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The purpofe of the study is to design a feasible defense concept for
a mechanized division facing the main attack in CENTAG.

The study was undertaken to generate feasible resolutions to short-
cor:ings in our efforts to address the curreant threat against CENTAG. These
shortcomings exist in terms of perceptions, attitudes, tactical doctrine,
analysis of the threat, and the appreciation of political realities. The
approach is deliberately polemic and designed to challenge a variety of
"sacred cows". Underlying the effort is the belief that every officer has
the responsibility to test every "rulc" and to question every thesis which he
believes may hamper our changes for a successful defense. The proposed tac-
tical concept evolved in the process of developing this thought because of
philosophical argument is essentially unproductive without some concrete
expression of professional knowledge. In the study, this expression takes
the form of the force specific.defense. : :

A defense evenly disposed by divisions across CENTAG is destined to
fail. Should war ever come, tle Warsaw Pact would necessarily conduct its
main attack on an extremely narrow front in order to attain its objectives.
The only hope for a successful defense lies in a method which optimizis the
use of terrain and forces. Inherent in this contention is the requircment
to employ a defense which maximizes the capabilities and minimizes the
vulnerabilities of every available weapons system.

An analysis of terrain, threat capabilities, tactics, and objectives
suggests that the main attack against CENTAG would be in the Meiningen Gap
area. A successful defense throughout CENTAG hinges upon stopping this
attack.

In the force specific defense, forward security is provided by a rein-
forced armored cavalry regiment. The infantry and armor battalions of the
division occupying forward positions in the main battle area, hold terrain.

A mobile battle area is designated to the rear of the forward battalions.

The division reserve is an airmobile antitank force. The essence of the
defense is to constantly develop an increasing advantage in relevant weapons
over the attacking forces. It is highly dependent upon detailed planning but
does not eliminate flexibility, i.e., the potential for reaction to the
unexpected. It is designed to face and to destroy a main attack but can

be equally well used against a less pretentious attack on extended frontages.

The study concludes that the force specific defense provides an alter-
native. It overcomes many of the disadvantages of other defense concepts.
It has problems of its own such as the adverse psychological effects of moving
enemy forces both forward of and behind occupied positions and the -inherent
difficulty in resupplying bypassed forward forces. It is, however, a
reasonable application of principles to the situation at hand. It is, when
compared with other defense concepts, feasible. It is particularly, but not
uniquely, applicable to a European scenario.
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INTRODUCTION

A great deal of well deserved concern has been generated

in the past few years about the adequacy or, perhaps better sald,

the inadequacy of our existing doctrine when it is applied to a

United States Army Lurope (USAREUR) scenario,

Tactiecians and
would-be tacticians

from evefy school compare our forces with

those of the Warsaw Faet and dedicatedly rush to develop concepts

that will permit us to: (1) defend in depth,

(2) along severely
extended frontages,

(3) against a numerically superior enemy,
() who possesses the initiative of the attack,

subject, Deep'inside
bect that we simply do not and will not have en
the job., Imbued, however,

they sus ough to do
with the indispensable "can do" spirit

of our Army and knowing that we must do the best with what we are

given, they attack the problem at hand,

The current USAREUR force structure, in spite of somefchanges, is

essentially g product of the earl

retaliation.1 Our 5hostage? fbfces in Europe were initially
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nuclear response. The emphasis was on the strateric sword not

the local shield. liow the Warsaw Pact has essentially the same
size sword and our token shield has grown no larger. Today we

iy
realize that a stratogic nuclear response no longer provides a .

reasonable alternative for countering agrression in Lurope.

Before this realization, 1t was acceptable to practice our doc- ;

trinal tactics on European soil, alwéys knowing that we were no

more than the first line and'that others wou

R L g [y b

1ld come quickly to ' }

bolster our token defense. Today we appreciate the fact that

when others do come, it may already be too late. Given the

current political atmosphere, we will not get any more permanent

ground forces in Europe. What we have does not seem to be enough,

Why then do we suggest that we can conduct éfsuccessfuf;defense

when the die seenms already cast against us?

