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THE SOVIET ARMED FORCES IN THE INTERWAR PERIOD

Earl F. Ziemke
University of Georgia

In the Soviet terminology, the interwar period, elsewhere regarded
as comprising the roughly two decades between the world wars, is the
Interval between rhe Russlan Civil War and the CGerman invasion. While
the distinction, like that between World War II and the Great Patriotic
War, 1s, no doubt, as much mythological as actual, It bears significantly
on all aspects of the Soviet armed forces' effectiveness. How to make
the transition from the war of 1914-1918 to that of 1939-1945 concerned
the Soviet military and political authorities as much as it did those of
any of the other major powers, but the Soviet perceptions and responses
were conditioned by special circumstances. One was the technological and
Industrial backwardness of the Russian nation. The other was the radical
discontinuity thé communist system had imposed on the Russlian state. As
a consequence, the I1nterwar perlod was substantially different for the

Soviet armed forces, and 1t consisted of several distinci phases.



The first of those, the Civil War, is considered to have begun in

late May 1918, when a Czechoslovakian corps composed of former prisoners
of war selzZed control of the Trans-Siherian Railroad, and to have ended
in November 1920 with the defeat of the White general Baron Peter Wrangel
and the conclusion of the Polish War. Leon Trotskiy had become People's
Commissar of War (war minister) in March 1918 and had begun orranizing
the Workers' and Peasants' Red Army. The Workers' and Peasants' Red
Navy, the renamed ex-imperlal Baltic Fleet, existed already, and the Red
Army had established an air contingent comprised of adrcraft and
personnel taken over from the imperial forces., The so-called "old army.,"'
not the least as a result of Bolshevik (communist) subversion, had become
totally useless and what was left of it was having to be disbanded. The
Red Army regarded itself not only as a replacement but as an "army of a
wholly new type," which 1t and the other Soviet armed forces would
subsequently always claim to be. The primary characteristics of the "new
type" are said to be dedication to the service of the working class and
reliance on class spirit and on the guidance of the Communist Party.
Trotskly was as good a Marxist as any but also a pragme:-ist, and he
undertook to build the Red Army te conform as closely as the clrcum-
stances would allow to the European standard of the World War I era. The
result was a conscript army -- of 3 million in 1919 and 5.5 million by
mid-1920 -- officered, although that term was prohibited dﬁring the Civil
War and for a long tilme thereafter, by politically acceptable commanders
and “military speclalists." Party members with a taste or talent for
military affairs, "old army“ enlisted men who supported the Bolsheviks,
and workers trained 1In commanders' schools comprised the politically
acceptable contiﬁgenc. The military speclalists were former imperial

army offlcers who volunteered for or were drafted into the Red Army. By
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the end of the Civil War, the politically acceptable groups accounted for
sixty-six percent of the command persornnel, but then still mostly in the
company grades. As they had throughout the war, the military spe alists

held by far the larger part of the Iintermediate and higher level

appointmernts. 1

The need to employ military specialists whose commitment
to the revolu- tion was often doubtful, to say the least, perpetuated a
practice begun while the “old army" still existed of appointing political
commissars. That developed during the war into a dual command system In
which the military commander could neither 1ssue nor enforce orders

without the concurrence of his commissar.

The first phase in the interwar period (in the Soviet view) was

that of the “economic reconstruction® and the “mpilitary reforms." The
two began simultaneously in March 1931 with the Kronshtadt naval mutiny
and the Tenth Party Congress. The mutiny was taken, probably correctly,
as a sign that the party was on the verge of alienating its staunchest
support; and the congress undertook to repailr the damage by approving the
New Economic Policy (NEP), which sanctioned a relatively free economy,
and conversion of the Red Army to a militia system, whic' would reduce
the strain the 5.5 million-man regular army was putting on the economy.
By the rall of 1923, the Red Arnny converted to a cadre fregular) force of
516,000 troops in 26 divisions and a part-time territorial militia of 26
dlvisions.z The navy brought the armed forces' total to 562,000.3

The second phase of the interwar period is sald to have started in
1929 with the first of the five-year plans for 1industrialization;
however, 1its military aspect, the "technologlcal reconstruction of the
armed forces," did not begin to take definite shape until June 1931 when
Mikhail Tukhachevskiy, a former Tsarist lieutenant who had held army and

army group commands in the Civil War and had been Chlef of the Red Army




Staft, became deputy People's Commissar for Military and Naval Affairs
and chief of armaments for the armed forcea‘d In 1932 and after, the
armed forces acqulred new, Soviet-made weapons and equipment of all kinds
In great quantitities, and Tukhachevskiy undertook to Jincorporate them
into the military organizations and doctrine. The Army had received
15,000 tanks by 1938, and alrcraft production of all types was runnlng at
over 5,000 plapes per yea:.s The Navy reportedly lncreased 1ts tonnage
130 percent by 1939, but that apparently was from a small base by world
standards and included rebu11d1n9.6

The technological reconstruction also brought structural changes,
the most notable of which was a shift away from the milltia system. The
militia, which had done no more than provide basic infantyry training,
could not effectively absord and operate the new weapons and equipment.
The quantities of the latter becoming avallable also made a personael
expansion necessary‘7

Although the Soviet literature generally treats the technological
reconstruction as the last phase in the interwar period, it 1s evident
that the armed forces' experience was sufficiently discontinuous in the
four years preceding the German linvasion to have constituted tUlwo
additional phases. The first began with Tukhachevskiy's arrest and
execution in June 1937. The purge that followed brought about the deaths
of three of the five marshals of the Soviet Union and, according to one
of the few Soviet accounts to be specific on the matter, all of the
military district commanders and corps commanders, "almost all" division
and brigade commanders. end *"about half" of the commanders of reglments.a
The purge rontinued up to and beyond the outbreak of war in western
Europe on 1 Sontember 1939 colnciding also with the Soviet involvement in

the Spanlsh Civll War and an undeclared war in the Far Fast with Japan.
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By the spring of 1940, however, the war in Burope was$ profoundly
affecting the Soviet armed forces. The Winter War against Finland, which
ended 1In March 1940, and the fall of France in June left the Soviet Union
in the distinctly unpleasant position of having to face CGermany alone
with forces that the PFinnish war had shown to have deep-seated
deficiencies. Consequently, the last peacetime year was given over to
massive new preparedness programs in command, training and equipment of
the armed forces that together with modernization already begun

constituted a second technologlcal reconstruction.9




I. PRolitical Bffectiveness

From their inception, the armed forces "of a new type" were held to
have eliminated the need for political-military accommodation. The
Communist Party, the "leading, gquiding and organizing force," as Marshal
A.A. Grechko has put it, “always found the most advisable structure and
flexible forms and methods of political and military leadership.'zo
And the political and the military leadership c¢ould rely on the
infallible guldance of Marxist-lLeninist doctrine. Furthermore, as a
one-class organization of workers and peasants, the armed forces “of a
new type“ were regarded as having erased the soclal distinctions that had
previously existed between the officers and the other ranks and the
differsnces in outlook that had frequently divided the officers and the
political authorities. The armed forces "of a new type" were - and are
-- therefore presumed to have rendered traditional militacy protession-
alism, which was a priori inimical to the interests of the working class,
obsolete.

In practice, the political-military relationship was cone of the
first major problems of the Soviet state. The armed forces came Iinto
beiny under communist political control, but the party possessed no
military expertise. The ex-lmperial officers had a monopoly on that, and
paity doctrine hcld thum to he a class hostile to the revolution. During
the yecars 1918-1924, Lenin delegated the actual control of the armed

forces to Trotskiy, who, although he was as falthful a Marxist as anyone,

rejected the idea that war could be conducted on tihe basls of a political




doctrine alone. NWar., he insisted, was "an art," a "trade," "a skill with
certain habits which are elaborated by experience and correctly
assimilated,” a skill that could be transformed into a *high art."“
As long as he was the main 1ink between the political leadershlp and the
armed forces, military professionallism 1n the conventional sense was
esteemed more highly than it would be duringy the remainder of the
interwar period. He recrulted and drafted thousands of former 1imperial
officers as military specialists (48,000 by mid-1920), and he relinsti-
tuted the post of Supreme Commander in Chief. The latter, a military
specialist, was ‘“entirely independent on matters of stratogy and
operations,” but his orders had to be countersigned by a political member
of the Revolutionary Hilitary Council of which Trotskly was the
cheirman‘n

Trotskiy's reliance on the military speciallsts, however, aroused
lnstant resentment among the party members with little or no military
experience who had established themselves as fleld commanders and saw
their way to the top being blocked by the preference given to the former
officers. By March 1919, this hostility had coalesced into near
dissidence, and its spokesmen in the upper reaches of the party, chief
among them Mikhall Frunze and Kliment Voroshilov, had become known as the
“military opposition." Frunze, Voroshllov and thelr adherents contended
thatt the Marxist state ought to do away with regular, centrallzed
military organization and rely on the spirlt of the working class and the
inttiative and leadership of party men such as themselves, essentially on
what Trotskly scornfully characterized as ‘“querrillaism.* In 1921,
Frunze published a theory of a unified milltary doctrine in which he

Implied that military doctrine could be derived from Marxist

principles. 13




Trotskiy kept the upper hand over the military oppvosition in the
party throughout the Cilvil War and into the period of the military
reforms, but after Frunze supplanted him as People's Commissar for
Military and ~Naval Affairs in January 1925, the political-military
relationship changed. The post of Supreme Commander 1n Chief, which had
been held by military specialists, had been abolished In 1924 on the
grounds that It was unnecessary 1in peacetime, and after Frunze took
office the people's commissar became the military as well as the
political chief of the armed forces. Frunze would possibly have been
suited to the dual role. He was a political flgure of some conseguence,
and had successfully held several important military commands during the
Civil War, but he died before he had been in office a full year. His
successor, Voroshilov, also a party man with civil WNar military
experience but undistinguished in both, owed his tenure as people's
commlssar, which ran untll 1940, entirely to a subservient relationship
with Josef Stalin.

After 1925, the leaders of what had been the military opposition
held the top milltary posts, and they removed the military speclaliuts
from the key command and staff positions. Most were discharged, and some
were appointed to teach at the military schools. The former members of
the military oppo=ition lost the desire to promote decentralization of
command once they reached the top, but their competence to Ffunction
professionally at the 1levels they had attained was manifestly
questionable. T'ukhachevskiy was the only one who impressed foreign
military observers. In 1928, a German officer with access to the Soviet
highk command, Colonel Hilmar Ritter von Mittelberger, described
Tukhachevskly as "the most significant military fiqure 1in the Red

Army."14 The future German field marshal, BErich von Manstein, who
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visited the Soviet Union in 1931, dismissed Voroshilov as "a politician®
but found Tukhachevskiy “from the military point of view an undoubtedln
lnteresting personaiity ... ruthless and intelligenc.“ls In 1936, D.
Fedotoff Whlte regarded Tukhachevskiy as “the present actual head of the
Soviet Armg."“

Tukhachevzkiy was never the "actual head of the Soviet Army.," nor
was anyone else other than Josef Stalln after 1925, At the height of his
career between 1931 and 1937, Tukhachevskiy was a technliclan managing a
program, nut the head of the army or of the armed forces, although he was
the military figure after Frunze who came closest to playing that
role.l7 Stalin regarded the military profession as distinct but not as
autonomous. He 3aw to it that his own military reputation was elevated
to match his political stature; and during the 1930s, after the top
appointments In the armed forces had mostly been given to men whose
qualifications derived from the Civil War, his experience in the fleld
could be stretched to nearly equal theirs in all but a few lnstances,
Moreover, he had sat, along with Lenin and Trotskiy, on the Def=nse
Council, the all-powerful strategy-and-policy-making organ for the armed
forces in the Clivil War.

