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In military parlance “division” means different
things at different times. In the U.S. Amy in the
twenticth century, however, the term has been applied
toaunit made up of various arms and services, capable
of sustained independent operations, The characteris-
tics of those combined arms and services and their
ability to conduct sustained opcrations are key to
understanding the nature of the division.

Following adismal showinginthe Spanish-Ameri-
can War of 1898, the Army reexamined its organiza-
tions and developed plans for permanent combined
arms divisions, These new unils were o aid in training
(panticularly for senior officers) as well as in mobiliza-
tion. The planners relied heavily on European experi-
ences, even though European nations conducted their
training at the corps level. Judging a 35,000-man corps
too large an echelon, US. Army planners instead
designed a division consisting of three infantry bni-
gades, a cavalry regiment, an engincer battalion, a
signal company, and four ficld hospitals. Nine field
artillery batterics, organized as a provisional regiment,
were also included, To attain a self-sufficient com-
bined arms lcam, these planners then added an ammu-
nition column, a supply column, and a pack train—all
to be manned by civilians. The division had no fixed
strength, but in march formation was estimalted to use
fourteen miles of road space, a distance that repre-
sented aday’smarch fortroops and the distance that the
last soldier in a column had to cover 1o reach the
hattlefront. The limiting factors of the day clearly were
those of time¢ and distance.

As plans forthe divisionevolved, the General Staffl
pioneered tables of organization for all types of units.
Forerunnersolthose used today, the 1914 tablesbrought
together for easy comparison a mass of information
about unil personnel and equipment. These data,
which previously had been buried in various War
Department publications, greatly cased the task of
determining mobilization requirements. In addition,
the tables served as doctrinal stalcments and provided
a systematic method for introducing new eguipment
into units, The Field Service Regularions thal accom-
panied the tables defined the division as “a self-con-
tained unit made up of all necessary arms and services,
and complete in itsclf with every requirement for
independent action incident o its operations.” As war
raged in Europe in 1917, the War Depantment revised
the structure of the division, but retained a triangular
configuration to provide two combat teams for maneu-
ver and one for reserve.

British and French experiences in World War 1,
however, revealed that the American division lacked
firepower and presenied command and control prob-
lems because of its many small units. To overcome
these difficulties, a division was created comprised of
two infantry brigades, each having two large infantry
regiments (as a means of reducing the span of control),
light and heavy antillery, signal and engineer troops,
and service units. Such a division presumably would
allow greatermobility, enhance the commander's abil-
ity to exchange units in the line, and maintain bartle
momentum. The French and the British had found that
foreachunitinthe line—army corps, division, brigade,
regiment, batlalion, or company—a comparable unit
was needed to relicve it withoul mixing organizations



from various commands. The new division appeared
to ease the difficulty of exchanging units on the battle-
ficld. On 8 June 1917, the Army's first permanent
division, the 1st Expeditionary Division, was orga-
nized.

Before the organization of the 1st Expeditionary
Division had been ficld tested, two new groups initi-
ated additional studies. Maj. Gen. John J. Pershing,
who had been appointed commander of the American
Expeditionary Forces (AEF), headed one group, and
Col. Chauncey Baker, an expert in military transporta-
tion and a West Point classmate of Pershing, headed the
other. During the course of their work, Pershing and
Baker reversed the rationale for the division. Instead of
amaobile organization that could easily move in and out
of trenches, the division was to flicld sufficient men 1o
fight prolonged battles; that is, seize and hold ground
and continue the advance. Both planning groups
sensed that the French and British wanted that type of
division, but lacked the resources to ficld it because of
the extensive losses after three years of warfare, To
sustain itselfin combal, the division needed more—not
less—combal power. When their reccommendations
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reached Washington in July 1917, the Chief of Staff
(CSA) acquiesced because Pershing would command
the divisions sent to Europe. The lack of experienced
stafl officers for divisional units and staffs also made a
smaller number of large divisions more practical. The
new divisional structure, officially adopted on 8 Au-
gust 1917, was known as the “square division”. It
eventually consisted of about 28,000 officers and en-
listed men.

Designed to conduct sustained frontal altacks rather
than to mancuver, the square division was thought to
posscss tremendous firepower and endurance. The
division's firepower, however, proved ineffective. The
lack of reliable communications equipment, and the
dilficulty of identilying the conlinual movement of
infantry units in the offensive, hindered coordination
between infantry and anillery, thercby slowing or
halting the offensive. Furthermore, the French trans-
pontation network was overwhelmed by the logistics
requirements fora square division. American divisions
in the line suffered [rom shorages in food, ammuni-
tion, and other supplics. Pan of the logistical problem
also rested with the division's lack of combat service
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troops 10 carry rations, bury the dead, and evacuate
casualties.

Despite these difficulties, World War I demon-
strated the need for greater coordination among Lhe
arms and services. Infantry could not advance without
support from engineers and artillery; antillery could not
continue to fire without a constant supply of ammuni-
tion. Transportation and signal units provided vital
matericl and command conneclions, and medical units
administered to the needs of the wounded. The com-
plex type of combined arms unit integrating these
features became possible because of advances in lech-
nology, weapons, communications, and transporta-
tion.

Following World War 1, the Army leadership
reevaluated the divisional organization, Officers from
the AEF endorsed the World Warl square division and
recommended that it be organized to meet varying
combat and terrain conditions encountered in maneu-
ver warfare, but with only those elements it customar-
ily neceded. Who Lhe next foe might be—and where—
poscd a problem that haunted divisional planners then,
as today. They envisioned a square division number-
ing 29,000 officers and enlistcd men. Although
Pershing temporarily shelved the report, Congress and
the War Depanment continued to explore postwar
Armmy organizations. One of their findings was that
when the Army was stationed at small, scattered posts,
officers had no occasion 10 command brigades or
divisions, therchby gaining expericnce in managing
large troop concentrations. They proposed permanent
divisions in which officers could have the opportunity
to command large units and to train combined arms
units for war, thus correcting a major weakness of past
mobilizations. To improve mobilization, Congress
required that the Army, as far as practical, beorganized
into brigades, divisions, and army corps.

To exccute the congressional directive a General
Staff committee ¢xamined the structure of the division
and prescribed a square organization pattemed aficr
the unit of World War 1. Pershing objected, wanling a
more mobile division with a single infantry brigade of
three infantry regiments, an anillery regiment, a cav-
alry squadron, and combat support and combat service
supportunits. Pershing feltthe AEF officers undenook
their work 100 spon aficrthe close of hostilities and that
their repont suffered unduly from the special circum-
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stances of the Western Front. Summarizing the re-
quirements for the infantry division, he wrote: “The
division should be small enough to permit its being
deployed from...asingle road in a few hours and, when
moving by rail, 1o permit all of its elements 1o be
asscembled on a single railroad line within twenty-four
hours."” Again, time and distance lactors, expressed in
tactical terms, determined his concept of the future
division.

Ultmately a compromisc emerged. The argument
for three versus four infantry regiments in the division
focused on the division's probable arca of employ-
ment, North America. Expents deemed another war in
Europe unlikely and doubted that the Army would
again fight on a battleficld like that seen in France.
They felt technological advances in artillery, machine
guns, and aviation made obsolete stabilized and highly
organized defensive lines whose flanks rested on im-
passable obstacles, such as those encountered on the
Westem Fronl. Because of the poor road network and
broken terrain of North America, the commitlee in-
sisted that only the square division had sufficient
mobility and striking powerto fight in such an environ-
ment, although acknowledging such a vast formation
lacked the flexibility of Pershing's suggested unit.
Divisional support troops were reduced, but were in-
cluded at the corps and army levels,

January 1929 marked the beginning of a ten-year
struggle—dictaled by evenis in Europe—to reorganize
the infantry division. General Staff members reported
that European countries were conceptualizing armies
that could trigger a warof greater velocity and intensity
than anything previously known. The Bntish, French,
and Germans were engrossed with “machines” to in-
crease mobility, minimize losses, and prevent stabili-
zation of the baitle front. The British concentrated on
mechanization and the French on molorization, while
the Germans developed concepts that combined as-
pects of both. In the United States, the Army Chief of
Staff agreed 10 a new divisional study, but because of
the vast number of weapons and equipment left from
World War I and because of a lack of other resources,
the planners were limited to using approved standard
infantry weapons, animal-drawn combat trains, and
motorized ficld trains for their design. No restriction
was placed on road space, a principal determinant of
divisional size before and immediately after World

War 1. Several proposals surfaced for a triangular
infantry division, which promised greater maneuver-
ability, betier command and control, and simplified
communications and supply. Because of rcsource
constraints, however, no divisions were reorganized.

In 1935 the General Stafl revived the idea of
examining the division. The Chief of Staff canvassed
senior commanders regarding organizational issues,
noting that the infantry division had foot, animal, and
motor units, all with varying rates of speed, which did
not meet the demands of modem warfare. Lacking
consensus, the CSA created the Modemization Board
to examine the organization of the Army. Despite a
broad charter, the board addressed only the infantry
division, concluding that the formation ol higher com-
mands rested upon the structure of the infantry divi-
sion,

The end result of this study was the replacement of
the square division with a tiangular one. Aninfantry
division with three combat teams simplified command
structure and provided more fexibility. The elimina-
tion of the brigade echelon for infantry and field
artillery enabled the division commander to deal di-
rectly with infantry regiments and field antillery battal-
ions. The anillery consisied of three direct suppont
battalions of newly-developed 105-mm. howitzers and
a general support battalion of 155-mm. howitzers. To
assist in moving and operating on a broad front, a
cavalry reconnaissance troop equipped with lightly
armored cross-country vehicles was assigned 1o the
division. Engineer, signal, quanemmaster, military
police, medical, and maintenance resources were orga-
nized to suppon the arms. Modem technology brought
aboul significant changes in divisions, one of the more
obvious being the elimination of all animal transport,
except in a few specialized cases. The newly-devel-
oped airbome division was also based upon triangular
structure, but ficlded fewer men and lighter equipment
1o accommodate existing aircraft—a variation of the
space, distance, and time factors.

The triangular division did not prove to be com-
pletely satisfactory during World War II because it
lacked all the resources regularly needed to operate
efficiently, particularly 1ank. tank destroyer, and anti-
aircraft antillery bantalions. Although the Army’s goal
wis 1o pool these resources at corps level for attach-
ment to division as required, shortages in tank and tank



destroyer units made them unavailable to serve regu-
larly with the same division. This resulied in consid-
crable shuffling of attached units, which in turn dimin-
ished effective teamwork. Divisional reconnaissance
suffcred because the armored cavalry troop lacked
sufficient strength and its vehicles were too lightly
armored and armed for its mission.

The quick success of the German Blitzkrieg into
Poland in 1939 had a profound effect on the adoplion
of a new type of division. Testing of mechanized
cavalry and tanks had been ongoing throughout the
interwar yearson alimited level, but German successes
and the U.S. Army maneuvers of 1939-40 resulted in
the adoption of true armored divisions. The division
was designed as a powerful striking force to be used in
rapid offensive action, and its ability for sustaincd
action was an imponant feature. The first concepl saw
the division divided into five elements: command,
reconnaissance, striking, support, and service. Based
upon combat experiences, il was reorganized in 1942
with two armored regiments under two combat com-
mands, with a division antillery similar to that in the
infantry division. Another reorganization in 1943
climinated the two armored regiments, leaving it with
three tank battalions and three infantry battalions. A
third command was added to control the division
reserve on the march, but eventually came to be a third
combal command. The heavy division of 1942 was
capable of more sustained action, but weak in infantry,
The lighter division of 1943 was more balanced in
infantry, but needed an additional rifle company to
form balanced tank-infantry tcams.