This question ang the discussion‘that generated it are not

intended to deter valid efforts to increase our chances;

they are
pure rhetoric,

They are intended to uncover and to frame the

urgency of the exlsting situation. We can not choose to lose in
kburope either tomorrow or one hundred years from now. We have

no choice but to do the best with what we have, Since we cannot

increase our force size, we must reorganize it and train it as best

we can. Additionally, we must provide its .leaders with the . best

possible doctrine for any situation they may fabe. B:;efly,

although our forces were not intended to‘defepd in Burope with

the conventional equipment'and doctrine of the era of massive

retaliation, newv equipment and new doctrine may ver

¥ well change
the face of the

situation without putting even one additional




squad on the ground.
Dr. Steven Canby has proposed a radical reorganization for
our forces in Europe as a possible solution to the problem of

providing a credible deterrent; crdible because it can defend . ?

= ) Dr. Canby's proposal is worth looking at, but 1t is mucih beyond
| i the scope of this writing. This, as indicated by its title, 1s
a tactical concept paper. It proposes one more method for employ-
| ing forces to face the threat. The fact that it is "cne mcre"
method 1is, pér se, important.

i There exists today a great deal of consternation over the

-“ o

i diflerences in tactlcal doctrine espoused by the NATO countries.

LA i

i Similarly, many are concerned about our own inability to resolve

! ' the conceptual differances in the defenses proposed by our service™

schools, our development agehcies, and our principal trainers,
Most of our dedicated tacticians, pressing the viability of their
own concepts and stressing the iﬁportance of a limited number of.
comison rules within an army and among allies, fail to ueck any
strength in these differences. We are: facing a threat which
practices historjcally proven tactical methods. This threat is,
however, not inflexible; 1like us, it studies the methods of its
cnemies,  Is it possible that facing many different doctrines
’ would make his task more difficult? :

All armies traditlonally study the experiences of their
predecessors-in-arums, Experience is the soldler s most valued
com.odity, and the study of his»ory is its most practical substi-

tute.3 Mllitary students read about the successes and failures

of others in order to avoid the mistakes that led to failure
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ind to Learn Lhe prineiples which undertic success: This know-
ledge of military history is a viluable asset to the soldier,

but it also poses an inherent danger., Studying history in order
to determnine how to firht the next war can bercome analopous to
deiving a ear by looking throurh the rear view mirror.  As long
as the road ahead is identical to the road behind, the cor 1s
saf'e. If the road is different, however, the driver is doomed

to failure. Certainly some overriding principles remain the same,
so does the pavement of the road. Unfortunately, an identical
pavement does not predict which way the road will turn.

There 1s at least one more caveat that shculd be appréciated
by each tactician before he hegins with a proposal, It deals
with the fact that we are neither more gifted nor more dedicated
than our predecessors. During the 19°0's and 1930's, thoso who
prepared for the next war earnestly sought solutions to the
problems of ground warfare ﬁosed in World War 1I. ‘A few '"voices
in the wilderness" were quieted by the drive for common doctfine
bused on oxperiencés of the péét. Our trainers seem to be doing

somewhat better. We must; this time we could actually lose.




RNDNOTES TO INTRODUCTION

1. This point is deduced from a reading of: American
vtratogy in the Nuclear Age. By David W, Tarr, (New York:
lichilllan, I90GY,

2. Steven Canby, The Alliance and Burope: Part IV
llilitary Doctrine and Technology. AdeIphl Papers Numbar 10y

London: The Internationa nstitute For Strategic dtudies,
Vinter 1974/75), p. 2.

3. OCauuel Y. Hnntington, Tha toldior and the i ate
(Cawbridge: Harvord Unlvorsity Press, 1957} p. 60.
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CHAPTER I
CONSIDUERATIONS IN RBLATION TO THE THREAT

The dimensions of the threat faced by a division in the
zone of USAREUR is a topic subject to considerable conjecture.
Allied rorces Central Europe (AFCENT) figures are relatively ensy
to clpher;y 1t is more diffucult lo determine how Llhe bulk would
be “roken down and poured into the terrain funnel that constitutes
an avenue of approach. The Warsaw Pact's tactical doctrine
provides some reasonable 1nsights, but they, like us, consider the
constraints imposed on their actions by the ground that they
must traverse. We can be fairly sure that at higher levels, they
will cross the.ground that provides them with_ what they ‘consider
to be the greatest total advantage.g It is also known that the

threat is willing 'to accept a high casualty and destruction rate

in order to accomplish its mission. At the same time, however,

tuctical commanders are taught to conserve as much strength as
posisible within the demands of their particular missions.

