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he history of German war planning prior to the First World War
thas been dominated by the 'Schlieffen plan', which was developed

in a Denkschnft (study) written in early 1906 by the recently retired
Chief of the German General Staff, Count Alfred von Schlieffen. Schli-
effen's concept for this war plan was to deploy seven-eighths of the
German army between Metz and Aachen, on the right wing of the
German front, leaving one-eighth of the army to guard the left flank
in Lorraine against a French attack. No forces would be sent to protect
East Prussia against the Russians. The right wing of the western army
would sweep through Belgium and northern France, swinging to the
west of Paris, continually turning the French left flank, eventually push-
ing the French army into Switzerland. If the French attacked the Ger-
man left, in Lorraine, they would be doing the Germans a favour, for
the attack would accomplish nothing and the French forces in the
north would be that much weaker. Beginning in 1920, semi-official
histories written by retired First World War German army officers such
as Lieutenant-Colonel Wolfgang Foerster, General Hermann von Kuhl
and General Wilhelm Groener, as well as the first volume of the official
history of the war produced by the Reichsarchiv in 1925, maintained
that this Denkschnft represented the culmination of Schlieffen's military
thought, and provided Germany with a near-infallible war plan: all that
Schlieffen's successor, Helmuth von Moltke, had needed to do was to
execute the Schlieffen plan, and Germany would have been practically
assured of victory in August 1914. They maintained that Moltke did
not understand the concept of the Schlieffen plan, and modified it by
strengthening the forces on the left wing at the expense of the main
attack on the right. For this reason, the German army failed to destroy
the French army in the initial campaign in the West in 1914.

After the war, the Reichsarchiv in Potsdam, the custodian of the
prewar German plans, treated them as classified documents. Access
was essentially restricted to reliable retired officers, such as Foerster,
Kuhl, and Groener. These men emphasized the Schlieffen Denkschrnft
and revealed practically nothing of Schlieffen's other war plans written
between 1891 and 1905. The Reichsarchiv never published the texts
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of these war plans, as it did the war plans written between 1871 and
1888 by Field Marshal von Moltke. Only in the late 1930s did the Gen-
eral Staff publish some of Schlieffen's exercises: Schlieffen's DZe tak-
tisch-strategischen Aufgaben (Problems in Tactics and Strategy, i.e. test
problems for General Staff officers) in 1937, the Grosse Generalstabsrezsen
Ost 1891-1905 (General Staff Rides in the East 1891-1905) in 1938,
and a 56-page article written by retired Generalleutnant von Zoellner
and published in the Militdrwissenschaftliche Rundschau in 1938.
Zoellner's article is one of the few which discusses Schlieffen's pre-
1906 planning in any detail, and even so it emphasizes the importance
of the Schlieffen plan.1 The Reichsarchiv also pronounced the damna-
tio memonrae on the failed Chief of Staff of 1914, Helmuth von Moltke:
all that we know of his planning is that around 1909 he conducted the
fatal modification of the Schlieffen plan. Since the Reichsarchiv, and
with it all of Schlieffen's and Moltke's war plans, was destroyed by Bri-
tish incendiary bombs on the night of 14 April 1945, any analysis of
German war planning has had to be made, with a few unimportant
exceptions, on the basis of the fragments of information provided by
the official history and the retired officers.2
There is no mention of the Schlieffen plan before 1920. Hermann

Stegemann, the Swiss military historian, enjoyed cordial relations with
the German army, and the first volume of his history of the war, pub-
lished in 1917, provided a very perceptive description and analysis of
German operations, without mentioning the Schlieffen plan.3 To Steg-
emann, the campaign in the West consisted of a series of meeting
engagements in Lorraine and Belgium, followed by the German pur-
suit and the French riposte: the strategy employed on both sides was
transparent and unexceptional. The most important thing was not
strategy, but operations and the combat effectiveness of the German
army.
The person who provided the decisive influence in bringing the

Schlieffen plan to the attention of the public, if only indirectly, was
the historian and publicist Hans Delbruick. During the war, Delbrack
was a proponent of an 'eastern' grand strategy: Germany should arrive
at a 'peace of accommodation' ( Verstdndigwngsfvieden) in the west while
expanding her influence in the east.4 The greatest obstacle to this plan,
he felt, was the desire of the German nationalists to maintain control

Generalleutnant Zoellner, 'Schlieffens Vermachtnis', Militaowienschaftliche Rundschau
1938 Sonderbeft.

2 The Reichsarchiv collected all the planning and operations documents from the
Baden, Wfirttemberg, Saxon and Bavarian state government archives. They were
therefore also destroyed on 14 Apr. 1945. These archives currently include masses of
non-operational documentation, but the Ia (operations), lb (intelligence) files and
the Kriegstagebitcher (war diaries) are almost all missing. Only the Bavarian War
Archive (Bayerisches Kriegsarchiv) in Munich managed to retain some of their
operational records.
H. Stegemann, Geschichte des Weltkrieges I (Stuttgart and Berlin, 1917).

4 H. Delbrflck, Krieg und Politi: III Tel 1918 (Berlin, 1919); A. Bucholz, Ham LeWrack
and the Gsrman Miita?y EstablishTment (Iowa City, 1985).
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of Belgium, which Britain would never tolerate. After the war, he
expanded this argument. In early 1919 Delbrfck wrote that Germany
had used the wrong war plan.5 It would have been wiser to attack in
the East and defend in the West: this was, after all, said Delbrtick, the
plan of the great Field Marshal von Moltke between 1871 and 1888.
An offensive in the East - an Ostaufmarsch - would have produced a
quick, easy victory over the Russian armies in Poland. Germany could
have also respected Belgian neutrality, which would have seriously
weakened British enthusiasm for the Entente. A decisive German victory
was in any case impossible. Germany should have conducted a war of
attrition (Zermiirbungsstrategie or Ermattungsstrategie) leading to a nego-
tiated peace, rather than the General Staffs strategy of seeking decisive
victory ( Venzichtungsstrategie or Totalszeg).
Few senior German officers believed that Germany could have won

a war of attrition or attained a peace on any other basis than German
victory. They resented the criticism of an armchair strategist, not least
because their dislike of Delbrfck's ideas began well before the war.6
Delbrtick's accusations were also a direct challenge to the professional
officer corps at a critical juncture in German history. The old German
state had collapsed, and a new one would have to be formed. Who
would provide the officer corps for the new German army? In 1919,
feelings against the old officer corps were running high. Delbrfck's
contention that the General Staff had used a faulty strategy was poten-
tially fatal to their further employment and influence. In addition,
after the draconian Versailles Diktat was imposed in mid-1919, many
patriotic Germans expected that in the near future there would be a
national rising a Ia 1813. The old officer corps wanted to be in a pos-
ition to lead such a movement.
The General Staffs counterattack against Delbrfck's eastern strategy

(as well as against a host of less convincing criticisms, largely proposed
by junior officers) was not long in coming. In 1920, Kuhl published
Der deutsche Generalstab Zn Vorbereitung und Durchffthrung des Weltkvieges
(The German General Staff in the Preparation and Conduct of the
World War).7 One of Schlieffen's prize pupils, Kuhl had written exten-
sively on military matters before the war. In this book, he was primarily
concerned with countering arguments that the General Staff had mis-
managed the conduct of the war. In doing so, he provided the first
detailed information about German war planning, while at the same
time setting out the General Staff party line: Schlieffen had beque-
athed a brilliant plan to his successor, who had failed to understand

5 H. Delbrack, 'Die deutsche Kriegserklinung und der Einmarsch in Belgien',
Preussische JAhrbtcer CLXXV 175 (Jan.-Mar. 1919), pp. 271-80.

6 S. Lange, Hans Del/rick und der Stratgstreif (Freiburg i.B., 1995).
7 H. von Kuhi, Der deutsche Generalstab in Vorbercitung und DurchfiAhtung des Weltkrieges

(Berlin, 1920).
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it.8 His article in the 11 December 1920 issue of the Deutsches Offziersblatt,
'Warum milBlang der Marnefeldzug 1914?' ('Why Did the Marne Cam-
paign in 1914 Fail?'), provided a condensed critique of Moltke's conduct
of the campaign, and emphasized his inability to understand the Schli-
effen plan. This critique is practically identical to most of the descrip-
tions of the campaign commonly used today. In the coming historical
battles Kuhl would write prolifically, using the Schlieffen plan also to
justify the questionable conduct during the Marne campaign of the 1st
Army on the right wing, whose chief of staff was none other than Herm-
ann von Kuhl. Kuhl contended that Schlieffen wanted the 1st Army to
deliver the decisive blow, and that it was Moltke's failure to give priority
to 1st Army operations and not mistakes made by the 1st Army leader-
ship which cost the Germans the campaign.9
The second volley was provided by Wolfgang Foerster. Foerster had

been on the staff of several major commands during the war. InJanu-
ary 1919 he was transferred to the General Staffs historical section and
in April 1920 he became an Oberarchivrat in the Reichsarchiv, where he
was chief of the section which wrote the official history of the war in
the west to the autumn of 1916,1 including the volumes which
described the Schlieffen plan and the Marne campaign. In 1931 he
became director of the historical section in the Reichsarchiv and in
1935 president of the military history section of the army. In 1921 he
published Graf Schlieffen und der Weltknieg (Count Schlieffen and the
World War) . Foerster made Schlieffen's Denkschnft the centrepiece
of his defence of General Staff war planning, with particular emphasis
on Schlieffen's concept of committing maximum force to the right
wing in order to annihilate the French army. To illustrate this he pub-
lished, for the first time, map 3 from Schlieffen's papers (Nachlass)
which showed seven active army corps and six corps of replacement
troops swinging to the west of Paris. Such an operation, in Foerster's
view, would surely have produced a decisive German victory. Foerster
acknowledged that Schlieffen's Denkschnft was concerned only with a
one-front war, and that Schlieffen used troops, especially replacement
corps, which were not actually in the German order of battle. Neverthe-
less, what was important was the concept of the operation. This was
Schlieffen's legacy to Moltke; it was Moltke's job to turn it into reality.
Beginning in 1922, Erich Ludendorff, who had been the de facto

head of the German army from August 1916 to October 1918, pub-

As Wssen und WeAr 11( 1920), p. 233, noted: 'Zum ersten Male wird hier Schlieffens
genialer Plan mit vielen Einzelheiten bekanntgegeben, gleichzeitig auch gezeigt, wie
sein Nachfolger von der Bahn seines grossen Vorgingers abwich und dadurch den
Keim zum Misserfolge legte'.
H. von Kuhi, Der Marefeldzug 1914 (Berlin, 1921).

1 M. Herrmann, Das Reichsarchiv (Berlin, 1993), p. 234. Excellent is M. Reymann, Die
EntsteAung des ReichsarcAivs und die Bearbeitung des amtlichen Kriegswe?*es 1914-1918,
Bundesarchiv-MilitUrarchiv (hereafter BA-MA) MSg 13 1/7.

l W. Foerster, Graf Schlieffen und der Weltkrieg (Berlin, 1921). Also important is
Foerster's Aum der Gedartkenwerhstatt des deutschen Geieralstabes (Berlin, 1931).
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lished a series of books and articles in which, while he concentrated
mostly on attacking Delbrtick's strategy of attrition warfare and nego-
tiated peace, he also defended the younger Moltke's war plan in
1914.12 From 1908 to 1912, Ludendorff was the head of the deploy-
ment section (Aufmarschabteilung) under Moltke, and therefore knew
the German war plan intimately. Ludendorffs opinion was that Moltke
followed the concept of the Schlieffen plan, but failed to execute the
plan properly in 1914. Ludendorff supported his contention by com-
paring the number of divisions available in the various plans.13 He said
that Schlieffen's Denkschnft called for the employment in the West of
80 infantry divisions and 16 ersatz divisions, whereas in 1905 the Ger-
many army had available only 72 infantry divisions, that is there was a
shortage of 24 infantry and ersatz divisions. In the real war plan for
1905/6, Ludendorff said Schlieffen deployed 10 infantry divisions in
East Prussia and 62 in the West, with 54 infantry divisions allocated to
the right wing, north of Metz, and 8 infantry divisions to the south of
Metz, in Lorraine. In 1914, Moltke had available 79 infantry divisions
and 6.5 ersatz divisions. He deployed 9 divisions in East Prussia, 16 in
Lorraine and Alsace, and held the ersatz divisions in reserve, leaving
54 divisions for the right-wing attack, which, Ludendorff said, was the
same number as actually provided for in the 1905/6 war plan. This is
an elaborate shell game. Ludendorff had shown only that, with 54
divisions, the right wing in the real plan in 1914 was no stronger than
the right wing in the real plan in 1905/6. The true problem is that
the right wing in the 'Schlieffen plan' Denkschnft contained 82 divisions
(70 infantry divisions and 12 ersatz divisions), not 54. Ludendorff did
not explain how 54 divisions were expected to do the job of 82, and
no historian of German war planning has been able to explain this
either. The Schlieffen Denkschnft required a German army of 96
divisions in the west, while there were only 62 available in the 1905/6
war plan and 76.5 in 1914. The Reichsarchiv official history brushed
the problem aside with a general observation that Schlieffen was
merely establishing a programme for the future.14 The necessary
divisions were, however, never established. The forces actually available
could never have been adequate to execute the 'Schlieffen plan',
especially not the march around Paris. Nevertheless, all subsequent
historians have accepted that the concept of the Schlieffen Denkschrnft,
including the march around Paris, provided the concept for the sub-
sequent German war plans.
The last major participant in the Schlieffen plan project was General

Wilhelm Groener, chief of the railway section in 1914, Ludendorffs
successor in 1918, and from 1928 to 1932 sometimes war minister and
minister of the interior. Groener was intimately involved in writing the

12 E. Ludendorff, Kriegfilhtung und Poltik (Berlin, 1922).
E. Ludendorff, 'Der Aufmarsch 1914', Deutsche Wehr, 4Jan. 1930, pp. 3-4.

