Rejoinder
JOHN J. MEARSHEIMER

Gouré and McCormick cite two significant
deficiencies in my argument: I do not understand
the nature of the blizzkrieg, and 1 fail to recognize
the limitations of existing rGM. They maintain
that my anelysis ‘denies the very essence of
blitzkrieg which has, from its conception, been
the combined-arms approach’, but that is not an
accurate description of my argument. I male it
perfectly clear that combined-arms operations
were a necessary ingredient for a successful
blitzkrieg

The basis of cur disagreement is that Gouré and
MeCormick do not recognize the limited role of
combined-arms operations in the blirzkrieg. The
key ingredient in the blirzkrieg’s success is the
deep penetration, which paralyzes the defence
and leads to uitimate collapse. The attacking
forces cfiect a deep strategic penetration by
following the path of least resistance into the
enemy’s rear.? Speed is of the essence for the
offence since the defender is attempting to shift
his forces so that he can contain the attacking
armour columns. The oifence seeks to thwart the
defender’s efforts to throw up additional defen-
sive barriers by literally outrunning the defence.
Appropriately, a high premium is placed on
avoiding battles where infantry and artillery are
used in direct support of the tank. Such com-
bined-arms operations mnecessarily slow the
attacking forces. Instead, the blitzkrieg seeks to
create situations where the all-tank armour
brigade can operate independently to effect a
deep strategic penetration. Describing the Ger-
man blitzkrieg, the noted armour expert, Richard
QOgorkiewicz, points out:

The whole tempo of operations was geared to the

speed of tanks and not that of the foot-fighting

infantry.

The success of the panzer division was thought ~
and proved - to depend on the firepower of the tank
brigade and the speed with which it ettacked. The
rapid tempo of the attack gave a minimum of
time to hostile defences and the concentration of
the tank brigads on a narrow front ensured their
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saturation at the point chosen for the break-
through.

Normally the organic motorized infantry, or
panzer grenadiers, followed closely at the heels of the
massed tanks, their task being 1o mop up resistance
by-passed by tanks ... (My italics).®

It should also be noted that artillery was
assigned a very minor role in the German
successes of World Warll, in the Israeli victories,
and in the writings of B. H. Liddell Hart and
J. F. C. Fuller.* Futhermore, contrary to the
claims of Gouré and McCormick combined
arms doctrine has not ‘played an important and
successful part in Israeli ground doctrine’. In
addition to the minor role they assigned artillery,
the Israelis placed little emphasis on using
infantry to support the attacking armour forces,
until they were confronted with the widespread
use of pGM in the 1973 war. Indeed, the Israeli
Army closely approximated Fuller’s vision of an
‘all tank’ army.5

Concerning the Israeli blirzkrieg, the authors
argue that Sharon’s 1967 victory at the Abu
Agheila-Umm Katef crossroads ‘correctly mir-
rors actual Israeli thinking and capability in the
area of combined arms operations’.® This is not
so: and Luttwak and Horowitz, to whom they
refer in the accompanying footnote, point out
that during the 1967 war ‘the prevailing tactics®
were those employed by Israel Tal's armoured
forces.”

In Tal's division, the tank batialions acted as the

‘mailed fist" whose task was to open a breach in

the enemy defences; mechanized infantry forces

Tollowed in their wake. ...

This ‘conveyor-belt’ system allowed the spear-
head tank battalions to advance continuously, . . .
It is this ‘linear integration’ that explains the
apparent disappearance of the infantry as a front-
line combat force. The infantry did fight, but only
in the wake of the tank battalions.#

As Isracl quickly discovered in 1973, the pro-
liferation of PGM increases the need for greater
reliance on combined-arms operations. As
described in my original article, this will result in
a slowing down of the armour columns seeking
to cffect a deep strategic penetration; such a



development would be the death-kneel for the
blitzkrieg.

Finally, the authors claim that the Soviet
Union has not only *perfected’ the biizzkrieg, but
that she has ‘taken the doctrine of blitzkrieg a
step farther.” There is no evidence that the Soviet
Union has perfected the Blirzkrieg, much less
that she has improved the strategy. In fact, there
is ample evidence that the USSR actually doubts
whether she could effect a blitzlerieg in a future
war.” One of the principal reasons for this
pessimism is that she recognizes that oM have
greatly enhanced the defence’s capability to
thwart a blitzkrieg. !0

The second charge is that I underestimate the
limitations of pGM. As Gouré and MecCormick
correctly point out, PGM have certain limitations,
as do all weapens, However, the key issue is how
important these limitations are, The heart of
their case is that I have misinterpreted the lessons
of the 1973 Middle East War. According to
Jeffrey Record, ‘of the approximately 3,000
Arab and Israeli tanks destroyed or damaged . ..
at least 80 per cent were knocked out by other
tanks.” Such an analysis is misleading. First, the
Israelis who destroyed or damaged approximately
2,600 Arab tanks, did not rely on PGM to counter
the Arab offensives in either the south or the
north.!* On the Arab side, the Syrian offensive
on the Golan Heights placed little reliance on
PGM fo assist the masses of armour that they

employed against the [sraeli side.® If meaningful
lessons concerning PGM are to be drawn {tom the
1973 War, atiention must be focused on the
southern front, where the Egyptian troops used
massive quantities of roMm.

The fact of the matter is that the use of massive
numbers of poM by Egypt greafly influenced
events on the battlefield until the Israell troops
crossed the Suez Canal.l® The claim that the
experience of the 190th Brigade i3 ‘the only case
available to support the pcm lobby' is not
accurate. During the first two days (6-7 Cetober)
of the Egyptian offensive, Israel lost a staggering
number of tanksl* Furthermore, the overall
results of the abortive Israeli offensive of 3
October ¥ as well as the battle of the Chinese
Farm (16-18 October)'® demonstrate the potency
f the pGu-laden Egvptian defence.

Gouré and McCormick imply that I envisage
a battlefield where a defence armed exclusively
with poM can successfully thwart an armoured
offensive. However, [ clearly stipulated that a
defender must integrate pGm  with  other
weapons.!” Paw alone will not provide the means
to thwart a blifzkrieg. Again, in the article, T
emphasized that ‘a defensive force on the
modern battlefield will have to be mobile’.1®
There is no reason why NATO cannot employ
highly mobile forces armed to the teeth with
pul. In a crisis, the deterrent value of such a
force would be very high.
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"] wrote: ‘The thrust of this argument should not be
interpreted o mean that the battlefield of the future will
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krieg will require large numbers of tanks and aircraft,
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