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Foreword

A striking feature of World War II was America’ ability to raise
and equip a modern army seemingly overnight. Emerging from its
negligible base in 1941 and competing with the needs of the other
services and Allies, the Army stood in just forty-eight months at 8
million men with equipment second to none. Such a prodigious feat
owes much to sound military planning, as The Victory Plan of 1941
carefully demonstrates. But this study also underscores the fact that
evenin 1941 warfare had become so vast in scope, so expensive, and
so technologically complex that nations could never again afford to
maintain in time of peace the armies needed in time of war. As
Albert Wedemeyer, the remarkable Army officer who wrote the
1941 plan, makes clear, mobilization transcends purely military
matters and must be understood to embrace the total capacity of
nations. The conclusion seems inescapable: the United States Army
must keep mobilization planning at the center of all its military
planning.

The experience of the nation’s total mobilization for World War
II offers good counsel, not so much in its details of numbers and
types of units raised or materiel required as in its description of
the thought process Wedemeyer and his colleagues used in reach-
ing these decisions. I recommend the following analysis of
Wedemeyer's vital work to military planners and to all those study-
ing mobilization and logistics. It will provide a clear picture of how
our recent predecessors approached the complex challenge of pre-
paring for modern war, a challenge that remains with us today.

21 December 1989 HAROLD W. NELSON
Colonel, USA
Chief of Military History
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Preface

As the research for this study progressed, it quickly became
evident that the documentary record alone could never resolve all of
the questions about how and why the Victory Plan was written. Nor
could it reveal how certain decisions were reached, or upon what
influences. In answering such questions, I was fortunate to have the
help of the author of the Victory Plan. General Albert C.
Wedemeyer spent long hours patiently discussing his duties of the
summer of 1941, and equally long hours reading and commenting
upon my draft manuscript. Through these discussions and through
following the general’s reading program, I not only gained insights
into the development of the Victory Plan, but also an education in
strategic thought. I am indebted to General Wedemeyer for the
latter as much as for the former.

The members of the Center of Military History panel on this
manuscript have materially improved the work, and I particularly
thank Mr. Morris MacGregor, Col. Michael D. Krause, Col. Thomas
Wilkerson, Dr. Jeffrey J. Clarke, Dr. Jack Nunn, and Mr. John
Elsberg. I also acknowledge with particular gratitude the critical
reviews of this paper by Professor Maurice Matloff, Professor Carl
Boyd, Professor Charles Endress, and Dr. Keith E. Eiler, General
Wedemeyer’s biographer. I am indebted to Dr. Edward J. Drea, Dr.
Bruce R. Pirnie, Dr. Michael Deis, Mr. Terrence J-Gough, Col. Paul
Miles, Col. W. Scott Dillard, Col. Henry Gole, Lt. Col. Robert Frank,
and Lt. Col. Gregory Fontenot for their frank and helpful com-
ments. My colleagues in the Military Studies Branch have read and
commented upon successive drafts of the manuscript, and I wish
particularly to thank Majs. Steve E. Dietrich, Thomas Grodecki, and
Jon House and Dr. Edgar Raines for their advice and forbearance. I
am especially grateful to Dr. Alexander S. Cochran, Jr., chief of the
Military Studies Branch, who has shared his expertise in the field
and guided my research, helping me to develop my ideas and the
structure of the monograph. Dr. Cochran has been a deft and gentle
editor, as well as a thoughtful critic.

In several visits to the city of Washington, Dr. Keith Eiler dis-
cussed with me General Wedemeyer’s work in the summer of 1941

vil



and provided additional documentation from the generals col-
lected papers at the Hoover Institution. Dr. Alfred M. Beck kindly
allowed me to use an interview he had conducted with General
Wedemeyer in the course of his own research. I am indebted to the
staffs of the Military Reference Branch of the National Archives of
the United States, and particularly Mr. Leroy Jackson; the Washing-
ton National Records Center at Suitland, Maryland; and the ar-
chives of the United States Army Military History Institute at Car-
lisle Barracks, Pennsylvania, especially Dr. Richard Sommers and
Mr. David Keogh, for their professional help. The archivists’ exten-
sive knowledge of their collections enabled them to point out valu-
able areas of research I had not theretofore considered. Linda Cajka
prepared the photographic layout, and Sfc. Marshall T. Williams
prepared the cover. Finally, I owe special thanks to Mr. Duncan
Miller, who edited the manuscript and whose suggestions materially
improved both style and content.

While this study could not have been written without the assis-
tance of all of these scholars and friends, I am responsible for the
interpretation that I have placed upon the facts, and for any errors
that may exist, either in point of fact or in the analysis of those facts.

Washington, D.C. CHARLES E. KIRKPATRICK
21 December 1989 Major, USA
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Introduction

“The first thing for a commander in chief to determine is what he is going
to do, to see if he has the means to overcome the obstacles which the enemy
can oppose to him, and, when he has decided, to do all he can to surmount
them.”
Napoleon I
Maxim LXXIX

The Victory Plan of 1941 was, although not many War Depart-
ment staff officers realized it while it was being drafted, the blue-
print both for the general mobilization of the United States Army
for World War II and for the operational concept by which the
United States would fight the war. The Victory Plan predicted the
future organization for an army that did not yet exist, outlined
combat missions for a war not yet declared, and computed war
production requirements for industries that were still committed to
peacetime manufacture. It did all of this with remarkable accuracy,
considering that the intentions of the United States government
were anything but clear in 1941. Very few staff papers have ever had
its prescience, its impact, or its far-reaching consequences. Fewer
still have dealt so concisely, yet comprehensively, with grand strate-
gic concepts.

General Hans von Seeckt once remarked that general staff
officers have no names, a fact as true in the United States Army asin
the German Army of the Seeckt era. Characteristically, major plans
took shape at the hands of many talented staff officers, each con-
tributing his part to the completed work. To an extent, this was also
true of the Victory Plan, for many officers in the War Plans Division
and other agencies of the War Department General Staff labored to
produce that document. Unlike other plans, however, the Victory
Plan took shape under the direction of a single officer who devel-
oped the conceptual framework, outlined and allocated specific
tasks for subordinate planners, guided the efforts of other staff
officers, and finally integrated the many different parts of the plan
into a coherent whole. Furthermore, the War Plans Division was a
relatively small organization for the many and diverse tasks it han-
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dled. Before Pearl Harbor, WPD had only fifty-two officers, of
whom only a handful were available to assist the principal author. To
this extent, the Victory Plan may be considered the work of one
man, although it reflected the efforts of many other officers.

This intellectual tour de force was the accomplishment of Albert
C. Wedemeyer, then a major in the War Plans Division of the War
Department General Staff. At every turn, the document bears the
imprint of Wedemeyer’s mind, his experience, and his professional
education. As he peered into an indistinct future from which any
sort of war could emerge, making plans to mobilize the Army for
threats he could only dimly perceive, Albert Wedemeyer harvested
the fruits of twenty years of military experience, education, and
study. In this case, at least, the man and the plan are indissolubly
linked and must therefore be considered together if one is to
understand how the Victory Plan was written.

Such an understanding is vital for modern planners, for World
War II is the only full mobilization the United States Army has
experienced in the modern age. Quantitative issues often preoc-
cupy modern planners who try to figure the number of divisions,
types and quantities of weapons, training, and deployment of the
Army upon mobilization. Certainly these are important matters,
but the question may well be raised whether they are the only
important issues to be considered. In fact, such quantitative issues
are almost always variables that depend upon the social, political,
military, and technological contexts of the day. Rather, therefore,
than seeking numerical answers to constantly evolving questions,
the modern planner must devise a rational approach to solving a
problem that has endless and conflicting variables.

The Victory Plan provides an example of just such an approach
and highlights some of the most important themes in modern
military planning. It shows that the prevailing political and military
conditions decisively affect the possible choices open to the planner.
It points out that any military plan, to be effective, must relate to
attainable national objectives. It emphasizes that mobilization plan-
ning cannot be considered distinct from operational and logistical
planning, for all three must be components of any comprehensive
strategic plan. It shows that no plan is ever complete and final, but
. must continuously be amended to suit evolving circumstances.
Above all, it illustrates the fact that the dividing line between the
purely political and the purely military are increasingly blurred in
the modern age. The Victory Plan began, and continued through-
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out its revisions, as a politico-military plan. The Army consistently
viewed the world in terms of that politico-military, or grand strate-
gic, focus. That was its chief success.

Finally, the Victory Plan demonstrates that the personal attri-
butes and professional qualifications of the planner are crucial,
because they influence the options among which he is willing to
choose. Wedemeyers background, both his experience and his
reading, was important. Every man is the sum of his experiences,
and a different officer would have written a different plan.
Wedemeyer’s reading certainly helped to shape his intellect. How
far it influenced the Victory Plan is for the reader to judge.

The purpose of this monograph is to describe the planning
process that Albert C. Wedemeyer used in the summer of 1941 to
write the plan that became the outline for mobilization and opera-
tions during World War II. The first step in understanding the
planning process is gaining some understanding of the planner
himself, both personally and intellectually. Then it is important to
review the political context in which Wedemeyer had to work, both
for its constraints and for what it permitted. Only then is it possible
to review the drafting of the Victory Plan itself with some under-
standing, for it was not written in an abstract, antiseptic
environment. *






CHAPTER 1
The Planner

“A surveyor—even a tourist, if you will—has at least a wide perspective and
can take in the general lie of the land, where the miner only knows his own
seam.”

Sir Basil H. Liddell Hart

“. . . the officer who has not studied war as an applied science, and who is
ignorant of modern military history, is of little use beyond the rank of -
Captain.” ‘
Field Marshal Garnet
Joseph Wolseley

By modern standards, Albert Coady Wedemeyer had reached
the twilight of a relatively undistinguished career when he reported
to the War Plans Division of the War Department General Staff in
May 1941. Until very late in his military service, he did nothing that
made him stand out from the crowd; in fact, the only early distinc-
tion he enjoyed was an entirely negative one. As a lieutenant in his
first assignment at Fort Benning, Georgia, he had been court-
martialed for involvement in a minor drinking incident. After
twenty-one years and eight months as a company grade officer,
Wedemeyer became a major in 1940. An infantryman who had
never led troops in battle, he had spent a disproportionate amount
of time as an aide but had only sketchy experience on staff.! He had
never commanded a battalion.?

IRepetitive tours as aide were suspect. George Marshall, in declining the
position of aide-de-camp to the Governor General, Philippine Islands, wrote that
“if I became an aide for the fourth time I fear, in fact I feel sure, that to the army at
large I would be convicted of being only an aide and never a commander.” Letter,
G. C. Marshall, to Henry L. Stimson, 22 December 1927, in Larry I. Bland and
Sharon R. Ritenour (eds.), The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, Vol. 1, “The Soldierly
Spirit” December 1880—]June 1939 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1981), p. 322.