Throughout the interwar period the Soviet principle of collegiality
ln the decision-making process provided a permanent point of contact
between the professional military and the political leadershlp in the
form of the Revolutionary Military Council of the Republic {(1918-1934)
and its successors, the Military Council (1934-1938) and the Main
Military and Main Naval Councils (1936-1941). The people's commissar
chaired the councils, and the membership consisted of hls deputies, one
of whom was chief of the General Staff, and of Politburo members, most

notably Stalin, who was a permanent member after 1938. The late Marshal
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Kirill Meretskov, who was the secretary of the Main Military Council in
1938, said in his memoirs that Stalin attended the meetings frequently
and recelved reports on all of them.la On the other hand, Admiral N.G.
Kuzpetsov, who became People's Commissar of the Navy in 1938, maintalned
that while the system provided a direct channel from the armed forces
through the people's commissar to the Council of People's Commissars
(cabinet) in the early years, later "in actual fact it was Stalin who
began to decide military matters with the Council of People's Commissars
rubberstamping his deciaions.'19 According to Kuznetsov, consultation
with the military consisted in the main of meetin‘gs in sStalin's office at
which the people's commissar and the Chief of the General staff
“received" Stalin's decisions.20

Although the Navy and the Alr Force possessed nominally separate
status from 1918 on as the Workers' and Peasants’' Red Navy and the
Workers' and Peasants' Red Air Fleet, they did not have direct access to
the highest political authorities during the interwar period. Because
comnand In both required certaln technical knowledge, they also did not
acquire polltical-military hybrids like Frunze and Voroshilov, and 1t was
well into the 1930s before officers trained under the Soviet regime had
sufficient experience to take over the most respcnsible posts. The Navy
had the additiornal political liability of the Kronshtadt mutiny. The Air
Force chief ranked as a corps commander, and after general-officer ranks
were relntroduced 1n the late 1930s, was the equivalent of a U.S. major
general . The Navy acquired its own people's commissariat and maln
council 1in 1938, but did not thereby achleve coequal status with the
Army. In fact, according to Kuznetsov, 1t had less access to the highest
political authority, namely, Stalin, after 1938 than before, since Stalin

was not a member of the Main Naval Counc11.21
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Esteem for the military profession during the Iinterwar period
cannot be correlated either positively or negatively with the armed
forces' successes in securing shares in the budget, industrial resources,
technology, and manpower of the Sovict state. Those were determined by
other considerations, the most pervasive of which was tl.e conviction that
the Soviet Union was alorne in a hostile world. The political authorities
never doubtnd that the armed forces deserved the maximum feasible support
and only once (during the economic reconstruction) permitted another
requirement to take precedence over military preparednessa., Consequently,
how nmuch the armed forces received, individually or collectively,
depended less on their akllity to promote their concerns than on the
nation's capacity to generate support in the various categories. The
Army, for instance, was consistently the most favored service; it also
had the best political contacts; but its industrial, technological and
manpower needs happened 4s well to be less difficult to meet than those
of the other two services; and Russla was historically a land power.
Paradoxically, the political authorit.es always operated under a dual
compulsion: to make the armed forces strong and to Keep their leadership
from accumulating power that could possibly rival that of the Communist
Party or produce a Bonaparte,

The most readily gquantifiable measure of armed forces' political
effectiveness, the budget share, has always been difficult to apply to
the Soviet armed forces, and that was never more the case than during the
interwar period. In the years of the Civil War the budget was almost
only a figure of speech; the money was virtually worthless; and the
deficit in the 1919 budget was close to 80 percent.22 On the other
hand, the armed forces' claim on the resources of the state recelved the

absolute highest priority. As Trotskiy put 1it, “The War Department
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determined the government work of the entire country. All the other
government activity was subsidiary to it."” In September 1918, the
All-Russian Central Executive Committee declared the entire country to be
"a single armed camp" and instituted the system of “"war comunism,® which
nationalized industry and required the peasants to turn over to the
government all the grain they grew.z‘ The cCouncil of Workers' and
Peasants' Defense, charged with mobilizing all of the country's

resources, gave the armed forces absolute first claim on the output of

industry and agriculture, but that amounted in effect to a lesser share

in the shortfalls of both. In 1920, industrial production stood at about

fifteen percent and agricultural output at about sixty-five percent of
the 1913 1ev«e~1.1.‘25

The Civil War established a permanent political commitment to
maximum support of the armed forces that never wavered during the
Interwar period. The economic reconstruction imposed a certailn stringency
on the armed forces in 1921 and for some years thereafter: but the
demobilization was phased over three years, and the Army reduction to
516,000 men appears to have constituted a relatively small cut in real
terms since the effective fighting strength had not at any time been more
than 600,000 to 700,000 troops.“ The Navy had already decllned from a
strength of 180,000 men in 1917 to 56,000 in 1921 as a result of
attrition, some of 'which resulted from the Kronshtadt muting.”
Actually, by the time the demobilization ended, in 1924, a bulld-up was
in progress. Expansiun 1in the Navy and Air Force ralsed the armed
forces' cadre (reqular) strength from 562,000 men in 1924 to 617,000 in
1928.28' The Army's cadre strength did not increase, but the militia
system was gliving basic Infantry training to 1.8 million men on a

two-year cycle.” The Alr Force went from a total 228 alrcraft in 1921
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to 1,400 1n 1928; the Navy from an aggregate 82,000 tons 1in 1923 to
139,000 tons in 1926.30 The Air Force and the Navy alsc improved thelr
relative positions within the armed forces, In 1921, the Army's share
was 98.6 percent, the Alr Force's .4 percent and the Navy's 1 percent; by
1928, the Army had declined to 92.6 percent and the Alr Force and Navy
had risen to 2 and 5.4 percent.n |

The Fifteenth Party Congress, held in December 1927, established
the basis for the support of the armxd forces throughout the rest of the
Interwar period: a resolution specifying that the five-year plan then
belng developed (the first) should "give maximum attention to development
of sectors of the economy 1n general and industry in particular which
would play leading parts in strengthening the defense and the economic
foundations of the country 1in case of wm:.""2 Consequently, during the
five-year plans, the armed forces received in addition t¢ whatever part
of the budget was assigned directly to them, a very large share of the
amounts invested in the plans, which in the first two yecars (1928-1929
and 1929-1930) comprised two thirds of the budgets.” According tc one
source, the Soviet Union devoted 9 percent of its 1934 total naticnal
income to defense, three times as much as Great Britain, and two and a
quarter times as much as Germany. The same source gives the value of
armament production for the years 1935-1939, in 1944 dollars, as having
been $1.5 billion for the United States, $2.5 billlon for Great Aritain,
$8 billion for the Soviet Union, and $12 billion for Germany. In the
year 1939 alone German production was $3.4 billlon and Soviet production
was $3.4 billion, and by 1941 the Soviet Union had gone ahead at $8.5
billion to the German $6 bi.llion.“

By 1936, the midpoint in the second five-year plan, industry was

getting into full swing, and 1n that year, the defense expenditures
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constituted about a third of the total budgetary financing for the
national economy. In 1937, the directive for drafting the third
five-year plan established a requirement to “"quarantee ... a general
strengthening of the defense capacities of the country:" and in 1938, the
investment in arms industries increased by 70 percent. The 1939 budget
allotted ancther 70 percent increase to defense, and that was doubled at

m1d-year.35 Altogether the amounts budgeted for defense rose 235

percent in the years 1938 through 1940.36

The Soviet armed forces were different from most others during the
interwar period lIn that their access to industry and technology was less
a matter of money than of development. Imperial Russia had been the
least technologically and industrially advanced of the major powers, and
the base the Bolsheviks took over in 1917 was then already collapsing
under the effects of war and political and e¢conomic turmoil. Their
inability to get more than six or seven hundred thousand actual troops
out of the millions of men they conscripted, although an exceedingly high
desertion rate had much to do with it, resulted in the main from lack of
arms and equipment. New production was not enough to compensate for
ordinary wast:aqe.” Except for some hand-crafted alrplanes and 1light
tanks, the alrcraft, armored vehicles, and naval vessels employed in the
Clvil War were etither inherited from the imperial forces or acguired by
capture from one opponent or another.

The Soviet technological and industrial bases remalned weak
throughout the 19203, although a limited capacity to design and build
aircraft and tanks developed after 1925 and the Navy began a small
building program !‘n submarines and escort vessels. The Army had 92 tanks

38

in 1929, mostly Soviet designed light (3,000 1b.) 7T-18s, Of 1,400

aircraf't the Alr Force had in 1928, apparently at least 800 were bHought
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abroad and a good many of the rest came from & German Junkers aircraft
factory established near Hoscow.” In the main, the Navy achieved 1its
increase 1in tonnage by rehabilitating ex-imperial sh.ipa.‘o Af'ter the
Soviet-German Rapallo agreements of 1922 and until Adolf Hitler came to
power in 1933, the Army and Alr Force did have access to German programs
1n what were then considered to be the three main military technologies,
alrcraft, tanks, and war gases. In 1924, the Soviet and German Armies
Jointly set up an air test and training facility at Lipetsk, near
Voronezh, Later, they established similar installations for tanks (in
1927 at Saratov) and for chemical warfare (in 1930 at Kazan).“
Considering the state of Soviet technology at the time, the profit must
have been considerable on the Soviet side even though the collaboration
seems not to have fulfllled the expectations of either partner.

The relationship with the German Army was the closest the Soviet
military came during the interwar period to working in the setting of an
alliance. According to German accounts, which are the only ones
existing, nothing like mutual trust and confidence ever developed. The
World War II German Air Force general, Helm Speidel, who like mahq of his
contemporaries participated in the exchanges with the Soviet Union 1n the
19203, sald the Germans learned early that the Russians avoided breaking
agreements de Jjure but evaded their obligations de facto while always
insisting on full compliance from thelir p.u'tne-rs.“2 Manstein, who 1n
the narly 1930s was concerned with the state of the potential Soviet
allience as chief of the CGerman General Staff's war plans section,
characterized  Tukhachevskly as being ‘energetically devoted to
technological cooperation with the Relchswehr" -- and at the same time

43

prepared to take as much and give as little as possible. on the

other hand, the miijtary association lasted nearly a decade and would
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very llkely have continued lorniger had MHitler not disregavded military
advice to the contrary and ordered it terminated In the late surmmer of

4

1933.4 In Speidel's view, the projected Cerman rearmament was then

making the operation of the bases in Russia “"more urgent than evez."s
The technological reconstruction was almost certainly doing the same on
the Sovlet side.

The five-year plans of the 1930s brought l1ndustrial development,
and the technological reconstruction of the Soviet armed forces was
indeed & remarkable accomplishment, but nelther clearly showed the
military to be highly effective at devising plans and programs and
getting them adopted. Tukhachevskly is sald to have campalgned for
modernization of the armed forces during his term as Chief of the Red
Army Staff (1925-1928) and to have had Stalln turn his proposals down as
"harebrained schemes® so often that he finally asked t» be transferred to
other duty.ms By his own account, Tukhachevskiy also did not have the
support of his military colleagues, many of whom preferred to belleve in
the so-called ‘"theory of the special mobility of the Red Army." This
theory held that the Soviet cavalry armies of the Clvil Nar had solved
the problem of mobility that had confounded all of the forces In World
war 1'.47

While the technological reconstruction of the armed fc:'rces could
later be regarded as Tukhachevskiy's vindication, it certait';ly did not
appear to be that dt the time. Shortly before the First Five-Year Plan
began, Tukhachevskly was dropped out of the Army Staff and releyaled Lo
command of the Leningrad Military District. He had not succeeded in
having his program adopted but had had 1t coopted.‘a Hils recall to be

armed forces' armaments chief 1in 1931 and subsequent advancement to

Marshal of the Soviet Union in 1935 and First Deputy Commissar of Defense
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in 1936 scemed to have established him as the country's leading military
professional. But less than a year later, in short order, he lost his
high appointments and his life.

The Air Force and Navy leadership fared no betier. The Alr Force
benefited enormously from the technological reconstruction. By 1935, it
had 6,672 combat aircraft., Between 1930 and 1940, it received almost
25,000 aircraft of all kind.st.“9 The commarider in chief of the Air
Force, Ya. I. Alksnls, achieved the status of Deputy People's Commissar
of Defense in January 1937 and elghteen months later, disappeared in the
purge along with a good half of the Air Force's top comnders.sa

The Navy did not benefit as much from the first two five-year plans
as the Army and Air Force did. Its program although much enlarged, was
restricted to building submarines and light surface ships and modernizing
some World War I Dattleships and crulsers. The technological
reconstruction was a race to catch up with the outside world, one that
could be more swiftly and, In terms of the national int:erést., effectively
run for the Army and Alr Force than for the Navy (whlch would have
required a heavy preliminary bullding of yards and docks).

