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The Institute for National Security Studies (INSS), incorporating the
Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies, was founded in 2006.

The purpose of the Institute for National Security Studies is, prst,
to conduct basic research that meets the highest academic standards
on matters related to Israel's national security as well as Middle East
regional and international security affairs. Second, the Institute aims to
contribute to the public debate and governmental deliberation of issues
that are 6 or should be 0 at the top of Israel's national security agenda.

INSS seeks to address the strategic community in Israel and abroad,
Israeli policymakers and opinion-makers, and the general public.

INSS publishes research that it deems worthy of public attention, while
it maintains a strict policy of non-partisanship on issues of public
policy. The opinions expressed in this publication are the author's alone,
and do not necessarily reyect the views of the Institute, its trustees,
boards, research staff, or the organizations and individuals that support
its research.
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Recent years have witnessed dramatic changes in the Israel Defense
Forces (IDF) and other Western military organizations regarding
force structure and force utilization concepts, based on a preference
for standoff precision prepower over classic maneuver. However,
as long-range pre is unable to achieve directly all types of required
military achievements (such as, for example, seizing, combing, and
clearing territory), an innovative approach was developed for deciding
wars without direct tactical encounters on the battlepeld. Instead, the
objective is to be attained indirectly, through effects designed to disrupt
the enemyds functioning as a system, thereby bringing it to cognitive-
strategic collapse.

Despite the declared intention to maintain the capability of maneuver
alongside standoff pre capability, at least in the case of the IDF the
balance was not sufpciently maintained. When the second Lebanon
War broke out it is doubtful whether the IDF had the requisite level of
classic warfare skills, and the war was conducted almost entirely based
on standoff prepower and the attempt to generate effects on Hizbollahds
and Lebanon's systems. The lesson to be learned from the failure of the
war is that standoff pre capability and the ability to generate effects
and their results are not absolute and are context-dependent. Standoff
brepower will not necessarily lead to cognitive-strategic collapse of the
enemy, and will not always lead to realization of the required military
objective in the war. Moreover, it is very difpcult to assess from the
outset whether or not standoff prepower will successfully attain the
strategic objective.

For example, at the tactical level, if an enemy force is composed
primarily of high signature elements, such as vehicles deployed in
exposed formations in the open, the chances of standoff pre destroying
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a large number of enemy targets are good. However, when the enemy
force is not based on vehicles, or is entrenched, or when the arena is
urban or incorporates diverse relief or dense vegetation, the chances
of achieving success with standoff pre are reduced. As to the most
ambitious aspect of the standoff pre operations approach 6 the desire to
bring the enemy to cognitive-strategic collapse through long-range pre,
and without having to encounter the enemy on the tactical battlepeld
prst 8 this is also context-dependent. It is, of course, a tempting and
attractive theory, but the question remains whether it is practical and
applicable. At least in most of the cases reviewed below, including the
second Lebanon War, the prepower alone did not bring the enemy to
strategic collapse.

It seems, therefore, that in Israelis security reality there is no
alternative to maneuvering and conquering territory in order to
win wars. This is reinforced by the assessment that in the next war
0 including its closing stages @ the Israeli home front will be subjected
to enemy rocket and missile pre. In such a situation, in which each
side uses strategic prepower against its enemy, conquering territory
may serve as a clear indicator of victory that successfully exacts the
heavy price of war. Moreover, at the tactical level, capturing territory
may be the more efpcient means of preventing, or at least reducing,
rocket launches. And in a war against terror, presence in the peld offers
intelligence and operational superiority, which cannot be achieved by
standoff measures.
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In recent years the US armed forces, the IDF, and other Western
militaries have been undergoing a dramatic revolution. This revolution
has numerous components and is referred to with a variety of names.
In the United States and the West it is known as the Revolution in
Military Affairs (RMA), the New American Way of War, Army After
Next (AAN), Force Transformation, Network-Centric Warfare (NCW),
Rapid Decisive Operations (RDO), Effects-Based Operations (EBO),
and Shock and Awe. Israel has adopted and even enhanced many of
these ideas, including o0decentralized warfare,6 0the dynamic molecule,6
othe swarmsé and the oyocks,6 othe campaign theme,6 0maneuvering
by pre,6 and opre as reserve.o