Following World War Il the Army againexamined
the infantry division, raising many of the same weak-
nesses identified during the war. Nevertheless, the
division's threc regimental combat teams were pre-
served, with the addition of those units regularly at-
tached in combat. One controversy that affected the
development of the infantry division was the postwar
battlefield's greater depth and breadth. This“modem™
battlefield made conducting reconnaissance and col-
lecting intelligence much more difficult. The answer
scemed to be acrial reconnaissance, and indeed 1en
airplanes had been assigned to the division artillery in
1943 1o direct anillery fire. The Armmy Air Forces
opposcd the idea of organic aviation units in the divi-
sion. Airmen argued that all airunits had tocome under

their jurisdiction. No aviation unit was assigned 1o the
postwar division, although ten plances were authorized
for the ficld artillery and eight 1o the division headquar-
ters company. The modified division structure of
World War II was rctained and increased (o above
19,000 officers and enlisted men. The U.S. Army
fought the Korean War with the modified World War
Il infantry division structure,

In the carly 1950s several Army planners thought
a general war would be too costly to wage by conven-
lional means because the Communist bloc could field
more men and resources than the United States and its
Allies. Fircpower appearcd to be the answer for
overcoming the encmy. ‘The Army, however, was
hampered in its effort to understand the cffects of
tactical nuclcar weapons because of the lack of data.
Studies suggested that nuclear weapons could be used
much like conventional antillery. To achieve increased
firepower with decreased manpower, the Army created
the “pentomic” division,

In the pentomic infantry division five small battle
groups (headquarters and service company, five infan-
try companies, and one mortar battery each) replaced
thethree infantry regiments. Conventional and nuclear
artillery, tank, signal, and engineer battalions, and a
reconnaissance squadron with ground and air capabili-
ties were added to the division. The division was also
authonzed trains, which included a transportation bat-
talion, an aviation company, and an administration
company. The transportation battalion was to have
sufficient armored personnel carriers (0 move an enting
battle group at one time. The aviation company, the
first of its type, was to be placed in the trains for better
supervision of its maintenance. The span of control
was oplimized in the division by giving each com-
mander the maximum number of subordinate elements
that could be controlled effectively. The pentomic
division was authorized about 13,500 menof all ranks—
a reduction of nearly 4,000 from the 1955 infantry
division.

While the smaller battle groups were seen as more
effective organizations 1o operale on a widely dis-
persed nuclear battlefield, there were other reasons for
the Army ‘s adoption of the new structure. The postwar
defense budget concentrated on new weapons, aircraft,
and ships rather than on soldiers, The Amy's conven-
tional rifles, machine guns, and trucks had little appeal.



The pentomic division became a means by which the
Army could stake a claim to a share of the nuclear
arsenal. The pentomic division achieved that goal, but
proved ill suited for the requirements of the conven-
tional battlefield, given the communications technol-
ogy of the late 1950s.

Although assigned nuclear weapons, the armored
division did not adopt the pentagonal structure and
mnstead served as the basis for the next divisional
reorganization in the 1960s. Since World War 11
armored divisions had infantry, tank, and artillery
battalions, along with support units that could be orga-
nized into task forces. The ROAD organizations
{Reorganization Objective Army Divisions) called for
a division base consisting of a headquarters element;
three brigade headquarters; a military police company;
aviation, reconnaissance, engineer, and signal battal-
ions, division artillery (105-mm. and 1535-mm, howil-
zers, Honest John rockets, and 8-inch guns); a suppornt
command (headquarters: administration company;
band; and medical, supply and transport, and mainie-
nance battalions); and maneuver battalions (infantry
and armor), Like combat commands in the armored
division, the brigade headquaners had no permanently
assigned units, but operationally controlled from two
to five maneuver clements and support units as the
tactical situation dictated. The unwicldy battle group
was eliminated. Basic “huilding block™ orpanizations
were used to tailor task forces as required. To aid in
organizing the task forces, units in the support com-
mand were designed so that their elements could be
attached where needed.

Using flexible ROAD concepts, the Army has
reorganized various types of divisions to meet oppo-
nents on real and potential battleficlds. For the Euro-
pean theater, atrmored and mechanized infantry divi-
sions were established. Infantry divisions were tai-
lored for Korea and, later, for Vietnam. The airbome
division was designed as a contingency force. The
concept also accommodated the airmobile division,
wilh its extensive use of helicopters Tor transport and
tactical weapons platforms, and later the light division,
With minimal adjustments to the ROAD base, by
increasing and decreasing the number and types of
manecuver battalions assigned o it, divisions achieved
greater flexibility.

Both the devastation of the 1973 Arab-Israeli War

and the Vietnam experience spurred Army thinkers to
develop the AirLand Battle doctrine, which in tumn
introduced new weapons and lechnology into the divi-
sions in the carly 1980s. Withoul sacrificing the
flexibility of the twenty-year-old ROADconcept, mod-
erntanks, fighting vehicles, and ficld artillery weapons
were assigned to the divisions. Building upon the
airmobile concept and combat experience in Southeast
Asia, more helicopters were introduced to the division.
An aviation brigade was assigned to the division for
command and control purposes. Under the “come-as-
you-are, fight-as-you-are” approach to war, combat
service suppon had to be immediaicly available in the
battle area. Therefore, units in the division support
command were rcorganized 1o include three support
battalions, one for cach brigade to “arm, fuel, fix, and
feed forward,” and a main suppont battalion to provide
additional logistical support and health services forthe
entire division. Each combat arms brigade headquar-
ters also received adedicated engineerbattalion. Within
divisions, the trend was to provide more specialized
units, which could then be attached to the brigades 1o
form combined arms task forces. Unit training, the
formation of combined arms task forces, and their
employment and sustainment in combat required the
division 10 be a structured, but flexible organization
based on modular, interlocking building blocks. Com-
monality in doctrine, organizational procedures, and
force design were essential for combined arms task
forces.

In sum, the U.S. Army has had almost a century of
experience in creating divisional organizations. Origi-
nally, time and distance as tactical factors determined
division end strength. Later, concems about stralegic
mobilization requircments dictated the size of divi-
sional organizations. Combat operations and the na-
ture of a future enemy, especially the location of the
next war, were especially influential considerations in
the 1920s and 1930s. As a large standing Ammy
emerged from the ruins of World War 11, the existence
of a known potential enemy led to divisional reorgani-
zations, first the pentomic, and later the ROAD organi-
zations.

Divisional organizations have fluctuated widely
over the past century. It appears, with some variation,
that the trend is toward smaller self-sustaining units.
Sustainment was the reason for the huge square divi-



sionof 1918, while mobility and the demands of atwo-
front war in vastly different terrain mandated the more
mobile tnangular division, which also fought indepen-
dently, augmented by corps and army assets. The
smaller pentomic division was an attempt at mobility
and dispersal that overreached itself. Lacking appro-
priate technology (communications and air mobility),
the division could perform neither function. The more
flexible ROAD division has proved extremely adapt-
able, not only to changing battlegrounds,bul to major
advances in doctrine, technology, and weaponry. In-
deed, its success now enables divisional brigades 1o
operate independently on the battleficld.

Besides these considerations, technology and the
changing nature of 20th century warfare have aliered
divisional structures. Technology, especially improved
communications and weaponry, have enabled smaller
units 1o execule missions previously thought suitable
only for divisions. It may be no exaggeration to say
today’s infantry battalion is the equivalent in fire-
power of the World War 1l infantry division. Distance
and space factors hold less meaning today, when
structuring divisions, because flexible designs and
improved technologies enable forces 1o be tailored to
meet specific missions,

The trade-off, of course, is that highly trained,
long-term professional soldlers are expensive to train

and equip and heartbreaking to lose. When armies
relied on brute force, true of armies until the 1980s,
casualties, ofien in appalling numbers, might be con-
sidered the cost of doing business. That is no longer
true, at least in the United States.

Finally, although small units now are capable of
conducting sustained operations, these units require an
overarching struclure to give cohesion 1o their pans.
Independent brigades, forexample, mightbecome much
like the fabled Army regiments of the late nineteenth
century: individually magnificent, but, as demon-
strated in the Spanish-American War, incapable of
operaling together. Therefore, the division likely will
remain the basic warfighting organization, but its struc-
ture and organization must continue to be reassessed in
terms of future battleficld innovations, as well as with
an eye on the lessons of the past.

Mr. John B. Wilson is a historian in the Center's
Organizational History Branch of the Field Programs
and Historical Services Division. He compiled the
volume Armics, Corps, Divisions, and Scparate Bri-
gades in the Army Lineage Series, and currently is
working with the Production Services Division on a
forthcoming volume to be entitled “Divisions and Sepa-
rate Brigades.”
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Editor's Journal

In this issue, we highlight John Wilson's excellent review of Army divisional development
during this century. Inaddition, Mason Schaefertakes a look at the World War IT surge at the San
Francisco port of embarkation, and Prol, Marvin Gordon provides a new frame of reference for
considering military campaigns with an eye lo termain conditions.

1 would like to thank two individuals, who contributed theirexperise to the publication of this
particularissue: Dr. Judith Bellafaire, of the Center's Field and Intemational Branch, who assisted
in editing the text, and Ms, Beth MacKenzie, of the Graphics Branch, who helped with the layout
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The Chief’s Corner

John W, (Jack) Mountcastle

Hope you are enjoying whal passes for autumn in your part of the world! Here in the
Washington, D.C., area, the fall season brings with it a number of opportunitics to suppon the
Army-wide history program, the annual meeting of our Department of the Army Historical
Advisory Committee (DAHAC), and the start of what will surcly be a very busy Fiscal Year
1997 for all of us at the Center of Military History. And, I suppose I should add—renewed
hopes for the Redskins winning some football games!!

I am more impressed than ever by the tremendous talent that resides in the Army's
historians throughout the total force. We have gotten excellent coverage of the Ammy's role
in Operation JOINT ENDEAVOR from the Army Reserve and National Guard Military History
Detachments (MIDs) that have deployed to Europe, These fine soldiers truly represent a cross
section of pur Reserve Components, They have worked side by side with the active duly 44th
MHD. Led by MAJ(P) Bob Leach, the 44th MHD deployed from Headquarters FORSCOM
to Heidelberg, Germany, to digitize the material collected in the field by the Army Reserve's
48th, 49th, 90th, 317th, and 326th MHDs and the National Guard’s 102d, 126th, and 130th.

Of special note is the superb work of the Army Component Command Historian, LTC
Walt Kreichik. Thanks to the suppont of the Combined Arms Command, the Command and
General Staff College, and COL Jerry Morelock (his boss in the Combat Studies Institute),
Walt tumed over his heavy teaching load and deployed to Europe right after Christmas.
Operating from USAREUR s forward base at Taszar, Hungary, Colonel Kreichik ensured that
the whole field history operation performed at maximum cfficiency. His work was not
concluded until August, when he tumed over his responsibilities to Major Leach (44th MHD),
who voluntarily extended his tourof duty in Europe. Thanks are due here to the support of Bill
Stacy, the FORSCOM historian. Bob is holding the history fort in Taszaruntil we can deploy
another officer from the States to carry on this effort for USAREUR and the rest of the Army.

I'd like to mention here that some very, very solid work is being done right here at CMH
in suppon of the field historians, Linked by e-mail, fax, and phone to Europe, historians in the
Field and International Branch and the Research and Analysis Division are working with
Bruce Siemon's staff in Heidelberg to accomplish as much as possible. Bill Epley has assisted
in predeployment training of MHDs, Charles Hendricks is assisting in the final review of the
USAREUR history of that command’s support of Operation DESERT STORM, And, across the
Army, historians arc able to call upon Ted Ballard for suppon with developing staff ndes and
lessons.

With regard to CMH's written products, I'd like (o note that we will publish the Collected
Works of General Gordon Sullivan this fall. This collection of speeches and essays will be
most valuable to a host of students and staff officers seeking to better understand how the
former Chief of Staff guided the Army through one of its most difficult transitions and tumed
over a viable, confident, and competent force 1o his successor.

I am looking forward to meeting with the exceptional body of advisers that we rely upon
to keep us heading on the best azimuth. The composition of the DAHAC changes over time



as new members accept their appointment by the Secretary of the Army to replace those who
have served so well in the past. This committee's annual report, which is sent to the Secretary
ofthe Army, provides members of the Army Secretariat and the Anny Staff with an appreciation
for what the Army s history program hasto offer. As you know, many of our DAHAC members
have assisted us in visils to field locations and in the review of manuscripts that form the basis
of our publishing program.

