local conditions than by doctrinal prescripticn.
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Winter Battles, 1941-42
The Russo-German War entered its second major phase in December 1941.

During the previous five months, the Germans had held the strategic initiative,
but on 6 December, the Red Army seized the initiative, counterattacking first
against Army Group Center and later against all three German army groups
(see map 5). Lasting through the end of February, these attacks upset the
calculations of Fifhrer Directive 39, which had assumed that the front would
remain quiescent until the following spring.

The Soviet winter counteroffensives prompted significant changes to
German strategy and tactical methods. These alterations emerged during the
winter fighting and helped shape the German defensive practices that were
used throughout the remainder of' the war.

At the strategic level, the December crisis on the Eastern Front caused
Hitler to override his military advisers' recommendations by enjoining a face-
saving no-retreat policy that callously risked the annihilation of entire German
armies. His patience with independent-minded officers finally at an end, the
German dictator then followed this strategic injunction with a purge of the
German Army's senior officer corps that left the Fiihrer in direct, daily control
of all German military activities. These events had ominous long-term implica-
tions in that Hitler's personal command rigidity, together with his chronic.%
insistence on "no retreat" in defensive situations, eentually corrupted both
the style and substance of German military operations.

The winter of 1941-42 left its mark on German defensive tactics as well.
During the defensive battles from December to February. German attempts to
conduct a doctrinal Elastic Defense were generally unsuccessful. Instead, Ger-
man units gradually fell to battling Soviet attacks from a chain of static
strongpoints. This defensive method was based on tactical expedience and
was successful due as much to Soviet disorganization as to German
st cad fast ness.

Standing Fast

The German High Command was slow to appreciate the magnitude of
the Soviet winter counteroffensive. For weeks prior to the Russian onslaught.
German units had been reporting incessant enemy counterattacks during their
own drive toward Moscow, So routine had these counterattacks become that
German analysts failed to recognize immediately the Russian shift from local
counterattacks to a general counteroffensive. Sinrce the Germans had seemingly
ruled out large-scale offensive operations for themselves due to heavv losses,
supplv difficulties, and severe weather c4iditions, they supposed the Russians
would do, the same. In fact. the intelligence annex su p)porting Fiihrcr )irective

5 7

%7 J%%

% % % %



LEGEND

F-im C O,,-,mbrr 1941

- Fo'l hneW iwir, 194?

- St),mo aluacks Dectember (pha" 1-

Soct amatcks January -March Via-r W

C)100 200 M.

/ SCALF

LEES
IKUECHLERF

* ) j

* ROCK
* (KLUGE)

N,

RCHNA %

f8OCK).

S - %

y

Map Sovet inte cointpoffnsivs. Drpmer 141 arch194

58. .-

NC V %..

*" fICHEN(%
JPQ % oCK

4r AI/ Af



39 (liscmuntedl I ht' Pse ArmY'vs a lilit\v if ii atint mi on, tani limii-~ ilIacks

during tithe cmintjg winter.

High-level Gwriim~ lea~lens itli-ai titcrlett-t ivditilt, i iijtt-et v, akness oft
their own units. T'Ihit ai fu on offenits :1vcI I( hodiver. t -tndId- th( it rm ;i'rxnI aries
in the vast, andi their spent (divisions lit.\ scattered ike hianhid flo)tsam fronm

Leningrad to R~ostov. As aI discouraged (oPIeneof (U(C-m III)r~i wrti on c' I )eer:
"We are f'aced with the sad fact t hat thct Siprenie ( ii)tflfl has overreached
itself bY refusing to believe four re;)trt oit the incrtoisinig wea.knes,-s oif the
troops. . 1 havie decide-d i to withdift'a tf o . O&\iUI iketo'dil ad relative' v
short line which I hope that I shall he :11110 to hold withl I,, ht iseft of mny
forces. The R-~ussians aire pursuing us, (l.11 s-I\ ain %%v wenu st cxpeict miisfoirtunes.

tot occur. "

The greate st immnediate danger loomed oil ArmyN ( rcwtp ('enter's front (set
map Wi. ( 'minit ted to ifITensi ye alct iti Ulit ii ,\\aiipvd vt\ Heti -ivt co(uniter-
fllow. the divisions of Field NMarlshal von Hoc-k', ox-mv group il pran ared
fewv real defensive wo)rks. On M I)-cniw~r-thfit sao d'iv that (;tmterian oin
his oiwn initiative- haid ordered his Second A'ne -rnv to) begin with-
drawing-hoc-k assessed t hat his illrxnv VIroup \oas Ilini hle 4f s.topping a
strong (oini-roffeiisiye. . The moist cXptost-d In I'-s ere IIhe id aInd III'. Panizer
Groups north o)f Mocwand Guderiari, s steao~d Panrier Arni 'v soutth oFt the%
Russian capital. (11ccupying ,itlivnts fort-i,l dlnriiK IpeaiTi aiftin. these'o

exposed panizer and motori/Ied divisioc>- -\prInclu-i a cr-uel reversal. ( hice
again, ofen(v sccss hiad turne-d itii dcfensIv eril fmr the panuers. as,
the fiornmti4ns rost hieavily fset ht, S-. tet -it,k, wecre ilso toeleast
able to, 'austiin a ifoto1ies

('ought ('!t ltniocf- h\ thet Sotief tar-ot TI"Ixe 111 (t'rnians lackedl
ainv re-al cic( -p! f (I ir i eaI ng %kith )IIlit (Itt to r rit Ing '1it I()if Ii it) Ih li centid~

fronit. Tlw fi hII.! fif Owh (.( ri ll i Army., ( .71-ra 1 St tlf F III te tr i iar-Y that
"the Sut pretne ( ott i tit tod I lIit fIr I d, of- ' i . 1-ai /.- th licI f1it loon (mur i rmoeps are,
lin and lxllgts, III t:iltI\v 'pah liwttrk %%huoi wif- iti, Ir I.~ Icould help.. ( Jolt'
(if tilt. dect'-i , tlnift situfd Il, t~ik i,. I- li,, rlrim. ti(f Ar\i- ( ;r i C'enter. o-

.Still sitar? n~ti h n'.1 -Arlyrt (;I i -i -'wl h 1-1 0 er f a i u i t of h too

hoI. II I t wit inwfl to \v IItI11tgII! t 11i~ 1-4 tereat. Ins,:teaid.
;e r nI i I I I) I, 1) 1-ttiY)e I I It'v- (I5 r itI g Il* I i~ I o- We I I I 't I s st offenI q IIs IVeV

wetrt' rvi i sell t f'it 0 I i ti4 h i t ju -;e- it, I .kc-i flir ..tig 1tit suitinitI dur

.11tin-rijits it, I ii n , , w\ t hti-t-k n m It I ' vitllp 11w' L1ist x wit hdt'awall

oi v (i I II .II _ I ' f ' I , T l

I S I I I f I 1 ;11 11 1 it ) 111 1 1 1 1 11 I 1-1 1 1'( ( ) d 1 1 ; t c

Ah ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I 11 VgI ' ,Il, ,11 - rtu4( 1 1 i 1 .(111I d 1 1 xpie
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In fant r, Div isio n s.' This cioiplete dest rut iiin if' Germ an div isii ns wats u n %

precedented in \%i ird Wa~r Il and ain uninistakahl hi men t impending disaster. .d

B ,v the third wt'k tf D ec embher. dtep Stic~it penet rat iiins mi i iot h flanks if f

HtiCk' armY gri up threatened ti ripen i nto) a dipuhlt en velopment (if the ent ire 0
(;trmian (cent ral tint After toi ng the- splintered Ge;.rman~ lines, ailing Field
Marshal %i in fra uc hitsch i in fissed toi HIalder that hi' ci iu Id "no t set' an\ v w a
out ext ricating the Army% frimi its~ present predicarnien t.

In fat. il% t%%it ali i'matlv's ifitferedl an escape triom the deepening crisis
One, ihoce wa-is it) cindoct ;in imimediate large-scale' withdrawal, trusting that
Germ an ti rces, cnou i ci is Iidate a rearwaird defensi ve'i line hefire Si~ilet pur-
suit co~uld inflict decisive. hisses Thvi'ther (hiiice wais tot stand fast and .

weather the s iet atticks in present iisitiiins. Neither course utf actioin
guaranteed suciE'55. and each was fraught with considerable risk

A winter retreat wi iUld( ci ist the Geurmnms much i if their art il lerv and heavy

eq u ipmlent. which \ I iu h ha 'oe to bi e aliandtined fi ir lack itif t ranspiut. Because

of H it ler's pri crastinat iti in N, iyernher. m, rearward 'east wall' defensive
lt1a1eu r;~tedthuui ire a withdrawval pri inised lit tl I Im pri inen t

o1ver the tactical sit uat i inc he;trmans alreatdy faced -Toi i. as al readY' shown
i)n ( udi'rian's froi t si iuth (if Miscow, ret iigrade ipe.ratiiins ii iu Id easillv lead

to an even greater crisis if enemyi un11its managed ti i thrust hetween the retreat, ..

ng G ermaun (diuni ns. Fin ally. a ret reat t h riugh thi' Russian winter ciiiu red 41F
up the shade o)f Napiii's 51I2 (;r(pildo Armou'. Thiiugh morale in thi'v
depleted Ge'rman divisiiins still re-mained generally intact despite the harsh%
I' Indit ii n. evrm an iiff'icers fea;rfutl l\ reminded i'ach i it er (if tht' sudden mi iralI.
cilalse that had turned thi' Frencj(h retreat inti) i arit neairly a centur% and
at half hefiire.
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The alternative seemed even more desperate. A continued defense from
present positions could succeed only if German defensive endurance exceeded
Russian offensive endurance-a slim prospect considering the exhausted state
of the German forces. The chances for success were best on the extreme north-
ern and southern wings, where the Leningrad siege works and the Mius River
line offered some protection. Between these two poles, however, a stand-fast
defense would surely cost the Germans heavily. The absence of reserves and
the lack of defensive depth ensured that some units would be overrun or iso-
lated during the winter. Moreover, this course of action forfeited the possibility .
of a new German offensive in the central sector the following spring or early
summer, since surviving German divisions of Army Group Center would Id
require substantial rebuilding.

Conditioned by their professional training to weigh risks carefully and to
conserve forces for future requirements, German commanders and staff officers -
preferred the potential dangers of a winter retreat to the certain perils of %

standing fast. Guderian, for example, regarded "a prompt and extensive with-
drawal to a line where the terrain was suitable to the defense ... [to be] the -
best and most economical way of rectifying the situation," while Brauchitsch
and Halder agreed that "Army Group [Center] must be given discretion to %
fall hack ... as the situation requires."" ' In anticipation that this course of
action would be followed, Russian civilians and German labor units were hur-
riedly pressed into work on a rearward defensive line running from Kursk
through Orel to Gzhatsk. --

Once again. Adolf Hitler confounded the plans of his military advisers.
Hitler watched the disintegration of the German front with great dismay and .

convinced himself that each retreat simply added momentum to the Soviet ". ".
offensive. On 16 l)ecember, the German dictator telephoned Bock to order
Army Group ('enter to cease all withdrawals and to defend its present posi-
tions- German soldiers would take "not one single step back." At a late night
conference the same evening. Hitler extended the stand-fast order to the entire
Eastern Front. A general withdrawal, he declared, was "out of the question."-,

Hitler marshaled both real and fanciful arguments to justify his decision.
Citing information collected by his personal adjutant, Colonel Rudolf'
Schmundt. Hitler ticked off the disadvantages of retreat: German units were
sacrificing artillery and valuable equipment with each withdrawal, no prepared P_
line existed to which German forces could expeditiously retire, and "the idea
to prepare rear positions" amounted to "drivelling nonsense.", Furthermore,
Hitler argued. attempts to create fallback positions weakened the resolve of'
the fighting forces by suggesting that current positions were expendable. All
(if these arguments were at least partially ('orrect. even if senior military
officers preferred to discount them.

However. Hitler's rationalizations went even further. ('ontrarv to the visi- .. %
he evidence, Hitler insisted that the Russians were on the verge of collapse ,.',.

after suffering between S and I) million military casualties. (This estimate 10
exaggerated Soviet losses by almost lo)) percent.) The Red Army artilh lerv. h.

,ai med. was ,.,, decimated by losses that it no longer existed as an effct i\v
arm -a cla im for which there was no evidence whatsoever. Iitler asserted "' *
that the enemy's sole asset was the superior numbers of soldiers. an advantage '*-'.

of no real value since they were "not nearly as good as ,ours'" In a strange.
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power. Since beco)ming chancellor in 1933, ne naa( sklitlivll worked to c'urtal* -

the army's independence. When the aged Weimar President von Hindenburg J
died in 1934. Hitler suborned an oath of personal lo ' alt ' from all members (of .
the armed forces, a step that exceeded the doomed Weimar Republic's constitu-
tional practice. In 1938, Hitler engineered the disgrace and removal of Field
Marshal Werner vonl Blomberg and General Werner Freiherr von Fritsch, who
were respectively the minister of war and commander in chief of' the arm ' .
At that time, Hitler absorbed the duties of war minister into his own portfolio
as Fiihrer and created a new joint Armed Forces High (Command (0KW4).
which diluted the traditional autonomy' of the German Arm%.. Hitler then
staffed the senior 0KW posts with sycophants like General (later Field
Marshal) Wilhelm Keitel and General Alfred JodI so that the 0KW amounted
to little more than an executive secretariat for Hitler and an operational
impediment to the Army High Command (OKH). As his knowledge of military
matters grew during the war, Hitler overrulcd with greater frequency and
confidence the campaign advice of his army advisers. D~uring IBarbarossa. the
army's resistance to Hitler's interference repeatedly antagonized the Fiihre-r,
and so he resolved to purge troublesome officers.!'

Field Marshal von Brauchitsch, the German Army's commander in chief.
was among the first to follow Rundstedt into retirement. Weakened by at heart
attack in November, Hrauchitsch had neither the moral courage nor the physi-%
cal strength to resist the Fiirer's trespasses. Hitler made no secret of his
growing disdain for the ill field marshal, subjecting him to humiliating tongue-
lashings and treating him openly as at gold-braided ''messenger bo.' O n 19
D ecembher, Hitler finally sacked Brauch itsch arid took over the po s it ion oft

army commander in c'hief.

The timing of' Brauchitsch's relief wats masterful. Althbough not stated so
officially, Brauchitsch was made the scapegoat tow the' filure of1 liarbarossa
and f'or the winter crisis on the Eastern Front. I lit Icr himself propagated this
view to his inner circle, referring to IBrau('hitsch as 'at vai n, - owal'dlv wretch
w ho 'ouId niot even a ppraise the situation. mnuch les.s mnaster it BY v hi,
constant interference and consistent dlisobed ience he c mnipletelY spii led the
entire plan for the eastern ('ampaign.-

Although Brauch itsch had been at weak and relative1 v i neff'ctiv' arni~v
comnmander in ('hief, the real issue in his relictf was noi t in lit ary ci mpelile

* hbut political loyalty and personal subservienice. ILest thiiis lessini hc mistinder
stood. Hitler pointedly informed Hlaider that 'this little affair (if'iperational
command is something that anvlhiidi ('inf do 'lhe ( Cinniander ini Chief's 1411
is to train the Armyv in the National Sociaolist idei andl I know tit w, gvneralI
who could do that ats I want it done l'or th:tt rea ston lv it deided tt taiko
ov'er command of the ArmY m vsel f'

As oon as Iirau('hits('h wa,,s out of thewa h.v[itler thenl tinriii-d his \i';eth
onl balkY field c'ommanders. With hlitler ilirectl siiwrvismg tliir ujii'ratirmis
frontline officers no longer enjoyed the instlhitmii prvi'~musk tir(i\ il'i It\
Brauchitsch. Furthermoire, wvith the( Fuihrer doubling is thef avmn imi;mrdi
in c'hif', militaryv sulbordinatioin vff'o-t1etvl hielcari ii' i ~~il i?
allegiaince ()tficers wi~ho tiio uanilil i'itieil lii ii 'ti;cte.'i hie'"1Iis ,
coenmmalnders wvho toouk indepe'ndi'nt iO'tioii t illeo %1.1ib lith liicr ilsiriMi liii
weire implicitly guiltY of' affronting the l'iiliii' isiii m,ci rif\ iokliric-i.
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saieni'ft neacr I )v~ni nsk shoeuld lic ,ctcaneleentd too fro-, h;eiI\h ned~ed resvr% vis
llitter ceentered ui v acrgut~ig that such ealilts %% 4.1-4 111 tiet iicii,'icial Sin(e.
thev tiedr dimewn imirv Russiani thanc ( rnan fier(evs I vech hevirg unable. ill i

subs, ribe too t his nullI t heiirv was t hus, reliic, ed ,if - .1I;111 i;erv\ .Arrn mid

airmn group~ CIIMrAnldirs were ilit IIitIvr~s link targets Iin tae I during the'
U I ---12 Aiinr. fit rolie'o ed mnure than thirt% w'ene'rais avod their hig~h ranking
ifittiers \A lhe had lecen ceerps climmnrers. (if\ sien e-enmnrders mid sunwir

stall efbecir,.

itier ilsei ti i~k ut her tcp;s (to wt fire eeeflt ree lv thet o e'rrrarr Arim I )Ii

rt-gaeriii selifaunt \ and Ve I'e'Iflbal e'xJerieflc. flit Ivr eiv\ miud (ittier's iot

unuistilining I,,\ ;lt v i such as ( uierai Wcalter Midel ir i utie'er (it kinePc if

N.t/!.4 'urnp)t ir suih as Fwid MaI~rshacl Waelte~r le. tiffeiiche'nitie t wmir post
tI Il-s i Miiclei repehee-u St raulss aes t emmaner it Nit It Arhim\& fhil Heft hepren
-.11, ii-'e'ideeI ltndsteclt it A\rniv ( riiup S4outh Ifliicicinau' s ere, ie'u Jeie.itlimi as%
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Ir-igcid at Stalingi it ;I \e-ar laiter Iioetvisurc' Ieise future' (lintnel li\#er 1mriil
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fered its stifling effects. Senior field commanders, themselves answerable to
the implacable Fiirer, were thus pressedl to control more closely the operations .%

of their own subordinates. This corrosive process was abetted by two features
of the World War 11 battlefield. The first was modern radio communications.
which enabled senior commanders to direct even remote combat actions. This
not only invited greater interference, but spawned timidity at lower levels bv
conditioning subordinates to seek ratification of their decisions from their
superiors before acting. Second, the chronic lack of German reserve units-a
circumstance particularly* pervasive (on the Eastern Front -red uced the ability
ofi senior (commanders to rectify the mistakes of subordinates and thus encour
aged the centralization of' battle direction at higher levels. As General lrido
von Senger und Etterlin. a veteran of both the Russian and Mediterranean
theaters, wrote after the war: '

IRi'scrt-'s *.-nii the hi u.mindi'r tf, ir-st'r i a nivasur' tI indi-p-cdniti I I,. nia.
tol I bige-d t-, ri'is(rt his itiiisilns. but its lig as his stie'ritir ,iuthit' hasPV.
hi, -&t rvser. is A ith which t,, intluciitiii the. gv'cr'l stati'n that aiuth..rit%
"ill ,ni'.b t,-a'. rvad'. I, iva' the, siitiordinai i'rtnmanotir to cisc is ais hi
hiniks hest It the- t.,r(i'-s shrink s,. inub that thi-s. wnal rt-tervs arc. iml

.i'. aiIol. h11en the, t4.russ ". i1-tlctiih ire- put iM thc dislmisail .4 the, hight-st
-annianciir tin thi- ari-a while the- liii , -nimnianitrs ian nio lorigir i'xjii'.t ,. '

t( e-xert an'.(#- detsc'. intluine on Ow hiptilratimi,

German leaders were therefore driven to a more and more centralized st vlv
cif' cuomiand(. flit ler's insistence tin lit eralI obedience restricted independence
from above, while the lack uif battlefield reserves reduced the latitude for initia 0
tie' fro cm heli iw TheI res u I t waIs a ( decI Inev i n t he flexi hilit v that had been
(radi t cinal in (Gecrmain armies for over at cent ur :. .' e

B~ecause' real operat ioinal flexi hi litY ti longe'r ex isted( in the G ermanr Army'v
fri emi he wintter o f' 194 1--12 oin ward, ( ue'rm In defensi ve act io ns on t he R ussia11n
hitl t t I'fi' vH were ad ve'rsel ,, a tfectc'd If it ler*s orders to the (Germ an A rmY tic

stand fast established the frameweirk oif Geirman dlefensive' strategy Thev
cash ieri ng if' ri-ca hitrant sen io r officers gave aut horitv toc that strategy and
grai I I %l narrowed the i., ret ionarY fat it ode if su bordinate leaders teit act
i nde'pe'ndenrt lY It remiined fo(r the 'cim hat uinits t hemnselves. compi ng as best
is ft-e- co~uld with dfre'adful we'at her and at Iigh e-nemy. toi give substance tii

thi' ( ernei Ictceiise

Stro~ngp tint J)fcfensec: Originls

At ilthe tact it i I lvel ( 4erinan dei'f11I'tii pract I(c( du ring theit winter titf 194 1 *5'i.

'.I, if dit ated h% I itlIer's staitnd tits! imreer t he appallI ig we'ak ticss id ( ;ernien
uits, mituf lit, harshfness (it (t' Russianr winter we'ather These three fa( :iirs
tirnd cl it, ( .ermaris to use' ietiii e14,1 % .S stemn t hat cisist ed moistlIv of a net

%irk ,ft iis' inee'i st rcngiints hacke-d Iv im-al re'se'rves Tis st rwng
jiiittit,1( d1)ns ha hc ases it prewar (;e'rian elccctriiie and w&as, in tait

'.4 hillk ttiri,\isvic ii, fit fliti' ene iuir ten tnistaiies existing aet thet, time. As
Owi 111'th Iicfaeutr\ ~" ciu re'jcccrtidl ait flth, end cit' flthe winter fightin~g "A
sitII-1gwoii Ii ile-pic1114ent iAl 4111 iiil i iirgi'iii'\ expedient 'ii'~!
r'sjii'i ;111 ihZ4,iitit flli icncle1"t nie-thicis (if tlii Russians with their s4kill ;1t

p#i'ittr~iihi mtil iniltr ittit )i fite h;isis .,I ties firuvicits tyaiinmg tile ( 'ician ,."
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Although some Germans later represented the strongpoint defense as being .
a shrewd method of slowing a superior enemy by controlling road junctions.
any such success was largely coincidental. The strongpoint defense was, first
and foremost, a tactic of weakness. German commanders did not elect to fight

from village-based strongpoints due to any cunning assessment of Soviet vulner-
abilities. Rather, the German winter defense coagulated around towns because
Hitler forbade voluntary withdrawals, because German divisions were too weak
to hold a continuous line, and lastly, because the winter weather lashed at
unprotected German units that tried to stand in the open.

When the German armies on the Eastern Front began defensive operations
in early I)ecember, they did not expect an immediate major Soviet counter-
offensive. Therefore, most German divisions deployed into a thin linear defense
similar to that used by the Army Group Center units during the August and r
September defensive battles. Lacking the depth and reserves of a true Elastic
Defense, this linear formation merely stretched German forward units into a
semblance of a continuous defensive front. Such a tissue-thin deployment could
only have served to prevent large-scale infiltration or. at the very best, to
fend off local attacks. The 31st Infantry l)ivision. holding a broad divisional .e
sector southwest of Moscow, "had to return more or less to the old pre-19171 .

Linear Tactics, and had to foresake a defensive deployment in depth" due to
lack of forces. The division's main line of resistance consisted of a "thin string
of infantry sentry posts, with large uncovered areas in between" and was
held together chiefly by the fire from the 31st l)ivision's few surviving artillery
pieces. The artillery gun positions, fitted out as small infantry redoubts, pro-
vided the only defensive depth.

The Soviet counteroffensive completely overwhelmed this flimsy German
defensive line. and those German units not destroyed outright were swept rear-
ward in a series of running battles against superior Red Army forces. The
31st Division, its own sector quiet until 14 I)ecmber. had its front lines per-
forated on that date by several Soviet attacks. When the scratch German
reserves failed to restore the division's front, the 31st Division, like most
German units on the central portion of the Eastern Front, initiated a fighting .1.
withdrawal in the hope of reestablishing a linear defense farther to the rear. 6 A

Pitifully weak in men and firepower and generally inferior to the Russians
in winter cross-country mobility, the Germans found it :ifficult to break
contact with the enemy and to slip across the frozen landscape unmolested.
German infantry companies and battalions were so understrength that they
could not be subdivided any further in order to create rearguards. ('on-
sequently, an entire battalion (scarcely amounting to a single undermanned
rifle company in most cases) commonly had to remain in place to cover the
remainder of a regiment as it withdrew. The o(utlook for these rearguards was
grim: "IThe rearguard carried] the large burden of the fighting. Frequently
they had to stop and delay the pursuing enemv while (ther Russian elements
were already attacking their flanks or rear. Then they had to fight their way
out, or pass through the enemy lines at night toi j()in their own forces'-'
Needless to say. many rearguard detachments were sWallowed whole by the
advancing Soviets.

Even with the occasimal sacrifice of the rearguards. units clambering rear- ." WONward over the snowy wastes remained extremely vulnerablc to attack or
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ambush by fast-moving Soviet pursuit columns. During a withdrawal, one bat-
talion of the 289th Infantry Regiment (98th Division) was attacked by Soviet
forces and nearly annihilated, losing all of its antitank weapons and machine
guns. " To protect itself from such peril, the 35th Infantry Division put its
engineers to work blasting hasty defensive positions into the frozen ground i. I

along proposed withdrawal routes in order to provide emergency cover during
retreats. However, on occasion, this action backfired, as when Soviet cavalry
and ski troops slipped into the German rear, occupied the intermediate posi-
tions, and raked the approaching Germans with deadly small-arms fire.,"4 Seem-
ingly beset by relentless Red Army forces from all sides, many German units
began to exhibit an acute fear of being encircled or outflanked. :"

Soviet tanks posed the greatest threat to the retreating Germans. The
Russian T-34s had excellent cross-country mobility and had little to fear from
German light antitank weapons. The few heavy guns that the Germans still
possessed tended to wallow helplessly in the deep snow, unable to deploy or
to engage the Russian armor.' German officers noted that epidemics of tank
fear were again afflicting entire units, and local withdrawals sometimes turned
into headlong, panic-stricken flight at the first appearance of Soviet tanks.;7  Z -
Though kept well in hand by their own leaders, retreating soldiers of the 31st
Division passed telltale evidence of disintegration in other units: quantities of
artillery, engineering equipment, supplies, and motor vehicles all abandoned
in place by fleeing German forces. : ''

Standing fast: German infantry occupying a thin defensive line in snow irenches during the 1941 -42
winter The weapon in the revetment is a 20-mm flak gun.
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Such local incidents aroused concern not only for German morale, but
also about German small-unit leadership. The wastage in combat officers and
noncommissioned officers since the beginning of Barbarossa had been tremen-
dous. By mid-December, lieutenants were commanding many German infantry
battalions, while sergeants or corporals led nearly all platoons and many P-.W -.0
companies. The continued effectiveness of even these remaining leaders was
suspect due to the cumulative strain of fatigue and uninterrupted combat. J.

The Germans first began to use strongpoint defensive positions during
these hazardous early withdrawals. Frequently out of contact with neighb
ing forces and lacking sufficient time to prepare real defensive works.
retreating units formed self-defense hedgehog perimeters like the rapidly -

advancing panzers had done during the previous summer. The 31st Infantry l- A.% %

Division, for instance, abandoned all pretense at linear defense as soon as its
own withdrawals began.- Likewise, the 137th Infantry )ivision pinpointed
its own adoption of strongpoint tactics to the beginning of difficult retrograde
engagements southeast of Yukhnov. According to the division's former opera-
tions officer, from that point on "for all practical purposes the campaign
consisted of a battle for villages. Positions in open terrain were seldom pos- %
sible due to the weather conditions, and only then when we remained several
days in one position and the engineers could aid in blasting through the
meter-deep frost." of

Hitler's 16 December no-retreat order curtailed the flurry of piecemeal with
drawals. By forbidding even local retreats without permission from the highest
authority, this directive forced German units into a positional defense The %
strongpoint style of defense, having come into wide use as a protective
measure during the pell-mell retrograde operations, was extended into, a
general defensive system across most of the German front. Bearing little
visible resemblance to the Elastic Defense postulated in prewar manuals, the
strongpoint defense therefore evolved solely in response to the peculiar c,,ndi-
tions of the winter battles.

The second factor necessitating a strongpoint scheme was the weaknetvss
of German units. In fact, (erman units stood at such low levels that no ,mi %

tinuous front could realistical lv be sustained. This was true not onlv at the
operational level where gaps between (;erman divisions, corps, and armie,
had been routine since .1ulv. but even at the tacti(al level as well. At the -
start of the Soviet drive, the "'continuous" line held 1v Army (Grop (Center
was, in fact. already a dis(continuous series ,4f unit frownts )visions o0 the b,."

German Fourth Army were allotted sectors thirty to sixt v kilometers wide,
although most infantry componies cointained inly twentv-five to fo rtv men
Such strengths were cdearlyv insufficient ti mnan a si iid defenisiv fronllt

Lo.osses luring the first days of the Seviet i, unt erthrust extlngu ished illiV
lingering possibility of a (continuous linear defense In the Ninth Arn. 's ;.th
Infantry l)ivisiin. c(ld and So\itt attacks whittled the avcrage rifle cimntinv
strn,.Tth frrm ten ncinmmissiined (offi'ers (N('()s) and sixty men ,in 7 I)v(,e.m
her to five N('()s and twent) inert iust five days lbiter lPani,/er (;rnop A,
hearing the brunt ,it the Mi,\-wt 1,ntro)tffe.nsi\v n,,rthwst ifd Mosi , rep ,rtd

tin 19 l)ec i he.r that its Xl l ('Cirps and I.VI Pan,.,e"' ,,rjp, fh Idt'd ,nl\ I.-21
atnd 9111) total Icim hatants r'slpe<tivlv In a d esperate c ttitIin tw , -at't
greaiter infantrv strength. ftivrn and mtl -ni frn nimet escnt id ra r %r it ,...
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German Iffoops diq de-feliswq. Ireriih., f, It-~ .5. S

eru hurried fir% ;i(d. ats cro I nms tim ;trt Ilit' and a nt itn k haittrits
whnise weAvirlsi had been destri ved uir abandoried i'hfugh prnstidiriv '.-m

relief. tht rodativcl\ small numbifer it' miditimiial riticiei thus iro-atted hii~i Ti

I u)ssfs III %capitns anld #1lipment paralltled t h''st In pesninfif- K\ fii'
I )vembel~r, fi I(Iit art ilIlIrv picco- . atita tn k guntits nit I' \ ch itIv5 . arn Id tanitk.,% wero
all III part inulark. shirt supply I'mi/er (44riufI est imated i)n I I 4-crivilir

thalt ii1%1 2.-1 t4) 3o peirct1 itl its heav\ weap ins rnvinali ned In aetnn %- hu111
Ian/er ( ;rp :i mited ,ril\ twerit %(iiri artillcr% pivcvs tit' I0fl mm (it" litrwcr
still u~eaiii rlWit., si\ dr\nsimis Simnilark~ fthe I VI Pi'n/er ( ',rps h.1d

lt I uI Iin It iI e pnt that tIi t re4 mi Ind a imp ti, uit Iti n n itm
10111 its tuir pan/er thx inlts tugethici inustereil til\ thirt\ ti-in tainks Ald"l
its 'pth IPareI isiin h~iil ni riunnting tanks \whit..ivei ']IhiI lick ti ht-it

tuepin lrt her diniui ishIiv t hq ( ermnnstw 1 i h II innd c muus pt-i 'ii
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extended deployment would further disperse what few troops and weapons
remained. Consequentlv to prevent German combat power from evaporating
altogether. German company and battalion commanders instinctively drew
their beleaguered units into small strongpoint garrisons when Hitler ordered
them to tanatical resistance" iii place.

The severe winter weather was the third major reason that caused German
defenders to, adopt village-based strongpoints. Even by Russian standards, the 1j-
1941-42 winter was particularly harsh. From l)ecember until early March,
military perations were hampered by heavy snowfall and by the few hours

,,t "inter daylight. Yet the extreme cold was by far the most significant aspect
,,f the winter weather. )uring the winter battles. German and Russian forces
'l ashed in temperatures routine]," ranging from -10 C to -30C. with brief
codd spells exceeding -40 C.; Contrary to German belief, the cold was an
impartial adversary that dogged the operations of both sides with equal inten-
sitv However, the (ermans were generally more vulnerable to the debilitating
efte'cts o4 the subzero temperatures due to a near-total lack of winter clothing
,nd equipmenL

tllter blamed the Army High Command for the failure to provide winter
necessities. ignoring any intimation that he might bear some blame for the
;errman military predicament. In a clever propaganda stroke. Nazi Party func-

ti,,naritrs launched a massive emergency drive in late December to collect
winter lothing from the German public. l)irect action by the party and the .
peulh. it was implied, would rapidly correct the scandalous frontline condi-
tins wrought by General Staff bungling.' Coming at a time when Hitler
%%as relie\ing -incompetent" and "disloyal" officers left and right, this pro-
vrarn (,nfirrned the p)pular impression that Adolf Hitler's personal interven- -
tlutl into the G~erman Army's aff. irs was not only warranted but even overdue.