While there are different aspects to each of these terms, in general
many of these ideas emerged and became technically possible from
the development of a new generation of sensors, long-range guided
weapons, and data processing systems that integrate in broadband
wireless data communications networks. The common thread to these
new approaches 8 when taken together & is the diminishing need
for concentrating and maneuvering ground forces for the olinear6
destruction of the enemyds forces. Instead, information is collected and
the enemy is analyzed as a system (and even as a system-of-systems)
in order to identify vulnerability nodes in the system and to direct
simultaneous standoff pre from the air and from decentralized land
formations (which are not in danger due to their detachment from the
enemy and their low signature) towards those vulnerability nodes. This
creates various effects on the enemy system, among them oblindness,6
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oisolation,6 oparalysis,0 0decapitation,6 and 0a sense of being pursued.6
These effects are designed to bring the enemy to a state of cognitive-
strategic collapse, thereby pushing it to adopt the expected behavioral
change, which will consequently achieve the strategic objective of the
war.

It should be noted that oeffecté is depned differently in the US
and Israel, and it is often used in ways that depart from its ofpcial
depnition. In practice, the depnition of effect incorporates any required
military achievement & physical, functional (i.e., relating to impairing
the enemyds functioning as a system), or cognitive. However, the
term is often understood in non-material contexts, in other words, in
terms of achievements relating to the sense of the enemy, its wishes,
and intentions. Effect is also depned primarily as an objective at the
operational level, although in practice it becomes part of directing
action at the strategic level. In this paper, the term "effect” will be used
primarily in its cognitive meaning, and less in relation to the functional
or physical meaning.

The innovative military concepts mentioned above were not
developed as a cohesive whole and can be examined as at least two
separate segments: one is techno-tactical and the other is operational.
For example, the enemy may be analyzed on the operational level as
a system-of-systems; this analysis identipes effects that will lead to
suppressing the enemys operational effectiveness, but are achieved
by means of oOclassicd warfare tactics. In contrast, it is possible to
develop advanced technologically innovative warfare tactics based
on network-centric warfare while managing the operational level in a
classic fashion. Yet the said techno-tactical and operational concepts
emerged at the same time and in the same context (largely as a response
of the American defense establishment to the revolution of the civilian
information era of the late twentieth century’) and they or their
derivatives frequently appear together in the professional literature.?

Moreover, the fact that standoff pre offers a relatively limited range
of capabilities (that cannot directly furnish all types of required military
achievements) means that in some instances the desired military
objective has to be achieved indirectly through functional or cognitive
effects. At the same time, in certain cases the new operational concepts
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purport to attack the enemyds strategic level directly, and this is made
possible mainly by the use of innovative long-range precision weapons.
This generates an almost essential synergy between the techno-tactical
development and the innovative campaign concepts.® Thus, there is a
strong link between the techno-tactical concepts and the said operational
ones, to an extent that it is difpcult to distinguish one from the other. And
while the concepts differ from each other (and are often characterized
by new, varied, terminology that at times is inaccessible, complicated,
and confusing), here the concepts will be considered together under the
term ostandoff prepower-based operations,6 or SFO.

Despite its technological origins, the SFO approach is more than
simple upgrading of the existing military machine, and leans toward
a revolutionary approach on levels that go beyond the techno-tactical
peld relating to:

0 A Buildup and organization of the pghting force
A The concept of force utilization
A The fundamental change in the approach toward using military
force in war while blurring the lines between the tactical,
operative, and strategic levels.
While most of the literature on SFO talks about the need for balancing
SFO with the classic use of force and preserving the ability to maneuver
deep into enemy territory, launch direct offensives, and maintain close
contact, in practice, budgetary constraints, the focus on low-intensity
conyicts, the increased aversion to sustaining casualties during ground
maneuvers, and an over-enthusiastic adoption of the SFO revolution
have led to its implementation at the expense of classic capabilities.
Indeed, in the years leading up to the second Lebanon War, the scope
of training and the allocation of resources for classic formations were
reduced to the extent that at the outbreak of the second Lebanon War, it
is doubtful whether the IDF had adequate classic capabilities.

This paper does not aim to question the ability of SFO to make an
important contribution in specipc circumstances, against the appropriate
enemy, in suitable circumstances, and for a relevant objective. In certain
cases, SFO can even be the decisive factor d but not always. Rather, the
main argument here is that in many cases the SFO concept may not suit
the nature of a specipc war, as in the second Lebanon War, for example,
and therefore:
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A The SFO concept must be adopted gradually, as it matures and
proves itself in the peld.