14 Reichsarchiv, Da Weltkiieg (Berlin, 1925), p. 55.
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official history of the war. He wrote an article in the first quarterly
issue for 1920 of the prestigious Preussische Jahrbdtcher which, simul-
taneously with Kuhl, presented the Schlieffen plan idea to the public.15
He also wrote a review of Kuhl's book for the third 1920 issue of the
PreussischeJahrbdgcher, reinforcing Kuhl's thesis that the Schlieffen plan
had been the German war plan.16 Groener read the proof copies of
all of the volumes of the official Reichsarchiv history of the war.17 In
1925, Groener was appointed to the Historische Kommission which
supervised the Reichsarchiv (Kuhl was appointed in 1926).18 Groener
wrote Das Testament des Grafen Schlieffen (The Testament of Count
Schlieffen) in 1929 and Das Feldherr wzder Willen (The Reluctant
Warlord) in 1931,9 in which he performed the usual strength compari-
son to show that in 1914 the German army was strong enough to con-
duct the Schlieffen plan, making his figures come out almost right by
neglecting to mention that Schlieffen planned to use 16 non-existent
ersatz divisions.20 Groener's intent was to show the mistakes that
Moltke had made and to describe how the Schlieffen plan should have
been employed.21
From the First World War to the 1990s, only one group of original

German war planning documents has come to light - the original
drafts and copies of Schlieffen's Denkschnft, which Gerhard Ritter
found in Schlieffen's papers being held after the Second World War
in the National Archives in the United States. Ritter published these
along with a critical commentary in 1956 in his book Der Schlieffenplan:
Kritik e6nes Mythos.22 Ritter did not explain why the original text of the
German war plan was, from 1906 (when Schlieffen retired) to 1913
(when Schlieffen died), in Schlieffen's personal possession and not
locked in the General Staffs operations section vault with the rest of
the war planning documents. Indeed, the Schlieffen plan remained
the property of Schlieffen's aged daughters until 1931, when it was
turned over to the Reichsarchiv.23 The original documents, now

5 W. Groener, 'Die Liquidation des Weltkrieges', PreusischeJoArbitcler CXXIX (Jan.-
Mar. 1920), p. 48.

6 W. Groener, 'Der Generalstab', PreussischeJAhrbcher CXXXI July-Sept. 1920),
pp. 120-1.

17 Hermann, Das Reichsarchiv, pp. 236-7.
8GP. cit.P. 91.

9 W. Groener, Das Testamt des Grafen ScAlieffen, 2nd edn (Berlin, 1929); Das Eeldherr
wider Widen (Berlin, 1931).

20 Groener, Das Testamt des Grafen Schlieffen, pp. 204ff.
21 Another important work is Generalmajor F. von Boetticher, 'Der Lehrmeister des

neuzeitlichen Krieges', in Generalleutnant von Cochenhausen, ed., Von Scharnhorst zu
Schlieffen 1806-1906 (Berlin, 1933), pp. 249-316.

22 C. Ritter, Der ScAlieffenplan: Krtik eines Mythos (Munich, 1956); English edn: The
Schlieffen Plan: Citique of a Myth (London, 1958).

23 WA. Mommsen, ed., Die Nachlasse in den deutsche Archiven mit Erganzungen am
andern Bestdfnden I: Venzechns der scArftlichen Nachldsse in den deutsche Archiven und
Bibliotheken. I: ScAr%ften des Bundesarchivs 17 (Boppard a.R., 1971), p. 453. My thanks to
Frau Komnelia Bobbe of the Geheim es Staatsarchiv Preussischer Kulturbesitz in Berlin
(Dahlem) for pointing this out to me.
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located in the Militararchiv in Freiburg,24 consist of Schlieffen's drafts
and handwritten final copy (in German Standard style, probably writ-
ten by Schlieffen's son-in-law, Major Hahnke) and titled Krieg gegen
Frankre6ch (War against France). The final handwritten copy appears
to consist of pieces of several different draft copies. This is not a fair
copy, but contains numerous deletions and additions. It is dated
December 1905 but was apparently written in January 1906, after Schli-
effen had retired. There is also an untitled supplement dated February
1906. There are two typed versions of both documents, bearing the
younger Moltke's marginal comments, which are dated B (Berlin)
1911. In comparison with Schlieffen's exercise critiques, the Denkschnft
is poorly organized. Schlieffen discussed the complete operation in the
first three-quarters of the Denkschnft, right down to the organization
of the rear area, then in the last quarter picked up at the very begin-
ning and went through the conduct of the operation again. In a Gen-
eral Staff where orders were short, crisp, and clear, such verbosity was
extremely poor form. In February, Schlieffen found it necessary to
write a supplement to cover the possibility of British intervention on
the Continent. He was already aware of this possibility when he wrote
the Denkschnft in January 1906, for he had played British intervention
during his November-December 1905 war-game. Schlieffen was also
not entirely clear about how he would deal with a French attack in
Lorraine. At one point, he says that such an attack would be doing the
Germans a favour (Lzebesdienst) because the pressure exerted by the
right-wing envelopment would force the French to pull all their forces
to the north. The right-wing envelopment should proceed as originally
planned. At another point he says that the Germans should react to a
French attack in Lorraine by shortening up the right wing and turning
immediately south. All in all, as an operations order, the Schlieffen
plan Denkschnft is a horror.

For Ritter, there was no question that this Denkschnft was the culmi-
nation of Schlieffen's strategic thought and the template for all sub-
sequent war plans. Ritter said that the salient points of Schlieffen's
strategy were the shift of the German offensive from the east front to
the west, and the necessity for this west-front offensive to violate neu-
tral Belgian territory. Ritter was convinced that Germany should have
followed the strategy of the elder Moltke - eastern offensive followed
by negotiated peace. To this point, there is little to distinguish Ritter
from Delbruick. Ritter also thought the plan was inflexible, very risky,
and unlikely to succeed. Ritter made no attempt to resolve the incon-
sistencies in the Schlieffen plan. Instead, he made the Schlieffen plan
the central piece of evidence in his indictment of German militarism.
The Schlieffen plan was war planning run amok, the 'purely military'
plan 'based on military theory rather than on the realities of history

24 Nachlass Schlieffen BA-MA N 43/137 handwritten, N 43/138 typed (microfilm).
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and politics'.25 The violation of Belgian neutrality was a catastrophe:
'The entire world criticized Germany for being led and ruled by
unscrupulous Militarists - a reproach that attached itself to the name
of the German nation like a curse ... seen from the perspective of
later events [the Second World War], the Schlieffen plan appears to
be the beginning of the German and European disaster'.26
Subsequent historians have based their description of German war

planning on Kuhl, Foerster, Ludendorff, Groener, and above all Ritter.
Gordon Craig's Politics of the Pruszsan Army (1964) ,27 Jehuda Wallach's
The Dogma of the Battle of Annzihlation (1986)72' L.C.F. Turner's 'The
Significance of the Schlieffen Plan' (1979),29 Martin Kitchen's A Mili-
tary History of Germany (1975)70 and recently Arden Bucholz's Moltke,
Schlieffen, and Prusszan War Plannzng (1991) 31 as well as Holger Her-
wig's The First World War (1997),32 accept Ritter's assertion that Schli-
effen intended to swing the right wing of the German army to the west
and south of Paris in order to produce a great battle of annihilation -
a modern 'Cannae'.33 In the most recent of these, Herwig's 1997 book,
the map on p. 61, 'The French and German Plans of War, 1914', shows
the arrow representing the 1st Army passing to the west of Paris. The
key explains that this is the 'Advance of German Army according to
the Schlieffen Plan'. Since the necessary 6 ersatz corps are not available
to cover the north and west sides of Paris, Herwig apparently thought
that the 1st Army would march around Paris with no protection for its
flank, rear, or lines of communication. None of these histories explains
where the German army would have obtained the 82 divisions for the
right wing required by the Schlieffen plan, or 96 divisions for the West-
heer. Ritter's criticism that the plan was both inflexible and too risky is
almost always mentioned.34 All agree that the younger Moltke signifi-
cantly altered the great plan. Craig and Kitchen go one better than
Ritter and assert that Schlieffen had intended the Denkschnft for a pre-
ventive war against France.35
German unification resulted in the merger of the Militararchiv

der DDR - the East German military archives - with the German
Bundesarchiv-MilitArarchiv in Freiburg im Breisgau. The Militararchiv

25 C. Ritter, The Sword and the Sceptre II (London, 1972), pp. 201-2.
26 Ritter, ScAlieffenplan, p. 93.
27 C. Craig, The Politics of the Prussian Army, rev. edn (Oxford, 1964).
28 J. Wallach, The Dogma of the Battle of Annihilation (Westport, CT, 1986).
29 L.C.F. Turer, 'The Significance of the Schlieffen Plan', in P. Kennedy, ed., The War

Plam of the Great Power (London, 1979), pp. 199-221.
30 M. Kitchen, A Military Histony of Gemany (Bloomington, IN, 1975).
31 A. Bucholz, Moltke, ScAlieffen and Prussian War Planning (New York, 1991).
32 H. Herwig, The First World War(Gemany and Austria-Hungary 1914-1918 (London,

1997).
33 Craig, Politics, p. 279; Wallach, Dogma, pp. 56-7; Turner, 'Schlieffen Plan', pp. 201-2;

Kitchen, Military Histoy, p. 174; Bucholz, Moltke, ScAlieffen, p. 209; Herwig, First World
War, pp. 46-7.

34 Ct. cit., pp. 47-8.
3' Craig, Politics, p. 283; Kitchen, Militay Histry, p. 174.
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of the DDR had in its possession documents once belonging to the
German Reichsarchiv, which had escaped immolation because they
were being used for research purposes and were stored in a different
building.36 To our good fortune, they included five documents con-
cerning German war planning prior to the Great War. These docu-
ments include a working manuscript of Archivrat Dr Dieckmann's Der
Schlieffenplan, which gives the only summary of Schlieffen's war plan-
ning based on archival materials, as well as Schlieffen's Schlussbespre-
chungen (exercise critiques) for the first and second Generalstahsreisen
West (General Staff Rides in the West) in 1904, and the younger
Moltke's exercise critiques for the Generalstabsrezsen West in 1906 and
1908. These four war-games are almost certainly the only surviving orig-
inal documents concerning Schlieffen's and Moltke's west-front war
planning. The Militararchiv of the DDR was even more secretive than
the Reichsarchiv: it restricted access to the archive to a very few custod-
ians and published nothing. In the hands of the Bundesarchiv-Mililtar-
archiv, this material is now accessible to historians for the first time.
After nearly 80 years, these five documents presented in summary here
give a direct view of German war planning and doctrine, unfiltered by
Foerster, Kuhl, and Groener.
The most important of these documents is Major Dr Wilhelm Dieck-

mann's Der Schlieffenplan.37 Dieckmann was a wartime officer and
trained economic historian who was brought into the Reichsarchiv in
1920 to help write the Kviegsristung und Kviegswirtschaft (Armaments
and War Economy) volume of the official history, which was published
in 1930. Thereafter, he worked on several other papers, including one
on an aspect of the Schlieffen plan which is in Foerster's Nachlass.38
During the Second World War he was recalled to active duty as a
replacement battalion commander. Major Dieckmann was arrested
after 20 July 1944 as one of the Stauffenberg conspirators and executed
by machine-gun fire in the courtyard of the Lehrterstrasse prison in
Berlin on 15 September 1944.3" He left us a draft of some 270 typewrit-
ten pages, which includes numerous handwritten corrections. It is
undated, but appears to have been written in the late 1930s, probably
in conjunction with the other works on Schlieffen published in 1937
and 1938. Most of what Dieckmann presents becomes known to us for
the first time. The manuscript gives summaries of Schlieffen's Auf-
marschpldne (deployment plans). It also gives summaries of selected

36 Hermann, Reisarchiv, pp. 445, 447. Telephone conversation with Dr Hans-Heinrich
Fleischer, Bundesarchiv-Militararchiv Freiburg i.B., 12 Mar. 1998.

37 W. Dieckmann, Dr Schlieffenplan, BA-MA, W10/50220.
g W. Dieckmann, Hat Graf ScAlieffen wAdend der enten Marokkokriese 1905 den

Primrntivkrieg gegen Erankreich gefordert? BA-MA N121/30 Nachlass Foerster. Some of
Dieckmann's other work is listed in Herrmann, Reichsarchiv, pp. 533-42, 601-2.

9 K. Demeter, Das ReichsarcAiv (Frankfurt, 1969), p. 48. Demeter discusses Dieckmann's
work on the Kriegsrdstung und Kriegswirtschaft book on p. 30. See also S. Wegner-
Korfes, 'Realpolitische Haltung bei Offizieren der Familien Mertz von Quirnheim,
Korfes und Dieckmann', Militdrgeschichte XXV (1 98f86), pp. 226-33.

Way in History 1999 6 (3)



The Schieffen Plan Reconsidered 271

Denkschnften (studies) concerning force structure and operational plan-
ning, as well as the texts of 20 other Denkschnften, included as annexes.
Dieckmann also summarized selected Generalstabsreisen (General Staff
rides). He clearly stated where information was not available, and he
made it clear when he was drawing inferences. There is no reason to
doubt that Dieckmann's summaries are accurate. It is unfortunate that
the maps which he prepared were separated from the manuscript and
apparently lost (as were several annexes). Due to the destruction of
the Reichsarchiv, this manuscript is likely to remain the only source
of information for most of Schlieffen's war planning. Dieckmann, too,
was convinced that the Schlieffen plan was the culmination of Schlief-
fen's strategic thought, but the information he provides leads to
another conclusion.

It is interesting to speculate why, at this late date, Wolfgang Foerster
directed that an analysis of Schlieffen's 1891-1905 war planning be
written. The WI0 file (Reichsarchiv working papers) in Freiburg shows
that, as an internal procedure, the Reichsarchiv produced exhaustive
studies which were never published, as well as detailed first drafts that
were drastically cut before publication. Dieckmann's manuscript may
therefore have been an internal working document. Had it been pub-
lished, it would have been one of the most controversial military histor-
ies ever written. A strong possibility therefore exists that Dieckmann's
manuscript was an experiment to determine what sort of problems
such a book would raise.
Dieckmann's manuscript was apparently evaluated by Wolfgang

Foerster.40 Foerster wrote numerous question marks and critical com-
ments in the margins of the first 43 pages (up to the Aufmarschplan of
1894/5). Foerster was obviously familiar with Schlieffen's planning,
had some very firm ideas concerning Schlieffen's strategy, and critic-
ized Dieckmann when Dieckmann's interpretations did not agree with
his own. Foerster's penultimate marginal comment was the most
important: he took Dieckmann to task for suggesting that Schlieffen's
war planning in the East in 1894 ran counter to German foreign policy.
Foerster wrote, '?? Particularly nowadays one must avoid making such
judgements'.41 It was already clear to Foerster that Dieckmann had
produced a view of Schlieffen's strategy which differed in many ways
from his own ideas. Foerster did not have the work revised or the mis-
sion assigned to another historian, but apparently let the matter

40 'Apparently' because the reviewer is identified only as F'. The tenor of the
comments makes it clear that the writer is superior in rank to Dieckmann, an
important factor in a Reichsarchiv made up of former officers and organized along
military lines, and which would limit the possible reviewers to two or three
individuals. This was also Foerster's particular area of expertise in a highly
compartmentalized archive where documents were made accessible purely on a need-
to-know basis. These factors together seem to point pretty clearly to Foerster.