-" So, persuasivte was this logic-and so thorough the propaganda effort to sell
ii -t-that ,\-,.n some high-ranking German military officers remained convinced
atter th,. war that slipshod General Staff planning had produced the shortage

4vinter eqjuipment P
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F ~ vethe truth was far ditterent. G;r~slerrs Jagtwihu .4~\-
nter clIothing o)r special equipment simply because the G;erman supply system
111d fli t t ra nsp irt the iteins forward from rear depots. Norma Il winter-issue

itre'ms.w e e' caps, earmuffs, scarves. and sweaters I were stocked in
ern)m N and Pland. and ( ;eral IIalder had repeatedly, discussed the need

r, j~, ide these and hither essentials to the fighting forces before the onset of
'irnt f )I 11 Nhxhm her, however. H1alder learned that transportation di ffi-

%koc d dc-la'. deliveries of' winter clothing to the front until late .Jan uarN

Ifv t frwri ai 11gi st ical s Nstemn already tottering from the strain of provid-
!1ad:nd arniunitiuin to three armyv groups over the primitive

Wi- ion trs 9 p irtmat on net. was brought to the brink of total collapse by the
w, "it er 'Spi rad ic part isan activityv and an epidemic of locomotive

Ak.v i grfitk lv urtaiiled German rail-haul capacity. (For instance. the
w~~o.. r !(r n SUppIlyV trains to) the l'>stern Front totaled only* 1,420 in

9 m.ipal~rfd to 2,0931 in September 1941.1 Losses of motor vehicles
* tit h ir.,sf5 trt her snarled supply% distribution, and frantic- attempts to 1. 1
* 1 1-,i ph di xdrawn pani'.o wagions into service provided little immediate ?..0

fr r,%i the severe (-old increased the consumption rate of certain com-
*,, i G;m1 .(erman soldiers used large quantities of' grenades and

* ~ i . rowturv the frozen earth in order to create makeshift foxholes.
A i *11(,risunmipt iin d id not decline in proportion to vehicle losses since

*I,!. ! thii ni itirs round- the-clock to prevent engine freeze-up.'-

* - th -ippld lines z-ou Id not handle all the supplies that the
t !f ite-i the limited transportation space was devoted to such vital

i ~rvi inititin in edical supplies. Since winter ilothing is inher-
!'ierotiirv relativel-y inefficient to transport, it remained, for

7 t iifl~ in warehouses in Poland and Germany, awaiting a lull
- ll %k. r~~wheoi it co(uld he shuttled forward without displ.. Ang

1 4 In the meantime. German soldiers had to fend for them-

'Thing tf, protec-t themn against the subzero temperatures,
I% t.,'iiir Russian towns and villages to find shelter. This

* -...... \ *.s~Ot ial ii German survival as troops without
!Tted fri st hi'e uinless treated to periodic warm-

- . . . f ih ~pivernight courted wholesale death by
10\ mc countero~ffensive in full swing, cold-

.t,n ha-rjl~t l15-s. i, ma1st German units. One German
., ~ i the beginning of the Soviet attack, esti-

ivcht inrg amou nted to (only 100 battle
0 r(1_hiv. s te IIIPanzer Corps'

1 II 1, cier, "The w.eather increasingly stands.* -.

I ii illiditi, protectiiit from the cold, hut
I- Hte m-l;eteranl probletms of' winter war-%

*. r-I mii drinking water thawved. thereby
* !- ni t tfit lenrgthened German sick lists.

- i ,are \%!t hm ut i mtmed iate fear of death
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due to, gangrenetir expi~surv Vilages winall 'v hadsupis(sta.wh

* ~ ~ -hich Geirma1n sodiers could pad their bi rts and unifoirms against the cuild.
Indoo)rs, s ildieri Hc(u d nm ire eas ii attend to personal h vgiene-a nmatt er (If
some (cnseq uence ci nsidering that ( errnan units repo)rted mire than P)f,000
cases o)f tv phus befo re spring Fin a liv small armis anrd oither itemis ()if eq uip-

d ment () uld he cleaned and warmed inside heated h uts. This hast task had it
significance hevi md rnormal preventive Maintenance, fo(r the extreme ci id inade. 4

gun metal brittle and wveapiins kept iiutside tended to jam orI mal functio n due %
to broken holts and firing pins,-

13 v mid to Lite I )eceiber. much i)if the Giernman defensi-v friont in Russia
consisted o)f at series of local strongpoints, where battered G'erman units

4'defended themselves ats hest the '% cojuld against waves of Rus,-sian attacks.* . .

Since the (-(imbat strength of units had wasted iaa to where a co)ntinuiius
defensive line ci u Id not he held or ven man ned. anrd because, I it fir had %
forbidden any lairge-scale withdrawal, this strongpioint defentsive system
emnerged ats the on lY plausible stolutiC in to the difficulIt winter situat io n. Tbhis
system offered G;erma n fo~rces a ch ance toi de'fend themTselves,1- in pl)iCfeb \w (i-
c'entrating what few resources remained without abandorning large chunks o)f

Wterritory entirely to RuISSian cCmt rol In addition - t ho l ge ae strongpoi nt s
provided essential shelter, since the ha;rsh winter %' eat her Imsed :is dangert US

a threat as the enemy.

When (Cmbat reports c-haracterizedl a striingpit detense as tHis price- of'
standing fatst under the existing battlefield conditions, ilferruiw-k issued a
new directive giving his o)wn approval to this e'xpediint iii-hniquc- I)atcd
26 D ecembher. this secret iirder began by re-i terating I fitt~ si i om Oinin 1bat II

ground be relinq uishid vi I unt un l (Hsn (rivetr thf- pid ins th it i bd fC ri-id

*Iiitler. w~it hi an(ii , - f in in-r !,,r~ I krfi ttwi.tai, r 1 r-i., rC-4; ih, t r-, -1.z -- -c

i-rnubiimm tho FinihrC-r.. %,r,ai m, thwn,gh .~7U~ ni in]- I -i . ,-in-I .

ilpui-arimig in G-mir d-I--ruril j in m-
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the strongpoirlt s ' sten (ntite the ( ;rmn I I II II -h Ltihrer. then1 e';l/e.'d-

the wavs tin which this technique co)uld hel tUrnted ;i9;iltl1 Ih,- FPL-li III-

f/h/4i Iet 1, te (111t % A' mus t~r -ddw it~ t .~ , hiif 'IL l.-

Inv)I/l itI Is the Ifitv I s etvrx ale IIIt . ' IfII. i j ,v ), . I. ! * . !0P p
lise nf fikt, I ;.ld i i t, Nd]Itrs t III cxi-f TI. era fr. I . a r I i

dsene u1hse ( rif tho ras Fi Ujp1 pup- f l.Ie e sle.A I !,

IThesle princile mus t frit .t ufft%11111,11 [ I t-f "I thi ,.-. ,~

German soldiers at the front scarcely neededtit, I-hrier ,(I ;t 1
to fight their Russian foes. The pre-vaiint.V circumnstalenc- ic-h li'l , 'e

native to the holding oif village strongpnltts Vdi;it tilItIIIId ilt- III I.l I I
how effective this systemn wtiould he in halting flit.\ it i , ,it4 !(,ft -. ,
in saving Geria n units from piecemeval itm ih ii ith n