2Battalions were commanded by majors in the interwar Army. Biographical
data concerning General A.C. Wedemeyer are drawn from his memoir: Wedemeyer
Reports! (New York: Henry Holt & Company, 1958), and from other materials cited
in the bibliography.
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Undistinguished to that point he might have been, but Major
Wedemeyer nonetheless wrote an estimate that became one of the
fundamental planning documents for the United States Army in
World War II. In it, he demonstrated an extraordinary grasp of
strategic issues and a clear perception of a way to grapple with them.
The question immediately arises as to how an officer of such limited
practical experience in the art of war developed such capacity.
Certainly American domestic politics, as well as the condition of the
Army in 1941, circumscribed the possibilities Wedemeyer could
consider and thus helped to shape the Victory Plan. But his intellec-
tual preparation was even more significant because it determined
the kinds of options he would consider and the kinds of choices he
would make. In common with many of his peers, much of
Wedemeyer’s professional and intellectual education was less the
product of military schooling than of personal initiative and experi-
ence in the interwar Army.

By the standards of his day, Wedemeyer’s career was unexcep-
tional, at least until 1936. Indeed, long years as a company grade
officer were the rule for his generation, and officers in the interwar
years followed no set career pattern. The product of long years of
service in the junior grades was quite often an officer who knew
exactly what to do when given an important and demanding job.
Such capacity was never an accident, of course, and Wedemeyer’s
career illustrates the care some of those men took to prepare them-
selves for duties that, in the mid-1930s, many expected never to
hold. In Wedemeyer case, years of military routine masked steady
intellectual growth.

The Development of a Strategic Thinker

Albert Wedemeyer grew up in Nebraska, the son of a strict
Lutheran father and an Irish Catholic mother. He had a strong,
warm family relationship in which both parents guided his educa-
tion and shaped his ethical and moral beliefs. A Jesuit schooling
that was Spartan in its severity reinforced strong concepts of obliga-
tion and duty that Wedemeyer assimilated from his father. While he
enjoyed a sound secondary education, Wedemeyer was perhaps
more profoundly affected by his father’s example of a life of learn-
ing. The elder Wedemeyer was an omnivorous reader who encour-
aged in his son a habit of what the latter called “kaleidoscopic”
reading, reinforced by serious discussions based upon that reading.
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Wedemeyer grew up in a stimulating atmosphere of ideas and
frequently conversed with the distinguished men who visited his
father. By the time he finished his secondary education, young
Wedemeyer had obtained a broad general understanding of eco-
nomics and had read widely in history and biography.3

Senator George W. Norris appointed Wedemeyer to the military
academy; he reported to West Point in June 1916, graduating in
April 1918 with one of the classes abbreviated by the First World
War. By his own admission he did not do particularly well aca-
demically, later remarking that Jesuit schooling made him profi-
cient in Latin, but that Latin was of very little utility in a world
dominated by calculus. Although graduated and commissioned,
Wedemeyer and his classmates were returned to West Point in the
awkward status of student officers in November 1918. The follow-
ing year they finally left the academy, and the entire class made an
observation tour of European battlefields before going to their first
duty stations. While visiting Paris, young Wedemeyer first met both
General John J. Pershing and George C. Marshall, then a lieutenant
colonel.

Wedemeyer reported to the Infantry School in September 1919
as a student. After graduation, he was assigned to the 29th Infantry
Regiment at Fort Benning in June 1920 and began his military
service as an instructor, living in the tents of an extremely primitive
new Army post. In 1922 he became involved in the minor drinking
incident that culminated in the court-martial that appeared to
spellthe end of his brief military career. Despite the court-martial,
however, Brigadier General Paul Malone selected Wedemeyer to be
his aide-de-camp, a duty that lasted two years. When Malone moved
from the Infantry School to Fort Sill, Oklahoma, Wedemeyer con-
tinued as his aide but also contrived to meet the requirements for
graduation from the Artillery Battery Officers’ Course. He then
moved to Fort Sam Houston, Texas, where Malone assumed com-
mand of the 2d Field Artillery Brigade of the 2d Infantry Division,
while Wedemeyer assumed command of the headquarters battery
of that brigade.

With experience as an aide and as an artilleryman behind him,
Wedemeyer moved to the Philippine Islands in 1923. He served
briefly with the 31st Infantry Regiment in Manila before taking up

3Col. Don H. Hampton (Interviewer), “Interview with General Albert C.
Wedemeyer” (Carlisle Barracks, Pa.: USAWC/USAMHI Senior Officer Oral His-
tory Program, 14 March 1984), p. 2.
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duties in the 57th Infantry at Fort McKinley. He spent three yearsin
Philippine Scout infantry companies, and then returned to Fort
Washington, Maryland, where he commanded a company in the
12th Infantry. In 1927 he became aide-de-camp to Brigadier Gen-
eral Herbert Williams, commanding general of the Military District
of Washington. In 1930 Wedemeyer went to China, where he was a
staff officer in a battalion of the 15th Infantry at Tientsin. From
China he returned to the Philippines, where he became aide-de-
camp to Major General Charles E. Kilbourne at Corregidor. When
Kilbourne was succeeded in command by Major General Stanley D.
Embick, Wedemeyer remained as Embick’s aide.

During his first tour of duty in the islands, Wedemeyer courted
and wed Embick’s daughter while her father commanded a reg-
iment on Corregidor. In the intervening years, his father-in-law
became Wedemeyer’s professional mentor, influencing his thinking
on strategic issues. General Embick particularly excited Wede-
meyer’s interest in the economic aspect of warfare and the economic
war-making potential of the nation.

Even before his marriage, Wedemeyer had enjoyed a profes-
sional relationship with Embick. Wedemeyer’s parents sent him
parcels of books with which to educate himself about the Philippine
Islands, and he had exchanged these books with then-Colonel
Embick on the troopship taking them to the Far East in 1923.
Embick later encouraged Wedemeyer to organize discussion groups
of officers during the years on Corregidor. Professional reading
served as the context for such social gatherings of Wedemeyers
peers—intelligent and articulate men who met periodically to dis-
cuss current events, the books they had been reading, and profes-
sional interests. The highlights of such meetings were the occasional
sessions in which distinguished guests such as General Leonard
Wood spoke with Wedemeyer and his friends.

In 1934 Wedemeyer returned to the United States to attend the
Command and General Staff College and was an honor graduate of
his two-year course. At that time, the United States and Germany
had a reciprocal agreement whereby their respective armies ex-
changed staff college students, and the Leavenworth commandant,
impressed by Wedemeyer’s performance and noting from his record
that he had studied German, recommended him for attendance at
the German staff college, the Kriegsakademie. After graduation
from Leavenworth, Wedemeyer filled in the few months before he
was due to arrive in Germany by serving on the general staff in
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Washington, temporarily assigned in the Intelligence Division,
G—2, in June and July of 1936.

In the course of his sojourn in Washington, Wedemeyer made
the acquaintance of Colonel Friedrich von Boetticher, the military
attaché at the German embassy and, by virtue of his seniority, dean
of the attachés on duty in the capital. Colonel von Boetticher, like
any attaché, cultivated friendships with many American officers. In
time, Wedemeyer got to know him socially and visited the von
Boetticher family occasionally. It happened that the attachés daugh-
ter and the daughter of General Ludwig Beck, chief of the German
General Staff, were both at that time enrolled in Sweetbriar College.

Wedemeyers chance meeting with Becks daughter through von
Boettichers hospitality gave him an entrée to German military
society that von Boetticher guaranteed by sending ahead letters of
introduction to officers in Berlin.

After he arrived in the German capital in the summer of 1936
Wedemeyer immersed himself in the German language and in the
complex German military studies. Far more than the American
Command and General Staff College, the Kriegsakademie stressed
the strategic factors in warfare, with particular emphasis on those
elements that are understood today to be a part of grand strategy.
Wedemeyer appreciated the relationship of economic power to war
potential and was impressed with the German understanding of the
role of war as an instrument of national policy.

The years in Berlin also afforded Wedemeyer a chance to do a
great deal of serious reading, and he studied both the great captains
and the traditional military classics, thoroughly grounding himself
in the theory of warfare. The books that impressed him most were
those that emphasized the importance of flexibility and mobility,
topics of immediate concern in the German Army of 1936. The
curriculum of the Kriegsakademie stressed the application of tech-
nology to maneuver, reflecting the German preoccupation with
avoiding another positional war. Military history, a topic of weekly
study at the Kriegsakademie, served to illustrate contemporary doc-
trinal concerns. Instructors consciously linked the historical exam-
ples to students’ tactical discussions, reinforcing their academic
appreciation of the issues involved through study of specific battles.
Staff rides were accordingly an essential part of tactical instruction;
Wedemeyers staff group went to Tannenberg.

In his final summer in Berlin, Wedemeyer was assigned to a tour
with troops, as were all Kriegsakademie graduates. Although an
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American should probably have been excluded from such duty,
Wedemeyer found himself attached to an antitank battalion, where
he exercised command of a Panzerabwehrkompanie during the an-
nual maneuvers. In the process, he learned a great deal about the
mobility of German units, as well as about the German Army’s
approach to the technical problem of antitank defense.* He had the
rare opportunity to see German maneuver doctrine, for which he
had acquired a thorough academic appreciation, put into practice.
Wedemeyer was deeply impressed with German battle doctrine,
and explained it with great care in his final report on his two years
of schooling in Berlin.5

While the Kriegsakademie had a profound bearing on
Wedemeyer’s professional development, the personal relationships
he enjoyed in Berlin were just as important. While visiting von
Boetticher in Washington, he had been struck by the attaché’s depth
of understanding of the French Army and its doctrine. In Berlin, he
found that such professionalism was a characteristic of the German
general staff officer. He was impressed by the professional creden-
tials of his classmates, all of whom were well read and thought
deeply about the military issues of the day. His friends in Berlin,
many of whom wound up in the opposition to Hitler by 1944,
included Wessel Freitag von Loringhoven, with whom he was so-
cially close, and Claus Graf von Stauffenberg. Major Ferdinand
Jodl, the director of his staff group, was the brother of Alfred Jodl,
later a general and chief of staff of the Oberkommando der
Wehrmacht. Perhaps most important of his contacts, however, was
Ludwig Beck himself, the chief of the General Staff. Building upon
the introduction von Boetticher provided and his chance meeting of
Beck’s daughter, Wedemeyer occasionally visited Beck’s home for
dinner and wide-ranging discussions of strategic and military issues
in Europe.

In August 1938 Wedemeyer returned to the United States and
presented his report on the Kriegsakademie to General Malin Craig,
the Army chief of staff. Craig had the paper circulated to all of the
staff, but the only serious evaluation came from the chief of the War

“Wedemeyer summarized what he had learned about the subject in “Antitank
Defense,” Field Artillery Journal 31 (May 1941), 258-72, an article also published as
“Stopping the Armored Onslaught,” Infantry Journal 48 (May 1941), 22-31.
5Memorandum, Captain A. C. Wedemeyer for the Adjutant General, 3 August
1938, Subj: German General Staff School. NARA RG 165, G-2 Regional Files—
Germany (6740), Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Md.
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Plans Division, Brigadier General George C. Marshall.® When he
met with Marshall, Wedemeyer discussed Germany’s determination
to avoid a repetition of World War I and briefed him in greater
detail about German plans to increase the tempo of battle, avoid
trench warfare, conduct deep turning movements directed at objec-
tives far behind the line of contact, and use armored forces sup-
ported by tactical aviation for exploitation.