A True equilibrium between SFO forces and classic forces and
classic military capabilities must be maintained, and SFO
must be viewed as an additional instrument in the orchestra
conducted by the commander, rather than as a solo instrument.

A The line between the technological-tactical revolution underway
and the need to continue conducting the war at the operational
and strategic level by adhering also to classic principles must be
maintained.

In the US, the innovative approaches progressed from the conceptual
stage to the exciting implementation stage only after the issues were
dissected and deliberated for over a decade, in public and in hundreds
of professional books and papers. An in-depth look at the American
analyses reveals that considerable aspects of force buildup and the
concept of force utilization derive from the United Statest unique need
to respond within hours to anywhere in the world with long-range pre
and sometimes inter-continental pre, or within days with airborne and
seaborne expeditionary deployments, while maintaining joint global
control of four separate armed services. Such considerations are, of
course, irrelevant to Israel. Thus, it is not enough to embrace American
concepts without understanding the specipc rationale behind each one.
It may very well be that in the face of a given threat in a predetermined
theater, there might be better solutions for Israel than the American
generic global concept.

Indeed, elsewhere, for example in Germany, SFO ideas were
received with cool skepticism and were adopted by the German military
(Bundeswehr) selectively and in moderation. The position of the German
defense establishment is that technology is an aid in conducting wars
but is never the main element, which remains leadership and strategy.
The Germans contend that the fog of battle is a human phenomenon and
no sensor is capable of dispelling it. More important, the concentration
of long-range intelligence gathering sensors and long-range pring
elements at the operational level (which is typical of SFO, despite the
declared intention of achieving decentralizing) and the erosion of the
central role of the autonomous tactical formation that maneuvers deep
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into enemy territory (Auftragstaktik) are not the right directions to take
in force buildup and utilization.*

However, in Israel, which may be the only country faced with
existential military challenges, the public debate on the subject of SFO
has been limited,® both in terms of depth and the scope of participants,
and the concepts of SFO progressed to the implementation stage
almost imperceptibly. However, the theory did not stand the test of
reality. Israel was olucky6 and experienced the limitations of SFO on a
relatively small scale in the second Lebanon War and not in an all-out
war. It is to be hoped that the failure in Lebanon will result in Israel's
reassessment of its approach to the SFO revolution.
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In the early morning hours of December 1, 1917, two regiments of
British cavalry stormed towards Bourlon Wood in France. This was
one of the last cavalry charges in the history of warfare. Horses and
riders attacked a fortiped compound that included barbed wire fencing,
minepelds, trenches, concrete positions, machine guns, and artillery. The
result, of course, was disastrous for the cavalrymen, and it was not long
until such forces exited the military stage. However, the signipcance of
the technological revolution of World War | was interpreted differently
by the particular sides: the French were impressed by the efpciency
of the fortipcations and the prepower and constructed the Maginot
Line. The Germans, meanwhile, looked for ways to circumvent the
fortipcations and the pre and developed fast-moving warfare of deep
outyanking (blitzkrieg). The directions taken by the French and the
Germans did not just involve adoption of innovative technology, but
also led to completely different approaches to building and organizing a
military force and, in particular, its utilization.

The end of the cavalry era teaches us three important lessons. First,
sometimes technology does indeed change the battlepeld. Second,
the operational, organizational, and conceptual signipcance of a new
technology is neither absolute nor self-evident: there are alternative
paths of development and caution should be exercised when drawing
conclusions. Third, the relative importance of the three foundations of
battle 8 maneuver, shielding, and prepower d constantly changes, and
new balances are created and subsequently replaced. One should not
assume that a trend of increasing weight of one of the three foundations
of battle will continue indepnitely while the others decline, or that
a new and permanent reality has emerged. Instead, the continuing
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evolution of all three foundations should be assumed, as the technology
that creates the means also generates the counter-means. As a side note,
it should be mentioned that despite the sharp and sustained increase in
the lethality of weapons since World War 1, the percentage of casualties
out of the total number of soldiers taking part in battles has been in
constant decline.®