The Navy's progress was also more erratic than that of its sister
services., In the early 19308, the emerging communist naval leadership
propounded a “rew school" doctrine oriented toward coast defense,
Suddenly, in 1933, the Navy found itself elevated, on Stalin's orders to
(almost) coequal status with the Army and Air Force, in possession of its
own pcople's commissariat and charged under the Third Five-Year Plan with
launchlng a high seas fleet of battleships and aircraft ca:riers.51
Just as suddenly, the originators of the "new school® disappeared in the

purge, and the mcre junlor officers who replaced them were left to

struggle until the war Intervened with the 1impossible task of building
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“the most powerful navy ln the worlc:l."g‘2

Technology, much less responsive to state coercion than baslc
industrialization, was a special problem throughout the interwar period.
The solutlon adopted, which was to acquire, adapt and, 1f possible,
improve upon foreign inventions, fostered rapld advancement and some
notable successes but not fully rellable depth and breadth. (It also
generated an openness to developments that were being slighted in their
countries of origin, for instance, the American J. Walter Christie's tank
designs.) 53 The most spectacular early achievement was a
cantilevered-wing monoplane figher, the I-16, which was the fastest
military aircraft in the world in the mid-1930s and Incorporated an
American engine and design features of American "Gee Bee" racera.“ on
the other hand, the complusion to catch up impelled the Soviet armed
forces to go into large-scale production several years before other
nations including Germany, had fully reoriented their technology and
industry. Consequently, by 1938 the Soviet plants were turning out large
quantities of mostly obsolescent equipment and a seccond technologlical
reconstruction had to be iniciated.ss

The second technological reconstruction brought cut (in 1939) the
best medlum tank of World War II, the T-34, which was the culmination of
earlier worXk on Christie-types. In 1940, several new high-performance
fighter alrcraft comparable to those already in service with forelgn air
forces began to go lnto productlion. However, a hablt of valulng quantity
more than quality made 1t difficult for the new tanks and alrcraft co
compete for Ffactory space and materials with the older mcu:h—:nl.-.v.s6 The
alicraft also fell somewhat short of the then current state of the art
because foreign governments, the United States included, had restricted

exports of millitary Ce-chnolagl_;.s7 The navy's program to acquire a high




.
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
1
i
]
i
i
!
i

19.

seas fleet was severely hampered by 1nability to buy a nucleus of
battleships abroad.sa The second technological reconstruction also did
not keep abreast of developments in communications. Like the first, it
concentrated on weaponry. Tanks and alrcraft, even the newest, did not
usually carry radios. In the Ailr Force, squadron commanders' airplanes
had radios but it 1s said that because of their poor quality "flight
personnel made little use of them while in the air." The ground forces'
radio networks were ch.in.59
Manpower as such was not a problem for the Soviet military., The
communist regime was always more than willling to recreéate the human
steamroller of 1914 If need be. Fleld service regulations published In
1936 at the height of the technological reconstruction stated, *..the
infantry ... by decisive action In atrack and by maintaining positions In
defense, decides the outcome of battle.“m There is no evidence that
the Soviet government or military were concerned, as others were after
World War I, with the possibility of not agaln being able to muster a
mass army. The reduction after the Clvil War was actually an effort to
maintaln the largest possible armed forces in the midst of a crippling
economic crists. By 1929, the cadre and territorial elements could, on
nobilization, have constituted a force of several million men.“ The
Oscaviakhim (Society for Promotion of Defense, Aviation and Chemical
Development), formed in 1927 out of existing paramilitary clubs and
dA¥soclations and c¢laiming eleven million members 1in 1931, conuld have
provided an additional reservoir of manpower at least acgquainted with
militarily useful skills ranging from airplane piloting to first aid.”
The Soviet literature depicts the main manpower problem as having

been a predominance of peasants in what were to have been workers' armed

forces.m Since there 1s no evidence that workoers made better soldiers
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than peasants -- and most armies belleved just the opposite at the time
-- this appears to have been principally a psycho-political concern, But
1t wau related to a real manpower problem that became acute duriny the
technological reconstruction: that of having to man technologically
equipped armed forces with personriel drawn from a still predominantly
non-technological socliety. It was dealt with at the lower levels by
expanding the cadres (to almost a million in 1935 and to 1.5 million In
1938) and taking the greater part of the conscripts into them., where they
could be given two to four years full-time tralning.“

Communist theory required commanders also tc be drawn from the
working class and peasantry as the military speclalists were phased out
of active command after the Civil War. The German Colonel Mlittelberger,
on visiting the commanders' schools ln Moscow 1in 1928, concluded that a
select group scheduled for top command and stalf appointments were doing
very well and were likely, "in about ten years.," to achieve a higher
level of military education than had exlsted in the tsarist army. ‘Those
being trained for the field grades, however, he found + be “"not very
promising;” and the prlmmary objective of the courses for company-grade
commanders appeared to be about a fifth-year level of elementary school

education. 65

Speidel remarked about the hlgher commanders and senlor
staff officers who went through the German general staff courses that
they "almost"” surpassed their German colleaques in desire to learn but
concentrated more on memorization than on assimilation and

application. 66
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Ir. gStra !ﬂ! [} E;EOG tiveness

The Soviet political goalq throughcut the Iinterwar period were,
firat and always, survival of the communist regime in Russia and, second,
world revolution, Althoughk, as perceived from the nutside, the crder of
precedence appeared much of the time to be reversed, the political
leadership consistently put its own security ahead of the Marxist-revol:l.
tionary program. The two were mutually supportive in makiny maximum
military power the State's fFirst political prioricy, but they tended to
contradict each other 1in that the dominant goal was defensive to the
point of belng isolationist while the subordinate goal was Inberently
offensive and expansionlst.

The Civil War made survival a real and acute concern. (It also
raised a tantallzing vision of 1lmminent world revelution, but that faded
early.) Durlng the war, the Bolshevik government saw l1tself as
surrounded by enemies and “a fiery ring of fronts.'67 It did not trust
its ex-imperial military professionals, and the party members who had
assumed military commands resisted central control. But the Bolsheviks
did have one decisive strategic asset: possession of the ethnic Russlan
heartland, the great belt of territory stretching from Leningrad to
Moscow to the Volga River and 1nto the Urals. Slnce the Civil War, as
Stalin observed with conslderable rzandor, was a war primarily between
Russlans, thls coupelled the White forces to strike inward from the
periphery and to draw their manpower and support from often hostile

non-Russian populations.éa
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Accnrding Lo Stalin, the maln strateglc task on the Red side was to
determine the direction of the main effort since the resources were
always too limited to permit a full-scale action agalnst more than one
enemy &t a tilme. Lenin and the party Central Comnittee, he implled, were
more adept at doing that than the military because the party had long
experience in oselectiny 1its chlef political t:.arqasic:.:.'69 Phether deter-
mining the maln effort required a particularly hiyh level of strateglic
competence, however, 1s somewhat doubtful. The Whites did not manaqe to
coordinate thelr operations, and the Reds had to mpet the sucressive
threats as they came. The historian Paul Miliukov may have identified
the most effectlve strateqlsts of the Civil War: the Russien peasanty,
who endured the rigyors of war communism to stave off the icturn of the
landowners, whose preperty the Bolsheviks had allowed them to seize.vo

Phe beginning, by the Soviet reckoning, of the Interwar period
brought a redefinition of political goals that extended the outlook of
the cCivil War 1nto the lndefinile future., The ring of enemies that no
longer existed ln Russla became a more dangerous one ln the world outside
the Soviet borders. Lenln foresaw an "inevitable ... series of frightful
clashes between the Soviet Republic and the bourgeols states."”
Stalln elucidated and expanded Lenin's thesis at the Fifteenth Party
Conqgress in 1927. war with the capitalist world, he said, was
inevitable, as were also Imperialist wars between the capltalist states

and “colonial-revolutionary wars." The Saviet Union, he concluded, would
have to postpone war by "buyling off the capltalists," strengthening 1ts
defenses, and promoting revolutionary movements In the capitalist states
and their colonies. The postponement would end, he said, when the
revolutionary movements had "matured" or at “the' moment when the

' 7
capltallsts come to blows over the divizsion of the colonies.” 2 In
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short, the Soviet goal would be to ensure its own survival until the time
was ripe to destroy its enemies.

Frun:e's unified military doctrine provided a theorettcal strategic
framework derived from an interpretation of the Civil War experience and,
like the political goal, from the Marxist dialectic. In Frunze's view,
the chief characteristics of the Soviet style of war would be maneuver
and offensive operations. He also saw offensive mindedness as a special
characteristic of the Red Army and the wars It fought, being class wars,
as lnevitably terminating “In the total destruction of one side.“?3
Trotskiy, whose experlience 1n strateqy-making was considerably greater
than Frunze's, insisted: “"We must reject all attempts at building an
absolute revolutionary strategy with the elements of our limited
experience ... ."74 But the unified military doctrine was and would
continue to be compelllngly attractive because, it 1s said, "... without
a milltary doctrine the army could not be a strong organism capable of
carrylng out the miysions of the Stdte.'75

By the early 1930s, though, the misslon of the state was becoming
less clear cut than it had seemed to be iIn the aftermath of the Civil
War, In Jdune 1930, Stalin told the Sixteenth Party Congress that the
econumic depression then gripping most of the world was creating serious
“contradictions” within the capicalist camp, ones which could lead to an
Imperialist war that the Soviet Union in its still low state of
lndustrial development could not exploit.76 Three and a half y<ars
later a massive upsvrye in revolutionary movements he had also predicted
had taken place, but the m.  ements were fascist, not Marxist. In January
1934, Stalln told the Seventeenth Party Congress, "Quite clearly. things

are heading for a new war." Fascism "of the German type," he said, had

become the "most fashionable commodity among the war-mongering bourgeols
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politicians;” plans were belng hatched in "military circles in Japan* and
among the "political 1leaders of certain states 1n Burope® for a war
against the Soviet Union.” After the congress, Soviet policy shifted
from opportunistic isolatlonism to collective security marked by the
opening of negotiations for mutual assistance pacts with France and
Czechoslovakia early In 1934 and Soviet entry inco the League of Nations
later in the year.

The uncertainties of the world political siltuation, the require-
ments of the technologlical reconstruction of the armed forces and
Stalin's suppression of collegiality in the decision making processes
were the determinants of Soviet military strategy during the 1930s. War
again.t a coalition and two-front (Germany and Japan) and three front
(Germany, Japan and Turkey) war were the predominant specific strategic
concerns; but the military leadership appears not to have been called
upon or to have taken upon itself to devise a comprehensive national
strateqy. The most recent Soviet judyment is that the milltary could not
bring lits strategic theories "to life" because the state was unable in
the 1v¥30's to provide the necessary resources.78 Barlier post-Stalln
contentions were that Stalin's cult of personality stultified strategic
thought and that, while claiming to be the ultimate authority, he failed
to establish strategic objectives.79 Whatever the reason may have
been, 1t 1s certain that Stalin, 1like dGeorges Clemenceau before him,
looked upon real war as too lmportant a matter to be left to generals and
that strategy-making decllned as a rtunction of the military leadership
during the 1930s. In the 20's, the faculty of the War Academy taught and
worked at develcplng the arts of strategy, operations and tactics; in the
early 1930s, it concentrated on operations and tactics; and from 19319 to

a
1941, 1ts "main task" was "to develop the tactical form of future war." 0
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Whether the military's deficiency in the realm of strateqy stemmed
entirely from the inability of the state to provide the means or from
Stalin's personality cult or from both 1s at least doubtful. During the
campaign for collective security, Wostern military observers had
opportunities to meet and assess the Soviet military leadership. As the
Germans had done some years before, they regarded Tukhachevskiy as highly
competent -- and somewhat devious. Most of the others, particularly
Voroshilov, the people's commissar, and A.I. Yegorov, the chief of the
General Staff, struck them as bhaving no discernable professional
qualifications for the high posts they held.az The French, who were
desperate for an ally 1In the Fast, could not be persuaded that the Red
Army would be a worthwhile one, and the purge in 1937 and after convinced
the commander in chief of the French Army, General Maurice Gamellin, that
the Red Army had been reduced to "a gendarmerie" from which little was to
be expected "after gererals and higher officers have been put to death by
the Chous«mds.“e'2 G.8., Isserson, who was a professor in the Soviet War
Academy during the 1930s and survived the purge, said that the purge
‘esgsentially decapitated” the army.83 While the Soviet literature now
generally rates the military victims of the purge higher than foreign
observers did at the time, and while the purge may not have been as
crippling as it appeared at the time, Stalin could well have had
substantial genuine doubts about his military men’'s gqualifications as
strategists after the purge as well as before 1it. Those who survived In
the top command echelon owed thelr good fortune primarily to subservience
to Stalin. Since abllity was not a consideration 1n the selection
process at any levei, the purge probably did not alter the overall
average competence of the officer caorps, and the net loss was mainly in

numbers and experience. Some years later, after Stalln had managed to
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keep his generals in hand through the darkest period in the war and Adolf
Hitler was beginning to have trouble doing the same with his, Hitler
rated the loss In the purge as negligible in compazrison with the gain in
control of the officer corps Stalin had achieved by removing all the
potential dissidents before the war startod.84