It is extremely disconcertingyto read United States military
publications or to listen to briéfings which suggest‘that we take
the total threat force ani divide it by the number of kilometers
along our front in order to determine an' average density of the
threat fagces at the forward edge of the battle area (FEBA), To
state tﬁ; two of our battalions ‘will, 'on the aVerage}éf;ée'fﬁree‘

of the threat's battalions is not just fallacious; it is distine-

R R PO NS RN S
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tively dangerous. Varsaw Pact and more specifically Soviet doctrine
1 1s a study in surprise, mass, and mobility. This doctrine does

not dictate a balanced attack all along a front; it concentrates

] on the breakthrough and the encirelement at all levels.'

: Many studles have, regardless of what they may say, addressed
tactical problems using the relative combat power which could be
expected to exist between belligerents only in the area of a

Supporting attack. Such studies certainly contribute to the art,

T AN TR A e

but it 1s the area of the main attack that must be dealt with.
E 1t is the outcome of that battle that will determine the course

of the war,

shy away from addressing the combat power ratio that would exist
t i in the area of a main ‘attack is that the situation is often viewed
g as being futile. To,defepd against a main attack in USAREUR . we .
would have to know exactly where the main attack would bs in order
to preposition all of the required forces on that axis of advance,

Prepositioning an adequate force on the right avenue of approach

is considered by some to be no more possible than conducting a
successful defense with forces distributed along the entire front
is considered to be possible by others. We may not, however, have
any choice., : : |

We are fortunate that the ground over'which the first battle
is to be fought does not provids'the attscker with an entirely
random selection. The same terrain has been crossed time and again
throughout history., The nature of~that.terrain,vhowever, has been

changing and the threat's first day objective, 50 to 75 kilometers

It appears feasible to suggest that the reason that studies e

ol R e i
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beyond our initial defense positions, restricts him in the nuaber
ol' avenues he can choose. His doctrine of avoiding built-up
areas coupled with the ever increasing urbén sprawl across the
potential battlefiolds provides somo very posiltive indications

of which way he must go. Finally, what is his most logiéal final

objectivet® It appears to be at least highly possible, considering

these factors, that only a main attack could have an objective

F-
et e e =
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50 to 75 kilometers deep for the first and each subsequent dav.

This idea is reinforced’ by the structure of his combat service

support system.
A frequent topic of concern in Army conferences and class-

rooms 1s our representative 44,000 man division slice,

ably,

Unquestion-
our forces could do with some combat service support parln

TN T I S e i

ga
but it may also be recasonable to stop and consider that our current

instead,
dictated by the demands, completely valid or not, of our combat
divisions.

division slice was not arbitrarlly determined. It was,

The logistics requirements of the threat, although

typically more austere in pcace, should be at least the same and

possibly even greater than our own when the battle is fidally met,

It 1s zenerally accepted that logistics is a greater problem for

E
@3 L R MR

| I attacking forces, . An attacker cannot preposition needed supplies ;
;~ i forward of his.initlal attack positions. The threat in partigula; e 113
- ) must conduct local resupply over extended road and failzbound

I lines of communication. Additigng}ly,“assuming ﬁhatJFhe‘threat

faces a cohesive defense, it wiii»suffer greater losses., If the
attacker is doctrinally willing to accept heavy_losses,_the

advantage of logistics turns even more in the favor of the defender.
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There can be 1o question about the substantial denth of
the threat'g logistics base; it is the breadth, or mope
appropriatoly, the lack of breadth in his Syctom that limits
his ability to launch a substantial number of attacks with daily

objectives that are 50 g 75 kilometers deep, The threat'g

Comparable division Slice consistg of approximately 17000 men,1

Stance to the final obJective, Warsaw

Pact doctrine, anpg logistics limitations all suggest that we

can ‘expect only one main attack’in the USAREUR area,
that this 5

I suggest

front could, anqg probably wii]
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an entire army. 1L seems highly probable that a division which
has planned to defend along an extended front is not prepared

to face tho real threat. One additional advantage available

to the defendor in this day of satellites is information as to
the locations and movement of massed forcos and supplies. With-
out an appropriate plan, however, he is stil1l less prepared than
he could be. Even an appropriate 'plan, bf course, will not
guarantee success,