41 NVor solchem generellen Urteil muss man sich zumal heute hflten.' F, Dieckmann,
ScAlieffenrpla, p. 42.
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drop.42 It is significant that he did not criticize Dieckmann's summaries
of Schlieffen's war plans and Denkschnften: we can therefore take them
to be accurate.
Dieckmann's manuscript makes it clear that Schlieffen had two

major concerns, war planning, and force structure (i.e. the size and
composition of the army); of the two, force structure was the more
serious problem. Schlieffen maintained that the German army was
numerically inferior to the French army alone; against a Franco-Rus-
sian alliance this numerical inferiority became alarming. One needn't
consider a two-front war, Schlieffen wrote in 1899, since a war with
France by herself would be as much as the German army could
handle.43 Excellent German troop training and operational skill could
go only so far in compensating for superior enemy numbers; in an era
of Millionenheere (million-man armies), masses mattered. In a Denkschnft
on 25 August 1889,44 even before becoming chief of staff, Schlieffen
compared German conscription and army strength unfavourably with
that of France. The German army, he said, was numerically inferior to
the French because, on average, Germany conscripted about 55 per
cent of her available manpower, while France conscripted about 80
per cent of hers. Such high levels of French conscription even compen-
sated for France's smaller population and lower birth rate. Neverthe-
less, Schlieffen recognized that his chances of fundamentally altering
German conscription policy were slim. Even influencing the army
peacetime force structure would be difficult, as force structure was
under the authority of the war ministry and subject to the budget pow-
ers of the Reichstag. In peacetime, Schlieffen could only recommend
changes. Since political and financial considerations blocked increases
in the peacetime army, Schlieffen fell upon the expedient of planning
to create a massive number of new units immediately upon mobiliz-
ation, when he would be the operational leader of the army and could
insist that his demands be met. There was plenty of trained manpower
available. When the German army mobilized, thousands of trained
reservists, who could not be absorbed by the field army, would be
called back to the colours. Many reservists would be assigned during
mobilization to replacement battalions (Ersatzbataillone) while waiting
for a vacancy to occur in a regular line unit. In June 1891, Schlieffen
wrote a Denkschnft'5 which advocated that each army corps form the
Ersatzbataillone into two infantry ersatz brigades for use as manoeuvre
units in the field army. The drawback lay in the fact that such ersatz
units would consist of men with rifles and little else: few trained officers

42 Stig F6rster says the war caused the termination of this project, 'Der deutsche
Generalstab', MilitdrgescAicAtliche Mitteilungen LIV (1995), p. 87. Nevertheless, the
Forschungsanstalt finished the WeltkriegsweTk during the war. Reymann, Reichsarchiv,
p. 373. The war was therefore probably not the determining factor.

4' Dieckmann, Schlieffenplar, p. 172.
44 Gp. cit., annex 2, pp. 227-39.
4 Gp. cit., annex 12, p. 281.
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and NCOs, little artillery, no combat support or combat service support
units - not even medical personnel. In addition, if the replacement
units were transformed into field units they would then be unable to
perform their real function - providing replacements to the field army.
The war ministry was unenthusiastic, and no preparations were made
to use Ersatzbatazllone as manoeuvre units until after Schlieffen had
retired. (The ersatz divisions that were committed to combat in 1914
were initially deployed only on or very near German territory, presum-
ably to allow them to use local resources to make up for their lack of
support units.) Nevertheless, the use of Ersatzbataillone as manoeuvre
units remained one of Schlieffen's favourite expedients, and formed
the foundation for the December 1905 'Schlieffen plan' Denkschnft.

In July 1892, Schlieffen wrote a long Denkschnft' which proposed
heroic measures to correct the problem of German numerical inferi-
ority. He aimed at nothing less than the full incorporation of all
trained reservists into manoeuvre units of the field army. On mobiliz-
ation, each infantry regiment would form an additional battalion from
available reservists. Each army corps area would raise as many reserve
and Landwehr battalions as there were personnel available to assign
to them. In this manner, each corps area ought to be able to raise a
reserve corps (instead of the current reserve division) and a Landwehr
division in addition. In order to find cadres, he recommended that
reserve division staffs should be broken up and the brigades subordi-
nated directly to the corps headquarters. New reserve artillery units
would have to be raised, but finding combat support and combat ser-
vice support units for the new formations was going to be difficult: the
Landwehr probably would not get any. Indeed, some active army sup-
port units would have to be reduced to provide horses for the new
formations. Schlieffen concluded by saying that the creation of new
units was essential and that such measures could not wait for the next
army bill. Schlieffen's overriding priority was clear: he was willing to
do whatever was necessary to create the maximum number of
manoeuvre units possible. The war ministry did not share this priority.
At no time during Schlieffen's tenure as chief of staff was the war minis-
ter willing to create units with little equipment or cohesion; nor was
he willing to fight with the Reichstag to get the money for Schlieffen's
mass army. Schlieffen's proposal to create new units upon mobilization
by using already trained excess reservists was never acted upon. Never-
theless, he never forgot this idea, and it became the basis for his final
Denkschnft in 1912.
A further development of Schlieffen's concept of the mass army is

apparent in a Denkschnft that he wrote on 11 December 1893.47 He
argued that the exposed position of East Prussia made it essential that,
upon mobilization, the German government declare a levce en masse in

46 p. cit., annex 13, pp. 282-8.
17 p. ct., annex 5, pp. 246ff.
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East Prussia. The local Landsturm and Landwehr would be armed with
locally stored weapons and ammunition, and would defend their own
villages against Russian cavalry as of the first day of mobilization.
Behind this Landwehr/Landsturm screen, the active and reserve units
would mobilize and then counterattack. On the one hand, this was a
sensible precaution against the massive Russian cavalry raids that were
expected immediately upon mobilization; on the other, it was, adapted
to the local circumstances, the logical culmination point of Schlieffen's
idea of mass warfare, wherein the entire trained population would rise
in arms. Schlieffen's last manpower initiative was to advocate the cre-
ation of creation of mixed regular-reserve units (Kriegskorps). In this
he was successful. The long battle over the Kviegskorps had been already
described in Kriegsristung und Kviegswirtschaft, and Dieckmann men-
tions it briefly it in this manuscript.
Dieckmann provides a summary of each of Schlieffen's Aufmarsch-

pline (deployment plans). These give us only the initial deployments
on the border. Dieckmann did not have access to the Aufmarschanwei-
sungen - the initial orders to the army commanders - or any other
document stating the chief of staffs intent. He had to try to interpret
the chief of staff's concept of the operation from the deployment itself
and from the results of the Denkschnften and General Staff rides.
The strategic concept for the German war plans under Moltke and

Waldersee from 1871 to 1891 usually called for an Austro-German
offensive in the east to seize Russian Poland while Germany conducted
a strategic defensive in the west against France. Ritter characterized
these as 'powerful main attacks in the east'.48 Nevertheless, in Moltke's
last plans in 18884' he could assign only 7 corps (14 divisions) for the
offensive in the east, while 11 corps were needed to defend against
the French army in the west. The difficulties associated with this offens-
ive are well known, as is Schlieffen's first Aufmarschplan for
1893/1894,50 in which he deployed 48 divisions in the west and 15 in
the east, with 11 of these advancing from Silesia to link up with the
Austrians, while the rest conducted a delaying action in East Prussia.

In the west, Moltke had deployed 9 corps in Lorraine in a position
in front of the Saar, with 2 corps in Alsace. If these forces could not
hold this line, they were to fall back to the Rhine and then, if necessary,
to the angle formed by the Rhine and Main. Moltke also said that the
best way for the German army to force a decision was to conduct an
attack with 6 corps against Nancy (which the French had not perma-
nently fortified)." In keeping with Moltke's concept for the west, Schli-
effen wrote a long Denkschnft in 1894 discussing the attack on the

4 Ritter, ScAlieffenplan, p. 15.
49 Oberstleutnant a.D. von Schmerfeld, Die deutsche AufmancApline 1871-1900 (Berlin,

1929), pp. 150ff.
50 Dieckmann, Schlieffenplan, pp. 17ff.
5 Schmerfeld, Aufmnarschplne 1871-1890, p. 163.

Way in History 1999 6 (3)



The Schlieffen Plan Reconsidered 275

French eastern fortresses.52 Schlieffen's conclusion was that the best
places to attack the French fortress line were between Toul and Ver-
dun or along the Moselle below Epinal. Like Moltke, he said that any
attack on the fortress line must be preceded by an attack on Nancy.
The general tenor of this Denkschnft has long been known. It has been
frequently cited as the beginning of the transfer of the German
Schwerpunkt from the east to the west. It is nothing of the kind. The
Denkschnft only confirmed Moltke's previous planning.

In the Aufmarschanweisungen for 1895/6, Schlieffen provided two
variants for the East. Variant A returned to Moltke's concentration in
East Prussia for an offensive across the Narew. Variant B repeated Schli-
effen's concentration in Silesia from the previous year.53 Schlieffen was
clearly uncomfortable with the break he had made with Moltke's plan.
According to Dieckmann, in the spring of 1895 Schlieffen abandoned
the advance from Silesia to south Poland altogether.54 The 1896/7 Auf-
marsch in the East marked the complete return to Moltke's plan, with
15 infantry divisions conducting an advance from East Prussia on the
Niemen and Narew.55 The Aufmarschplan for 1896/7 also provided for
50 infantry divisions to deploy in the west. There was no apparent
change in the mission from the war plan of 1893/4.56

In 1894 Schlieffen wrote a Denkschnft giving his estimate of French
military intentions. This also followed the lines set down by the elder
Moltke. Schlieffen, like Moltke, noted that for years the French had
followed a defensive strategy, and he saw no evidence to indicate that
this had changed. Schlieffen made one important observation in this
regard, as had the elder Moltke before him, and as would the younger
Moltke after him: when the French decided for war, they would shift
to an offensive military plan.57

In 1895 General Kdpke, an Oberquartiermeister on the Great Gen-
eral Staff, wrote a Denkschnft which stated that the offensive against
Nancy planned by both the elder Moltke and Schlieffen could be con-
ducted only as a positional battle, or outright siege warfare, which
would at best produce tactical success. He was particularly concerned
that in case of war the public would expect great victorious manoeuvre
battles a Ia 1870-1, and would be unprepared for slow, costly siege
operations.58 That the French fortress line would be a tough nut that
was best avoided was a commonplace of European military opinion,
and even Schlieffen noted in 1892 that military writers were openly
speculating that the Germans would march through Belgium in order
to avoid the French border fortifications.59 Nevertheless, according to

52 Dieckmann, Schlieffenplan, pp. 48ff.
53 Gp. cit., pp. 44ff. On p. 43 Foerster's marginal notes stop.
54 p. cit., p. 45.

6C+. cit.
56 64. cit.
-7 Gp. cit, p. 49.

G5p. cit., pp. 54-5.
59 (. cit., p. 57.
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Dieckmann, only in 1896 did Schlieffen begin to consider turning the
French left by means of a march through the Ardennes.60 His first
Denkschnft on the subject was not written until 2 August 1897.61 In it,
he began by explaining that the German army had to find an avenue
of approach for its attack that was not blocked by French fortifications.
He then stated that there were only two such available: between Toul
and Epinal - the famous Trouee de Charmes - or to the north of
Verdun. The first was by far the less suitable. The line of the Moselle
was itself a naturally strong position, and behind it the Germans would
find assembled the entire French army. North of Verdun there was
plenty of room to manoeuvre, but only if the German army could
employ the entire breadth of the Ardennes in Luxembourg and
Belgium. In that case, there was room for the German main force: two
armies totalling 8 corps (16 divisions). They would be protected on
the right flank against the Belgian army by a flank guard of 6 reserve
divisions, which would assemble at Aachen. The real threat, however,
was from Verdun, against the left flank of the main body. To protect
this flank, Schlieffen assembled a third army of 8 reserve divisions
between Diedenhofen (Thionville) and Metz, which would move to
the north and north-west faces of Verdun. At this point Schlieffen dis-
cussed the real problem in outflanking the French line to the north:
when the two right-flank armies came to the level of Verdun, they
would be isolated from the rest of the German army, and the French
could mass against them and destroy them. In order to support the
right-flank armies, a fourth army, 4 corps strong and heavily reinforced
with artillery, would advance against the French fortress line between
Verdun and Toul, seize one or two forts and force a crossing of the
Moselle. To protect the left flank of this attack a fifth army, also of 4
corps, would attack Nancy. On its left, a sixth army of 4 corps would
advance on the Meurthe between Nancy and Lun6ville. Finally, a sev-
enth army of 5 corps and 3 reserve divisions would guard the left flank
until Nancy was taken, then it too would advance on the Moselle. One
corps and 3 reserve divisions would hold upper Alsace; eventually, the
corps would join the seventh army. This is the first document in which
Schlieffen plans for an offensive to the north of Verdun (instead of
on Nancy), and the first time he considers placing the Schwerpunkt
in the west - a Westaufmarsch.62 The Denkschnft also makes it clear why
Schlieffen was so reluctant to outflank the French fortress line: no mat-
ter how simple and obvious such a manoeuvre might appear, it ran
the serious risk that the French would overwhelm the isolated right

60 p. cit., pp. 62-3.
61 Gp. cit., pp. 63-71.
62 Strictly speaking, the German war plans after 1899/1900 consisted of Aufmnarsch I,

which called for an offensive in the West, and Aufmanch 11, which generally called
for an offensive in the East. Each plan had a Westaufinarch (deployment plan in the
West) and an Ostaufmanach (deployment plan in the East), but since the term
Westaufnarsch has commonly been used to mean an offensive in the West, I will
continue that practice.
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wing. In fact, one of the principal conclusions that Schlieffen drew
from the 2 August 1897 Denkschnft was that he did not have the troops
required to conduct the operation in this form. Even though the
Denkschnft deployed the entire German army in the West - an unlikely
prospect in 1897 - Schlieffen still found it necessary to plan for the
use of three additional corps and a number of reserve divisions beyond
what was available.63 Therefore, the 2 August 1897 Denkschnft remained
'operational planning',64 but had no effect on the Aufmarschpline for
1897/8 or 1898/9. Indeed, while the Denkschnft considered the prob-
lem of a mass offensive in the west, in these years the proportion of
the army assigned to East Prussia was increased. In 1897/8 Schlieffen
assigned 48 divisions to the west and 20 divisions (up from 15 in
1896/7) to the east. In 1898/9 two more divisions were taken from
the west and added to the east, for a total of 46 divisions in the west
and 22 divisions in the east. In the west, the right flank was deployed
on the south border of Luxembourg, indicating that there were no
preparations to march into Belgium. The operational concept on both
fronts was probably the same as it had been since 1893: defence in
Lorraine, attack from East Prussia.65 It is often contended that Schli-
effen switched to a west-front offensive in 1897. Dieckmann shows that
this was emphatically not the case.