Now, for a few closing thoughts. Once again, 1'd like to make a pitch for the CMI
homepage. Try it; you'll like it. You can find us at hittp://www.army.mil/cmh-pg. Secondly,
forthose of you who have nol yet joined the Army Historical Foundation (AHF), I hope you'll
do so, The excellent anticles, written by CMH alumnus, COL (Ret) Ray Bluhm of the AHF, that
have appeared recently in the magazine ARMY are “must” reading for those of us who care about
the future of the National Muscum of the U.S. Army! Lastly, I would like to salute one of the
finest members of the CMH staff—Mr, Billy Arthur. Upon his relirement this summer, he
ended an epochal series of extraordinary educational experiences for literally thousands of
people who had tramped the battlefields of the Civil War with him. We will surely miss him
and wish him all the best in the future. And that same wish goes 1o each of you reading this
column. Thank you for all you do for the Army and for Army history!

Defense Technical Information Center
Annual Users Meeting and
Training Conference
4-7 November 1996

The Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) is presenting its Annual
Users Meeting and Training Conference, 4-7 November 1996, at the DoubleTree
Hotel in Arlington, Virginia. The theme of the conference is “Mecting the
Challenges of Changing Technology.”

The gathering provides an opportunity to explore in detail new developments at
DTIC and throughout the federal information network. The conference organizers
have arranged for a number of speakers and exhibitors rom other federal agencies,
including the Depanment of Defense. Speakers will acquaint conference atiendees
with the latest policy and operational developmenis, and will provide practical
details on valuable and diverse domestic and foreign information resources, security
issues, the World Wide Web, copyright issues, and the storage and dissemination of
clectronic documents.

For further information, consult DTIC's homepage at hup://www.dtic.mil, or
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Surge at San Francisco
A Port After Pearl Harbor, 1941-42

Mason Schaefer

This paper is an extended excerpt from Mr.
Schaefer' s larger paper, “The San Francisco Port of
Embarkation in World War Il: Command and Con-
trol," presented at the June 1994 Conference of Army
Historians. It includes considerable additional mate-
rial not included in that paper, as delivered.

During its twentieth century overscasdeployments,
the United States relied on its major ports 10 sustain
overseas battlefronts. In the Spanish-American War
and World War [, the initial rush of supplics to the
docks momentarily overwhelmed the U.S. Army's
logistic system. At the start of World War 11, the post-
Pearl Harbor surge strained, but did not collapse,
American ports, The San Francisco Port of Embarka-
tion (SFPE) not only met the challenge, but emerged,
revitalized. Did crisis management, however, also
ensure the most efficient logistics system?

As historians have discovered, wartime surges
follow a familiar pattem. As cargo innundates once-
sleepy terminals, deploying units pressure port com-
mands 1o load and ship their gearimmediately. Masses
of supplies quickly strain rail facilitics meant for a
fraction of the volume. Shipments of rations, aircrafi,
vehicles, and ammunition flow in from all directions
simultaneously. The War Department’s (and, later, the
Defense Depariment’s) rush of ships and supplics to
beleagured ponis complicates maltersenommously. Pon
commanders must master traffic control quickly or risk
congestion and chaos,

During the Spanish-American War, for example,
the Army’s initially unsystematic cargo discharge at
pons resulted in backed up shipping and idle military
freight. As Ema Risch has pointed out, ship embarka-
tion forthe 1898 Cubanexpedition revealed the “surpe™
syndrome’s worst aspects. The War Department “ad-
vised" the Army Quartermaster to dispatch supplies as
soon as they reached the depots.  Such an outllow
quickly swamped the modest Port of Tampa, Florida,
the Cuban Expedition’s embarkation point. With lim-
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ited rail input and scant storage facilities. Tampa could
not handle the mass of undocumented freight. The
Army needed a system to handle the surge. Captain
James Bellinger established such an orderly approach,
which included documenting cargo, procuring more
wagons, and methodically unloading railcars as they
arrived. He quickly ended the congestion. (1)

James A, Huston has described World War 1's
even more overwhelming congestion. A few months
before the U.S. entered the conflict, foreign munitions
orders almost swamped U.S. pons. President Wilson's
declaration of war merely accelerated the rush. The
Army's supply burcaus sent uncoordinated masses of
suppliesto Americanterminals, with all cargo boasting
high priority. As a result, 200 ships ended up waiting
for stores at New York Harbor, while 44,320 railcars
piled up rail depots as farinland as Pittsburgh. The War
Department at last blocked, or embargoed, all freight
from the ports until the terminals could move it. It also
abolished the many competing supply burcaus. The
newly appointed Dircctor General of Railroads estab-
lished a committee for government coordination which
quickly systemized the inflow. These methods fore-
shadowed the reaction to the World War Il surge. (2)

Indeed, as Huston has argued, many of the same
faclors that plagued Army port operations in the Span-
ish-American War and World War I came into play
during the Sccond World War. Again, the War Depan-
ment and supply depots overwhelmed the pons with
undifferentiated cargo. Asbefore,the Army builtupan
orderly system to meet the flood. Fortunately, Ameri-
can logistic officers drew on the past to avoid the chaos
of previous deployments. A major U.S. pon, the San
Francisco Port of Embarkation's response (o the initial
World War 11 surge would prove decisive.

A case study of San Francisco's response (o the
initial World War II surge allows insight inlo issues
that face the U.S. Army’s logistics system today. What
pressures does a Port of Embarkation face afier the
immediate outhreak of war? How did San Francisco



bring order out of chaos and allow an orchestrated
cargo flow? How do modem ports manage the uncon-
trolled traffic into their piers by warfighters bent on
dispatching their unit equipment to the front? As will
be seen, the SFPE used dynamic leadership, close and
immediate cooperation with civilian transportation
authorities, and direct action (specifically, embargo)
1o halt the uncontrolled surge. The Port also created an
orderly system for processing cargo. But, does suc-
cessful surge strategy ensure effective battlefront re-
supply? In effect, is crisis management enough?

The Surge Begins

According to an Army chronicler, “the difficultics
under which the Pornt operated in those early days
scemed insurmountable.” Historians Robert W.
Coakley and Richard M. Leighton underline the grav-
ily of the situation during the initial surge, as “the
whole future of the ports came under review.” As the
military reinforced Hawaii and Australia, SFPE rail
traffic increased to “several hundred times normal
peacetime flow.” The War Department also clogged
the port by ordering seaborne ships to return for reload-
ing.

To compound the confusion, Washinglon officials
changed priorities frequently. SFPE traffic managers
could not determine the consignee or destination of
many poorly marked shipments, The Port lacked both
the warchouse space and labor to accommodate the
mammoth inflow. As Coakley and Leighton have
argued, unit commanders regarded the POEs as
“comucopia[s] from which they could obtain whatever
they needed.” Such attitudes merely escalated the
crisis. “These conditions soon produced a terrific
overcrowding of the port,” stated an SFPE analysis.
“Decisive action was needed.” (3)

General Gilbreath Takes Control

The SFPE’s commander, Brig. Gen. Frederick
Gilbreath, did not shrink from decisive action. (4) A
native of Dayton, Washinglon, the 53-year-old
Gilbreath took over the Port only a month before Pearl
Harbor. His varied background included much
transportation and logistics expericnce.  General
Gilbreath spent four years at West Point before fighting
in World War 1. After the United States entered that
conflict, he served as a disbursing officer in Britain and
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then as Army Transport Service (ATS) superintendent
in St. Nazaire, France. Between the world wars he
commanded Fort Bliss, Texas, and other posts along
the U.S.-Mexican border. The strong-willed Gilbreath's
organizing abilitics won him respect throughout the
Army. “He knew what he wanted and went after it
regardless of obstacles that might be placed in the
way,"” stated Port historians William Bolce and Capt.
James W. Hamilton. Such determination served him
well as he shaped the port operations, but eventually
caused [riction with the Chiel of Transporation in
Washington. (5)

Immediately after Pearl Harbor, General Gilbreath
met with important Bay arca civilian transportation
officials. He consulted American-Hawaiian Lines’
John Cushing, who suggesied forming a commitiee
with American President Lines and Matson Naviga-
tion Co. executives. Very receplive 1o this idea,
Gilbreath also hired a civilian aide, Lewis Lapham of
American-Hawaiian Lines. The Portcommander found
the committee’s help “beyond calculation.” (6)

Having securcd the maritime community’s sup-
port, General Gilbreath turned (o the railroads. He first
contacted John Sullivan, head of the Southem Pacific,
who quickly hrought in other rail companies. Civilian
executives helped manage rolling stock by providing
schedules, railhead capacity. and other information.
Gilbreath's coordination with transportation execu-
tives did much 10 contain the SFPE's first major
wartime surge. (7)

Even before Pearl Harbor, rumors of port conges-
tion at San Francisco rumbled into Washington. Asthe
Army geared for possible war with Japan, the SFPE’s
workload increased, then exploded after 7 December
1941. On 2 January 1942, for example, General
Gilbreath reported 2,987 loaded cars in the Bay Area,
with 1,056 more expected the next day. “Such a
condition cannot go on much longer without danger of
clogging the rails to such an extent as to interfere with
the offshore movement of troops,” wamed the Pon
Commander. (8)

To cope with this influx, Gilbreath directed the
SFPE (o unload and store shipments that could not be
immediately lified. Although the situation was nol yet
critical, he expected a crisis if unregulated cargo flow
continued.  Above all, the port commander needed
more ships, for incoming freight could quickly fill the



available storage facilities. If necessary, he could use
additional picrs for temporary storage. Gilbreath also
urged the Army to establish holding points outside the
port to take on overflow cargo. A few months later, the
Office of the Chief of Transportation (OCT) estab-
lished such stations at Tracy, Lathrop, and Pasco,
Califomia, and al Yermo, Washington. However, the
general now confronted an endless parade of wheeled
cargo. (9)

The Vehicles Pour In

Immediately afier Pearl Harbor, the SFPE faced an
avalanche of vehicles for overseas shipment from
several directions, Most task forces arrived by rail
from field organizations. Al the same time, new
vchicles streamed in from various manufacturers. The
War Department replacement pool at Stockion, Cali-
fomnia, also dispatched regular convoys.

Though railcars transported most trucks and tanks,
such vehicles arrived on several different lines. Once
the wheeled cargo rolled into pon, longshoremen un-
loaded it at many separate San Francisco and Oakland
yards. When these facilitics filled up, the Pon placed
the overflow at any available space.

As convoys armived from the field, the drivers
parked their charges at various locations. Often, units
would drive trucks, jeeps, and other conveyances di-
rectly to the piers, where they joined the general mass
of cargo. This uncoordinated influx caused “confu-
sion and loss of time in locating and centralizing
specific task forces just prior 1o their embarkation for
overseas destination.”

Ofien, vehicles needed extensive repairs or other
modifications. This situation also existed at the Port of
New York, where up 1o 13 percent of rolling stock
needed overhaul, In San Francisco, overworked me-
chanics could not service some battered vehicles in
time for dispatch to the Pacific. During the first weeks
after Pearl Harbor, no single maintenance cenler ¢x-
isted. As the massive 1942 surge continued, General
Gilbreath took action. Clearly, he decided, all vehicles
should go to a central dispatch point where trained
technicians could inspect and prepare them for opera-
tions.

After some study, SFPE officials selected a site at
52nd and Green Streets in Oakland's Emeryville sec-
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tion. All rail tralfic from the east and north converged
at that point, then paused for twenty-four to thirty-six
hours until the SFPE could ferry cars across San
Francisco Bay. The Ordnance Division and other
divisions drew up plans for a depot and repair facility
al the Emeryville location, a concentration point with
extensive rail yards. Whentechnicians finished servic-
ing and testing vehicles, they would place them in the
depot’s capacious outbound parking lot. Forincoming
traffic, Ordnance personnel also planned two smaller
parking arcas on either side ol the inspection zone.
However, as the SFPE mastered the motorized parade,
it also faced an influx from the air. (10)

A Thousand Planes Arrive

In addition to mountains of rations, fleets of ve-
hicles, and tons of ammunition, major aircraft ship-
ments armived in port, after Pearl Harbor. To dispatch
these badly-needed planes to Hawaii and Australia,
San Francisco adopted new loading methods. The
SFPE at first lacked the detailed expenise 1o load oul
the fighters and bombers flowing into the port. Where
it had once processed the occasional squadron of
aircraft, the SFPE now dealt with swarms of planes
“needed yesterday™ by the U.S. Army Air Forces.