A significant change which may be occurring in Warsaw Pact
doctrine is suggested by the increased emphasis on the develop-
ment of airecraft dedicated to’the close air support of ground
forces. The Soviet SU-19 1s the first dedicated ground support
aircraft to be developed within the Warsaw Pact sinceIWOrldear#n
II.3 This new direotion should substantially increase of our
Army's concern over the vertical dimension of the battlefield.\
It suggests that the Warsaw Pact will no longer depend on the f
strength of its land armies alone. Previously, Soviet fighter
alrcraft have been d651gned perarlly for an air defense role,
The improvements in their air defense artillery (ADA) technology
and doctrine have provided them with this opportunity to reorient
their dovelopment efforts. Their ground forces will protect
themselves; their air forces, more than ever before, are avail-
able to attack us. It should be accepted that we cannot assume
air superiority at the beginning of a European war. We can ,
certainly not expect it in the area of the main attack, Finally,
Goviet advances in ground based air defense may have far reaching

implications in relation to our ability to conduct strategic

: pom—— Y N
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velntorcewent and raesupply. The reduced requirement for air to
il dufense [rees a substantial number of alreraft for traditional

air interdiction roles.

In his book, The Offensive, Siderenko assumes the use of

tactical nuclear weapons in any conflict between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact forces. e states that "the primary method of attack
will be the launching of nuclear strikes and the swift advance

of tank and motorized rifle podrazdeleniye into the depth.of

the breaches formed by nuclear weanons.”’+ Should’ this concept .be
undertaken, the implications on our form of d:fense is over-
vhelming. These implications also. suggest, however, a requirement

for greater dispersion within and among the attacking forces.

Necessarily, there is a'corollary reduction’in-the éoncentration °

of attacking forces along our:front. This does not negate the
argunent that a battalion could face an entire army.' We could
expect, instead, that the primary direction of dispersion will
be along the axis of adVdnce rather than perpind;;ular to it.
Should one echelon be destroyed by a tactical nuclear response,
another echelon will be right behind it to continue with the
attack. This only further emphasizes the columnar nature of a
main attack and consoquently the importance of a defense in
dcpthe It also suggests that the leading forces of a nuclear
attack would be a tank army because of its inherent superior
protecticn against a nuclear response, " Even under conventional
circumstances, the main attack will probably.eensist of a tank

army because of the importance placed on the shock action, fire-

power, and mobility of the tanl,

e

e i
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In short, the threat is formidable but not necessarily
overwhelming. Thore are indicatlions of some significant
changes octurring in his doctrine and some significant weak-
nesses in his lopgistics system. Both should be fully examined.
The Warsaw Pact, like NATO, cannot concentrate adequate forces
everywhere, Our task is to determine where the main attack will

be and to provide the adequate means to stop it. Again, I "

suggest that the main attack will be led by a tank army through r"'

the Meiningen gap.5
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1. Canby, op. Eitey Px 3.

2« U. 5., Department of the Army, Hondbook on Aggressor,
( .

Hi 30-102 (June 1973), p. 7-7.
3. Canby, op. elte, p. 7s

b 4. & Sidorenko, The Offensive. Trape. Under Auspices
of the United states iy Foree, (Washington, D. c.: U, S,
Government, 1970) p, 40.

5« The rationale for selecting the Meiningen gap is
based on an analysis of objectives and terrain, Although the
capture of a city such as Munich may represent a substantial
political victory, it is not worth risking a war in which the
United Gtates would become directly involved. The initial, .
primary objective must be considerably deeper and more signi-
ficant. The Rhine River is such an objective, In order to
reach the Rhine River, the threat must, of course, consider its
available avenues of approach carefully,

Although the Fulda gap is the beginning of the most
direct route to the Rhine, it provides limited maneuver space
beci:uge of its many obstacles., The Coburg, Hof', and Cheb
approaches all provide longer routes to the objective; using
them would be incongicstent with a shortest possible war
Additionally, based on the threat's perception of the im
of momentum, the greater the distance to the objective, the
greater the advantage which accrues to the defender ané the
greater the losses to the attacker, Meiningen, then, is
celected as much by a process of elimination as by positive
analysis. This approach traverses good tank terrain, has frew
wa jor obstacles, and ptovides the second most direct route
to the khine through the USAREUR zone,