In the Aufmarschplan for 1899/1900 Schlieffen provided two variants:
Aufmarsch I was for a war on the west front alone; Aufmarsch II was for
a two-front war. The only information Dieckmann provided for Auf-
marsch I was that all 68 divisions were deployed in the west. There was,
Dieckmann says, no actual Aufmarschplan in the archives.66 Dieckmann
was probably not given access to the planning documents. Therefore,
we know nothing of Schlieffen's concept for the operation. Aufmarsch
II in 1899/1900 was similar to the deployment plans of the preceding
years, with 45 divisions in the west and 23 divisions in the east.67

In October of 1898, Schlieffen wrote a Denkschniftwhich changed the
west-front offensive into a counter-offensive.68 This is clearly an
exercise in experimental thinking. Schlieffen stated that the standard
German deployment, with one-third of her forces in the east and two-
thirds in the west, left Germany numerically inferior on both fronts.
He therefore decided to test the idea of employing the mass of the
German army in the west in a counter-offensive. Schlieffen assumed
that the French could complete their mobilization and deployment in
two to three weeks, while the Germans would need four weeks. This
contradicts other statements by Schlieffen that both sides would com-
plete their deployments within days of each other. However, by

63 Dieckmann, Schlieffenplar, pp. 66-7.
64 Gp. ct., p. 73.
65 Gp. cit., p. 107.
66 GP. cit., p. 118.
67 p. cit., p. 126.
68 Gp. cit., pp. 119-23.
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assuming a faster French deployment, Schlieffen could give the initiat-
ive to the French, and then analyse their offensive. Schlieffen fre-
quently employed such a device in war-games to require the German
player to fight on the defensive. He came to the conclusion that any
French offensive would have to attack on both sides of Metz, with their
right flank moving on the upper Saar and Strasbourg, while the left
wing moved through Belgium and Luxembourg. In this case, the most
promising German counter-attack was against the French left in the
Ardennes. A frontal attack against the French fortress line was uninvit-
ing. It involved siege warfare which, even if successful, would bring
little result, particularly as the defeated enemy could retire directly to
the rear. Schlieffen said that the Germans should counter-attack
against the French left by sending two armies, the 1st and 2nd, through
Belgium and Luxembourg. However, he expressly stated that the envel-
opment could not be too wide. At the same time, while the three
middle armies stayed on the defensive, the German left-flank army,
the 6th, would counter-attack against the French right, which was pre-
sumably in Alsace. If the French did not attack at once, it would be a
mistake for the Germans to wait for the French to advance: the situ-
ation in the east did not permit the Germans to be inactive in the west.
If the Germans then launched a general offensive, the two right-wing
armies, the 1st and 2nd, covered by a 7th army of reserve divisions on
the right and the 3rd Army on the left, would cross the Meuse between
Donchery and Stenay. The 4th and 5th Armies would move forward
from their positions between Saarbricken and Saarburg against Nancy,
to take the heights east of the city as well as Forts Frouard and Pont
St Vincent. The 6th Army would cover their left flank. In the 2 August
1897 Denkschnft, Schlieffen had planned to attack the French fortresses
on the Moselle between Toul and Verdun. He had to give up this pro-
ject because the French were too strong, and substituted the old, much
easier attack on Nancy. Schlieffen also said that even in the case of a
one-front war against France alone, Germany still had to act in the
west: the Russian army would not be idle, but would be deploying for
eventual intervention, and the Germans would be forced to deploy
more and more troops to meet this growing threat. Henceforth, the
counter-offensive remained Schlieffen's preferred strategy: he would
employ it repeatedly in war-games on both the West front and the east,
culminating in his last great war-game of November and December
1905. This too is in the tradition of Field Marshal von Moltke, who
frequently advocated the strategic counter-offensive.
On 1 October 1899, in the middle of the Aufmarsch year 1899/1900,

Schlieffen changed the plan to implement the Westaufmarsch. Only in
1899 did he intend to put the Schwerpunkt of the German army in
the west. Most important, Dieckmann said that the new deployment
in the west was based on the October 1898 Denkschnft, i.e. a deploy-
ment for a counter-offensive in the Ardennes. An attack across the
Meuse to the north of Verdun was clearly Schlieffen's second choice.
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Even so, the new plan only applied to Aufmarsch I, which was defined
as being a situation in which Germany was at war with the Franco-
Russian alliance, but in which Russia was not attacking in strength. It
is also worth noting that in this war plan, even in this favourable one-
front strategic environment, Schlieffen could not afford to strip East
Prussia bare of troops: under Aufmarsch I, he still assigned a force of
10 divisions to East Prussia, with 58 divisions deployed in the west. In
case of a two-front war, with the Russians attacking in strength, the
Aufmarsch II, with 23 divisions in the east, would be in force.69 The
new Aufmarsch I marked an important addition to German war plan-
ning, but it did not break entirely with previous German planning.
Conducting a strong counter-offensive in the west would be possible
only in very favourable political circumstances; in case of a two-front
war, Schlieffen's Aufmarsch II was little changed from Moltke's 1888
plan.
The Westaufmarsch (Aufmarsch I) for 1900/1 retained the same order

of battle as the October 1899 Westaufmarsch: 58 divisions in the west
and 10 in the East.70 Although Dieckmann admitted that he lacked
documentary proof, he said it appeared that the strength of the right
flank was increased from two armies to three and the flank guard
reinforced so that the total strength of the right wing armies increased
from 8 corps and 5 reserve divisions to 12 corps and 6 reserve divisions:
more than half the strength of the Westheer. This would only be possible
if the 3rd Army were relieved of its mission of providing protection
against Verdun and integrated into the right wing with the other two
main force armies (1st and 2nd). The centre two armies (4th and 5th)
were reduced by a corps and a reserve division, which were attached
to the 6th Army on the left.
An Operationsstudie (operational study) written by General Hans

Hartwig Beseler, then Oberquartiermeister III, on 18 January 1900, is
the first document in which the concept of the Westaufmarsch is given
fully.71 Beseler wrote that the decisive operation would be conducted
by the right wing, which therefore had to be made as strong as possible.
The mission of the centre armies, located to the south-east of Metz,
was to support the right wing by fixing as many French forces in Lor-
raine as possible. The principal restriction on the strength of the right
wing was the room available to deploy forces between Liege-Namur
on the right and Verdun on the left. This 90-km stretch would accom-
modate 10-11 corps. The direction for the right-wing attack would be
the area between Reims and Verdun. When the right wing had
defeated the French forces opposing it, and had advanced until it was
behind the French fortresses, it would attack the fortresses in the rear
while the armies in Lorraine broke through their front. The intent of

69 Gp. ct., pp. 127-34.
70 Gp. cit., pp. 143-5.
71 Gp. cit., pp. 145-7.
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the operation was to end the campaign with quick, decisive battles.
Beseler saw the chief difficulty in the operation as the loss of surprise:
it would hardly be possible to keep secret such a concentration of
strength as that of the right-wing forces, and the French would surely
take counter-measures. It is significant that this Operationsstudie was
written not by Schlieffen but by Beseler, one of the most respected
and distinguished officers in the pre-war German army. The Westauf-
marsch plan was clearly not Schlieffen's brainchild alone. This is not
to say that the plan was complete; as Beseler said, there was still the
problem of the enemy's reactions. Testing the Westaufmarsch against
possible French plans, particularly against a French attack in Lorraine,
would be a priority mission in subsequent staff rides and war-games.
The Schlieffen Denkschnften of 1897 and 1898, and Beseler's Oper-

ationsstudie of 1900, were the basis of Schlieffen's strategy in the
West, and not the Schlieffen Denkschnft of December 1905. The goal
was not to sweep around to the west of Paris but defeat the French
army in battles near the frontier and then to break the French for-
tress line.
Aufmarsch II in 1900/1 was a true Ostaufmarsch, a massive attack to

the East the likes of which had not been seen since 1880. Schlieffen
proposed to send 44 divisions to the East and only 24 to the West.
Since Dieckmann once again did not have access to the planning docu-
ments, all that we know about the concept of the operation is what we
can extrapolate from the deployment, which provided for 5 corps and
10 reserve divisions (20 divisions total) to be assembled around Thorn,
and 9 corps and 5 reserve divisions (23 divisions) in eastern East Prus-
sia. Given the high proportion of active army corps it contained, Schli-
effen intended that the second, East Prussian group should conduct
the main attack. East Prussia's salient position appears on the map to
provide wonderful opportunities for German offensives against the
Baltic coast, White Russia, or central Poland, but the limited capacity
of the Prussian rail net east of the Vistula meant that assembling 23
divisions in eastern East Prussia would have been a very time-consum-
ing process, which in addition would have sacrificed most of the ability
to achieve surprise. Nevertheless, with 44 German and some 30 to 40
Austrian divisions committed to an offensive in the east, it would
appear that the objective of the 1900/1 Ostaufmarsch was not just a
limited offensive to seize Russian Poland, but a strategic offensive
against Russia itself. Nothing else could justify the risks Schlieffen was
taking in the west, where the Germans would have been confronted
with an immense French superiority.

Therefore, at the same time that he was developing the Westauf-
marsch, Schlieffen was also thinking about a full-scale strategic offensive
in the east. The decision that Schlieffen made at this time was not, as
Ritter and others have asserted, that Germany could only attack in the
west. Rather, he determined that, because Germany was caught
between two very strong opponents, she had to use her interior pos-

War in History 1999 6 (3)



The Schlieffen Plan Reconsidered 281

ition to win a decisive victory against one enemy before turning against
the other. It was the decisive victory that was essential: which front it
was fought on was left up to the circumstances at the time.
A German offensive in the east required the Germans to stay on the

defensive in the west. Schlieffen wrote a Denkschnft in November 1899
which further developed his concept for the counter-offensive in the
west, this time against a numerically superior French army.72 Given
that the French avenue of approach between Metz and Strasbourg was
severely restricted by German fortifications and the terrain, Schlieffen
felt sure that the French would have to extend their attack to the north
to find room to deploy their army, and that this would result in an
attack to the north as well as to the south of Metz. Schlieffen wrote
that when the French left had passed beyond Metz, the German army
would then mass against it and counter-attack. The key to the oper-
ation was in veiling the intentions of the German Westheer. The only
forces that were to march to the border were cavalry and border secur-
ity. The Westheer corps would remain for the most part in their mobiliz-
ation stations. When the French committed themselves, the German
corps would execute a preprepared Aufmarsch to the area between
Prum and Saarbrticken, on both sides of the Mosel, and attack the
French left. Schlieffen apparently used this situation as the basis of a
General Staff ride in 1900. In his exercise critique to this ride, Schli-
effen expressed his dislike for defensive positions and his preference
for offensive manoeuvre warfare.73 No matter how excellent a defens-
ive position the German commander chose, Schlieffen said, given
French numerical superiority, the French could always outflank it.
Even if the Germans defeated a French frontal assault on the German
position, the Germans would not gain a decisive victory, for the French
would merely withdraw to their fortress line. A German frontal attack
would also produce no truly positive result. The best solution was to
attack the French left with forces massed directly by railroad from their
garrisons. In case of victory, the German pursuit might even bring the
German army around behind the French fortress line.

In the first Generalstabsreise for 1901, the decisive battle was fought
close to the left bank of the Rhine, on the German-Belgian border.74
It resulted in a German victory in the fourth week after mobilization,
which allowed the Germans to transfer 9 corps to the east. This situ-
ation was then integrated into the situation for that year's General-
stabsrezse Ost the corps arrive in the Vistula on the 34th day of mobiliz-
ation.75 By transferring 9 corps to the east, Schlieffen left a force of
13 corps and 12 reserve divisions in the west: 38 of the 66 divisions
available to the German army were still in the west, only 28 divisions
were in the east. This is far fewer than the 44 divisions assigned to the

72 Gp. cit., pp. 149-50.
71 Gp. cit., pp. 150-2.
7' Gp. cit., pp. 153-4.
7 Schlieffen, Diemtschrften: Die gossen Generalstabseisn Ost (Berlin, 1938), pp. 177ff.
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east in 1900/1 Aufmarsch II - the Ostaufmarsch. Not every campaign
had to end in the total annihilation of the enemy army. In this case,
a decisive victory in the west in Schlieffen's eyes meant the elimination
of 9 corps-worth of French combat power, allowing the transfer of 9
German corps to the east. The loss of 9 corps - about two armies -
would have been a serious blow to the French army, but far from a
fatal one: the French would still have demanded the attention of much
more than half the German army. Therefore, Schlieffen did not equate
a decisive victory in the west with the total annihilation of the French
army, as has often been contended. As for beginning the transfer of
forces to the west by the 31st day of mobilization, these war-games show
what favourable conditions had to arise for Schlieffen to consider this
to be possible: the decisive battle in the west had to be fought and
won close to the German railheads. If the Germans had fought the
decisive battle further west, say between Verdun and Reims, as Beseler
had considered possible, then these German forces, no matter how
victorious, would have been unavailable for immediate rail move-
ment east.

In the 190 1/2 Aufmarsch II (Ostaufmarsch), Schlieffen reduced the
forces in the east to 41 divisions, with 29 divisions in the west.76 It is
significant that as late as 1901/2 Schlieffen was still planning for a
massive attack in the east. In the 1902/3 Aufmarsch II he reduced the
forces in the east to the levels of all previous plans: two-thirds (44
divisions) of the field army was deployed in the west, and only one-
third (24 divisions) in the east.77 Aufmarsch II was once again similar
to the old Moltke Aufmarsch of 1888. The experiment with the great
strategic offensive against Russia was now over. Twenty-four divisions
would give the German Osthecr near-numerical equality with its prob-
able Russian opponents: the German army in the east could again con-
duct an operation against Russian Poland, but not a strategic operation
against Russia itself. Nevertheless, on the western front of the 1902/3
Ostaufmarsch, Schlieffen retained his plan for a counter-attack against
the left flank of the French attack as it moved through the Ardennes.
If the French did not attack, then Schlieffen intended to outflank the
French left by attacking with the 1st Army north of Verdun.

In the 1902/3 Aufmarsch I (Westaufmarsch), Schlieffen altered the
deployment in the west significantly.78 The 2nd-6th Armies (18 corps
and 4 reserve divisions) were to deploy directly on the border with
Luxembourg and France, between Echternach and Champeny, while
the 1st Army (4 corps, 4 reserve divisions) was echeloned behind the
right flank, in a great bow between Eupen and Neuerburg (west of
Bitburg). Dieckmann wrote that Schlieffen had become convinced that
the French were anticipating the right-wing attack north of Verdun,

76 Dieckmann, Schlieffenplar, pp. 154-5.
77 Op. cit., pp. 155-61.
78 Gp. Cit.
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and would deploy strong forces on the Meuse north ofVerdun to meet
it. A frontal attack on this strong position was not at all to Schlieffen's
liking. In the 1902/3 plan, therefore, he decided to attack with his left
and refuse his right. The 4th Army would attack between Verdun and
Toul, the 5th and 6th against Nancy and the Trouee de Charmes. Schli-
effen hoped this would draw the French left out of their positions on
the Meuse and into an attack into the Ardennes and across the Moselle
to outflank the Germans east of Diedenhofen. Schlieffen then
intended to conduct a counter-attack against the left flank of this
French force with the German 1st Army. This is a fascinating, although
complex, solution to the problem of the French reaction to the right-
wing attack. The 1902/3 Westaufmarsch manoeuvre illustrates Schlief-
fen's preference for the 'backhand blow', i.e. waiting for the enemy to
attack and to commit himself, and then counter-attacking against the
enemy flank and rear. The same technique was often employed in
Schlieffen's Generalstabsreisen Ost.