In early 1942, a shipment of fourteen SFPE-dis-
patched P40 fighters arrived in Hawaii, somewhat the
worse for wear, This effont underscored a need for
improvement, which spurred SFPE action. Among
other things, San Francsico personnel sprayed plancs
with antirust compounds and itemized extra aircraft
parts. SFPE officers also supervised the aircraft during
assembly, loading, and shipment. (11)

During the first four months of war, from Decem-
ber 1941 o March 1942, a thousand fighters and
bombers passed throughthe SFPE. “Experience gained
...hus shown a marked improvement in loading meth-
ods and more improvement is expected,” reponed
General Gilbreath in mid-March. During these early
days, port personnel developed many new techniques,
mentioned above. Though at firstalmost overwhelmed,
the SFPE'screw quickly adapled. The spiritofl Captain
Bellinger, the officer who rescued the Spanish-Ameri-
can War deployment, stayed within them. However,
the SFPE needed 1o take major steps to relieve the
overall congestion. (12)



The Embargo Breaks Port Congestion

During carly January, the influx of troops and
freight continued unabated. “The Supply services
were being pressed to make shipments and gave little
heed to conditions at the port,” explains historian
Chester Wardlow. On 12 January alone, for example,
3,208 loaded railcars chugged into the San Francisco
Bay area. (13)

General Gilbreath needed to halt the inflow until
the SFPE cstablished traffic control. The specter of
World War I congestion hung over him. As James
Huston noted about that conflict, It was futile to rush
supplics 1o the ports faster than they could be loaded.™
Halfway through January Gilbreath asked Washinglon
to embargo San Francisco. If the War Department
approved, no supply services would ship cargo from
factories ordepots o Pacific terminals (14) without the
SFPE commander's permission. As for shipments
already en route, General Gilbreath wanted to hold
them at regulating stations until further notice. Such
methods had helped clear congestion during World
Warl. (15)

The next day, 17 January 1942, the Army’s Adju-
tant General took action. “Scrious rail congestion now
exists in the San Francisco Bay area,” he informed all
corps areas. Without a release from the Quartermaster
General, no factory or depot should dispatch supplies
to the SFPE. Accordingly, Brig. Gen. Brehon B.
Somervell, a War Depariment General StafT officer,
olficially diverted military supplics from San Fran-
cisco. Only cargo specifically eammarked forthe SFPE
would reach the Port. A few months later, General
Somervell was assigned to head the Army Service
Forces, which oversaw the Quancmmaster and Trans-
pontation Corps.  (16)

These dircctives effectively embargoed the SFPE.
*...the port’s rail icrminals were jammed with boxcars
and overflowing with piles of shipments; a
‘breather’...was needed to catch up with the sudden
flood of supplics,” wrote Bolce and Hamilton., All
available employees now cleared supplics from the
docks. The SFPE first hauled nine hundred cars 1o
interior locations. Stevedores thenunloaded remaining
cars and warchoused their contents “irrespective of
contents, consignee or destination.” (17)

Such bold actions relieved the backlog in two days.
Port warkers emptied all cars and cleared the railyards

13

for regular traffic. After one week, General Gilbreath
ended the embargo and permitted railcars 1o enter the
Port. The SFPE also unloaded the rolling stock at
holding points. Thanks to the embargo, the SFPE had
survived its first major surge. However, the crisis
revealed a need for expanded Port facilities, traffic
control and Port reorganization. (18)

Expansion to Oakland

As relations with Japan worsened during 1940-41,
Port commanders had extended San Francisco's facili-
tics 10 outlying suburbs, particularly Oakland. In
January 1941, Brig. Gen. Eugene Reybold, assistant
chief of staff, called Fort Mason a “constricted arca
with no room for expansion.” Its unfavorable tide
conditions, and a single-track railroad, also precluded
new facilities. Oakland, alarge suburb across the Bay,
looked more promising. That city’s port arca and
Amy basc boasted ample land for warchouses, offices,
and piers. Brig. Gen. John C.H. Lee, then SFPE
commander, aggressively expedited the Oakland ex-
pansion efforts. (19)

General Lee (20) first appointed a Board of Offic-
ers 1o evaluate sites for projected SFPE offices and
warchouses. Unsurprisingly, this group recommended
leasing or building more facilitics at Oakland, whose
Army base and nearby propeny bulged with available
space. UnderGeneral Lee’sdirection, the Army leased
two warchouses and a cannery, with much more to
come. The SFPE also constructed four additional
berths in Oakland’s outer harbor. By 15 November
1941, the Army held 431 acres of land and 1.5 million
square feet of warchouse space at the suburb, His
assignment al San Francisco completed, General Lee
made way for General Gilbreath. (21)

The 1942 surge accelerated port expansion. Gen-
eral Gilbreath enhanced Lee’s efforts by leasing more
warchouses, piers, and office space. As the 1942 surge
neared its peak in early January, he suggested a further
major expansion into Oakland. This ambitious cffort
would add marine repair facilities, transit sheds, dock-
age for cight transpons, and three general warchouses,
totalling 702,000 square feet. Indeed, by February
1942, the SFPE had completed a headquarters building
for several port divisions and soon erected seven addi-
tional warchouses. The Overseas Supply Division and
technical services moved to Oakland inmid-1942. On



29 June 1942, the Office of the Chiel of Transportation
named the suburb an official SFPE branch. Asthe Pont
rapidly expanded facilities, itneeded to revampits vital
rail system. Tomanage further surges, the SFPE moved
in all directions at once. ( 22)

The Rail Traffic Control System

The Port took three sieps to improve rail traffic
control. First, the SFPE added two switch engines (one
for Fon Mason and one for Oakland), whose added
power moved lrains more rapidly from one track to
another, Second, the Port expanded rail yards and built
additional trackage in the Oakland arca. Third, the
SFPE esiablished an claborate control system. As
mentioned, General Gilbreath set up a rail traffic con-
trol office (RTCO) to dircct movements of SFPE-
bound freight.( 23)

Civilian rail company representatives kept the
RTCO up to date on movement schedules and prioni-
ties. The RTCO in tum communicated with Army-
manned “regulating sections™ located at nationwide
strategic rail terminals. With these methods, Fon
Mason orchestrated railway cargo movements, “This
system controlled and eventually eliminated the causes
which had produced the freight congestion in January,
1942," stated an official repon. However, the SFPE
now needed to free its wharves and depots for expon
cargo. (24)

Closing Down the General Depot

Before Pearl Harbor, the San Francisco General
Depot stored supplics for the neighboring military
commands. Modest military import and export traffic
cnabled the Port to retain long-term stockpiles without
reducing its ownexport storage capabilities. However,
the Depot hampered operations after Pearl Harbor, As
General Gilbreath quickly discovered, the storage fa-
cility anracted domestic supply shipments like flies o
jam. Such shipments devoured space needed for ex-
port materiel. Pon personnel found themselves storing
equipment for the Westemn Delense Command (WDC)
in the depot while supplies needed for Hawaii and
Australia remained in boxcars. (25)

General Gilbreath took immediate action. Due to
excessive rail congestion, he wrote, the SFPE should
accepl only overseas supplies. The WDC should useits
own storage facilitics outside the Pont for domestic
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shipments. Well aware of San Francisco's difficulties,
the WDC's commander removed his stocks from the
Depot. Back in Washington, General Somervell ac-
cepied Gilbreath's judgment. On the last day of Janu-
ary 1942, he ordered general depot activities at San
Francisco and Qakland closed down. Such an action,
Somervell stated, could assure the SFPE enough stor-
age space to plan for future surges. No longer would
domestic supplics pile up in space needed for overseas
shipments. (26)

Lessons of the First Surge

Thanks to General Gilbreath's {irm direction and
his stafi"s inventive improvisations, the SFPE sur-
vived ils first test. As Chester Wardlow has observed,
lack of central control over supply movements caused
congestion at most American ports. At Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, forexample, unchecked Lend-lease ship-
ments clogged the piers in carly 1942, Using methods
similar 10 General Gilbreath's, the Port agency head
embargoed further freight movements and moved rail-
cars to various reconsignment points until stevedores
cleared the docks. (27) The nationwide 1942 surge
underscored the pressing need formilitary traffic man-
agement. No military planners wished 1o repeat the
experience of World War I, when rail congestion
overwhelmed the ports. To avoid such congestion, all
portcommanders ¢stablished a control system. Inturn,
the War Depanment and Quariermaster Corps Trans-
ponation Branch (laer the OCT) provided overall
control. (28)

The SFPE effectively managed the 1942 crisis.
However, as will be seen, efficient traffic management
at domestic ports ofien merely pushed congestion into
the theater ports. As U.S. lerminals continued to pour
out supplies without carcfully worked out priorities,
logistic difficultics ensued.

Aftermath of the 1942 Surge

After the 1942 surge, the San Francisco Port of
Embarkation continued expansion of its facilities and
reorganization. The Pont established a large troop
staging area al Camp Stoneman, leased additional piers
at San Francisco, and added more warchouses, offices,
and piers to the Oakland Branch, The War Department
created the Army Service Forces, which in tum di-
rected the Office of the Chief of Transpontation (no



longer would the Quartermaster Corps direct pon
operations), Once outranked by General Gilbreath,
Maj. Gen. Charles P, Gross became the former's supe-
rior officer. The two enjoyed a usually cordial, but
increasingly volatile relationship as the Pacific War
cscalated.

As the dust cleared from the 1942 surge, then-
Colonel Gross (29) acknowledged General Gilbreath's
achievement: "I realize you were being urged (o greater
and greater speed in January when the vessels in
questions were being loaded.” Ashe admilted, the Pont
could not make up stowage plans fast enough to match
the uncontrolled shipments. However, he stressed the
“extreme necessity” of quick ship handling in port so
that scarce available tonnage could “handle as large a
quantity of freight as possible.” (30)

General Gilbreath had already suggested a struc-
tured cargo layout on piers to prevent congestion.
Gross accepted this idea, bul urged the pon com-
mander to follow a specific movement control plan, In
later years, General Gross consistently emphasized
advance planning for crisis management. To his frus-
tration, General Gilbreath and his successors did not
always follow his suggestions, (31)

As usual, Gross closed his missive cordially: “We
are...appreciative of the very fine work being carried
out by the port.” His lelter revealed his pariicular
management style, which contrasied with General
Gilbreath's blunter, more emphatic manner, Gross's
genial words did not entirely hide the firmness that lay
beneath them. He made it clear what he wanted done
and the means to do it. Under the steady pressure of
Pacific war operations, OCT and SFPE priorities and
perceptions eventually diverged and caused severe
strains between the two commands. ( 32)

Conclusion

The San Francisco Port of Embarkation mastered
the seemingly overwhelming Pearl Harbor surge with
forceful and often ingenious action.  In doing so, the
SFPE proved the U.S. Army had learned the lessons of
World War I in avoiding congestion. General
Gilbreath's leadership proved a decisive factor. Cool
in the face of crisis, he wok the right measures at the
right time, including embargo. That particular mea-
surc halted congestion in its tracks. However, the port
commander did not simply block cargo from the por,
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but cleared the backed-up freight as quickly as pos-
sible. He also used the time 1o divert excess cargo to
holding and reconsignment points. Thus, Gilbreath
allowed new inflow of cargo into the Pont within a
week.

The SFPE commander developed new systems for
rail traffic and vehicle processing and quickly estab-
lished teamwork with civilian transportation execu-
tives. This last initiative showed that officials in
Washington, D.C., had leamed lessons from World
Warl, when the executive branch at first tried to runthe
railroads itself. When this effort caused greater con-
gestion than before, Washington returned the rails to
civilian control, with some govemnment oversight. Afl-
ter Pearl Harbor, General Gilbreathimmediately teamed
withcommercial transport companies instead of taking
over their asscts. This move allowed an orderly tran-
sition from peace to war. Significantly, he moved the
large general depots out of the SFPE. His terminal
would not use valuable storage space for cargo not
destined foroverseas. The Port also took definite steps
to expand into outlying arcas, specifically Oakland.
Lastly, the OCT acted presciently in accepting
Gilbreath's recommendations. Teamwork, in port
and out, helped the SFPE overcome the crushing 1942
surge. However, as the Pont faced surges during the
rest of the war, this wamwork declined. Though
General Gilbreath thoroughly devcloped the Pont's
infrastruciure and staff organization, he allowed its
individual divisions o operale autonomously, often
without regard to other organizations. This practice
reduced the Pon's efficiency as the war escalated.
Though effective in surges, crisis management did not
always work in sustainment, a more dilficult and
grucling phase.