Moreover, not every new technology that promises to create a
revolution in the approach to force buildup and use actually does so.
Thus, for example, in the early pfties the buzzword of the Eisenhower
administration was the "New Look™ referring to how wars are waged.
The US developed a new generation of long-range bombers capable
of attacking any point on the globe, and a new generation of very
powerful tactical and strategic nuclear weapons. Furthermore, the US,
which enjoyed almost total nuclear supremacy, did not yet understand
the signipcance of nuclear arms: it perceived them as oenhanced
dynamiteé and the main instrument of future warfare (rather than
Armageddon weaponry). As such, the approach to force utilization
was to avoid investing resources in ooutdatedd ground operations
against conventional threats and to curtail the attrition entailed by
these operations. Instead, the idea was to invest billions of dollars
in developing only the "Massive Retaliation6 concept, which was an
immediate nuclear response to all spectra of threats. This was based
on the notion that if the United States has only two possible strategic
situations @ peace or nuclear war d no potential enemy would dare to
challenge the US with any kind of threat.

As a result, the US military devised the Pentomic division concept,
a rapid light decentralized force that operated in a dispersed manner
without concentrating its forces (so as not to constitute a target for the
tactical nuclear weapons of the enemy) and was skilled in carrying out
missions in the nuclear battlepeld. By 1958, with enormous pnancial
investment, all the US militaryts regular divisions were transformed
to the Pentomic structure. However, by the early 1960s these concepts
collapsed and the American divisions reverted to their classic formation,
due to two main reasons: prst, the Soviets achieved nuclear parity with
the United States, and this necessitated developing confrontation means
on lower levels than nuclear warfare; and second, it became apparent
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that binary responses are not practical in the real world and it is not
possible, for example, to respond to provocations by North Vietnam
with atomic weapons. The Americans learned in a difpcult and costly
way that a wide range of military capabilities must be maintained to be
able to respond appropriately to the situation at hand.

Similarly, when the prst air-to-air missiles were developed the
Americans thought there would be no more close aerial battles and
that aircraft would be shot down from beyond visual range. As such,
the prst Phantom jets sent to Vietnam were equipped with advanced
air-to-air radar systems, four radar-guided air-to-air missiles, and four
heat-seeking air-to-air missiles, but they were not ptted with guns for
close aerial combat; nor were the pilots trained for this type of warfare.
In reality, however, it was difpcult to identify friend or foe and thus
distinguish between friendly and enemy aircraft if they were beyond
visual range. It also became clear that aircraft yying towards each other
cover the distance between them so quickly that there is very little
opportunity to pre missiles, and the aircraft quickly meet and engage
in classical aerial combat. The Americans' error in understanding the
operational meaning of the technology resulted in the loss of a large
number of aircraft and crew in the prst half of the Vietnam War.
Thereafter the Americans reinstated aircraft guns and established Top
Gun and Red Flag schools for aerial combat.

Understanding the operational meaning of innovative technology
just as the technology emerges, if not entirely impossible, is complex
and error-prone. It is doubtful whether we have the necessary tools
to analyze ahead of time when a technological revolution will also
generate a revolution in the concept of the use of force and if so, in what
direction. This means that the solution to operational-technological fog
cannot derive exclusively from theory but must emanate from the
approach, namely, preference for balanced and gradual change; waiting
for examination and substantiation of the new ideas in the battlepeld;
and not placing all oneds military operational eggs in the one basket of
advanced 0 and at times experimental 8 technology.

Not only is it difpcult to understand the technological change and
its signipcance; it is also extremely difpcult to identify the theater and
nature of the next war correctly. For example, those who built up the US
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armed forces after the massive armored battles of World War Il could
not have foreseen the need to chase after Vietcong soldiers through the
jungles of Vietnam. Similarly, the American army that fought through
the dust and sand of the desert in the 1991 Gulf War was naturally
fashioned in the seventies and eighties to combat the Warsaw Pact
armies in the rainy forests of Europe.
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As with any new technologies, understanding the operational meaning
of the SFO revolution has been a difpcult process. Moreover, the
attempt to fashion war anew at the operational and even strategic level
so that it is in line with the new technological capabilities is likewise
problematic. The combat element of SFO is the agent of the standoff
bre (or oshooterd), and its main capability is destroying targets,
particularly targets with a relatively high signature that are exposed
and not sufpciently shielded to withstand a direct hit. However, there
are some tasks that are difpcult for a shooter to execute, such as seizing
territory, combing it for low signature targets, clearing it, and occupying
it for long periods.