CHAPTER II'
SIX CONTIZPORARY CONCEPTS OF THY DEFENSE

The Doctrinal Defpnses

Regardless of the many new tactical concepts being dis-
cussed at various conferences, there arc still only two basic
forms of defense practiced within the United States Army today.
Even if the trainers can ever agree on some new defense concepts,
there is still the inevitable'barrier;between the school and the
practitioner that must be overcome. Deconditioning our field
commanders and their staffs from the preferred use of "histori-
cally proven" methods will be considrrably more difficult than
training our embryonic force managers in the employment of newly
endorsed techniques.1

The nuch maliéned positién and mobile defenses of today
toth contain the sawe essential deficiency: they do not con-
centrate on maximizing every capability and minimizing every
vulnerability of the defender. Neltheyr is appropriately matched
to the threat. One should not confuse, however, their applica-
tion over extended frontages with théir inherent capabilities,
It is the fact that they are currently planned over extended
frontages that makes them particularly vulnerable,

The mobile defense possesses a deficiency not present in

the position defense. It concentrates a counterattack force
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at division level that is incapable, considoring the naturc

of the threat, of stopping the attack. The forward forces in

a mobile defense after being driven from their holes may also

be incapable of holding the éhouldersAof the penetration once it
i1s accepted. Finally, in the mobhile de fense, as the counterattack
lorce engages the enemy, it must expose its flank to the second
cchielon; a thrust, parallel to the attucker's axis of advance

across the counterattack's rear would leave it encircled,

The Checkerboard Defense

The checkerboard defense provides one alternative .o the
position and mobile defenses,? As illustrated by Dr. Canby,
however, it requires substantially greater foxholg strength per
division than is currently available in USAREUR. Dr, Canby, under
questioning, admitted that this concept, in order to be feasitle,
required the adoption of his reorganization plan,3 Through his
reorganization, he reduces division frontages by inereasing the
number of divisions and by reducing the in-theater combat support
and combat service Support, As stated earlier, it is beyond the
scope of this paper to critique Dr, Canby's proposed reorganiza-
tion.

The checkerboard defense has the appearance of a fragmented
area defcnse in depth. Under this concept, reorganized 650-man
battalions position their four infantry companies in strongpoints
and require them to hold a specified piece of terrain while
attriting the attackers tank strength, It is based on the hypo~
thesis that in Europe, the tank is supreme, Each infantry

battalion 1s armed with 70 major antitank weapons, There is
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also an antitank cavalry company organié te the battalion;

its basic misslon is to participate in the process of attrition
by local'maneuver agalnst the attacking force. Additionally,
this unit serves as a connector botween the infantry companies
which are not, per se, mutually supporting. Two propdéed advan-
tages of this form of defense are the distance between and the
small size of the company strongpoints. They are "difficult

for artillery to find and capitalize on an inherent deception

in small size;Ju I suggest that each strongpoint also capitalizes
on the "inherent advantage of the defense,”" Each is required to
remain in its covered and concealed position. Each position

is Initially chosen and then improved to minimize its vulnera-
[Pty to tanks. It is also evident, however, that should a
company attempt to move from 1its positions, it forfeits any
advantage which had accrued to it as a result of its planning

and preparation for the tank dominated attack, There are no

alternate positions.

Dr. Canby points out *hat the checkerboard defense "immobi-

lizes armor tarough the proliferation of the antitank weapongs, " 5
ife contends that assault on the company” strongpoints would be
costly and that "Infantry would net be too effective against

thew becuause of its Vulnerability to artillery, air,....," and

other weapons.® Since the mission of each unit is to hold terrain,

the checkerboard does not attempt to counterattack. It concen-

trates forces arbund the penetration. 1In essence it provides
a system for prepositioning the reserve and avoids the parity

that exists between two moving forces when both have beer. trained
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to take maxinum advontage of the terrain and the