The Army's recent deployments in Desert Shield
and elsewhere reveal many of the same problems faced
by the SFPE in World WarIl. During Desert Shield, for
example, surges almost overwhelmed several termi-
nals, including Wilmington, NC. Though no pon
commander resorted o embargo (33), all needed to
improvise and stem the uncontrolled cargo traffic.
Often starting with very litle, they needed to build
infrastructure and systems in a hurry, Like the SFPE,
they regulated rail inflow, set up orderly documenta-
tion procedures, and shifled cargo to the assigned
storage areas. When some terminals filled up, they



transferred shipments to other ports. Reaction time to
surges decreased with each conflict. After the initial
burst of cargo, the ports of embarkation sustained a
more regular system. However, freight flooded the
American rearareas in Saudi Arabia. Asin World War
11, oversupply proved the rule. The Amy could control
the surges at ports, but sometimes not in the theaters.
The military's overall " push” system, which thrust vast
amounts of supplies at a batlefront, made for ulti-
mately inefficient logistics.

Mason R. Schaefer has been a historian with the
Army's Military Traffic Management Command in
Falls Church, Virginia, since Ocrober 1990, He holds
a masters degree in American history from American
University, where he currently isworking onaPh.D.in
history.
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! Call for Papers
CAMP (Council on America’s Military Past)
Military History Conference
7-11 May 1997

The Council on America's Military Past (CAMP) will hold its thirty-first Annual
Military History Conference, 7-11 May 1997, in Buffalo, New York. Dr. William
Dudley, director of the Naval Historical Center in Washington, D.C., and a leading
expert on the War of 1812, will be the opening speaker. Although the conference will
emphasize the War of 1812 on the Great Lakes and the military in the Old Northwest
Territories, it will also include all aspects of Amencan and Canadian military history
from the seventeenth century to the Cold War.

To propose a paper, submit the proposed topic for a twenty-minule presentation no
later than 1 December 1996 to CAMP "97 Conference Papers, P.O.Box 1151, Fort Myer,

VA 22211-1151.
information.
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Physiography and Military Perception
The Cases of Plan XVII, the Ardennes,
Caporetto, and the Taebaek Split

Marvin F. Gordon

William Blake, the mystic eighteenth-century poet,
once wrote that “Great things are done when men and
mountains meel.” (1) The latter, it is assumed, would
serve as an appropriale venue in which the former’s
fortitude, courage, enterprise, and ingenuity would be
challenged. In a military frame of reference, the
examples of Hannibal's and Napoleon's crossings of
the Alps and Simon Bolivar’s crossing of the Andes
come o mind.

Presumably these campaigns are more the excep-
tion than the rule: areas on which steep slopes pre-
dominate do not, ceteris paribus, generally favor of-
fensive operations. This lendency holds doubly true
for the modem, mechanized army, whose overlund
capabilities—however impressive—are not without
certainlimitations. Indeed, onedistinguished historian
warns that "'an army that depends lor superiority on its
mobility, firepower, and technology, should never
voluntarily give battle where these assets are al a
discount.” (2) Physiography, and other natural phe-
nomena, it appears, can play a vital and pivotal role in
determining the outcome of military ventures.

Many modem military leaders, however, have at
times opted to conduct major operations in something
less than optimally beneficial surroundings. Com-
pounding this inclination is the tendency for some
army leaders to become more involved in operational-
rather than in strategic-level activities. Lt Gen. George
C. Patton, forexample, commented that seniorofficers
often “get themselves enmeshed in (small area, divi-
sion-to-corps-level) terrain conditions....Army
level...commanders(should)...not beinterested somuch
in how to beat the enemy from a tactical standpoint as
to where to beal him." (3)

The March 1918 campaign led by General Erich
Ludendorff is an example of this focus on
decisionmaking at the tactical oroperational level. His
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plan was bascd on the premise that the offensive would
focus on an Allied area where a significant tactical
breakthrough occurred. The Germans were indeed
skilled in taking advantage of favorable terrain when
the occasion warranted (for example, as wilnessed in
their selection of favorable tactical sites in their 1914
race to the sea). Butsuch askill, as Pauon later wamed,
could be carried too far by army-level commanders.
Thus, Ludendorff made the incorrect assumption that
“tactics were more important than strategy.” (4) Karl
von Clausewilz would have been less than delighted
with this innovative approach to military theory.

Inkeeping with Patton's theme—that army leaders
should concentraie on gross features of the landscape—
this article will examine five twenticth-century cam-
paigns: French Plan XV, the invasions of the Ardennes
in 1940 and 1944, Caporetto, and the Chinese attack in
the Korean Tacback Range in 1950, These offensives
are examined more from a chorographic than from a
chronological perspective, given that the focus of this
study is military landscape evaluation.

To demonstrate the significant role played by
landforms, four physiographic provinces in westem
Europe bear close examination: the Rhenish Slate
Upland, the Paris Basin, the Central Genman High-
lands, and the Europcan Plain.

The Rhenish Slate Upland

The landform centerpicce around which the physi-
cal features of central west Europe are grouped is the
Rhenish Slate Upland (RSU), located primarily in
Germany and Luxembourg. Slope predominates, with
a large number of entrenched valleys and steep sided
defiles, making a cross-country traverse difficult. (5) It
is bisected by the Rhinc River, which in this area flows
toward the northwest. This part of the waterway is the
well-known, castle-studded, and tourist-oriented seg-



ment called the Rhine Gorge, extending from Mainzin
the south to Koln (Cologne) in the north. (6) The two
segmenis locaied in the southwest part of the R5U are
known respectively as the Ardennes and the Eiffel.

The Paris Basin

To the south of the RSU is the Paris Basin, extend-
ing from the Isle de France, location of the national
capital, castward to Lorraine. The Basin consists of a
series of connected steps or plateaus, which gradually
ascend in elevation to the northeast as they radiale out
from the center at Paris. The features involved gener-
ally are similar, in that cach segment contains a platcau
or“cuesta,” with a very gradual rise up 10 a northeast-
facing escarpment or “cote.” Each of the cucsta is
named (Champagne, Argonne, eic.) as are the cotes
(Cotes de Moselle, Cote d'Or, etc.). Rivers cutling
through the scarps have created gaps or “charmes,”
through which transportation routes are funneled natu-
rally; commercial centers such as Nancy and Toul are
located nearby.

A German advance toward France in this area has
commonly posed problems, since steep ascents up
coles, constricted passages through charmes, and sites
for observation, all tended to favor the defense. The
French, moreover, had gilded the lily prior o World
War Il by constructing the Maginot Line in this terrain.
(7) Tt is interesting to note that the Germans never
scriously considered attacking those defenses fron-
tally, in force. Since the defenses cxtended only as lar
as Longwy, nearthe French-Luxembourg border, how-
ever, the line could be outflanked. In 1940, having
penetrated the Ardennes, the Germans subsequently
were able to move southeast and to take the Maginot
Line from the rear.

Central German Highlands

Between the RSU and itscastem, hilly geomorphic
counterpart, the Bohemian Massif—coinciding ap-
proximately with the current boundaries of the Czech
Republic—lics a fragmented zone of hills and winding
rivers known as the Central German Highlands, It
extends from Frankfurt-am-Main in the south to the
Harz Mountains in the north.

Frankfurt-am-Main has become the commercial
and transportation linchpin of this region. From that
city it is possible (o choose the following routes: down
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the Main Riverand the Rhine Gorge to the Ruhr and the
Low Countries; southwesl across the Paris Basin cotes
to the French capital; north, via the Central German
Highlands 1o the European Plain, Hamburg, and Ber-
lin; and south through the Rhine Graben, either 1o
Switzerland or to southem France,

Plan XVII

In 1913, the French High Command adopted Plan
XVII, which called for an attack from Lorraine toward
the Rhine and the Central German Highlands. No
concem was evinced over the possibility of a German
advance in the west toward Belgium; that would sim-
ply have been perceived by the French as a reaction
erroncously taken in response (o an engmy initiative.
The French put their trust in cran ("guts™) and Lhe
concept of elan ("will to win"). “The lcast display of
caution,” it was held, would “destroy all efficiency.”
(8) The French High Command believed that it, not its
German counterpart, should be the central controlling
force determining the course of operations on the
battlefield. The French seemed 10 adhere 1o the old
Roman dictum, to the effect that “what is permitted 1o
Jupiter is forbidden to cows" (Quod Licit Jove, Non
Licit Bovi); only the gods on the French General Staff
could be allowed to determine the course of a major
military action.

General Ferdinand Foch, astalwart advocate of the
Plan XVII, vaguely suggested that the attack be launched
initially against Mainz, with Berlin singled out as the
ultimate objective. Mainz, located on the upriver end
of the Rhine Gorge, is an urban neighbor of Frankfun-
am-Main, From this arca, the French presumably
could move down the Rhine Gorge to the Ruhr and on
north via the Central Highlands toward Hamburg and
Berlin, Both routes passed through territory that fa-
vored the defense. If the Rubr was considercd the
ultimate objective, however, the French did not bother
to mention, The Plan, in any event, was nol very
specific about objectives and means. (9)

One observer has compared the Schlieffen move
toward France along the European Plain and the Plan
XVII move toward Frankfurt as pans of a revolving
door, which was hinged in the RSU and was being
tumed counterclockwise. (10) The more forcefully the
French pushed north, the casier the task would have
been for the Germans® right wing moving south.
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The Eurapean Plain

To the west and north of the RSU is the European
Plain, extending from the Urals to the Pyrences, Al-
though moderately flat, it is not a featurcless playing
field. For example, having been glaciated during the
Pleistocene Period. it contains physical featurestypical
of this type of erosion, such as lakes (famous in two
battles: Tannenberg in 1914 inthe arca of the Masurian
Lakes, and Suomussalmi, where the Finns executed a
Cannae-likeenvelopment of Soviet forces during World
War II), high rides, and outsized river valleys. There
are also large arcas with poor surfaces forunderground
drainage (such as the Lunenburg Heide near Hamburg,
the Pripet Marshes in Russia, and the clayey lowlands
of Flanders).

The segment of the Plain from Brussels 1o Paris is
probably best known to military historians as the roule
chosen by Chief of the German General Siaff, Count
Alfred von Schlieffen, to invade France. One of the
region's advantages for the offensive is that there are
no large waterways to be encountered along the Koln-
Liege-Paris traverse until the valley of the Somme is
reached. Between the Ardennes 1o the east and the
chalk uplands of Artois to the west, is a particularly flat
arca known as the Santerre. Cambrais, where the first
tank attack took place in 1917, is located here.