Internal division on the question of the nature of the next war
further limited the military's ability to formulate strategy. NWorld
military thought on the subject of a future general war took 1ts
departure, in cne way or another from World War I. The Red Army was born
of the revolution and the Civil wWar; Frunze's unified military doctrine
had made the ldeallzed experience of the Cilvil War a Marxist article of
falth; and with few exceptlons the leading military figures in the Soviet
Union hardly knew any other form of war. The effect, ax a recent Soviet
account has put it, was to “"canonize" the Civil Nar experience and to
disregard the lessons of WNorld War 1.85 Frunze's singling out of
maneuver as the Soviet maln form of warfare reinforced and sustalned the
theotry of “the speclal mobility of the Red Army," whose adherents saw the
cavalry army as the pre-eminent element of maneuver, even a kind of Soviet
secret weapon, and proposed to relegate armor to a cavalry support role,
On ihe eve of his downfall in 1937, Tukhachevskiy was campalgning against
the theory of special mobility in the party and military press.aa

General agreement dgid exist on the second  predominant
characteristic Frunze had attributed to the Red Army, 1ts
offensive-mindedness. A 1939 draft of the fleld service regulations

expressed it in aphorisms such as the following:

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will respond to

any enemy attack with a crushing blow involving all the




might of its armed forces,

If an enemy unleashes a war on us, the Workers' and
Peasants' Red Army will be the most offensive-minded of
all the attacking armies that ever ex.istedl.

We will conduct the war in an offensive manner, bringing

it to the enemy's terri tory.”

Ideologically these were totally satisifactory and have remained so ever
since, but they were expressions of falth not necessarily of fact, and,
it is said, “because of insufficient practical and theoretical training
of many leading milltary cadres, were accepted too literally and

dogmatically.* 88 Consequent:ly, as the official History of the Second

World NWar states, the development of Soviet military theory prlor to

World Nar II was “shallow and lnadeguate" because, while it was
“correctly orilented" toward dealing 4n aggressor “powerful blows," it
falled to take the poséibilitg of a strateglc defensive Into ac:cmunt.a9
In quantitative terms the ground forces of the Red Army were the
mainstay of Soviet strategy, political and military, throughout the
interwar period. I.A. Korotkov states, "The ground forces had the
leading role 1in the executlon of strategic and operational-tactical
missiona ...," and gives the relative personnel strengths at the outbreak
of war in 1941 as 79.3 percent ground, 11.5 percent air, 5.8 percent
naval and 3.4 percent air det‘ense.go Throughout the period as well,
the¢ Red Army relied predominantly on its iInfantry mass. The 1936 field
service regulations, written under Tukhachevskiy's supervision at the
height of the technological reconstructon, speclified, *... all other
types of forces operating jointly with the infantry are carrying out

.91

their missions .in the interests of the infantry Future war
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was seen as d1nvolving massive collisions of strategic fronts, the
outcomes of which would depend primarily on the ground forces, The Air
Force would support the battle on the ground by preliminary bombardments
in conjunction with the artillery and by strikes at enemy headquarters,
reserves, rear installations and communications Iines.” The Navy "new
school" had developed a “1llttle war" (guerrilla) theory of naval strategy
which would require the light surface vessels, submarines and naval
alrcraft being bullt in increasing numbers under the five-year plans to
be employed in a combination of ground support (on the seaward flanks of
the fronts) and coast defense ralen.”

The form the next war would take was a vexing problem Ffor all
military organizations In the interwar period., Roughly, the solutions
considered fell into three categories: (1) a repeat of World War I with
some variations, such as the Maginot Line and Aincreased aerial
bombardment; (2) a more open and mobile form derived from the meothods
both sides had employed on the Western Front after March 1918; and (3) a
form that would substitute technology, primarily aircraft and armor, for
manpower and be almost totally open and mobile. All were rooted In the
Norld War I exaperiences the Soviet military had not shared.
Consequently, although that 1ix only obliquely admitted, the Soviet
theorists followed foreign developments, particulaicly the German, and
undertook to adapt them to the Red Army's needs. In duing so the Soviet
armec forces had something no other military establishment of the time
had, namely, under the five-year plans, an economy entirely devoted to
military support. This enabled them to take options on all three
categories: by building the longest Maginot-type line (the Stalin Line),
by constructing a fleet of heavy four-engine bombers (TB-3s8), and by

setting up massive armored units while maintaining what were probably the
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largest infantry and certainly the largest cavalry forces In the world.ga

The group in the military leadership most articulate on matters of
strateqy, Tukhachevskiy and his adherents in the War Academy and
elsewhere, followed the course Dbeing taken by moderately advanced
Puropean military thought and concentrated on Category 2, which seemed to
offer the best feasibile prospects. Category 3, as advocated by J.F.C,
Fuller, 8.M. Lidd21l Hart and Giulio Douhet, would have required rellance
on technology that did not yet exis: and for the Soviel armed forces, in
particular, potentlal loss of a historic Russian strategic advantage, the
ability to put greater masses of men in the field than could any other
Buropean state. Soviet strategic theory of the mid-1930s identified the
essential feature of Category 2 as being the offensive incorporating
combined arms operations and mancuver with the objective of first carrying
the war to the enemy's territory (to force him to take the brunt of the
destruction) and thereafter of breaking through his front and driving him
back repeatedly until he could no longer resist.ys This was, for 1its
time, as Isserson said later, "the correct line of develorment," and it
was the 1llne the German General Staff had also taken.96 The purge,
Isserson maintained, Interrupted Soviet progress while that of the
Germans continued.

The purge, however, probably affected Soviet strategic thought less
than did the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939), with which 1t was rodghly
concurrent, The Spanish war upset the Category 2 assumptions -- in all
armies but more in the Red Army than others -- by seeming to demonstrate
that despite motorization and mechanization, the defensive was more than
ever the stronger form of war. In 1937, Liddell Hart and Tukhachevskiy

published articles in which both revised their previous estimates of the

role mechanlzation would play in a future general war downward
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substantially. In his article, which appeared in the journal Bol'shevik
two moriths after his death, Tukhachevskiy judged the experience in Spain
to be demonstrating that technolugical advancement invariably
strengthened the defense and, hence, gave no reason to anticipate a
coming era of highly moblle, mechanized warfare. Success in battle, he
concluded, would depend primarily on infantry and artillery. Therefore,
combined arms would have to be construed, as in the World War, as the
concentration and coordination of all arms, 1including armor and ailr, in
support of the 1r:fa.ncry.97

Strategic bombing appeared also to have shown less promise during
the war in Spain than its advocates had predicted. Ceneral Alexander
Lapchinskiy, a former commanding general of the Red Alr Force, reasoned
that: (1) strategic bombing could only be effective after the enemy's
military resistance had been broken because the bombing of urban areas,
such as Guernica and Madrid, had not by itself impaired civilian morale
and (2) strategic bombing would only be possible after the cnemy's
military reslstance had been broken because until then all available alr
power would have to be concentrated at the fighting front.gs In 1939,
the Red Air Force, which with about Q00 TB-3s possessed the only { though
obsolescent) fleet of heavy bombers in existence, gave up on strategic
bombirng and disbanded three air armies (equivalent to World War I1I U.S.
Alr Forces) 1t had activated in 1936 to conduct strategic missions.
buring the year it also stopped production of the TB-7, a new four-engine
bomber s.1id to have been as advanced as any then 1in existence including
the U.5. Alr Corps, B-17. (The 78 TB-7s hullt constituted the Soviet
World War II heavy bomber component after the TB-3s were taken out of

combat service early in the war.)” The 193, FPleld Service Requlatidns

defined the air mission as being to reinforce the ground Fforces "in the
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direction of the main efforL.'lao

The Soviet military-strategic disarray in the late 1930s was more
than matched at the political level. The collective security policy did
not mature into an alliance against Nazl Germany; unilateral intervention
In the Spanish civil War failed to prevent another victory for fascism;
and the Cerman-Japanese Anti-Comintern Pact of November 1936 and the
Rome-Berlin-Tokyo Axis formed a year later confronted the Soviet Union
with an explicitly hostile coalition and an unmistakable threat of a
two-front war., In the summer of 1938 and agaln the next summer, the Red
Army engaged Japanese forces on the Manchurian border, at Lake Khasan and
on the Khalkin-Gol River. Soviet willingness -- and ability -- to meet
the Japanese challenges in those places, however, tended to reinforce the
impression being derived abroad from the intervention in Spaln that there
was Iittle to choose between 1n the Soviet and Axis capacitles for
aggression. The collective security policy collapsed totally during the
Sudeten Ccrisis of September 1938, and the Munich agreements virtually
relegated the Soviet Union to diplomatic i1solation.

Stalin responded with an appeasement effort of his own. ‘on
10 March 1939, he told the Eighteenth Party Congress that the goal of
Soviet policy henceforth would be "to strengthen business-like tles with
all countties.'IOI In Adolf Hitler, he found a "businessman® to his
1iking. The Nazi-Soviet nonaggression pact of Auguxt 1939 was a strategic
bonanza. It enabled the Soviet Union to stand aside from the war brewlng
in EBurope; made certain the Khalkin-Gol inclident then in progress would
not become the prelude to a two-front war; and, after Germany had
defeated Poland, gave Stalin the opportunity to beqgin establishing a

glacis on the western frontier. The price, initially, was modest: the

nonaggression pact gave Cermany relief from its strateglc nightmare of a
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two front war -- which could always be revived as long as Germany bhad
opposition on her western frontier. But the defeat of France in June
1940 revealed the actual price to have been German hegemony in Europe and
that, according to Nikita Khrushchev, who was then a Politburo member,
confronted the Soviet Union with "the most pressing and deadly threat in
all of history."nu

After June 1940, war was inevitable, but the state of Soviet readi-
ness was more than ever In doubt, The second technological reconstruc-
tion was Jjust beginning to take effect, and the 1939-1940 ¥inter War
against Finland had disclosed alarming shortcomings in the Red Army's
performance. In January 1941, Stalin reportedly estimated that the play
for time had to continue for at least a year and a half to two more
yoar.s.ma Manifestly it could not have done that and, hence, was
unreallstic as a policy goal, particularly in the early months of 1941
when German lnvasion preparations were apparent as far away as London and
Washington, D.C.. The question ever since has been whether the failure
of policy exposed the country to the strategi¢ surprise that befell it on
22 June 1941, Slnce the de-Stalinlzation of the late 1950s, the official
view has been that it did, in one way or another, elther through Stalin's
misperception or as an unavoldable necessity.m‘ on the other hand,
continuing Soviet military concern with the element of strategic
surprise, born no doubt in part out of the 1941 experience, has prompted
studies from which two other conclusions can be drawn, namely, that
Stalin's play for time was not incompatible with the military's strategic
thinking of the time and that strategic surprise -- for reasons other
than Stalin's influence -- did not figure in the millitary thinking.