Strongpoint Defense: Conduct

I) riven to thet shelter o f Ituss, r I*; ri .in i \ I IIII igi I~ . I I '' I..?

* ~~~measure, German troops idid their I)es.t it- tfirtif\ thii i"tat. i.I.

inevitab~le Soviet assaults. lDefen.sive t4chiqu-s, virlied I tit II;%-., ~<* 'i

sion according toi local conditions anid experieti11 f.. A 17,1e1l it1 illIII.Ah
becom ing apparent to German onandier.s tir Ih liIn Ot Jill; \,%;i- I Ilit pit I j

f)u s d efen s Iv t ra in Ing had been de(Ivficvienitt. As, o IIce "i - (Ic4 Pit-e i, t .A t> I %

German troops "so tar had been in-XpIcIi-(t in tin- -(I 't thirn;. I I

surprising indeed how often and it,% what e-xtent viterr -f1e-r v . h fill
alredy artciptedin World War 1, had ti)rgit,i their exerI-ee"'t -

days. The fact that l ;crnil peacetifnc tfaliig~ 1- n-%( lvte r jt h ' :.I, %

with *defensivet operations uni der of ittfiulIt 14 ) P), Pu/I ill if I 1 1e 1~ 1-i

mental feer the( first time litalics in rin .

*To comrnpensate ttir their inexpFerieficit (1911;: or:1III -il.iwrd Ia 1: I.
hoiv by exchanging haestilt, prepart-d lni.r-et.;i r\tltl-.i'it
this type, Jpieparvd bv Furthl Armi i f 2:L 1~ 1iiiit i ll 11 r'i i tenI I te Ie I#

used effectively v )y theI luthl Motuirii'd I)I \ isijif ke-to i t 1 he1li -i . g! t I,!

mere infantry regi n t. , heII 0t h M, it eri/ie I )I i I ) i' ll I- !,, t 11 1:s U-e "I

a streengpiiiit die'trimi ti e fen (I i; fity kil'.rYIito e -wi- IIt .ig.1111-! :I:, Ill~ I

seven Red Arm\, divisiins. I

The. Itlith Nletieriiet I)lmvtsieitL it-jie)rt e\I ~ it %N iLn lilt-r 111 1- , i. fill

Li village strutngiint. tefticirs iiep;eil lit, -1% .t 1t~ tu1We l\ ie IIilidllit'-
identify the~se. le(st stitfede for lltfe-rnsi-. - i~ I I il - i t ;id H iL It ill it f he 

3

defent-se wvcre ra/d. booth teeit e tilt, 1e-di Arf~\ fftLe Ie *tteIl a I i, I
i1t nd Il Ie I n 4 Itt - 1 ; i I elO e it L i I s I- it I f Ir Ft .e IIt--,

115 fightinig %%cro- lts 'e t en bi trIri: rI-tel til ' Ii. i I'ie tIe-- -I.n

tet ;dl ireoiril dliciit , n wieA s';i5 leinitt - i ig.ijii-i Ie I le, toll" a -I-
citli it--i ie-ltii 't 'e'ei5 se~ d etet i t i 'ilL '-w n~ 't1

"cere, ifnti.-grittedi I Ie'p ti..- ltc-tL-,t ill 1J#e( -i! t -i L ' i ' i:;te-
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A ~ ~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~ hw qr-,#,v-aRisa ilq vthSescryn upisad'ev

A ( ,,r l t' i' .,, .mpi''- clam.l hay. aet Riss v)iae wted cain hills and ridesy

an dl Fb e'isi e sir' ingpiits iv si alilsheel wit hin t hem normally had commiranding
ibst-.rvatmon end fire (over Ow h i' mro diiig cleared fields. D efensive combait .

freon si.jhJ jIm.-itnis Wa, gain acceording to a Itth Motorized lDivision report,
prioi~erilk a* qui-Iim (o ut rgani.atiin," req~uiring careful use o)f all available A

h'v'.s'ap s midf art fli'iv\ Wheiin enm mv at tacks seemed imminent, German '-~
airt ilher\ tici, ctr atir at! rk, (whe-n aaialtwere directed against known
am1l stj.apv'eie'e-l e'em *esse'iiilv aireas As Soiviet fo~rces approached the strong-
p1111 Ot ftire (f he-a'. rnurtars aitatnk gunis, and hveaY machine guns
irie'(I in 'Sunch tire' x" as ciretfillk i-intrrlled, since experience shtiwed that ''it
1, 1r1iapreriiite I, little' 0i tairge's w.ithi single artillery pieces and batterie's.% %
Iti. tutven h ruiimf- irripirlin? Ito striki' Otle imst imjneurtaent targets using timely.
(ii 11 il, 4111;4d tire' I- destl-v them "It oe'neniv. force(s wvere able toi get clo4se
4cou11gh t,,laumc a1 ile ussaultl aginsllt the fortified buildings, the (airvful
prepa~r.,itilms -ithe di-fv'ir., ke-pt the mlds strongly, lin their favo-(r. Anyv ene'm
i tIai itIr . n, vn %% hI it m1k, ii t h 4i1r tav into, at village wvere- e'ither cut dow\%n hy -

- iiiierlsekineg tue'.- Itri, iieiglieriig buildings i.r wiped emt b.,. tit(' -cintt'r e.
,eti;ei ks ift .ie'e tel. l''.tdtkee rvs'r'vs A~rmed w.ith .uemae-hint' guns aend

ire eeef)s lie'! . tie'' i;ilf :i t fim ve 1(, ( im e iidate ' '

Ititrimig this A~mter fighl mg~ (;e'imi units scion reafize(d that strongpieits -

- -~riiifiieu I-, smi;dl digvis I iid re ww, drev, icks ;is wc'll a. i\ meit;ige's F()er
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A German machine gun team eit .,u-. 4 *

in the backqrOujnd.%

oneC thing. Soviet armor poised'ti dvidI\ tho-i to liu li'ist iiii dftvitsv. Silltil
(1rnMOUfl~ge (OUld not hide buildings, kissH tik, hid little itftil tf)

iden tifying and engaging the Cernu p-tt ow t it *.id t her. iniM ri~

if Successful in driving the ( erimins trim i livi httilingt shvtelt .4tol fitl.. hII1%J
open, the enerny tanks could s lught . th IIIf.ttI g ~If-ttt1it, ii1 il, it 10.1,111 1., o

controli of' the surroiundling iiria i to tlit, Red A .rt Ii 'Illis td icft ( ;ttit;wi ivim Ii

naissance aind left the strongpiitif l nirItr it ill tII~gt ittit k
ivse lh i v n Il t v.arl ri;iurt til !()Ili~ ry

the R-ussianrs frequent1% used nigh'tt thu~i k -. t, dii'.iit till I irvfulki iti histiticl %. P

Finidk* -. mot urilRui.
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effects. In fact, after the blast of buried mines fai led to d amage the tracks of
enemy ' -34s. the 35th DiIivision painted its antitank mi nes wh itt' so theN' could
be left nearly exposed on hard-packed road surifaces.

The' construct ioin of eff'ctive' obstacles reqlu ired someV ingtn u it. D eep snow,
tof co(urse. was at nat ural obstacle to ('ross-ct unt rv rnovernt'nt for troops lac'king
skis and snowshoes. ( )hic (erman attributed the survival of* enc'irc'led German
ft rces at IDernansk to the fact that "'tve'n t t' Russian inf'antry was unable
to launch an attac t through those snows.' -i b wevt'r, as snowban ks did not S
a lways locate them selvt's to maxim urn (111(0sive adv*ant age, the Ge'rmans
devised effective su pplemt'nt al barriers. Sinmplt' barbed w irt' obstacles were help-
ful, w'ith at doublt apron style f'ence being mttist t'fft'ctive, especiall ' when
c'tu pled with anti pc'rst mnel mintes and warning dtv it's. l'nfiirt u nattl 'N. barbed

* ~~wire remained gent rallv tin short supply d(ju ti thet rut ot s Ge;rnman logistical
svstt'm and wire fences (iu Id he coivert'd b.\ drift ing sow. Tbhus, the 7th

-. ~~Infatnt rv IDivision bee tvt'd that its few f iinsv wirt' fi st tres were valuable
()nlv !for the sakt' 4-f mitralt' and early warning , T ct in pen sate for the
ltarlwtdl wirt' short agv, Getrmnan troops ('nt rivt'd at aint (0t expedient entangle-
ment s. Sinev units git her'd largt' q uant itit's 4~ ha rv.'(1nvi toolts fromt Russian
vil lages and f'ashio ned( ''knife rest'' obstacles ttinsist inrg od4 sharpened scythe '

hI ides suppo rted 1) wtodi frames. lEvtn w hen i vred b\ snmv drifts, these
niast vMbadt' fent's inm;)tdt'd tir inju red Sov ivtt otn;t r\Ymitt wadi ng through
dt-t'p ,not 1w i iard ( Gitiart po sit ions." In iod nieatr ait rv I is. the Gehrmnans
felled trees to, maki atnfs typt' barriers, Sntw\ w idl, rrci.auring two toi three
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method of generating defensive depth-and the one specifically ordered by
Hlitler's 26 D~ecember direct ive-wits to convert all rearward~ logistical installa-
tions into additional strongptoints- Though manned only by supply and service06.
personnel ioccasionally augmented by Land*'schutz security units composed of
overtrage reservistsI, these strongpoints prevented the Soviets from freely ex-
ploiting tactical breakthroughs. Such support strongpoints also protected the %'
valuable logistical sites from surprise attack and served as rallying points for
G;erman~ personnel separated from their units in the confusion of battle..",~

One other technique for giving depth to the German defense was to array ~
heav_% weapons ilight "Infantry" howitzers. antitank guns, flak guns, artillery
pieces, and art illery observers in depth behind the forward strongpoints.
Enemyv forces penetrating bey ond the strongpoint line could thus be continu-
Ousl 'v enga-iged bY direct and indirect fire to a considerable depth. (The 197th.

tInfanitrv- Division act ually recommended graduating artillery assets for a
distance oft five kilometers behind the main line of resistance.) Though weak-
ening the direct-fire capabilities of the forward strongpoints somewhat, this
technique dlid not require the displacement of the snowbound German guns in
order to tire onl penetrating Soviets. Furthermore, the fortified gun positions
also served as additional pickets of resistance against further Russian %~
adva-nce - The -7t h D ivision saw in this at confirmation of prewar doctrinal%
methods, noting that "the arrangement of heavy weapons and their deploy-
mient in depth according to the tacticalI manuals proved successful.' Even
though this technique complied with doctrine, under the circumstances it was
.1 desperate- expedient because it risked sacrificing the precious German artil- -

Ivrv sirnpl ito contain griuLld assaults.%

he( ;4-im nheia\\ we'apo ns were far mo re v aluable for their abilitY to
smash i16advacing Soe i fo rmations by fire B y careful fire control. (;erman
e.M 1Mnders use-d their co ncent rated firepower to s lo w. disru pt. and occasion-
aik Iv een ilesti-roy So viet penetrations outright As explained in one after-action
repe rt, R'apid e' incent rat ion oef the, entire, art iilerv on the enemy's main effort
is decisi\t ~e Ti that end. G e'rman di visions met iculously integrated the fires %.

,,t all mali r direct andc indirect fire weapo ns iincluding in fant ry mort ars and ~
vmatchinle gunls' is Well as the fires oif neighboring units , into a single

dix isie en fire plain This prearranged fire plan was then executed on order of
%-a

de-signated frontline commanders sot that attacking Russian troops were sud-
den ll ripped Iwv simutlt a neous blasts of co ncent rated artillery' and smnall-arms
tire, 'Illhe ~Ctl Dixi.sicin te\;iaine-d that intense flurries of shells falling oin

eie' ,'-sault ulnits -tust at thet moment olf attack 1could I stampede even the ~
be-st t rie ,s

Ili mx eiver clt-, er t ht- (;erniiansi %% vre- in fa bricat ing defensive depjth and how
evetr skillfull\ thex\ brandisheitd thevir limite-d tire-pow.j r determined Soviet
attacks could no, t, mitaqwit~ed by these mecans alwl:. Micrfo often, depth '1*
and tiropeewer we-re metre- .i(fiiits it, the ciiinterwetack, the thirci traditien~J
ingredient of G e'rmnlai de-ten si~t xlc-pratis (;ernan u nit cc tenbat re-pt rts u nani-

CiondlCItt't USing9 limited meas-A is- tn1- het-stO 'Avl t b -teatt Hussian penetra-
tions D e'liberitte (c (uni-rattacks(; G, -iii'ir--x hich deectrinallv wvere hose%

more' ca;rt-tulk i e ,rdineteod kcitrlc~'izsit)u lre.h units-weure re-garded as
less efftectixe, due tio the shotag t ii taoho- un-niitdfurc-; and the

too"V
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1,1

German infantry counterattacking, January 1942 Note the lack of winter camouflage overgarments. k~,

German la(ck of winter mohility. The operations officer of the 78th lDivision
stated that "a (kgenstoss thrown immediately against an enemy break-in,
even if only in squad strength, achieves more than a deliberate counterattack!

in company or battalion strength on the next day."ii However, a fine line
existed between aggressiveness and recklessness, and few German units could
afford to) suffer even moderate personnel losses from an ill-conceived counter-
attack. Consequently, the 85th l)ivision counseled that, where the Russians
had been allowed any time at all to consolidate or where the depth of the
enemy penetration made immediate success unlikely, German reserves were to

heuncoedionlte contain the enemy rather than to be squandered in weak or .
un(oorinaedpiecemeal counterattacks." '
The immediate counterattacks were normally performed by small reserveytk

('ontingents positioned in villages b~ehind the forward strongpoints. According--.
to o)ne division commander, these fo~rces were assembled despite thc consequent
weakening of the forward positions. The strength of these counterattack
detachments varied in that some units held as much as one-third of their
total strength in reserve, while others made do with smaller fo~rces. Invariably,
ho)wever, the counterattack forces were given as much mobility as possible.
Where available, skis and snowshoes were issued to the reserve units; where
these were unavailable, Russian (ivilians were put t(o work trampling paths .....
through the sno~w along likely (counterattack axes. I1' ensure the p~rtlper aiggres-

sivye spirit, some units dlisregardedl unit integrity alnd assembfled their reserves .. "
from "esp~ecial ly selec'ted, c'apableh,. and daring men.''' These desperadttes were ,. \,
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armed "for close comhat" with machine pistols and hand grenades. For maxi-
mum shock effect, these counterattack forces were launched against the open
flanks of enemy penetrations, preferably in concert with heavy supporting

fires from all available weapons.""

Thus. though the strongpoint defensive system did not conform exactly to

the doctrine in Truppenfiihrungl, the German expedient methods bore the un-

mistakable imprint of traditional principles in their use of depth, firepower.

and especially counterattack. General Maximilian Fretter-Pico, who served

through the 1941-42 winter battles with the 97th Light Infantry Division,

described the German improvisations in words that captured the essential

spirit of the Elastic Defense: "These defensive battles show that an active

defense, well-organized in the depti of the defensi'e zone and using ever\

conceivable means to improvise counbat power, can prevent a complete enemy

breakthrough. A defense must be conducted offensively even in the depth of.

the defensive zone in order to weaken lenemyi forces to the maximum extent

possible [italics in originall.'

In many cases, the strongpoint style of defense (lid achieve remarkable

successes against great odds. Fretter-lPico's division, for example. held its own %

against some 300 separate Soviet attacks between January and March 1942,

with its subordinate units executing in that time more than 100 counter-

attacks.' Other units were less successful, however, with some divisions being

almost completely torn to pieces by the Russian counteroffensives. Therefore,

the varied effectiveness of the German defensive expedients is best understood

in the context of the overall strategic situation. 16% .% 1

The Winter Campaign: Overview and Analysis

The Soviet winter counteroffensive unfolded in two distinct stages. The

first stage, beginning on 6 December and lasting approximately one month,

consisted of furious Russian attacks against Army (-oup Center. These blows
were to drive the Germans back fronn the gates of Moscow and, in so doing,

destroy the advanced German panzer groups if possible. These attacks

breached the thin German lines at several points and sent Hitler's armies

reeling westward until the stand-fast order braked their retreat. By the end of

December, the front had temporarily stabilized, with most German units on

the central sector driven to a form of strongpoint defense. , -..

Encouraged by the success of these first attacks, Joseph Stalin ordered ,- ..

an even grander counteroffensive effort on 5 January 1942. This second stage

mounted major Soviet efforts against all three German army groups and

aimed at nothing less than the total annihilation of the Wehrinacht armies

in Russia. Tearing open large gaps in the German front, Soviet armies

advanced deep into the German rear and. in mid-January, created the most

serious crisis yet. Grim reality finally succeeded where professional military

advice had earlier failed, and Hitler at last authorized a large-scale wiii-

drawal of the central German front on 15 hanuarv. Even with this concession,

the German position in Russia remained it peril until Soviet attacks died out
in late February.

'I' appreciate the tactical effectiveness of the German winter defensive

methods, it is important to understand the natuc of the Soviet counter- %
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offensives. German defensive actions did not take place in a tactical vacuum;
rather, their value must be measured in relation to the peculiarities of Russian
offensive methods during the 1941-42 winter. !. r

Throughout the winter, the hardscrabble German defensive efforts bene-
fited from the general awkwardness of Soviet offensive operations. The strong-
point defensive tactics adopted by German units exploited certain flaws in
Russian organization, leadership, and combat methods. However, this exploita-
tion was not purposeful, for as already discussed, other factors compelled the
Germans to use strongpoints. Also, many of the particular Soviet internal
handicaps were unknown to the Germans. Nevertheless, the effectiveness of
the German strongpoint measures was enhanced by peculiar Red Army
weaknesses.

Though achieving great success in their winter counteroffensives, the %
Soviet armies possessed overwhelming strength only in relation to their
enfeebled German opponents. The Barbarossa campaign had inflicted frightful
losses on the Red Army, and the Russian forces that assembled for the
December attacks were a mixture of fresh Siberian divisions, burned-out
veteran units, and hastily raised militia. At almost every level, these Russian . 4,

forces were troubled by inadequate means and inferior leadership.

The first Soviet attacks against Army Group Center were executed by the
Western Front, now under the command of the ubiquitous General Zhukov.
Planning for the assault had begun only at the end of November, and prepara- -

tions were far from complete when the counteroffensive began. Though nine
new Russian armies were concentrated around Moscow, the assaulting forces
also included many divisions ordered straight into the attack after weeks of
fierce defensive fighting. Except for some Siberian units, the newly deployed %0
formations were generally understrength, poorly trained, and lacking in equip-
ment. The rebuilt Soviet Tenth Army, for example, had no tanks or heavy
artillery and was short infantry weapons, communications gear, engineering,.
equipment, and transport. Although the Tenth Army nominally fielded ten , -

rifle divisions, its overall strength, including headquarters and support troops,
scarcely amounted to 80.000 men. Ammunition shortages also afflicted
Zhukov's command, with many units having only enough stocks to supply
their leading assault elements. Large mobile formations were virtually non-
existent; for example, Western Front forces included only three tank divisions, %
two of which had almost no tanks. Most of the available tanks were instead
scattered among fifteen small tank brigades, each having a full establishment
strength of only forty-six machines.0 12

These problems were compounded by amateurish leadership and faulty
doctrine. Instead of concentrating forces on narrow breakthrough sectors, inex-
perienced Soviet commanders and staffs assigned wide attack frontages (nine
to fourteen kilometers) to each rifle division by the simple method of "distrib-
uting forces and equipment evenly across the entire front.""" Marshal S. I. %
Bogdanov, recalling his experiences in the Moscow counteroffensive, noted a
similar deficiency in using the few Soviet tank forces, namely, "the tendency
to distribute tanks equally between rifle units ... which eliminated the possibil- ......

ity of their massing on main routes of advance." Furthermore, the Soviet
tanks were cast solely in an infantry support role. "All tanks," continued
Bogdanov, "which were at the disposal of the command, were assigned to

%
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Dead Russian troops and destroyed Soviet tanks litter the nowy fed inft (AGeran defens'ive
positions, winter 1941 -42

rifle forces and operated directly with themn ... or in tacI(tical (lose coordination
with them. .-. "I"'.These errors further diluted the Soviet combat pow'er and
weakened the Russian capacity tit strike swiftly into the venmy rear with
sizable mobile forces.

Nevertheless, Z/hitkov's Western Front armies possessed more than eniough P%'J
brute strength to overwhelm the weak ( erniain lines oppos i e Moscow. They
did so with a not able l ack of fi ie sse, hi iwe-%er. oft en butting straight aead
against the flimsy German positions when ample oppotun itV existedl to infhi-
trate and outflank the in vaders. As itie Soviet analvst criticized, "AIt hough
the I German I enemy wais constructing his (leftefse on (en ters of resistatnce
and to slight depth (3-5) kmn). and there were goomd o)piort unities for moving
around his strongpoints, oPur units most lre(( en Clv cmnd uctid 11im t al assauIdts
against the enemY.-'- When breakthroughs weeacle i~ed. ft ti wt pI thrusts
minced timidly firward as Soviet cotfltliatders looked tearfully it their flaknksP
for nonexistent German ril)ostes.'" ( )afish Rid Arm )*iv tem pts to e ncirvc
German formations closedl miore often than not (in thin ait. Im1patient at these
mistakes, G'eneral Zhu kov issued aI curt di rccti ye to WAestern Front I ciin mndirs ..
on 9 D~ecemiber, decrying the pritfligite frontal attacks ;IS "nIjg'It Iiiprtinl

measures which pla y into the ennmy's bands." Zbiitmi ttrditmtI his suitor
dinates to avoid further "front al Mtctoks against reinfiorced ccnters (t iesis%
tane" and urged instecad that ( ;rmian sti ttgpi its hei 1) vtassed iit(Iey
The bypassed German striingpiiints w 1ould ,10 iiitly he itlae 1) theO Sov%,it

avnce and then later reduluId by. trilliwiting c(I hln.'i nlsodi

% %
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depth to his spearheads, Zhukov also ordered the formation of special pursuit
detachments composed of tanks, cavalry, and ski troops.! '

Although these measures increased the pace of the Russian drive, they
failed to increase appreciably the bag of trapped German units and even may
have helped to save some retreating German forces from destruction. As previ-
ously discussed, German units turned to strongpoint defensive methods during
this chaotic retreat period. These strongpoints massed the slender German
resources in a way that the diffuse Soviet deployment did not, thereby reduc-
ing the relative German tactical vulnerability. Zhukov's Front I)irective (if 9
December prohibited Russian divisions from breaking down these centers of
resistance by direct assault, even though the Red Army forces could certainly
have achieved this in many instances. In accordance with Zhukov's instruc-
tions, the Russian forces tried instead to snare the retreating Germans by
deep maneuver. At this stage of the war, however, the Red Army possessed
neither the skill, experience, nor (except for the few pursuit groups) mobility r

to accomplish these operations crisply and effectively. Time and again.
German divisions dodged would-be envelopments or, when apparently trapped,
carved their way out of clumsy encirclements.-" Even Zhukov's sleek pursuit
groups failed to cut off German forces. These mobile detachments-often acting
with Soviet airborne forces-caused alarm in the German rear areas, but the
Russian cavalry and ski troops were generally too lightly armed to do more
than ambush or harass German combat formations.

The first stage of the Soviet winter counteroffensive drove the Germans ,- ,
back from Moscow but failed to destroy the advanced German panzer forces.., .
The divisions of Army Group Center, slipping into a strongp(oint style of
defense as they retreated, by luck adopted a tactical form that the advancing
Russians were not immediately geared to smother. Even though many
German divisions were mauled at the outset of the Red Army counteroffen-
sive, other German units probably owed their subsequent survival to the
purposeful Soviet avoidance of bludgeoning frontal attacks and to the mal-
adroitness of Soviet maneuver.

When Hitler ordered the German armies to stand fast on 16 )ecember,
the opening Soviet drives had already spent much of' their offensive energy.
The initial Russian attacks had been planned, as Zhukov later explained,
merely as local measures to gain maneuver space in front of Moscow."', The ,''.

near-total dissolution of Army Group Center's front exceeded the most opti-
mistic projections of the Soviet High Command. Having planned for a more
shallow, set-piece type of battle, the Russians were unable to sustain their ,
far-ranging attacks with supplies, replacements, and fresh units. On the con-
trary, Russian offensive strength waned drastically as Red Army divisiotis
moved away from their supply bases around Moscow. Consequently. |lithvr's
dogmatic no-retreat directives, issued at a time when some Soviet units were
already operating 50 to 100 miles from their starting lines, stood ; much
greater chance of at least temporary success than wou ld have otherwise been
the case. 7,

During the h.tter part of )ecember, both sides struggled to reii iorc their
battered forces. Hit ler (rdred the immediate dispatch ()f thir e-n fresh divi-
sions to the Eastern Front from t her parts of (;ernian-occulpie(l 'urope. " C
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The arrival of these units proceeded slowly, retarded by the same transporta-
tion difficulties that dogged the German supply network in Russia. To speed
the transfer of badly needed infantrymen. Luftwaffe transports airlifted
several infantry battalions straight from East Prussia to the battle zone-in
retrospect, a measure of questionable merit since the reinforcements arrived
without winter clothing or heavy weapons.' The frantic German haste to
introduce these new units into the fighting led to bizarre incidents. In one
case, the detraining advance party of a fresh division was thrown straight
into battle even though many of the troops involved were only musicians
from the division band. -'2 In still another case, elements of two separate divi-
sions were combined into an ad hoe battle group as they stood on railroad
sidings and then hurried into the fray without further regard to unit integrity
or command structure.1

In a curious parallel to Hitler's command actions, Soviet leader Joseph
Stalin assumed personal control over the strategic direction of Russian opera-
tions in late December. In Moscow, Stalin saw in the Red Army's surprising
early success the makings of an even grander counteroffensive to crush the
invaders and win the war at one stroke. Pushing Russian reinforcements
forward as fast as they could be assembled, Stalin sketched out his new vision
for this second stage of the Soviet counteroffensive. The Leningrad, Volkhov,"%
and Northwestern Fronts would bash in the front of Army Group North and
lift the siege of Leningrad. The Kalinin, Western, and Bryansk Fronts would
annihilate Army Group Center by a colossal double envelopment. In the south,
the Soviet Southwestern and Southern Fronts would crush Army Group South %
while the Caucasus Front undertook amphibious landings to regain the Crimea
(see map 7).

This Red Army avalanche fell on the Germans during the first two weeks
of January, thus beginning the second stage of the winter campaign. As
during the first stage, German defensive actions benefited from Soviet offen-
sive problems.

A fundamental flaw in the new Sovict operation was the strategic concept I
itself. Whereas the first-stage counterattacks had been too cautious, the second-
stage objectives were far too ambitious and greatly exceeded what could be
done with Red Army resources. The attacking Soviet armies managed to pene-
trate the German strongpoint belt in several areas, but once into the German
rear, the Soviets did not retain sufficient strength or impetus to achieve a
decisive victory. Stalin had willfully ignored the suggestions of Zhukov and
other Soviet generals that decisive operational success required less grand .
objectives and greater concentration of striking power.'" Instead, Stalin
insisted that the opportunity had come to begin "the total destruction of the
Hitlerite forces in the year 1942."'',

The advantage to German defensive operations from this conceptual fault
was profound. Lacking the necessary reserves to assure the defeat of major
breakthroughs, German armies were spared decisive encirclement and possible
annihilation by the dissipation of Soviet combat power. After breaking through
the German strongpoint crust, Russian attacks eventually stalled on their own
for lack of sustenance. On several occasions, major Soviet formations became
immobilized in the Geiman rear, slowly withering until mopped up by German
reinforcements. For example, the Soviet Second Shock Army, commanded by
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General A. A. Vlasov, slashed across the rear of the German Eighteenth Army
in January only to become bogged down there in forest and marsh. Unsupplied
and unreinforced, Vlasov's nine divisions and several separate brigades
remained immobile in the German rear until finally capitulating in June
1942.116 Likewise, the Soviet Thirty-Third Army and a special mobile opera-
tional group composed of General P. A. Belov's reinforced I Guards Cavalry %
Corps struck deep into the vitals of Army Group Center near Vyazma only to
be stranded there when German troops blocked the arrival of Russian support
forces. A similar fate befell the Russian Twenty-Ninth Army near Rzhev. 7

In these and other cases, the dispersion of Soviet combat power in pursuit of
Stalin's grandiose objectives prevented the reinforcement or rescue of the
marooned forces.

Although failing to provoke a general German collapse, these deep drives
unnerved the German leadership. As Soviet forces groped toward Army Group
Center's supply bases and rail lines of communication in mid-January, the
German stand-fast strategy grew less and less tenable. Near despair, General
Halder wrote on 14 January that the Fiihrer's intransigent leadership "[could]
only lead to the annihilation of the Army.""' The next day, though, Hitler
relented by authorizing a belated general withdrawal of Army Group Center
to a "winter line" running from Yukhnov to Rzhev. However, Hitler imposed .0%
stiff conditions on the German withdrawal: all villages were to be burned
before evacuation, no weapons or equipment were to be abandoned, and-
most distressing of all to German commanders with vivid memories of the
piecemeal withdrawals in early December-the retreat was to be carried out
"in small steps. ' "",

Indicative of Hitler's penchant for meddling in tactical detail, this last
constraint proved particularly painful. Senior German commanders, conform- -

ing to Hitler's preference for a more centralized control of operations, dictated
the intermediate withdrawal lines to their subordinate divisions. Often, the
temporary defensive lines were simply crayon marks on someone's command
map, and several units suffered unnecessary casualties in defense of hopelessly
awkward positions laid out "on a green felt table" at some higher head-
quarters.1' 1 Even with this retreat to the winter line, then, it was fortunate
for the German cause that the Soviet High Command had obligingly dissi-
pated its forces.

Logistics also hampered Soviet operations to the Germans' benefit. In his
eagerness to exploit the December successes, Stalin ordered the January wave
of offensives to begin before adequate logistical preparations had been made.5
Zhukov later complained bluntly that, as a result, "Ilogistical] requirements
of the armed forces could not he met as the situation and current tasks
demanded." To emphasize this point, the Western Front commander recited .,
his own ammunition supply problems:

The ammunition supply situation was especially had. Thus, out of the planned
ammunition supplies for the first ten days of January, the Front actually
received: M2mm mortar shells-I per cent; artillery projectiles-2-3t per cent.
For all of ,lanuary: 50mm mortar rounds-2.7 per (,cnt: 120mm shells-36 per
cent: S2mm shells-55 per cent: artillery shells-44 per cent. The February plan --

was no improvement. Out of 311 wagons of ammunition sc'heduled for the first (. .
tlen d;vs. riot o), was received.-,
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The general shortage of artillery ammunition directly affected the Red
Army's failure to crush the German strongpoint system. Because German
defenders regarded Soviet artillery to be an extremely dangerous threat to
their strongpoints, the Germans took such measures as were possible to
disperse their defensive positions and reduce the effectiveness of the Russian
fire. Even so, that more German strongpoints did not become fatal "man
traps" stemmed from the fact that, in general, "the [Soviet] artillery prepara--"-%

tion was brief.., due to a shortage of ammunition, and was of little effec-
tiveness." 123: Zhukov's units, for example, were limited to firing only one to
two rounds per tube per day during their renewed offensive advances. In a
report to Stalin on 14 February, Zhukov complained that "as shown by combat
experience, the shortage of ammunition prevents us from launching artillery
attacks. As a result, enemy fire systems are not suppressed and our units,
attacking insufficiently neutralized enemy positions, suffer very great losses
without achieving appropriate success. .2

Misguided tactics also undermined the Soviet artillery's effectiveness. In 7

accordance with faulty prewar tactical manuals, Red Army gunners distributed
their pieces as evenly as possible along the front, a practice that prevented
the massing of fires against separated strongpoints. Moreover, Russian artil-
lery units frequently located themselves too far to the rear to be able to pro-
vide continuous fire support to attacking units battling through a series of %
German strongpoints. Instead, according to Artillery General F. Samsonov,
"the artillery often limited its operations only to artillery preparation for an
attack. All this slowed down the attack, often led to the abatement of the
attack, and limited the depth of the operation." ' -

A German patrol brings in prisoners and a captured machine gun, March 1942
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These artillery problems were symptomatic of the general lack of Soviet
combined arms coordination during this period. Attacking Russian tanks often
outdistanced their accompanying infantry, leaving the infantry attack to stall %
in the face of German obstacles and small-arms fire while the tanks barged
past the German strongpoints. Accordingly, the Soviet armor, shorn of its
infantry protection, was more vulnerable to German antitank measures. Occa-
sionally, Soviet tanks would halt in full view of German gunners and wait
until the assigned Russian infantrymen could catch up, or the tanks would
turn around and retrace their path past German positions in search of their
supporting foot soldiers.12 6 Both of these measures played into the hands of
German antitank teams. As a result of the general confusion and lack of
tactical cooperation between artillery, infantry, and armored forces, Soviet
commanders conceded the vulnerability of their own assaults to German
counterattack..7 Indeed, the German use of strongpoint tactics preyed merci-
lessly on these Soviet blunders: German fire concentrations separated tanks
and infantry, antitank guns located in depth throughout the strongpoint net-
work picked off the naked Russian armor, and the carefully husbanded
German reserves-maneuvering without fear of Soviet artillery interference-
delivered the coup de grace by counterattacking the groggy remnants of any
Red Army attack.

In an attempt to rectify these shortcomings, Stalin issued a directive to -
his senior commanders on 10 January that commanded better artillery sup-
port, closer tank-infantry cooperation, and-like Zhukov's directive a month
earlier to the Western Front-greater use of infiltration and deep maneuver.
As a diagnosis, this document showed great insight into the Red Army's --

tactical faults. As a corrective measure, this directive (and supplementary .- **

orders that succeeded it) came too late, for most Soviet forces were already
heavily engaged in the second-stage offensives by the time it was issued. rv
Also, there was little opportunity to reorganize and retrain Soviet units before
spring. _,1

By the end of February, Stalin's great offensive had run its course.
German armies, reinforced at last by the few fresh divisions that Hitler had
summoned to the Eastern Front, reestablished a continuous defensive front,
relieved some German pockets isolated behind Russian lines, and stamped
out those Red Army forces still holding out in the German rear. The front
line itself stood as stark evidence of the confused winter fighting: instead of span-
ning the front in a smooth arc marred by a few minor indentations, it snaked
tortuously back and forth, its great swoops and bends marking the limits of
Russian offensive and German defensive endurance.

On the German side, the best that could be said of the winter campaign
was that the German Wehrmacht had survived. Strapped by Hitler's strategic
rigidity, their strength exhausted, and lacking proper winter equipment, the
German eastern armies had successfully withstood the two-stage Soviet
onslaught using an improvised strongpoint defensive system. Though fighting
as well as could be expected under the circumstances and even incorporating
those aspects of their doctrinal Elastic Defense that could be made to fit the
situation, German Army officers recognized that they had come within a hair-
breadth of disaster. Shaking their heads at their own good fortune, they dimly
realized that the survival of the German armies owed as much to Russian
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tactical clumsiness and strategic miscalculation as to German stead fast ness.
This realization clouded German attempts to draw doctrinal conclusions from
the winter fighting.

German Doctrinal Assessments

Adolf HIitler regarded the winter defensive battles to be his own pers' nal
triumph, won against heavy milit ary odds and in spite of the advice of the
Germa~n Army 'vs senior officers. In rhetorical terms that made it seem as if he
had personally braved Russian bullets iHitler in fact had not visited front
commanders since late November), the Piihrer gave his own assessment of
the campaign to Dr. Joseph Goebbels on 20 March 1942. As the propaganda
minister wrote in his diar\y:

5 11(41 jnlts. the4 1'U hner sad [it tearedl it simply woauld not4 he possible to survive.
lnvariabhoklav~cr, he taught al't thte assaults (it the ene-my With his last ounce

of wvill and( thus a 'A av 5 Succeed ed in comniin g out on tap. Thank God thle Germian
pet pie earn ed abo ut on lv i tractiotn of' t his. he Fi h rer describhed to me P

how~ clase w, were (during the past maunths ta a Napoleonic winter. Had he J

weA.( kt14d taor toil', on4 inent, the hu-nt would have caved in and a (atas.

in ph t 4 en CI biiia wo(uld have pt) the Na polean ic d isaster far int t((he shade. . '.

Hyperbole aside, the winter fighting had borne Hitler's peculiar stamp,
first in the refusal to allow withdrawals and then, after 15 January, in his

insistence that Army~ Grotup Center's retreat he conducted in small costly steps.
Moreover, the Flibrer's leadership style was already corroding the bonds of
trust andl con fidence between variouIs field commanders. As a precaut ion
against the dictator's wrath, some officers kept written copies of their orders
to suboIrdiinates as proof that Hit ler's instructions h ad been passed on .

unaltered. Field Marshal von Kluge, since D~ecember the commander of Army*
Group C enter. wa:s a niaster practitioner of' lbhis artifice.) Recriminations were
a no(th er svympto it'o this disease. O n 30 April 1 942, for example, Kl1u ge
demIIIan1dod an official inquiry to ascertain why the 98th D~ivision (whose

Soviet troopis attack a G*erman strariqpun Mrch 1942
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A camouflaged German antitank gun defends a village strongpoint, winter 1941 %;., %
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After-action reports from frontline units constituted the primary informa- .'. -

tion base on which these agencies depended. When necessary to amplifv this-.-_..
information, General Staff officers visited forward units or interviewed officers "'-.
returning to Berlin from frontline duty. (Even General Haider, the chief of'".." "- ,

tihe Army General Staff, frequently conducted such firsthand consultations.' 1)."'Q-

Fourth Panzer Army ordered the most thorough early assessment of the "*

winter fighting. On 17 April 1942, it sent a memorandum to its subordinate F,

units ordering them to prepare comments on general winter warfare exper- % . ,,
iences. As guidance, this memorandum posed more than fo)rty specific qlUeS- -"Q.
tions about tactics, weapons, equipment, and support actviies. Thirteen of,."""K,.

these questions dealt directly with defensive doctrine and included such f.
matters as the choice of a linear defense versus a strongpoint system, the - -
siting ofstrongpointsf the contin ui ostitacles, patrolling and the om-

position and role of reserves. ' - While the resulting reports provided valual
technical information i l all areas, comments on antitank defense and on

strongpoint warfare in generol uty. te Gneral caldr• the chiefs d

The German Elastic Dfeentl aon n designed primarily for positional 'A

defense against infantry, ond opposing tanks had previously been regardd 7

simply as supporting weapons for tho enemY"s fioot troo)ps. The Barharo)ssa =7.-,...