thelr weapons.,

for the defonder by accepting the loss of virtually all of the

companies in the forward battalicns, There is no planned form

of withdrawal,

The principal deficiency of this form of defense 1is
it lacks flexibility,

that
A division éommander positions all of

his available force and, 1f the concept is followed to the

letter, he 1s unable to react to changes in the nature of

the threat, ‘dditionally, as each company

a portion of the division's
ity

strongpoint is lost,

primary antitank strength goes with

The Island Defense

The design of the island defense, first proposed by

llajor General J.1'.C. Fuller in 1932 is founded on three basic

premises cited by Major L.VWayne Kleinstiver in his article

"The Archipelago Defense", Ke states that "(1) It is not

possible to organize linear defenses in sufficient antitank

along the entire width of the front to
broakthrough

strength

at evory possiblo armor approach,

(2) Once broken,
linear defenses, be

cause of their frontal orientation, are

Vulnerable to attacks on the flanks and from the rear, and

(3) tanks alone cannot sustain g drive of considerable

depth;
they

cannot hold the ground they win,?
These premises still hold,

The island defense system consists of a series of "t

ank

capabilities of

It also assumes, however, a higher casualty rate

stop an armored .
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proof," mutually supporting platoon and company size strongpoints
(depending on the terrain) deployed in depth in order to conform
to and counter the columnar nature of a tank attack. "The
organization of the defense will obviously depend of (?ié] the
country, and the natural obstacles to be found on 1t."® 1In this
defense the infantry blocks and delays movement. The islands

of resistance stress all round defense and should "command the
roads leading towards and through the area being held."9 The
relatively small d:fensive positions prelferably occupy thé

small towns and villapges along these roads because they are
esventially "tank proof." The defending unit takes up positions
on other terrain which is characteristically difficult for
armored vehicles to tra#erse such as marshes and heavy forests,
kngineers are used to develop "tank proof" terrain where it does
not already exist, Maximum use is made of small obstacles to
reinforce the selected positions. Armored counterattacks aré

employed from central locations against the sttacker's flanks

once his his slowed by or bypasses significant strongpoints,

At higher levels, forces are prepositioned from areas not under
attack to add depth to the defense along the main avenue of
approach. Considerable stress is placed on information so that
the greatest threat will be properly addressed.

There is remarkable foresight'demonstrated in this pre-
World War II concept. Considering the threat it appears some-
what more viable than current doctrinal concepts and overcomes
a deficiency of the checkerboard defense by requiring a system

which considers the need for mutual support. It is not, how-
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ever, substantially different from the existing doctrinal forms
of counterattack in that it requires substantial armored

counterattacks against a penetrating force. Major General

Fuller could not possibly foresece the nature of the current

threat and the characteristic echelonm. 1t and its combined

arms coluuns, Consequently, he could not foresee that a countor-

attacking force will necessarily expdse its flank. to an immediate

threat essentially equal to the one within the penetration.

fidditlonally, he neglected to consider the basic parity in vul-

nerability that exists betweecn equally well trained and armed

moving lorces.
These deficiencies do ndt, of course, negate the underlying

concpet of a defense in depth against an armored attack . Neither

do they negate one other concept Espouséd by MG Fuller, "the role

of the infantry is to resist,"

The Force Oriented Defense

"The underlying principle of the force oriented defense

is that the defender offers a degree 6f resistance appropriate

to the existing combat power ratio."10 The designers of this

form of defense correctly perceived the combat power ratio as
being initially unfavorable to the defender and consequentiy pro-

vided that the initial phases of this "de

fense" take the form
of a modified delaying action,

Instead of trading space for
time, it is traded for as much of the enemy force as possible,

Decisive engagement of a superior force by units assigned an
attrit mission is avoided,




i
i
n
g
[

S TR ST S

W A e S e

i
:

20

Deseribed primarily at brigade level, this "defense®
consists of company size strongpoints (with designated alternate
posltions) distributed throughout each battalion's ares of
responsibility, "The lead battalion's front is identical to
the front of its controlling bripgade. Other battalioné are
S5imilarly disposed behind the forward battalion positions,

The number of battalions employed 'and the widths and depths of
their sectors are dictated by the number of "kill zones" ,
designated by the brlgade commander, Additionally, enough
depth 15 provid.d in cach battalion sector to allow for the
employiient of airmobile forces to assist in the avoidance of

decisive engagement., The intent of the brigade commander is to

employ enough kill zones to eventually permit decisive engage-

ment betwaeen a weakened enenm
Menu oy

lorce., ,This counterattack will occur fiuch” to the rear
of the or

y and a strong divisional counter-
attacl:

iginal positions is dependent upon the'remaining strength

of the attacker. The company size strong points are not deployed

to cover the entire battalion front; they concentrate on destroy-

ing those forces in their designated kill Zones, on avoiding

decisive engagements, and on withdrawing to positions behind the

rearward battalions,
This form of defense is no defense at all, The delay has

alvays attempted to infiict"mgz%pym punishment on the enemy, and
RATTO[KADY-

the delay is a form of withdrawal, not defense,
its name,

Regardless of

it encourages a retrograde mentality, Calling an

apple an orange doegs not change its citric acid content by even

one nanogram. There would be some slight degree of reality if
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ad Jacent brigades woere told to defend, It ia apparent, howaver,
considoring the size of the threat, that the adjacent bripgades
will be withdrawing too. If they do not, they expose their
flank. .'