The Soviet strategists closely studied the war's early campalgns:

Poland, Norway and Denmark, France and the Low Countries, (Greece, North
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Atrica and, lastly, the Balkans and Crete. But the action was difficult
to follow because relations with the allies, soured over the Nazi-Soviet
Pact, virtually died during the war with Finland, and the Soviet-Cerman
military contact of the pre-Hitler e\lra did not vrevive, ITsserson
maintined that those who had worked on the theory of mobile warfare
before the purge - and like him survived -- understood and analyzed the
change the Germans had Iintroduced lIn their c¢ampaigns 1in Poland and
France, but the conclusions did not get outside the offices “of some
circles in the General Staff and the War Academy."ms In December 1940,
Marshal S.XK. Timoshenko, who had replaced Voroshilov as People's
Commissar of Defense earlier 1n the year, told the military district
commanders that the German victorles had not raised any new
conslderations for Soviet atrategq.106

In particular, strategic surprise appeared to be ruled out. In his
memoirs, Marshal G.K. Zhukov, who became Chief of the General Staff in
January 1941, said, "The People's Commissarlat of Defense and the General
Staff belleved that war between such bly countries as Germany and Russia
would follow the existing scheme ... ."107 Under “the existing
scheme,” as It had been propounded 1in the mid-1930s, hostilities would
begin with “creeping war," a period of "war and non-war" consisting of
border skirmishes and last-minute diplomatic exchanges that both sides
would use to complete thelir mobi.l.tzations.ma The interval would be as
much as three weeks after war had formally been declared, enough te make
an attempt at strategic swiprlse futile for elther side.109 After the
hiatus, the Soviet strategists assumed, the war would follow a pattern of
successive offensives and would “inevitably take on a character of

extended attrition, wlth battles beiny declided primarily by the ablility

of the rear to provide the front with more material and human resources
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over a prolonged period of time than were available to the enemg.'“o

The milltary leadership prepared for the kind of war it anticipated
but not for the kind that occurred. Strategic estlmates developed in the
summer and fall of 1940 assumed a two-front war with Germany and Japan in
which Germany would be the main and by far more dangerous enemy. The
military diﬁtrict commands on the western frontier, which would become
army group headquarters in wartime, worked out operational plans in the
winter and early spring of 1941. By June, the First strategic echelon,
170 divisions, expected to stop the enemy at the frontier, deal him
"answering blows" and possibly begln carrying the war to his territory,
was in place. A second strategic echelon was assembling on the line of
the Dnepr and Western Dvina Rivers. [Its mission would have been to
complete the Job of carrying the war to the enemy's terrd tm'y.lu‘

on 22 June 1941, the political strategy (Stalin's) and the military
strateqgqy failed, Independentiy of one another and with awesomely
disastrous consequences. In the Russian language the word, “yvnezapnost"
(suddenness), 1s used to connote military surprise, which can derive from
situations that are sudden and unexpected or suddenly urunanageable or, In
lts strongest form, from both, as did the surprise that befell the Soviet
forces In June 1941. The Soviet explications center on the unexpected,
but the unmanageable element created the true strategic surprise. The
standard Soviet contention that preoccupation with the offensive to the
virtual exclusion of the defenslive in Soviet strategy of the interwar
period induced a psychological vulnerabilty to surprise, while possibly
effective as a reassurance for the present and the future, serves better
to limit the analysis thdan to promote it. To assert, on the other hand,

@8 the Gener:l Staff's deputy chlef of operations in 1940-1941, the late

Marshal A .M. Vasllevskiy, has that if some more things had been done in
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time and in accordance with the General Staff's plans, “the enemy would
have been dealt such losses on the first day of the war that he could not
have advanced further into our country* merely belittles the problem.lu
The Soviet armed forces, from top to bottom, were simply not at a stage
of development in which they could have contended with the enemy on
anywhere near equal terms either offensively or defensively., To c¢laim,
as Marshal M.V. Zakharov has, that the Germans, "smugly and in perverted
fashion," stole the idea of blitzkrieg from the Soviet military theory of
the early 1930s 1s wholly beside the point.“a The Soviet military
leadershlp and thelr forces were not capable of fighting a blitzkrieg on
the first day of the war -- or, for that matter, on the last.
Nevertheless, they defeated Germany, in the main, with their own
strategic resources which had elther existed or been created duiing the
Interwar period. 'The chief of those was the capaclty to outlast the
vhemy derived from the vast territory and tremendous manpower pool of the
country., The German Wehrmacht had to wlin fast, the Soviet armed forces
needed only to win, The next, the gqreatest Sovlet strateglic
accomplishment, was the massive Industrial base created during the
five-year plans and sited to be out of enemy reach. (Of five major
industrial areas, only one was lost) With those assets and a political
system absolutely dedicated to its own self-preservation .- and sone
lessons from the enemy -- the military level of strategic effectiveness

attained during the Interwar period proved to be adequate In the war,

though, perhaps, barely.
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III. Operational Effectiveness

Operations, a3 a component of military art interposed Dbetween
strategy and tactlcs, derived from the World War I practice of
establishing an intermediate command, the army group headquarters -- 1In
Russian, front -- between the supreme command and the armies 1In the
field. In the interwar period, the army qroup came to be regarded as
having performed a key function in the conduct of war with multi-million-
man forces on extended battlefields by combining the lower elemenlts of
strategy and the higher levels of tactics into operations, The nature of
operations as an aspect of military art eluded exact definition during
the interwar poriod, but the level at which it would apply, namely, that
of the army group, was taken, ln German and Soviet theory particularly,
to set the scale on which future general wars would be Ffought 1in the
field. In the hands of the army gfoup the battle would be absorbed into
the operation whicls would be conducted in great breadth and depth over
lony perlods of time.

The problem was to devise a system of operations that would achleve
a strategic effect through movement and not degenerate linto another
deadlock such as had orncurrud In wWorld War I. Although they had falled
in the strateglce sense, the Cerman offensives of 1918 scemed *o have
demonstrated that ln any future war the objective of all operations would
be to attain movement 1In depth through the concerted and coordinated
employment of all exdisting arms. Slnce the clrcumstances of both sides

would presumably be about the same, offensives would encounter deep
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defenses; movement would be intermittent and might at any point cease
altogether, as it had in the Ffall of 1914.

As In the case of strateqy, the particular situation of the Soviet
armed forces ﬂ_lrther complicated the problem of operations. They had no
direct experience of war as it had been éonducted on the Western Front
during the HWorld War, and while they had access to German operational
theory, which was probably the most advanced in existence during the
19208, they lacked the tethnological capabllity throughout much of the
interwar period to eongage in the kind of warfare to which the theory
applied. Moreover, they could not deal with operations in aA context that
did not incorperate the special Soviet military characteristics deduced
from the Civil War. Consequently, Soviet operational thought, as it has
to some extent cever since, had to contend with assumptions drawn from,
for it, philosophically lncompatible conceptions of war.

Soviet theorists of the 1920s concluded that while the World War
had eoxposed valid problems relating to the scale of war, the Clvil War
had provided the solutions to those and had revealed the nature of future
wars as well. The Red Army, as the army of a new irype, and the unified
military docirine signified a transformation of war. The main question
Jeemed to be whether the next general war would follow the Civil War
pattern from start to finish or initially take a form similar to World
War I and end in a repeat of the Civil War. In either case, it appeared
that preparation fov the next war could most prnfitably start from the
basis of the civil War, not, as some, mostly old-school military
spectalists, suggegted from study of the World War I experience.“‘

In the Civil War, the Red Army appeared almost effortlessly to have

mastered problems thet had baffled the CGermans and the Allies in the

World War: they had successfully executed operations on scales of
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breadth and depth vastly exceeding any on the Western Front. Fronts of
single operations 250 to 300 miles wide were commonplace, and they ranged
upward to nearly 800 m:lle.-.t.“5 Depths in the range of 150 to 500 miles
were not unusual and reached (ir one lnstance, the advarfce from omsk to
Irkutsk, November 1918 to March 1920) as much as 1600 miles.l'w

On the other hand, the Red Army had demonstrated its “special”
qualities -- mobility and maneuverability, offensive mindedness, and
decisiveness -- 1n contests between relatively small, lightly armed
forces for control of enormous expanses of mostly empty territory.
Operations rarely invulved more than one front (army group), and front
strengths were often less and seldom more than 100,000 troops.'l” At
that, the fronts were hardly ever numerically inferior to their
opposition and sometimes vastly supecior -- as during the Oc¢tober-
November 1920 operation against the forces of the White Russlan General
P.N. Vrangel, when South Front had 133,000 troops to Vrangel's
37,000.“8 Trotskiy triedl -~ unsuccessfully -- to convince the
military delegates to the Sixteenth Party Congrvess 1ln 1922 that the Red
Army's operatlons in the Civil War weré altogether different from those
of "the imperialist war" (World War I) in which the world's most
industrialized nations committed great numbers of men and huge materlial
resources to a conflict in whicli "the opposing side found an answer to
every blow; every hole was plugged up."ng

The technological reconstruction, by providlag the weaponry the
armed forces had lacked in the Civil War, opened a second 1line of
approach to operations, which culminated In a theory of deep operations
that was glven provisional doctrinal status in the 1936 Field Service

Regulations.mo The Field Service Requlations read very much like the

cerman General Staff's "The Attack In Positional Warfare," which was
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121

lssued 1In January 1918 and published in 1920. The latter had

establigshed the breakthrough in depth as the objective of offensive
operations and had specified close coordination of all arms, surprise,
maneuver, and concentration of force as the means necessary to achileve
1t.

This was, even In the mid-1%30s, as good doctrine as was, so to
speak, to be found on the open market; and the Soviet theorists altered
it only 1In the dimensions of time and space., They predicted that
operations in the next war would be different from those in the World War
chiefly in their breadth and depth. Instead of a massive defens» In a
single line, they would have to contend with several lines echeloned in
depth.122 Army group operations, the predominant type, would be
carried out on fronts 180 to 240 miles wide and would go to depths of 90
to 120 miles, hence, would be considerably more compact than in the Clvil
War but much more extensive than in the World War, where the greatest
depth attained on the Western Front after 1914 was about 35 miles on an
army group front of 50 miles. Motorization and mechanization were
expected to increase the rate of movement from the three tu six miles &
day scmetimes reached In the World War to, at best, nine to twelve miles
per day. The deep operations would be ground operations, and the
missions of the Alr Force and the Navy would be to support the ground
fa:c:es.123

The day of the deep operation was rapidly approaching -- but not
for the Soviet armed forces. In December 1934, the Defense Commissar,
Voroshilov, rejlected a move 1in the Military Council to declare deep
battle (the tactical aspect of deep operations) to be & new rorm of war,

not merely a view of 1it. Deep Dbattle, be maintained, was a

characteristic of all wars; battle in the future would not be different,
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only deeper. The question, therefore, was not what to think about deep
battle but how to conduct deep battle in "all of its diversity" and "in
its multiple manifestations.* 124 Consequently, work on deep
operations, except in the yeneral terms already gyiven, most of which are
drawn from the post-Stalin literature, did not actually go beyond deep
battle, which in turn, could have been whatever anyone wanted it to be,
Even for its strongest advocates the deep operation as such was hardly
more than & vision when they and the theory fell victim to the purge.

In 1%38, on the border of Japanese-occupled Manchuria, the Red Army
acquired its first substantial combat experience since the Civil War and
its first experience ever against a flirst-rate foreilgn enemy. The
Japanese «concept of an ‘“incident" established an extremely elastic
framework within which armed conflict could occur without being war, and
rapid Japanese expansion into China proper after the Marco Polo Bridge
incident of July 1937 had prompted the Soviet Union to build up its Far
Bastern forces. In June 1938, a general of the Soviet secret police,
then the NKVD, defected into Manchuria, bringing with him more than
enough information on Soviet dispositions and the purge (which was about
to reach the Far Eastern command) to ensure his welcome at the Kwantung
Army's headguarters and in Tokyo. Soviet Intelligence was getting at
least as good information from its master spy in Tokyo, Richard Sorge,
and would have known that the Kwantung Army was eager to test its
strength against the Soviet forces but was being restrained by the
Imperial Cerieral Headquarters. on 1 July 1938, the headquarters of the
Soviet Special Red Banner Far FBastern Army became the Headquarters, Red
Banner Far kastern Front (army group), under Marshal V.X. Blyukher. From
1i July to 11 August, the Soviet and Japanese commands staged an exerclse

in punctilio worthy of the eighteenth century at the jJjunction of the

kS
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Manchurian, Korean, and Soviet borders where the border between the
Soviet Maritime Province and Manchuria ran for a bit more than two miles
along the crests of two hills west of Lake Xhasan (Hasan). The hills
could bde considoreq commanding heights, though of what was uncertain
since they were sandwiched between the !:ke on the west and the Tuman
River on the east. Nevertheless, as of July 1938, both the Japanese and
the Russians considered them to have potential operational, even
strateglic significance.

on 11 July, Japanese border gquards reported seeing some forty
Soviet troops digging trenches and stringing barbed wire below the summit
on the Japanese slde of the southern hill, which they called Changkufeng
and the Russians called Zaozernaya. Although he had orders to await the
outcome of a diplomatic protest belng made 1n Moscow, the commanding
general of the Japanese 19th Infantry Division, Gone;al Kamezo Suetaka,
committed a regiment on 29 July after he heard that Soviet soldiers had
also appeared on the west slope of the northern hill, Shachaofeng
(Russian, Bezymyanraya). Apparently, he chose to construe his orders as
applying to one hill but not the other or both., The next day, the
Japanese occupled the crests of both hills and therewith intruded on the
Soviet side of the border.