wampaign nd winter ighting had expsed the woeful inatuao y ' Grin
antitank guns against Russian armm therefotre, S viet tank ata reks--wit or
without infantry stpp)r-had emerged os e major threat in their wn rig l

1 ol) trlh c- -1

strongpoint. warfare, in general - caused the. greatest %- %%% % % dotinlstr * ;N .
% N %-% %
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In its response to the Fourth Panzer Arm' memorandum. the G;,erman XX
Corps noted that, due to the weakness of German antitank fir.-power, therwise. %

weak enemy attacks posed a severe danger to German defenses if the attacking

force was supported by even one heavy tank. " Overall. the reports that were
returned to Fourth Panzer Army emphasized this fact and gave careful coinsid- .,,-

erations to the defensive measures necessary to defeat Soviet tanks.

German prewar antitank doctrine had focused on separating enemy tanks
and infantry. Since June, battles against Russian armor had (confirmed the
theoretical effectiveness of this technique. Under attack by tRed Army tank- .'

infantry forces, German units frequently succeeded in driving ff( r pinning
down the Soviet infantry with artillery, small-arms, and automatic weapons -. ,'
fire. This tactic was abetted by the generally poor Soviet combined arms i'5

cooperation, as Stalin admitted in his 10 January directive. In fact, several - _,
German commanders noted how easily Russian tanks and infantry could be
separated and the surprising tendency of the enemy occasionally to discontinue

otherwise successful tank attacks when the accompanying infantry was
stripped away.''' Confirming the general thrust of German antitank doctrine.
the 35th Division's report declared that "the most important measure 1\ as l to .

separate the tanks from the infantry."' I-,%'

What troubled German commanders was not the splitting of enemy arm'or

and infantry but the practical difficulties in destroying Soviet tanks, German
prewar thinking, reflecting the wisdom passed down from the Great War, had
regarded tanks without infantry support to be pitiable mechanical beasts
whose destruction was a relatively simple drill. Given the ineffectiveness of
German antitank guns, such was clearly not the case on the Russian Front.

Most German antitank guns needed to engage the well-armored Russian
tanks at extremely close range in order to have any chance at all of* desiroy-
ing or disabling them. To accomplish this, the antitank guns were placed in
a defilade or reverse-slope position behind the forward infantry. ilidden from
direct view, the Paks then had a good chance fto- flank shots at enemy lanks
rolling through the German defenses. The disadvantage of this system, of
course, was that the Paks could not engage Soviet armor until it had actuially\
entered the German defensive area."';

The only German weapon able to kill Soviet tanks at extended ranges
was the 88-mm flak gun. However, this weapon was so valuable and, due to .- ,
its high silhouette, so vulnerable that it. too, was commonl posted well behind
forward German position.. Thus hidden, the heavy flak guns were safe fri, i

suppression by Russian artillery and from early destructi,.n hY direct fire: 1'
they could not, however, use their extended range to blast enemy ltanks far
forward of the German lines.' I" Thus. neither the lighter IPoks nor the hcavy -
88-mm flak guns provided an effective standoff antitank capability

The lack of powerful antitank gunfire placed enorinuis pressure ,in
German infantrymen in two ways. First, it was not und im miin for (,ernl an
infantry positions to be overrun by Soviet tanks. Assaulting in fo rce, Russian.
armored units were virtually assured of being able to ruish mny oftheir -'

tanks through the German short-range antitank fire, iiver the tit) iif (,rimnu ii

fighting positions, and into the depths of the German defenses. This sh k
effect wracked the nerves of German soldiers, who fiund little cotfirt in ian
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antitank concept that, in practice, regularly exposed them to the terror and
danger of being driven from their positions by Soviet T-34s. Echoing senti- .
ments first voiced by German commanders twenty-five years earlier, one officer
warned, "The fear of tanks (Panzerangst) must disappear. It is a question of
nerves to remain [in fighting positions being overrun]. " 13, .

Second, German infantrymen were routinely given the dangerous task of..r
destroying Russian tanks by close combat measures (mines, grenades, fire
bombs). Though such methods had been discussed in prewar manuals and .

journals, the powerlessness of the German antitank guns forfeited to the 6.
beleaguered infantry a far greater burden than anyone had foreseen. For an
infantryman, attacking a Soviet tank was not easy. He had to crouch %
undetected until the tank passed close to his hiding place and then spring
forward to attach a magnetic mine to the tank's hull or to disable the tank's
tracks or engine with a grenade. In doing so, the soldier exposed himself to
machine-gun fire from other tanks (which, naturally, were particularly alert
for such attacks) and also risked being crushed by a suddenly swerving tank
or even wounded by the explosion of his own antitank device. To facilitate
the close assault of enemy tanks and to cloak the movements of the German
infantry, some German units released smoke on their own positions as the g
enemy tanks closed. However, this tactic was dangerous, as such smoke inter-
fered with aimed German fire against any Russian infantry and also tended
to enhance the shock value of the menacing armor.i :i Protesting the

A drawing of German infantrymen attacking Soviet T-34 tanks with grenade clusters
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unbearable strain that infantry-versus-tank combat placed on German soldiers,
the 7th Infantry Division stated bluntly in its report: "It is wrong to pin the %I
success of antitank defense on the morale of the infantry." The 7th Division's
report strongly advocated a thickening of forward antitank weapons, including
the forward placement of 88-mm flak guns "to smash [Soviet] tank assaults
forward of the German defensive line [italics in original]."' 

German strongpoint tactics during the winter fighting increased the
problems of antitank defense. Strongpoints were subject to attack from all
directions, thereby complicating the siting of the relatively immobile German
antitank guns. When attacking enemy armor, German infantrymen preferred
the protection of continuous trenches, since these gave them a covered way to
scuttle close to the tanks without undue risk of detection.' 1 However, strong-
points-particularly those confined to villages-were difficult to camouflage.
Therefore, Russian tanks could circle outside the defensive perimeter, blasting
away at the German positions and probing for a weak spot, without fear of a
surprise attack by hidden German infantry. In the same way, Soviet armored
thrusts through the gaps between strongpoints also avoided the lurking
German infantrymen. For this reason, many German commanders prepared
connecting trenches between strongpoints solely to move infantry antitank
teams into the path of bypassing Russian tanks.

After nearly one year of brutal combat in Russia, antitank defense thus
loomed as a major vulnerability in German defensive operations. German anti-
tank guns lacked penetrating power and were relatively immobile. Soviet tank
assaults exposed German infantrymen to terrific strain, both from the general
likelihood of being overrun and from the necessity to combat Russian tanks -%

with primitive hand-held weapons. If anything, the experiences of winter com-
bat had shown that these difficulties were even greater then than during
earlier battles. Fortunately for the Germans, the Soviets' tactical ineptitude
and early tendency to disperse armor into small units spared the Germans
even harsher trials.

Early combat reports, such as those ordered by Fourth Panzer Army.,
spurred adjustments to German antitank measures. Efforts to improve German
antitank weaponry were greatly emphasized, resulting in the eventual introduc-
tion of heavier guns. The production of German self-propelled assault guns
was also accelerated, partly in answer to the need for a more mobile antitank
weapon. Moreover, new German tanks received heavier, high-velocity main
guns capable of duelling the Soviet T-34s. and older-model German tanks were
refitted with heavier cannon as well.' 

Efforts to improve the German antitank capability went beyond tech-
nological remedies. Since it remained necessary in the short term to rely
heavily on infantrymen (and, in some units, combat engineers) to destro\
tanks in close combat, the German Army did its best to prepare German
soldiers for that task. Various instructional pamphlets were printed giving
detailed information on the vulnerabilities of Russian tanks and the most
effective methods for disabling them. For example, in February 1942, the
Second Army rushed a "Pamphlet for Tank I)estruction Troops- to its own
units even before the winter battles had subsided.11' General Halder reviewed
the reports of frontline units and conferred with the Ger-man Army's Training
Branch on the preparation of it new manual on antitank (efense. : Also. the
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German leaders did not neglect the psychological dimension of antitank
combat: beginning on 9 March 1942, soldiers who had single-handedly
destroyed enemy tanks were authorized to wear a new Tank Destruction
Badge, which helped improve morale.115

German combat reports also generated a great deal of interest in the
strongpoint defensive system. The assessments culled by Fourth Panzer Army
contained sharp differences (if opinion on this point. The 252d Infantry Divi-
sion dismissed the strongpoint methods, arguing that "village strongpoints
Jhadj not proven themselves effective in the defense. After short concentrated 4
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bombardment they lexacted] heavy losses. A continuous defensive line [wasl
in every case superior to the strongpoint-style deployment." The 252d i)ivision
rejected the supposed strongpoint advantages, pointing out that 'experiences
with the strongpoint defense were muddy.... It did not prevent infiltration
by enemy forces, especially at night. It [strongpoint defense) cost considerahl,
blood and strength to destroy penetrating enemies hy counterattack.-' Other
assessments were less harsh, conceding the value of strongpoints as an expedi-
ent measure. Though expressing a strong preference for a doctrinal linear
defense in depth, the XX Corps grudgingly acknowledged the importance of ,,
strongpoints under certain conditions: "A continuous defense line is successful
and strived for. A strongpoint-style defense may he necessary when insufficient
forces are available for a continuous front. It is only tolerable for a limitd 'ed
time as an emergency expedient.! '

Although no unit suggested a general adoption of strongpoint defensive
measures over the Elastic Defense system, the widespread use of strongpoints -0
seemingly warranted closer study. General 11alder therefore decided on a
formal investigation into the strongpoint issue. On 6 August 1942, the chief"
of the General Staff ordered a survey of frontline units on the terse question,
"Strongpoints, or continuous linear defense?"' - The purpose of this study was
not to reach a consensus: rather, it was to seek information of d(octrinal value .*
from as many different sources as reasonahly possible. Fourth Army. fo r
example, submitted responses that were prepared by every subordinate corps
and division commander and by most regimental and many hattalion com-
manders as well.

The monographs returned as a result of General Halder's inquiry provided
a thorough critical assessment of German defensive tactics (luring the previous
winter. In practice, all German units had compromised doctrinal Elastic
Defense methods to some extent, and most divisions had at least experimented
with strongpoint measures. In their reports, the surveyed commanders argued
the relative merits of the strongpoint system and tried to define precisely its
advantages, disadvantages, and suitability for general defensive use. -

Predictably, the most commonly cited advantages were the obvious ones
of shelter and concentration of limited resources. However, several veteran
officers also pointed out other less-obvious benefits of strongpoint warfare.
Units disposed in strongpoints were more easily controlled than those arrayed
in a linear defense, thus simplifying the leadership problems of the few
remaining officers and NCOs. " Within strongpoints, wrote the commander
of the 289th Infantry Regiment, even poorly trained soldiers could be kept
under tight rein by their junior leaders.' -," Similarly, the chief of staff of the
Second Army considered strongpoints beneficial to discipline and training, a
vital matter since "the training status of the troops and the quality of the
infantry junior leaders had noticeably declined.''" , Strongpoints also bolstered
the sagging morale and pugnacity of individual soldiers: troops spread out in
a linear defense tended to perceive themselves as solitary fighters and often
were less steadfast under fire than those fighting in the close company of,
strongpoint garrisons. In this regard, the 331st I)ivision expressed con(ern ,
about its growing numbers of young and inexperienced replacenielts. %

Against these advantages, German officers listed the serious problems
that, in their experience, had attended the use of strongpoints. Individual
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strongpoints invited isolation and destruction in detail by superior Soviet
forces. Since separated strorigpoints had been unable to secure the German VA

front against enemy penetrations, strong Russian forces had frequently %

managed to shoulder their way between strongpoints anti deep into the
German rear. Also, smaller Soviet infiltration parties had wrought havoc
throughout the German defensive area. Because of the lack of doctrinal

guidance, the use of nonstandard strongpoint tactics by some divisions had
unintentionally exposed the flanks of neighboring formations deployed in a
linear defense. v:',

Although German officers also found fault with their own occasional use
of linear defenses, the faults were generally attributed to insufficient resources
(excessively wide sectors, lack of depth, unavailability of mobile reserves.
However, the systematic criticisms of the strongpoint style of defense pointed
out inherent, fundamental flaws in the strongpoint concept. Strongpoints, in 4

the view of German commanders, would alwavs be subject to isolation, and
Soviet forces would al/ays be able to force passage between strongpoints.
even if the Germans disposed of larger forces. These flaws cast into doubt
Hitler's prediction that the mere control of villages and road junctions would
arrest Soviet offensive momentum. As one divisional report delicately put it,
this contention remained "unproven in practice.- ' .1

Consequently, German officer sentiment ran strongly against a general
reliance on strongpoint defenses. To most German field commanders, a strong-
point system remained an emergency expedient prompted by the exceptional
conditions of' the 1941-42 winter campaign. In their answers to Halder's
query, many leaders quickly pointed out that, as combat conditions had
allowed, their units had abandoned their exclusive reliance on strongpoints in
favor of more traditional methods. As one battalion commander explained:
"Except as under the special conditions reigning during the 19,11 42 winter
campaign, one should reject the strongpoint system and strive for a continuous
HK. Imain line of resistancel. The strongpoint system can only be an
emergency measure for a short time, and must form the framework for a %.r
continuous line as was the case during the winter."' -,

Some unit commanders, though firm in their endorsement of an orthodox
defense in depth, expressed their intent to incorporate some strongpoints into
any future defensive system. With the passing of winter, German divisions
oi the Eastern Front began organizing their positions, aided by the arrival
of fresh divisions and a trickle of replacements. As this occurred, German
lines increasingly resembled the Elastic l)efense prescribed in 7'rupp nfiihrung.
Within this burgeoning defense in depth, strongpoints were occasionally
retained as combat outposts or, more commonly, as redoubts within the depth
of the main battle zone. In contrast to the winter strongpoints, however, these
positions generally were smaller and were knitted into the defensive system
with connecting trenches. The Xl.1ll ('orps, summarizing the views of its subor-
dinate divisions, saw nothing new in this: "The best style of' defense is that
laid down in Truppe'nfihrung-many small, irregularly-located nests, deployed
in depth, composing a defensive zon whose forward edge ('onstitutes the IIKI,
litalics in originall.''' ' In the overall cont'xt of German defensive doctrine,
this addition of greater numbers of small strongpoints was relatively minor.
(Small squ,id-sizi, redoubts had been part of the original G(ermin Elastic
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Defense as early as 1917, and a few officers even cited passages from
Truppenftihrung allowing for such measures.'--I

The stream of winter after-action reports prepared 1 German units did
not result in any major new doctrinal publications. Therefore, "'ruppenfihrung
remained the German Army's basic doctrinal reference for defensive opera-

tions. In fact, after extensive study, the winter defensive crises were dismissed
as products of extraordinary circumstances. The exceptional conditions of the
previous winter-which, the Germans hoped, would not he repeated in the %
future-invalidated any general doctrinal judgments that might otherwise have
been made. Furthermore, any hasty revision of German defensive doctrine 6 d
would have seemed, in the summer of 1942, to be a superfluous and even a I,'.
defeatist gesture. While General Halder and other members of the General .
Staff sifted through the grim after-action reports about the winter fighting.
German armies were again on the march in Russia. On 5 April 19,42, Hitler
ordered preparations for a new German summer offensive to win the war in % %

the east in one more blitzkrieg campaign.
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New Victories, New Defeats

Operation Blau, the German 1942 summer offensive in Russia, was vital
to Germany's hopes for victory in World War II. Both a revived Britain and
a newly belligerent United States could soon be expected to open new fronts
in Africa, the Mediterranean, or France. Consequently, in terms of the Third
Reich's grand strategy, a failure to knock Russia out of the war in 1942 would
leave Germany embroiled in a hopeless multifront war against stronger
adversaries.

Operation Blau entailed substantial military risk for the Germans. The
recent winter battles had left the German eastern armies so drained of'
strength that they could not all be fully rebuilt to pre-Barbarossa levels with
the limited resources available. By concentrating the flow of replacements and
new equipment to selected units, a powerful offensive phalanx could be created
on only a narrow portion of the front. This could only be done at the expense
of the remainder of the German forces in the east, in which combat strength
would remain at relatively low levels. If the few assault armies failed to land
a knockout blow, the burden of sustained combat would then fall on the other,
less-capable German divisions. Thus, Hitler's 1942 summer offensive implicitly
gambled German long-term combat endurance against the chance for a rapid
blitzkrieg-style victory over the Russians.

The main objective of Blau was the seizure of the Caucasian oil-producing
regions. While Armxy Groups North and Center stood on the defensive, a rein-
forced Army Group South would be split into two separate maneuver elements
Army Group B, the more northerly fragment, would drive forward sooth of'
Voronezh, extending the German defensive front along the )on River. Its
eastern terminus anchored at the Volga River industrial city of Stalingrad,
Army Group B's lines would face generally northeastward, protecting the
flank and rear of' Army Group A's operations. Army Group A, in turn, would
attack due east as far as Rostov and then wheel southward toward the prized
oil fields (see map S).1

For such a crucial undertaking. Operation Biau suffered from surprisingly
muddled strategic thinking. Even if successful, the Caucasian offensive would %
leave most of the Soviet armed forces intact. Following its re(ent winter
counteroffensives, the bulk of the Red Army remained massed along a 300fl-
mile front west of Moscow, with other significant concentrations ,pposilf.
Le'ningrad and Kharkov. Though strong Soviet forces would probahl be e
drawn into the southern fighting, it was unlikely that the ' could he suhjeCt.d %
to encirclement and Kessel-stvle destruction as during the previous sumuer .1
(The ;erman strategic deception plan for Blau intentionally aimed a! keeping N
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Soviet forces in place before Moscow.2) Consequently, for a plan whose over- ,va
riding strategic purpose was the timely and conclusive completion of opera- '.
tions in the Russian theater, Blau made no provision for dealing with the
greater portion of Soviet military might.

Instead of striking at the Soviet armed forces, the Germans aimed at
winning the war by economic means. And yet, even though the Caucasian oil ..
regions were a valuable economic target, the precise strategic purpose to be
served by their seizure remained vague. German analyses emphasized how
Germany would benefit from the capture of the oil fields rather than how the 7.
Soviets would suffer from their seizure. Caucasian petroleum would certainly
help Germany's own war economy; however, that its loss would fatally under-
mine the war-making potential of the Soviet Union-which had access to
oth6r, albeit lesser, sources of oil-was less certain. :, Moreover, any harm to
the Soviet war economy resulting from the German southern drive would, at
best, develop only gradually and would not serve the German goal of swiftly
terminating the war in the east. German planners, including not only Hitler
but the Army General Staff as well, therefore had not considered completely
the relationship between Germany's strategic ends and Operation Blau's %

military means.

These faults, however, were not immediately apparent amid the renewed
optimism of June 1942. What was obvious was the clear division of tasks
between the "defensive front," composed of Army Group North and Army
Group Center, and the "offensive front" poised farther to the south. (German
officers actually used the terms "offensive front" and "defensive front" as a '.

sort of verbal shorthand to describe the missions of the various army groups.4 )

The development of German defensive doctrine through 1942 is most easily
pursued in a separate evaluation of these two fronts.

Problems on the Defensive Front '-.

The German defensive front twisted for nearly 1,000 miles, stretching from r:
the area north of Voronezh to the Gulf of Finland. The German armies hold-.%
ing this area were, broadly speaking, those that had suffered the most during A

the Soviet winter counteroffensives. Concurrent with their development of the - -

Blau attack plans, German planners bolstered the defensive strength of the
lines held by Army Group Center and Army Group North.

During February and March of 1942, Hitler and other senior leaders again
toyed briefly with the idea of fortifying an "east wall" defensive barrier along
a portion of the front. The main inspiration for this scheme came from
General Friedrich Olbricht of the German Army Supply Office. On his own
authority,. Olbricht had undertaken some preliminary studies for such a bul-
wark, and as German plans for the coming summer began to take shape, he
shared his ideas with other influential officers. Since the weakened frontline
divisions could not be expected to provide work parties for such a project, %
()lbricht proposed shifting army training facilities temporarily into the combat
zone and using trainees as the principal east wall labor force. General
Friedrich Fromm, the commander of the Replacement Army, was being .-

pressured to muster replacements for the shattered combat divisions as quickly -

as possible and therefore was reluctant to agree to any program that might
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interfere with that process. However, Fromm conceded that such a construction
project, using replacement personnel supervised by limited-duty officers with
recent combat experience, might be possible provided that no more than six

hours a day was devoted to construction work.:'
With Fromm's concurrence in hand, Olbricht ordered his staff to prepare

a detailed "Proposal for the Construction of a Strategic Defense Line in the
East" at the end of January. Elaborating his basic concept. Olbricht requested
that a fortified defense in depth be built along a line to be designated by the
army chief of staff. Provided that adequate materials and support personnel
were made available, Olbricht estimated a total actual construction time of
just over three months. Olbricht circulated this written proposal to interested
agencies within the German Army and High Command staffs, making occa-
sional amendments to accommodate minor criticisms. Since the general
response to the east wall concept was almost unanimously favorable, Olbricht
submitted a formal written recommendation through General Halder to the
Fihrer at the beginning of February.,,

Hitler, with the winter defensive trials behind him and the prospect of a
new win-the-war offensive in front of him, bluntly rejected the east wall ', -

construction scheme as an unnecessary diversion of precious resources. In a ..
written memorandum to Olbricht, Hitler forbade further consideration of such %
an elaborate fortified line with the words, "Our eyes are always fixed
forward." By way of further explanation, Hitler said that such a grandiose
defensive project would convey an unfavorable impression to Germany's
allies. 7 At the time, Hungary, Romania, and Italy were all being pressed to
invest more troops in the forthcoming summer campaign, and Hitler wished
to forestall any doubts that these satellites might have had about Blau's
prospects.

Instead of an east wall, the German defensive front in Russia was to be
built up from the existing strongpoint lines. As a preparatory step, forward
units had been ordered on 12 February 1942 to reestablish a continuous defen-
sive line as soon as possible after the spring muddy period. On 26 April,
after Hitler had issued his final directive for the conduct of Blau, General
Halder ordered the strengthening of the German defensive front: engineer
troops were to assist in preparing field fortifications, key rearward towns and
installations were to be converted into major strongpoints, and "fortified
areas" were to be designated behind the German front to act as supplemental
defensive lines if needed.".

Despite the Army High Command's efforts to strengthen the defensive
front of Army Groups Center and North, it remained shaky due to insufficient
forces. In preparation for Operation Blau, Army Group South* was given strict
priority of replacements in order to bring its divisions up to full complement
by June. Because of this preferential rehabilitation, two distinct classes of -
German units existed on the Eastern Front. The assault forces mustering in
the south were generally well equipped and ready offensively, while the ninety-
odd divisions assigned to the two northern army groups were second-class

*The division of Army Group South into Army Group A and Army. Group It did not bVCom,

effective until the beginning of Jul.y % %
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organizations in which major deficiencies ini perstimI. :t;jti-.intl tilp %
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exhaust the German stock of tanks, vehicles, and weapons, General Halder
concluded that the mobile reserves for the defensive front could expect to "get
nothing and must try to get along on what they still 1had], acting as 'fire
brigades' on the defensive front." Furthermore, unlike the panzer and motor-
ized divisions assembling in the south, the northern front divisions were not
allowed to stand down for rehabilitation. On the contrary, these divisions were %.%
actually stripped of some of their organic support vehicles and even had their
offensive edge blunted by other makeshift compromises. The panzer divisions, *,_,

for example, were allotted few replacement tanks and therefore fielded on!y a
single understrength armored battalion each. Also, divisional reconnaissance
units for the panzer and motorized formations were frequently remounted on .
bicvcles, and logistical support for the mobile units (which previously had
been fully motorized) was partially transferred to horse-drawn wagons. a stop-
gap that severely reduced the mobile forces' sustained effectiveness in fluid
combat.

Neglected by the Army High Command's allocations of fresh resources,
the defensive army groups thus held their designated fronts with stunted -.e
infantry divisions. The reserve underpinnings of the defensive front were also %
weak: the panzer and motorized forces, which according to German doctrine
were to be used in defense as a mobile counterattack force, had had much of
their mobility and shock power siphoned away. In many ways. Operation
Blau thus wrought the same transformation of the German Army as had the
1918 Ludendorff offensives. A few selected units would carry the burden of
attack, while lower-quality "trench divisions" were trusted only to hold ground
in relatively quiet sectors. That the old Imperial German Army had disinte-
grated when the trench divisions proved unequal to the demands of the Elastic
)efense seems to have gone unremarked in 1942.

Thawing snow and spring rains impeded the construction of German defen-
sive works, since neither trenches nor bunkers could be properly excavated in .-,

the muddy gumbo. Luckily, the liquefied landscape also brought a halt to 1.-
Russian attacks, as dismayed German soldiers watched their winter snow ,

* trenches and ice parapets dissolve into the slush." ' Not until late May or
early •June had the ground dried enough to allow the laying out of serious r%,r.
defensive positions.

Insofar as their blightcd units and broad sectors allowed, the German
armies along the (efensiye front tried to organize, their defenses according to
established doctrine. The a'tions of' the (;erman I ('orps, settling into a
portion of the Eighteenth Armv's front sooth of' Leningrad. were typical in
this respect.

The four divisions of I Corps got a late start on their defensi ve prtpara-
tions, having first to eradicate the so-called \(olkhttv Kvsscl in the (; ernian
rear containing Soviet General Vlasov's ill-fated Second Shock Army. With -
that hit ot' operational housekeeping (Im, the I otrps began digging in along
its assigned portion off the (;erman l'rmt in early .July. An S July 'rps trder
guided the organization ot' the defenst and spelled tout an abbreviated Elastic
D efense (no advanced position was pmssible due ttt the )rtxirnity o the
enemy 'The c'rps ctinmanter directed ta a't be toilrse t(t the HKI, Imain
line ,t' resistance and od' the ('tM bat ()ltpltsts a'' 1t b' set strictly in accor
dance with the principh's ,tf trot' !iiw h .." ' Particularly urgent was the
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need for subordinate rnimanders too ensure that anIn ustchi,
linked to all positions ailong the min lint, of ri-sistmnce. Th'ritginu, ii JoWmir
depth of the main lhatt le l~one. all -weapons pit s, ( tni n; ind tiur kers,. ti1'e 19
dugouts were to be( transforined inn) small sitrmgjitnt04 _Arh f~ o

all-around defiense. The ordfer fort her Ow~iid h deptoh of 1;)( (;.i);Mipt

zone in each subordinate' unfit', altoi 010 (irectt'i thait "in vIt f) divis-,rl et
a minimum of one inifinty rv h:itdon 1%%fiil I 1 lieti ilack ;1S 1'iis (-(1:w~ \11

Moreover, each sub-sector I %,u Idj (ltSigfl! iti i I)wf I 0(1 l-servI-. itstre

depending on the situation."

D~ue attention was also paoid t(, tirte '-uprt (1)11 antit111 Thsa-o'. e I
Corps defensive order thoroutghly 11is i, he coiitdintit (i!' art ill-lW~ t~rr-
necessary to block envin attacks Hiin t, (; rnlIi!i deh-(nsi\-. fintm i iav
ing an uncommon sensitivity to the shock effect ci*i-ru4 og;ro tht,
corps commander staled that "the prevention (If' cnetn\ taink brakno xxo
decisive to the coming defensive baittles." C( nl in at (I crmin iontitank '
fire alone was unlikely to hold enemy arnrv at I ia\ ii i ii.Se t h bkets ), mines
and antitank obstacles were prv-scri bed to 1< e-fll 5'0 I;0Itks Ow Jt 1) O

German defensive positnins-

The German Army's dloctrin al defensive met hod~s required i high degree,
.4of skill and aggressiveness from individUals arid sm a I uisuaies)s '

dulled by prolonged periods in the trenches. Reco~gnizinrg this. the I () or1)
commander warned that "alertness, combat proficiency' , and morale shiould
not be allowed to suffer due, to increased construction work J on fort ificat ions V
and directed that a refresher combat training prog~ram be condIIutd contin ii-

ously within the defensive positions. Furthermore. he noted that smidl-uinit
leaders played a key role in maintaining the daily combat readiness of their
men and therefore needed to be spared burdensome administrative d Uties:

Positioa w0at Orfa re hrrinww the (bin ger eit jh4 x,1lXaii - a rW
writin.~ and With it I hUo;aucratiiat ilo 4f the( 'A - Th! de tvftlpfrl-111 s t, I1 * -

resisted from the bteginning. Th<, prepnoratiion of def,iisi poiion(,0 cal i

promonlted withot volumirnnous dot(-liienution. Sma Lim 1! etrs tit-ilng V thl
their roi, and ait their woiklaoi', not ;it Ntti wr!OL aiti. ' ant,.-bv Tewr ,I'

writttrI rvpoorts rc(qlurvl ot forirdr~ untits i, thvrtior,' - li, ki tio amni,-l'st

Following the winter battles, in which tactical met ho)d had been largely'N
-~improvised to fit special conditions, such orders were- helpful in restoring direc-

tion to Germain defensive efforts ThuhSt, Ii In to bilwthe(se doc.trinal,
methods, German uniiits still ti nd that their delco o \tlera w-ilon remined%
plagued by practical diffiC~ctW Ite, wit i the. reo Ilt 11:1 hit Aot aI defenses seldom
approaiched the ordered stan ci ard.l

Thle abiding short age of intantrv ioos'i the g1-:0.t- Stmltiuibing blook A
General Staff officer, reporting his fi ln go a ftcca il t I >ccitl Arn '

static front in early August, noted thiiat triftin (301panics a a in ~ ring tinv tor , vIml

to fifty men were defending soctllrs in (5155 , olf thret, kil~oetrs, it" W\ilth

Such low troop) densities caused somec abridging I(ofcini (a ojclial: tlecir
few units actuallyv conducted a fll-blowNn Flastic efenuse. 'Ilhe 1;t
defensive principleIs of manieuver and depth wvere especlillv ciiml)ritliistd If. c

ng even greater i mport anc (1nl firepower and count eria k.

Small-unit mianeulver had beeni an itriolrt:11nt itllildiett W' tI )I( lt;11Z%

Elastic D~efense since its incfipfilln (1lig \%%ii \V:':i I f~;I a i
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taught to avoid local Allied pressure h' moving to advantageous positions
within the defensive zones until the enemy attack faltered under German artil
lery and small-arms fire. This idea of small-unit maneuver had been revived
in Truppf'nfiihrung in 19*3 and remained part of the German doctrinal concept
through the early years of' World War 11. Small-unit maneuver had prov.,d
awkward during !he winter strongpoint battles and, in practice. remained diffi-
cult on the Russian Front (luring the summer of 1942.

For want of riflemen, German company and battalion commanders were P .% %P
allowed far less freedom to maneuver their units than doctrinal texts recom- r
mended. Due to German numerical weakness, any penetration of the forward
defensive lines was extremely dangerous and needed to be promptly contained
or swiftly eliminated by counterattack. The key lay in keeping enemy incur-
sions as small as possibie, and German commanders struggled, virtually at,"
all costs, to resist any widening of Soviet break-ins. German soldiers were
therefore taught to "pinch" relentlessly inward against the shoulders of local
penetrations, a movement that did constitute maneuver of sorts.- However. -

such rigidity was contrary to the doctrinal ideal, which promoted a less-
structured shifting of units. Moreover, the peculiar problems of antitank
defense precluded excessive movement within threatened sectors. On the con-
trary, German soldiers were told to remain in place so they could attack any .
Russian tanks with mines and grenades. Finally, Hitler's rabid "no-retreat"
dictum continued to enervate German defensive operations, and even tactical
withdrawals in the heat of combat were discouraged. The I Corps commander,
for example, warned his subordinates that "my explicit approval is required .-.

for every rearward displacement of the HKI. [main line of resistancel."' .

After-action reports also confirmed the extent to which lack of manpower
robbed German defenses of' their desired depth. As the 1st Infantry l)ivision -. d

admitted in its report on 1942 summer defensive operations, "the demanded
depth was seldom achieved due to the wide sectors and low combat strength."'
Orders like those issued by I Corps directing the preparation of deep defensive
zones frequently went unfulfilled for lack of personnel. Elsewhere, when rear-
ward positions were actually constru(ted. they often remained almost totally _ \
vacant. In many units, the only manned positions in the depth of the German
main battle zone were Pak nests. artillery firing positions, and battalion and
regimental command posts. Some units hurried signalers and supply l)ersonnel
into rearward trenches when Soviet attacks seemed imminent, while others
emptied forward dispensaries of walking wounded and posted them in the
support positions. The shortage of riflemen prevented some units from distrib- N

uting their heavy weapons in depth as they desired, as all available machine
guns were needed along the main line of' resistance to help cover the impo<)s()S-
sibly wide frontages. This weakened German resistanc, in depth and also
caused the unnecessary loss of 'valuable weapons to Soviet artillerv prepara-
tions and long-range direct fire.-

The 121st D ivision found the man)power squeeze to be so excruciating that
its frontline companies were unable to i man even combat outlposts t(irwrd of*
the main line of' resistance. The division's t(,tal defensive de)lovment act iallv
amounted to a dangerous charade: a single continuous trench with little
forward se('uritv or rearward depthi As ithe divisi,,n's after-acttim rli)-rt
explained, even a strong;oint style oit' defense was impossible since eney --
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infiltrators would then have quickly ascertained how weak the German posi-
tions truly were.2'7

In the face of such desperate weakness, the traditional principles of fire-
power and counterattack became the real pillars of the German defense. The
most desirable qualities of German fire support were the ability to mass fire
on Russian main efforts, a process that required careful planning and coor-
dination, and the ability to shift fire quickly from target to target as front-
line crises demanded. In some cases, however, the extreme width of division
sectors spread German artillery assets to such an extent that any echeloning
of guns in depth would have seriously diluted available firepower. Where this
was the case, reports recommended abandoning artillery deployment in depth
in favor of concentrating maximum fire along the thinly manned forward
edge of the German defense.M Even though rearward battery locations would
still be improved to act as emergency strongpoints, this recommendation
reflected the criticality of smashing Soviet assaults by fire as far forward as
possible since little resistance could be mustered in the empty depths of the
German defenses. German antitank guns were deployed in some depth, but
they were almost the only weapons that were not drawn forward by the severe
manpower shortage.2 9

The role of reserves was equally critical. Where Soviet units ruptured the
thin forward trenchlines, immediate counterattack offered the best, and often
the only, chance of averting a major breakthrough. German commanders still .-w

considered speed to be more important than mass: small reserve forces sta-
tioned close behind the front were preferred to larger, though more distant,
counterattack forces. In a reluctant concession to improved Soviet tactics,
German commanders occasionally parceled out tanks, self-propelled assault
guns. and additional antitank weapons to their reserves in order to generate

German tanks and infantry counterattack a Soviet penetration near Orel, August 1942
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maximum striking power against enemy combined arms forces. (As the war
progressed, the dispersing of tanks and assault guns to forward units for local