Declining an assignment at the War Department, Wedemeyer
then returned to Fort Benning, where he was assigned to the 29th
Infantry. In January 1940, he became executive officer of the newly
formed 94th Antitank Battalion. He remained in Georgia until
September 1940, when he was recalled to Washington to work in the
training section of the Office of the Chief of Infantry, where he
wrote antiarmor doctrine. Shortly thereafter, in May 1941, he was
reassigned to the plans group of the War Plans Division of the War
Department General Staff.

Experience, military schooling, influential personal relation-
ships, professional study—each contributed to Albert Wedemeyer’s
eventual ability to serve the Army as a strategist. Although his
career scarcely differed—until his assignment in Berlin—from that
of scores of other officers in the 1920s and 1930s, he seems to have
made the most of every posting. In two assignments with the 29th
Infantry, Fort Benning’s school regiment, he mastered the skills of
an infantryman and commanded a war-strength company. In the
Philippine Islands he served with the Philippine Scouts for almost
three years, learning the arts of leadership and taking the oppor-
tunity to study the problems of the Far East at firsthand, a self-
imposed curriculum he continued in his two years as a battalion
staff officer in Tientsin. He had a rich and diverse experience of
troop duty, again commanding an infantry company in Maryland
and an artillery battery in Texas, and serving as executive officer of
an antitank battalion at Fort Benning. In three tours of duty as an
aide-de-camp, Wedemeyer had the unusual opportunity, as a very
junior officer, to see how the Army functioned at much higher
levels. He came to understand the Army as a system, to appreciate
the high-level perspective on day-to-day operations, and to observe
top flight, experienced leaders.

The two years he spent as a student at Fort Leavenworth applied

SForrest C. Pogue, in George C. Marshall: Ordeal and Hope. 1939-1942 (New
York: The Viking Press, 1966), p. 141.
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a polish to his already extensive understanding of the Army, its
missions, its operations, and the functioning of its staffs. His atten-
dance at the Kriegsakademie had a direct bearing on his eventual
duties, inasmuch as Wedemeyer studied, in the years immediately
preceding World War II, the battle doctrine of the nation that was to
become America’s chief enemy.

But his studies in Berlin were even more important because they
had a more elevated focus than did his work at Fort Leavenworth.
The Kriegsakademie assumed a thorough knowledge of minor tac-
tics and staff procedures on the part of its students. Rather than
teaching the methods of staff work, it asked its students to think
through operational problems and posit solutions to them. Reach-
ing beyond the purely operational level, the Kriegsakademie curricu-
lum sought creative thought on the problems of conducting
modern, mechanized, mobile warfare, both in terms of operations
and in terms of the logistical arrangements necessary to support
such operations. At a time when the United States Army and its air
corps were developing their doctrines separately, the Kriegs-
akademie taught that operations plans must routinely provide for
tactical air support.” At yet a higher level, the Kriegsakademie stu-
dent learned the classical definitions of strategy—not just military
strategy, but national strategy, of which military strategy was only
one component.

“I was impressed with the practicality and thoroughness of the
purely military work, as well as with the intellectual breadth of the
curriculum,” Wedemeyer said many years later of his studies in
Berlin.8 Certainly the personal contacts he enjoyed among the
German officers at the Kriegsakademie and on the General Staff
contributed to his enjoyment of the course and enriched his under-

7For discussion of the limitations of Army Air Corps tactical doctrine, see Kent
Roberts Greenfield and Robert R. Palmer, “Origins of the Army Ground Forces
General Headquarters, United States Army, 1940-1942” (Historical Section,
Army Ground Forces Study No. 1, 1946), Chapter 7; Greenfield, “Army Ground
Forces and the Air-Ground Battle Team Including Organic Light Aviation” (His-
torical Section, Army Ground Forces Study No. 35, 1948), pp. 1-8, outlines the Air
Corps preference for concepts of strategic aviation as proposed by Mitchell and
Douhet. See also Wesley Frank Craven and James Lea Cate, Plans and Early
Operations. January 1939 To August 1942. THE ARMY AIR FORCES IN WORLD
WAR II (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1948), Vol. I, pp. 17-74 and
101-150.

8Quoted in Keith E. Eiler, “The Man Who Planned Victory: An Interview with
Gen. Albert C. Wedemeyer,” American Heritage 34:6 (1983), 38.
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standing of the subjects he studied. To have direct access to the chief
of the General Staff and to be able to approach him on a social basis
was an incredible stroke of fortune for an aspiring strategist.
Wedemeyer recalls that Ludwig Beck was exceptionally well in-
formed about the European military situation, the conditions pre-
vailing in foreign armies, and the strategic-options that presented
themselves to the various European powers in those years. Beck
discussed such matters freely with his young guest, who admired
the intellectual power of his host and his grasp of national policy
issues.

Becks influence on Wedemeyer was significant enough for the
latter to comment upon it almost fifty years later, but he was also
influenced by others. Not least among them was the series of able
generals for whom Wedemeyer served as aide-de-camp. In some
cases, they merely set the example of what a good officer should be.
But in the case of Major General Stanley Embick, the example was
more direct. Embick was a scholarly officer who encouraged
Wedemeyers natural bent in history and international relations.
Embick’s concern with Pacific strategic issues, in preference to Euro-
pean, also accorded with Wedemeyers experience and service,
although it clashed with his intellectual grasp of geopolitical reality
that saw Europe as the place in which issues of worldwide impor-
tance would be settled.®

Asimportant as all of these things were, they were still secondary
influences; the man’s character determined the uses he made of the
opportunities that fate placed in his path. Raised to value knowl-
edge for its own sake, and of a naturally enquiring nature,
Wedemeyer was not content to take his opinions secondhand. In his
early years as a soldier, he continued the reading habits established
in his youth, and the influences that bore upon him through those
years helped to direct his reading. Itis to his reading, rather than to
external influences, that one must turn to understand the intellec-
tual preparation that Albert Wedemeyer brought with him to his job
on the general staff in 1941.

SEmbick was opposed to American involvement in European wars. See, for
example, letter, Embick to Marshall, 12 April 1939, in George C. Marshall Papers,
FF 36, Box 67, Marshall Library, Lexington, Virginia. Also see Mark Stoler, “From
Continentalism to Globalism: General Stanley D. Embick, the Joint Strategic
Survey Committee, and the Military View of National Policy during the Second
World Way,” Diplomatic History 6 (Summer 1982), 303-21.
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Student of Applied Strategy: The Reading
Program of a Professional Officer

Professional reading undertaken as recreation was a congenial
base for professional reading undertaken for its own sake. While
studying at the Command and General Staff School and at the
Kriegsakademie, Wedemeyer continued to read widely, in the latter
case drawing on the excellent European libraries available to him.
Now, however, his studies sharpened the focus of his reading, and he
surveyed the field of strategic studies and traditional military clas-
sics. His earlier reading of history, economics, and political science
gave him a thorough understanding of the contexts in which wars
are fought. With such preparation, he found it easier to grasp the
essence of the ideas of the major philosophers of war.

Generally speaking, it is an uncertain proposition to point to a
certain book and assert that it had a specific and undeniable impact
on a public figure’s later work. In this case, however, it is tempting to
suggest a direct connection between Wedemeyer’s eventual strategic
plans and his earlier reading. General Wedemeyer in 1987 empha-
sized a number of books that affected his work during World War
I1: Karl von Clausewitz, On War; Sun Tzu, The Art of War, Frederick
the Great, Instructions for his Generals; and the works of Ardant
du Picq, Colmar von der Goltz, and Sir Halford J. Mackinder. He
read J. F. C. Fuller’s books while a student at the Kriegsakademze.'©
An element common to most of those books is that they concern
themselves, by and large, with strategic issues and the larger ques-
tions of how wars are won or lost. When they descend to the tactical
or operational level, they do so as an extension of general principles
of a strategic nature. At all events, the strategic matters were the
ones to which Wedemeyer paid the most attention, because strategy
interested him far more than tactics. Surveying these books, one
can trace the development of many important themes in twentieth
century warfare. It is also possible, using Wedemeyer’s specific
comments about his readings as mileposts, to chart through these
books a path that finds most of the key points in the Victory
Plan.

Wedemeyers strategic education began with Clausewitz. Early

10]n his interviews with the author during the spring and summer of 1987,
Gen. Wedemeyer discussed many books, but these were the ones upon which he
laid special emphasis or mentioned frequently. In discussing the books, he occa-
sionally gave a précis of the parts that seemed most significant to him.
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Grant Hall, main academic building of the Command and General
Staff School at Fort Leavenworth while Wedemeyer was a student
there. (U.S. Army Collection, National Archives)

Early construction at Fort Benning—29th Infantry Barracks, circa
1924. (U.S. Army Collection, National Archives)




Maj. Gen. Stanley D. Em-
bick, whom Wedemeyer
served as aide-de-camp,
and who encouraged his
early study of strategic is-
sues. (Center of Military
History)

Brig. Gen. Paul Malone,
commandant of the In-
fantry School and Wede-
meyer’s early sponsor. (U.S.
Army Collection, National
Archives)




Capt. Albert C. Wedemeyer
as a student at the Kriegs-
akademie in Berlin, 1936—
1938. (Courtesy of General
A. C. Wedemevyer)

Friedrich von Boetucher
(right), German military
attaché in Washington
whose letters of introduc-
tion paved the way for
Wedemeyer’s talks with
General Ludwig Beck, chief
of the German General
Staff. Here, von Boetticher
presents his credentials at
the War Department. (U.S.
Army Photograph)
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in his career, he was impressed with the classical doctrine that “war
was the continuation of politics by other means—that the ends of
war were not slaughter and destruction per se, but the achievement
of rational goals.”!! If that were so, then reliance on military strat-
egy alone would be a mistake, and the planner had to consider the
broader implications of military action. Clausewitz wrote that na-
tional policy is “the womb in which war is developed,”? and
Wedemeyer thereby understood that strategy is the handmaiden of
policy. He noted that

strategy, properly conceived, thus seemed to me to require a transcen-
dence of the narrowly military perspectives that the term traditionally
implied. Strategy required a systematic consideration and use of all the so-
called instruments of policy—political, economic, psychological, et cetera,
as well as military—in pursuing national objectives. Indeed, the nonmili-
tary factors deserved unequivocal priority over the military, the latter to be
employed only as the last resort.!3

Many of the authors Wedemeyer studied reinforced the idea
that war was a political phenomenon, reiterating Clausewitzian
dicta. One of the foremost popular interpreters of Clausewitz in the
last half of the nineteenth century was Lieutenant General Colmar
Freiherr von der Goltz, a Prussian general staff officer whose books
made Clausewitz accessible to the average serving officer. Again and
again in his writings he emphasized that “war serves politics both
before and after,” explaining that “an end and aim that is of perma-
nent value to the State, be it only a question of ascendancy, must be
existent; and this can only arise from political considerations.”!4
For von der Goltz, the key was that “without a good policy a success-
ful war is not probable.” Policy was so important, in fact, that
attainment of the goals posited by that policy defined success in
war.13

In The Conduct of War, arguably his most important book, von
der Goliz discussed such issues in detail, repeatedly pointing out
that military actions must always be regulated by the higher consid-
erations of national objective. War cannot deviate from the political

11Quoted in Eiler, “The Man Who Planned Victory,” p. 39.
12Carl von Clausewitz, On War, trans. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Prince-
" ton: Princeton University Press, 1976), Book II, Chapter 3, p. 149.