In examining this form of "defense" 1t appears thét it
requires company size units to conduct withdrawals under prescure

ot il

in order to avoid decisive engageﬁent. This is“the most diffi-

cult form of maneuver and once a unit leaves the protection of
its prepared positions, it is subject to attack by every weapons
system on the battlefield. What is proposed, in fact, is a
strongpoint as opposed to linear delay on alternate positions
until the combat power ratio is sufficiencly favorable to permit
a mobile defenée. A major problem, given the inténded gaps

between strongpoints and the size of the threat, is that the

defender could be 50 kilometers. west of Wurzburg before the
combat power ratio is sufficiently favorable to permit the

countcrattack, The problem is compounded by the fact that each

unit held in reserve is one less unit available to the forward

brigades. in inherent danger of the concept is the possibility
of 4 prem:.ture counterattack necessitated by some political
requireuwent to hold specific terraln. Finally, the eventual
effect may be to conduct a defense with fewer forces on less
favorable terrain that had been.occupiez in the first place.
Another problem is worthy of henfion. In this “defense,"
STANO devices are employed to provide flank security. It is

not my intention to become embroiled in semantics, but security

is not provided simply by pointing a radar outward along a




flank. UTANO devieces provide information on the enemy. It is
only afl r this information has beaen interpreted and rcacted to

by the employment of an adequate force that security exists.

If there aro not adequate forces avallable, the:'e can be no

security, only withdrawal,

A tacit acceptance of the force oriented "defense" woiuild ronr
have been the most serious mistake a peacetime army could make,
That mistake would be to believe that calling an apple an orange

will make it one.

A llodification of the Orlginal

firchipelago Defense

Major General Fuller's islandg defense was the quginal
archipelago defense; A new archipelago defense ;&ﬁ;;eé to the
same baslic concepts proposed by Fuller. To avqid confusion in
this writing, Fuilor;s concept is termed the "iélahd defense"
and its updated, modifiedvver§ion i1s called the archipelago
defense, | ‘

The archipelago defense, another strongpoint typé of defénse,
adds tank ambush positions, a different fseward Security area,
and modorn equipment to Fuller's original version.

In the forward security area, the corps covering force and
the general outpost line are still observed, An additional light
attack force is located in this area,' It lays low during the day
and attacks at night concentrating on cbmbatisupport and combat-

service support units,

In the forward defense area, '"tank proof" infantry antiarmor
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strongpoints no swall than plitoon size are disposed in battalion
areas of' operation (AQ0). They are supplemented by day-hiding,

night-striking antitank ambushes., There is no column or linear

form to brigade or bLattalion det'ensive areas., otrongpoints with-

in battalions are mutually sunporting; strongpolints betwenn biite

talions may or may not be,

e A, T T S

omall towns and villages remain the
"knot in the web," just as they are in Fuller's island defense.
When tanks are employed forward, they conduct loecal counter-

attacks between strongpoints from AO to AO. (Cee Figure 1,)

S ISR o

Figure 1

‘%ﬁ) -

They strike at the flanks and rear of the "disintegr

ated armor
formations as they

are swalloﬁed up in the web, "N

Helicopters
are used for evacuation and resupply.

A

Armed helicopters condtiet
mostly night and some daylight attacks against soft targets and

counterattack against weakened armor formations,

The preponderance of a divis;on's tank strength is normally

held in reserve, apparently to be used for large counterattacks.12
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the invisibility of the defensive system and the tank rroof

nature of the stronygpoints are the primary assets of the
defense. "Often [?ho enomy's] attacks may be directed agailnst

unimportant point [Gic] or into thin air,"

The prineipal deficiency of this d-fense is revealed in

this last sentenco.

thre

Doctrinally, the forward elements of the
at will be attacking to reach specified objectives, If

they can reach these objectives through "thin air," all the

better for them, There is an excellent opportunity for the

attrition oyl tank lorces

through the forward defonse rArea but:

the small strongpoints are subject to defeat in detail unless
they withdraw.,

As a final note, the author of this form of defens

e makes
frequent reference to the

successful application of the