counterattack became an increasingly contentious doctrinal issue.)

The German strengths and weaknesses could not be concealed from the
Soviets. A shrewd summary of German problems was discovered in captured
Russian documents and distributed in an Army High Command Training
Branch report entitled "Experiences With Russian Attack Methods in Summer
1942." Published in September, this report listed the Soviet assessment of
German defensive problems:

Weakness of units. Strongpoint system. Defense therefore contains gaps and
lacks depth. Clinging to towns and wooded areas, where they are easily trapped.
Only tiny local reserves, and counterattacks with distant reserves are therefore
mostly too late.... Numerical weakness in tanks facilitates [Russian] antitank
measures against counterattacks. Poor construction of positions and obstacles *

makes it possible to break through their fire and overwhelm infantry.

The report also warned that, although Soviet training and tactical skill
currently lagged behind that of the Germans, "the Russian is building his
attack techniques on these supposed weaknesses and strengths of the German
defense."3 ' /1

This Soviet knowledge was built up during dozens of probing attacks
against the German lines throughout the summer. Though diminished in
strength by diversion of forces to the southern battles, these Russian assaults
placed considerable pressure on the German defensive front.

In July and August, Soviet thrusts punctured Army Group Center's front
on several occasions, causing local crises that were controlled only by repeated
counterattacks of Field Marshal von Kluge's meager armored reserves. Accord-
ing to General Halder, a "very heavy penetration" of the Ninth Army's front
during the first week of August placed "severe strain" on the German forces
despite the intervention of three understrength panzer divisions.2 In Army
Group North's area, a powerful Russian attack south of Lake Ladoga in late
August penetrated eight miles into Eighteenth Army's sector. This break-
through could not be contained with available reserves, and a major portion 0

of Field Marshal von Manstein's Eleventh Army (reassembling for an attack
on Leningrad after mopping up the Crimean Peninsula) had to be thrown
into a major counterattack. :" Even though mastered after fierce fighting, these
repeated crises clearly demonstrated the frailty of the German defensive front.

While not achieving major victories, the Russian attacks on the German .'
defensive front succeeded in wearing down those forces beyond tolerable levels.
By September, the German High Command admitted that defensive capabil-
ities would have to be improved drastically before winter.

The German leadership addressed the worsening defensive problem from
two different directions. First, Hitler investigated the status of German
defenses and issued a new Fuhrer Defense Order decreeing improved defensive 4g.

5F standards and procedures. Second, several programs were begun to increase
the infantry strength of German forces on the Eastern Front.

The Fiihrer Defense Order of 8 September 1942

Adolf Hitler blamed the German Army leadership for the growing defen-
sive difficulties in Russia. From the experiences of the past winter, Hitler had
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A.

concluded that the Army's senior officers were timid and lacked the stomach
to face crises. Further evidence of this, in the dictator's view, had come through-
out the summer of 1942. It appeared to the Fuhrer that, whenever Russian
attacks breached the German lines, frontline commanders did little but whine
about insufficient forces and submit panicky requests to conduct local retreats.
Despite standing orders against withdrawals, many recalcitrant commanders
continued to allow their subordinate units freedom of maneuver within the r
depths of their defensive zones, a policy that, in Hitler's mind, was merely
an excuse for retreat. Furthermore, based on his own Western Front combat
experience as an infantry soldier during World War 1, Hitler considered him-
self to be an expert on defensive tactics and his military advisers to be fuzzy-
headed theorists without personal knowledge of defensive combat. Stirred by
these perceptions, Hitler decided to personally oversee the conduct of German
operations.

On 8 September 1942, Hitler issued his most detailed defensive instructions
of the entire war. Besides addressing current projects for upgrading German
defenses, this Fifhrer Defense Order soared into a rambling discussion that
mixed general operational principles and detailed tactical instructions into a %
confusing melange. Woven into this exposition were occasional personal reminis-
cences and dubious historical examples. Written in Hitler's ranting style, the
entire document was over eleven pages long. General Halder, who had vainly
protested the unprofessional tone and content of earlier Fuhrer missives, found
the whole document to be so objectionable that he refused to allow his own
name to appear on the published version, even though it bore the Army
General Staff letterhead.".

In the Fihrer Defense Order, Hitler developed several confused themes
that showed an ominous misunderstanding of German doctrinal theories and
Russian Front combat realities. Hitler emphasized the desirability of crushing
Soviet attacks forward of German trenches, thereby avoiding altogether the
problem of enemy penetrations into the German defensive positions. Seizing
on the experiences of many weakened units, Hitler declared that it was always
essential for overmatched troops to stand and fight rather than to disengage
by maneuver. Although this idea had some validity in certain cases (as
reported by those frontline commanders who felt that maneuver by weak
forces fatally widened penetrations), it was flatly contrary to the entire concept
of the elastic defense in depth.:"

Hitler then vented his displeasure with the Army's combat leaders. In the
Fuhrer's jaundiced view, many (perhaps even most) Russian penetrations
occurred due to a lack of determination and will on the part of German com-
manders. "There is no doubt," he declared, "that some positions have been
abandoned without absolute necessity." The arguments in favor of local
retreats, he continued-namely, that the loss of terrain was of little conse-
quence in the vast Russian reaches or that more advantageous conditions
could be created by withdrawal-"are basically false." Gathering steam, Hitler
cited examples in which immobile German artillery had been abandoned in *N

place when Russian forces had overrun certain sectors. Where artillery pieces
lacked sufficient mobility to redeploy, Hitler fumed, then the artillerymen, too,
should be prepared as a matter of honor to stand and defend their positions
with hand weapons until, the last round fired and no help arriving, they
blow up their own cannons.1.

.
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What Hitler really wanted, and what the disjointed Ftihrer l)efense Order
gradually made clear, was a return to the rigid, terrain-holding linear defense .-

that the Germans had practiced before the adoption of the Elastic )efense
during the winter of 1916-17. "I deliberately turn back with this concept (of
a continuous linear defense] to the style of defense such as was employed
with success in the harsh defensive battles up to the end of the y,.ar 1916 ,
[italics added]." In these battles, Hitler recalled, the enemy had possessed over- V'..-
whelming superiority in men and materiel, even "incomparably higher than
[was] the case at some places on the Eastern Front," and had managed to
inflict heavy casualties on the defenders. "In spite of this, the enemy achieved
only insignificant advances after weeks of fighting at heavy loss to himself."'-

As historically minded German officers recognized, Hitler's use of the 1916
combat example was counterfeit. In holding up the Imperial German Army's
sacrifices in the Battle of the Somme as a model of tactical virtuosity, Hitler
ignored the resulting denouement: the German Array had purposely altered
its defensive. doctrine after the costly 1916 battles precisely because its own
losses were unacceptable using the rigid linear tactics and because the Elastic
Defense made more efficient use of Germany's limited manpower. Although
more efficient, the Elastic Defense required a temporary relinquishing of ter-
rain when tactical necessity dictated-a notion that went against the grain of
Hitler's megalomania and which he therefore desired to banish from the minds
of his battle leaders.

Even though his general observations were implicitly critical of' the Army's
doctrinal practices, Hitler stopped short of an outright rejection of the Elastic S.-
Defense. Indeed, one of the most confusing aspects of the F'ihrer l)efense
Order was the way in which Hitler glibly combined established doctrinal con-
cepts (depth, firepower, counterattack) with his own fevered visions of defen-
sive warfare. However, careful readers noted that buried within Hitler's prose
were three specific concepts that were patently incompatible with standard . .
German practices. .\o _

First, Hitler proposed shifting units in order to mass forces in the path of .* -'
Russian attacks: "When the attacker himself uncovers a particular section of
the front in order to concentrate strong forces in another attack sector, so
must the defense respond by the same method and to an equal extent.... It
is necessary immediately to pull divisions out of thickly defended areas so
that they can be shifted to the threatened sectors.'' Under normal ('irculn- %_%

stances, reinforcing threatened sectors would amount to little more than ordi-
nary military prudence. However, combined with Hitler's obsessive insistence
on holding terrain, such lateral shifting of forces promised onlv toi place *

greater concentrations of German troops on the Red Army's anvil, causing
them to be hammered to pieces by the weight of Russian lows. The Elastic-
l)efense sought to wear out enemy attacks byv depth, maneuver, and 'ire)w,r
and then to defeat enemy assault forces by timely counterattacks against ,
enemy weakness. Hitler's scheme planned to mass German stre'ngth against
greater Soviet strength, thickening German defenses at points thireatened by
Russian attack. Such a procedure might be successful in blunting Soviet oit'n
sives without significant loss of territory; however, it would invariably do s,-'
as on the Somme in 1916-at enormous cost in German lives.
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Second, Hitler announced his personal intention to intervene even more
frequently in the conduct of defensive operations in the east. In yet another
historical allusion of doubtful veracity. Hitler c'ompared this to actions during
the Great War in which Hindenburg and Ludendorff had taken direct control
of operations onl the Western Front. Therefore. so he would have all relevant
information available to exercise close personal control over future battles,
the Fiihrer ordered front commanders to provide him with detailed maps (down
to a scale of 1:25,000) of their positions. assessments of unit capabilities, andl
their current supply status." Enlarging on H-itler's previously displayed pro-
clivity to interfere in battlefield operations, this announcement-which por-
tended Hitler's direction of even division-level engagements-struck vet another
blow at Auftragstaktik and the independence- of' subordinate leaders.

Finally. Hitler reiterated his insistence (in standing fast in the face of%
defensive crisis. In an underlined passage. the F'ihbrer D~efense Order stipulated
that "no army group commnander or arm., commander has the right to allow
on his own authority the exec'ution of a tactical withdrawal without mnY spe('i- 1

fic approval.- Rather than, worrying about wit hdrawal or evasive maneuver.
frontline commanders were ordered to undlertake a prodigious new entrench-
ment program under the slogan: "renches and ol~va vs more trenches.'I

With these instructions, Hitler signaled to his combat commanders his
desire for an unrelenting positional dlefense. one that would hold terrain with-
out regard to casualties or doctrinal niceties. fit also mnade it clear that he %s

was prepared to exert his own authority to the utmost to ensure c'ompliance.
This F'threr D~efense Order must have made German officers uneasy, prornis-
ing as it did to paralyze their conduct of' defensiv e operations with still more
of' Hitler's doctrinal (juackerv.

For the short term, the damage to (1rrm an dlefen sivye d lt rmne rem ained
potential rather than actual as autumin rains interrupt ed operations for a timle.
Furthermore, in implementing the lFihrcr D efense ( )rder Instructions5. front-
line commanders tried to minimnize itsd,-; y ifl i I by he ieding on lY those%
port ions that supported existing methods ano hysv cti'l ignoring Hi itler's -

mnore obnoxious suggestiomns. AnvGroup ('enter contente-d itself with issuing
ai brief order di recti ng iminproved t ren chwi irk s anid at seco mnd direct ye Iprescri h-

ing the further fortificamtion of' logistics centers and the coinstrutiomn of Limrge-
scale' antitank obstacles mniostlY ditc-hes, InI Its rear, lsing civilianl labor.,

General Gotthard Ileinrici. thle eiifmflatili Ill Fourt h Arm\.. discussed thet
Fiihrer Defense Order and its iniplicatins with is still )rdllates at aI foirmlal
(ommanli and staff meeting ()1 2.- Septmtnlor. bo hil il imited hli. written ile-

* menting Instructiotis to aI (efew,,ive nmemnoram~nd deIIAlilig eXCIlIsively With tech'I
* nicaml miatters.'l'The commniider ()f thet IX AlCorm tips. noting that the

F'iirer's order reouilrel -the (0(1st ruii lmit ai dt.-tuosivi pt.sitiii itl I sort etilii
* ~~valent tom those 'if the 191 *l-----H Wod 'Aill; il bgf-miisvtuiadiai'-
* ~siti(iil for ('(nst rlit ionl tiimeials that irIItidi i(iiii nolls ift hiorhid win.,

1hIijo'ts''l * uotimristic'. as these (iliiuiitit's %%IT 11i11i !lIauI 'rIpItlm thin' 'mmuiirmt

py-f-iiousi.(1-1 dmlviee (ill-toig the moitime subomitil h'w-Ii '-,I(i) rfq~um'>t. \%m'ii

part l t ha w t gamut" :uiil mIl l iii ,Il 1' htt e ki i tolill I'e I II,

tmdelivm'r, of required stiiplieS' A
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the emphasis on holding forward along the main line of resistance, there fre-
quently appeared a concurrent, and apparently contradictory, emphasis on
improving defensive positions in depth and often on creating a duplicate
second position far behind the original front.

Although German commanders were duty-bound to implement Hitler's
general designs, they were not blind to either the contradictions or the imprac-
ticalities of the Fihrer IDefense Order. Even as he was dutifully ordering his
Fourth Army to implement the FUhrer's directive, General Heinrici dispatched
a secret letter to Army Group ('enter, decrying the impossibility of achieving
those standards. Because of the scarcity of combat troops, Heinrici had already
spread his divisions to the uttermost limits, leaving no manpower whatsoever"%
to undertake new construction or to man more extensive positions. For
example, along the Fourth Army's front, it was not uncommon for trenches
to be posted at night with only one two-man team for every 60 to 100 meters
of trench. Furthermore, competing daily requirements for local security.
patrols, trench repair, training, equipment maintenance, and rest made it $-j

* impossible to fulfill current tasks adequately, much less to bring Hitler's plans
* for a massive fortification project to life. The simple fact was, Heinrici

declared, that present positions could not even he fully secured with existing
forces, as evidenced by the steady loss of prisoners and casualties to Soviet
raiding parties.

lHeinrici's complaints emphasized Germany's main defensive problem: lack
of men. Even though Hitler planned to banish the German Army's defensive

problems by issuing a frothy directive, the Ftihrer D)efense Order could not be
fully implemented for the same reason that I (rps' instructions had gone ,6
unfulfilled earlier in the summer. Whatever Hitler's headquarters might decree.
the German divisions manning the defensive front lacked sufficient numbers
of soldiers to conduct more than an expedient defense. For any real improve-
ment in German defensive dispositions. the troop strength would have to be
raised substantially. Finally, in midsummer 19-12, the German High Command
attempted to rectify its continuing d('fensive problems by generating additional
manpower strength.

Bolstering Combat Manpower

In gr iss terms, the Whrmacht s manl)ow(r pro blems were insoluble.
Gfrirany simply had too few men d' military age to meet its expanding
requirements. Also, (German's consistent mismanagement and misuse of the
man power it did )ossess made this realty even harsher. %

Adolf litler's Tbird Reich allocated its man power re'sour'('s similar to an
oriental bazaar, l,,rcing the (;erman Army t) jostlh its way through various
military, paramilitai-y. e,,on omic. governmental, and Nazi Party organizations
like a none-too-weal h.\ rug merchant in search of a bargain. Each of these
competing agencies j.alh).,lv (h'ef'nded its claiis to draft-age men by patron-
age and political intrigt, f hi-re) robbing the army of choice nanpiwer hadly
needed at the frn t. The two grealt(st offenders (and t h ones with the most
influen' with lilthr, were the SS and the l.ultoaflfc.

5%

12:1S

40 -'..'... .... ... a% % % %
m% % %M %II I I ll I J 

I
' %- '- "



A German machine gunner on thc Eastern
Front

~crnan~cc. iscript ion apparatus was managed by the Armed F'orces
IliLgh Cmiindlfll whichi denied the SS af share of the draftees. The SS, which
prete(rrevl to fill its ranks with pure volunteers anyway. circumvented this exclu-
SIMI lov energet icalk iv cruiting younger men who were not yet eligible for the
dIraft. (At the beginning oft the war, German conscription called only men
INwoot VY Yecr, (idi or tddr: mnany- SS recruits were as young as sixteen.) Bene-
ftig tri rn N i/i P arty% propaganda and Hitler youth indoctrination, the SS .
WAS thus ;IbHe to 511)1100 off lar1ge niumbers of highly motivated volunteers for
service in- it, o1\n Huzfti SS field units.,- Although W4affen S.S units served

:Ilhe fi i t in (hr arni v co ntrol . the duplicate training machinery' and admin-

i'-ttali\, ti r~l aV 1malit);iined byv the W afft'n SS wasted thousands of men
%0ho ''.111d1 ii hirwisi haive been used as combat troops. Moreover, manY of

hIi high qitliht\ d.e us(r~iwn to the Waffen S.S as private soldiers were
itedo-d if) lic ;iihi\ o.- potent ial noncomimissi()ned officers (NC~s) and techni-

At H i tin ' 11 o irharossa in 1941. Wnaffen SS field units numbered %
IX ol di- t 0isiia 0(1 a handful of separate battalions and regiments. Rattle

I-S-v, I mi : r;1eltta l enitrvetnent o)f Waffcii SS forces continued to) draw men
- i~ t!,11 trioi ;lt1vit ai steadiv rate until August 19412. when Hitler sanc-

nit lLI~l\ ntirit(etIo SS un1its that wvould dlouble lWof/,i SS liurcvs
\% I t i 1?- 1' 11t, TlcaP'Iv;t te tetht the German Armyvwa
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frantically searching for ways to raise its own frontline strength in late sum-
mer 1942, the Waffen SS was becoming an even more voracious consumer of
German manpower.

Even more frustrating to the German Army was the conduct of Reichs-
marschall Herman Goring's Luftwaffe. Like the SS, the Luftwaffe benefited
from an elitist image among German youth and consistently attracted large
numbers of zealots who were prime soldier material. With the curtailment of
its offensive air activities since the 1940 Battle of Britain, the Luftwaffe found
itself with an excess of ground support personnel. An attempt by the army to
claim these men for retraining as infantry replacements during the summer
of 1942 was parried by Goring, who argued to Hitler that transferring these
"genuinely National Socialist" young men to the army would contaminate
them by exposure "to an army which still had chaplains and was led by
officers steeped with the traditions of the Kaiser." '-- P

Instead, in mid-1942, Goring ordered that 170,000 surplus air personnel be
organized into twenty-two Luftwaffe field divisions for employment as ground
units at the front. In the army's view, this remedy promised no relief since
these Luftwaffe units would almost certainly be of low quality due to inexperi-
ence and lack of trained leadership. As Field Marshal von Manstein explained
in his memoirs: "To form these excellent troops into divisions within the frame-
work of the Luftwaffe was sheer lunacy. Where were they to get the necessary
close-combat training and practice in working with other formations? Where
were they to get the battle experience so vital in the east? And where was
the Luftwaffe to find divisional, regimental, and battalion commanders?"'

5"

These questions were tragically answered in late 1942, when several Luftwaffe
field divisions fell apart at their first taste of combat on the Russian Front.
These 170,000 men, who as infantry replacements could have nearly replen-
ished the bedraggled divisions of Army Groups Center and North, thus added
very little combat strength to the German forces in the east. -

The German Army shared some blame for the shortage of infantrymen.
The infantry, respected in the Prussian and German Armies since the days
of Frederick the Great as the "Queen of the Battlefield," had been eclipsed in
popular affections by the glamour and publicity given to the mobile troops .',-
during World War II's early campaigns. Although conscripts could still be
made to fill the ranks of infantry divisions, flocks of enterprising young sol-
diers avoided infantry service by volunteering for the new darlings of the
German Army. the panzer and motorized forces. By late summer 1942, some
senior officers even detected a growing "unpatriotic" tendency on the part of
recruits to abhor ;:ifantry duty and to seek assignment to other, less-demand-
ing jobs.

In an attempt to counteract these perceptions, General Halder authorized
an information campaign on 27 July 1942, intended to "glamorize] the infan-
try. "  A 1 August memorandum to field commanders from the German

Army's chief of infantry invited suggestions from field commanders for regen-
erating the German infantry forces. In reply, General Heinrici suggested a
number of wide-ranging reforms, including preferential career development for
infantry N('Os, improved pay and benefits, and a better effort to counter the .-.
recruiting guiles of the Waffei SS, Luftwaffe, navy. and Reich Labor Service.
llvinrici also (ited a pervasive "east complex" as a major deterrent to infantry
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enlistments, explaining that the reports of the desolate Russian landscape and
harsh battle conditions in the east were causing widespread melancholia
among frontline soldiers and discouraging recruits from volunteering for
infantry service. 2  6

Another measure taken to ease the infantry crisis included using volunteer 40
laborers-most of whom were paroled Russian prisoners of war-on work proj-
ects behind the German front. While not directly increasing the number of
infantrymen, the use of these laborers at least reduced the demand for German
auxiliary personnel somewhat.5 In addition, officers of frontline infantry units
were allowed to make recruiting sweeps through service and support units,
attempting to persuade rear-echelon soldiers to volunteer for infantry duty. To

, prevent rear-echelon units from protecting their favorite personnel, an Army
High Command order warned that even "indispensable clerks" were to be
released if willing, since "only the Front Fighter is indispensable. For all
others will a replacement be found."" To enforce this edict, Hitler deputized
General Walter von Unruh to comb rear area units to identify excess person-
nel. Unruh's writ as "hero snatcher" included absolute authority to order indi-
viduals transferred to the front in the FUhrer's name.", Such policies offered
minor relief but could not greatly affect the overall combat worthiness of %
German units.

More substantial measures soon followed. In yet another Ftihrer order,
Hitler announced his displeasure at the intolerably low combat strengths of
fighting units in relation to their support units and ordered all army com-
manders immediately to account for their subordinate divisions' total ration
strength versus infantry combat strength./' In a companion directive, General
Kurt Zeitzler (who succeeded the disenchanted General Halder as chief of staff
in September) ordered an immediate 10 percent reduction in all Army High
Command, army group, army, corps, and division headquarters personnel. All
freed manpower was to be sent to the front as combat replacements. Zeitzler
also directed that the personnel in rearward support units regularly be reduced
in proportion to forward combat losses, with the dislocated officers, NCOs,
and soldiers sent forward. In this way, Zeitzler reasoned, the support units -'-

would share the inconvenience of reduced establishments and even actual casual-
ties along with the fighting forces, thereby eliminating the traditional
estrangement between "combat troops" and "rear echelons.""5.

General Zeitzler also ordered all rearward forces on the Eastern Front, %
including high-level staffs, supply troops, and signal personnel, to organize
combat-ready "alarm units." In addition to performing their normal duties, ,%
these units were to receive refresher infantry training and, ideally, were to be
rotated periodically into the front lines for a few days' exposure to real
combat. In crisis situations, these alarm units were assembled and placed at
the disposal of forward commanders for use as supplementary reserves. "

His energy and enthusiasm for his new job as yet undimmed by Hitler's
stultifying command style, Zeitzler dashed off other memorandums addressing
morale, leadership, and unit organization. In a 29 October 1942 order entitled
"Front Fighters," Zeitzler charged all officers with ensuring that the fighting 6

troops receive the best possible treatment and creature comforts, even if this
meant that service troops went without.-, , Worried that the constant attrition
of junior leaders might jeopardize the esprit of small units, Zeitzler directed
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that all junior officer and N('() requests for transfer to combat duties be given %
immediate, unconditional approval. The new chief of staff also specified that
all leaders returning to dutv fromn c(mvalescent leave were to be returned, if
possibh., to their (&I1 units, as were officers and NC()s serving on detached
duty at training depots or elsewhere.' ' Noting that combat losses and lack of .
adequate replacements had caused many divisions to disband one-third of their
infantry battalions, Zeitzler urged on 2( November that all veteran ('nopanies
be kept intact regardless of losses, even if reassigned to new parent units
"Every soldier is attached to his own particular company. Cohesiveness takes..
a long time to develop in new units-often it never develops at all. T hus it is
better to keep together original companies ... "'

Collectively, these measures showed the growing German awareness of
the severe pressures placed on their divisions by the lack of adequate man-
power. For want of men, German commanders were being forced to com-
promise doctrinal Elastic )efense methods, sacrificing especially the tradi-
tional use of depth and small-unit maneuver to absorb enemy attacks without
inordinate loss. The manpower shortage caused internal strain as well, wear-
ing away at the morale, training, and general combat worthiness of German
units. The desperate expedients taken to redistribute personnel within the -
German Army eased the stresses somewhat, but the ultimate solution to
Germany's manpower problems lay far beyond the army's control. Moreover, _
catastrophic losses during the coming winter at Stalingrad and elsewhere
w.uld strain Germany's already overtaxed eastern armies even more severely.
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Winter Battles on the Defensiue Front%

In the unfolding autumn of 1942, German soldiers and civilians were
haunted by the specter of a second winter campaign in Russia. Seeking to
allay those fears, the Luftwaffe's Reichsmarschall Giring told a cheering --
crowd in the Berlin Sportpalast in early October that "this time we are
immune. We already know what a Russian winter is like.'-

With respect to the weather, (6ring's prediction proved accurate. l)rawing %..4
on their own experiences plus the knowledge exchanged in after-action reports.
German divisions braced themselves for the expected cold temperatures and
harsh conditions. In supplies, training, and shelter, German units were far
better prepared for winter warfare than they had been the previous year. How-
ever, protection against the weather did not make German forces immune
from Russian bullets. Even though Soviet strength had shifted to the south.
the Red Army forces facing Army Groups Center and North remained suf-
ficiently powerful to batter the German defensive front, causing several defen-
sire crises during the course of the winter fighting.

The autumnal stiffening of German defenses prompted by the Flihrer l)e- ".'-
fense Order had also served as early preparation for winter. On 17 September. %

for example, the 58th Infantry D)ivision directed that the mandated improve- ,
ments in its own defenses be made so "the troops [could] spend the winter in
the position.'"' One criterion emphasized at all levels was the construction of
a continuous defensive line so as to avoid the costly and hazardous strong-
point tactics of the previous winter. (One specific passage of the Fiihrer
Defense Order had even addressed this issue. Noting that a strongpoint style '

of defense had been compelled in "certain sectors" as an "emergency measure" ". ,

during the 1941--42 winter, Hitler had made it clear that he considered such
expelient m(asures to be peculiar to the previous winter and in no way a
doctrinal model for winter defensive tactics. Instead, Hitler demanded a con-
tinuous (efensive line even during winter months, a requirement that, for once,
corresponded exactly with the opinions of frontline commanders as expressed
in their own earlier after-action reports.) P

Hitler added specific operational guidance on 14 October 1942 1w issuing
Operations Order 1 This order gave instructions for winter activities and
implicitly conceded that Germany's strategic ambitions for 19,42 had not been
realized. Instead, Hitler promised that success in the coming winter battles
would protect recent German gains, creating favorable conditions for the "final'
destruction of' our most dangerous enemy" sometime in 1943. While directing
the continuation of German attacks at Stalingrad and in the Caucasus, Hitler
ordered the armies along the defensive front to prepare for a winter campaign.
Reiterating the ('onstraints of the September Ffihrer Defense Order, he directed
that winter positions be defended to the last under all cir('umstances. Hitler
added that German units were not to avail themselves of evasive maneuvers
or withdrawals, that enemy v penetrations were to be ('ontained as far forward
as possible, and that any units isolated by Russian breakthroughs were to i

hold in place until relieved. Moreover. "the significance of a continuous 11KI.
1main line it resistancel must once more he especially emphasized.' And in
what was ieo('ming virtually a personal trademark, Hlitler warned darkly tiat
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every leader was unequivocally responsible for the "unconditional execution"
of his instructions.h

Three weeks later, with intelligence reports predicting the imminent onset
of powerful Russian attacks, Hitler directed the chief of the Army General
Staff to remind army commanders of their defensive responsibilities. At a
situation conference on 2 November, Hitler told General Zeitzler to issue a
new memorandum "based on the Fihrer's Winter Directive [Operations Order
11 setting forth again the principles according to which operations 1werej to
be conducted." Apparently forgetting for the moment his own proscriptions
against strongpoint defenses (the Fihrer did not hold himself to the same
standards of obedience that he demanded from field commanders), Hitler
added that "particular emphasis is to be given to the demand that every
Stfitzpunkt [strongpoint] is to be defended to the last."' " While the reference
to strongpoints may have caused some officers to blink in momentary con-
fusion (for a continuous defensive line was still the prescribed standard, and
strongpoint defenses remained officially anathema), Hitler's basic message was
clear. In the coming winter battles, German defenders would fight bitterly to
retain their initial positions, and no tactical flexibility would be granted for
the execution of "elastic" defensive methods that required the relinquishing
of any terrain. 7 - .. ,N

While Hitler rattled orders to his generals, German soldiers continued to
gird for winter warfare. Where time and manpower allowed, defensive posi-
tions were improved to meet Hitler's qualifications. Foraging parties hunted
through Russian villages for sleds and snowshoes, while German panzer units
received extra-wide snow tracks for their tanks and assault guns to give ,,,
greater cross-country mobility over snow and slushy ground. (Unfortunately,

since the wider tracks did not fit German railroad flatcars or standard mili-
tary bridging, they had to be removed each time the vehicles used a flatcar
or a bridge."") Most divisions assembled special ski units, earmarking them -"

for use as local counterattack forces. In the 132d Infantry Division, for
example, troops of the division's "bicycle battalion" traded their bicycles for "
skis and continued as the division's only mobile reserve.".

As is often the case, actual conditions at the front did not always match
the hearty standards decreed by higher headquarters. Frontline visits by
General Georg Iindemann, the commander of the Eighteenth Army, revealed
enduring deficiencies among his units. Touring the front of the L Corps out-
side Leningrad in early November, Lindemann found that, in spite of repeated NP
orders to the contrary, gaps still existed in the forward trenchlines. Explaining
the lack of improvements, the corps commander pointed out to Ilndemann
that 'due to the tremendous shortage of personnel only maintenance of the
[existing] position is possible."' -1

Though somewhat stronger than during the last winter, German divisions ,v,,
still manned extended fronts with understrength units. The 121st Infantry V

Division, holding part of Army Group North's line, had an average battalion
strength of only 200 men and could muster only one composite bicycle-ski
company and one alarm company (composed of service troops) as division
resvrves. I In the 254th D)ivision, each regiment held only one infantry and"
one pioneer platoon in reserve behind frontline troops that, according to the
division commander, were "extremely tired. "''
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Troops of Army Group North ready a machine gun sled for a reconnaissance patrol. December 1942
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Manned by worn-out and understrength divisions in haphazard positions,
the German defensive front invited Russian penetrations. The defensive lines
of Army Groups Center and North zigzagged back and forth, their twists and
turns adding hundreds of unnecessary miles to the trenches held by German
troops. The two army group commanders each requested Hitler's permission
to conduct limited withdrawals in order to straighten their lines. These re-
treats, they argued, would free troops to thicken German defenses and form
reserves. Hitler rebuffed both, scorning the notion that the surrender of terrain
could in any way work to German advantage. .*

The most vulnerable portions of the German lines were the so-called Rzhev 1P%

salient in Army Group Center, the )ernyansk salient south of Lake [limen, .,

and the narrow neck of land held 1y the Eighteenth Army east of Leningrad ..
around Schliisselburg. In each of these areas, German forces were geographi-
cally exposed. The Rzhev and l)emyansk positions had been occupied since
the 1941-42 winter fighting and represented stand-fast lines held by German -'
divisions despite (leel) Soviet envelopments on each flank. At Schlusselburg.
the strip of land held by the Germans along the southern shore of l.ake
Ladoga was all that kept outside Soviet forces from lifting the land siege of
ILeningrad. A Russian breakthrough at any (one of these points could have
easily resulted in the e('circ'ement and destrution of sizabhh, German forces.
especially considering Hitler's repeated injunctions against lwal retreats. -

Soviet attacks (luring the winter ,if 1912-13 testeil the (;Ertian front in
each of these sectors but failed to achive t h,, cvt 1 strophic brvakthrough
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desired. At Schliissellburg, the Russians managed to seize a thin sliver of' land
linking Leningrad with their main forces, but they did so without inflicting
any decisive German losses. The Russian onslaughts, pinned down nearly all

the reserves belonging to Army G;roup ('enter and Army Group North, how-

ever, leaving virtually no forces available for transfer to the southern front

once the Stalingrad debacle had begun.'
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The one Soviet offensive that managed to destroy even a division-size
German force on the defensive front occurred at Velikiye Luki. There, though a__

'ia-a
less exposed than the forces in the Demyansk or Rzhev salients, the Germans
tolerated gaps in the rough terrain areas to the north and south of the town.
Even the German main positions were not completely tied together, for only _7
lightly manned trenches linked platoon and company strongpoints. A Soviet
advance through these gaps on 25 November surrounded 70,000 German troops
from two different divisions in and around Velikiye Luki. For the next two
months, German forces were embroiled in a savage battle to spring open the
Velikiye Luki trap, an effort that eventually consumed elements of three addi-
tional divisions in desperate rescue attempts.--

The battles around Velikiye Luki, as with the fighting at Schlisselburg,
Demyansk, and Rzhev, produced few surprises in defensive doctrine. As had
already been demonstrated dozens of times in other places, inadequately
manned German positions could be swamped by superior Soviet forces in J _

winter combat. Unlike during the 1941-42 winter, the divisions on the
northern front made little attempt to use strongpoint tactics, instead clinging
grimly to their continuous defensive lines per Hitler's orders. The lack of man- %
power doomed this effort to failure. As one former corps commander wrote: "

To be sure, there were no gaps-the reader will recall their serious consequences
in the winter campaign of 1941/42-in the .. front. The positions formed a
continuous line during the early fighting, but it was impossible to man them
adequately (a division had to hold a sector of from forty to fifty kilometers).
Neither were there any major reserve forces. Only small, local reserves were %

available. Whatever could be spared had been transferred to the armies on the
southern front.7"

German troops, stolidly holding on to the intact bits of front in accordance
with the Fiihrer's instructions, managed to sustain pathetic little islands of
resistance against the Russian flood (see map 9). Ultimately, however, the
retention of such points proved completely meaningless in the absence of
strong mobile reserves. The German forces pocketed around Velikiye Luki, for "
example, eventually became a substantial operational liability, tying down pre-
cious reserves to no purpose other than to rescue them from a trap wrought
largely by Hitler's rigid constraints. The commitment of German forces to
such relief expeditions weakened German defenses at still other points and
prevented the shifting of additional divisions to the concurrent decisive battles
between Stalingrad and Rostov.

The same was generally true at Demyansk and Rzhev. There, German
reserves were drawn into attritional battles that, although preventing Soviet A
breakthroughs and the consequent encirclement of the exposed German forces,
accomplished little apart from satisfying Hitler's bent for holding ground. In
early 1943, with the forces of Army Group Center and Army Group North "'*-,.
near utter exhaustion and with no further reserves available to prevent future
Russian penetrations of the defensive front, Hitler finally authorized the
abandonment of both the Demyansk and Rzhev salients. These withdrawals -1

substantially shortened the front-in Rzhev, for example, Operation Bliffel
reduced the German frontage from 340 to 110 miles-but they came too late
to allow either the building of a new fully manned defensive line or the trans-
fer of additional units to other sectors.";
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Destroyed Soyiet tank provides additional cover for German trench dugout. February 1943
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Hitler refused to acknowledge that his rigid (efensive instructins ham
pered field commanders by precluding the potential advantages of the elastic