13Quoted in Eiler, “The Man Who Planned Victory,” p. 39.

147 jeut. Gen. Colmar Freiherr von der Goltz, Nation in Arms (London: W. H.
Allen, 1887), p. 117.

157hid.
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goals, because it is after all only politics in another form. The
political situation, rather than purely military considerations,
should always govern the assumption of the strategic offensive or
defensive, and the forms that such military actions might take.16
The trick, as von der Goltz pointed out, was to be able to come up
with the right strategy at the right time, so that the enemy could be
confronted with the greatest possible strength at the critical time
and place.!” The hand-in-glove relationship between politics and
military effort found its way over the years into the writings of many
of the authors who considered the military problems of the twen-
tieth century. Even a man such as J. F. C. Fuller, more directly
concerned with the evolution of armored warfare, found occasion
to write that “wars, it must be remembered, are means to an end, the
end being peace, consequently this end largely influences their
nature.”18

The changing nature of modern war, which Wedemeyer clearly
perceived and described in his report on his year in Berlin, compli-
cated the matter. Warfare in the twentieth century lost the restraint
characteristic of the previous centuries and evolved into total war.
“War nowadays generally appears in its natural form,” von der Goltz
wrote, “as a bloody encounter of nations, in which each contending
side seeks the complete defeat, or, if possible, the destruction of the
enemy.”1? Von der Goltz proceeded to a discussion of total war as a
characteristic of the modern age, describing future warfare as
aiming at the “annihilation” and “destruction” of the enemy, so as to
“reduce him to such a physical and moral state that he feels himself
incapable of continuing the struggle.”?% The characteristics of such
a war emphasized the need for overwhelming military power. The
military resources of the nation had to be marshaled to such an
extent that it could enforce a favorable peace without delay, once
military victory was gained. In order to accomplish this, all military
forces had to be fully ready to fight at the outbreak of the war and
prepared to prosecute the war ceaselessly and untiringly until deci-

16Lieut. Gen. Colmar Freiherr von der Goltz, The Conduct of War. A Short
Treatise On Its Most Important Branches and Guiding Rules (London: Kegan Paul,
Trench, Truebner, 1899), pp. 2, 28—-29.

17[bid., p. 35.

18] F. C. Fuller, On Future Warfare (London: Sifton, Praed 1928), p. 212.

19Von der Goltz, The Conduct of War, p. 5. On the “natural form” of warfare, see
On War, Book 1, Chapter 1, p. 75.

20Fuller, The Conduct of War, p. 8.
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sive victory should completely break the organized resistance of the
enemy.?!

Obviously, such conditions argued for the strongest possible
standing military force, but few nations could afford to maintain
such a force. The question was one of resilience and endurance, von
der Goltz wrote, for “the side which is in a position to support the
strain of war the longest enjoys a great advantage.”?? Because of the
enormous expense of professional armies, von der Goltz recom-
mended the cadre army as the most efficient military organization.
He cautioned, however, that the attempt to skimp forces could be
dangerous. “A state is not justified in trying to defend itself with
only a portion of its strength, when the existence of the whole is at
stake,” he warned. Economies in military preparation therefore had
to be weighed against the risks incident to such economies. The
national spirit could compensate for certain material deficiencies
through willingness to serve and sacrifice when necessary, and von
der Goltz saw the best military organization as the one that mo-
bilized the intellectual resources of the nation, as well as the material
and military.23 Writing years later, Fuller agreed that a nation must
have the will to win, as well as the ability to do so, and must make the
exertions necessary to win.24

Transition from peace to war was therefore a complex process
which, to be done efficiently, von der Goltz wrote, “is previously
worked out down to the minutest detail.”25 That process of mobili-
zation was the essential first step to war. The nation that could
mobilize its forces most swiftly had an enormous advantage. With-
out it, surprise was impossible; with it, great economies became
possible because a small, concentrated, prepared army could defeat
the nation that had a larger army not yet ready to fight. The point,
according to von der Goltz, was that a mobilization plan by itself was
of little merit unless it were coordinated with the plan of operations
the army meant to execute. The mobilization process had to concen-
trate the army in a position from which useful operations could
begin.26

Not only must an army mobilize rapidly, but its plans must allow

211bid., p. 21.

22[bid., pp. 16-17.

28]bid., p. 3.

241, F. C. Fuller, The Reformation of War (London: Hutchinson, 1923), p. 22.
25Fuller, The Conduct of War, pp. 116-17.

26]bid.
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it rapidly to strike decisive blows. For a variety of reasons, as von der
Goltz pointed out, haste is an essential of success. When attacked,
the defender has only to hold out, while the attacker must win; the
former is generally easier than the latter. The defender’s advantages
multiply with time. He is familiar with the theater of war and in
possession of the key terrain when war begins; he has established
railways and lines of communications; he is operating in his own
country and has the sympathetic support of the civilian population;
and the normal administrative machinery of his own nation is
available to help him. “In a broad sense,” von der Goltz summarized,
“the defender receives the assistance of a whole nation, whilst the
assailant is moving away from similar help.”27 He therefore insisted
upon the necessity of moving rapidly and with surprise, utilizing
the advantages swift mobilization gives an army. An army needs
large forces and decisive operations, he wrote, because of the “ever-
diminishing power of the strategical offensive . . . which has to be
taken into account, and which invariably becomes more pro-
nounced the longer the line becomes over which the attack
advances.”?8

Modern warfare is not only complex and fast-paced, but also the
stakes were much higher because national survival was atissue when
nations clashed. In such circumstances, careful and elaborate plan-
ning to provide against every contingency is essential. Thousands of
years earlier, Sun Tzu advised against relying on the enemy not
coming. Instead, the wise general relied upon his readiness to
receive the enemy by making his position unassailable.2? Sun Tzu
believed that the successful general should place his enemy in such a
position that victory would elude him and perceived the ability to
envision such possibilities as the highest skill of generalship. Fight-
ing soldiers had their place in the scheme of things, but those who

27]bid., pp. 56-57.

281bid., pp. 41-42. Modern experience indicates that von der Goltz did not
appreciate the destruction modern warfare could visit upon the defender’s coun-
try; with modern weapons in use, no nation would want to fight in its own territory.
The general conclusion is valid, however, that the difficulties an attacker faces grow
more numerous and more serious as his lines of communication grow longer.

29Sun Tzu, The Art of War (Harrisburg: Military Service Publishing Company,
1944), p. 70. Citations in text refer to this translation, an edition of which
Wedemeyer read before World War I1. In each case, however, the citation for the
superior translation by Samuel B. Griffith is also provided. See Sun Tzu, The Art of
War, trans. Samuel B. Griffith (London: Oxford University Press, 1963), p. 114
(Hereinafter cited as Griffith translation).
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could first see the possibilities of victory were the more talented. “To
see victory only when it is within the ken of the common herd is not
the acme of excellence,” Sun Tzu wrote, adding that “to lift an
autumn leaf is no sign of great strength; to see the sun and moon is
no sign of sharp sight; to hear the noise of thunder is no sign of a
quick ear. What the ancients called a clever fighter is one who not
only wins, but excels in winning with ease.”? The ability to see
victory before battle is fought is a talent, and that vision is translated
into practice through careful planning. Planning, then, was the
essential, for the successful general never sought battle without first
having a plan that indicated that victory was possible.3!

Good planning, essential for successful military operations, had
the object of defeating the enemy swiftly. Sun Tzu expressed the
ideal poetically. “In war,” Sun Tzu said, “let your object be victory,
not lengthy campaigns.”32 He warned that men tire and lose their
enthusiasm for fighting if victory is long delayed. Nor can the state
stand the expense and strain of a protracted campaign. Many
difficulties and dangers arise when war goes purposely on; enemies
arise to take advantage of the situation and “no man, however wise,
will . . . be able to avert the consequences that must ensue.” Thus,
Sun Tzu wrote, “though we have heard of stupid haste in war,
cleverness has never been associated with long delays. There is no
instance of a country having been benefitted from prolonged
warfare.”33

Von der Goltz summarized with great precision the goal of
military operations when he wrote that “We already know its first
objective, the enemy’s main army. Our first step will be to invade the
theatre of war occupied by this army, seek it out, and to force it toa
battle under the most favourable conditions possible.”®* The strate-
~ gist cannot think simply of the battle, however, and von der Goltz
returned frequently to the point that military planning must always
proceed from the national objective. “An absence of clear knowl-
edge of the object aimed at engenders a weak method of conducting
war,” he wrote. Moreover, it “contains the germs of future defeat.” In
any operation, “vagueness as to our intentions produces irreso-

80Ibid., pp. 52-53. Griffith translation, p. 86.
811bid., p. 43. Griffith translation, p. 71.
32]bid., p. 47. Griffith translation, p. 73.
331bid., pp. 44-45. Griffith translation, p. 73.
34Von der Goltz, The Conduct of War, p. 34.
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lution in our decisions and uncertainty in the orders.”35 He insisted
that planners must always look beyond the war to the question of
enforcing the peace, for the inability to do that raises the possibility
of having to fight another war, perhaps at a disadvantage. It was of
the first importance to decide what sort of political arrangements
would arise after a war, and von der Goltz concluded that “the
possibility of having to perform this further task must be reckoned
with at the time when war is decided upon.”36

That the accomplishment of such goals in an age of total war
would be difficult was something that von der Goltz foresaw, but that
Fuller articulated with particular clarity. Total war leads almost
inevitably to great destruction, which is normally justified by propa-
ganda in order to sustain a people’ resolve to fight the war. Cogni-
zant that mobilization of public sentiment in Britain was a weapon
of war in World War I, Fuller recognized that, once aroused, that
sentiment became virulent and difficult to satiate. He therefore
insisted that the wiser course was to limit the “destructive mania”
that total war engenders.37 Victory involved the moral submission
of the enemy, but an enemy should be destroyed only when that
course of action was unavoidable, or when it would lead to a “profita-
ble state of peacefulness.” War to the knife, when avoidable, is
criminal, because the true object of battle is rather the mental
submission of the enemy than his destruction. In reviewing World
War [, he identified a failure to prosecute the war for goals of peace
as a potentially fatal flaw. War’s devastation so unhinged the victors
and so disturbed European society that a lasting peace was impos-
sible to achieve. “The reason for this fatal dogma,” Fuller wrote, “was
ignorance of the true object of war, which is to establish a more perfect
peace.”8

The swift attainment of a desirable peace invariably resulted
from carefully planned military operations that were conducted
with dispatch, economy, and focus on the essential objectives. Sun
Tzu counseled great concentration on the most important goals
when he wrote that “there are roads which must not be followed,
armies which must not be attacked, towns which must not be be-

35]bid., p. 119.

36]bid., pp. 18-19.

37Fuller, Lectures on F. . R. I11. (Operations Between Mechanized Forces) (London:
Sifton Praed, 1932), pp. 37-38.