After the one Soviet infantry division in the Khasan Lake area, the
40th Rifle Division proved insufficient to repel the Japanese
encroachment, &Stalin, on 3 August, ordered Blyukher to set up a full
corps under hls chief of staff, General G.M. Shtern, who had recently
arrived in the Far Kast from a tour of duty as chief Soviet advisor in
Spaln. ©n the following day. Stalin placed the entire Red Banner Far
Rastern Front and the franshalkal Milltary District on war alert. Shtern

had the 32d, 29th, and 40th Rifle Divisions and two mechanized corps
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(32,000 troops, 345 tanks and 250 aircraft, 180 of them bombers including
four-engine ANT-3s).: but owing to the inadeguacy of the roads 1in the 80
miles between Lake Khasan and Vladivostok, he could only get about half
of the infantry and three-fourths of the tanks into action during the
incident, Suetaka was worse off by far. The Imperial CGeneral
Headquarters did not repudiate his action, but it left him to see the
incident through with 9,000 troops, 37 artillery pleces (to Shtern's 237
pleces), and no air support., Shtern, however, also had a handicap: an
order, presumably rrom Stalin. not to cross the border, which compelled
him to maneuver his infantry and tanks entirely in the half-mile space
between the lake shore and the tops of the hills.

The lIncident ended In a truce at noon on 1l August. The Soviet
counterattack had reached the tops of the two hills on the 10th, and the
Japanese Government, not knowing Shtern would have to stop there, had
hurriedly settied the lncident in Moscouw to Keep Suctaka and his men from
the only honorable course otherwise left to them, death in battle. At
the end, who had outfought whom remained in some doubt. BEven with
absolute superiorities in the air and in armor and artillery, the Soviet
force had needed more than four days to advance a half mile on a two-mile
front. On the other hand, In what had been essentially a show of force,
not a contest for two wilderness hillltops, the Red Army had cone off the
better.

At Lake Khasan, the Red Army and the Imperial Japanese Army tested
each other In the Vladivostok area, which would have been the initial but
secondary scene of operations in a war. The main Japanese attack would,
as the Soviet Command doubtless knew, have gone out of western Manchuria

via Chita and Ulan-Ude tn Lake Balkal., where 1t could have cut the

Prans-Siberian Railroad. In early 1939, the Red Army added 345,000 men
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to 1ts permanent active duty strength and earmarXed a large part of those
for the Transbaikal Military District and the LVII Special Corps, which
was stationed in the People's Republic of Outer Mongolia.

The Mongollan-Manchurian border was in dispute in numerous places.
Oone of those lay along the Khalkin-Gol, a hundred and some miles due
south of Hailaerh, which was the probable staging area for a Japanese
thrust northwestward toward Chita, The Japanese claimed the river am the
border, and the government of Outer Mongolia maintained that the border
ran through a Mongol settlement known as Nomonhan, ten miles east of the
rlver. Nelither party had previously done more than occasionally send a
patrol through the ten-by-forty-mile stretch of desert between the
boundaries.

From May through August 1939, the Red Army and the Kwantung Army
conducted a small war in the disputed territory. It began in the second
week of May with skirmishes Dbetween oOuter Mongolian and Japanese
cavalry., A Soviet motorized Iinfantry regiment and a mixed regiment of
Japanese infantry and cavalry were on the scene by the end of the month,
on the morning of § June, General G.K. Zhukov, who had untll two days
before been the deputy commander of the Belorussian Military District on
the western frontier, took over LVII Special Corps, decided the Japanese
were going to escalate the incident, and asked for reinforcements on the
ground and 1in the air. At the end of the month, Zhukov had a motorized
infantry division, an oOuter Mongolian cavalry division, four mechanized
(armored) brigades and a light tank brigade along the west bank of the
river and In a bridgehead about ten miles long and four deep on the west
bank. The Japanese had one infantry division, half of another, a cavalry

division, two tank regiments, and more than two divisional allotments of

artillery, some of which had been brought from Japan. The Japanese, who
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were determined above all not to be overrun again as they had been at
Lake Khasan, although they probably had some superiority In numbers,
concentrated throughout July on fortifying the high ground they held.
They had an offensive 1in mind for August lbut also thought about
winterizing their positions.

Zhukov, as of mid-July, Commardiny General, First Army Group (more
than a corps, not quite an army), devised an operation that when he
enlarged and repeated 1t three years later on the Volga River at Stalin-
grad would glve the Red Army its grealtest battle victory of Norld War
IX. Through July and into the third week of August, Zhukov held the
bridgehrad on the Khalkin-Gol with essentially the strength that had been
at hand when he arrived, approximately 12,000 men and 186 tanks. By the
end ot the perlod, his total strength stood at 57,000 men, 500 tanks, and
over 500 alrcraft., The Japanese force committed as ~f the third week in
Auqust had also increased -- from, possibly, 20,000 men to 38,000 (Soviet
flgures) and to 258 alrcraft (from 144 In July) and 125 tanks (no
increase) -- and the Kwantung Army had installed an army headquarters,
Sixth Army, under General Rippel Ogisu,

Unable to hide hls reinforcements 1n the empty desert, Zhukov put
them to work in the open, buillding defensive positions. He also employed
4 device he would use again in the Vistula River bridgeheads 1in January
1945. He deployed the attack force east of the rlver gradually over a
pei lod of two weeks at night under the cover of a deluge of motor nolses,

some from trucks with their mufflers removed, others broadcast through

loudspeakers. On 20 August, he had a central, & north, and a south group.

east of the river. Thelr deployment explolted the configuration of the

original front, which the central group held and which ran parallel to a

westward bend In the river. Consequently the north and south groups were

|




not only on the flanks but somewhat to the rear of the Japanese positions.
The south group had an infantry division, an Outer Mongolian cavalry
division, and a brigade and a half of armor. Since Stalin had apparently
ordered 2zhukov, as he had Shtern at Lake Khasan, not to violate the
border (as the Soviet Union construed it), the north group had a
relatively narrow sector in which an infantry regiment and an Outer
Mongollan cavalry division sufficed, but 1t also had a bdrigade and a half
of armor.

On the morning of 21 August, the north and south groups' tanks
drove east to the border and then turned south and nortk along 1t,
meeting two days later at Nomonhan. Meanwhile, infantry had moved in
behind the tanks to establish a screening line on the border and Zhukov
had begun turning the tanks inward behind the Japanese to tighten the
ring around the pocket. Japanese attempts to break out fralled on the
2%th and 26th, and the three Soviet groups cleared the pocket in five
more  days. Alr battles continued for another two weeks while the
Kwantung Army readled a counteroffensive, but the Japanese Government
chose to terminate the incident, which it did in Moscow on 15 September.

In the Soviet view, the Lake Khasan and Lkhalkin-Col incidents
appedar to have been regarded primarily as major events 1in Far FKastern
diplomacy. The officlal hlstory of World War II credits them with having
caused the Japanese to seek an accommodation with the Soviet Union on the
eve of the Soviet-German war.127 On the other hand, in spite of its
penchant for lidentifying Soviet "Ffirsts* and although it might legiti-
mately do umo, the Soviet literature has not claimed the Xhalkin-Gol
operation as the first wholly successful use of armor in an envelopment
~- probably because that distinction haz been reserved to the Stallngrad

operation.

146
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Ry the time Zhukov returned to FEuropean Russia in May 1940, a more
Immediately significant test of Soviot operational effectiveness had
occurred as a result of Stalin's 30 November 1939 declaration of war on
Finland. What had lnitially been intended as more a demonstration, like
one Hlitler had staged against Czechoslovakia earlier In the year., than a
military campaign had devaeloped into two major operations. The flrat of
those, In December 1939 and early January 1940, resulted from a polltical
decislon to set aside a General Staff plan for a full-scale war and leave
the invasion to the Leningrad Military District, whose commanding general,
Army Commander Second Rank K. A. Meretskov, was ordered to make 1t “short
and swift" and keap in mind -- as the Pinng, no doubt, were expected to
-« "the full strength of the USSR.," Alrhough the gstrength of the Soviet
Union undoubtedly welghed heavily with the Finng, that proved to be not
enough to quarantee a triumphal march on Helsinkil ir the winter, and by
the end of the first week in January the Finns had seized the tactical
lultlative, with dlsastrous consequences fer several Soviet divisions,

The second operation began on 1 February 1940. By then the General
Staff had been brought into the planning; an army group headquarters,
Northwest Front, had been installed ir the crucial pector, the Isthmus of
Karella; the forces had been expanded; and the armor, artillery, and alr
support had been massilvely increased. Even so, the breakthrough on the
1sthmus, where the so-cailed HMannerhelm Line coveced the most direct
approach to the Finnish heartland and the capital, tovk uncil 27 February
and the war ended on 12 March with a negotiated iettlement, not a Finnish
surrender.lza At the time of the acmistice, Northwest Front had
sufficient means to crush the Finnish reslstance, but the British and
French had been talking about -- though not doing much about - - sending

an expediticonary force to ald the Finns. As he had in the Lake Khasan

=3
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and Khalkin-Gol incldents, Stalin had lnsisted on a victory but contented
himself with a lesser one than he might have had to avoid risking a
general war.

In his memoirs, the Finnish comnander in chief, Marshal CcCarl
Mannerheim, compared the Soviet performance in December to that of “a
badly-conducted orchestra, 1in which the linstruments were played out of
time." The mistakes were elementary. "“The artillery," he said, "kept up
heavy filre, but it was Dbadly directed and badly coordinated with the
movements of the infantry and armor. ‘Tanks might advance, open fire, and
return to their starting-point before the infantry had even begun to
move." Mannorhelm noted a distinct improvement in the second operation,
which he credited to more methodical preparation, but he observed that
certaln weaknesses had prevailed throughout: “a kind of inertia" In the
higher cvommands that “displayed itself In the formalism and simpliclty of
the operational plan, which excluded maneuvering and was obstinately
pursued to victory or defeal;" overrellance on the welght of material; “a
striking absence of creative imagination where thy fluctuations of the
situation demanded quick declsions;" and a frequent inability to exploit
inttial 9uccessos.129

In March 1940, a special session of the Central Commlttee of the
Soviet Communist Party, apparently having identified ths same deficlencles
Mannerhelm had, appointed a commission to review th® dwfense stiucture Jdt
the commissariat level and launched ilncensive programs to Improve leader-
ship and training. The commission found that trailnino, both at the
command and the troop levels, had been too much orilented toward classroom
Instruction out of manuals and not enough attentlon had been given to
developing endurance and combat proficiency. The slogan henceforth was

to be "The troops must learn whdat they will need in war!* Orders went
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out to all of the services and all commands to give their troops
intensive practice at fighting 1in all kinds of terrain and "in all
weather by day and by night." Artillery, armored units and air units
were to work at pert‘e.ctinq methods of lending thelir combined support to
the infantry in the form of massed fire. Commanders and staffs were to
be famillarized with "“the requirements of modern warfare® In field
exercises and war games and educated to "exercise creatlive initlative*
and "to make correct decisions 1ndependently 1in difficult and fast
changlng situations." Initiative and a capacity for independent decision
makiny were manifestly not easy to instill in officers drawn from a
society that ordinarily discouraged both. To promote the development of
those qualitles, the Presidium of the Supreme: Soviet reinstituted unity
of command 1n Augusi 1940, The political control apparatus remalned In
place, huwever, and was charged with giving guldance and impetus to the
tratning program, which seems to have needed a great deal slnce
directives to that effect were igsued in May 1940, August 1940 and
January 1941.130