defense in depth. Hitler, it seemed, could be convinced to authorize retreats or

line-shortening withdrawals only after entire German armies had been
shredded in positional warfare under disadvantageous conditions. Even when %the Fiihrer finally authorized rearward movement, such withdrawals o)ffe~re~d,

little tactical relief since German losses in the interim had usually been so
great that even the new, shorter lines could not be properly secured.

The Offensive Front

Compared to the stripped-down divisions left holding the defensive front,

the German southern attack forces that assembled for Operation Blau seemed
sleek and powerful. However, this appearance was deceiving. ''he divisions

assigned to Army Group South (later divided into Army Groups A and B)
suffered from many deficiencies that compromised their offensive and defensive
capabilities.

In May 1942, most of the infantry divisions in Army (roup South stood ,

at about 50 percent strength. Although brought nearly up to strength over

the next six weeks, the southern divisions had little time or opportunity to pop

assimilate their new troops. Only one-third of the infantry divisions com-
mitted to the upcoming attack could be taken out of the line in early spring %
for rehabilitation; the remaining divisions staved in their old winter defensive

positions and tried to train and integrate their replacements even as they . .

fought desultory defensive battles against minor Russian attacks. * As a result,
the general training standards in the southern assault forces were far helow '
those of the 1939-41 German armies. Losses in officers. N('()s. and technical
personnel during the 1941 winter battles had further sapped the combat

abilities of the German forces. In fact, many German units iow regretted the
use of artillerymen, signalers, and other specialists as infantry during the
winter months since they were so hard to replace. Moreover, even after strip-

ping vehicles and equipment from the northern forces. Army Group South's

divisions lacked their full complement of motor transport. According to a
General Staff study in late May, the spearhead forces (thi)se divisions that

would actually lead the attacks toward Stalingrad and the ('aucasus) would -

embark with only 80 percent oIf their vehicles, and the follow-on infantry divi-
sions and supply columns would be slowed by shortages of both horses and
vehicles._' For all of the ruthless econormies inflicted on their poorer relatives

to the north, At my Groups A and B would thereft)re he more c lumsy. be less

mobile, and have less logistical staving p1)(,er than the (;erman armies that

had launched Barbarossa a year before. ,V\,

Army (;roup I had two distinct missions in ( )peratimi Hau: first, t,, (arve
its way eastward along the stothern bank )f the )on Rivetr somie, :)() ih iles
to Stalingrad, atn( second, to post a defe-nsive s(-reen ahlng its no)rthemn flank .-

as it went, protecting its own rear antid the further onftlding ()f Army (', iril)
A's attack to the sooth, Though not the disiv< thrust iArmv (Grou p A wodl

actually push into the ('atcasus toward the straitegi %i fields. Arm, (b-nup

Ws mission was .ruc'il t,) G ,r,,;, succ,,s.
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German infantrymen prepare to attack during Operation Blau, July 1942 i•.
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Army Group B's far-flung tasks could not be accomplished with the
German divisions at hand. Consequently, the most critical jobs were given to
the more powerful German armies, and the less-demanding tasks were allotted
to a polyglot of allied contingents. The Sixth Army and the Fourth Panzer
Army were to attack toward Stalingrad, while the veteran Second Army was
to seize Voronezh and then form the link between Army Group Center's defen-
sive front and Army Group B's flank pickets. The job of covering the long
flank in between was handed to allied armies of lesser fighting value.

In the spring of 1942, Hitler prevailed on the Reich's military partners to
provide additional combat forces to augment the German armies. Romania,
Hungary, and Italy all reluctantly consented to deploy additional forces on V.
the Eastern Front, though they each insisted that their contingents fight under
their own army headquarters rather than as separate divisions in German
corps and armies.h By early August, thirty-six allied divisions were committed
in the southern portion of the front, roughly 40 percent of the total number
of Axis divisions in that region. Even though German liaison staffs were
assigned to these forces, the combat effectiveness of the allied armies was
generally poor." " By relegating the allied forces to purely defensive missions
along the German flanks, the German High Command figured to minimize *-,

the demands placed on these forces while still conserving Wehrmacht divisions
for crucial combat roles.

Through early summer, the forces posted along Army Group B's northern
flank had little difficulty in fending off Soviet assaults. A Second Army after-
action report on 21 July 1942, following the defeat of Soviet counterattacks
near Voronezh, was particularly reassuring. Written at the request of the .-
General Staff's Training Branch in Berlin and circulated throughout the
German Army's higher echelons, this report allayed lingering fears caused by
the Red Army's winter successes in 1941-42. "Russian infantry in the attack
is even worse than before," the report began. "Much massing, greater vulner-
ability to artillery and mortar fire and to flanking maneuver. Scarcely any
more night attacks."" This report brightened the prospects for successful
defense along Army Group B's northern flank.

Despite this reassurance, Army Group B's left wing remained vulnerable.
Hitler's own interest in this potential weakness began in early spring when
he ordered that the Second Army be reinforced with several hundred antitank
guns as an additional guarantee against the collapse of Blau's northern
shield.1 In anticipation of its defensive operations, Second Army also had
been assigned numerous engineer detachments, labor units, and Organization
Todt work parties for general construction and fortification. After its success-
ful attack on Voronezh in early July, Second Army attempted to fortify its
portion of the exposed flank using these assets throughout the remainder of
the summer.Y

To the east beyond Second Army, however, the Don flank was held by
troops of the Hungarian Second Army, the Italian Eighth Army, and the
Romanian Third Army. Other Romanian formations, temporarily under the
command of Fourth Panzer Army, held the open flank south of Stalingrad.
As expected, these forces proved to be mediocre in combat, leading German
commanders to be even more uneasy about this long, exposed sector. By
September, General Maximilian von Weichs, the commander of Army Group

4'."
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argued that the allied lines between Voronezh and St alingrad constituted "'the
most perilous sector of the East ern Fron t." a situ at ion that posed an
enormous danger which must he eliminated.- Although Hitlecr made svtflpa-
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up the allied armies. One of these measures was the in.-rspersing of additional 1

German units (primarily antitank battalions) among the allied divisions. In
accordance with Hitler's published defensive instructions, if the allied units 1

were overrun, these few German units were to '"stand fast and limit the
enemy's penetration or breakthrough. By holding out in this way, they should
create more favorable conditions for our counterattack.""l Another protective
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measure was the repositioning of a combined German-Romanian panzer corps
behind the Romanian Third Army. This unit, the XLVIII Panzer Corps. (,on-
sisted of only an untried Romanian armored division and a battle-worn, poorly
equipped German panzer division. Weak as it was, this corps was not placed
under the control of the Romanians or even Weichs. Rather, it was designated
as a special Fihrer Reserve under the personal direction of Hitler and there-
fore could not be committed to combat without first obtaining his release."
Finally, from October onward, German signal teams were placed throughout
the allied armies so the German High Command could independently monitor
the day-to-day performance of those forces without having to rely on reports
from the allies themselves. These and other measures were not executed with-
out some friction, however: the Italians, for example, huffily rejected German
suggestions for improving their defensive positions."

The allied units were not the only soft spots on the defensive flank. By
autumn, several newly raised German divisions, hastily consigned to Army
Group B in June in order to flesh out its order of battle, were also causing
some concern. For example, barely days before its preliminary June attack on -..-

Voronezh to secure the German flank, Second Army had received six brand-
new German divisions. Though game enough in their initial attacks, these ,,-
units quickly began to unravel due to poor training and inexperienced leader-
ship. In one case, the 385th Infantry Division reportedly suffered "unneces-
sarily high losses," including half of its company commanders and five of
six battalion commanders in just six weeks, due to deficient training. This
fiery baptism ruined these divisions for later defensive use. The loss of so
many personnel in such a short period of time left permanent scars, trauma-
tizing the divisions before time and battle experience could produce new
leaders and heal the units' psychological wounds. Second Army assessed the
situation on 1 October 1942 and informed Army Group B that these once-new
divisions were no longer fully reliable even for limited defensive purposes and
that heavy defensive fighting might well stampede them. Unless they could
be pulled out of the line for rest and rehabilitation, these divisions, which
accounted for nearly half of Second Army's total infantry strength, could only
be trusted in the defense of small, quiet sectors."9

The German southern offensive thus trusted its long northern flank to a
conglomeration of listless allied and battle-weary German units. Like the
forces farther north on the defensive front of Army Groups Center and
North, these armies were stretched taut, manning thin lines with few reserves
beyond insubstantial local forces. Barely strong enough to hold small probing
attacks at bay during the summer and early fall, these armies lacked the
strength to meet a major Russian offensive without substantial reinforcement
(see map 10).

Shielded by this doubtful defensive umbrella, Operation Blau made good
initial progress. In fierce house-to-house fighting, General Friedrich Paulus'
Sixth Army gnawed its way into Stalingrad, the projected eastern terminus
of Army Group B's defensive barrier. Despite nagging shortages of fuel and
other supplies, as well as Hitler's confused switching of forces and missions.
Army Group A had cleared Rostov and penetrated the northern reaches of
the Caucasus Mountains by late August.

*i
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another Soviet attack burst through the Romanian lines south of' Stalingrad.
On 23 November, these pincers met near Kalach. severing Sixth ArmyI's land
supply routes. The collapse of the Axis defenses along the D~on River and] tht-
encirclement of Sixth Army transformed the situation of' the southern f'ront.
casting the Wehrmacht forces there into a desperate struggle for their, Very
survival.

The ensuing winter defensive battles in southern Russia (an he divided *.0
into three separate phases. In the first phase, lasting fromi 19 November until
23 December 1942, the Germans scrambled to hold an advanced def'ensive
line near the confluence of the Don and Chir Rivers from which they could
support relief operations toward Stalingrad. Once the attacks to relieve Sixth .

Army were irretrievably repulsed, the focus of Germian defensive efforts
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German troops in hasty defensive positions overlooking the Volga River on the northern outskirts of ,.

Stalingrad ,*%'"

shifted. During the second phase, lasting from the last week of December
1942 to mid-February 1943, German divisions fought to block another huge
Soviet envelopment, this one aimed at the rear of the entire German southern -
wing near Rostov. Finally, from mid-February until the spring thaw, the third .. e
phase of the winter battles saw the restabilization of the front south of Kursk. % % ,r

erman defensive operations differed in each phase, and these differences.'

reflected variations in the mission, the strength and composition of German
forces, and the actions of the enemy. In no case, however, were these chaotic
defensive actions conducted along doctrinal lines. Instead, from the initial col-
lapse of the Romanian armies in November 1942 to the stabilization of the
front in March 1943, German defensive operations were once again almost . -

completely extemporaneous.

The first phase of fighting focused on the fate of the beleaguered German
Sixth Army in Stalingrad. Ordered to stand fast and repeatedly assured by"
Htiter that Sixth Army would he relieved, General Paulus swiftly put his forces . .
into a giant hedgehog defensive posture. ,'-

Establishing an effective defensive perimeter at Stalingrad was doub)ly ,
difficult due to a desperate shortage of infantrymen ithe bulk tif whon, had
fallen in the earlier street fighting) and the lack of prepared positions. ()n
the eastern face of the Stalingrad pocket, German troops (ontinued to occupy -.

th. defensive positions built up (luring previoius fighting for the city. However,
the southern and western portions of the perimeter lay almost completely on
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shelterless steppes, and the hasty defenses there never amounted to more than
a few bunkers and shallow connecting trenches. (Because the steppes were
almost treeless, no lumber was available for building fires for heat or for
constructing covered defensive positions.) Significantly. the subsequent Soviet
attacks to liquidate the surrounded Sixth Army came almost exclusively from
the south and west against the least well-established portions of the German
defenses. On 23 November, well-built positions to the north of Stalingrad were
rashly abandoned without orders by the German LI Corps commander, General
Walter von Seydlitz-Kurzbach, who had hoped thereby to provoke an immediate
breakout order from Paulus. This hasty action sacrificed the 94th Infantry
Division, which was overrun and annihilated by Red Army forces during the
movement to the rear, and also gave up virtually the only well-constructed
defensive positions within the Stalingrad Kessel"'

Sixth Army had difficulty in defending itself because of insufficient
resources. Lack of fuel prevented the use of Paulus' three panzer and three
motorized divisions as mobile reserves. Hoarding its meager fuel supplies for
a possible breakout attempt, Sixth Army wound up employing most of its
tanks and as,;ault guns in static roles. Likewise, shortages of artillery am-
munition and fortification materials hindered the German defense. The
Luftwaffe's heroic attempts to airlift supplies into Stalingrad were hopelessly
inadequate: since daily deliveries never exceeded consumption, the overall
supply problem grew steadily worse in all areas. In some ways, the aerial
resupply effort was counterproductive. Scores of medium bombers were diverted Z
from ground support and interdiction missions to serve as additional cargo
carriers, a move that emptied the skies of much-needed German combat air
power at an extremely critical period.92

For both tactical and logistical reasons, then, what the Nazi press dramati-
cally called "Fortress Stalingrad" was, in reality, no fortress at all. Surrounded
by no less than seven Soviet armies, Sixth Army was marooned on poor defen-
sive ground without adequate forces, prepared positions, or stockpiles of
essential supplies. Forbidden by Hitler to cut its way out of the encirclement,
Sixth Army's eventual destruction was a foregone conclusion unless a relief
attack could reestablish contact.

In response to this crisis, Hitler created Army Group Don under Field
Marshal v'on Manstein on 20 November. Manstein was to restore order on
the shattered southern front and, even more important in the short term, to
direct a relief offensive to save Sixth Army. To accomplish this, Hitler
promised Manstein six fresh infantry divisions, four panzer divisions, a
Luftwaffe field division, and various other contingents.

Sixth Army's temporary aerial supply and eventual relief required the
Germans to hold a forward defensive line along the Chir River, where the
most advanced positions were only about forty miles from the Stalingrad "
perimeter. This line also covered the main departure airfields for the airlift
and could serve as an excellent jumping-off point, for a counterattack to link
up with Sixth Army.

While Manstein worked out his plan for a relief attack, the Chir River
line was held bv whatever forces could he scraped together. Initially, these
forces consisted of mixed (ombat units swept aside by the Russian offensive,
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%Field Marshal Friedrich Paulus, commander of the Field Marshal Erich von Manstein, commander of %
~~German Sixth Army trapped in Stalingrad without Army Group Don during desperate winter battles ,5'
~adequate forces or supplies in 1942-43

- "z ~alarm units called out from various support units, service troops, rear area "...."-
' ~~security forces, convalescents, and casual personnel on leave. All these were ,,,..

formed into ad hoc battle groups and plugged into an improvised strongpoint '"
defense along the Chir "like pieces of mosaic.':':'"

That this rabble managed to hold the Chir line-and even some bridge- t
heads on the eastern bank-was due as much to Soviet indifference as to . ::
German improvisation. Through early December, the Soviet High Command .
was content to tighten its coils around Stalingrad and made little effort to x
exploit the German disarray farther west. In so doing, the Soviets were avoid- .,-"
ing their great strategic mistake of the previous winter, when Stalin's failure '
to concentrate forces on major objectives frittered away excellent opportunities ,'"

-%-

to no decisive gain. " -

In mid-December, however, the fighting on the Chir front accelerated, with ''-

V -. V

both sides committing substantial forces to this crucial area. On 12 December,
Manstein began his relief attack toward Stalingrad. Intending to pin down
German forces and to prevent reinforcement of the rescue effort, Soviet forceshurled themselves against the Chir line at several points. Meanwhile, the

Germans reinforced the ragtag elements along the Chir with fresh units, mostnotably the reconstituted XLVIII Panzer Corps (toth Panzer Division, 336th
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Infantry Division, and 7th Luftwaffe Field Division). These mid-December '-
defensive battles demonstrated both the capabilities and the limitations of ,AA.

German defenders during this phase (see map 12).

The XLVIII Panzer Corps intended to hold its sector of the Chir front
with two infantry divisions forward and a panzer division in reserve. The
336th Division was an excellent, full-strength unit that had recently arrived
on the Russian Front from occupation duty in France. Even though reinforced
somewhat with Luftwaffe flak and ground combat units, the division could
only man its wide front by putting all its assets forward, holding only a
handful of infantry, engineers, and mobile flak guns in reserve. Even so, the
336th Division formed "the pivot and shield" of the German defense." The
7th Luftwaffe Field Division, though well equipped and fully manned, was
poorly trained and lacked leaders experienced in ground combat. Behind the
infantry, General Hermann Balck's 1 1th Panzer Division, which had recently
been transferred from Army Group Center after fighting in several tough
defensive battles, assembled for duty as a mobile counterattack force. Although -
its infantry strength was fairly high, it (like other weakened divisions from ' .
the northern defensive front) had only a single battalion of Panzer Mark IVs
in its entire tank regiment.'.-

On 7 December, even as the Germans were still settling into position, '

Soviet tank forces penetrated the left flank of the 3:36th Division. The
Germans had not yet had time to lay mines or erect antitank obstacles, and
their few Paks could not be used effectively. (Though relatively flat, the .

steppes were crisscrossed by deep ravines that provided excellent covered
approaches into the German positions.) Facilitated by the weakness of the ,,-'
German antiarmor defenses, Russian tanks forced their way through the thin
infantry defenses, overran part of the division's artillery, and thrust some
fifteen kilometers into the division rear. In a three-day running battle, the
1 1th Panzer Division carved up this Russian tank force with repeated counter- 'pA70_
attacks against its flanks and rear. Despite the heady successes enjoyed by
Balck's panzers and mechanized infantry (reports claimed seventy-five ,
destroyed Russian tanks), the fighting was not all one-sided. For example,
between 7 and 10 December, Russian tanks overran one infantry battalion of
the 336th )ivision three different times.'",

Even tougher fighting followed. Beginning on 11 December, fresh Russian
attacks charged against the ('hir front, forcing several local penetrations. ,
Though eventually broken by counterattacks and the fire of the 336th
)ivision's artillery, these Soviet probes threatened to erode the German

defenders by attrition. In one case, a German battle group holding a bridge-
head south of the Don-Chir confluence lost 18 officers and 750 men in ten
days of combat?': Breakthroughs in the 336th I)ivision's front between 18 and
15 December produced an extremely confused situation, with groups of enemy
and friendly troops finally so intermixed that German artillery could not be
used effectively for fear of firing on its own forces."' Moreover, Soviet tanks %
again broke through as far as the German artillery positions, overrunning
some guns and knocking out others by direct fire."" By nightfall on 15 l)ecem-
her, the situation of the 336th l)ivision had become so grave that, according "
to one staff officer, the division's continued survival depended 'exclusively on .,*',''.
outside help."' '
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Again, the 11th Panzer Division saved the German position on the Chir. ,'
Harkening to desperate appeals from the 336th Division for additional anti-
tank support, the lth diverted three of its precious tanks to buttress the
flagging infantry, while the balance of the German armor hammered the
Soviet flanks. By 22 December, the Chir front was quiet as both sides slumped
into exhaustion."',

The battles on the Chir River had been a masterpiece of tactical improvi-
sation by the Germans. Although regular combat troops were gradually
brought into the fighting through reinforcement, the initial German defense
had been conducted almost entirely by hastily organized contingents of service
troops. While the performance of these units in no way matched that of
regular combat veterans, their gritty stand fully vindicated the German
Army's policies of training, organizing, and exercising rear-echelon alarm
units on a regular basis.

Doctrinally, the committed German infantry forces in the XLVIII Panzer
Corps' sector lacked the manpower and local reserves to conduct a competent
defense in depth. Additionally, the German defense was throttled by Hitler's
standing orders against tactical retreat, leaving the forward divisions little %*,. .
choice but to hold on to their initial positions even when penetrated or over- %i
run. Short of antitank weapons, the German infantry forces were almost
powerless against the Soviet armor. Had it not been for the availability of
the lth Panzer Division as a "fire brigade" counterattack force, the German
defenders would almost certainly have been doomed to eventual annihilation .
in their positions clustered along the Chir. -... ,

The deft counterattacks by 1 1th Panzer Division repeatedly exploited
speed, surprise, and shock action to destroy or scatter numerically superior
Soviet forces. The generally open terrain provided a nearly ideal battlefield
for mobile warfare, and the tank-versus-tank engagements almost resembled
clashes in the North African desert more than they did other battles in Russia.

The Germans used simple command and control measures to conduct this
fluid combat. According to General Balck's postwar accounts, command within
the l1th Panzer Division was exercised almost entirely by daily verbal orders, -
amended as necessary on the spot by the division commander at critical points
in the fighting.1'12 Liaison between the panzer units and the forward infantry ,.
divisions also was managed largely on a face-to-face basis.'' These casual
arrangements were made possible in part by the rather simple coordination
procedures that developed during the Chir fighting. The positions of the
forward German infantry were well known and, due to Hitler's insistence, ,
seldom changed. The broad sectors and relatively low force densities on both
sides tended to leave units conveniently spaced. Balck's well-trained and
experienced forces seldom operated in more than two or three maneuver %
elements. General Balck was thus able to truncate normal staff procedures
largely because there were very few moving parts in the German machine, ,
and even those were comfortably separated. However, the rude German control
methods sacrificed many of the benefits of synchronization and close coordina-
tion. By General Balck's own admission, for example, little effort was made
to integrate indirect fire with the German maneuver forces.''

The German defensive efforts benefited from other favorable circumstances.
The Soviet attacks on the Chir front were not conducted in overwhelming
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strength and were intended primarily as diversions to pin down German forces
and to prevent reinforcement of the Stalingrad relief expedition. Also, the
Russian assaults were piecemealed in time and space. Instead of a single,
powerful attack in one sector, the Red Army forces jabbed at the Chir line
for nearly two weeks with several smaller blows. As a result, the Germans
were able to make the most of their limited armored reserves. 15 Equally bene- ea
ficial was the poor Soviet combined arms coordination in these battles. The
Russian attacks were conducted mainly by tank forces, and the Soviet infantry
played only a minor accompanying role. Therefore, the Germans concentrated
their panzers solely on the destruction of the enemy armor and paid scarcely
any attention to the enemy riflemen."" This also greatly magnified German
combat power, placing a premium on the superior tactical skill of the German
tank crews while allowing the weaker German infantry to remain huddled in
dugouts. Furthermore, the Red Army artillery remained amazingly silent
throughout the battles, which left the Russian tank forces to fight without
the benefit of suppressive fires. Soviet air power likewise was ineffective.' "7

The German defensive successes on the Chir River were victories of a
limited sort. First, despite their tactical virtuosity, even the German panzers
were unable to wrest the operational initiative from the Soviets. Throughout
the December actions, the Germans were compelled to respond to the uncoor-
dinated Red Army blows by fighting a series of attritional engagements. The
Russians retained complete freedom of maneuver and, in all likelihood, could
have crushed the German resistance if they had been more skillful in massing
or in coordinating their efforts. Second, even though the Germans inflicted
serious losses on their enemies, they also suffered substantial casualties of
their own. The hapless 7th Luftwaffe Field Division disintegrated during the
Chir battles, and by mid-January, its ragged remnants had been amalgamated
into other formations. The 11th Panzer Division, whose bold exploits saved
the Chir position on several occasions, saw its combat power diminished by
half from the beginning of December. Third, though driving back Soviet
attacks, neither the llth Panzer Division nor the balance of the XLVIII
Panzer Corps was able to hold the ground that it won by counterattack. To
defend terrain required infantry, and neither the panzer formations nor the
overextended German infantry divisions had sufficient riflemen to conduct a
positional defense." ' , Conversely, German tanks performed best in fluid combat
and were notably less successful when trying to drive Red Army troops from
their consolidated positions. For example, the Soviets managed to hold a few
well-entrenched bridgeheads on the western bank of the I)on-Chir line despite
repeated German armored attacks.''1 -

Although rebuffed by the skill and steadfastness of the German defenders,
the Soviet attacks against the Chir River line succeeded in preventing rein-
forcement of Manstein's relief attack on Stalingrad. Under Manstein's concept,
the XIVIII Panzer Corps was to have joined those elements of Fourth Panzer
Army (LVII Panzer Corps) making the main relief attempt from farther south.
However, as already seen, the XLVIII Panzer Corps had struggled just to
stave off its own destruction and never entered into the offensive effort. With-
out that support and without even the full reinforcements that Hitler had
originally promised, the German drive to open a corridor to Sixth Army had
to be abandoned after 28 December. From that time on, the defensive battles
in the south entered a new phase, with German defensive efforts shifting to h
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the containment of a new major Soviet offensive attempt to sever the entire
Axis southern wing (see map 13).

The new Russian offensive began by scattering the Italian Eighth Army,
which was still in position on the northern I)on. Driving southward toward
Rostov, the Soviets aimed at cutting the communications of both Army Group-%

Don and Army Group A. Also, this attack directly enveloped the German
defensive line on the Chir, making the German position there untenable. This
not only spoiled all prospects for a renewed attack to free Sixth Army, but it
also resulted in the eventual loss of the forward airfields supplying Paulus'
encircled divisions.'

In contrast to the earlier jabs against the Chir line, the new Russian
advance swept forward on a broad front, brushing aside the counterattacks
of the weak 27th Panzer Division (earlier posted behind the Italians as a
stiffener) as if they were bee stings. Clearly, the sleight-of-hand defensive
tactics used by the Germans so successfully on the Chir River were not suffi-
cient to cope with this new threat.

Two major problems hampered German attempts to forge an effective e 0
defensive response to the ripening crisis. The first problem was the lack of
fresh combat forces. The best units in the German Army, groomed in the %
spring of 1942 to carry out Operation Blau, were now either wintering use-
lessly in the Caucasus (Army Group A) or else withering away at Stalingrad
or in vain attempts to relieve it (Sixth Army and Fourth Panzer Army). The
various impromptu commands set up to defend the Chir and lower Don were
barely adequate for that task alone and stood little chance in a set-piece battle
against the massive new Soviet onslaught.

In addition, reinforcements could be shifted from other parts of the front
only with difficulty. The drained units of Army Groups Center and North
had been stripped of assets months earlier to provide resources for the Blau
offensive and were hard-pressed to resist the Soviet attacks drumming against
their own positions. Therefore, local commanders from the northern defensive
front, who saw only their own pressing problems, opposed attempts to siphon
reserves away from them. Only at the highest command levels could the
assembly and transfer of reserves be accomplished fairly and effectively. In

.YP

Soviet infantrymen charge past a disabled German tank northwest of Stalingrad. December 1942 4r
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this case, however, the smooth redistribution of forces bv Hitler and the Army %
High Command was handicapped by complex variations in the status and %
structure of German units. r ,0

By this point in the war, most German divisions had major discrepancies
between their paper organization and their actual structure. This was 'ue,
partly to unredeemed combat losses, partly to the German Army's de facto
policy of propagating organizational peculiarities by constantly changing the
divisional structure of newly forming units, and partly to the stripping of
resources from some divisions for assignment elsewhere. Some frontline units,
for example, had little or no motorized transport, substituting instead horse-
drawn wagons or even bicycles for logistical and tactical mobility. Others
were short their full complement of artillery or else had entire battalions 'e
fitted out exclusively with captured guns. Other divisions lacked reconnais-
sance units or even full infantry regiments that had been detached for anti- N
partisan duties.

In addition to organizational oddities, German divisions also differed
greatly in combat readiness due to fluctuations in their morale, training,
replacement status, combat experience, fatigue, and quality of junior leader-
ship. These eccentricities made centralized management of German forces
extremely difficult, since nearly every division deviated in some way from its
normal status. Since Hitler and the Army General Staff were not always
aware of these organizational peculiarities, some confusion ensued when corps
and army commanders, ordered to release divisions for emergency use else-
where on the front, sometimes forwarded units that were unsuited for the
particular missions for which they had been requested. In December 1942, the
Army High Command initiated a new reporting system to correct this situa-
tion, requiring corps and army commanders to submit secret subjective evalua-
tions of their divisions' combat worthiness on a regular basis.- (Frontline
commanders found it to be in their own interest to be as candid as possible
in these assessments, since a frank statement of liabilities was considered to
be some protection from having to feed additional forces into the "Stalingrad
oven.") Such inventories made the paper management of the threadbare .- A

German resources more efficient, but the fundamental lack of adequate combat .
forces to cover the expanding Eastern Front crisis remained unresolved.

The second problem shackling German operations was the Germans' own
Byzantine command arrangement. Afield in the southern portion of the
Eastern Front were three autonomous army groups (Army Groups A. B, and
Don). No single commander or headquarters coordinated the efforts of these •
army groups save for the Fihrer himself. From his East Prussian head-
quarters, Hitler continued to render his own dubious brand of command gui-
dance. Inspired by the success of his stand-fast methods the previous winter,
the Fiihrer now balked at ordering the timely withdrawal and reassembly of
the far-flung German armies, even truculently resisting the transfer of divi-
sions from the lightly engaged Army Group A to the mortally beset Army%,
Group Don. Hitler's opening response to the new Soviet offensive against the
rear of the German southern wing was to decree a succession of meaningless
halt lines, ordering the overmatched German forces to hold position after posi- '

tion "to the last man.'' I "
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Field Marshal von Manstein. whose Army Group l)on was to halt tihe
Soviet offensive, confronted both of these major problems head-on. In a series
of teletype messages to Hitler, Manstein plea(ded for the release of several
divisions from the idle Army Group A in the Caucasus in order to put some
starch into the German defense. Though relenting too late to assist the relief
attack on Stalingrad, Hitler at last ordered a few divisions and then finally
all of First Panzer Army to move from Army Group A to Manstein's control. -

Manstein also pressed Hitler about command authority. In late )ecember, ..
Hitler offered to place Army Group A under Manstein's operational control.
However, this consolidation of authority was not consummated because, as
Manstein later explained, Hlitler "was unwilling to accept my conditions" that
there he no "possibility of interference by Hitler or of Army Group A's invok-
ing... decisions in opposition to my own.''  Less than two weeks later,
furious that Hitler was still insisting on a no-retreat policy and forcing him
to beg permission for each tactical withdrawal, Manstein presented the F'ihrer
with an ultimatum. On 5 January, Manstein sent a message to the chief of
the Army General Staff for Hitler's consideration: "Should ... this head- .,1
quarters continue to be tied down to the same extent as hitherto, I cannot % .
see that any useful purpose will be served by my continuing as commander
of I)on Army Group. In the circumstances, it would appear more appropriate
to replace me. "....Hitler chose to ignore Manstein's ultimatum, but he did %

at last concede a singular (though temporary) degree of autonomy and flexibil-
ity to Manstein for the conduct of defensive operations. Althugh Hitler's
draconian stand-fast policy remained officially in effect, Manstein was allowed
freedom of maneuver by means of a face-saving charade: instead of asking
permission, Manstein would simply inform the Army High ('ommand of Army
Group Don's intention to take certain actions unless specifically counter-
manded, and Hitler Vy hia, silence would consent without actually ahandoning
his hold-to-the-last-man scruples. I.

As a result of this arrangement, Manstein conducted operations from early
,January until mid-February largely unfettered eith(r Iby iHitler's customary
interference or the rigid no-retreat (ictum. No other (Terman commander was %;
allowed to enjoy these two privileges on such a large scale for the remainder
of the war. As a consequence of this independence. (erman defensiv e opera-
tions during the second phase of the southern winter baitIs evinced a measure
of flexibility, economy, and fluid inaneuver unsu rpssed to the Rtussian Front
during the entire war. ,

While these command arrangements wert being inned out, tile oiperaltinal
situation continued to deteriorate. Still mor, ",xvltt att'wks had r, oted the
Hungarians and the Italians, (ompleting the disintegration o1f the entire
original flank defensive line along the I)ta River east ,td r,,-tb. By latet
.Januarv, hardly any organized Axis resist a nt, renmiiwd ,d beVt .o'- the s Urviv-

ing units of Army Group B (Scond Acmlv at \',rim(it tA d tli hi rd- pressed
forces for Army ( Group )on along the lower Imi and l)oni,. Rlivers. The
German Sixth Army-, now in its deatlh throes at Stalingrad, iriicallv provided
one source of hope: th onger Plaulus tro()o)s otild bold ott, t0W lIt-lnger the , V
would continue to tie down the po'werful tussi;n armi,'s tncin-ling them.
thereby (helaying the reinftOr u-- n of i ht- wit- in n vi, t ;tt at-ks fai-ther to --

the west.
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Manstein's overall concept of operations was to combine the withdrawal
of First Panzer Army units from the Caucasus with the establishment of a
defensive screen facing northward against the onrushing Soviets. One by one, -.
the First Panzer Army divisions were pulled through the Rostov bottleneck
and redeployed to tae northwest, extending the makeshift German defen-
sive line ever westward. The Soviets could still outflank this line bv extending
the arc of their advance to the west and, in fact, did so even while maintain- ,. --

ing frontal pressure along the Donets (see map 14). Each of these wider envel-
opments, however, delayed the final decision and allowed Manstein to leap- %
frog more units into position. Moreover, the farther the Soviets shifted their T-I
forc-s to the west, the more tenuous the Russian supply lines became. ,:-,

This operation was exceedingly delicate. Any major Soviet breakthrough
or uncontested envelopment could cut through to the rail ganglia on which

both Army Groups A and )on depended for their supplies. Army Group l)on *--%
thus had to accomplish three tasks simultaneously: slow the Soviet frontal
advance, shift units from east to west to parry Soviet envelopments, and pre-
serve its forces by allowing timely withdrawals to prevent encirclement or-i
annihilation.

These tasks had to be performed under several tactical handicaps. First. I -.
even with the gradual reinforcement by First Panzer Army, Manstein's forces %r-%

remained generally inferior to those of the enemy. l)iscounting the late
arrivals, most of the divisions of Army Group I)on were extremely battle worn,
having been in continuous combat for over two months. Too, the preponder-
ance of the German forces were less mobile than the Soviet tank and mechan-
ized forces opposing them, a factor that weighed heavily against Manstein's