Thus in practice, SFO largely (if not admittedly) foregoes such
forms of battle and tries to achieve the required military objective in the
campaign by means of what the shooter knows it can do 6 destroying
targets 0 even if this means not engaging in the most efpcient form
of battle, or if this is not the most direct method of applying force to
achieve the required military objective. SFO tries to bridge the gap
between what the shooter knows how to do and the required military
objective in an indirect way, by means of the effects. The idea is that the
targets are to be destroyed in a manner that will paralyze the enemyds
system and suppress its operational effectiveness (functional effects).
This will create a sense of helplessness and distress that unbalances the
enemy, lead to its cognitive-strategic collapse, and drive it to want to
terminate the war immediately (cognitive effects), while it succumbs to
the SFO user(s war objective.
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This point is illustrated by comparing the prst and second Lebanon
Wars. In both wars one of the principal objectives was the removal of
the threat of short-range rockets on northern Israel. In the prst Lebanon
War the IDF aimed to achieve this by seizing the launch areas, combing
them, and clearing them of launchers. This is a means of force utilization
that has a direct causal connection to the desired objective, and in fact,
after 48-72 hours the IDF had achieved the goal. On the other hand, in
the second Lebanon War, the initial General Staff operational design
was to direct mainly standoff pre against Hizbollahds systems and
those of the Lebanese government in order to create effects designed
to generate a behavioral change that would ultimately remove the
rocket threat. The direct confrontation with the short-range surface-to-
surface rockets only became a principal activity as the war progressed,
and even then was mainly implemented based on a hunt-like method
using standoff pre. At no stage of the war were the ground forces
used according to an operational concept of direct and comprehensive
handling of the problem of the short-range surface-to-surface rockets
(such as total occupation and clearing all the launch areas). The direct
causal connection of the prst Lebanon War was replaced by a desire to
use force in a manner that would set off multi-phased ripples, whereby
the causal connection would be complex if not obscure (pgure 1). And,
in fact, after 33 days of pghting, the IDF was still unable to remove the
threat of short-range rockets from the north of Israel.

According to the General Staff orders for the second Lebanon War,
the commander had to plan and direct the use of force (principally aerial
force) to generate a complex chain of causal connections: destruction of
targets that would create functional effects on the enemyds systems that
would in turn spark cognitive effects on its leadership, which would
then generate the expected behavioral change, namely, to accept Israel's
conditions and remove the threat of the surface-to-surface rockets. This
is a complicated task, as the desired effect is not a primary derivative
of destruction of the target by the shooter, rather a second, third, or
even fourth derivative. As such, it is very difpcult, if at all possible,
to determine the way to use the force that will generate the chain of
required causal connections to attain the required military objective. In
addition, in such a situation the pnal outcome about whether or not the
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objectives are achieved is in practice left to the enemy. If the enemy
decides to succumb to the effects and if it decides that its cost/benept
calculations do not justify continuing the warfare, the attacker will
have achieved the desired military objective. Yet if the enemy elects to
remain resolute and depant, in spite of the destruction of targets and the
damages inyicted to its system, then the objective will not be realized.
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In this regard SFO differs from classic warfare, at least in the cases
designed to change the reality directly.

In the prst Lebanon War the threat of surface-to-surface rockets was
removed following direct action taken by lIsrael (seizing and clearing
the launch areas), while Israel was not concerned with the psychological
or cognitive state of the PLO leadership, its situation assessment, or its
cost/benept calculations. Israel itself changed the reality of the theater,
taking unilateral action to which the enemy did not have to dagree.6 On
the other hand, in the second Lebanon War Israel tried to use effects
against Hizbollahts system, with the (unfulplled) hope that it would
generate a feeling of distress among its leadership and a cost/benept
calculation that would force it to conclude that it itself had to remove
the surface-to-surface missile threat on Israel. In other words, Israel
hoped to spur the enemy itself to take action that would serve Israel's
purposes. Examining the phenomenon from a different angle suggests
that in the prst Lebanon War Israel chose to act against the enemyds
capabilities, while in the second Lebanon War it opted to tackle the
enemyfs desires and intentions. (This, to a great extent, is the mirror
image of the intelligence failure of the Yom Kippur War.)