Operation MARKET-GARDEN in 1944 was an ef-
fort 1o advance north on the European Plain, cross the
Rhine, and envelop the Rubr (located along the north
central shoulderof the RSU). Asong military historian
put it, “If the Allies [at this juncture] could quickly
capture the Ruhr...the war in the West would be won.”
(11) When the effort lailed, a prolonged dispute arose
in the Allied headquarters (SHAEF) as to whether
Allied strategy should continue its “Single Thrust”
policy, by trying to advance only on the European
Plain, or perhaps adopt a more flexible “Broad Front™
approach, in which several routeways and penetrations
into Germany were attempted. (12)

The British favored the single thrust advance across
the Plain, in what Field Marshal Bemard L. Montgom-
ery refermed to as the Schlieffen Plan in reverse. The
proposal had obvious defensive merit, but it also in-
duced the enemy to concentrate in the very same arca.
By contrast, the broad approach involved several choices
for invasion routes, but each had to contend with the
defensible RSUhill country centered around the middle
Rhine,

21

The Ardennes-EifTel

Informulating his famousoffensive plan, Schlieffen
had expressed concern that the German lefi flank, as it
wheeled across the European Plain in Belgium, would
be exposed to a French attack through the Ardennes.
Accordingly, German forces were dispatched into the
arca in question (o discourage any such attempt. In
1914, the French were slow to recognize the danger
posed by the Schlieffen Plan, since they wished 1o
pursue their own agenda, which called for an “attaque
brusquee" through Lorraine, directed toward the Cen-
tral German Highlands, Moreover, mostofthe Ardennes
was in essentially undefended Belgian territory, and
the French were unaware that the Germans had quickly
and quictly advanced into the area. When the French
finally awoke tothe danger and attacked the entrenched
enemy in the Batle of Semois, they were bloodily
repulsed. The Germans, as one geomorphologist put it,
“casily crushed an imprudently conducted advance
into a formidable terrain.™ (13)

In 1940, a very similar situation prevailed; as in
World War I, the Belgians preferred to defend Brus-
sels, rather than the sparsely populated Ardennes and
had, accordingly, not stationed an efTective force there.
The French had positioned troops along the Belgian
border but, being politically constrained, could not
advance into the Ardennes until their neighbor's neu-
trality had been violated. The French General Staff
realistically took the position that it could not defend
allitsborders withequal force. (14) Since the Ardennes
was regarded as an area which would be difficult to
traverse or altack, it was, accordingly, lightly de-
fended. (15)

The outcome of the 1940 Ardennes campaign
hung on two evaluations: first, whether it was possible
10 move a modem, mechanized force through the
upland and surprise the enemy; and second, whether
there was enough time for an uncontested traverse.
Initially, both general staffs believed it would take nine
days; apparently not much improvement over the ten
days it took Julius Cacsar’s army to cross the area, (16)
The Germans, however, revised theirplanlessthantwo
months before the actual attack.

The new plan was essentially the work of one man,
Generalleutnant Erich von Manstein, He wrote that, 'l
found it humiliating...that our generation could do
nothing better than repeat an old recipe, even when this



was the product of a man like Schlieffen.” (17) Ac-
cordingly, the Schwerpunkt for the new plan was
switched from the Europcan Plain locale to the
Ardennes. Careful planning and strict march disci-
pline were in large measure the keys (o success, it took
the essentially unimpeded Blitzkrieg advance only
fifty-seven hours 10 reach the Meuse River at the
southem boundary of the upland. (18) Unquestion-
ably, timing was the all-imporant key to success. As
Patton once wrote in his diary, “No one realizes the
terrible value of the *unforgiving minute.™ (19)

At the Meuse, second-rate French reservists man-
aged to repulse three of the six major attempts by the
cream of the Wehrmachr force 1o cross the river. (20)
After having established bridgeheads on the other side,
however, the German armor headed for the Channel
pons and was thus able to trap the large mechanized
Allied force which had advanced into Belgium, Win-
ston Churchill has made the point that the French failed
1o assign a strategic reserve to the area, lest a break-
through occur. (21) In any event, once the German
armor neared the Channel, to all intents and purposes,
the campaign was over,

It bears reemphasizing that the key 1o the
Wehrmachy's stunning victory lay in its ability lo cross
the basically undefended Ardennes quickly. Whenthis
feat was accomplished, and bridgeheads established
acrossthe Meuse, the military plight of the Allies could
not easily be rectified. Yet, until the 1950s, the view
widcly persisted that the ignominious French defeat
resulied from perfidious actions by a traitorous “fifth
column.” (22) The focus in recent literature on the
subject, however, suggests that German military com-
petence can explain the victory. This may be so, but as
noted, two other important factors also contributed 1o
the result: first, neutral Belgium refused 1o allow
French forces into the Ardenncs prior to a German
invasion; and second, the French did not believe a
mechanized force could cross the upland quickly.
These points, surprisingly, have not been emphasized
in cither past or current military or historical coverage
of the campaign.

The Battle of the Bulge

In late 1944 the Allied front was located in posi-
tions somewhat comparable Lo those held by the French
four years earlier. There was one major exception,
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however; unlike the French, the American troops actu-
ally occupied the Ardennes itsclf. There were, never-
theless, comparatively few troops stationed there, and
they were in the process ol reequipping, training, and
receiving new reinforcements. Morcover, some inex-
perienced units also were included in the mix of roops
assigned to this quict sector of the front. (23)

The German attack plan called for the Wehrmacht
10 break through the tissue-thin American defenses in
the Ardennes, cross the Meuse, and retake the port of
Antwerp. One version of the plan, the “Big Solution™
or “Grand Slam™ actually envisioned a double envel-
opment, but was not used because it was considered
overly ambitious. (24) Asone observer has cloquently
suggested, “Germany's political reach [in World War
I1] consistently exceeded her military grasp.” (25) Itis
interesting to note that the Germans made no mention
of additional military-strategic plans once Antwerp
was taken. One critic suggested that “Hitler [simply]
was trying o resurrect the offensive...of 1940, in
which a banle, rather than a war, was won. (26)

The Ardennes atlack managed to surprise the
American command, but the Germans did not reckon
on a determined, stubbom, and tenacious opposition.
The element of surprise thus was not sufficient to
achieve victory; terrain, military skill, and American
“cranbrought the experienced and able German forces
10 a halt.

Slope

During the Cold War, the military historian John
Keeganexpressed concern about the geopolitical goals
of the Soviet Union. Commenting about the Russians'
presence in Afghanistan, for example, he wrote:
“Perched safely in the Hindu Kush...the Soviets could
sieal a march through always restive Baluchistan and
altain their venerable ambition of a warm water port—
one astride the Western oil lanes on the Persian Gulf.
To prevent this happening would be worth something
1o the West.” (27) The author, however, has lightly
dismissed two significant deterrents 1o such a move:
the political problems to be dealt with in such a sce-
nario (adverse reactions of countries affected by this
plan), and a forbidding physical landscape. Inso faras
the latter is concemed, he blithely proposes passage
through a particularly daunting desert and mountain
environment. Military cost-benefit ratios, exploitative



possibilities, and armed opposition might, accord-
ingly, prove 1o be very difficult to deal with or control.
It is indeed surprising to find that many competent
modem military leaders and observers regard the task
of overcoming some of nature's major impediments as
something less than formidable.

A somewhat similar strategic assessment involves
Sucz. In World War II, many observers believed that
the Germans were planning a giant pincermovement o
cut the British Empire into segments. (28) Accepling
this geopolitical perception, General Sir John Hacken,
an Oxford scholar, World War II veteran, and North
Atantic Treaty Organization (NATO) group com-
mander, writes that “In 1941, we on the Allied side in
the Middle East awaited a powerful German onslaught
down through the Caucasus toward the Suez Canal to
coincide with the thrust of the Africa Corps out of the
Westem Desen toward the Nile.” (29) Anexamination
of a Caucasus-Suez traverse, however, reveals the
existence of the rugged Armenian knot, located in
eastern Turkey and adjacent pans of Tran, and of
mountain chains in Russia, Iran, and Turkey that are
Alpine in aspect. Such terrain should give pause to the
most intrepid of offensive-minded leaders. Besides,
one of the Axis’ prime objectives—cutting the direct
Britain-Asiaconnection—had already taken place. The
Suez Canal was rendered inoperable for some time in
World War Il (indeed, during World War 1 as well), so
that Gircat Britain’s only possible seaward route to the
cast was the circuitous passage around southern Af-
rica. Middle East oil, another objective, also could not
be reached from southem Russia. The known fields of
the day, associated with the Persian/Arab Gull geosyn-
cline, involved a further traverse across difficult ter-
rain. Physiographic considerations, among other fac-
tors, scem not 1o have been seriously vetted. (30)

A lack of critical geomorphic perceptions at both
strategic and operational levels has at times character-
ized recent planning as well. During the Cold War, for
example, one distinguished scholar recommended—
should war erupt—a strong NATO thrust from the
Central German Highlands across the Ohre Valley
segment of the hilly Bohemian Massif toward the
Prague Basin. (31) As in the case of the Battle of the
Bulge, such ascenario might yield territorial gains, but
in all probability, they would be achicved only at high
cost in men and materiel.
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Questionable large-area terrain evaluations can
also be cited inother cases. General Charles de Gaulle,
for example, claimed that France had few natural
barriers between Switzerland and the English Channel
that could be used to deter an invasion force. (32)
Perhaps he had forgotien about the defensive terrainof
Lorraine and the baltle of Verdun, in which he was a
participant.

In World War II, one final case demonstrates that
uninformed physiographic appraisals can be encoun-
tered at the highest levels of command. Winston
Churchill strongly advocated an Allied attack in the
mountainous Balkans, which he referred o as the “sofl
underbelly” of Europe. (33) His political concem that
this area could easily fall into Communist hands was
understandable and doubtless justified, but his appar-
ent lack of termain appreciation, given the military
problems and anticipated high casualty rates, is curi-
ous, to say the least.

It should be noted that an attack through disadvan-
lageous terrain may at times be the only option opento
amilitary leader. Under cemain circumstances, a non-
Pyrrhic victory in such a case lies within the realm of
the possible. The point to be made here, however, is
that high commands often neglect, misunderstand, or
simply are unaware of, physiographic constraints, as
wcll as appropriate uses 10 which landform featurescan
he put.

Of Mountains, Flanks, and Surprises

Plans to outflank an enemy by attacks inmountain-
ous terrain can, as suggested above, reveal a cenain
lack of sophisticated knowledge of landforms on the
part of leaders planning offensive action. Two ex-
amples help 1o highlight this point.

During World War 11, the ltalian nontheast front
was bascd on the Isonzo River, which flowed from the
Alps south across the flat Po Plain to the Adriatic. The
Isonzo battles had been costly in men and cquipment.
In more than two years of combat, the Italians had
sustained 1.1 million casualties, many at the edge of the
Po Plain, in the very forbidding terrain of the Karst
(Corso) Plateau to the east. (34)

The lialian left, or nonthern fMank, was lightly
defended, since it was located in the mountain for-
tresses of the Alps. In 1917, the Germans attacked this
flank at Caporetto. They surprised and overran the



small Italian defense force, thus compelling the main
army stationed along the Isonzo to abandon its posi-
tions rapidly, so as (o avoid being taken from the rear.
This precipitant retreat was carried out successfully;
the Germans were unable 10 move quickly enough
through the Alpine mountains to the north and to
encircle the main Italian armies on the Po Plain.

It appeared to many observers, however, that the
ltalians, led by General Luigi Cadoma, were incompe-
tent and militarily doomed. (35) However, other than
animpressive but limited success, the Germans had not
been able 10 achieve their goals or reach their objec-
tives on the Po Plain. The inhospitable Alps and a
dogged Ialian defense had saved the day. Moral: If an
army flank istumed in amountainous area, defeatis not
inevitable. (It is worth recalling here that when the
Germans broke through and thus wmed the Allied
flank in the Ardennes in 1940, their mechanized force
had by then emerged from the uplands onto the flat
routeway to the European Plain and could, at that point,
not readily be contained.)

In Korea, a somewhat analogous event occurred in
1950, when a similar misreading of the landscape and
strategic options occurred. The United Nations' (UN)
command in Korea in 1950 was divided into two arcas
of responsibility. The Eighth Army advanced toward
the Chinese border along the west coast, and the X
Corps was assigned to the northeast. Between the two
lay a sizeable, undefended upland segment of the
Taeback Mountains (the “Tachaek Split”™). The UN
attackers thus were left with their flanks “upin the air.”
Perception of the situation, strategically and operation-
ally, differed. General Matthew Ridgeway, Eighth
Army commander, staled that “obvious from a terrain
study, was the impracticability of the two forces attack-
ing along an east-west line until they joined.” General
Douglas MacArthur, on the other hand, agreed with
this statement at one time, but differed at another. (36)
In any event, the difficulties of advancing on a line in
such a rugged, almost roadless environment, even
without opposition, clearly posed a host of problems.