After the Finnish war, also, the appointment of deputy chlefs of
staff for supply gave that function separate staff status. Durlng the
war the chiefs of staff had been responsible for supply and had often
neglected it In favor of more pressing ractical and operational concerns.
The change enabled each army group to systematize supply distribution in
its own area, but In wartime, the means of actually moving supplies,
trucks in particular, would have to be secured from the civilian sector,
which would itself be a mator loglstical undertaking. The operatlions in
Finland had dratned civilian motor pools as far south and east as
Hoscow.131 Pransportation in aqeneral was the technologlcal area |In

which the Soviet Forces were the least well prepared. Under the
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flve-year plans, the railroad network on the western frontiers had been
slighted because 1ines had had te be built to the new 1industrial
complexes 1n the east (an instance, perhaps, of inadvertent salutary
neglect since the effects would eventually fall more on the German than
on the Soviet forces). The drive to mechanize agriculture had
necessitated an assumption that farm tractors could double as artillery
prime movers; and 4 transport alrcraft for either civilian or military
uses did not get Into production until 1940, when Douglas DC-3s (C-d478)
began to be bullt under 11cense.132

bDuring the last peacetime year, with war ever morve clearly on the
horizon, the Soviet armed Fforces were in the midst of a complete
overhaul. The second technological revolution was just beqinning, as was
also the program to improve performance. At the same time, the armed
forces wore having to be made ready to engage an enemy more powerfill than
had ever been contemplated, who had made the doep operation a truly huw
form of war dat a level of operational sophistication well beyond the
Soviet military leadership's existing capability. In those perilous
circumstances, the Soviet command had two potentlally declisive asscts
left: superlor mass 1in wanpower and in matériel. The operations in the
Soviet-Finnish War and the German operations against Poland and France
had seemed to demonstrate that those would prevaill, The German superior-
lty, particularly in material, was taken (not without reason) to have
been virtually absolute in the Polish campalgn and sufficient in terms of
more modern equipment to have accompliished the Franco-British defeat in
conjunction with those two nations' unwillingness to flqht.“J on 25
September 1940, at the close of the annual maneuvers, Timoshenko, the
Defense Commissar, told the commanders who had taken part that there was

‘no such thing as blitzkrieg."lu The chief operational concerns of
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the war plans made in the summer and fall of 1940 were to determine where
the enemy's strongest attack would come and meet him there, head-on with
superlor force.135

In the last week of December 1940, the Defense Commissariat called
an all-Army conference on war readinest: in Moscow in which the senior
officers (army commanders and above), Politburo members, and Stalin took
part. The results of the counference have been widely and variously
but certainly not unreservedly - . descrided 1in the Soviet postwar
literature. Sixty of the conferees gave prepared talks on operational
topics. Those generated much debate, some on relatively elementary
questions - the roles of air power and armor, for instance, and whether
armor would count for anything in the first place. They also showed that
the deficiencies In material, leadershlp., and training ldentified earlier
in the year were being addressed. What was not demonstrated, however, at
least not to Stalin's satisfaction, was an abllity to plan and execute
large oftensive operations successfully,

After the conference ended, the milltary district commanders stayed
on for several days to conduct a war game based on the General Staff's
estimates of the actual Soviet and German dispositions in the presumed
area of the German main effort (the northwestern Ukraine), and the red
(Soviet) side lost. After Meretskov, who had hecome Chlef of the General
Staff In August 1940, falled to explain'the untoward outcome of the war
game and could not give a coherent critique of the conference as a whole,
Stalin provided his own -- and relleved Meretskov the next day. The
Soviet forces, Stalin sald, would have to learn how to fight a moblle war
and to mancuver and wvuld'need danother year and a half or twn years to be

'ready.
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The generals seein to have regarded the cunference and the follow-up
48 a considerable success. A number of them, most notably Georgil Zhukov,
who became Chief of the General Staff, received 1important new
appointments shortly afterward.136 On the other hand, the Germans,
toward whom the Soviet Government had been showing considerable restraint
during the past few months, and the Finna, who had been under the threat
of another war, vxperlenced a sudden surge of Soviet goodwill after
Janudzry 1941.“7 As & result of the conference, time had evidently

become Stalin's most preciour resource, and desperate to gain it, he

placed Soviet foreign policy on an evasive course,
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IV. DTactical Bffectiveness

The cavalry army was the most and, unless one wants to conslider the
special filyhting qualities actributed to the working class, the only
significant tactical development of the Civil War. The First Cavalry
Army was activated late in 1919 by upgrading .. existing cavalry corps.
Its strength fluctuated between 14,000 and 26,000 men, of which 9,000 to
16,000 were “sabers"' (cavalry). A second cavalry army, organized in June
1920 with a total strength of 9,000 men, i.as expanded to 17,000 shortly
before the war ended.“a After the war, the cavalry armies were
acclaimed as a major innovation in the art of war, the source of the Red
Army's special mobility and maneuverability, and the proof of the Red
Army's superiority over all of the western Buropeon armies that had let
themselves get bogged down in the trenches during World War I. Flrst
Cavalry Army, which had achievea army status through Stalln's lnfluence,
became transformed 1into a legendary force and, Il1ncreasingly as time

passed, a product of Stalin‘'s military gos'n.ius.l:’9 Flrst Cavalry Army

also gave the Soviet armed forces if not the most competent, certainly

the most durable contingent of 1its top military leadership. On the eve

of World War II, four of the five living Soviet marshals were veterans of
the Pirat Cavalry Army, and two, Voroshilov and Timoshenko had between
them held the nation's highest military post, that of defense commissar.,
since Frunze's death in 1925.

The cavalry armies left the scene after the Civil War; but tte

cavalry rematned a service branch coegual with the infantry, artillery,

l
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armor, and air forces throughout the interwar period; and 1ts advocates
in high places kept allve a contentlon that it could be the maln alement

140

of maneuver In a future war, It held 1its own during the technolog-

lcal reconstruction, eoxpanding from 14 divisions and 7 tndepéndent‘
brigades in 1929 to 32 divisions and 2 independent brigades in 1938.14!
At the height of the t:ec:hnoiogical reconstruction, the 1936 rield Service
Requlations pronounced cavalry “"capable of carrylng out 1independent
fighting under any form of combat" and of being employed In conjunction
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with mechanized forces and aviation, In 1939, Voroshuov',told the

Eighteenth Party Congress that the Red Army's cavalry would "carry out
great missions” in any future wan“z |

In the carly 1930s, the Soviet Union lIntroduced two genuinely new
tactical components: parachute troops and large armorad units.“3
Soviet parachutists made the f£irst mass parachute jump (by 600 men) in
the 1934 maneuvers and much larger drops In the 1935 (1,800 men) and 1936
(1,200 men) maneuvers. The armored unlt was the mechanlzod corps, two
tank brlgades and a rifle-machine gun brigade with a complement of 500
tanks and 200 other motor vehicles.“‘ The parachute troups and
mechanized corps, together with growing strengths 1in artlllery and
alrcraft, furnished means for conducting a new form of warfare, and deep
operations supplied a thecretical framework. What remalilned was to glve
effect to both at the tactical (deep battle) level, the requirement
Western armles had wrestled with since the wWorld War.

The work on deep battle centered on the shock army. which was tuken
to be the key component 1n deep battle -- and In deep operations as well.

The shock army was projected teo be a modern, more powerful version of

ceneral Oscar von Hutler's German Klghteenth Army, which, organized in

accordance with the principles of “The Attack in Positional Warfare,® had
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spearheaded the German 1918 spring offensive. Depending on the c¢ircum-
stances, a shuck army was expected to maneuver four or five infantry
corps, one or two mechanized corps, & cm'a?.z;y cocrps., seven to nine
reéimnt’s ea'ch of artillery and antiaircraft artillery, and alr and
parachute elements In thrusts up to 60 miles deep on fronts 30 to 50
miles wido.“s | Thése would have been truly powerful armies, the
~infantry alone numbering in the range of 200,000 to 300,000, but none
were activated or tested, Like the deep operation as a whole, the shock
army and deep battle did not progress beyond thelr theoretical parameters.

The 1936 field service regu;ations incorporated as much déep battle
doctrine as had been developed. It conaisted of surp~ise, close coordin-
ation of combined arms, and maneuver as first principles and breaklng the
enemy’s defense throughout 1its entire depth as the objective. The regula-
tions assumed the combined army in deep battle o be principally infantry
and artilledy, with tanks and aircraft serving as mobile artillery, and
with cavalry, tanks, and parachute troops standing by tn explolt
opportunities for strikes Iinto the enemy's flanks and rear. For its
time, this was reasonably gqgood doctrine, but lilke the shock army, it
existed only In theory. The general principles were not converted int:
specific guidance for the fleld commands, and trailning did not go beynnd
the approach march and the meeting ongaqement.l“

Deep battle 1is said In the post-Stalin literature to have been
tested In the 1935 and 1936 maneuvers. Since those yrars wete aluo the
height of the collective security campalgn, foreign observers were
Invited, French in 193% and French, British and Czech In 1936, und some

of thelr asmsessments have survived., The guantities of eguipment, 1,000

tanks, 600 alrcraft and 320 artillery pleces, impressed them, but the

action appeared to lre more military theater than tactical exercise.
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Tanks and cavalry -- an improbable mixture to begin with -- charged over
marked courses; parachutists rode the wings of airplanes; machine guns
and antitank guns popped up out of buried emplacements with hinged covers.
One of the British observers, Colonel Giffard Martel, remarked, "In
tactics we saw nothing very new except for the ﬁarachute landing ... ."
On the performance of the armored contingents, Martel, who was a tank
specialist, concluded, “There was 1little skill shown in the handling of
these forces, which appeared just to bump into each other.'147
By September 1936, when that year's maneuvers were conducted, the
civil war in Spain was iIn its second month. The Soviet Union stood on
the Republican slde politically from the start and became 1nvolved In the
war militarily before the year was out. The experience In Spain probably
Influenced Soviet tactical thinking more profoundly than did anything
else in the interwar period, In 1940, ¢.S. Isserson wrote, "The war in
Spain was the flrst experience with the tactical application of the new
means of war on the flelds orf Burope and It opened "he curtain somewhat
on the battlefield of the fucure.'148 Behind the curtain, the Soviet
observers -.- as others, Including Liddell Hart, the erstwhile prophet of
moblle armored warfare, also did -- saw battles made more complicated and
destructive by improved artillery, tanks, and alrcraft but otherwise much
like those of 1918. Battles, they and the others concluded, would again
be ones of position and attrition, and the new technological means would
not fundamentally alter thelr nature. Mass would be decisive, and
manpower and material would have to be combined tov the maximum to achleve
it. The tendency, until one side was exhausted, would always be toward
stabilization; fronts would be broken through and rebuilt repeatedly: and
the possibility of a reversion to an outright war of position would

always be strong.149 This was, in Ffact, a view of battle more
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compatible with Soviet circumstances than with those of any of its
potential enemies, since the Red Army's greatest strengths were its
numerical superiorities in men and machines. Isserson, who also took the
September 1939 Cerman campaign against Poland into account, noted that it
had displayed contemporary battle in an entirely different light, but he
polnted out that the German Army had possessed an absolute technological
superiority. 150

The Khalkin-Gol incident, tno, had provided evidence from which a
different picture of future battles could have been derived; but it had
taken place in the Far Fast where the Red Army had a consideradle
technological superiority; and, more lImportantly, it contradicted what
appeared to be the European consensus, The Soviet aim was to keep up
with forelgn thinking and possibly improve on it while not taking the
rilsks lnherent In trylng to go beyond it., From this point of view, the
Lake Khasan cxperience could be seen as the more instructive, lt having
demonstrated, in the Soviet view, that neither “"frontal infantry
assaults" nor "numerical superiority 1In the technical means of combat"
could ensure victory, which could only come from "the closest cooperation
between all of them."lsz

The 1936 Fleld Service Regulations had already treated the Jnfantry
and artillery as the principal combined arms. The 1939 Field Service
requlations enhanced the role of the artillery and extended it to the
armored and alr forces.lsz The Red Army dlsbanded its mechanized corps
in 1939 and reassigned the tanks as infantry support and mobile
¢e|rt:1115u:'y.15J The Red Alr Force went to a strict front-line, tactical
support doctrine and brought out an approximation of a flying tank, the

heavily armored, low-level ground attack I1-2 (Sturmovik), which became
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the most numerous Soviet alrcraft of World War II. In doing so, the