381bid., p. 36. Emphasis in original.
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sieged, positions which must not be contested, commands of the
sovereign which must not be obeyed.”3® Military operations con-
ducted purely for the sake of fighting were anathema. Economy of
action, like economy of movement, characterized the good general
and typified the successful campaign. Sun Tzu advised not to move
without some clear advantage, and not to fight unless the position
was critical. Unless some specific advantage could be gained from
battle, no general should fight.%% The most insidious vice, according
to Sun Tzu, was the very natural tendency of a general to dispatch
troops to meet every enemy threat—to attempt to be strong every-
where. “If he sends reinforcements everywhere, he will be every-
where weak,” Sun Tzu wrote.4!

Centuries later, Frederick the Great of Prussia returned to this
theme in a set of confidential instructions that he issued to his
generals. Frederick had to fight with great economy, inasmuch as he
was surrounded by enemies, and he taught his generals that it was
invariably wrong to disperse the army.42 “Numbers are an essential
point in war,” Frederick believed, and he demanded that his gen-
erals keep away from sideshows. “Always sacrifice the bagatelle and
pursue the essential,” he insisted.*3 Fuller discussed the same prob-
lem in a different way when he formulated the principles of war.
The idea that Sun Tzu and Frederick the Great discussed is encap-
sulated in two of Fullers principles: mass and objective. Fuller
believed that the successful general always kept the final objective in
mind and did not allow himself to be diverted by attractive, but
transient, opportunities; and he always kept in hand a sufficient
force to deal with that final objective.44

Those general principles constituted nothing new in the mili-
tary art, although Fuller expressed them very clearly and concisely,
drawing together disparate ideas of many of the great philosophers
of war. The doctrines of mass and objective were implicit in the
works of Clausewitz, and explicit in von der Goltz’s gloss of
Clausewitz. He repeatedly wrote about the need to pay attention to

39Sun Tzu, The Art of War, p. 69. Griffith translation, pp. 111-12.

401bid., pp. 94-95. Griffith translation, pp. 79, 85.

41]bid., p. 60. Griffith translation, pp. 79-80.

42Frederick II von Hohenzollern, King of Prussia, Instructions For His Generals
(Harrisburg: The Stackpole Company, 1944), p. 51.

431bid., pp. 44, 52.

44In The Reformation of War, Fuller devoted considerable space to elaborating
upon the principles of war as he saw them; see pp. 28 et seq.
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the enemy’s main army and to “fall upon the enemy’s weakest point
with superior force” as the first principle of the military art.4> He
conceded that small detachments of troops might hold larger bodies
of the enemy in check while the enemy’s main force was brought to
battle, but insisted that every detachment that had no connection
with the decision of the main battle was “invariably faulty.” He
believed that every such detachment from the main force was a
blunder, for “a single battalion may turn the scale in a battle.”46

And yet no army could possibly have enough battalions to en-
sure victory under all possible circumstances, for manpower is
always limited. Frederick the Great, confronted with that dilemma,
suggested ways to manipulate the combat power of a smaller army to
cope with far larger enemies. Sheer numbers, according to Fred-
erick, were far less important than the situation and the tactics that a
general chose to use. In every age, the ingenious commander had
some technique or technology available to him to overcome the
limitations imposed by the size of his army.

Frederick the Great used the advantages of interior lines and
superior battlefield discipline—and not a little luck—to stave off his
several enemies. In the twentieth century, other possibilities sug-
gested themselves. Foremost among them was superior mobility,
which prophets of armored warfare such as Fuller believed would
revolutionize battle. The smaller army that had superior mobility
could still concentrate mass at the decisive place and time to engage
and defeat the enemy’s main body. Higher mobility would give the
smaller army the critical advantage in space and time so that it could
act faster than its enemy could react. Colmar von der Goltz stated
the requirement in 1899, writing that a high degree of mobility was
essential because movement was the “very soul” of the strategic
offensive.47 In a series of books, Fuller proceeded from that truism
to demonstrate how an army could sustain mobility in the face of the
enormous firepower that World War I had shown the defense to
possess. In general terms, Fuller believed that the army had to
design its organization and equipment with an eye to the enemy’s
mobility, the nature of the country in which the army was intended
to fight, and the issue of command of the air. If, for example, an
army enjoyed complete superiority in the air, then its mobility

*5Fuller, The Conduct of War, pp. 9-10, 132, 154.
*6Ibid., pp. 10-12.
“7Fuller, The Conduct of War, p. 43.
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would be enhanced in proportion as the enemy’ freedom of action
was restricted by air attack.*8 Wedemeyer read Fuller while sta-
tioned in Berlin and emphasized in his report the same basic theme
Fuller addressed: the problem of avoiding another long war of
attrition by restoring mobility to the battlefield.

Fuller was convinced, moreover, that superior mobility had to
have some purpose other than continuing to bludgeon the enemy
on the line of contact—the bankrupt solution of the First World
War. Therefore he wrote that the army should always strike strategic
objectives as a way to win wars. That pointer came once again from
Frederick the Great, who stressed that the foundation of an army
was its belly, and that no army could function without being able to
nourish itself.49 Frederick’s words rang particularly true in the case
of World War I, where large armies fought great, costly, but ulti-
mately inconclusive battles. The war finally ended because the
belligerents could no longer sustain the fighting; exhaustion, rather
than battle, decided the issue. The war might surely have been
ended sooner and at less cost if the armies had been able to find
some way to interrupt the essential supplies that sustained the
divisions on the line.

Ruminating upon that problem, Fuller and others concluded
that warfare of the future would be fought over large areas, rather
than on more or less rigid lines.50 Fuller believed that the fighting
typical of the Great War was archaic. He suggested the simile of the
boxer, who wears himself out trying to batter the strong arms of his
opponent, while he might more profitably strike the other man in
the head. Fuller expressed the idea more prosaically when he de-
scribed the correct way to win a war in terms of delivering a “pistol
shot to the brain” of the enemy’ army, rather than fighting the
great, expensive, dangerous battles typical of World War 1.51 What,
then, should be the objective of military operations—an objective
that would satisfy the description of the enemy’s “brain”?

The proper objective was almost always the enemy’s command
structure and his lines of communications. Fuller’s reply to Frederick
the Great’s observation about an army’s needs was that the wise
commander should destroy the other army? logistics. The decisive

48Fuller, Lectures on FSR 111, p. 72.

49Frederick the Great, Instructions For His Generals, p. 34.

50Fuller, Lectures on FSR 111, p. 356.

51Fuller, On Future Warfare, pp. 93 et seq. Fuller expressed the same point in
various ways elsewhere in his writings as well.
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point, he believed, was always “that point in an army, generally the
rear, from which its line of communications to its supply base
runs.”52 While, therefore, the object of all military operations must
be the enemys main body, technology had changed the way to
achieve that goal. No longer were great decisive battles to be fought
out on the line of contact, although Fuller agreed that battle was

important in order to hold the enemy in place, reduce his mobility,
and constrict his freedom of action, so that the critical attacks
directed against his rear could prove successful.53

Traditionally organized armies could never conduct the opera-
tions Fuller described because they were too large and too pon-
derous. The modern army had to exploit the advances that changes
in civil society had wrought, particularly those changes in science,
industry, and engineering that intimately affected the nature of
weapons.>* The great failure of armies in 1914 was that they imper-
fectly assessed and applied the technological advances with which
they were confronted. The slaughter that followed was the direct
result of the failure to appreciate that an army must keep pace with
the progress of industry. “The war we had prepared for,” Fuller
eventually concluded, “was a phantom, a will o’ the wisp, which
literally led us off the highway of progress. . . .”55 In solving the
problem, he rejected the conventional wisdom of the orthodox
military mind that World War I proved conclusively the superiority
of the defense; that the offense could never again overcome the
inherent advantages of the defense; and that future warfare would
necessarily be positional. If soldiers failed to recognize the changes
that technology had wrought in war, they would again prepare to
fight the wrong sort of war. In short, Fuller believed that the great
lesson of World War I was that mobility was essential and that the
power of defensive fire could be overcome by combining mobility
with armored protection.

The revolution in technology provided the answer. Fuller wrote
that weapons change tactics, organization, and the training of
armies. Whatever changes might arise, however, the first necessity
was always to develop mobility through “protected offensive power,”
a consideration to which all other tactical functions were subordi-

52Fuller, Lectures on FSR 111, p. 85.
537bid.

54Fuller, On Future Warfare, p. 224.
55bid., p. 114.
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nate.?6 “Protected offensive power” lay at the heart of the matter.
The rifle and the machine gun created the conditions that domi-
nated World War I. In the face of the modern bullet it was impos-
sible for the cavalry and dismounted infantry to conduct the kinds
of operations that Fuller described as being decisive. Once pinned
down by deadly rifle fire, formations were decimated by even dead-
lier artillery barrages. Technology produced the answer: the tank.

Armor defeated the bullet>” and gave the army the mobility it
needed to win a war that ranged over great land areas. The tank of
World War I was designed to accompany the infantry and overcome
the obstacles the infantry faced, but that tank was an immature
weapon. Fuller, by contrast, envisioned fast, lightly armed and
lightly armored vehicles to be used in exploitation of an enemy’s
immediate tactical defeat. His concept strongly resembled the con-
duct of war at sea, and he believed that tank formations could
achieve decisive strategic results when properly organized and em-
ployed.>8 Other forces might have many missions, but the armored
force was purely offensive in nature. The arms that supported the
tanks—the infantry, engineers, signal troops, and artillery—had to
be similarly mounted if they were to be of any use.5°

The experience of the First World War demonstrated, more-
over, that ground forces could no longer operate independently.
Fuller believed deeply in joint operations and thought that advances
in the capabilities of one of the armed forces significantly affected
the operations of the others. Modern soldiers had to learn to think
of the combined use of the three services, rather than of their
individual employment. That meant one could not consider the
army without thinking of the air force, or about the impact of
science and industry on civil life and politics. Genius lay in fitting all
of those factors together.6% He saw immediate application for air
power in the conduct of future warfare. ,

The air force, Fuller argued, “is the thunderbolt of future war.”
The soldier’s task was to determine the correct targets so that the
power of an air force could be used to help deliver the knockout
blow.6! If mobility were the key to success in war, then one should

561bid., p. 224.

57Fuller, Lectures on FSR II1, p- 39 et passim.

>8Fuller, On Future Warfare, pp. 8-10, and Chapter I.
591bid., pp. 251-52, 370, et passim.

607bid., pp. 144-45. '

611bid., p. 223.
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attempt to reduce the enemy’s mobility as the corollary, and in that
task air forces could excel. Even a modern mechanized army, Fuller
said, was vulnerable because it was “a slow-moving horde” when
compared to the speed of airplanes, especially vulnerable because it
had to be supplied by hundreds of vehicles tied to roads and rail-
ways.62 The second important function of air power was scouting.
Fuller emphasized the reconnaissance role of airplanes, particularly
their ability to find enemy tanks, so enabling friendly armor to
attack them. Without the airplane, the tank was blind, according to
Fuller, and he deduced that cooperation between tanks and air-
planes would be characteristic of future wars and far more signifi-
cant than cooperation between tanks and infantry.63

Future warfare, as Fuller described it, would be fast-paced, with
the consequence that its practitioners would have increasingly little
time available to make decisions. Fuller believed that the mobile
forces he described had to be used in a much less structured way
because a fixed plan could never survive in such a flexible, rapidly
developing situation.®* Time was therefore the decisive factor in
warfare. To conserve time was a goal to be attained through tho-
rough preparation, not only in tactical training and well-exercised
troops, but also through a thorough knowledge of the enemy and
the conditions under which the army had to fight.