In a note written on 16 May 1902, Schlieffen emphasized that in an
attack in the west both wings of the German army needed to support
each other.79 The attack on the Moselle fortifications between Toul
and Epinal, he wrote, would only succeed if supported by an out-
flanking manoeuvre to the north of Verdun. On the other hand, an
outflanking manoeuvre to the north of Verdun would be exposed to
defeat by overwhelming French forces if not supported by an attack
against the Moselle fortresses. The German forces facing the French
fortresses could not wait to conduct their attack until the right wing
had unhinged the French line, nor could they limit themselves to dem-
onstrating or observing the enemy: they had to attack and fix French
forces on the Moselle even as the right wing conducted its attack. The
left-wing attack was vital to the Westaufmarsch.

In 1902 and 1903 Schlieffen committed a great deal of effort to
studying the Ostaufmarsch. Even though in the 1902/3 Aufmarsch II he
had reduced the number of troops in the east to a level suitable only
for a limited offensive, on 5 December 1902 he wrote a Denkschnft
which analysed the possible conduct of a strategic attack by 13 corps
and 10 reserve divisions - 36 divisions in total - in the east.80 The main
attack was conducted frontally by 9 corps and 4 reserve divisions on
the axis Thorn-Narew (between Pultusk and Lomza) -Bug, covered on
the left by an army (4 corps, 6 reserve divisions) north of the Masurian
Lakes. The need for speed probably forced a reduction in the size of
the force in eastern East Prussia. Schlieffen was apparently forced to
admit once again that any German attack in the east must be made
against the Narew, with all the disadvantages which have already been
discussed. Because of this, the results of this Denkschnft cannot have
encouraged Schlieffen to launch the German main offensive in the

71 Gp. cit., pp. 158-9.
O0p. nit., pp. 165-6.
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east. In the first Generalstabsreise in 1903 he again played the Ostauf-
marsch.1 On the western front his preferred solution was once again
to use the rail system to mass against the French left while it attacked
through the Ardennes. It seems that by now Schlieffen was convinced
that an offensive on the Narew was not going to produce a decisive
victory against Russia. He appears interested in the Ostaufmarsch
because it would put pressure on the Russians, who in turn would
demand help from their French ally. This would force the French to
come out of their fortifications and attack in order to divert German
forces from the east. The French would then advance close enough to
the German rail net for Schlieffen to deliver a crushing counter-offens-
ive.

In the 1903/4 Westaufmarsch (Aufmarsch I), Schlieffen assigned 65
divisions to the west and 10 to the east.82 Dieckmann wrote that the
now-missing Map 9 showed that Schlieffen had returned to the deploy-
ment of 1901/2, which called for a three-army attack through the Ard-
ennes. There is no change in the deployment in the east and no infor-
mation concerning Aufmarsch II whatsoever.
At this point, Dieckmann's manuscript ends -just when it was get-

ting interesting. Why it does so is practically incomprehensible. A few
more pages of text would have sufficed to provide, for the first time,
detailed information concerning the Holy Grail of German war plan-
ning, the Schlieffen plan Denkschnft, as well as the Aufmarschpl&ne,
Knegsspiele and Generalstabsreisen for 1904 and 1905. We do not know
whether Dieckmann stopped work just short of completion (in which
case he gave his supervisor, Wolfgang Foerster, an incomplete manu-
script to read) or whether he did complete the manuscript, and the
dangerous parts were later excised.83
Dieckmann's manuscript dramatically expands our perspective on

Schlieffen's war planning. The contention that Schlieffen's strategic
thought consisted of a switch from an east- to a west-front offensive
leading to the culminating Schlieffen plan must now be rejected. Schli-
effen always retained a very strong east-front Aufmarsch II. In the west
front he clearly preferred to conduct a counter-offensive against a
French attack. The eventual advance into France was ideally a continu-

1 Op. cit., pp. 164-5.
82 Gp. cit., pp. 162-5.
8g It may be that Foerster himself tried to write an essay on Schlieffen's war planning.

The file containing Dieckmann's MS includes three other documents. One is a
review of Foerster's Graf Schlieffen und der Weltkiieg by Max von Szczepanski, with
Foerster's shorthand notes in the margin. The other is an unsigned 13-page
handwritten draft, in Standard script, titled Einige Bemerkungen Uber die
Entstehungsgeschichte des Schlieffenplanes (Some Notes on the Development of the
Schlieffen Plan) in what appears to be Foerster's handwriting. The draft does not go
beyond 1897. The third is a 26-page fragment of a typewritten draft which primarily
concerns the 1905 LDekscArgft. The authorship is uncertain, the page numbers differ
from Dieckmann's MS, and it provides little that is new. It is also obviously a rough
draft: entire pages are ruled through. The possibility also exists that Dieckmann's MS
survived because it was in Foerster's office when the Reichsarchiv was bombed.
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ation of this counter-offensive. Only if the French stayed on the defens-
ive did he reluctantly envisage an offensive into France. At no time did
he commit himself to one perfect plan. In case of war, he clearly
intended to adapt his plan to the changing political, strategic and oper-
ational situation. Dieckmann's manuscript also demonstrates Schlief-
fen's early and continuing concern over the inadequate strength of
the German army. Most important, there is practically nothing in this
manuscript to support the contention that the Schlieffen plan
Denkschnft was the culmination of Schlieffen's strategic thought. In
fact, it demonstrates that this Denkschnft was an isolated aberration.
The Bundesarchiv-Militararchiv in Freiburg recently obtained the

original Schlussbesprechungen (exercise critiques) for the two General-
stabsrezsen West held in 1904. These primary documents give the first
direct evidence for Schlieffen's concept of the western operation.

Schlieffen's exercise critique for the 1st Generalstahsrezse West was
classified secret and titled Uberszcht iber die Operationen der 1. groflen Gen-
eralstabsrezse 1904 (Summary of the Conduct of the 1st Great General
Staff ride in the West for 1904)."4 It was 24 pages long, handwritten
in the Standard style, and included eight maps. In this form it was sent
to all units with General Staff officers so that they could stay current
with the latest strategic thought. On the cover was written 'Foerster'
in large block letters with a blue pencil, as well as the number 1474
in the lower right corner.

Schlieffen began his exercise critique by giving the initial intelli-
gence information provided to French players concerning the German
deployment. The French exercise deployment was shown on a map.
The German estimates of French deployment do not seem to have
varied greatly between 1904 and 1914, generally assuming a flank army
near St Menehould and large concentrations in depth behind Nancy
and Epinal, with groups of reserve divisions evenly distributed behind
the flanks and centre of the active army forces. This is because the
German enemy estimates were based on the proposition that the
French would make optimal use of their rail net. The French deploy-
ment was just a question of railway timetables.85 It was understood that
this was not the permanent French position, but only a basis for large-
scale manoeuvre. Schlieffen's German army in this exercise was con-
siderably different from the actual German army. He employed 26 of
the 28 available corps. Instead of the 19 reserve divisions actually avail-
able, he had 16 reserve corps, and in addition there were 14 Landwehr
divisions, which did not really exist at all, to be used for rear area
protection. Schlieffen said that one might well ask where all the reserve
corps came from. His answer was that, because the German army had
chosen to march through Belgium, there were a great many missions

84 lwheim. Ubricht iiher die Olrrationen der 1. gmfien Generalstabseise 1904, BA-MA, PH
3/659. The MilitUrarchiv also has a second copy, PH 3/660, which has no maps.

85 Bayerisches Kriegsarchiv Generaistab, Festungs-Uungen 1291, Durchbruch Maas-Toul
1906-1907.
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that required reserve forces: occupying Belgium; covering Belgian,
Dutch and French fortresses; securing the flanks. When the war really
starts, Schlieffen said, if we need the units, we'll raise them. Clearly,
Schlieffen had not given up his goal of completely using available man-
power, and expected to use the pressure generated by total war to
overcome the obstacles to his programme of raising as many units as
possible.

Schlieffen then discussed the invasion of Belgium at length. He
began by saying that Britons and Americans who had studied the prob-
lem had, as practical people with few scruples, come to the conclusion
that the Germans were going to march through Belgium in the next
war. The Belgians had come to the same conclusion, and had built
Liege and Namur largely for the purpose of blocking that attack. Only
the French did not completely agree. They were so convinced of Ger-
man aggressiveness that they expected the Germans to attack directly
against their fortress line, at which point they would manoeuvre and
counter-attack. This counter-attack could only come through Belgium
and Luxembourg, so that, from any viewpoint, all the possible parti-
cipants thought the war would spill over into Belgium.

Schlieffen said that there were two ways for the German army to
conduct its right flank envelopment of the French fortress line. The
first was to extend the German right wing as far north as MWzieres.
This meant that when the right wing crossed the Meuse the German
army would be divided into two halves, with the united French army
occupying a central position between them. The result of such an oper-
ation would not be favourable. The second possibility was to march
all, or a significant part, of the German army around the French left.
Instead of attacking the French on a line Belfort-Verdun, one would
attack them on a line Verdun-Lille, where there were no fortifications
to get in the way. The problem with this course of action was that the
approach march through Belgium was so long that all chance of sur-
prise was sacrificed. Furthermore, this attack necessitated crossing
Dutch territory. Last, the German army was so large that the deploy-
ment assembly area must extend as far south as Strasbourg. This
presented the French with a flank to attack.

Given a situation in which the French learned that the Germans
were deploying on the lower Rhine, Schlieffen asked several officers
to deduce the French reaction. Many decided that the French should
conduct a second deployment by rail to northern France, there either
to occupy a defensive position on a line Reims-Verdun or Paris-Ver-
dun, or to conduct a counter-attack. Schlieffen felt that this would take
too long. He agreed with those officers who decided to attack the Ger-
man left flank in Lorraine. Schlieffen said that this would produce a
battle of Leuthen on a larger scale. The Germans would be forced to
respond by sending their centre and right to the south, just as the
Austrians had done at Leuthen. The only thing that would prevent this
was if the Germans created around Metz and Strasbourg fortified zones

Way in History 1999 6 (3)



The Schlieffen Plan Reconsidered 287

from which armies could sally to conduct counter-attacks. The fortified
zone of Metz would force the French to divide their forces in order
to advance to the north and south of it. Such fortified zones would also
force the French to detach prohibitively large forces to guard them.

Schlieffen then discussed the conduct of the exercise. The German
deployment consisted of a mass of 17 corps in a triangle Aachen-
Wesel-Cologne, connected by a screen of 6 corps in the Eifel to a
group of German forces with 6 corps near Metz, with 9 more corps
echeloned to the rear in the Palatinate. Most of Lorraine was held by
reconnaissance forces only. There was an army of reserve divisions to
the north-east of Strasbourg and 3 corps in Alsace. The French
attacked in Lorraine between Metz and Strasbourg with a force of 18
corps and 4 reserve divisions (40 divisions in all), with a smaller army
of 5 corps and 7 reserve divisions (18 divisions in total) attacking along
the left bank of the Moselle towards Trier. The Dutch and Belgians
had allied themselves with France. The British were not mentioned.
The exercise started on the 16th day of mobilization. The German
mission was to assemble as many corps as possible in the area Metz-
Strasbourg-Bitsch to oppose the French advance in Lorraine. On the
16th day the German 1st Army entered Holland, the 2nd moved south-
west into the Ardennes, the 3rd south south-west into the Eifel, the
4th was stationary near Metz, the 5th and 6th moved side by side to
the south in the Palatinate, the reserve army remained north-east of
Strasbourg, and the 7th Army remained between Zabern and Stras-
bourg. On the 17th-l9th days the French continued their advance on
both sides of Metz, while the German right-wing armies - 1st, 2nd,
3rd - continued moving south-west through Belgium, the Ardennes
and the Eifel. The German 4th, 5th and 6th Armies began to assemble
on a line Metz-Zweibrticken, facing south. There was a great deal of
inconclusive fighting near Strasbourg. On the 19th the French occu-
pied a defensive position with 10 corps to the south of the German
Metz-Zweibrticken line.

Schlieffen took this opportunity to talk about positional warfare. A
defensive position of this length (and by this he meant a hasty defence,
not a defence that had been prepared for a considerable period) must
have weak areas, even gaps. It is the job of the attacker to conduct
careful reconnaissance, to use the terrain and periods of darkness to
bring his artillery and infantry forward and attack to discover where
these weak points are, and then to exploit these to create a pen-
etration. In this exercise, 10 German corps attacked 10 French, with
one German corps breaking through the French line. It exploited this
penetration and defeated a French reserve corps, which was inferior
in artillery to the German corps. A French corps then conducted a
mass counter-attack. Having discussed the proper way to conduct an
attack in modern warfare, Schlieffen now pointed out the wrong way.
The French corps in question attacked on a front of 3 km - practically
a solid mass of infantry - apparently expecting that the moral effect
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of such a horde would sweep all before it. Schlieffen would have none
of it, judging that it would have been destroyed by artillery without
having achieved anything at all.
The decisive battle took place on the French left flank. Here the

French commanders placed their trust in what they thought was a
strong anchor for their left flank on the small but prominent Wallers-
burg hill. Schlieffen said that concentrated artillery fire would have
quickly rendered the hill untenable, regardless of the heroism of the
defenders. The French left was turned by three Bavarian corps and
several cavalry divisions attacking out of Metz, while the French right
was likewise turned by several German corps attacking from Stras-
bourg. (Given Schlieffen's continual use of fortresses as offensive
springboards, it is astounding that the chief of staff of the German 1st
Army, none other than Kuhl, failed to guard against an attack from
Paris in September 1914). At this point Schlieffen noted that if one is
in a bad position, it is better to retreat early than to be destroyed. The
French force in Lorraine was enveloped on both flanks and annihil-
ated. Meanwhile, the battle to the north of Metz had degenerated into
a sideshow: the right-wing German 1st Army hardly made contact with
the enemy. The exercise was over on the 21st day of mobilization.

In his final comments, Schlieffen said that a French offensive in Lor-
raine was a difficult undertaking, but that it would have been more
effective if the French had not split their forces by sending them to
the north and south of Metz. The French should have sent the entire
force between Metz and Strasbourg, thereby having more forces avail-
able to guard the flanks. He repeated his previous statements concern-
ing the importance of Metz and Strasbourg as fortified areas that
should primarily be used to support offensive operations, and restated
his mistrust of defensive positions. In conclusion, he said that what was
important in the attack was artillery, not massed infantry.