The Eighth Army line was based on the western
plains. Its right flank, including poorly trained Repub-
lic of Korea (ROK) troops, was positioned up in the
Taebaek picdmont. (The Korean peninsula is asym-
metrically shaped, with the highest peaks in the east,
descending gradually 1o the coastal plains in the west.)
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In late 1950 the Chinese Army launched a surprise
altack in these foothills, and the Eighth Army right-
flank forces were driven back in disarray by the Com-
munists’ superior numbers. It is easy to understand the
alarm and dismay that this event generated.

A comparison of this offensive with those already
mentioned reveals similarities. This portion of the
Tacback piedmont, the Ardennes in the RSU, and the
Alps around Caporetto have some common character-
istics, as do the weak defensive forces assigned to these
areas. Even the (erritorial goals of the enemy forces in
these cascs are similar: the politically and economi-
cally and important flatlands of, respectively, western
Korea, the Europcan Plain, and the Po Plain in Italy.

The situation in Korea appeared desperate, given
the plight of the Eighth Army, and the brokers of doom
were many. One World War 1T leader, doubtless
recalling 1940 and 1944, opined that only diplomacy
could save the situation. (37) Phrases such as“unsound
deployment™ and “momentous blunder” were used by
military commentators. (38) The Times of London,
recalling 1940, stated that the Chinese would almost
certainly “wheel westward...[toward the coast] in the
rear of the main body of the Eighth Amy. It will
require greal skill...and a large share of good fortune 1o
extricate the Allied forces.” (39) The Joint Chicfs of
Staff sent a message to General MacArthur on 13
January 1951, stating: “'We recognize, of course, that
continued resistance might not be militanly possible.”
(40) Was another Cannae or Dunkirk in the making?

The Eighth Army made good its retreat o the
south, to fight another day, for several reasons. First,
the rugged terrain and poor roads of the Taecback
piedmont impeded a swift Chinese advance. It was
thus not just because the Chinese were poorly mecha-
nized and had an outmoded logistical supporn sys-
tem—which they did—rather, because the pace of
their advance in arugged upland area was, of necessity,
slow. Accordingly, they were never able to wheel
toward the coast behind the rapidly retreating Eighth
Amy. The mechanized American units, using the
plains and better roads in the west, could not be
trapped. Ingenious, impressive, and successful as were
the attempts 10 outflank the Eighth Army, the Chinese
were manifestly incapable of achieving ultimate vic-
tory. General Cadoma, meet General MacArthur, (41)



Of Terrain, Perceptions, and Conclusions

Aneminent gecomorphologist once posed the ques-
tion, " Do the mountains defend the ammy, or does the
army defend the mountains?"” (42) The answer must be
couched in holistic terms; it would be erroneous to
assume that only landforms are important, when a
whole host of other factors also come into play, 10 a
greater or lesser degree.

What lessons, then, can be leamed about terrain
analysis and military perception? First, that to con-
clude that slope only favors the defense is 100 simplis-
lic, since surprise, morale, critical mass, and other
considerations are involved. Second, that a strong
defensive posture in favorable terrain, such as the
Maginot Line, can prove to be formidable. (The
Germans also made enough good use of defensively
favorable urban terrain in the battle of Berlin to inflict
100,000 casualties on the Soviet attackers.) Third, that
an advance through mountain or hill country has its
obvious operational and logistical limitations, even if
surprise is achieved—as was the case at Caporelto and
the Tacback piedmont. Fourth, that major strategic
goals must take geomorphology into consideration.
The French Plan XVIIand the German goal to cross the
Caucasus and anack Suez clearly are cases in which
such considerations were ignored. Last, that higher
echelon leadership ofien seems to lack training in
physiographic analysis at a strategic level, while ag-
gregate corps intelligence reports, by contrast, usually
do not provide information and insights at the scale
needed by army and army group commanders.

Itis said that a former chicf of the German General
Staff, Helmuth C.B. von Molike, smiled only twice in
his entire adult life; once, when he saw how obsolete
Danish coastal defenses were and again, when told that
his mother-in-law had died. Ifalive, he might also have
smiled when the Wehrmacht crossed the Ardennes in
1940. He probably would have frowned four years
later when that very same army—misunderstanding
terrain and underestimating opponents—tried to cross
that very same picce of rcal estate. The leaders who
succeeded Moltke “the Elder” apparently should have
leamed a little more aboul the relationship of physiog-
raphy and military perception. Then again, perhaps the
Swiss psychologist Carl Jung—unlike William Blake—
got it right when he said that mountains tend to restrict
the horizons of the mind.
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Department of Geography, 1969-85. A decorated
World War II rifleman, he holds a Ph.D. degree from
Columbia University, and has published extensively in
the fields of historical geography, geopolitics, and
population-food balance ratios. Dr.Gordon has served
as a lecturer and consultant for, among others, the
Department of State Foreign Service Institute, the U.S.
Agency for International Development, the United
Nations, the National Geographic Society, and numer-
ous foreign governments.
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In War Dogs: Canines In Combat, Michael G.
Lemish examines the history of the utilization of “war
dogs” by the U.S. military. Lemish demonstrates how
the military services too frequently misunderstood the
potential of dogs in combat and thus underutilized their
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dogs throughout World War I and during much of
World War Il and the Korean War. In Vietnam,
Lemish argues, erroneous policy and wrong-headed
leadership were responsible for the actual mistreat-
ment of these valuable animals.

Throughout this entire saga, and as an effective
counterpoint, Lemish recounts specific examples of
the real and significant accomplishments of war dog
platoons, as well as numerous dramatic vignettes which
demonstrate the frequent heroic actions of individual
dogs and the special relationships which often devel-
oped between the dogs and their handlers.

During World War I1, dogs were used primarily as
messengers, scouls, and sentries.  While the uses of



messenger dogs and sentries were limiled, dogs acting
as scouts in a hostile environment proved time and
again their value and dependability. The Marines used
dogs as messengers and scouts successfully on the
Pacific islands of New Britain, Bougainville, Guam,
and Peleliu; the Army employed messenger dogs and
scouts on Morotai, Bougainville, Biak, and Aitape
with the 31st and the 41st Divisions, Messenger dogs
were most frequently utilized during initial landings
before lines of communication had been established
and also during periods of heavy rain or high humidity,
whichdisabled walkie talkies and tube-type radio gear.
A collie named Buster, a messenger dog operaling on
Morotai, was directly responsible for saving the lives
of seventeen men of F Company, 155th Infanury.
Whenthe patrol found itself surrounded and outgunned,
Buster was sent to the rear carrying a message which
gave the patrols position and situation and asked for
instructions. Buster evaded machine gun fire and
completed a roundtrip, retuming with a message tell-
ing F Company 10 hold their position and await rein-
forcements. The reinforcements arrived and quickly
routed the Japanese,

Although messenger dogs were imponant under
certain specific conditions, the demand for these dogs
declined as soon as dependable lines of communica-
tion were established. Dogs truly excelled when em-
ployed as scouts for platoons on patrol in a jungle
environment. The heavy vegetation and poor lighting
provided exccllent cover for the small enemy patrols
and snipers, which continually harassed the Ameri-
cans. The function of the scout dog was to alert his
handler to the presence of hidden enemy soldiers. The
average scout dog located the enemy at adistance of no
less than 70 yards; the best dogs often scented at
distances of over 200 yards. The Japancse quickly
came to understand that, if they wanted 10 escape
detection, they had to kill the scout dog, and the dogs
became primary targets for snipers.

Lemish provides several examples of instances
when patrol leaders who were unfamiliar with scout
dogs chose to ignore the dog's alert and led their patrol
into an ambush, which resulted in both dog and soldier
casualtics. Coupled with numerous examples of the
successful work of dogs, such as Andy, a Doberman
who panticipated in the initial landing on Bougainville,
itis easy to see why there were neverenough scout dogs
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o go around in the Pacific and China-India-Burma
theaters of war. Andy and his handler Pfc. Robent
Lansley, were pan of the First Marine Dog Platoon,
which was attached to the Second Marine Raider
Regiment (Prov). Andy worked off-lcash 25 yards
ahead of a250-man patrol. Three times the dog alened
them toencmy positions. Aflerthe enemy waslocated,
Lansley would wave Andy back, and the patrol al-
tacked the cnemy. The Americans routed three Japa-
nese contingents with no casualties. Andy’s company
penctrated the furthest of any U.S. unit the first day on
Bougainville.

Inmany ways, the use of dogs in World War 1 was
a leaming experience for the military. Soldiers who
worked with dogs quickly realized they were notl
indefatigable. Afler scouting all day, dogs frequently
fell into a heavy sleep at night, breathing through their
mouths, When this happened, the dog’s sense of smell
was compromised and he would not necessarily hear or
smell an infiltrating enemy.

Some dogs became exceedingly nervous and un-
able 1o do their jobs properly when exposed 1o heavy
bombardment or artillery. Although no one could
predict which dogs would become gun-shy and ner-
vous during combat and which ones would carry out
their duties unconcemed, commanders eventually de-
cided that German shepherds were more reliable and
less excitable and nervous than were Dobermans and
collies. Dogs also suffered from same type of environ-
mental problems as effected soldiers: heat stroke, para-
sites, and tropical discases. Apain, the German shep-
herd was deemed to be the most adaptable to climate
extremes. Commanders reports recommended that
only German shepherds be used in the future,

The U.S. Army also used dogs in the China-India-
Burma Theater. Here sentry dogs were used to guard
supply depots, and incidences of theft diminished
rapidly. Dogs entered combat in the Burma Campaign
as part of the 5307th Composite Unit (Prov) (Galahad
Force), and the 5332d Provisional Brigade (Mars Force),
A small group of dogs was also attached to the Office
of Strategic Services (OSS) Detachment 101 in China
and Burma. Twelve men and dogs, assigned 1o Merrill's
Marauders, were flown 1o Myitkyina and used during
the last month of that operation. Dogs again proved
themselves extremely successful at alenting soldiersio
hidden enemy positions. They located snipers, who



had picked off men with impunity until the dogs were
brought in.

Al the end of World War 11, the Army honored its
commitment 1o the American public and returned all
healthy war dogs to their original owners. Before this
could be done, the dogs had 1o be retrained 1o accustom
them to civilian life. If the original owner no longer
wanted the dog, the Army allowed the dogs® handlers
to keep them, The Army spent an enormous amount of
time and money retraining its war dogs, locating their
original owners, shipping the dogs back to the owners,
and as a last recourse, advertising for interested new
owners. At some point, a decision was made not 1o do
thatthe next time around. A new policy emerged which
treated dogs as equipment, much like tanks or helicop-
ters. Inthe event dogs were used in the next war, they
were 1o be disposed of (euthanized) afier they were no
longerneeded. To suppon this plan, the Army decided
o purchase dogs directly from breeders, rather than
request them from civilian donors.

Lemish strongly disagrees with this policy. He
states, “Although dogs have come 10 be regarded as
equipment in later years, it has to be understood that
dogs are living and thinking animals and thateachisan
individual in its own right. The military, in gencral
terms, has a terrible problem accepting this. All other
equipment, be it an airplanc or atank, will act the same
and work the same under a given set of circumstances.
Within the entire arscnal of the American combat
military structure, only two distinct creatures do not fit
this profile—man and dog."”