Fuller believed that audacity won wars, but that success was
founded upon sound information and a psychological grasp of the
enemy’ intentions.55 Frederick the Great wrote that “war is not an
affair of chance,” but of preparation, although ill fortune can con-
found a generals prudence.66 Audacity, then, should always pro-
ceed from a cold appreciation of the circumstances of battle. Thus
the general had to know his enemy and the country in which he
fought.

Sun Tzu wrote that “what enables the wise sovereign and the
good general to strike and conquer, and to achieve things beyond
the reach of ordinary men, is foreknowledge.”®” That meant that the
general had to know the enemy as well as himself: “If you know the

621bid., p. 328.

5%Fuller, On Future Warfare, p. 25.

64Fuller, Lectures on FSR II1, pp. 44-45.

651bid., p. 87.

66Frederick the Great, Instructions to His Generals, pp. 66, 96.

67Sun Tzu, The Art of War, p. 81. Emphasis in original. Griffith translation, p-
144.
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enemy and yourself, you need not fear the result of a hundred
battles. If you know yourself, but not the enemy, for every victory
gained you will also suffer a defeat. If you know neither the enemy
nor yourself, you will succumb in every battle.”®8 Significantly, Sun
Tzu warned against entering into alliances until well acquainted
with the neighboring country’s plans, lest the allies work at cross
purposes.5? Frederick the Great advised the general to know the
enemy’s country as thoroughly as possible. For Frederick, that in-
junction included understanding the enemy terrain, population,
and economy. Without such a careful study of the enemy, a general
can never understand what the enemy is capable of doing. Fred-
erick always believed it important for the general “not to think so
much about what he wishes to do as about what his enemy will do,”
so as never to underestimate the enemy.”0 Clausewitz, as interpreted
by von der Goltz, reiterated those ideas, the latter writing that “our
own plan of strategical concentration must take into consideration
that of the enemy.””!

The ultimate question was where military operations should be
conducted in order to produce decisive results. Both the United
States Navy and many senior Army officers believed in the 1930s
that the interests of the United States lay in the Pacific, where Japan
had emerged as the chief prospective enemy. The American con-
quest of the Philippines in 1898 and the Japanese defeat of the
Russians in 1905 placed the two new great powers in potential
opposition. The spokesmen of the isolationist movement were par-
ticularly eloquent in their arguments that the country should take
no part in European wars. When he chanced to read the works of Sir
Halford J. Mackinder, however, Wedemeyer considered favorably
arguments to the contrary.

Mackinder was a geographer who was the first director of the
London School of Economics. His thesis was that there was a “world
island” consisting of eastern Europe and central Asia that constitu-
ted the “heartland,” a land power growing in importance and
ascendancy over the “maritime lands” of the other continents. Mac-
kinder reasoned that the military importance of navies was in
decline and that the maritime powers could not compete with the

681bid., p. 51. Griffith translation, p. 84.

691bid., p. 65. Griffith translation, p. 88.

7OFrederick the Great, Instructions to His Generals, pp. 24, 33, 47, et passim.
71Von der Goltz, The Conduct of War, pp. 126-27.
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potential economic and industrial development of Asia, particularly
Siberia.

As a result, he believed, only those military and political actions
directly affecting the “heartland” could be decisive in world history.
After the Treaty of Versailles, Mackinder urged that the United
States and the United Kingdom accept the task of assuring the
balance between the great powers that were attempting to dominate
the heartland. Mackinder further opined that the political chaos
attendant upon a lost war and political revolution in Central Europe
would inevitably lead to dictatorship and war.”2 The consequences
of war and its attendant political instability were so great that, for
Mackinder, the critical theater of any war was always strongly influ-
enced by considerations of heartland. By implication, any nation’s
strategy would definitely involve the heartland.

Albert Wedemeyer’s professional reading gave him an excellent
foundation in strategic thought. He preferred study of the strategic
level of war to that of the tactical and early concluded that military
strategy was only a part—and not necessarily the most important
part—of national strategy. He accepted that war arose from political
causes and had always to be conducted with the ultimate political
goal in mind and that a war must be concluded with a peace that
could be enforced. Clear understanding of the national policy was
thus for Wedemeyer the precondition of successful strategic plan-
ning. While he never studied mobilization planning per se, his
professional reading offered a comprehensive survey of the chief
problems of mobilization and strategic planning.

Wedemeyers reading, both classic and modern, offered a de-
scription of modern war that almost always inclines toward total war
and encompasses all aspects of society. In order to fight such a war
in which national survival may be at stake, the military forces must
be fully prepared to prosecute the war aggressively and unceasingly
until its conclusion. The expense of modern armies made it neces-
sary to find ways in which to employ smaller armies to meet such a
goal, however, and to plan for a nation’s rapid and efficient transi-

728ir Halford John Mackinder, The Scope and Methods of Geography and the
Geographical Pivot of History (London: The Royal Geographical Society, 1969
reprints of papers given in 1902 and 1904); and Democratic Ideals and Reality. A
Study in the Politics of Reconstruction (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1942
reprint of 1919 edition). “Round World and the Winning of the Peace,” in Foreign
Affairs 21 (1943), 595-605 is an exceptional summary of Mackinder’s thought.
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tion from peace to war. Mobilization therefore was of the first
importance for any army, as was the preparedness generated by
careful and thoughtful military planning. Wars had to be fought
and concluded quickly, in order to avoid the vagaries of chance, and
they had to be fought efficiently. Effective warfare boiled down to
directing military effort against the main objective, eschewing side
issues and military filibustering.

The principal objective of any army was the main body of the
enemy’s army, but the experience of World War I taught
Wedemeyer that the way in which the enemy should be brought to
battle was through deep attacks to destroy his command, logistics,
and communications, rather than through great pitched battles
between more or less equally balanced forces. Rapid advances in
technology gave armies the tools with which to conduct mobile
warfare of that sort, and the serious students of mobile warfare
described the use of the tank and the airplane to accomplish those
ends.

Of critical importance were intelligence and careful study of the
enemy, his capabilities, intentions, territories, and the probable
theater of operations. Equally important were the goals and inten-
tions of one’ allies. Finally, there was the emerging and persuasive
idea that the theater in which decisive operations might be con-
ducted was the Eurasian land mass, where the struggle for control of
the heartland was going on.

What is to be made of this recitation of key points from the books
to which Wedemeyer acknowledged intellectual debts? However
attractive it may be to conclude that he gleaned these specific
concepts when he read them, the question can only remain an open
one, possible—even probable—but unproven. Whatis certain is that
Wedemeyer's professional reading was in some measure responsible
for developing what Clausewitz termed the educated judgment of
the mature soldier. Without that educated judgment, Wedemeyer
would have been incapable of carrying through the planning tasks
assigned to him in 1941.

The good counsel of his careful professional reading, when
combined with the experience of his diverse assignments and for-
mal professional schooling, gave Albert Wedemeyer an unusually
good preparation for the job he came to hold. All of General George
Marshall’s officers in the War Plans Division were bright, intelligent,
dedicated, and capable men, no one of whom stands out more than
the others. In Wedemeyer, however, chance had delivered a difficult
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planning task to the man whose combination of intellect, education,
and experience made him almost perfectly suited to draft the
mobilization estimate for national defense forces that in 1941 were
wholly inadequate for global military action.






CHAPTER 2
The Requirement

“The Army used to have all the time in the world and no money; now we’ve
got all the money and no time.”
General George C. Marshall
January 1942

When Albert Wedemeyer took up his duties on the War Depart-
ment General Staff on 26 April 1941,1 he found an extraordinarily
tense situation in which public opinion and domestic politics dra-
matically affected military planning. The German artillery barrage
that fell on Polish positions on the morning of 1 September 1939
had shattered more than the uneasy peace that Edward Hallett Carr
termed the “Twenty Years Crisis.”?2 Thousands of miles away in the
United States it had also shattered any residual possibility of a
consensus on foreign policy and aggravated old and acrimonious
debates about America’s role in European wars.

As the nation entered the summer of 1941, it was precariously
balanced on the edge of impending political crisis. The interna-
tional situation was grim and public fears and apprehensions in-
flamed domestic politics. Atissue was the role of the United States in
the world. Isolationists saw the country as a regional power with
regional interests. President Franklin Roosevelt, on the other hand,
conceived of the United States as a world power with attendant great
power responsibilities. Until the country resolved that debate, it
could not react with common cause to the emergency created by
German aggression.

By 1941 most Americans were beginning to realize that the
country would have to face another war, although most still hoped
to avoid it. Public sentiment favored rearming the United States,

IMaster Personnel List, Arrivals and Departures, War Plans Division.
USACMH Historical Services Division file HRC 321, War Plans Division, 228.03.
2Edward Hallett Carr, The Twenty Years’ Crisis 1919—1939. An Introduction to the
Study of International Relations (New York: Harper, 1964 reprint of 1939 edition).
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particularly after the fall of France in 1940, but even though more
than 80 percent of the people expected to be involved in war, a like
number still opposed any immediate American entry into the fight-
ing. Despite considerable shifts in public opinion because of the
increasingly dangerous international situation, Americans still
hoped for peace and did not welcome the suggestion, particularly
from public officials, that the United States should fight in Europe’s
latest war.? Government officials had to shape their policy toward
the warring powers, taking account of that great public sensitivity. It
was thus politically dangerous to speak too definitely about national
policy, particularly as applied to the European crisis.

The United States Army, a prospective instrument of national
policy, had no voice in the diplomatic and political decisions that
eventually led the nation into the war, but quite naturally took an
enlightened interest in them. Indeed, the political context in which
the Army had to operate, quite as much as contemporary military
realities, shaped the kinds of decisions it could make about prepar-
ing itself for war. The plain fact was that the armed forces could not
prepare for the future unless they had some idea what the future
held. Butat a time when substantive military plans and preparations
were most needed, conflicting signals and contradictory public
statements hamstrung military planners. In the end, they could
only assume what the national policy might be and guess at the
intentions of their own government. The commander in chief was
unable, for excellent political reasons, to tell his Army and Navy
staffs to prepare for the global war he foresaw. Lacking specific
guidance, military and naval staff officers made informed surmises,
often based upon what they read in the newspapers, about the
direction the country would take politically and diplomatically, as
well as militarily, in the months ahead. Military planners worked
without clear, unambiguous direction.

There was good reason for this, if that direction involved prepa-
ration for another European war. The electorate had been disap-
pointed by the “War to End Wars,” the ineptitude of the League of
Nations, and the general failure of collective security.# The effects

3See Thomas A. Bailey, The Man in the Street (New York: Macmillan, 1964
reprint of 1948 edition), and other works cited in the bibliography.