hopes of exploiting the Germans' superiority in fluid operations.

Second, many of Manstein's forces were grouped together under impromptu
comnmand arrangements. The German order of battle included several non- , .- V
standard control headquarters identified simply by their commanders' names, -
such as Army letachment Hollidt, Group Mieth, and Battle Group Adam.
Even many of the divisions assigned to the various headquarters lacked %
normal internal cohesion. For example, by January 1942. the 17th Panzer
)ivision was (onducting defensive operations with an attached infantry regi-

ment (156th Infantry ,Regiment), which possessed neither the training nor the %
vehicles to allow it to cooperate smoothly with the division's tanks and
organic Panzergrcnadi'rs.' " Similarly, in mid-Jaiuarv, two infantry divisions
within Army )etachment lollidt contained substantial attachments from two
shattered Luftcoff,- field divisions, while one so-called division (40)3d Security
)ivision) was actually a division headquarters controlling several thousand .

troops who)se fiirh ighs had been abruptly canceled.11" These ad hoc f('rces
generally lacked the precision that comes from habitual association and

mn ixpeiien ce. and this internal friction was magnified by the rapidly
changing cniblt (onditions con'fronting Army Group I)on. Moreover, nione of'
Il inpro viseod grotpings %ere structured for sustained combat: therefore. tthey
lacked the technical and support assets that normally would have serviced
such llrge Iiyiti.:

Third. though relatively fresh ain( well organized. the First Panzeri Army-
divisitms arriving fron the Cacasis came with their own special prbhen),.
In M;ien-,ln s word.-. these forces suffered fromn the "hardening u) pio(ess ' NJ.

,,# . . . o . • . ,,- . - .., , . . . . - . - . - . ' . .% ,r - . . .' ,, . . ,, . ,, . ,, • . • . , , . ,. . ,, . , ,/ ., - . ,. " % , . , " " "' i " ' .' /
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the lack of heavy antitank weapons and in order to gain some protection
from Russian tanks, infantry positions were preferably sited along the rivers,
streams, or ravines cutting through the area. Occasionally, the defenses were %
laid out in continuous, entrenched lines; more often, however, infantry unitsdeployed in strongpoints to protect their flanks and rear from armored attacks.;"4,,"

For example, the 17th Panzer l)ivision, a veteran of heavy fighting on the
Don, Chir, and Aksai Rivers, deployed its organic infantry battalions in indivi-
dual battle groups. These groups, however, were so widely separated that the
divisional artillery batteries could not support them all from central locations,
necessitating the temporary attachment of even heavy guns to the battle group
commanders. 2:1 Describing the fighting along the Donets River in January
(in which the 17th Panzer I)ivision played a prominent part), Field Marshal
von Manstein observed that the enemy was halted "first and foremost [by] %
the bravery with which the infantry divisions and all other formations and
units [e.g., alarm units] helping to hold the line stood their ground against
the enemy's recurrent attacks."'1' -

German armored forces complemented the infantry's forward defense. The
mobility of these formations allowed commanders to shuttle them about the
battlefield, throwing their weight into developing crises. The scarcity of these
forces prevented their employment in a general mobile defense, however. To
shore up threatened sectors, counterattack remained the most common mission
for the armor. Additionally, the German tanks and mechanized infantry made
ideal rear guards, allowing other less-mobile units to disengage or to regroup
when necessary. '2 Rear-guard mobility proved so crucial during the fluid
battles in January and February that some regular infantry divisions even
concocted their own motorized contingents by commandeering all available
motor vehicles for use as troop carriers. As an example, Army Detachment
Hollidt's 294th Infantry Division built such a mobile unit around several self-
propelled 20-mm and 88-mm flak guns and used this composite group almost
exclusively as a forward covering force or rear guard during that division's e
defensive battles.12 1-

The panzer formations also delivered spoiling attacks on enemy assembly
areas, buying time until other German forces could redeploy or dig in. In
early January, for example, the 17th Panzer )ivision succeeded spectacularly
with such an attack. Supported by one infantry regiment, General von Senger N%
rammed his one weak tank battalion into a Soviet assault concentration, , *"'

destroying twenty-one enemy tanks and twenty-five antitank guns against the..
loss of only three panzers before withdrawing. In undertaking such a thrust, %
the division commander

resisted anm temptation to distribute his tanks f,r the l)rotecti(m ot his infantry. "
or lvvnr to hushand them as a (ounterlrattackitng 'troe against |us.iant penieitra-

itons. In risking the in a far-flung tfensive optwration . h not only mad y-nlade
them unavailah for the dvfense (a tih, division's threatened saithrll sector .- ,

but als( ioevelpte-d the fanger of their )wing iut off entirely . But hi., danger .. q

,a'is rewarh-d |BY sei ing the initiavtiv, he was ;le to inftt heavv Is.s (n
tilt Ilisiais at small esci, disrupt tht S,,%,icts' offe-nsi've prvparations. and g;luri
,aluih.l tinh, taw his dIvisim anld the entiro army frn t.

Such caltctlated boldness in using ,nmobile forc(es was possihle du to
superi r ( German trainin g and leadership. A..s one (.erm an officer recalled: "The
G;rnia sileri,,ritv it this titte liv t riot primarily in their equipinvynt btut inl

% *
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their standards of training. The training of tank crews never ceased, even in
combat. In the 17th Panzer Division it was the practice to hold a critique
after each engagement, in which successes and failures were discussed, just
as after peacetime exercises."'1 2 Equally important was the aggressiveness, imagi-
nation, and flexibility of the German leaders. Commenting on the operations
of its improvised mobile rear guard, the 294th Division's after-action report
explained that "the choice of a leader [was] especially important" since such
units "[were] not led according to field manuals or even according to any
fixed scheme."'' r 9

Despite its aggressiveness and skillful use of mobile forces, Manstein's
defense of the German southern wing was not a mobile defense in the classic
sense. Army Group Don's forces could not be insensitive to the loss of territory,
since to have done so would have endangered the vital rail li s leading
through Rostov. Furthermore, the bulk of Manstein's formations were relatively
immobile and could only be used in a succession of static defenses. Although
playing an important role, the German panzer and motorized forces operated
principally as intervention forces in support of the pedestrian infantry. ' ,

The German defensive method was thus actually a potpourri of tactical %
techniques. What set these battles apart from others was Manstein's style of
control. What Manstein did-and what Hitler, as a rule, did not-was to pro-
vide firm operational guidance to his subordinates and then to allow those '
commanders to use their forces and the terrain to maximum advantage. The
hard-pressed infantry forces, often composed of hastily assembled patchwork
units without any real unit training, were best employed in static defenses
from prepared positions. Mobile panzer and motorized bands delivered sharp

%

AGerman soldier inspects a destroyed Soviet T-34 tank, February 1943 The tank's turret rests on the

i ground at right
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counterattacks to help sustain the infantry defenses and, occasionally, kept
the enemy off-balance with preemptive spoiling attacks. If the infantry's main -
positions became engulfed, the panzers and mechanized infantry helped the
slower forces to disengage. The mobile formations also fought delaying actions
while subsequent main positions were being organized. Major defensive lines
were designated well in advance, allowing units to make deliberate plans for
their withdrawals. (This practice alone added considerable coherence to
German operations. Hitler usually procrastinated about allowing retreats until,
when finally ordered, the withdrawals had to be done pell-mell to avoid encir-
clement.) For example, in fighting its way back from the Chir to the Donets
in January, a distance of roughly 100 miles, Army Detachment Hollidt . -

occupied no less than nine intermediate defensive lines. Its movement from
the Donets to the Mius in February followed the same pattern."'"

In contrast to preferred German defensive methods, these battles were
fought almost entirely without tactical depth. Indeed, the fluidity of the battles
in southern Russia stemmed, in large measure, from the German inability to
absorb the Soviet attacks within successive defensive zones. Lacking the forces
to establish a deeply echeloned defense, the Germans instead combined %
maneuver-including both lightning attack and withdrawal-with stubborn
positional defense to give artificial depth to the battlefield. In this way, the
Germans were able to brake major Soviet attacks, preventing catastrophic
breakthroughs while still preserving the integrity and freedom of action of
their own forces.

As with the XLVIII Panzer Corps' December battles on the Chir River, ""-
these tactics-like the traditional Elastic Defense-were essentially attritional.
Russian attacks were contained or worn down one by one, and even though ,
German units occasionally seized the tactical initiative by some aggressive ?'. .
riposte, the operational initiative remained with the Soviets. However often
single German panzer divisions sallied in preemptive spoiling attacks, the Red
Army's major maneuver units were never in danger of sudden annihilation.

This situation existed because the scarcity of German forces and the great - -
distances in southern Russia kept German units dispersed. In blocking the
Soviets' relentless broad-front advance, the Germans operated completely from
hand to mouth and were therefore unable to engineer any operational massing
of their own. Significantly, from the time of the cancellation in late December
of the three-division Stalingrad relief attack until the conclusion of the winter
battles' second phase in late February, all the German panzer divisions on 1.
the southern front were employed piecemeal to relieve local emergencies. No NN
two panzer divisions ever combined their meager assets to make a concerted --

blow. For instance, Army Detachment Hollidt, which in mid-January fielded
four panzer divisions, retained only one division under its own control and
assigned the other three to its individual subordinate commands for "fire
brigade" use in support of their infantry divisions. While effective in stemming
local Russian attacks, this task organization made it impossible to concentrate
powerful mobile forces for larger-scale operations.132

Manstein appreciated this fact and, from mid-February, began laying the
groundwork for a different employment of the German armor. The fresh SS
Panzer Corps, just off-loading near Kharkov with two crack Waffen SS panzer
divisions, together with other reinforcements formed the nucleus of an opera- ,
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tional masse' I' mano'ucre. (onvitced that casualties, mechanical breakdowns,
and lengthening supply lines must have taken their toll of the Russians, %.
Manstein foresaw an opportunity to seize the operational initiative with a
counteroffensive of his own. Manstein's target was the Soviet armored spear-
heads, then still careening southwestward between Kharkov and Stalino.t 3  i,-

The third phase otf the winter campaign saw the restabilization of the
southern front. The centerpiece of this phase was a strong German counter-
stroke by five panzer divisions against the Soviet flank south of Kharkov.
Manstein's 22 February riposte completely surprised the Russians and, within
days, had shattered the Soviet First Guards Army as well as several indepen-
dent armored groups. As trophies, the Germans counted 615 destroyed enemy
tanks and over 1,000 captured guns. The haul in prisoners, however, was
disappointinflv low: as always, the infantry-poor German panzer formations
wer: unable to seal off the battlefield, and thousands of Soviet troops casually
marched out of the German trap.'

Despite its success, Hitler took little satisfaction in Manstein's Kharkov
counteroffensive. As Hitler had admitted in his Ftihrer I)efense Order of
September 1942, his defensive ideas were of a pre-1917 vintage. Consequently,
Hitler's own preference, first and last, was for a rigid no-retreat defense. He
had been uncomfortable enough with Manstein's parry-and-thrust tactics in
January and early February, but for all of its tactical dash, that style of
Iet'ense had still been operationally conservative and had remained focused .

German motorized infantry on the outskirts of Kharkov. 14 March 1943 ' ,
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German SS troops inside Kharkov

'it

on denying the Russians access to certain critic'al areas. What rankled Hitler % --e,

most was the purposeful relinquishing of terrain on an operational scale. %''

When Manstein continued to) give up ground-even after the Soviet drive 0

showed signs of stalling oin its oven-while building up his reserve striking
force, Hitler's nervousness increased. In the end, Manstein barely saved his " -

• ~,.*d

counteroffensive plan from Hitler's shrill demands that 
the new reserves be

thrown into battle piecemeal to prevent further territorial losses. And yet 
this

very strategem finally provided the basis 
for Manstein's counteroffensive as

the Russian advance eventually overextended itself and lay vulnerable to the %' ,ore 
emnrsre.Hte rze h odn fgon vnoe h

hre Meansen continu Hti ried te ivein up groundeven aft er the ve rv

annihilation of sizable enem forces, however spectacular. h s t

Bought breathing spnru e by Manstein's successful counteroffensive hiear

Kharkov, the other tattered terman forces managed to patch together a 
c-e

tinuous defensive line on the southern front. Army Detachment Htollidt, with- %,'
drawing by ounds from the onets, moved into Army Group South's old ..Ir

defensive lines on the Mius River. Except for a series of salients north of

Kharkov, the German southern armis in late March 
held again nearly the :

sam Bougt brat hi p e Blau offensive had begun the prvious spring.

This line could easily have been forced at almost an point prior to the I

spring thaw th the end of March .3. For example, the XXIV ary te,
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Corps-which, in fact, had no panzer units whatsoever-held the extreme k.,

southern portion of the German line with one infantry and two patchwork
security divisions. These forces, whose sector ran for nearly 125 kilometers
(including a stretch of Azov coastline), amounted to only fourteen under-
strength infantry battalions. A XXIV Panzer Corps after-action report noted %
that the two security divisions' organization, cohesion, and weaponry were so
uneven that little could be expected from them. Fortunately, these units
occupied old defensive works along most of their front and also were able to %I

retrain and rehabilitate their forces due to the lack of renewed offensive action
by the tired Soviets. 1:

15

The German Kharkov counteroffensive and the tenuous restabilization of
the southern front ended the winter campaign's third phase. As the crisis
subsided, Manstein's independence from Hitler's close control also evaporated.
Hitler's patience with Manstein had actually begun to wane in early February.
Then, alarmed by the enormous swatches of territory being surrendered by
Manstein's forces, Hitler reasserted his personal authority over Army Group
Don on 12 February 1943 with Operations Order 4, which ordered Manstein
to reestablish a solid, stand-fast front on the Mius-Donets line. In fact, only
Manstein's promise to Hitler to recover much of the lost ground with the
Kharkov counterstroke, together with the awkwardness of switching field com- e
manders in the midst of such a confusing battle, probably saved Manstein
from being relieved."F,

With the dissipation of Manstein's autonomy came a reassertion of all
Hitler's defensive nostrums, and the fragile German defenses taking shape
along the southern front reflected this. Once again, the standard defensive
guidance became "no retreat; hold to the last man!" (see map 15).

General Walther Nehring, supervising the improvement of his XXIV
Panzer Corps positions, displayed the uncomfortable blend of traditional
defense and Hitlerian caveat that had become doctrinal practice. In an 18
March '943 defensive order to his units, Nehring directed the improvement of
positions in depth, the careful coordination of artillery fire support, and the
siting of clusters of antitank weapons behind the main positions in perfect
accord with the Elastic Defense system in Truppenfiih rung. However, Nehr- '. -
ing's instructions also ordered compliance with Hitler's benumbing provisos: '
"Penetrating enemy elements are instantly to be thrown back by immediate
counterattack and the HKL [main line of resistancel regained. Evasive maneu- ....

ver before the enemy or evacuation of a position without my [Nehring's]
special order is forbidden."1I

German defensive practice therefore had gained little from the lessons of
-+ the previous year. Despite the strained battles on the northern defensive

front, the disaster at Stalingrad, the desperate fights between the Volga and
the Mius Rivers, and finally Manstein's brilliant operational riposte at
Kharkov. the German armies on the Eastern Front looked forward to future
defensive fighting still handicapped by Hitler's rigid constraints. Even so,
German Army units continued to review their own tactical methods and to,+.: suggest mo)difications to defensive doctrine within the limits established by

the Fihrer's guidance.
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German Doctrinal Assessments

In late 1942, various German units along the Russian Front prepared
routine after-action reports summarizing their experiences. These reports dealt
primarily with activities along the defensive fronts of Army Groups Center
and North. The confusion and turmoil in the south prevented a careful assess-
ment of those battles until the spring of 1943.

Army Group North prepared the most detailed critique of German defen-
sive methods. On 20 September 1942, Army Group North tasked its subor-
dinate units to prepare reports on "Experiences From Fighting on a Fixed
Front" and listed sixteen major discussion topics. These items included the
accuracy of German Army doctrinal manuals, methods for organizing defen-
sive positions, location and use of major weapons, intelligence indicators of
impending enemy attacks, and general training suggestions.':

By and large, units endorsed the basic applicability of existing doctrinal
publications. "Our manuals," wrote the 21st Infantry Division's operations
officer, "have generally proven themselves with respect to the selection and
construction of positions."," However, several units complained that the
German field manuals did not address the peculiar problems inherent in
defending excessively wide sectors with inadequate forces. These reports noted
that doctrinal guidance was deficient in explaining how standard Elastic
Defense methods should be adapted to these all-too-common circumstances.
The Eighteenth Army, for example, took the most extreme line in its report %
to Army Group North: "The principles of our field manuals ... have only
limited validity in the East because in practice they are seldom possible."14

In the same vein, several units were cautiously critical of Hitler's obsessive
insistence on holding even the forwardmost trenchlines. According to one
divisional report, this practice robbed the German defenses of essential depth.
With so many troops and heavy weapons committed within the forward main
line of resistance, only the slenderest of local reserves remained to occupy
positions in depth. When enemy break-ins occurred, this immediately thrust
much of the responsibility for resistance in depth on the few troops manning
German command posts, artillery positions, and rear services strongpoints.
Consequently, as the complaints revealed, the entire German defensive concept
seemed to have degenerated to the costly retention of the main line of resis-
tance at the expense of a legitimate defense in depth.l

Another criticism of German doctrinal manuals cited the lack of advice
on how to defend under special conditions, such as in swamps and forests, or
during periods of limited visibility. The 22d Fusilier Regiment insisted that
battles fought under these circumstances required special techniques beyond
those given in the German Army's training manuals. The 58th Infantry Divi-
sion confirmed this, citing as an example the erroneous tendency of some .,.
leaders to deploy defensive forces along the edge of wooded areas. Once the
Soviets discovered this habit, it was simple for Red Army artillery to paste
the occupied woodlines since they made such well-defined targets. Experienced
German commanders placed their troops in camouflaged positions forward of
the woods or else had them dig in at some irregular distance 25 to 100 meters
inside the treeline. (This latter method was preferred: enemy troops attacking
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the woods could not place accurate small-arms or indirect fire on the
entrenched defenders until the enemy had advanced through the German artil-
lery barrage and entered into the defenders' close-in killing zones. Yet the
thin wooded apron forward of the defensive positions was too shallow to
shelter any large body of enemy troops.) 1-

Such techniques demonstrated not only the extent to which German tactics
were tailored to minimize casualties, but also the continuing desire of German,
commanders to avoid tactical schemes that placed unnecessary psychological

strain on their soldiers. The Russian climate, periodic supply shortages, close
combat antitank methods, and lack of rest-not to mention the enemy's
apparent numerical superiority and reputed savagery-all imposed heavy
demands on German morale and discipline. Therefore, after-action reports were
full of suggestions for avoiding the wasteful depletion of German moral
energies. For example, since the defense of an entire sector might well depend
on the skill and aggressiveness of local reserves, many units emphasized the
desirability of selecting the best leaders and most reliable men for reserve
roles. Ideally, these local shock troops were kept razor sharp by constant train-
ing and alarm drills and were spared excessive fatigue details such as trench %
construction. Another psychological ploy suggested by General Heinrici, the "-e

Fourth Army commander, was the blind firing of German artillery at presumed %

Red Army attack concentrations just prior to enemy assaults. Such fire, what-
ever its real effect on the Russians, was of inestimable value in "giving at a
minimum a moral boost to our infantry in the moment of danger."'' Other
units emphasized the extreme importance of regular training on such particu-
larly fearsome subjects as hand-to-hand fighting and being overrun by enemy
tanks. Most important to defensive morale, reported the 1st Infantry Division,
was that "each soldier in the defense must be convinced of the superiority of
his own training and his own weapons." ''

Except for Hitler's command interference and crippling no-retreat strategy,
the most contentious doctrinal issue to emerge during 1942 and early 1943
concerned the proper defensive role of German armor. Prewar German
manuals had consigned the panzers to a counterattack role commensurate with
their "inherently offensive nature." While none would deny that panzers made
ideal mobile reserves and counterattack forces, a considerable doctrinal din
arose about the apportionment and control of those forces.

On one side stood the panzer officers themselves. Since the 1930s,
Guderian and the other high priests of armored warfare had taught their
flock a simple, unremitting catechism: panzers should be employed only en
masse and should never be split up or parceled out in infantry support roles.
The rectitude of this view had been demonstrated most clearly in the 1940
campaign in France. There, the numerically superior French and British armor
had been foolishly deployed in "penny packets" and had justly gone down to
fiery perdition at the hands of the German armored forces. By late 1942, the i,
need to employ armor en masse had become an Absolute article of faith among
the armored forces.

As a corollary to this, German armor commanders were reluctant to see 7.1
their panzers placed under even the temporary command of nonarmor officers
for fear that they might commit some sacrilege by splitting up the tanks into
support roles. l)iscussing the proper task organization of reserves for counter-
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attacks, for example, General Heinrich Eberbach of the 4th Panzer l)ivision
made his own feelings clear in a memorandum on 30 September 1942: "l)o 6-.

not subordinate a tank battalion to an infantry regiment; rather attach to it
[tank battalion] an infantry battalion, an engineer company, an artillery
detachment, and a self-propelled antitank company, and give to this battle
group a clear mission."'' 45 General Hermann Hoth, whose Fourth Panzer Army
was ripped apart by the Soviet November 1942 counteroffensive, had also
argued against assigning small panzer detachments to infantry forces. III a

21 September 1942 memorandum to the Army High Command, lioth declaime(d
that "the Panzer Arm achieves its success by massing litalics in originall."
While conceding that small groups of tanks had played a major role in sal-
vaging the German position during the winter of 1941-42, Hoth stated that
"this should not therefore lead to single tanks as a universal solution Ifor
strengthening defensive resistance...." On the contrary. argued Hloth,
examples in the late summer of 1942 showed that real defensive success came
from "the determined will-to-attack of infantry and panzer divisions." Against
"the fallacious call of the infantry divisions for 'solitary panzers,' " Hoth
spluttered that such dispersion of tanks not only would compromise the
armored troops as a decisive battlefield force, but also would fatally corrupt
the infantry forces' "will to attack" by making them unduly dependent on
armored support. 14 ,

In opposition to this chorus stood those German officers-primarily, but
not exclusively, infantrymen-whose troops were actually holding the forward
defensive lines. These officers had no argument with the massing of tanks in
theory but cited several cogent reasons why German defensive interests could
be better served in practice by a greater dispersion of the limited armored
resources. In countless battles against Russian attacks, these officers had
developed a doctrinal creed of their own, namely, that under the prevailing
conditions of weakness and constraint, the best way to defeat a Soviet penetra-
tion was by immediate counterattack. While not new, this conviction grew
stronger as defensive experience accumulated. On 14 October 19,42, General
Heinrici wrote that immediate counterattack, led by energetic leaders and strik- %
ing the enemy's troops while they were still disorganized, could achieve "full
success in every case."'' 7 This sentiment was echoed by many units who
regarded speed far more important than numerical strength or firepower in % %
dislodging Russian forces.'", To implement their counterattacks as quickly as
possible, these frontline commanders were therefore willing to sacrifice even
mass in order to hit penetrating Soviets before they ('could cons)lidate.

What the infantry commanders preferred was that tanks in ct)mpany )r
platoon strength be doled out to support their own tactical reserves. With this
low-level task organizing, panzers would have to he placed under the command ?'V
of local infantry commanders. Furthermore, in exceptional cases (as it was
for the hard-pressed 336th Infantry Division on the ('hir River in )ecember
1942), German infantrymen would also want some tanks placed at their
disposal to act as mobile antitank guns in support ()f their static positions.
As expected, German panzer officers vigorously denolunced ;dl these ideas.

This dispute was so heated because there was little possihiliiv for ('m -
promise. Given the width of the Russian "ront and !he scar'cit\ , f ('rm
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General Hermann Hoth. commander of
Fourth Panzer Army

panzer forces, it was impossible to provide concentrated armored reserves to ""
all sectors-the only solution that might have satisfied everybody. .

If, as the panzer commanders desired, the German armor was kept concen-
%trated in rearward assembly areas, then the tank forces could not arrive at .:.-
%the scene of local crises until hours-or even days-after the Soviet penetra- -"4

tions had occurred. Infantry commanders considered such belated assistance"- '"
to be of little value. They reckoned that such delays would allow the Russians "":
time either to expand their penetrations, causing the possible collapse or anni-
hilation of the defensive line altogether, or else to have so fortified their newly "
won ground as to make its recovery extremely costly. Also, the infantrymen r j
were not impressed by the occasional successes of concentrated armor in anni-
hilating Russian breakthrough forces. They knew that these victorious panzer i."-
battles-such as those of Balck's 11th Panzer Division on the Chir River-too-.-,1

often came only after the forward German infantry had been all but wiped,,,,,
out. Cynical German infantrymen might have noted that, while the panzer
officers toasted their glorious victories, the infantrymen were the ones-'..
consigned to burying their excessively numerous dead. " '

On the other hand, if the German tanks were parceled out by platoons to...

support every infantry battalion or regiment whose sector was threatened bv - '''
attack it would be impossible to reassemble the panzers in time to deal with

llany massive Soviet breakthrough requiring a massed Gvryan resp se The
17th Panzer Division's Gen ers d er, the en mriencs on the s,cunhrn

front in the winter of 1942-43 qualified him to speak with out rivy arote
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dloned most of its depth as well. Still. G erman units did their hest ti afelept

themselves to these straitened circumstances T he% cmuld net d4, eheeae\

without occasional strain and sq uable as the argunmerits , #-r the leterns u
use of German armor illustrated.
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At the outset of the Russo-German War, German defensive doctrine was of
based on the system of elastic defense in depth adopted by the Imperial
German Army in the latter part of World War I. Later in World War II, .
when German divisions discovered that some of their doctrinal theories did
not work well under Russian battlefield conditions, widespread doctrinal
improvisations followed. )uring the war's early years, the German Army
adhered to the doctrinal principles of the Elastic Defense as detailed in the WIN
1933 manual Truppenflihrung insofar as possible, relying on local commanders
to make any necessary adjustments to suit their own circumstances. As the
war continued, however. Truppenfiihrung's methodology was increasingly
superseded by more widespread modifications resulting from the peculiar
conditions of combat on the Russian Front. However, despite these modifications
to German defensive practices, Truppenfiihrung remained in effect as the
standard doctrinal reference until the end of the war.

Mo:;t doctrinal change was done informally, originating at the front lines
where local commanders acted on their own initiative to correct inappropriate
tactical methds. Whether in the use of strongpoints during the winter of
19.1 -- 42 or in the adoption of hundreds of other tactical techniques, the
cmstant updating of' German defensive methods was highly decentralized.
('nits worked out new procedures that became doctrine when drilled into
replacements and when passed on to other units via combat reports. e

This decentralization %ielded both henefits and problems. The principal -
henefit was that German units adapted swiftly and automatically to the harsh
re.alities of' combat in Russia. )uring the difficult defensive fighting through
th, war's first winter, for example. the defensive methods were almost com-
plettely improvised. These improvisations, which probably saved the German
arrows frotm annihilation. owed less to published doctrine than to the insight. .
ex perience, and tactical judgment of local commanders. In contrast to the
gr,.ater rigidity of the Red Army. the German adaptability was particularly
apparent earl,' in the war. -.".

* Like the Germans, the Soviets also adapted their own tactical methods as
the. war p)rogresse(l. At the beginning of the war, however, the Red Army was '3,
f;,r less able. to nmpleni.nt timrnelv adjustments than the (;erman Army. The
re-ason for this lag was that the Sc cviet. trusted the professional discretion of'
their fro mline comman(lers far less than did the Germans, even to the point
4 ssigning political officers to most units as ideological overseers. While
pr,,mting patriot ism an(I fanaticism in the ranks (often at gunpoint), these
,,,mnnisars frequentlY stultified the initiative of local commanders by making
it safer to, folIhow orders and to adhere to prescribed (octrine than to dare
no,)atien Attempts by such senior leaders as Zhukov and even Stalin to . .
11i,,,se, haisty d(octrinal innovation front above, as hY their tactical manifestos
during the So.i et w inter count er(offensives at the beginning of 1912. were far
less e'ff'ctive' than ihe (4;rinan systeim of fostering change from below.

Th. rigidity of, Soviet mi!itairy thinking early in World War II thus .
stmtIed lIess from an inahility to recognize tlh' needs of actual combat at -,

the. low t levels tham from an tinwillingteess to depart from approved methods
for fear ,f p, litical ceost rf'. This rigiiity gradually eased, and by mid-I 943.
the. Sovies ...howed themns lves too he innovative and adaptable in their own
right S1i .nii,,antl.v followi ng the ecffensive vi(tories at Stalingraed ano ols.-
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where during the 1942-43 winter, Stalin authorized various reforms that
explicitly rewarded and promoted the professionalism of Red Army officers. 'N
These included the wearing of distinctive insignia and gold braid, as well as
a curtailment of the onerous commissar system-all signs of the new esteem
in which Red Army officers were held,)

i For the Germans, the major problem with decentralization was the
enormous amount of doctrinal parochialism that developed as different units
gradually adopted different procedures. This problem was to become especially %
acute later in the war, but already in 1943, units were creating their own
vocabularies, control measures, and fighting techniques that were incompatible
with those in use by other units on other sectors of the front. This gradually
reduced the interoperability of German forces until, in the war's final years,
the transfer of divisions from one army group or theater to another commonly
resulted in substantial confusion over tactical methodology. The growing
estrangement between the panzer forces and the infantry forces in the German
Army over the use of armor in defensive operations was also a symptom of
this problem, as each arm sought to perfect its own techniques and to protect
its own prerogatives in the absence of centralized doctrinal guidance.

Though German defensive methods were a kaleidoscope of improuisation.
certain basic principles remained constant throughout the war and formed
the true heart of German doctrine. The German Armv's defensive methods
were derived from four basic principles: depth, maneuver, firepower, and
counterattack. Through all the variations in defensive methods, these principles
continued to guide German commanders in conducting their operations.

German units sought to create depth by every means possible, including
the distribution of heavy weapons in depth, the construction of rearward
defenses, and even the commitment of service troops to combat when neces-
sary. As one German officer wrote after the war, "Depth of the friendly posi-
tions is always more important than density."2

11 IPHitler constrained maneuver with his Fihrer Defense Order, pinning
Gerran forces in place regardless of the tactical situation. This eclipse out-
raged German commanders, who considered maneuver from the individual
soldier on up as one of the essential ingredients of successful defense. Within
the limits allowed by Hitler, German defensive actions remained remarkable
for their small-unit maneuver, with units as small as squads and platoons N.
scrambling about the battlefield to confront the enemy's main effort or to..1%

counterattack the Russian flanks. % %

Firepower, in the form of concentrated blows against critical targets, was
another major principle that influenced operations. The Germans particularly
relished sudden attacks by fire, whether by artillery or close-range small-arms
fire from concealed positions, for their ability to shock superior attackingforces into sudden retreat. "-'"l

Finally, the Germans regarded counterattack as perhaps the most potent
of all the defenders' weapons. Almost all orders, training directives, and ex-
perience reports published during the entire war mentioned the "decisive" role
of counterattack in restoring German defenses. German officers routinely set
aside their best leaders, troops, and weapons as local reserves and, at the ,.

earliest opportunity, sent them crashing into the flank of any break-in. Speed
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was emphasized more than mass, and for this reason, every unit in contact
with the enemy from squad level up was trained to initiate its own counter-
attack as soon as possible without awaiting either orders from superiors or
the arrival of reserve forces. Soviet local penetrations thus were stung by a
swarm of counterattacks until the Russian attack stalled in place or was
thrown back.

These basic principles-depth, maneuver, firepower, and counterattack-
provided the common theoretical foundation on which local commanders built
their own doctrinal adaptations. Even in the absence of' strong central direc-
tion and even without an updated field manual to replace the 193:1
Truppenfiih rung, these simple principles served the Germans well ats it general
guide to tactical improvisation.

Many of the most important stimuli for doctrinal (ha nge had Iitit/ or
nothing to do with Souiet operations. German defensive doctrine was in-
fluenced as much by nonbattle factors as by Soviet tactical methods. ForA

example, German strongpoint tactics during the 1941-42 winter did not result
from an assessment of Soviet vulnerabilities. Rather, German units were /

drawn to village-based strongpoints because theN' lacked winter equip~ment and
the manpower for a continuous linear defense and because Hitler insisted that
the beleaguered forces stand fast. It was a lucky coincidence that the strong
point defensive system denied the Russians access to road networks. That the
Soviets neglected to annihilate more (If the German strongpoints was alsow
coincidental, stemming from certain erroneous Soviet strategic decisioins arnd
awkward operational techniques.

Adolf Hitler was also at major force that affected German duct ri ie hi
almost every significant defensive battle fought by the G;erman Arm,. in the
Eastern Front, German doctrinal conduct was hamnpered to somev extent b.,
the Fibfrer's warped sense of priorities, From I ecemlwer 1911 I inwarr. Flit hr
corrupted the traditional German concept of' 4 u~ftrags ta ki i with Ii s ix\er

bearing interference in the affairs of subordinate commanders .Xniit her
abiding millstone wias the Septembher I 912 lFih rer I )ifeo st (h) d ir, wi ri
codified rigid def'ense without retreat and cu~rtaniletd mth tacicalinniu '

Another source of c'hange wats the size. cim sit ion. i nd h ti Wi rthmv nss
(if the German Arms'. As seen, defensive, tact ics drin rg t he 1 911 12 x'.mtivt

* were dictated in part by, the la'k (if' aido-qutt, (;i'rinmti mfitatr\ f~rioii Iri
Pt m~~nan a c'ontinuious front. Weaponry and] the iirganizatmiii od ( 'rmairrmrr~it,

helped to shape German methoids. The Jack o(it' ;it Of-titvi huniz ranwcg mint
tank gun (except for the, few SS-nm nti airr:ilt guns fl5)tir o-d i-mill~ mtlin
armor defense into at test ot Individual (irawi'and IIIt\eres xhh-rh

reduction in strength oif most infantryN di\-is ioiis trim) iiriro' I " I i ir

in 1942 reduced t heir diefensive st a- rng pwer- it I ni(t it-al III \I It \ A'~ tine

training proi('cieni(- of' German units eronnd. their ;ihilmeris t,, fight ti i i,rdmL:

to) the aggressive Elastic lDefense- prinmciple., also tailed l'lr p iIi irrt

perforrmance rof' manY new, lialf-traie' ulixisirs rrIn~1 . '~h' x \ih