This Generalstabsreise took place less than two years before Schlief-
fen's retirement. Superficially, it has three points in common with the
December 1905 Denkschnft. First, in this exercise, the German army
was initially deployed in a formation which seems similar to that of the
1905 Denkschnft. The three armies of the right wing contained no fewer
than 17 corps. This similarity is deceptive. In fact, all German deploy-
ments in this period extended from Aachen to Strasbourg. This was a
function of available deployment space and efficient use of rail
capacity86 and had nothing to do with the 'Schlieffen plan'. Second,
Schlieffen expressly mentioned the advantages of a full-scale attack by
the right wing. However, in the 1904 exercise, he never executed that
attack. Third, Schlieffen used large numbers of notional units both in
the 1904 exercise and in the 1905 Schlieffen plan Denkschnft. This
would lead one to believe that the 1905 Denkschnft too was an exercise,

86 Concerning the German preparations for use of rail transport in mobilization and
deployment, see Bucholz, Moltke, Schlieffen and PrFssian War Planning.
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not a real war plan. The most important event in this exercise is that
the plan for the right-wing attack never survived contact with the
enemy. By taking the offensive in strength in Lorraine, the French
seized the initiative and forced the Germans to fight the decisive battle
in a place of their choosing. The climactic battle took place between
Metz and Strasbourg. The mission of the three right-wing armies
became one of protecting the rear of the main battle, and they spent
most of the exercise foot-marching south, not west, through Belgium.
In the 1905 Denkschnft, frontal attacks were used only to fix the enemy
in place. Here, Schlieffen showed that properly conducted frontal and
flank attacks could defeat a hasty positional defence. The frontal attack
succeeded because it allowed the attacker to mass against weak points
in the defence.

Schlieffen conducted a second Generalstabsreise West in 1904."7 The
exercise critique, also handwritten in Standard style, is 22 pages long
and includes 8 maps. On the top part of the cover, the bottom half
of the name 'Foerster' in block letters and blue pencil is visible. Foers-
ter also annotated several passages in the critique with blue pencil. In
the lower right corner of the cover is the number 1475.

Schlieffen began by saying that the starting situation for the Ger-
mans was the same as in the preceding exercise, with two exceptions.
Due to doubts that Germany could raise so large a force of reserve
corps, the Germans would have no reserve corps but rather 23 reserve
divisions, which was close to the actual German strength of the time.
Clearly there was serious resistance among the General Staff officers
to the use of notional units on such a large scale. The Landwehr
divisions were also eliminated. As in the first 1904 staff ride, Schlieffen
stated that it was the German intention to attack on the line Lille-
Verdun. For exercise purposes the German fortifications on the upper
Rhine did not exist. The Belgians still allied themselves to France; the
Dutch are mentioned in passing later on; the British are not men-
tioned at all. The French were also allocated several reserve corps and
additional infantry divisions - proof that Schlieffen had no favourites
when handing out notional units. The French initial deployment was
modified so as to allow a French attack into upper Alsace on the 13th
day of mobilization. The French deployed in three groups: the right
wing with 8 corps, with the mission of crossing the upper Rhine; a
centre group of 6 corps between Lun6ville and the Vosges; and a
northern group of 9 corps which would deploy between Verdun and
Hirson and advance along the Moselle. The French received reports
that the Germans were deploying on the lower Rhine, but stuck to
their plan to cross the upper Rhine. The Germans learned of the
French deployment and abandoned their plan to march on Lille-
Verdun. Schlieffen said that he could agree with neither decision. His

17 Ucht b die Oywationen d 2. grossen Generalstabsreise 1904, MA PH 3/661.
The second copy, 662, has no maps.
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view was that if the Germans had continued to march on Lille-Verdun,
the French would have had to turn back to protect Paris. Schlieffen
also said that by crossing the Rhine, the French were doing the Germ-
ans a favour, because troops on the right bank of the Rhine would be
out of the battle. Instead of marching on Lille-Verdun, the Germans
repeated their actions of the previous exercise and marched their
centre and most of the right-flank forces directly to the south, this time
to engage the French left on the Moselle. The German 1st Army moved
into north Belgium as originally planned, but alone it could
accomplish nothing. The opposing plans resulted in such extensive
troop movements that the first exercise map was entitled simply 'Mar-
ches', and the exercise proper did not get under way again until the
22nd day of mobilization. In south Germany, the French crossed the
Rhine unopposed and turned north, extending their right as far east
as Tuibingen in order to gain room for all 8 corps to deploy. The
French left entered the Ardennes and had begun a right wheel towards
the Moselle when the Germans launched a counter-attack out of Metz
with 3 corps and crushed the right flank of this group of armies. The
mass of the German army was now on a line between Metz and Trier,
facing north, and attacking both flanks of the French left wing, driving
it to the north. The French centre was attacking north-east in Lorraine
and the French right was moving north on the right bank of the Rhine.
The German army on the Moselle was thus operating on interior lines
between two groups of French forces: the French left, north of the
Moselle; the French right and centre in Lorraine and Baden. The two
French groups in turn were on exterior lines separated by the German
army and the Moselle. Schlieffen said that the only hope for the
French left was to escape the double envelopment by retreating. They
did not do so because the commanders in the centre were not paying
enough attention to what was happening on the flanks. He said they
would have been better off if they had remembered the close-order
drill regulations and marched forward by dressing on the man to their
left, and not exposing their flanks, just as the Japanese had done in
Manchuria.88 This section was marked on the margins with Foerster's
blue pencil, and through him it passed on to the outside world. This
phrase, 'Augen links, Fuihlung rechts' has been used frequently, and
out of context, by Schlieffen's detractors to give the impression that
Schlieffen wanted to conduct his battles in a rigid, linear, mindless
manner: exactly the way that the arch-militarist would want to fight.
In fact, if these exercises prove anything, it is that Schlieffen expected
the next war at all levels would be a 'swirling maelstrom' and conduc-
ted exercises that would prepare his officers for such conditions.
The Germans did not destroy the French left-flank group of armies

88 Es waire hier entschieden etwas rmehr Exerzier. Reglerment zu wunschen gewesen,
etwas Augenlinksnehrmen und Fflhlung rechts, urm etwas von den rmethodischen
Verfahren der Japaner, die in dieser Weise ganz gewil3 nicht vorgegangen waren,
sondemn immer gewartet haben, bis der Nachbar heran war' (p. 15).
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because the German commander began to feel the pressure from the
French centre and right closing in on his rear. On the 26th day he
redeployed three corps from his left flank attack to cover his rear, and
on the 27th day he sent two more. The German envelopment was fat-
ally weakened and the French left was able to withdraw. These five
corps were unable to accomplish anything against the French centre
and rear, as the German army was now outnumbered in both direc-
tions. As the exercise ended on day 31, the Germans were in danger
of being encircled and destroyed.89 Schlieffen's exercise critique was
primarily concerned with driving home the one vital principle con-
cerning operations on interior lines: whoever operates on interior lines
must mass against one enemy and decisively defeat him before turning
against the other. An 'ordinary victory' against one force or the other
will result only in the eventual destruction of the army fighting on
interior lines. Schlieffen used Napoleon's failure to destroy Blticher at
Ligny to illustrate his point: the result of this omission was Waterloo.
The second Generalstabsreise West in 1904 had even less in common

with the Schlieffen plan than did the first. In this exercise, the French
invasion of south Germany succeeds and the German army is annihil-
ated. Schlieffen's stated opinion notwithstanding, there is no evidence
in this exercise that marching the German right wing through north-
ern Belgium would have rescued the situation.

Generalleutnant von Zoellner's 1938 article gives the only relatively
complete description of Schlieffen's 1905 Generalstabsreise West. It is not
made clear whether Zoellner was writing from personal experience or
whether he got his information from the Reichsarchiv. The Militdwzis-
senschaftiche Rundschau, in which the article appeared, was the official
publication of the General Staff. The article, 'Schlieffens Vermachtnis'
(Schlieffen's Legacy), is frequently cited because, according to
Zoellner, during the 1905 Generalstabsreise West, Schlieffen's last, he
'laid his cards on the table' and revealed his concept for the Schlieffen
plan.90 Zoellner strongly hints that this plan was synonymous with the
December 1905 Denkschnft,91 without ever directly saying so. Sub-
sequent historians have cited Zoellner as proof that at this time Schli-
effen tested the concept of the Schlieffen plan and then transformed
this concept into a working war plan. Zoellner said that Schlieffen
played the German side himself,92 and used a German deployment

89 As Schlieffen said, 'Es kann sich nun jeder die Sache ausmalen, wie er will, jedenfalls
steht sie nicht gut ffur die Deutschen' (p. 20).

90 'deckt er den Reiseteilnehmemn gegenfber seine Karten vollstandig auf und spielt
mit ihnen seinen Umfassungsplan in grol3en Zfgen durch', Generalleutnant von
Zoellner, 'Schlieffens Vernmichtnis', MilitarwissemcAaftliche RundscAau (1938), p. 48.
True; but the encirclements took place in the Ardennes and Lorraine, not south of
Paris.

91 'Schlieffens Operationsplan ffur den Zweifrontenkrieg ist durch den Weltkrieg
allgemein bekanntgeworden', op. cit., p. 7. The article continually uses terms that
support the 'Schlieffen plan' theory: e.g. Zoellner contends that there is no question
that Moltke 'watered down' the Schlieffen plan (p. 52).

92 Gp. cit., pp. 48-52.
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similar to that of the 1905/6 Aufmarschplan in the west (Aufmarsch I),
in which the right wing included 23 corps and 15 reserve divisions in
6 armies deployed from Metz to Wesel. The left flank was relatively
weak: 3 corps and 5 reserve divisions. Such a deployment left practi-
cally nothing in East Prussia. In this Generalstabsreise, Schlieffen does
not appear to have used notional units. In fact, Schlieffen played three
exercises, with the French side played independently by three General
Staff officers, Oberstleutnant Freiherr von Freytag-Loringhoven,
Oberst von Steuben and Major Kuhl. Schlieffen discussed the right-
wing attack in detail, saying that it would have to bypass Lifge, Namur,
and Antwerp, and it could expect significant opposition on French
defensive lines at Lille-Maubeuge and again at La Fere-Laon-Paris. It
is therefore even more surprising that in none of the three war-games
did the German right wing even enter northern France.

Freytag-Loringhoven decided to meet the German right flank head-
on with a French offensive on a line Luxembourg-Namur-Brussels.
Schlieffen approved of the concept but faulted the execution. The
French offensive was defeated by an attack out of Metz to the north
against the French right, as well as by an attack against the reserve
divisions holding the French left. The use of Metz as an offensive
springboard places this exercise firmly in the context of Schlieffen's
previous exercises, whereas in the December 1905 Denkschnft Metz is
merely an anchor for the right wing. How the German right wing
would conduct its advance into Picardy, the Champagne and beyond
was never tested, for the decisive battle was fought in Belgium.

Steuben decided to launch the French main effort between Metz
and Saarburg. According to the Schlieffen plan concept, the French
were performing a Lzebesdienst, and the German right wing should have
continued its movement into northern France. Under identical cir-
cumstances, during the second 1904 Generalstabsreise West, just a few
months before, Schlieffen said that the 'school solution' to this prob-
lem was to continue the attack with the right wing on Lille-Verdun.
In this exercise, in early 1905, Schlieffen did nothing of the kind. He
said that, in view of the fact that the French main body had advanced
east of the Moselle (and out of their border fortifications), he could
shift forces from the right wing to the left. He marched two armies
directly south to engage the French to the east (Q) of Metz. The 3rd
Army was sent by rail to Alsace to attack the French right flank. The
right wing was reduced to two armies, which were engaged with
second- and third-rate reserve and territorial divisions. This exercise
was a replay of the first 1904 Generalstabsrezse West and had nothing in
common with the Schlieffen plan Denkschrift.
Kuhl decided to attack on both sides of Metz. Once again, instead

of attempting to delay the attack between Metz and Strasbourg with
weak forces as called for by the December 1905 Denkschnft, Schlieffen
sent 'significant reinforcements' to Lorraine and as usual conducted
a strong counter-attack from the Rhine against the French right wing.
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Zoellner said that this exercise demonstrated the flexibility of Schlief-
fen's war plan. That is surely true, but the plan in question was the
normal Westaufmarsch, not the Schlieffen plan. By 1938, however, the
Schlieffen plan was dogma, and the details of Zoellner's description
were ignored. Far from being a confirmation of the Schlieffen plan
concept of a decisive enveloping attack by the right wing, in this exer-
cise Schlieffen demonstrated as late as 1905 that he was quite willing
to fight the battle with his left wing in Lorraine, if that was where the
French came out of their fortifications. It is also interesting to note
that two of the most prominent advocates of the idea of the centrality
of the Schlieffen plan Denkschnft were Freytag-Loringhoven and Kuhl.
Both were prolific writers on the subject, especially Kuhl, who never-
theless never mentioned participating in this exercise. Freytag-Lor-
inghoven did give it passing notice.93 Had they described this exercise
in detail the early 1920s, they would have destroyed the contention
that the Schlieffen plan was the concept for the German war plan.
The Gencralstahsreise West in 1905 was not, however, Schlieffen's last

exercise. Between 1896 and 1905 Schlieffen held an annual winter war-
game.94 In November and December 1905 he conducted his last Kiegs-
spzel?5 This was by far the most ambitious exercise of his career, per-
haps the greatest war-game in modern military history. In it, Schlieffen
played both fronts simultaneously to the 42nd day of mobilization. For
advocates of the 'Schlieffen plan', as well as for those such as Ritter
who saw in Schlieffen only aggressive militarism, this war-game is a
bitter disappointment, for in this, Schlieffen's last, greatest exercise, he
employed a radically different concept for the German army: strategic
defensive on both the east and west fronts.

In the exercise critique, Schlieffen said that it was advantageous for
Germany to wait until one of her enemies crossed the border and then
attack him. The disadvantage of this plan was that Germany might be
attacked on both fronts simultaneously. Usually the counter-attack
should be made to the east, because there the Germans had the
greater prospects of not just throwing back their opponent but decis-
ively defeating him. His concept for the operation was to conduct a
strong initial Aufmarsch in East Prussia with 5 corps and 6 reserve
divisions. When the Russians had committed themselves to attacking,
he would reinforce the eastern force with an additional 8 corps and 6
reserve divisions. This total of 13 corps and 12 reserve divisions was all
that the East Prussian railway net could support. This was not suf-
ficiently superior to the expected Russian force of 11.5 corps and 10

9 Hugo, Freiherr von Freytag-Loringhoven, Merch und Dinge (Berlin, 1923), pp. 103-
4.

94 Zoellner, 'Schlieffens Vernmichtnis', p. 45.
9 Chef des Geaeralstabes der Armee I M 13083 Z.Berlin den 23. Dezb 1905. Kiiegsspiel

Nomrmber/Dezember 1905 ScAhlusbesprecAung. Geheim! BA-MA PH 3/646. Maps NacAlass
Schlieffen BA-MA N 43/133. The Bayerisches Kriegsarchiv also has a complete copy,
with maps, Generalstab 1237.

War in History 1999 6 (3)



294 Terence Zuber

reserve divisions to ensure German victory. The German army must
exploit the two advantages it possessed in East Prussia, Kdnigsberg and
the Masurian Lakes. As with Metz, Schlieffen advocated building
Kbnigsberg into a fortified zone in time of war. He said that in four
weeks adequate field fortifications could be built along the Deime, Pre-
gel and Frisching. In order to go around the Masurian Lakes, the Russi-
ans had to divide their forces. The Germans could then attack out of
Kbnigsberg the right flank of the Niemen army, which was coming
from the east, or against the left flank of the Narew army, which was
coming from the south-east. A third less likely possibility was to attack
the inner flanks of both armies before they had time to unite. The
conduct of this exercise in the east is practically an encyclopaedia of
the operational expedients that Schlieffen employed in the General-
stabsreisen Ost. The Russians crossed the border on the 27th day of mob-
ilization. By the 30th day they had reached a line Kdnigsberg-Mlawa.
With the arrival of their massive reinforcements, the Germans
launched surprise counter-attacks on all three avenues of approach:
out of fortress Kbnigsberg against the right flank of the Niemen army;
out of the Lake district against their inside flanks; and against the left
flank of the Narew army. Both Russian armies were annihilated, and
by the 35th day of mobilization the transfer of troops to the west could
begin. There was no pursuit into Russia.