40On American attitudes and influences on those attitudes, see Robert Dallek,
Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 1932—1945 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1979); Eric Larrabee, Commander in Chief. Franklin Delano Roos-
evelt, His Lieutenants, and Their War (New York: Harper, 1987).
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of the Great Depression exacerbated voters’ disinterest in European
problems and concentrated their concerns on domestic issues.
Americans generally resisted the notion that the government
should spend money in the interests of an activist foreign policy,
rather than on needed social programs. Isolationist spokesmen
argued volubly and persuasively that America had no legitimate
interests to pursue in Europe, holding that her former allies had
cold-bloodedly exploited America’s idealism to involve the nation in
their last war. The United States, they believed, had been drawn into
the war chiefly through the machinations of the clever propagand-
ists of England and France and in the interests of the rapacious
international bankers and munitions makers. Socialist rhetoric of
the decades of the 1920s and 1930s reinforced the latter point,
finding a particularly receptive audience among the working classes
upon which the burden of military service was most likely to fall.>

Regardless of the reasons for American participation in the
world war, many Americans came to believe that it had been a
horrible mistake. They coupled that belief with a growing pacifist
sentiment fueled by the literature and cinema of the interwar
period, both of which were rife with pacifism and depicted war as a
pointless horror. The emotional impact of popular literature and
drama thus gained a measure of acceptance for the isolationist
arguments that could never have been attained through logic
alone.5

Domestic politics of the interwar years reflected such themes,
and many Americans believed that strict neutrality offered the
United States the best insurance against exploitation by bellig-
erents. In Congress in 1934, the Nye Committee began to probe the
question of the relationship between manufacturers of armaments
and war. Even granting that the drive for profits by the “merchants
of death” did not increase the risk of war, legislators were persuaded
by the argument that it was trade with the warring nations that had
eventually brought the country into the First World War. Respond-
ing to that conclusion, they passed the Neutrality Actin 1935. That
legislation prohibited the sale of military materiel to any belligerent
power, and the Congress was so satisfied with the stance that it

5See Wayne Cole, Roosevelt and the Isolationists (Omaha: University of Nebraska
Press, 1983). )

6See Robert Wohl, The Generation of 1914 (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1979).
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renewed and extended the act in 1935, 1936, and 1937. Public
revulsion to war as an instrument of national policy found a dra-
matic expression in 1937, when Congress considered the “Ludlow
Resolution for a National Referendum on a Declaration of War.”
Had it passed, the Ludlow Resolution would have prevented even
the Congress from declaring war and required that the question be
put to the nation in the form of a national referendum—except in
response to a direct attack.”

In such an atmosphere, arguments for a purely hemispheric
national defense appealed to Americans on several grounds. They
conformed to the country’s traditional bias against a large, standing,
professional army; they justified opposition to public spending for
defense; and they coincided with isolationist contentions that the
United States had no vital interests to protect outside of the
Americas.®

The rise of the fascist dictatorships in Germany and Italy
sounded a clear danger signal to the president, but he found that the
nation did not generally share his alarm. Roosevelt believed that
the continued existence of Great Britain as a world power was in the
interests of the United States, and that the aggressive foreign poli-
cies of Italy and Germany threatened Great Britain. He also be-
lieved that the nation should do what was morally right, not just
what its self-interest dictated.? Accordingly, he took every oppor-
tunity to express his support for the European democracies, al-
though such support remained a personal matter, unconfirmed by
the Congress and bereft of practical measures to aid those nations.
Still, the president’s views, taken together with the outbreak of war
in Europe in September 1939, frightened many Americans and
lowered the isolationist-interventionist argument from the realms
of philosophy to those of immediate politics.

Determined men took up the argument on each side of the issue.
Many Americans believed that war was an epidemic disease of
distinctly European origin, against which the Neutrality Act and
similar isolationist actions were the best remedy. All agreed that

7See Helmuth C. Engelbrecht and Frank C. Hanighen, Merchants of Death
(New York: Garland, 1934).

80n American opposition to the standing military and overseas warfare, see
Walter Millis, Arms and Men: A Study in American Military History (New York: G. P.
Putnam, 1956)

9See William L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason, The Challenge to Isolation: The
World Crisis of 19371940 and American Foreign Policy (New York: Harper, 1964
reprint of 1952 edition).
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quarantine was the answer, but opinions differed about whom to
place in quarantine. Isolationists wanted to quarantine the United
States, in order to protect it from the source of infection. Roosevelt
wanted to place the aggressor nations in quarantine, so as to protect
all law-abiding nations. When he suggested that idea in a speech in
Chicago in October 1937, however, the press, much in line with
national sentiment, rejected it.10

President Roosevelt thus faced the dual problem of convincing a
skeptical electorate that America should intervene in a European
war and of building up, almost from scratch, the military where-
withal to make such an intervention possible. Roosevelt was fortu-
nate enough, however, to find staunch political allies who shared his
point of view and who were willing to help him transform his goals
into realities. One of those was the man he chose to be his secretary
of war.

Henry L. Stimson, a prominent Republican and former secre-
tary of state and secretary of war, believed the United States could be
attacked by the fascists at almost any moment. American safety
depended in large part on the security of the two peace-loving
nations in Europe, Britain and France. Only one course of action,
he believed, could save western civilization and guarantee American
welfare. That course was actively to aid Britain and France. Stimson
considered that the continued existence of Great Britain was essen-
tial to the security of the United States because it was British naval
power that secured the Atlantic frontier. Should Britain be over-
come by Germany, her fleet could no longer fulfill that function;
worse, the fleet might even fall into German hands. It was, there-
fore, not just a matter of taking the course of right and honor in
international affairs, although he firmly believed that the nation
could not and should not pursue peace in preference to right. So
Stimson also had his eye on the maintenance of British military
power. 11

The fall of France in May 1940 made the international situation
more desperate. Americans regarded France fondly and saw the

10Dorothy Berg, “Notes on Roosevelt’s ‘Quarantine’ Speech,” Political Science
Quarterly 72:3 (1957), 405-33; John McVickar Haight, Jr., “Roosevelt and the
Aftermath of the Quarantine Speech,” Review of Politics 24:2 (1962), 233-59; and
Travis B. Jacobs, “Roosevelts ‘Quarantine Speech,” Historian 24:4 (1962), 483—
502.

HLetter, H. L. Stimson to Editor, New York Times, 6 March 1939. On Stimson’s
viewpoint, see Henry L. Stimson, with McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace
and War (New York: Harper, 1947).
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French armed forces as among the most powerful in the world.!2
When French arms collapsed, the reaction in the United States was
both dramatic and immediate.!® With so strong a bulwark gone,
there was almost unanimous agreement that the United States had
to build a powerful Army and Navy—and Congress hurriedly ap-
propriated the funds to do so. At that point, however, agreement
ceased and the isolationist-interventionist debate was renewed in all
its old vigor. Isolationists agreed that a powerful military was neces-
sary for the United States to secure the western hemisphere against
the belligerents. Still, the European war, however it might affect the
Americas, was only another European war in which America’s inter-
ests were not engaged. Interventionists knew that the British
needed American help more now than ever and insisted that the
war against Hitler was, or ought to be, an American war. When, on
19 June 1940, President Roosevelt appointed Stimson to be secre-
tary of war, he both underscored the bipartisan nature of the
national emergency and tacitly announced his intention of helping
the British and French.

Upon taking office, Stimson immediately began to prepare the
Army for the war he foresaw. He thought it necessary immediately
to increase military appropriations and to install a system of univer-
sal military training. Very little time was available to build up the
Army and the national spirit. To secure some of that time, Stimson
argued on behalf of sustaining the British fleet. After his confirma-
tion as secretary of war, and after repeal of the Neutrality Act,
Stimson began immediately to implement that program. With the
energetic cooperation of Treasury Secretary Henry Morgenthau,
Jr., Stimson presided over extensive sales of American military
equipment to the British as the War Department took on the task of
supplying the armies arrayed against Hitler. Throughout the late
summer and fall of 1940 Assistant Secretary (later Under Secretary)
of War Robert Patterson administered procurement of weapons
and munitions for Britain at the same time that he regulated pur-
chases for the growing United States Army.

12The French Army was indeed powerful in 1940, and it had been assiduously
preparing for twenty years to fight Germany. That it lost the war was not the result
of deficiencies in military strength, butin the French doctrine for battle. See Robert
A. Doughty, The Seeds of Disaster. The Development of French Army Doctrine 1919—
1939 (Hamden, Conn.: Archon Books, 1985).

130n the shifting of views in 1940, see Waldo Heinrichs, Threshold of War:
Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Entry into World War 11 (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1988).
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Eventually the British reached the limits of their financial re-
sources and had no more foreign exchange with which to buy
materiel of war—this despite the most creative financial arrange-
ments that Secretary Morgenthau could devise. Roosevelt, unde-
terred by such problems, announced on 17 December 1940 his
“determination to insure all-out aid to Great Britain,” and on 29
December made his famous “Arsenal of Democracy” speech. Two
months later, after great public debate, the Congress passed the
Lend Lease Act, which gave the president the authority to supply
defense materiel to such governments as he deemed vital to the
defense of the United States. Although the government eventually
spent much more, the act initially authorized $7 billion for lend
lease. Stimson called this a “declaration of economic war.”

Indeed, by December 1940, Stimson believed that the country
would eventually be at war in Europe. After a meeting with Secre-
tary of the Navy Frank Knox, General Marshall, and Admiral
Harold Stark on the 16th, he confided to his diary that “there was
basic agreement among us all. . . . All four agreed that this emer-
gency could hardly be passed over without this country being
drawn into the war eventually.”'4 The nation’s foreign policy cer-
tainly pointed in that direction, as the president moved the nation,
if not closer to an alliance with Britain and France, certainly further
away from neutrality.

Roosevelt’s executive policy commitments to cooperate with the
British began as early as January of 1938, when he permitted Anglo-
American naval conversations. Although he gave no guidance or
explicit approval, the president also permitted the War and Navy
Departments to write new war plans—the RaiNBow plans—that
envisioned war against the Axis powers. American officers con-
ducted further discussions in London in August and September of
1940, and the work of that Anglo-American Standardization Com-
mittee established closer ties and the habit of consultation that
culminated in American-British Staff Conversations in 1941, and
the subsequent exchange of liaison officers.!5 The secret but infor-
mal American-British (ABC) conversations conducted between the
British and American staffs between January and March of 1941

14Stimson, On Active Service in Peace and War, p. 366.

15See Marvin A. Kreidberg and Merton G. Henry, History of Military Mobiliza-
tion in the United States Army 1775—1945 (Washington: Department of the Army
Pamphlet No. 20-212, June 1955), pp. 560-61, for a useful summary of these
actions.
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went further still. It was in those conversations that American
military authorities agreed that Germany was the primary enemy in
case of American intervention and that any eventual coalition would
direct its efforts mainly against Germany with the goal of uncondi-
tional surrender. As a corollary, the United States necessarily ac-
cepted the fact that it would have to contain the Japanese, should a
two-front war develop, until the principal enemy was defeated. Such
a strategy was the only one that could guarantee the survival of
Great Britain, a cornerstone of Roosevelts policy.16

In the months that followed March of 1941, the United States
began to look less and less like a neutral power. The sale of surplus
infantry weapons to England in June of 1940 was the modest
prelude to the “destroyer deal” of September 1940. The Battle of the
Atlantic had claimed many British escort vessels, and the Royal
Navy was desperately looking for enough warships to shepherd
convoys to English ports. If it was in American interests that the
Germans not win control of the Atlantic, then the United States had
only two choices: give material aid to the British or take an active
part in the antisubmarine patrols. Roosevelt decided to do both.