the surprising sluggishness ()f manx- veteran1 IIIS rirrrtsu-uuIrIu'd~i (ut4,1- elirl1

('tmmando rs to ('uImpruimise thei' dletn'i\Ire st-hi-no'" it) ,ruler tI iiI -itiu

the dve(rea I;vd efficienc-y uut their forc-is l'lre '-ijrr'..riglv gi4 111 11-,,1111 1

v'ariomus aid hioc emergency units shrowiu the1 surrre-so 'i .I( d
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principles but also necessitated enormous doctrinal cocmpromrises toe minimizeY
the severe organizational limitations of' those units.

Soviet tat-ties did, of course, have some impact. on G erma n deoctriniial~ .

development. German experience reports regu larly updated comnmandlers on t he
enemy's latest tactics and outlined possible countermeasures. The evolution of'
German antitank tactics is again a case in point. Kef-Iore the war. G erman
defensive doctrine considered enemy tanks to he of' sec'ondary importance:%

therefore. German defenses were designed primarilY to arrest the momentum%
of an artillery-supporte1 infantry attack. In Russia, the offensive power (and,
considering the feehle (Germnan antitank weaponr ' , the vi rt ual invulnerahilit
of Soviet armor far outweighed that of' massed( inf'antry' in rni st cases. The
winter counteroffensivyes in 1942-43 reflected a Russian awareness of* this
f'act as well, as each major Soviet drive w as spe'arhecaded 1w a ph alaniix if*
armored units. C onsequently, Germa commandlers increasingly detployed their
f'orces andl drilled their troojps to boil Soviet tank at tacks as; the first defevnsiv
priority, with less regard being paid toe the threat (if* dismo u nteid inthint ry

Thus, while changes to Soviet tactics ind equipment did( pi-empt steilc
German defeunsive responses. G erman nmet heds we'rt' bent vx~t ens)i-% hN el ib ther , I-

f'actoers as we'll. The evcclutiuen Of' Ge'rmni le'fi-iisive dccctriiie' (in tho Russian

Front during Woerld War 11 demeenstrates that ain cirifl\' fighting teefiIticUe's

ire shaped rieet minl 1).\ an aware'ness eel' 'thf- threat" ht il c h\ its o0wn1

crganizaticen. training posture, weapeis. traditioens. and c'emnind plileseIphyIN
Armied with a (1einsive deectrino' thait ccnstkintiv, changed in ftccrn but re
rnainee true tco thi' unde'rlying principle,, prolcccnncle' in its clcctrirmli rmnnu;ils , *

the G'erman Armyv pitted its prieeven tac(tical aeeaeptabliti ;igainst the. grcmieg %~.

re'sccur'e \e'ight itl the Secviet Re-fl Arm\- fricu midl 1101.2 ccn% nt  
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,It flte piriis-iiol iiii anu dt V S Armyv iffii irs co-ii'.ring thi. Russi-i-eman War. se"'
Vit i.']d A Pllips A 1irgoItt Wair.' hl/ni 74 Nuvmir oi'oh' ~,t-(

"'0'. M-11Iurrilot Stuilti andu Siibik.NAM'l. -0, 66~ 1 R Altril. ''Miililp Dettein',: The Pervasive
M111t -A Ili't,riid Its lI,vtigatioii Iondiin I h'Iartnivii tit War Stuhivs. King's Coullege'. 1.47-0.
fili Ii, ru-it %ii ," tv hat I uriin iI,'tm'tsiv.' iip-raiti-mis sit the Russian Front generally '

Chapter I
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5 Ibid.. 617. The G erman military\ \cabulart, included separate doctrinal ternis for each type %~'
of counterattaclk A hastyv local ('ounti-rattack byengaged units wa-is at G'gensfiss inl de'r Ste'llung:
one reinforced with fresh reserves "as ai (;'ge-,sfIss a205 der To'f: and at deliberate, coordinated

co un terattack wits at Ce 'ge '0(1griff. Tb his (listinfltkVe Vo~1i aalarv illust rates the caireftul at tent ion
the G erm ans paid to coIuntIerat tack. No ' miparable, termis exSist inl the Americ an miii tary lex iconl.

6. Ibid.. 606-15. vne If' Geroai\ Attacks, 209-10.

7.Wilhelm. Crown Prince of (h'rmanvN MN War E.xperro', u.- I.ondon: HIurst and Blackett. 192;),
267.

S. Set-, tor example. "Gr'ra \(ion Matur's Memorandum (m the E'nglish Tank Attac'k of April
11, 1417.'' translated liv D av'id G . eipel and Gertrude Rendtorff. itn Fall o4fil h' rinan Fmopirl'.

1/- 9 IN. edited b%~ Ral ph HI aswel I L utz (Stan ford. ( 'A* Stan ford University Press, 193),.

1 62,5-27 %

9 E ric'h \onl Ludienmolff..l/i i e,uI'rf Ott ? YSforN (N-' v\% ork. IIarper and b)rot hers. 1919).
2 21)2-:i .

lo See' ''( rutldsat/t,'

I A good ci'rtiilI it the Ge'rmn~ 1111,1, strategv is gi\ -II ill Gordon (Craig. ''Ielbruck: The
Military Hlistorian 'in Maker.% o/ Mo/cm .Sfraite'g% e'dited) 1,v Ed~ward Mead Earle (1941: reprint. 0

New Yolrk Athe'niao. 1969) 27-s'. Fllowing World Wir I. nl official German investigating%
,,mmissilln examined tiwl 191l, cllajis'- ;,idl later presiented it, findings tol the Reichstag. Extracts

frolm the ilorfmissons rl';IIrts ilitpar ;is ''Report oif' the' CI iissilon it' the Ge'rman Constituent 0

Assemnlllv andl of the I rmami Hei~lstag 1919-192s4.' in 'I- '05. Cause fill' Ge'rfman Collasill 111

191I(. edlited llv Ralph Ilil~we'll liii, tr'anslated b) '~ v A' 1, ampbell (Stanfirdl. (CA: Stanford
1'niversit\ Press. I 924I1 hl're'after t ile'') as ''(otnmission HI polrt - A critical assessment (if the
191S G e'rmanl lit e'isi~e' strate-gy is' wIages T2-90.

12 BHelck, IPv' ch'liviie,/ Im -ti . "'7

I I C rown Jerinci.'1 Wiffi'lm. 14hI' I,-Il)Ijli~I'I a (In'ryya Aroy.k Geroup in the 191I' baftles, wrote
after the war that. ' In view If tihl -\ 'r incre-asing weight dI the' attack ... it Ithe Elastic De'fensej
wats witholut dolublt right ill tirin-ildll' buti it wa:s dependenit upion stril'tly-disciplinv'(l we'll-trained
anl skillfullv-led troopls As tb.' \%;mir gre'sse'Il thesi-s bec ~l(ame increasitiglN difficujlt to
fulfill "* Wilhelm, .11\ W~ar Il/l, i-ri I' t2

SLudendorff, l.iudvidoI/r/.s GO at S1,r% 2.-I 1-.12.

6 "C( imissilon Refit ort.- 71 -- 2 1 himan Jose'ph % on K uhl, li sf i/lng. 1)orchfiiiirung tin(1
/iis a n in n 1rlu,/It (it-r ()ffr 'osI i i .i flIP) Itelin: I e'itsc'Ili \'irlagsgesvllschaeft ffir Ploitik und
(',eschii'hte' m 1,l 11 ,927., 79-S6

17. Hltlek. D)e're'/oproc'it of 7ii'It..". 2,1Il-.'~e.

II I evadqtuarters. lFiftli I ;e'rmitIi Reser\ v ( 'orps. Kxpfi' i.- I I'c troll the Fightitig onl the West
Haenk of the Me'use. 29 Se'pte'mtber PiI 5" inl Iitv. Fall. 662

19 1laens Hitter. A'raik Wl's , 1-,-i Q4-.% das Er/b,~I~f.I l~tll s"i'ieffeO il groi.ssol iKrie'ge

iI e'ipig- K. F. Kiwebler. 192),6 01. Pulished ainnmIIuis it% "A Getneral Staff ( )fffh-er.' %~- .P-

20) Wilhelm, M\x War E.,te're'i'e-cs. 267 ~
21. Blc~lk. IDe' e'llpnie'ia i/ 'Tacto'c. 255S

22. A particularlY imnpassiotned version it'I the ''stabl ill the hal-k'' is given 1ly ' Haltk. who asserted
t hat the ''criminal re'spon~sibl~e Iir loar fall .. should lie soughtll in the ratnks of tile Ivae'iers oit lour

jiliiti'cal oarties 1will . placedl putrsuit of' their o~wn ends1 it ovv' tle' \se'eI andl wole If (Ge'rtwin\.'

Tb 'se' ('Ii~'rds. acicolrding ti Blchk. strut-k doiwii the (,I'i Arniv ''like Haigen of old1 idt flte*

Ut' 'onliue "bll he'roi, Siegfried.' lbill.. 29-1.

2:). ( rae'me C. WN-tine "Tlhe' Legai'-''.- tArr't- Quarlr-. 319 it:'tIIer 1939 aned Jlaneiiry 19-10). 26.% ,0
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24. The early rehuilding of the German Army is described in Harold J. Gordon, The Reiwhsivehr
and the G;erman~ Republic. 1919-1926 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1957), 169-2K6
and Herbert flosinski. The German Army, rev. ed. iWashington. IDC: Infantry ,Journal, 1944),
1231-29. k

2-5. The most prominent spokesman oif the -trench school" was General Walter Heinhardt. who .

served briefly ats Ch/ef der Heer.'sleitung prior to Seeckt. Reinhardt was dismissed from this
position ats at result of the Kapp Piutsch in 1 9201. Hosinski, German Army, 103.%

26. Reii'hseh-~irmiinisteriumi. b'ihrun~g und GecVch der i'irhiindenzen l'aff'n. 2 v'ols. iBerlin: ()ffene
Worte. 19211. 22:1, hereafter cited as FuG.

27 Ibid 22:,

(Ill I bid 21:- If

I hid J I'1

* ' (~)t S.., la ersiii dtgniaitini vti. Franciis 1. ( arsten. lb. R,'ii'bso'er anld Pobitics. 191/I
I" I x1 it ~l I ill n I i I % i.r.,It % l'rvs. 1966!,' I(it;-7 (t h: s s u )press ion o f -on trad ictory

a'' ro-'' s.- i,'iri-) %'n I{;l,liI . " A 4is se'ilo'oi l.4'b,'il 191x---1.9.'t ll,e'il.Zg: Von Hlasse

* 7'~*,*I riiiiIt'g.'tt.- i ;.danken tur it-n Wi.'deritultj itiusvrer Wehrmacht.'' in Habenau. .S.eckt. .NZ
I*,), -on.- "iIlr4' I iro'oi,r;.itimn usl first svi' (,rib Se'i't's ideat of' thi- R,'ic'bso *hr as aI

I,~~ ~ ~ I)u l -drit i qu;.iht\ -otri for l futiir.' .pansion of' thet German Arm.\

I l lt % -.

t- i-sr.t'-gi dtn,uio" ,I S'evckt' thelior S", Hans %-on Seeckt, Ow, R,'u'hs
*~ ~~I ' 1.)/cBlittl.r I Itti I 6t lains \,)i !-ii.''kt. Tbiuighits 4~ aI .S.ldi,'r. translated b%

%%:hr W,,'it, , -I omi. F" inim I if w ''1-li-, and lorr.% H Addingon, '77w 111itzkrit-g Era ..

tG. 1.")- '1!ab' I %Ii.-. ,it! N.%% Briilsi'ik. \J Rulgers University Press. 19711.

* a 11c A '!r'i I ' 16ini. (1 '''aim .-t'maN NI - 9: H'-inski I'l:itl statl(-, that tilt, Ge'rmn
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along Germany's border with France-a repu~iation not only of the Versailles Treaty, but also of
Seeckt's doctrines of offensive maneuver. Burkthart M uelli'r-H illebrand, 1)os Heer 1933-1945 (D arm-
stadt: E. S. Mittler und Sohn, 1954), 1:38-43.

44. Philip C. F. Bankwitz, Maximt' Wevgand and ('id-Militarv Relations in Modern Francs,
(Cambridge. MA: Harvard University Press, 1967). 40-15. Ironically, the building of the Maginot
Line was inspired in part by French fears of' Seeckt's theories of' preemptive offensive warfare.

45. A summary of Beck's role in the development of' all facets of German doctrine dluring this
period is in Addington, Blitzkrieg Era, 35-38 see also S. J1. Lewis. Forgotten Lecgions: Gcrin
Army Infantry Policy, 1918-41 (New York: Praeger, 1985., 45-55. Beck's role in restoring the
Elastic Defense is spitefully discredited hy Heinz Guderian in P~anzer Leader, translated IIhyNO
Constantine Fitzgibbon (New York: E. 1P. Dutton and C'o., 1 952, 31-33. Guderian. who saw Beck
as an obstacle to his own pet schemes of armored warfare. characterized fleck in his memoirs as
"a paralyzing element wherever he appeared." As evidence oIf this, Guderian cited "his 113eck's)
much-boosted methed of fighting which hie called 'delaying dlefense.'.. In the I 00,)90.man arm\N
this delaying defense became the cardinal principle." Guderian credits the "fine, chivalrous, clever.
careful" General Freiherr von Fritsch-who coincidentall%- tended to support Gudcri~inis ideas-
with jettisoning the "confusing" and "unsatisfactory- delaying defense in the early 192((s. In all
of this. Guderian is mistaken. The Hinhaltendes Ci'fecht was not Beck's brainchild at all1. but
rather part of Seeckt's schemes for defense by offensive maneuver. It was converselY through ,-

Beck's efforts in Truppeoi~hrung that the "delaying defense" was supplanted bY the miore work I
able Elastic D~efense system. Guderian's story is repeaited uncriticallNy R ohert . (*Neill.'I(-
trine and 'Training in the German Army. 1919-19319." in The Theory and1 Practice of War. e-dited
by Michael Howard (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1 966), 1.5:3. ~%
46. Reichswehrministerium. Truppeniftih rung, Teil 1. Ill v. 300) 1, dated October 19) 1912
reprint. Berlin. 19:36., 179. hereafter cited as Ti" 1.

.17. Ibid.. 1 79-208. TJruppenlu h runtg also made mior Ih angsi- mnc ttr. Theb bai Ii t

(;ro ss ka npfzon eC. for ex ampl', w as reti tled the main ii iv t pos ition I Ho optka ,npf hi

.18. OKH, De'r Stellungskrieg. (I.l)v. 91 (93s5: reprini, Berlin. 1 9-101..-0 ((NIl. I envralstih P -.

des Hleeres Ausbildungsabteilu og (11) 1'raining Branch 4f the Armyv G ene'ral St al ft. 1)i. Stii odgi'
F'ro, Teil 1: Die' Ahn'ehr In Sriiuidiger Fronit. lil). s9 I Berlin 191m0. 5-2-11 t'e tiEII Training
Branch is hereafter cited as t KII, GSII. Techniques,!, tII liused In poisitioinal am (arv %ire a)>s

written into variotus branch and training manuals as Fell liiixnipli' see ((NIl t sSI . lie It!

diai~smorschrift flir die Infonto-rit'. Heft 11: Ff'ldht'/i'sttgwo (hcr lofiiwt'rii'. HID lI.wu I I ttirlifi

19.1(0) and ((NH. GSII. Pi'ni-rditst o/ler Wtifftmi. HI 1 :M; lit'rlii. MC2I).

.10. See. for example. "'IruppenfUhrung. Stellungskrmt'g Si~srpI.'iternebmen tid) Angriti nit .---

htt'grenzt n Zieli'.' MiIdiar Pi'ichmtnblatt. no 2:1 12 Dv (t TIiwr I 9A1II I Si-12. and..Jri itii Nritgs A
gtschichtt'. ;igenangriff deis RI. 1 93 amn 1.5 s. 1917.- I'J~.t-( brthni/at. III~ I> N1~ .ih 1 11:;
2135-7i-. and ni. (9 125 March 19!381. 2.199-2.7,Ni
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20. Werner Prellberg, "Employment of Flak in an Army lDefense Zone." Foereign Military Studies
no. MS D-050 (Historical D~ivision, U.S. Army. Europe, 1947). 14.

21. German accounts are unanimous in confirming the ineffective-ness of the 37-mm antitank
gun. The German 50-mm Pak was somewhat more effective at short ranges against the heavier
Soviet tanks, but it was still inadequate. See MS D-253), 5, 17; 1. G. Andronikow and W. 1).
Mostowenko, Die Rteten Panzer: Geschichte der soa'jetischen Panize'rruppen (Munich: J1. F. IA'hmannt;
Verlag. 196:3), 252-54; and Fugate. Rarharossa, 106-7.

22. The problems of using field artillery for antitank defense are described in MS D)-253, 9-12,
27. For a somewhat heroic account of' the exploits of German artillery against Russian tanks, see
Eugen Beinhauer. ed., Artillerie im Osten (Berlin: Wilhelm Limpert Verlag, 1944), 44-49, 55-58,
230-39.

23. See Friedrich August von Metzsch, ije Geschichle der 22. 1,efante'rie'.Jie'isio, 1939-1945
(Kiel: Hans-Henning Podzun, 1952). 19-21; Paul Carrell, Hitler Mov-es East, 1941-1943, trans-
fated by Ewald Osers (B~oston: Little, Brown and CO., 19641), 76-78; ('hares W. Sydnor. Soldiers
of Destruction: The SS Death's Head D~ivision. 1933-1945 (Princeton. NJ: Princeton University
Press. 1977). 192. including note 68; and Fretter-Pico, Infanteric, 4..

24. Halder, War Journal, 6:221 (entry for 10 ,July). -

25. Fretter-Pico. Infanteri', 25; Hans Breithaupt, Die (;esc~hie-htf c/er 30. Infante'rie-lDivision,
1940-1945 (Bad Nauheim: Hans-llenning Podzun, 1955), 119.

26. Fretter-Pico, Infanterie, 21-26. This same engagement is described from the standpoint of
the German artillery in MS D)-251, 6-7. German light infantry divisions contained only two
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51. Haider, War Journal, 7:361 (entry for 27 July) and footnote. b -

52. "Armee-Oberkommando 4 Abt. Ilb Nr. 392 42. Betr.: Kapitulanten-Nachwu-tchs bei der Infan
terie,' dated 18 September 1942, NAM T-3(12 189 7736410-7736413. Trhe memo from the c-hief (of

infantry is cited as a reference in this document. On Gecrmany's policies for recruiting and allocat
ing manpower for infantry service, see Hellmuth Reinhardt. et al., "Personnel and Administration
Project 2b). Part I (Recruiting for the Armed Forces. Peacetime and Wartime SNystems), Foreign
Military Studies no. MS P.006 (Historical D)ivision. U.S. Army. Europe, 19481, 28-29.

5:1. See Haider, War JIournal, 7:368 (entry for 5 August) and footnote. "A.0) K. 4 fIt NY. (134 -42.
An Heeresgruppe Mitte," NAM T-312 189 77:364S5, requests increased numbers fit volunteer
laborers (Hhovisl to carry out the contruction projects called for by Hitler's Fiibrer D efense O rder
See also ")berkomman do des Heeres. Der Chef des Generalstah-s des Ifeeres, tOrgAut. (1) Nr.
5825 42. Grundlegender Befehl Nr. 7 (Organisation),' dated 20 November 19.12, NANI T112 1661i

(00070800-000709.

54. 'Oberkommando des Heeres. D~er Chef des Generalstabes deis IFeeres. ()p Aht Il) Nr 11.5Is .12
Grundlegender Befehl NY. 5 iFrontkiimpfer)(. dated 29 (h-ttber 19-42, NANI '1 12 1660 17,~l~26
For a first-person account of a recruiting campaign carried out amiong ori-n service- Irofis. '

see (;uy Sajer, The korgotten Soldier, translated by Lily Emm-et INew Yuork H arper and Iltiw.

1971), 117-18. i rt.-

55. '/iimkv, Staling'rad. 20). Unruh's activities are described in detail ini Walter %-(Io Vnu
"Combat Staff U~nruh." Foreign Military Studies no. MS D-):17f) (Historil O ivisifm. VS Ari'
Europe, n.d.l.

56. "D~er Flibrer. Ftihrer-Befehl NY. I," dated 8 October 19.12. NAMI 'l':i 2 (6601 (1017 17-000lll74 P;

57. "Oberkommando des Heeres. Dehr C hef tiets ('eriralstabes deis leveres. t rg Aht tlH NY 9901 12

Grundlegender Hefehl Nr. I (Hiebung der Gefechtsstarke., dated S Ot (-i 1r (.__NA XNI'l) 2 Hi 6iii

000t747-0)t(7418. a
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58. "Grundlegender Befehl Nr. 1," NAM T-312/ 1660,000748-000749.

59. "Grundlegender Befehi Nr. 5," NAM T-312 1660,000724-000725. The rear support echelons
of the German Army seem to have been everyone's favorite whipping boy at this time, and
combat officers seldom passed up an opportunity to demand greater sacrifices from the service

troops. Zeitzler's actions to cause support units to share the burden of combat should be seen in r
this light, as should those instructions concerning the care of front fighters. General Heinrici.
the commander of Fourth Army, took it upon himself to complain to Field Marshal von Kluge
about the preferential treatment given rearward personnel in the distribution of food packages. :.

Such high-level jealousy at the eternal "soft life" of the rear echelons connotes both concern for
frontline morale and frustration at repeated supply failures. See "Armee-Oberkommando 4 Abt.
Ilb. Betr.. Urlauberbetreuung," dated 27 September 1942, NAM T-312 189 7736350. Supply units
were also mildly flogged in German military propaganda. See Sajer, Soldier, 76.

60. "Grundlegender Befehl Nr. 5." NAM T-312, 1660,'000725-000726i.

61. "Grundlegender Befehl Nr. 7," NAM T-312/1660/000705.

62. Quoted in Walter Gdrlitz. "The Battle for Stalingrad, 1942-1943." in Decisive' Battles of e
World War IL: The German View, edited by H. A. Jacobsen and J. Rohwer (New York: G. P.
Putnam's Sons, 1965), 231.

63. "58. Inf.-Div. la Nr. 1148,,42. Divisionsbefehl Nr. 2," dated 17 September 1942, NAM T-312
839,'9003396.

64. Ftihrer Defense Order, NAM T-312,189,'7736340.

65. "Der Ftlhrer. OKH/Gen.St.d.H./Op.Abt. (1) Nr. 420817 42. Operationsbefehl Nr. I," dated 14
October 1942, in KTB/OKW, 2:1301-4.

66. KTB 0KW, 2:888, 890 (entry for 2 November and additional comments by General
Warlimont).

67. In Operations Order 1, Hitler called for an "active defense" (aktiue V#rteidigung) throughout
the winter. The "active" measures recommended by Hitler included aggressive patrolling and'

* local spoiling attacks to keep the enemy off balance. Hitler's c'oncept of an active defense in no
way implied fluidity for the German defenses themselves.

68. DA Pam 20-291, 11.

69. Freiherr von Ulmenstein, "161st Reconnaissance Battalion (21 ,Jun 1941-:30 ,Jun 1942) and

132d Bicycle Battalion (17 Oct 1942-17 May 194,3): Extracts from War D~iaries." Foreign Military *-

Studies no. MS P-093 (Historical Division, U.S. Army, Europe. 1954). 10-11. (The page numbers q

refer to portions of manuscript dealing with Radfahrahti'ilung 1:12.) See also "Armee-
Oherkommando 2 Ia Nr. 2448V42. Betr.: Vorhereitungen ftir Gliederung und irustung zum n ~
Winterkrieg,' dated 19 October 1942, NAM T-312, 1660,0(X)736-0007:38; and "dbekomandVde
Heeres Gen.St.d.H. Ausb.Abt. (11) Nr. 42 Verwendung von Panzerkampfwagen und Sturmges.
('hutzeinheiten im Winter," dated October 1942, NAM T-78 202 6146549-6i146551. ~

' .

70. "Fahrt des Herrn Oherhefehlshabers am 7. November 1942 zum Gen.Kdo. I.A.K_ u. 2.SS-Inf. .
Brig.," NAM T-312 8:38,9002988.%

%
71. "Fahrt des Herrn Oberhefehlshabers am Mittwoch dem 2.12.42," NAM T1312 S3S 9002933,)

72. "Fahrt des Herrn Oberbefehlshabers am 22. und 12. lDez. 1942 zur 121. lnf. D~iv., 2$ .Jag.
lDiv.. 24. u. 154. Inf. D)iv.,- NAM T-312 S38 9(8)2923. 9002926.

7:3. The winter defensive fighting in the areas of Army Groups North and ('enter is covered in
detail in '/iemke. Stalingrad, 98-117.

74. The battles around Velikiye ILuki are described in Ibid.. (((7-9;, and U' S D epartme'nt o4 the '

Army. Pamphlet no. 20-2314, Ope'rations of Enircled Forccs German K.xporioirs in Russia
(Washington. DC(: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1952). 7-14. 'Ihe disruption of Ge~trman plans
Caused by the Soviet at tac'( and the piecemeal German relief atteim pts aro' coi,%red in O t to

Tiemann. '('losing the 40.ki.: Gap Between Army (Grouip North and Armyv Groulp t enor iN",
(942-Mar 1430. Foreign Militarv Studies no. MS D-2411 (Historical Di (ismn. U S Army., Eurpi.
1947) 7-12.
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75. MS D)-106. 15. A general discussion of Army Group North's combat experiences during this 1

period is "Oberkommando Heeresgruppe Nord fa Nr. 20-43. B-etr.: Erfahrungen und F'.lgerungen,'
dated 2 January 1943, NAM T-78,202,6146492-6146507.

76& The lDemyansk fighting is dfescribed in Ziemke, Sta lingrad, 1 12-13; H~aupt, li'eresgruppe
Nuord. 149-54; and Friedrich Sixt. -Kriegsjahr 1943." part 31 in MS 1-i114a, 367-83. D~efensive
fighting during Operation Btlffel is described in Wilhelm Willemer, et al., "Selected Divisional
Operations on the Eastern Front (Delaying Action at Sychevkta." Foreign Military Studies no,
MS P- 143c (HIistorical D~ivision. I .S. Army. Europe, 1954), 154-63. hereafter cited as MS P- I43c;64
and Bergner, Schh'sist-he Info ntr'e, 188-203.

77. DA Pam 20-261a. 135. 138: Mueller-Hillebrand. Das fleer. 3:59-60. For a description of the
training problems experienced by German units preparing for Operation Blau, see Felix Steiner.
"Tactics of Mobile Units. Operations of the 5th SS Panzergrenadier Division VWiking' at Rostov
and the Maikop Oilfields (Summer 1942)." Foreign Military Studies no. MS D)-248 (Historical D~ivi- p

sion, U.S. Army. Europe, 1947), 6-8; and Paul Schulz, "(Combat in the Caucasus Woods and
Mountains IDuring Autumn 1942." Foreign Military Studies no. MS D)-254 (Historical D~ivision.
U.S. Army, Europe, 1947). 31.

7$. DA Pam 2~0-261a. 138-39; Mueller-Hillebrand, JDas fleer, 3:60-62.

79. D)A Pam 20-261 a. 131-32.

SO, '"Die Gliederung des deutschen Heeres. 12.8.1942." KTB 0KW., H-9. 1:178-80; Mueller-Hille-
brand. Das liver, 3:67-68.

Sl. 'Armee.()herkomrnando 2 [ia Nr. 1884 42. Betr.: Erfahrungen bpi Angriffs-und Abwehr-
kampfen 2S.6 his 20.7.42." dated 21 JIuly 1942. NAM T-312 1660 00t(89S-000900.

82. l.A ['am 20-261a, 132.

$3. See Wilhelm Willemer, 'Organization of the Ground for D~efense on a Broad Front. as
D~efended by tin Arm - or L~arger Unit," Foreign Military Studies no. MS P-194 (Historical D~ivision,
U.S. Army. Europe. 19541. S-19.

84. "Oberkoromando der Heeresgruppe B lia Nr. 2889 42. Betr.: 'Eiogreifgruppen' an stdndigen
Fronten." dated 6 September 1942. NAM T3:12 189 77:36226-7736227.

S5. Kuort Ziizer. ''Stalingrad," in Folal Decisions, edited by Freidin and Richardson. 137-40.

86. Ibid.. 1-2- 3

S7. Seaton. Rwss) Ge'rmnbf War, :112; Zeitzler.''Stalingrad," 147.

S$ Hlelmuth Greiner. "Greiner D)iary Notes. 12 Aug 1942-12 Mar 19431.- Foreign Military Studies
no( MS C'.06.5a i Historical D~ivision, U.S. Army. Europe. 19501, 91-9:3. Greiner kept the War IDiarY
fo r the Armed F~orce's High Command during this period of the war. See also IDA Pamn 20-291 a.
I11-62

S9 ''Arroe O) erkotni n a do 2 fia Nm. 10(98 412. Arn Ob)erkom mando IHeeresgruppe It.'" dated
I O ctoiber 1942. N AM T31 2 1 ii (0(00761-000((7655.

901 ''% ( (.(Jll hut A K ti,'' dated 1(i O ctobe'r 19.42, NAM '7s :143? 630(0915-63(00919 o

91 Sevdlit/ tirg'.' l'atlus t.i disregard Ifitler's orders and begin at breakout on his (P'aulus)I own

ittth.'nitv in order to save Sixth Armyv. Ironically. itler sus'pec-ted that P'aulus might trY sinii'
thing of the' sort and so made Seydlitz-whom the dictator considere'd abs..lutel, meliahle- 4

indt'pi'ndentlY responsible for holding at portion of the pocket's defensive front. 'h1is wats an

affront to 1'aulus aind also ait crioius reward for the olne mian who, unknown to) litler, was most%
a.-tiv'lv lobbying for aon unauthorized brieakout. Taken prisotner it Stolingrnid. Sevdlht, becanie at

promlinenit Soviewt .,,llobomatur. biving ..ni of the spokesmen of the so-called IFrei' Germiany C onm
mittee that urgi'd Germans to turn against the Naois Si's Sv'it., Ruis.-G(;rniii tl'n. (120:
/.o'mke Stain.gradii717 -')., and Witer t olit/. fiilius an~d Stalingrad trainslits'd bv R 1t Stivis
New Yok ita~de'l Prss, I 96:0(. 2H- 12 (2

92 In) its atti'mpts 1,' suply& Sixth Army iv har. thi' I wafirc if.lsi, lost ,%t-r halt ot' its opwra

tiil .it ''fraiinsi.'rt ibirilat ('1.-itaindil largo- numboer ot ' ia' iiistiiiitr pioots lb. Stalin '
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grad airlift is discussed in detail in Fritz Morztk, German Air F'orce Airlift Operations. USAF
Historical Studies no. 167 iMaxwell Air Force Base. Al.: USAF Historical D~ivision. Research Of
Studies Institute, Air University. 1961), 179-202. Sixth Army estimated its own daily supply
requirements at 55(0 tons per day. This estimate, bosed oin consumption rates for defensive opera-
tions only, included 75 tons of fuel for supply distribution and defensive operations by the panzers
and IN() tons of ammunition. These figures did not include any stockpiling for a possible breakout.
See Army Group D~on message reproduced in Giirlitz, Paulus and Stalingrad, 275-76.

9:3. "Vomn Tschir zumn Mius. Winterabwehrschlacht 1942 43. D~ie Kampfe der :i. Rumiinischen
Armee-ab 27 1)ez. Armee-Abteilung Hollidt in der Zeit vom 2:3. Nov. 1942 his 28 Febr. 194:3.
Armee-Oberkommando 6, ,lun 194:3," NAM T-312 1463 000830-0008,3l. See the detailed descrip-
tion of the improvised units joining in the ('hir River defense by Otto von Knohelsdorff, com.
mander of the XLVIII Panzer Corps, in Friedrich Schulz, et al.. "Reverses on the Southern Wing
0942-1943), (Anne% 5: The XLVIII Panzer C'orps in Action Between the D~on ond Mius River
Sectors, .5 December 1942 to 12 February 1943)," Foreign Military Studies no. MS TI-15S (Historical
Division. U.S. Army. Europe, 1947). 252-53, hereafter cited as MS TI15. '-

94. F. W. von Mellenthin. Panzer Battles, translated by H. Betzler (Norman: University% of Oklae..
boma Press. 1956). 178: Heinz Shlneider, 'Breakthrough Attack by the V Russian Mechanized
C'orps oin the Khir River from 1t) to 16 D~ecember 1942," Appendix :3. :12, in "Small Unit Tlactics-
Tactics of Individual Arms (Part l1)," by Burkhart Mueller-Hillebrand, Foreign Military Studies
no. MS P-060f lHistorical D~ivision, U.S. Army, Europe, 19511, hereafter cited as MS Ii))fi0f. See~
also MS TI15. 256-57. (General von Knobelsdorff incorrectly identifies the 336th D~ivision as the
3381th D~ivision in his account, an error apparently due in part to the similar numbering of certain
infantry regiments in this battle.

95. Mellenthin, Panzer Battles, 175.

96. "Vom Tscbir zumn Mius." NAM T-3)12 14631 0032-000833. The 7th Laftoraffe Field Dlivision K.
disintegrated altogether during the ('bir battles. Its survivors were later incorporated into the
:)$4th lnfantrv D~ivision. See also MS T-15. 257-S.r

97. "Vomn Tschir zumn Mius," NAM T-:312 146:3 000S314. The 7th L.uftwaffe Field Dlivision was .

almost completely destroyed in this fighting. One measure of' its lack of training was recounted
by the commander of the XIVIII Panzer C'orps as follows:

The furthest advanced air force infantry battalions had been assigne(d their '

respe'ctive sectors by' their (divisioin headquarters. However, the division had quite
apparo'ntlY neglected to in form th(' battalions sufficiently' well oin the serious
nature of the situation. It had failed to give them detailed instructions and%
orders on how to e'ffec't an undetected night time relief. The battalions therefore
dIrove right into the outpost lines. They rumbled along with their trains, without
providing for security (ivn the march. without reconnaissance ... until the * were
right in the middle of' the Russians where they were duly and promptly wiipe-d
out without firing a shot. T1his was a terrific shock to the division-so terrific.
as a matter oif fact, that it was for t he moiment in no shape to he sent into)
combat as ain indlepende'nt unit.

See MIS T I.-. 261l .or1

9?5 MS 1) 060f. 33;1

I9 Ihid . 12-131

I off lind . ;12

101(lhIid 21. 22. Mellenithin, citing Blck as his source. deinie's that single (;'rniuui tanks wevre
e'ver left in direct support of infauitrv daring toi-sv battles Quoting 11;lck. Mllentbm1111 (on, ..(l',
that 'many a crisis would nit have' arisen had the :1:16th I ivisioin I-ssess((l a largr i-i-ntltrof
antitank guns '*See Mell,'nthin. l'c'r Beoff/is. ],s3-S- I Gieneral ocounts of' tll(' v('iit, Mrr(lndl

ing thte C hir River fighting ire in "V4i 'l'schir /un Mius.' NAM\ T':112 i146:1((O).(h~f MS
T1 I -, 2'---i7 Mvelt'tithiin 11an,',r 1/aft/ia 1 I2-s 1. pirese'ntaitiona b)y 'o'ni I Da', loi % I;,n
the. 1941 Art olt Wair Svn(ifsIiuni. 'lb- Mobidle [)on ()Iertior I 62S Ice. vnilw 19 12 ' in V S
Arm', %%ir I iUllge C('nivr 1,r land W~oarr 19A1 Art f W~ar S', ,o.aiu Friont fit. /),,I; to, 1). of
Im. 1)r So w O.ft~oi, i t ()io ivio I cor. t0, b r 19.12 A iigws 1 1941.1. o a ri- r(ip! /o,) /I r

tarh'i If-larra k., PA. I' S Armn\ War (Iigu 1(-ictbr I19s(, 12- Ill, -,I i4nd ofoit

ff o ff.% So, -.
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F. W. von Mellenthin, Ihid., 99-11I. Mellenthin's symposium comments art' ne'arly it word for
word recitation of his earlier description in Parizer flatt/I's, which is based largel ' onl the XLVIII%0
Panzer Corps' war diary. While providing interesting tactical insights. Mellenthin's accounts genter %
ally ignore important contextual Material as well as vombat actions that might tend to diminish
the apparent magnitude of the German successes. For example, he does not mention the loss of
the German bridgehead across the ('hir River ait Surovikino-a major loss under the circumstances
since this bridgehead had been keY to the German hopes of supporting the Stalingrad relief
aittac k. Similarly, he gives the mistaken impression that the German suc-cesses on the Chir River
constituted a major defeat for the Soviets when, from the Russian standpoint, the ('hir fighting
wats hut at minor hiccup in an otherwise widely successful general offensive. Seen in) this light.
the G'erma~n actions on the ('hir are more correctly described ats at tactical success amid at general
operatlio nal defeat.

1(02. Mellenthin. Panzer Battle's. quoting Balck, 1 83-.A,

1(:.M -060if, 19; Menthin. Panizcr Bottl's. 17S.

10(it. Mellent bin. Panze'r Bat tes, quoting Balck. 18-t

105. Ibid.

106. MS 1' (060f, .1-35. **

1018. The inaibilit 'v of the German panzer divisions to hold terrain %%as e'vident ci oknl no fhe
(ChIr River. but also during the I VI I Panizer C orps' attack to relieve Stalingrad Sec' thb" dicussi. do
at Hlitler's headquarters tn the need for infantry in the' defense fan 12 D)cetmbe'r ( 942 in lit-linac
H eiher. e'd.. fit/irs I.agcetsprt'chuangen . Di' Prottoo//ragrcintc stcirw r ati/if iri st h, r2 witercrizi ',

19412.-1945i (Stuttgart: D~eutsche Verlags Anstalt, 1%921. 89

1049. See ('lark. Banrha rossa, 263-64; Mel lent bin. Panztr iat tIc's. (85-mi o~arid MS' T 1-9<,
D~uring some df the I1Ith Panzer Dlivisiuon's successful batch's on the ( 'hir ( t'rmiat fftitevr, ict'si %
that the Soviets were' ri'markabllv lax i constolidating their gains. leaving cli cI iUcct4Vstrl%
vulnerable to German c'tcu ntertb rusts Seet MS P 060i(f, (C).

~i.Seaton, Riasi.o (trinh(in War. (28;' Mttrzik. (h'rnai Air Fin-it. I941-91 Fo-r a t-ritii(lu ,Itilt,'
ctimbat perfo rnma nce of the Itaiian an HlIIu nga ri an ci ri's in tihe'se baittes. seet1 -J trgen Ft rst cr
.Staigriod: Risse ira Bu~dniis /.942 13 (Freiburg Riimlac. 111751. I11-t9. intl NIS'l T1, t4::

OIn the Rotmaniaci foirces, sic. ms T. I5. 2S2-831.

1I11. Sec, 'A.O.K. 2 Ia Nr. 14112 42.' dated I Dicemcbe'r 19.-12, NAM 'I' 12 114Wi iiiiil.il~it'
and ''A.t).K. 2 t ( b.Kdc.Illgrr , Chef de's (;i''iirilstabc's.'' datedl :1I D'cem'nber 112. N AM TI (
1 6604 000(696-00011702. Tht' rteptorting system established four c'atc'gtries od' divisittris iat'gttr
l-v'rv goocd, ca~tegotry Il-good, c'ategoiry Ill-marginal. andic ciategotry IV-piioi Ici its repo)4rt t-,
Army Grotup K, Secomnd Army tin :1 IDeCCt'mbr listed twit Of its divisions ats Iceicig aCekkgctr 1. X
s-etn c'iti'gttry 11, three c'ategiiry III (including its only panizer division). and I w , ici' orN lV\'
'tonsidering that Second Army bad done' little fighting since late summer, this deiinstrati's ti't-

general ertosioin that had befallen all of the German acrmie's in the Fast.

I :A. Ibid.. 878s-79

Il1l. Ib(id., :181. Se'i iso ('lark, fiarharossa, 28(1-81.

115, Matn stein, Locs t V ic tories, 386.

11 6. Ibid.. 3183--1,

117. Ibid.. 3173-7-t. Sit' ialsio the presentatioin by (Colonel D~avidl M. Glatiti.. '''The' Donbtas tOpt'ra
lion. 29 .Licnuat--6 March 194.-' in 198-1 Art oif Wilr Svinpsirc, I 20/-60(.

I(IS, Sic' Willimne., 'Armor in tlt,' Aggressive' IDefense','' in MS I'.I 18c, 1-4.

is). '''in TIschir zum Micis,'' NAM T112 1463 (11(042; Wilhelm Russw\urm. ''ri';plitvmc'nt if' at
Furligli Detaichmnent for Rear Aria Security (14cm, Doinets, Winter 19,12-43),'' Fore'igni Military -~.~

Stude 1 o MS I )282 (Historical IDivisioin. U.S. Army. Europe, 19.171, 1-6. v
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I%
20. Armv Dietachment Hoidiiu is at case in point. According to German military terminology,

an army dietachment iArrmee A hteiluig) %%,as an armv-sized force that lacked the full complement ~
(of support and service units normal for at field army,. This formation was initially built around
G;eneral Karl Hollidt's XVII C'orp,, and gradual lv grew% to take control (f whatever forces could
he rallied.0V

121. Mansteinl. Lost Victories, :180. A few units that tranisferrei'( the Eastern Front from 0 .

France. such as the 7th Panzer D)ivision, also had to endure what the Ge'rmnis called the chld
hood diseases' of combat acclimatization. See MS T-1 5. 274-75.

122. See Senger und Etterlin. Neither, 87, 95, l01. The Alarmcinheiteri. scraped together from
dlisparate rear-echelon personnel, naturally had no standard organization. As a rule. these units
seldom possessed any antitank guns or other heavy infantry weapons. Though Alarincinheite',
occasionally performed helpful defensive missions, as at rule their combat value was virtually
zero. One former German officer, asked to estimate their effectiveness. remarked that they seldom
tasted longer than thirty minutes in combat before (disintegrating. General (Ret.) Ferdinand vo(n
Senger und Etterlin. Interview with the author. (Carlisle Barracks. PA. _ May 19S5: Lieutenant
General I Ret.) Gerd Niepold. Interview with the author. Carlisle Barracks. PA. :3 May 19S5: Lieu-
tenant General (Ret.) Anton-IDetlev von Plato. Interview with the author. Carlisle Barracks. PA. 2
May 1985: 1 enim interview. For a general discussion oif the problems of A larmi-mnheiti'n. see
paraphrased translation of Hans Christian TIreutsch, "Concerning the Organization of Ad Hoc
Combat Groups" in Edward N. Luttwak, Historical Analvsis aiid Projectioni for Army 2000, vol. /

1pt. 10. 'The German Army in the Second World War: 1'rban-Warfare Taisk Forces (Karupf-
gruppi'n) and Emergencv Ad Hoc Forces (Alarrnicnheit'ii - (Fort Monroe. V'A: U.S. Army Train- %
ing and D~octrine ('ommand, I March 198:3), 17-26.0

12:1. Ibid., 101.

124. Manstein. Lost Victories. :189. For another view of this fighting. see lFretter-Pico, Infanterie.
I W_1031.

125. Senger und Etterlin. Veither, 9S.

* 126. See "294 Inf. D~ivision la Ahschrift: Erfahrungsbericht Oher den Einsatz von mot. Nach
truppen heim RUckzug zwischen lDonez und Mius." XVII Corps ('oversheet dated 1S March 194:1,
NAM 'r112 1.162 000191 1-000t915. Reprinting this report for circulation to other headqxlarters.
Hollidt's new Sixth Army described this expedient motorization ats a demonstration that such
mobile units could play% anl important role even in positional warfare iStellungskrieg). See "Oher-%A
kommando der 6. Armee la Nr. 815. 431. Betr.: Erfahrungsbericht," dated 25 March 194:3. NAM r-

127. MS P- 143c. 145-52.

12S. Ibid.. 151-52.

129. "291 Inf. D~ivision: Erfahrungsbericht," NAM 'T-312 1462. 0008912. '-

1:10. See the description in "Vom Tschir zumn Mius." NAM T-312, 146:4 0001849. 0. .

1:tt . Ibid., NAM 'r-:it2 1.16:1 00086), 0t0861.

1:32. Ibid.. NAM Till12 1463 0t0S42.

133. Manstein. Lost Vito~ies, 423-28; Seaton. Russo-German War. 3117-48. Soviet intelligence
detected heavy German convoy movements and concentrations of troop trains south of* Kharkov
hult erroneously interpreted these activitie s as evidence of another major German withdrawal. ~*
Instead. Manstein was massing his force for at counterstroke. Manstein's suicc'ess owed much to
this important failure by Soviet intelligence analysts. See Erickson. Road to lc'rlini. 1-I:and /

Glantz. ''Ionhas O peratiiin," 160-62. f4

1:14. Manstein. Lost Vic'torie's. .12S-317: Mellenithin. Panzoer Battles, 20---: and] Scaton. Rosso
(eriari War. 3119-50.),

* ~~1:15. ''Generalkommando XXIV I'z. Korps Alit. fit Nr. 9:17 W1 '/smin'ss'oirIeriiht fibeir
die Tatigkeit des Gfen.Kdi.XXIV.IPz.Korps in de'r 'Iago'iriog' Fotit in dir 'hit voim 9..2 42 bis
1.5.443.- dated :3 May 1913. NAMI ':T312 1,162 00))9:31-000)1931S

2(08

?~~~~ .- ., ., -PW .r

b% ~ ~ ~ * %~ %. %a 'a* .%' '. * .. .~"
%eI % % ,V *' *' aa"



136. Hitler visited Manstein's headquarters on 17-19 February 1942. His apparent intention
upon arrival was to remove Manstein from command; he ended up reluctantly approving %
Manstein's counterattack plans. See Ziemke, Stalingrad, 91-92; and Manstein, Lost Victories.,,
423-28.

137. "Anlage 3 zumn Korpsbefehl ftir die Neugliederung der Verteidigung vom 18.3.43. Abt. la
Nr. 378/ 43. Anweisung ffir die Kampffifhrung," NAM T-312. 1462'000940; and "Zusammen-
fassender Bericht-XXIV Pz.Korps," NAM T-312 1462/000935-0009:36.

1,38. -H.Gr.Nord ]a Nr. 11721/42 von 20.9.1942," cited as a reference in "Armee-Oberkommando
18. Erfahrungen." NAM T-312/838,/9003255. 4

139. "21. In fanterie- Division. Erfabrungen," NAM T-312, 838'9003292.

140. "Armee-Oberkommando 18. Erfahrungen,' NAM T-312. 838/9003255.

141. -21. [nfanterie- Division. Erfahrungen." NAM T-312 838,900:3292. See also "121. Inf-D1ivision. .%

Erfabrungen." NAM T-312./838/'9003304: and -1. Division Erfahrungen." NAM T-312 8:38 900:3270.

142. -Fu silier- Regiment 22. Erfabrungen." NAM T-312 838,9003362; and -58. Inf.-1)iv.
Erfahrungen," NAM T-312,'838/9003383. See also the comments of General Ortner. commander of
the 69th Infantry Division, to General Lindemann during the latter's inspection tour on 2 1)ecem-
her 1942, "Fahrt des Herrn Oberbefehishabern am Mittwoch. dem 2.12.42 zur 69. Inf. D~ivision,"
NAM T-312 2838,'9002932.

143. "A.O.K. 4 Ia Nr. 5245/ 42. Betr.: Erfahrungen bei russiscben Angriffen," dated 14 September

1942. NAM T-312 289 7736217.

144. "l. D)ivision. Erfabrungen," NAM T-312/838,,9003275.

145. -4. Panzer-Division Kommandeur Nr. 1290/42. Betr.: Panzer-Einsatz in der Verteidigung,"
dated 30 September 1942, NAM T-78/202/6146563.

146. "IDer Oberbefehlshaber der 4. Panzerarmee Ia Nr. :3121 42. Betr.: Panzer-einsatz," dated 21
September 1942. NAM T-78, 202'614656:1.

147. "A.O.K. 4. Erfahrunger; bei russischen Angriffen," NAM T-312,189 77:36218. -

148. See, for example. "121. Inf.IDivision. Erfabrungen," NAM T-312 S38 900:3(, 900:3310: and
"58. Inf.-Div. Erfabrungen." NAM T-312/838',9003 386-9003387, 900339].

149. Senger und Etterlin. Neither, 95, 98. See also the comments of General von Knobelsdorff in -

MS T-15. 288, endorsing the concentration of armor and the autonomy of panzer commanders.

150. "4. Panzer-IDivision Kommandeur. Panzer-Einsatz in der Verteidigung,"* NAM T-78 202
6146563, 6146565. German tank commanders did not wish to engage small break-ins partly because
these did not allow sufficient maneuver space for the panzers to deploy. Consequently, German
armor counterattacks against smaller penetrations took on the appearance of frontal attacks
regardless of the direction of attack German commanders were also concerned about the growing e

tank attrition rates in counterattacks, an indirect tribute to improved Soviet training and combined
arm copeatin.See fo eampe."Anlage zu A.O.K. 41 Ia Nr. .42 vom 18.9.42. Ober-

kommando der Heeresgruppe Mitte Ia Nr. 7216 42." a report on high tank losses during counter-
attacks around Rzhev in September 1942. NAM T-312 189 77:363174-77363-0..

151. A draft copy of "Merkhlatt fijr den Einsatz von Panzern im Abwvehrkampf.- with marginal
comments apparently by. LVI Panzer Corps, is in NAM T-312 189 77316422-7,7364311. The interest
in tank-infantry cooperation and the defensive use of tanks during this period was apparently
stimulated by the announced intention of the Training Branch of the General Staff to publish ap .

definitive manual on these subjects. See, for example, the comments in "Abteilung Feldheer Ref.
Ill fib. Nr. 10.t4 43. Betr.: Zusammenarbeit zwischen Panzer und Infanterie.- dated 3t0 April 19431.
NAM T 7S 202 6146475-6146476.

1 52. "-Panzertruppenschule Wunsdorf. Merkhlatt Oiber /.usanimenwirk-n z,wischen Panzt-rn und
Infanterie in der Viertt-idigung fijr die mit der IDurch fihru ng tie-s Pitnzerei nsat,.-s vt-rantwortlichen
Truppenfiihrer." dated February 194:1. NANM T-7 4 212 (;1 456.f.6-521 '

%

"0 .'4 ' %%% "



153. "Panzertruppenschuie ISchule f.Sch.Tr., Wiinsdorf). Merkhlatt Ober Zusammna~rheit zwis(wIitn
Panzern und Infanterie in der Verteidigung (fUr hohere Kom mando.hbehturden.' dated Fehruary

19:.NMT-78 202,6146522-61465231.

Chapter 5
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