Schlieffen then gave his officers some last thoughts on the character
of the next war and the conduct of operations in it. He said that in
the future it would be very easy to allow operations to degenerate into
positional warfare: the war in Manchuria had demonstrated that.
Nevertheless, the German army must always seek to win decisive vic-
tories in manoeuvre battles, and never allow a war of attrition to drag
on indecisively for 'one or two years'. Such a protracted war would
produce nothing but mutual exhaustion and economic chaos. But
even if positional warfare did set in, long defensive positions might
offer weak spots where the attacker could achieve a breakthrough. In
mobile operations, the German army would generally try to envelop
the enemy flank. One should never conduct a shallow turning move-
ment around the enemy flank, but envelop the enemy flank with a
strong force while conducting an attack against his front to fix him
in position.

Returning to the Kriegsspiel, Schlieffen said that the French were
twice as strong as the Germans and therefore clearly held the initiative.
The deployment plan and force structure which Schlieffen gave to the
French for this war-game is eerily reminiscent of the French general
Michel's 1911 war plan. Both the war-game and Michel's plan were
based on the exhaustive use of trained French manpower. Michel
wanted to add more reservists to the active units. Schlieffen utilized
French reserve and territorial divisions in the front line. In both Schli-
effen's exercise deployment and in Michel's plan, the French mass of
manoeuvre was on the left wing, and this left wing extended all the
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way to the English Channel. On the far left wing of the French forces,
Schlieffen deployed the British Expeditionary Force, the first time Bri-
tish units appear in a German exercise. South of Verdun, Schlieffen's
French deployment consisted largely of reserve and territorial
divisions. Schlieffen's German deployment consisted of 6 corps
between Cologne and Aachen, a screen of cavalry and Landwehr from
there to Metz where there was one corps, a corps at Dieuze, one at
Saarburg, one at Strasbourg and one at Mfhlhausen. The two south
German corps (one at Karlsruhe, one near Calw) and the three Bav-
arian corps remained in their mobilization stations. The French
crossed the Franco-Belgian border on the 23rd day of mobilization, at
which point Belgium and Holland allied themselves with Germany. At
the same time, the French attacked into Alsace and Lorraine. Schli-
effen said that it was essential for the Germans to hold Lorraine and
the right bank of the Moselle as a base for a counter-attack against the
French left wing, and sent all the Bavarian and south German corps
by rail to counterattack in Lorraine and Alsace; by the 26th day these
forces had driven back the French attack in both provinces, with heavy
losses. In Schlieffen's opinion a pursuit through the Trouee de
Charmes led nowhere and involved considerable risk; therefore, as of
the 27th day he began to transfer three corps north, where, by the 31st
day, the French had reached a line Antwerp-Lie~ge and had crossed the
Belgian-German border south of Liege. By the 33rd day the three
corps being transferred from the south had arrived in Antwerp, with
the prospect of three more arriving from the east by the 37th day.
Schlieffen said that the proper course of action was to attack with these
first three corps south from Antwerp against the French flank; such
an attack carried with it a considerable element of risk, but no great
deeds could be accomplished without risk. Such an attack would be
unexpected and should achieve surprise. In order to make this out-
flanking attack from Antwerp effective, however, the French armies
had to be fixed by a frontal attack, even if the attacking forces were
inferior to the defenders. The French reaction to all these unexpected
moves would be hasty and uncoordinated, and this would to some
degree counterbalance the risk the Germans were taking. The German
envelopment was directed on Namur, which was still in Belgian hands.
This gave the envelopment operational depth, but nothing like the
strategic depth envisaged by the envelopment around Paris in the
December 1905 Denkschnft. By the 37th day the left flank French army
had been surrounded inside the triangle Namur-Liege-Thienen and
the German enveloping force had crossed the Meuse at Namur. On
the 39th day the Germans launched an attack from Metz-Diedenhofen
to the north-west against the right flank of the French main body. By
the 42nd day three French armies were surrounded in the Ardennes
and a fourth was surrounded west of Luxembourg. The exercise was
then terminated. Concerning the British army, Schlieffen quoted Lord
Roberts, who had said publicly that it would be the 'height of insanity'
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to involve the British army in a continental war, for which it was poorly
prepared; Schlieffen said that Roberts should know what he was talk-
ing about.

In his last and most ambitious war-game, Schlieffen tested concepts
which had nothing to do with the 'Schlieffen plan'. Given a simul-
taneous Franco-Russian offensive, Schlieffen replied with a strategic
defensive on both fronts. When the Franco-Russian armies approached
the German border, Schlieffen used the German rail network to mass
uncommitted forces against the two Russian armies in East Prussia and
destroy them. At the same time, he conducted an active defence in the
west, retaining five corps in their mobilization stations and then commit-
ting them by rail to obtain local superiority against the French forces
invading Alsace and Lorraine and crushing them. Finally, he used rail
mobility to redeploy forces from the east and from Alsace to attack the
flanks of the French main body in the Ardennes and destroy it.
We have reviewed what appear to be four of Schlieffen's last five

exercises (the 1904 Kriegsspiel has not been found). None of these
bears the slightest resemblance to the concept of the operation in the
Schlieffen plan. It would appear that Schlieffen never tested this con-
cept in a war-game or staff ride at all. This would be very curious were
the Schlieffen plan Denkschnft truly Schlieffen's magnum opus.

Historians have assumed that in the Schlieffen plan Denkschnft,
which was written in early 1906, Schlieffen could afford to leave East
Prussia undefended because the Russian army had been made combat-
ineffective by the effects of the Russo-Japanese war and the Russian
revolution of 1905. This assumption is disproved by the German intelli-
gence analysis for 190596 and 1906."7 The 1905 report gives no indi-
cation whatsoever that the Russian army had collapsed. The 1906
report covers Russian troop strength and capabilities in the 1905-6
time-frame in great detail. The report said that in 1906 the Russians
could still deploy about 25 infantry divisions against Germany and 22
infantry divisions against Austria (as opposed to a pre-1904 deployment
of 30 divisions against Germany, 30 against Austria). Now there are
two massive inconsistencies in the Schlieffen plan: the wholesale use
of nonexistent units and leaving East Prussia undefended against an
invasion by 25 Russian divisions.
A modern military historian has apparently gone so far as to say

that the Schlieffen plan is proof that Schlieffen was a 'senile idiot'.98
Schlieffen was neither senile nor an idiot. There is a rational expla-
nation. The only possible answer is that the 'Schlieffen plan' Denkschnft
was not a war plan at all.

Ritter, and those who followed him, did not understand the

96 Gomsser Generalstab, 1. Abteilunrg Nr 23, Zuammstellung der wichtigsten Verandetngen
im Heerwesen Ruslands imJoAh 1§905 Bayerisches Kriegsarchiv¾ Generalstab, 207.

17 Grsser Generalstab, 1. Abteilunrg 1 M. 44, JAresbericht 1906 Russland, Abgeschlossen 5.
Dezember, 1906. Bayerisches Kriegsarchiv, Generalstab, 207.

9 F6rster, 'Der deutsche Generalstab', p. 78.
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Denkschnft because they stood it on its head. The point was not to
develop a radically new scheme of manoeuvre, but to readdress the
issue which Schlieffen had felt throughout his career to be the most
serious problem facing the German army: Germany's failure to utilize
exhaustively either her trained manpower or her total available man-
power. In the Denkschnft, Schlieffen employed the total German force
and added to it all the units he thought could be raised using Ger-
many's trained manpower: given equipment and prior planning,
reserve corps could be created from reserve divisions and ersatz
divisions created outright by using trained reservists. Schlieffen had
been recommending such a course of action since 1889. Using this
expanded force, he then discussed the campaign that could be conduc-
ted. His principal interest was focused on the possibility of a battle in
Belgium or on the Franco-Belgian border, which was in keeping with
his previous war-games and staff rides. The Denkschnft to this point
consisted of arguments already well known to its recipient, Moltke.
Schlieffen then presented the worst-case scenario: the French might
successfully hold a line Verdun-Paris, at which point the Germans
would have to go around to the west of Paris. Only at this point do
six of the ersatz corps enter the picture in order to invest the north
and west sides of Paris. This is the first and almost certainly the only
time Schlieffen presented such a strategy. (If there were ever another
such occasion, Wolfgang Foerster would have surely made use of it).
In any case, Schlieffen said the German army was probably too weak
for such an operation. The obvious implication was that if Germany
wanted to be able to meet any eventuality, she needed even more
manoeuvre units and must raise an army based on universal conscrip-
tion as the French had done.

Moltke's marginal notes to the Denkschnft were entered on a copy
dated 1911. If the Denkschnft, dated December 1905, but actually writ-
ten in January 1906, was really the template for all subsequent German
war planning for the next nine years, Moltke's comments on the plan
surely had to have been made before 1911. The explanation for the
1911 date for Moltke's notes is related to the 'Schlieffen plan' maps,
which Ritter assumed to be part of the Denkschnft. Schlieffen's drafts
make mention of only one map (scale 1:300 000);99 nevertheless, in
the final handwritten copy of both the January and February 1906
documents as well as the two typed copies, reference to 9 maps was
entered in the margin. The original file in Freiburg contains 11
maps10 (6 of which were reproduced with some alterations by Ritter).
Map 6 (scale 1:800,000) in the Freiburg file shows the entire 'Schli-
effen plan' concept of a great wheel around Paris. This map is really
a summary of two other maps: Map 2, 'German Advance to the 22nd
Mobilization Day', and Map 3, 'German Advance from 22nd to 31st

9Naclass, Schlieffen PA-MN N 43/137, pp. 125, 144, 197.
10 NacAlass, Schlieffen BA-MA N 43/141K.
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Mobilization Day'. Both these maps are 1:300 000 scale and show the
daily straight-ahead routes of march of each corps, but nothing else.
There are no enemy forces, no combat, no operational or tactical
manoeuvre. In fact, in the entire map file there are only four very
general (not to say crude) sketches showing French positions or move-
ments. One map, number 10, gives the presumed French deployment
but it is dated 1911. The 'Schlieffen plan' maps, 2, 3, 6 and 7, are
unique: there is nothing remotely like them in any surviving German
plan or war-game. These maps show one thing: how long it would take
to march to the Somme. The answer is: to the 31st day of mobilization.
Map 3 also shows the march around Paris but does not even bother
to measure how long it would take to march from the Somme to the
area south of Paris: an educated guess would be at least another 20
days, or to the 51st day of mobilization. Even if the campaign ended
at this point (and there is one arrow pointing generally from Fontaine-
bleau towards Langres, 200 km away), in a two-front war it would take
nearly as long again to march the troops back to German railheads
for transfer east. Schlieffen proposed, after all, that fortresses such as
Liege and Lille, which blocked the rail lines, should be bypassed. Buch-
olz and Herwig contended that Schlieffen maintained that the cam-
paign would be over in 40 days after mobilization.10 This was unlikely.
By the 40th day the right wing had not even circumnavigated Paris. In
any case, Schlieffen never made any such statement in the Denkschnft.
Bucholz and Herwig are confusing the 'Schlieffen plan' with Moltke's
conversations with the Austrian chief of staff, Conrad, shortly before
the First World War.
Map 3 is also interesting because on it the German Schwerpunkt is

clearly south of Lille. Only four corps pass north of Lille, two in the
first echelon and two in the second. Because the right wing bypasses
Lille, at this point these four corps are separated by a 35-km gap from
the next corps on the left, and are very vulnerable to defeat in detail
in exactly the area where Schlieffen said that he expected a battle. The
map-maker attempted to compensate for these problems, for in Map
7 he restarted the exercise at the 19th day of mobilization, this time
sending six corps north of Lille. Even so, not only does the right flank
man not 'brush the Channel with his sleeve', but at the closest point -
Ypres - the right flank is 35 km from the Channel. In any case, this
variant was not reflected in the overall Schlieffen plan map.
Maps 5 and 5a (scale 1:800,000) show the German reaction to a

major French attack into Lorraine (the French forces are not shown).
Schlieffen's instructions for such an event are contradictory. On the
one hand, he wrote that the French were performing a Lzebesdienst and
that the Germans should continue the right-wing attack. This is the
interpretation given by Kuhl and Groener. Schlieffen also said that in

1 Herwig, First World War, p. 46; Bucholz, Moltke ScAlieffen and Prussian War Planning,
p. 209.
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this case the Germans should alter their operation as little as possible:
the Moselle must be secured and the German right must be extended
as far as La Fere. This is far short of Paris, and passing to the west of
Paris was obviously out of the question. In Maps 5 and 5a a good part
of the right wing - 8 corps - actually moves to the south-east to take
up a position on the north side of the Moselle to the east of Metz: this
is 'securing' the Moselle with a vengeance. In Map 5a the German
army is almost evenly divided, with half to the west of Metz between
Diedenhofen and St Quentin, and half to the east and south of Metz
in the Palatinate and Lorraine. Maps 5 and 5a are direct descendants
of the Generalstabsreisen of 1904 and 1905 (and, as we shall see, of
Moltke's Generalstabsreisen of 1906 and 1908) and are unrelated to the
Schlieffen plan. The map-maker clearly could not conceive of allowing
the mass of the French army to march practically unopposed through
Lorraine. On the other hand, there is nothing in the Denkschnft that
would lead one to believe that Schlieffen intended to cover the line
of the Moselle and Lorraine with half the German army. Indeed, the
essential element in the 'Schlieffen plan' is exactly the opposite: every-
thing was to be sacrificed to make the right wing strong. Nevertheless,
these alien maps are annotated on Schlieffen's handwritten Denkschnft.
These maps were surely not Schlieffen's" but were added later.
All these inconsistencies can only be resolved by concluding that the
maps and the typed copies of the Denkschnft are not contemporary
with Schlieffen's January and February 1906 handwritten documents.
Rather, the typed copies, Moltke's marginal notes and the maps were
produced in 1911. At this time, the question of radically increasing
the size of the German army was becoming acute. Since Schlieffen's
Denkschnft addressed just such a problem, Moltke directed that it be
re-evaluated. The only part of the operational problem in the
Denkschnftwith which Moltke was not intimately familiar was the march
around Paris, and the critical question here was the length of time it
would take: hence maps 2, 3, 6 and 7 which were generated to brief
Moltke on this question. Moltke's evaluation of the Denkschnft was not
favourable; in particular he disagreed with Schlieffen's lack of concern
over the French attack in Lorraine. The necessary number of ersatz
corps were not created and the ersatz formations created were never
planned to be sent to the right wing. The Schlieffen plan Denkschnft
aside, there is no evidence of any kind that the German army at any
time planned to move to the west of Paris, ever intended to abandon
Lorraine or ever conducted an exercise to test either idea.