This review indicates that classic military force is a force that
imposes, and is capable of directly and unilaterally creating the reality
it seeks. In contrast, SFO is a force that exerts pressure and tries to
apply leverage on the enemy 0 to convince the enemy to change its
own intentions and to take action that will create the reality that those
behind SFO aim to achieve. Destroying enemy targets using high
output precision pre may possibly serve a onegatived purpose (such as
preventing massive ground-based penetration of heavy enemy forces
into one's territory), and it may very well prepare the battlepeld for
ground maneuvers and facilitate their progress. However, in situations
where the war objective is 0positiveo 6 in other words, creation of a new
reality (e.g., such as driving Hizbollah and surface-to-surface rockets
out of Lebanon; opening the Straits of Tiran to shipping; removing
the Iragis from Kuwait; or replacing the regime in Afghanistan)
0 there seems to be no way of avoiding seizure of enemy territory and
unilaterally effecting the change in reality.
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Obviously even the classic war does not normally end with the killing
of the last enemy soldier and with the seizure of every inch of enemy
territory, and at a certain stage, even classic force use reaches a point at
which an effect of cognitive-strategic collapse of the enemy is created.
However, the difference between a classic war and SFO, particularly the
idea of Effects-Based Operations (EBO) of SFO, lies in the attempt by
EBO to create a shortcut leading directly to cognitive-strategic collapse
of the enemy (or to oleapingé directly to the strategic level). It is
important to understand that effects-based operations (at least according
to some American theories) are "intended to directly achieve strategic
effects . . . [and] are designed to achieve their objectives without prst
having to necessarily engage the adversaryts pelded military forces in
extended operations at the operational and tactical levels of war."’

In other words, in a classic war the military force is activated at the
tactical and operational level in order to generate directly a unilateral
change in the reality, and it is this change that d at some advanced
stage & causes the cognitive collapse of the enemy. However, in the
classic war the "leapd between unilaterally changing the reality and
cognitive collapse is not great. For example, it was only after the Allies
killed pve and a half million German soldiers in battle, destroyed
a considerable number of German formations, occupied over half of
Germany®s territory, and their land forces reached Berlin that the Third
Reich experienced a cognitive-strategic collapse. The oleapd required
to bridge the gap between reality change and cognitive collapse was
sufpciently narrow.
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In contrast, the initial ideas of the Israeli General Staff about how
to approach the second Lebanon War were mainly to make a direct
oleapd to strategy 0 in other words, to address the collapse of the
enemy as a system and principally to achieve its cognitive collapse,
while bypassing the need to expend time and resources on a tactical
bloody confrontation in southern Lebanon. This was a tempting idea,
but the question is whether it was practical and applicable. Certainly in
the context of the second Lebanon War the theory did not prove itself.
Hizbollah did not experience a strategic-cognitive collapse and Israel
did not achieve its war objectives. The attempt to bypass the tactical
collision and directly address the strategic effects is more complex, and
it is difpcult to assess the chances of success or failure ahead of time.

Figure 2 attempts to clarify the issue of the oleap ranged between
unilaterally changing the reality and the enemyds cognitive collapse, by
comparing the example of the second Lebanon War with the manner
in which Israel conducted the Yom Kippur War against Egypt in the
southern theater. In the Yom Kippur War, the Egyptians were close to
cognitive-military (but not political) collapse and urgently asked for
a ceasepre only after the IDF killed thousands of Egyptian soldiers in
battle, three IDF divisions crossed to the west side of the Suez Canal,
the Egyptian Third Army was cut off, and there was the imminent
possibility of the Egyptian Second Army also being surrounded. IDF
forces were just 70 kilometers from Cairo and there was no signijpcant
Egyptian force between the IDF and the Egyptian capital. In a situation
of such a far-reaching unilateral change in reality, the oleap6 to the
enemyds cognitive collapse was quite small.

It is particularly interesting that enthusiasts of the EBO cognitive
battle ignore the fact that in many cases land maneuvers generate
a far greater effect than standoff pre. The scenario of armored forces
occupying the courtyard of the enemyds parliament while the soldiers
eat in the government cafeteria has a far stronger cognitive effect than a
bomb dropped on the parliament building at night from a distant plane.
A ground force reaching the fence of the enemyds headquarters will
unseat it and paralyze it in a far more dramatic fashion than a guided
missile hitting the headquartersd armored outer defenses. Encircling an
enemy division, cutting its supply lines, and threatening to isolate it










































































































































