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Terminology

Style of Warfare

Attrition warfare Manoeuvre warfare

Attrition warfare Manoeuvre warfare

to coordinate direct actions centrally
to reduce capabilities by losses
to leverage superior capabilities / sustainablility
to fight from positions and fortifications

with minimal movement, much fire
with heavy firepower from all classic domains

to plan an indirect action decentralized
to  force adversary in a dedicated way
to irritate, decive, confuse an adversary
to fight outnumbered and win

with fire and movement
smart action, strong coheasion, determination
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NATO Command Structure
NATO „Layer – cake“

NATO Forward Defense
German populated Regions

IGB

IGB/Iron Curtain

NORTHAG

CENTAG
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NATO Corps  battle

positional

mobile

1. Retrograde phase
2. Defense phase (positional & mobile)
3. Counterattack, counterstroke or 

counterpenetration

1

2

3
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Understanding of Forward Defense

➢ Three phases: Retrograde, defense FEBA, counter
➢ One third for retrograde, than refurbish + reserve
➢ Two third for FEBA defense, forward culmination
➢ Limited space for manoeuvre close to the IGB
➢ Positional defense and short „hooks / counters“
➢ Preventing a enemy breakthrough
➢ Binding directive for operational / tactical levels
➢ Fire and manoeuvre, counterattacks of reserves

➢ Three phases retrograde, defense in depth, counterattack
➢ Few reconnaissance elements coordinated by a division HQ
➢ Few combat formations at FEBA, for further delaying
➢ Most combat elements in depth establish „killing zones“
➢ Drawing enemy into desired direction by obstacles/fires
➢ Exploiting full depth of divisional / corps sectors
➢ Own interpretation of Forward Defense, not litterally
➢ Fire and manoeuvre, counterattacks of reserves
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British  Improvements of Defense Planning 1974 - 1988

➢ enhancements of covering forces : HQ for retrograde operations, retrograde planning review   (1974)
➢ promotion of a „manoeuvrist approach“ , think smart,  exploiting mobility and momentum (1980)
➢ introduction of mission-command – „Auftragstaktik“  (1980)
➢ officers training: Study periods, map exercises, terrain walks (1980)
➢ Corps Reorganisation: three tank divisions with three brigades each (+ one rear area division) (1982)
➢ Modernization of key systems: Challenger, Warrior, MLRS, Antitank helicopters, (1980 – 87)
➢ deployment exercises from UK (1983)

➢ Eventually: „Forward deployment and Defense at the FEBA as long as possible“ (1988)
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NORTHAG OPERATIONAL CONCEPT  1984

General Sir Nigel Bagnall

Definition of three Phases
- Coordinated delay
- First battle at corps level
- Second battle of Army Group

Creating NORTHAG reserves from 
corps reserves, one division each 
(except BE) 

Improving manoeuvre capabilities 
by enhancement  of structures and  
materiel



Covering Force  BattleFEBA BattleCounter BattleBritish Corps Defense 
Plan Schematic 1988 

I (GE) Corps

I (BE) Corps
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Conclusions

Manoeuvrist approach Forward Defense

restricting effects
➢ less space for manoeuvre
➢ level of education
➢ organization
➢ material modernization

critical to implement manoeuvre warfare 

Different understanding
How litteral to implement ?

Definition only, no link 
to defensive concept

Improvements in NATO, UK (+GE) in the lead  1974 - 1995

Preconditions for an „optimal“ manoeuvrist approach
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Suwalki Gap

Connecting Poland with 
Lithunia
60 km wide, E 40 Highway
Railway line
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War in the Ukraine ?
War around Israel ?

Manoeuvrist approach of all fighting nations

➢Manoeuvre warfare resulted in attrition (constraints)

➢Regain the initiative with Manoevrist approach (who?)

➢Manoeuvrist approach should not be declared dead