After February 1906 Schlieffen wrote nothing more concerning the
'Schlieffen plan'. This is not to say that he was inactive - far from it.
Freed of the demands of active duty, he wrote extensively. In DerKrieg
zn der Gegemwart (War in Modern Times), he described how armies
would have to adapt to accommodate true mass warfare and modern
firepower and communications. In Cannae, he established the double
envelopment as the ultimate form of battle of annihilation. To support
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the Cannae thesis, he rewrote military history. For example, his history
of the 1866 campaign was really a modified exercise critique, a demon-
stration of the way he would have conducted a strategic double envel-
opment of the Austrian army. Cannaewas also probably the inspiration
for Groener, Foerster and Kuhl to develop the 'Schlieffen plan': just
as Schlieffen invented a battle of annihilation in 1866, Groener, Foers-
ter and Kuhl used the Schlieffen plan to show how the German should
have annihilated the British and the French in 1914.

If we are to arrive at a correct appreciation of Schlieffen's 1905
Denkschnft, it will only be by considering it as the first of the series of
books and articles he wrote after his retirement and not as the last of
his war plans. The war plans were firmly rooted in the present - there
is no room in a real war plan for notional units and other flights of
the imagination. Schlieffen's writing afterJanuary 1906, however, uni-
formly describes how things must change to meet the challenges of
the future, and this challenge was the Millionenheer.

Schlieffen wrote one last operational Denkschnft on 28 December
1912, just before he died. Ritter again focused on the scheme of
manoeuvre, which involved an attack along the entire western front.
Many historians claim to see in this Denkschnft the culmination of the
Cannae strategy. In fact, Schlieffen's last concern was the same as his
first in 1889: the need to utilize completely Germany's manpower.
Schlieffen had reached the same conclusions as had General Michel
in 1911: at mobilization, the active army must be expanded by incorpo-
rating practically all trained reservists, followed by Landwehr, Land-
sturm and Ersatztruppen: for one last time, Schlieffen was advocating
the levee en masse. To provide cadres, unnecessary echelons of com-
mand, which to Schlieffen meant corps headquarters, would be elimin-
ated: the current 36 corps were to be replaced by 51 oversized divisions
containing active army and reserve formations. The dilution of artillery
support and the difficulties in the command and control of this mass
army had to be accepted. This huge force would enable the German
army to support the right wing with an attack all along the front to fix
the French in place. Both Schlieffen and Michel decided that these
armies had to fight the decisive battle in Belgium because that was the
only place such masses could be controlled and manoeuvred. Neither
man found a hearing prior to the outbreak of the war, but once the
initial manoeuvre battles in the summer and autumn of 1914 were
over, both the French and German armies were transformed into the
mass armies advocated by Schlieffen and Michel.

If Moltke had adopted or even just inherited the 'Schlieffen plan'
as his war plan, it would be natural to assume that he would conduct
an exercise to test it, particularly since such an exercise had not yet
taken place. Since the Reichsarchiv never published any of Moltke's
operational work or allowed access to it, it was never possible to verify
this theory. Now, thanks to recent acquisitions at the Militararchiv in
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Freiburg, we know the content of two of Moltke's earliest General-
stabsreisen, the staff rides in the West in 1906 and 1908.

For the Generalstahsreise West of 1906,102 Moltke provided Prussia with
a strong army: 6 corps and 9 reserve divisions, 21 infantry divisions
in all. This exercise was therefore testing the western component of
Aufmarsch II (Ostaufmarsch). In the west, the right wing with 15 corps
(30 divisions) deployed between Diedenhofen and Eupen, with a corps
at Metz, 7 corps (14 divisions) in Lorraine, 2 corps at Strasbourg and
2 corps in Alsace. This is clearly not the deployment of the December
1905 Denkschnft. The French deployment was the usual one for Ger-
man exercises. Moltke states that it was not in the French interest to
violate Belgian neutrality, and therefore the French would attack in
Lorraine. The scheme of manoeuvre that Moltke chose for the French
was interesting: a massive attack into Lorraine with 14 corps. Moltke
had to acknowledge that such a horde would be practically impossible
to supply and would have virtually no ability to manoeuvre. The French
left-flank army, to the north of Verdun, contained 9 divisions, and 4
divisions attacked in Alsace. In the face of this mass French attack in
Lorraine, the German commander decided immediately to launch his
main attack through Belgium with the three right-wing armies. This
was the solution which Schlieffen advocated in the second 1904 Gen-
eralstabsreise. Moltke disagreed with this solution; he preferred the same
manoeuvre as the one Schlieffen actually used in the 1905
Generalstabsreise: counter-attack by the right wing through Metz. Moltke
said that one needed to be clear about the purpose of the right wing:
it was to force the French to leave their fortress line and fight in the
open. If the French launched their main attack in Lorraine, then the
decisive battle would be fought in Lorraine and that was where the
German right wing needed to march. Nevertheless, he allowed the
right wing attack to proceed. On the 15th day the Germans counter-
attacked against the French invasion of upper Alsace, but this
manoeuvre failed to trap the French forces. The Germans then aban-
doned Alsace altogether. On the 18th day the Germans were forced
to send 2 corps from the right wing to reinforce the left. By the 20th
day the decisive battle was being fought by 10 French and 10 German
corps on a 70-km west-east line from Metz to Bleikastel. A mass Ger-
man frontal attack to the east of Metz failed in the face of the 'murder-
ous fire of modern weapons' while the French slowly turned the open
German left flank. On the 21st day the last 3 corps of the German 3rd
Army had to be sent from the right wing to Metz. The German right
wing (1st and 2nd Armies) encountered no significant French forces
and spent the exercise foot-marching through the Ardennes. Moltke
ended the exercise without allowing it to come to a climactic battle of
annihilation. According to the results of this exercise, the German
army would be forced to meet a French attack in Lorraine with at least
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equal force. The decisive battle would be fought in Lorraine long
before the right wing, marching through the Ardennes and northern
France, could make itself felt.
The parentage of this exercise is obvious. The situation and exercise

critique continues the line of Generalstabsreisen starting with Schlieffen's
first 1904 Generalstabsreise, and extending through both his second Gen-
eralstabsreise in 1904 and his 1905 Ceneralstabsreise. Moltke's 'school sol-
ution' for the exercise in 1906 is the same one that Schlieffen used
personally in 1905: in the face of a main French attack in Lorraine,
the German right wing must counter-attack through Metz. The course
of action advocated in this situation by the Schlieffen plan Denkschnft -
to continue the right flank attack through France - is emphatically
rej ected.

Moltke's Generalstabsreise of 1908 also survived.103 It plays the Westauf-
marsch: a war between France and Germany in which Britain has prom-
ised to provide effective support for France and Russia has not yet
declared her belligerency. Moltke also said that, even though Russia
was not yet a belligerent, the Germans must keep strong forces in East
Prussia to guard against her later intervention. Italy would probably
exercise a benevolent neutrality towards France.
The French deployment was the standard one used in German exer-

cises. The French completed their deployment by the 9th day of mobil-
ization. Moltke stated again that it was not in the French interest to
violate Belgian neutrality, and that therefore the French attack must
come in Lorraine. The British would land in Antwerp if the Germans
had already violated Belgian neutrality; otherwise they would land in
Calais and Boulogne.

Moltke's concept for the French operation was a reasonably good
approximation of the concept of the French Plan XVII. It involved a
main attack by two armies in Lorraine, with a third army attacking to
the north of Metz and a fourth army on the left flank of the third.
The French were able to launch their attack as of the 11th day of
mobilization. The most significant departure from Plan XVII was that
elements of the first army attacked directly over the crest of the north-
ern Vosges into lower Alsace, which is also what the Germans expected
the French to do in 1914. Belgium said that she felt threatened by the
German deployment, and allied herself to France. Moltke said that
even if France violated Belgian neutrality, Germany must assume that
Belgium would ally herself to France. On the 13th day the British army
landed in Antwerp.
Moltke then discussed the possibility of a French offensive in the

Ardennes. If France were certain of British and Belgian cooperation,
he said, her best course of action would be to launch immediately her
main attack with 15 corps and 9 reserve divisions from a line Verdun-
Maubeuge to a line Diedenhofen-Liege while remaining on the
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defensive with 6 corps and 10 reserve divisions between Belfort and
Verdun. After the 8th day of mobilization, however, it was too late for
the French to change their deployment from an attack in Lorraine to
one in the Ardennes. Since in 1914 both Britain and Belgium were at
war with Germany by the 4th mobilization day, Moltke was probably
anticipating Plan XVII's offensive in the Ardennes, which was conduc-
ted by the French 3rd and 4th Armies.
The Germans deployed four armies between Metz and Aachen, an

army echeloned behind Metz, one in Lorraine and one in southern
Lorraine and in Alsace. The Ententehad a numerical superiority of 311
infantry battalions, but Moltke seemed to feel that this would be offset
to a large extent by German qualitative superiority. The German intent
was to launch the main attack with the right wing into Belgium and
Luxembourg, but the German army would fight a decisive battle wher-
ever the French main force was to be found. If the French launched
their main attack between Metz and Strasbourg, the 3rd, 4th, 5th and
6th Armies would swing south to occupy a line Metz-Coblenz and
attack with a strong right wing to the south-west. The 1st and 2nd
Armies would guard the right flank of the main body to the north of
Metz, and the 7th Army on the left would fall back to the north along
the left bank of the Rhine. However, the most likely French course of
action was a main attack with the left wing between the Meuse and
Verdun. This would be met by the German right wing, whose Schwer-
punkt would be in an enveloping movement by the 1st and 2nd Armies
on the right or a breakthrough by the 4th and 5th Armies on the left;
the 6th Army would cover the left flank of the main body in Lorraine.
The French might also attack to both sides of Metz. In this case, the
1st and 2nd Armies would march south. Moltke said that the great
difficulty would lie in determining what strategy the French were using.
He then repeated a common concern of all soldiers before the Great
War: that no one had any experience in conducting a war with a mass
army. Deciding on a strategy was no higher than Moltke's third pri-
ority.

Moltke's analysis of the situation in the west in 1908 was founded
directly on the results obtained by Schlieffen's last staff rides. This con-
cept has nothing in common with the Schlieffen plan Denkschnft. There
was also no provision for a pure French defence because every chief
of staff from Moltke the elder to Moltke the younger maintained that
it was very unlikely there would even be a war at all unless the French
wanted one, and if the French wanted a war, then the French would
attack. This was not a plan for invading France but a plan for meeting
the French offensive head-on.

In this exercise, the French attacked on both sides of Metz. The
German 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th Armies on the right marched directly
south. The 5th held the Moselle to the north-east of Metz, the 6th the
Nied to the south-east, the 7th held the line from Han (south-east of
Metz) to Saarburg in Lorraine. On the 13th and 14th days, 9 French
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corps attacked 8.5 German corps defending a position on the German
Nied. On the 15th day the German 2nd and French 4th Armies were
manoeuvring against each other in the Ardennes, with the German 1st
Army echeloned to the right rear of the 2nd and the 3rd Army arriving
to the left rear of the 2nd. The French 3rd Army was defending Lux-
embourg and the German 4th had crossed the Moselle to attack it.
The German 6th, 7th and 5th Armies (west to east) were defending a
position on a line Metz-Saargemund-Pirmasens against frontal attacks
by the French 2nd and 1st Armies. The French frontal attacks failed
because, as Moltke said, frontal attacks would fail no matter how over-
whelming the attacker's superiority in infantry. Nevertheless, the Ger-
mans were unable to prevent the defeated French forces from success-
fully withdrawing to their fortress line. The Germans, said Moltke, were
now faced with a difficult second campaign. In his opinion, the first
battle would come quickly and might well decide the final outcome of
the war but it would be followed by a long war in the enemy heartland.

Gerhard Ritter's interpretation of Schlieffen's strategy was that, first,
Schlieffen abandoned the elder Moltke's east-front offensive for a west-
front attack and, second, he developed this west-front offensive into
the perfect plan, the right-wing attack around Paris. This interpret-
ation has been accepted by all subsequent historians. It is entirely
wrong.
Dieckmann shows us that Schlieffen maintained the elder Moltke's

plan virtually unchanged, first as the sole war plan, then after 1899 as
Aufmarsch II. In 1900/1 he even revived Moltke's full-scale Ostaufmarsch
of 1880. Schlieffen never abandoned the possibility of conducting an
east-front offensive.
From the 1898 Denkschnft to the 1905 Generalstabsreise and the 1905

Kriegsspiel Schlieffen's op erational thought was moving in the dire ction
of the use of rail mobility to launch surprise counter-attacks to encircle
and destroy the enemy on or near friendly territory, and not towards
deep penetration into enemy territory.
Using Schlieffen's 1898 Denkschnft, Beseler's 1900 Operationsstudie

and the four Generalstabsreisen West (1st and 2nd 1904, 1906, 1908), we
can reconstruct the manner in which both Schlieffen and the younger
Moltke expected to fight the battle in the west. The intent of the Wes-
taufmarsch was to win the first battles, and not to concoct a grand plan
for a colossal Cannae battle of annihilation. The Westaufmarsch
assumed that the war would probably begin with a French attack into
Lorraine. This might very well be the French main attack. Depending
on the political circumstances, the French could also launch a support-
ing attack, or the main attack, north of Metz into the Ardennes. The
first battle would therefore most likely be fought in Lorraine or in the
Ardennes. The German intent was to defeat this attack as decisively as
possible. This battle would not end the war. If the German army won -
and the Germans expected to be able to defeat the French army in
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the open field - then the most likely course of action was that the
German right wing would have to cross the Meuse and swing behind
the French fortress line while the German left wing fixed the French
forces in place. The French field army would be forced to fight again,
this time to defend the fortress line. Having won this battle, the Ger-
man army would break the French fortress line by attacking it from
the front and rear. This would link up the two halves of the German
army. The French remnants would fall back to the plateau of Langres
or the Loire. It was reasonable to expect that the first campaign would
be completed in about a month. The first campaign would, however,
be followed by a second campaign into the interior of France.

It is therefore clear that at no time, under either Schlieffen or the
younger Moltke, did the German army plan to swing the right wing to
the west of Paris. The German left wing was never weak; rather it was
always very strong - indeed, the left wing, not the right, might well
conduct the decisive battle. The war in the west would begin with a
French, not a German attack. The first campaign would end with the
elimination of the French fortress line, not the total annihilation of
the French army. It would involve several great conventional battles,
not one battle of encirclement. If the Germans did win a decisive vic-
tory, it would be the result of a counter-offensive in Lorraine or
Belgium, not through an invasion of France. There was no intent to
destroy the French army in one immense Cannae-battle.
There never was a 'Schlieffen plan'.

Unzverszty of Wdzburg
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