The author’s concem becomes very clear when he
describes the experiences of the American military dog
in Victnam. Before large numbers of troops were sent
to Vietnam, the American military supplied the Viet-
namese Ammy with German shepherds trained as scout
dogs. Because the Vietamese culture did not value
dogs, Viemamese soldiers had a hard time understand-
ing their worth and how to treat them. The Army of the
Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) had no trained veteri-
narians on staff, and ARVN commanders refused to
provide the dogs with the daily diet recommended by
their U.S. advisers, because the calories contained
therein were more than most Vietnamese soldiers or
civilians received daily, The Vietnamese handlers had
ahard time lcaming to praise theirdogs, anintegral par
oftraining. None of this boded well forthe dogs. Those
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which were not quickly killed on the front lines suc-
cumbed to disease or starved to death,

Dogs used by the American military (the Air Force
and the Army) as sentries and scouts fared somewhat
better, as long as the Americans remained in country.
One evening Nemo, a sentry dog stationed at Tan Son
Nhut Air Base in 1966, alerted his handler, A2C Robent
Thomeburg, to several Viet Cong (VC) hiding in a
cemetery within the base. Thomeburg released Nemo
and then heard several shots, and then his dog cryingin
pain, Thomneburg went looking for him, and killed one
VC hefore being wounded by retum fire, Before the
reaction team reached them, Nemo had crawled across
his master’s body and refused to let anyone gel near
him. Finally Nemo was persuaded to leave Thomeburg
50 that he could receive first aid. Nemo had been shot
in the face and lost the use of one eye. He could no
longer walk sentry duty, and was retumed to the United
States as an AirForce canine recruit. Scout dogs saved
livesin the Vietnam jungles, alerting soldiersto cnemy
infiltrations, encampments, spider holes, and booby
traps. There were never enough scout dogs Lo meet the
demand. The scout dog Troubles was airlified into the
jungle with his handler Pfc. William Richardson to
supporta patrol. Richardson was woundedina firefight
and evacuated to the nearest hospital ten miles distant:
Troubles was left behind in the jungle. Three weeks
later, Troubles found his way 1o the First Air Cavalry
Division Headquarners at An Khe. The dog, tired and
emaciated, would not let anyone get near him, He
searched through the tents of the scout dog platoon
until he found Richardson's col, where he curled up
beside his master's belongings and fell asleep.

Typically, handlers were deliberately not told what
the fate of their dog was to be. These soldiers confi-
dently assumed that their dogs would be returmed to the
United States, and often speculated about how they
might be used there. In 1968, Plc. James Palmer and
Duke, a one-cyed German shepherd, were assigned to
Company A, 2d Battalion, 1st Infantry. Duke excelled
at locating both buricd mortar rounds and snipers, and
could scent the enemy al fifty meters.  Palmer was
extremely proud of Duke. He said toa reporter, “'When
he leaves Victnam, Duke will probably be put into
public service—they might even make him a seeing
eye dog!"” Duke never left Vietnam,

The tone of the book changes at some point during



the Vietnam story, as the author suddenly seems unable
to separatc his emotions from his story. Lemish feels
strongly that the policy of refusing to send veteran dogs
back to the United States was abominable. He blames
Amcrican military leadership for the establishment
and implementation of this policy, and accuses them of
deliberate misrepresentation when the policy became a
matter of public concem. When dismayed dog lovers
made headlines by writing the president and the De-
partment of Defense about the fate of the Army war
dogs in Vietnam, the Army sent fifty dogs home
amongst much fanfare, and then “laid low" uniil the
public*forgot" the problem. All the while, the military
continued to give excess dogs whose units were being
sent home, to the Vietnamese Army, which for the dogs
meant cerlain death by starvation or untreated ill-
nesses. Lemish believes that this was a calculated,
deliberate, intent to deceive the American publie.
The concluding chapter of the book describes the
limited use of military dogs in Panama, Saudi Arabia,
and Haiti. This chapter must be read carefully to
extract viable facts and information on the continued
usc of military dogs from the author's rhetorical cam-
paignto see U.S. military dogs retired with dignity and
honored with amonument. The emotional tone perme-
ating the last two chapters of this hook detracts from an
extremely informative and overall worthwhile study.

Dr. Judith A. Bellafaire, a historian in the Field and
International Branch of the Center's Field Programs
and Historical Services Division, is a frequent re-
viewer for Army History and is the owner of two
shelties.
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Bloody Hill: The Civil War Battle of Wilson's Creek
by William R. Brooksher
Brassey's, 278 pp., $24.95.

On a hot August day in 1861, along a small
Missouni stream called Wilson’s Creck, two groups of
angry men engaged in violent confromation. Fron-
ticrsmen, mountainmen, plantation owners, dirt farm-
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ers, cowboys, hillbillics, businessmen, European im-
migrants, politicians, Jayhawkers, Border Ruffians,
and others plunged into the bloodiest engagement—in
terms of casually rate—fought in North America upto
that time. By the end of the day over 500 lay dead and
almost 2,000 were wounded. The story of how these
antagonists came to be at Wilson's Creek, and the
result of the fight there, is the subject of William R.
Brooksher’s recent volume on the Civil War battle.

To Civil Warscholars the Battle of Wilson's Creck
was one of the first major engagements of the Civil
War. Butto many of the participants it was simply a
continuation of a struggle that had been taking place
along the Kansas-Missouni border for many years, a
struggle noted for its violence and hatred. In 1854 the
Kunsas-Nebraska Act created two new territories, re-
pealed the long-established Missouri Compromise,
and left the decision whether new territories would
eventually be slave states or free states in the hands of
ils citizens. Priorto this act there had existed a“balance
of power” between slave and nonslave states. Now,
with Nebraska expected to line up in the nonslavery
calegory, all eyes tumed to Kansas. Proslavery and
Free State selilers flocked into the Kansas territory,
each determined 1o gaincontrol. Heavily-armed groups
from proslave Missouri, known as “Border Ruffians,”
and Free State groups, known as “Jayhawkers,” used
lynchings, shootings, and bumings to influence local
elections, instill fear, or to reck vengeance. Confron-
tation between the two sides ofien led to pitched
battles. Soon, civil war raged across “Bleeding Kan-
sas" and the Missouri border.

In a well-written and easy-to-read narrative, the
author quickly guides the reader through the years of
intemecine warfare, setting the stage for the first Civil
War battle west of the Mississippi. Commanding the
Union forces at Wilson's Creck is43-year-old Nathaniel
Lyon, newly promoled from captain in the Regular
Army lo brigadier general of volunteers. Lyon, a rabid
abolitionist, antagonized not only his encmies, but
many Union supporters. A contemporary said, had
Lyon lived four centuries ago, “...he would have been
bumed at the stake as a pestilent and allogether incor-
rigible person, whose removal was demanded in the
interests of the peace of society.”

Commanding the Confederate army is Brig. Gen.
“0ld Ben" McCulloch, anationally known Texas hero.



McCulloch, originally from Tennessee, had followed
his neighbor, Davy Crockel, to Texas, but arrived 100
late 1o die at the Alamo. Instead, he lived to become a
Congressman, Indian fighter, Texas Ranger, gold miner,
sheriff, and U.S. Marshal. Although he had no formal
military training (but had always aspired 1o senior
military command) he was commissioned brigadier
general in the Confederate Army.

Brooksher's battle narrative, well researched and
documented, is filled with first-hand anecdotes and
detailed maps. For many at Wilson's Creek, this was
their first “battle.” Disorganized mobs that had, for
years, waged a personal guenlla war were now orga-
nized mobs waging olficially sanctioned war, In the
ranks of the two opposing forces stood such personages
as James Butler"Wild Bill” Hickok, Frank James, Cole
Younger, William C. Quantrill, some of whom would
continue their war into the late nineteenth century.
Some were aqmed with flindock muskets, long rifles,
shotguns, or pistols. A few had no fircarms at all.
Many had no concept of military tactics. As Lyon's
force moved out in a surprise attack, the lead elements
of militialed the vanguard loudly singing “The Happy
Land of Canaan.” At the end of a day of “getting it out
of their system,” ncarly one out of every four Union
soldiers and one out of every eight on the Confederate
side was either killed, wounded, or missing.

After Lyon received the dubious honor of becom-
ing the first Civil War general 1o die on the battlefield,
his aimmy withdrew and the Nonh was handed it’s
second major military defeat since the war began (First
Manassas had been fought on 21 July).

Brooksher briefly describes the political resulis of
the battle and its effect on military stratcgy in the
region. Although a tactical viclory for the South, the
Union defeat at Wilson's Creck caused the Lincoln
administration to reinforce the area, while the Confed-
eracy spent its limited resources elsewhere, The ulti-
mate result was that Missoun remained in the Union,

With a highly informative and entertaining text,

cight pages of illustrations, and an order of battle, this
new volume is a welcome addition to any Civil War
library.
Larry A.("“Ted” ) Ballard is a historian in the Center’s
Field and International Branch. A former archivist,
Mr. Ballard is a recognized authority on Civil War
batiles.
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Book Review
by John H. King

The West Point Way of Leadership: From Learning
Principled Leadership to Practicing It

by Col. Larry P. Donnithorne, U.S. Army (Ret.)
Currency/Doubleday. 182 pp., $20.00

Historians studying American military operations
in the post-Vietnam era, have given—and will o
give—considerable thought 1o the concept of leader-
ship, or the lack thercof, as they analyze various
operations. Col. Larry P. Donnithome, now retired,
has written a useful primer to review "leadership” as
taught at the United States Military Academy. His
primary motivation is to make more widely known the
"West Point way of leadership.” The author is a
graduate of the Academy, and a formerinstructor at the
school of leadership and moral philosophy. Donnithome
writes clearly, concisely, and with an obvious familiar-
ity with his topic.

Donnithome noics that the cliche “leaders arc
bom, not made,"” is not true. He says leaders are both,
and notes that "The Academy" has been building
leaders since 1802, including such notables as Ulysses
S. Grant, Robert E. Lee, Douglas MacAnhur, Dwight
D. Eiscnhower, Omar Bradley, George S. Patton, and,
more recently, Brent Scowcroft, and Norman
Schwarzkopf. The notable list also includes those
making their mark as civilian leaders, such as Rand V.
Araskog of ITT and former astronaut Frank Borman of
the now defunct Eastem Airlines. "[T}his long-lcrm
success indeveloping world leaders—both in the civil-
ian and military orbits—suggests West Point's is a
time-tested, integrated model for producing leaders,”
according to the author, "As amodel, it offers numer-
ous insights into the task of developing leaders, as well
as in developing active leadership skills in oneself.”

Donnithome's model of leadership training con-
sists of four "passes.” The First Pass is the teaching of
tecamwork and an institutional value system that will
strengthen the organization. The Sccond Pass builds
the individual's own leadership voice. The Third Pass
adds the skills 10 lead other lcaders, while the Fourth
Pass 1caches cadets how to act in the organization's
long-term interests. The author believes that these four
passes not only develop leaders at West Point, but can



also develop leaders in the civilian world.

Practical applications of the skills and concepls
abound. Forinstance, during the Second Pass, cadets
leamn 1o "Risk More Than Others Think Safe.”
Donnithomne illustrates with an example taken from
IBM in the days of the legendary Thomas Watson, Jr.
When IBM lost $10 million due to a mistake by a
Watson subordinate, that unfortunatc employee handed
in his resignation. Waltson rejected it, saying, "Not on
yourlife! You think I'll let you go now after spending
$10millionon youreducation?" Donnithome points (o
this as a healthy attitude for leaders: "[s]o long as
subordinates leam from their mistakes so the mistakes
are not repeated, leaders gain by tolerating honest
mistakes.” He contrasts this with the Army’s unsuc-
cessful involvement with the "Zero Defects”™ program,
which eventually was dropped, at least in part, because
it "completely repressed the freedom of soldiers to be
adventurous, to be creative, [and] to take risks.”

It is casy to overlook the value this book holds.
Donnithome's work has imporance beyond the realm
of historians and military leaders. It is intended 10 be
used as a model for training civilian leaders in a
business or corporatc world. This targeting has be-
come somewhat trendy in the 1990s, as Donnithome
and others attempt to apply Sun Tzu's The Arr of War
and other classic military books to the business and
corporale world, Withmore and more authors without
a military background writing about military events, a
book such as this helps to put things in perspective.

This book is also valuable 10 historians because it
provides a contemporary definition of lcadership. One
of the greatest challenges facing a historian is under-
standing actions in terms of the context in which they
occur, rather than within some later context.
Donnithome provides a late twentieth-century context
that can be used to measure leadership in the 1980s,
1990s, and beyond. And for this rcason, military
historians should pay careful attention to this book.

Lt. Col. John H. King, a reserve officer, has served in
several military historian positions, including as com-
mander of the 51st MHD during Operation DESERT
STORM and as Joint Historian for Operation SUPPORT
Hore. He is the Assistant Town Manager for Eco-
nomic Development for Leesburg, Virginia.

Forthcoming in Army History...
Lt. Col. Winfried Heinemann's (German Military
History Research Office) examination of relations
between Yugoslavia and the West in the 1950s.

The annual index for Army History during 1996.

Dr. Stanley Falk's review of Michael J, Goodwin's
SHOBUN: A Forgotten War Crime in the Pacific.

And much more....
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