On 3 September he concluded the deal through which the
British got fifty old destroyers of the Clemson and similar classes,
obsolescent if not actually obsolete, in return for 99-year leases for
bases on six British Atlantic possessions. Those old flush-decked,
four stack warships had been built between 1917 and 1921, and the
Navy had already begun retiring them from active service in 1929.
Replying to his congressional critics, President Roosevelt explained
that he had given away ships valued at only $4,000 or $5,000 each,
all of them destined for the scrapheap. In return, he had obtained
naval and air bases in Newfoundland, Bermuda, the Bahamas,
Jamaica, St. Lucia, Trinidad, and British Guiana. He made the deal
more palatable by suggesting that those bases made it possible for
the Navy and Air Corps to do an effective job of ensuring defense of
the western hemisphere. Critics had long argued that modern ships
and modern weapons made it impossible for the United States to
enforce the Monroe Doctrine unless it had the bases to operate
farther out into the ocean. The destroyer deal solved that problem.

160n American intentions and early cooperation with the British, see Kent
Roberts Greenfield, American Strategy in World War II: A Reconsideration (Bal-
timore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1963), p. 5, and other works cited in
the bibliography.
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The president confided to Congress that the possible German
response should not enter into the decision about the destroyers for
bases deal, because, as he explained to Senator David 1. Walsch, a
Massachusetts Democrat who chaired the Naval Affairs Committee
and opposed the deal,

In regard to German retaliation, I think you can rest quietly on that score.
If Germany, at the conclusion of this war or before that, wants to fight us,
Germany will do so on any number of trumped-up charges. ... I am
absolutely certain that this particular deal will not get us into war and,
incidentally, that we are not going into war anyway unless Germany wishes
to attack us.17

Germany certainly had plenty of opportunity to make such an
attack, for the president shortly authorized the Navy to extend its
patrols into the war zone in what he called “neutrality patrols.”
Increasingly, American warships involved themselves in belligerent
affairs, to the point of escorting convoys out of American waters
and firing on attackers.

Soon after the patrols began on 16 April 1941, an undeclared
naval war began to develop. As American warships ranged farther
out into the Atlantic, they began to come into contact with units of
the German navy. Inevitably, errors in identification occurred, for
the U.S. Navy continued to use destroyers of the same class as those
transferred to England. Just after Labor Day a German submarine
fired at, but missed, the destroyer Greer. The president responded
by giving the Navy orders to “shoot on sight.” On 17 October the
destroyer Kearny, patrolling in the North Atlantic war zone, was hit
by a torpedo but did not sink. Finally, at the end of October, the
destroyer Reuben James was sunk. Cool heads prevailed, both in
Washington and in Berlin, but Americans were fighting and dying
in the North Atlantic.

Still, many of the president’s commitments remained tacit, and
he gave no explicit guidance to the military staffs. As the crisis
developed, military planners continued to know little more about
the nation’s ultimate goals than did the public. Having no instruc-
tions to the contrary, they continued to work on the assumption that
national policy aimed at defense of the western hemisphere, not
participation in a global war. Such a set of circumstances severely

17 etter, F. D. Roosevelt to Sen. David I. Walsh, 22 August 1940, in Elliott
Roosevelt (ed.), F. D. R. His Personal Letters. 1928—1945 (New York: Duell, Sloan
and Pearce, 1950), Vol. 2, pp. 1056-57.
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limited the utility of the work the staffs could do. But if the political
situation limited the range of options available to staff planners, the
sorry state of the Army limited them even more.

The Military in 1941

The condition of the armed forces provides a reasonably accu-
rate means to assess the direction of public policy between 1919 and
1939, since the government should logically authorize appropria-
tions to build an army and a navy proportionate to the tasks set by
the political leadership of the nation.!8 Seen from that perspective,
it is clear that the United States neither expected nor desired
foreign military adventures, because the military was simply not up
to the task. In fact, the Army of the interwar years was one of the
least capable in the history of the United States, lacking even the
ability to wage a limited, counterguerrilla war, as it had done in
the Philippines at the turn of the century and on the frontier after
the Civil War.!9 General Peyton C. March, Chief of Staff of the
Army at the end of World War I, went so far as to declare that
the United States had voluntarily made itself even weaker than the
Versailles Treaty had made Germany and spoke of the nation as
being militarily “impotent.”20

On paper, of course, the nation had a sufficiently strong Army.
The National Defense Act of 4 June 1920 set out a method for
mobilizing an Army of the United States from regular and reserve
components, as well as from conscripted manpower. In time of
peace, it provided for an Army of nine regular divisions, eighteen
National Guard divisions, and twenty-seven Organized Reserve
divisions, all organized into nine corps area commands subordinate
to three field armies. The regulars were expected to train the
reserve component formations in their corps areas, but were so
constituted that they formed complete military units that could
respond immediately in a military emergency. It was, however, one

18For a discussion of the relationship between public policy and the structure of
military institutions, see Allan R. Millett and Williamson Murray (eds.), Military
Effectiveness (Winchester; Mass.: Unwin Hyam, 1988), 3 vols. Volume 2 deals with
the interwar period.

19This is the judgment of Russell F. Weigley, in History of the United States Army
(New York: Macmillan, 1967), pp. 402-03.

20Peyton C. March, The Nation at War (Garden City, N. J.: Doubleday, 1932), p.
341 et seq.
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thing to design such a force, but another thing entirely to execute
the design.

In the interests of budgetary restraint, Congress almost imme-
diately began to pare down military appropriations and reduced the
regular force to less than 140,000 by 1927. The Army had to declare
surplus and discharge many regular officers, and it never organized
the regular divisions the 1920 act envisioned. Congress also autho-
rized little money for drill pay, so the National Guard never ex-
ceeded a strength of around 200,000, about half of the force autho-
rized in 1920. For reservists, the picture was even more bleak. The
Enlisted Reserve Corps was so small as to be insignificant, and the
100,000 officers in the Officers Reserve Corps rarely trained be-
cause money was lacking.?!

Even had Congress agreed to support Britain and France when
war broke out, it is doubtful that much could have been done to help
in any practical way. In 1939 the United States Army was still a tiny
force of 187,893 men, of whom only 13,039 were officers. By the
standards of force in being, even little Belgium with its seventeen
divisions and 650,000 men under arms was a more desirable ally.22
Nor could the United States have offered much in the way of
military materiel in 1939, since the existing defense industrial base
was minuscule.?3

Interventionists, justifiably disappointed with the military
means at hand, found that the corpus of strategic war plans offered

21For an assessment of 1920 National Defense Act by one of its principal
authors, see John McAuley Palmer, America in Arms (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1941).

22Marvin A. Kreidberg and Merton G. Henry, History of Military Mobilization in
the United States Army 17751945 (Washington: Department of the Army Pamph-
let No. 20-212, June 1955), p. 549. There are various sources of comparative
strength figures for the armies involved in World War II. See memorandum,
“Mobilization and Military Expenditures 1939-1940,” in Center of Military His-
tory Historical Services Branch file Misc 370.01, Mobilization Experiences.

23For discussions of the industrial base and considerations of industrial and
economic mobilization for war, see: Byron Fairchild and Jonathan Grossman, The
Army and Industrial Manpower, UNITED STATES ARMY IN WORLD WAR 11
(Washington, D. C.: Office of the Chief of Military History, 1959); Richard M.
Leighton and Robert W. Coakley, Global Logistics and Strategy 1940—1943,
UNITED STATES ARMY IN WORLD WAR II (Washington, D. C.: Office of the
Chief of Military History, 1955); R. Elberton Smith, The Army and Economic
Mobilization, UNITED STATES ARMY IN WORLD WAR II (Washington: Office
of the Chief of Military History, 1959); Kreidberg and Henry, History of Military
Mobilization; and David F. Trask (ed.), “Historical Survey of U. S. Mobilization:
Eight Topical Studies of the Twentieth Century” (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Army
Center of Military History, n.d., typescript).
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even less reassurance. Lacking the force to execute them, American
military plans could hardly be anything more than theoretical con-
structs. The great wars of the previous seventy-five years had taught
European armies that operational plans and mobilization plans had
to be integrated very carefully, because speed of mobilization of-
fered the opportunity to begin military operations with a distinct
advantage.?* Americans were innocent of such considerations, how-
ever, because the nation’s favorable geographical position made
rapid mobilization unnecessary. Were the United States to become
involved in a major international war, the Navy could control the
broad ocean frontiers to hold off an enemy long enough for the
Army to accumulate the men and materiel it needed to prosecute
the war on the ground. American planners also lacked the sense of
urgency that drove Europeans to elaborate mobilization plans be-
cause the United States had a remarkably limited range of potential
enemies, most of them rather feeble by European standards.

The upshot of America’s favorable strategic position in the world
was that American mobilization planning, like American strategic
planning in general, did not have to be very complex in the years
before World War 1I. Americans tended to think of strategy in
purely military terms—Clausewitz was not generally read, even
among soldiers, until well into the twentieth century. Furthermore,
the Allied victory over the Central Powers in 1918 left the United
States with no prospective enemy except Japan. American war plans
of the 1920s and 1930s, then, tended to be highly theoretical, with
the exception of the “Orange” plans that considered war with Japan.
The general staff drafted the remainder of its plans with military
factors uppermost in their minds and in the absence of any real
threat against which to weigh alternatives. In many ways, war plans
were really just a set of strategic exercises for planners. In addition,
the only realistic war plan, Plan Orange against Japan, was almost
exclusively a Navy operation that required little from the Army
except defense of the Philippines.2>

24There is a vast literature on this subject. For a sampling, begin with Gerhard
Ritter, The Schlieffen Plan: Critigue of a Myth (London: Oswald Wolff, 1958); and
Hajo Holborn, “The Prusso-German School: Moltke and the Rise of the General
Staff” in Peter Paret (ed.), Makers of Modern Strategy from Machiavelili to the Nuclear
Age (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986).

250n the restricted scope of American prewar planning and narrow definition
of strategy, see: Maurice Matloff, “The American Approach to War, 1919-1945,” in
Michael Howard (ed.), The Theory and Practice of War (London: Cassell, 1965), pp.
21343, and the same author’s “Prewar Military Plans and Preparations, 1939—
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By late 1939 the Joint Planning Committee of the Joint Army
Navy Board began to revise all of the old “color” plans. The commit-
tee authored five major planning directives, each of which consid-
ered different military and political problems. The military staffs
began to write plans in response to those directives, eventually
producing the five RaiNnBow plans, four of which still concerned
themselves largely with defense of the western hemisphere. RAIN-
Bow 5, while concerned with preventing violations of the Monroe
Doctrine, was also an aggressive defensive plan that extended
American security frontiers far beyond the continental limits of the
United States and envisioned sending task forces overseas to coop-
erate with Britain and France in a war against Germany and Italy.26

While planning had improved, the Army still lacked forces to
execute any of the RaINBow options. Between late 1939 and early
1941, however, Congress authorized the Army to make serious
preparations for war. In May 1940, the Army was permitted to
expand its regular strength to 375,000 through the medium of
voluntary enlistments. But the service could not attract enough
young men, and the scarcity of volunteers led the Congress on 27
August 1940 to pass a joint resolution authorizing the president to
call up the National Guard and Organized Reserves. On 16 Septem-
ber, Congress also passed th