Alr Force apparently believed it was in good company, since the German
Luftwaffe had also stopped its heavy bomber program, but it had missed a
significant point: the Luftwaffe had retained a fully independent
operational roJe.Iss Infantry doctrine assumed that, as in the World
War, offensives would have to penetrate successive, fairly closely spaced
trench llnes; consequently, until October 1942, shortly before the
counteroffensive at Stalingrad, when new doctrine was prescribed,
divisions ordinarily launched attacks with as little as one third of
thelr strengths and held the rest in reserve.156

The Army resurrected the mechanized corps in 1940 after the
successes of the Cerman armer 1In the Low Countries and France. It had
activated nine mechanized corps by the end of the year and began setting
up twenty more in early 1941, With authorized strengths of sovmewhdat over
a thousand tanks apiece, the new corps were designed for welght more than
for maneuver, apparently in keeplng with the theory first applied to the
Polish campalgn and later extended to the campaign 1in the West as well
that the German armor's advantage had been one of superiority in mass.157

In late February 1941, after the German and British alr forces had
begun strategic bombing, the Air Force was authorized to create a long-
range bomber force and equlp it with up-to-date aircraft; however, the 78
T8-7s built as of 1939 were all the Air Force would have before June 194l

or after. The bulk of the Alr Force was subordinated toc the ground

forces to be parcelled out according to function to the fronts (army

groups), armies, corps and, in some instances, divisions. The Alr Force
did not possess elther tactical or operational control of its units 1in
the fleld until late 1942 when air armies, modeled on the GCerman

Luftflotten (alr Fforces) began to appear and were attached to the gronqi.lsa
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At the December 1940 conference, much of the talk was about
mobility and maneuver, but whether any of the participants, Jincluding
Stalin, had truly mobile war and sweeping maneuver 1in mind is doubtful.
Zhukov, who ¢ave the keynote presentation, on the offensive in modern
war, attributed the German blitzkrieg victories in Poland and the West
chiefly to the shock effect of the initial blows on weak and lrresolute
opponents. The problem, therefore, the conferees agreed, would not be to
deal with a whole new style of warfare but to decide how to bring
manpower and material to bear most effectively in a war of ‘"extended

QCtricion.'lsg

The discussion centered on the technological means,
primarily the armored and air forces. General P. L. Romanenko, 4as a
mechanized corps commander one of the more Jjunlor officers present,
proposed massing armor in shock armies or in mechanized armies modeled on
a panzer group the Cermans had used in France. General F.I. Golikov, the
deputy chief of the General staff, and some cthers objected to the entire
idea of large armored formations; and Marshal F.I. Kullk, the Army's
artillery chief, dismissed tanks as "a sheer waste" out of which
artillery would "make scrap." Reportedly, nelther Zhukov, as the expert
on the offensive nor Timoshenko, the defense commissar, responded to
Romanenko's proposal at a11.160 Subsequently, Timoshenko, Iin effect,
ruled against Romanenko when he stated in hix concluding remarks to the
conference that because lt would be nccessary "to saturate® a very long
front with "the modern means of war," qgeneral purpose field armies would
be the rule.161 The Commanding General, Alr Force, P. V. Rychagov,
also a relative junior in rank, accepted the contest for alr superiority
over the battlefield and support of the ground forces as the Air Forces'

chief missions but recommended putting the air elements under army group

rather than army control. Howevnr, the stronger tendency among the
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cont'erees was toward further decentrallzation ~- from the armies to the
corps and even to the divisions.162 The gulding principle established
1n the conference appears to have been balance, which was to be
maintained organizationally by a homogenized mix of all arms distributed
evenly throughout the force structure ad tactically by each arms'
keeping closely in phase with all of the others on the battlefield.

The Soviet official pHistory of the Second World War pronounces the
December 1940 conference to have been "a major turning point in the
analysis of war experience and the development of military art," an
accovlade that, In the light of what happened a half year later, invites
contemplation with tongue in ch“k.“a Nevertheless, the conference
brought the perception of the coming war into closer consonance with
Soviet capabilities than all the theorizing of the previous two decades
had done. The Soviet forces could and would fight a war of attrition,
and they would do i1t 4t the tractical level they could best manage. In

1941 that would be the level of sheer mass.
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The fundamental determinants of Soviet military effectiveness In
the Jinterwar period were development and adaptation. Development
centered on bullding a military establishment that could preserve and
extend the power of the state without encroaching upon it, It was an
internal procesc in wnlch the self-interest cof the political system
predominated. The military establishmenc's function was to adapt, within
the political ftramework imposed on it, to the reguirements of contempo-
rary warfare.

A siege mentality derived from the "ring of enemies" 1idea, the
doctrinal commitment to world revolution, and the presumed 1nbred
military hostility to the interests of the working ¢lass shaped the
development. Thore concerns were harmonized in a unilateral contract that
made the armed forces wholly subservient to the political authority in
matters of pollcy and strategy and severely limited their autonomy even
in the purely military sphere while alloting to them massive shares of
the national resources in manpower and material. The contract served its
ma:ko&ly divergent purposes well. The armed forces: were greatly expanded
without any increase 1in the military's infiuence on the state. The
military, for its part, did not have to contend with opposing 1nterests
and opinions. When the test came, in 1941, the armed forces' readiness

in terms of ability to respond effectively to the demands of war was

dangerously low, but they placed an enormous fund of expendable milltary:

capital unreservedly at the disposal of the state.
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The process of adaptation entailed acquisition of technological
means of warfare, thelr assimilation into the armed [forces, and
development of approprilate doctrine. Quantity was the paramount
consideration. In the scale of access to technology and industry the Red
Army and Alr Force were the most favored in the world. on the other
hand, mastery of technological wgrfareicame slowly to the tronps and the
leadership; hence, doctrine emphasized numbers and welght of men and
material factors, the ability of the armed irorces and the capacity of the
rear (manpower and industry) to cutlast the enehy. In 1941 and 1942, the
doctrine was a poor match for the Germsan blitzkrieg, but in the years
therealter, lt wnabled the Soviet forces to display milltary effective-
ness in its ultimately most worthwhile form, the ability to impose their
will on the eremy. To resolve that paradox and bring the Soviet
achievement Iinto clear focus it 1s necesgary to recall one other
permanently operating Favtor In Pussian and Soviet wars, namely. space.
It transfoirmed the war of anntihillation Geriany had to fight ‘nto the war

of attrition the Soviet Unton could fight.
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THE FRENCH ARMED FORCES,

1918-1940

Robert A. Doughty
U.S. Military Academy

The swift collapse of France in May-June 1940 came as an unexpected
and rude shock to the Ruropean milltary establishment and experdenced
military observers. Fronch military Forces had played a crucial role in
the defeat of Germany 1n 1914-1918, and following the armistice they
retalned a reputation as being a fairly efficient and very effective
force. By the usual criteria -- relatively modern weaponry, large size,
ample logistical support, and sound leadership -- the French military
seemed to be capable of ensuring France's safety and eventually winning,
when supported by her allies, the long total war foreseen by political
and military leaders.

Bven thase who criticized the French military effort and who called
for reforms, such as Paul Reynaud, did not doubt the widely publicized
slogan of 1939-1940: “We shall win because we are st‘.ronqer."l The
British, who were included within the “"we" opposing the Germans, alsoc had

a favorable view of the French military. In 1938 Winston Churchill
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described the French Army as "the most perfectly trained and faltthful
mobile force in Eurape.'2 General Sir Bdmund Ironside, the British
Chief of the Imperial Ceneral Staff From September 4, 1939 until May 27,
1940, acknowledged his confidence in the French and saw nothing
significantly amiss In the PFrench Army, even though he saw major
weakriesses in their air force.3 Apparently, only the Germans had
serious doubts before May-June 1340 about the military effectiveness of
the French,‘ but they too did not dismiss them as being unprepared.
Tragically for the western democratic nations, however, an illusion
of effectiveness concealed the inadequacies of the French forces,
particularly of the army which badly needed modernization in.stzucture
and in doctrine. An organization which appeared to possess all the
normal attributes used to measure military effectiveness and which was
widely acknowledged as being one of the most capable in the world in fact
suffered from severe shortcomings., Despite sincere and intensive efforts
to measure and ensure effectiveness, the most serious flaws In French
military preparation became apparent during rather than before the
fFight. The disastrous events of Hay~Junel 1940 demonstrated all too
painfully that the French forces were not as effective as their

opponent's. Six weeks of flghting revealed the weaknesses of the French

more completely and mmore obviously than years of study and analysls.
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I. Political Effect]veness

Throughout the interwar period, the primary focus of French
national security policy was defense against a Ffuture attack £From
Cermany. Although the French fcught in the RiIf Wars in 1925-1926, in
Syria in the early 1920s, and 1n northern Africa in the carly 1930s, fow
Frenchmen doubted the real threat to their security originated 1In
Germany, Civilian and military leaders recogniized that France had been
extremely rCortunate to emerge sately from the CGreat war, and they
resolved that France would be made safe from another German lnvasion,
Consequently, & falrly strong consensus about the need to respond to the
potential Gorman threat existed within French society,

The existence of this consensus does not suggest that all Frenchmen
agreed on the best way to respond to that potential Shreut. Many
initially pinned thelr hopes on  collective Jecurity through the
avslstance of American and British allles or through the League of
Natlons. Others exuberantly supported the wistful Kellogg-8riand pPacy. of
1938 by which numerous nations renounced the use of aggressive war but
made no provisions for sanctions agalnst those who violated the pact., In
the early 19308, France dallied with the rotion of disarmament, but her
enthusiasm for this soon withered as she contemplated the menace of
Germar rearmament. Meanwhile, French diplomats erecced a complex serles
of alllances with governmenty !n central and eastern EBurope by which
cermany c<ould be isolated dand eaclircled and by which the wall of

defenders along Fraace's borders could be strengthened.




77.

While debates were taking place over some of the methods for
ensuring France's security, several noteworthy and well-knawn clashes
occurred between civilian and military leaders. The interwar period
began with a clash between Georges Clemenceau and Marshal Ferdinand Foch
over the status of the Cerman Rhineland. In the late 19208, France's
generals frequently complained about the deterioration of the army and
lald the blame at the feet of the politicians for cb‘eu' reducing the term
of service for conscripts and the size of the active army. During the
period of General Maxime Weygand's tenure as the leading general in the
army, open quarrels occurred between the impulsive and irascible Weygand
and civillan authorities. In the late 19308, ultra-right wing gqroups
were found operating among the officer corps in organizations known as
the Corvignolles ard the Cagoule. Such occurrences underlined the
tenslons existing between the civilian and the military authorities,

Desplte these stralns, the dominant characteristics of relations
between «¢ivil and military leaders between 1919 and 1939 were of accord
and accommodation, rather than discord and defiance. The myth of ah
undeclared war between the civilian and military leadership in the
Interwar period has probably arisen from the exaggeration of the clashes
which occurred. Beneath the occasional sparks in civil-military
relations, no deep-rooted, debilitating civil-military crisis existed,
The French political and military elite agreed that France required an
effective military force for defending her interests, regardless of the
benefita of coallective security or alliances, and regardless of
differences over the details of military pelicy. Consequently, an
oftentimes tranquil and usually pragmatic relationship exlsted between

the two groups., which enabled them to work together satisfactorily, 1f

not always pleasantly, and which enabled the military to exert great
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influerce over the formulation of military policy.

Recognition of the effective working of the two groups together is
not new. Judith Hughes has ldentified and analyzed the “close
intermeshing® between them 11{1 the twenties and has argued that civilian
leaders deferred to the mi.ltitary.s As they considered the difflicult
and complex task of defendinq France, the politicians relied upon the
generals to condense and translate the staggering amount of information
involved in organizing and flelding effective military forces. Over
time, the binding of the two groups together enhanced the military's
chances of having its advice accepted -- often uncritically. The same
siltuation existed in the thirties, even during the tenure of General
Weygand as the leading army general. Philip Charles Farwell Bankwitz's
study of Weygand has arguned that the diminishing of the civilian
leadership's powers gradually reduced the government to a position of
near ‘“equallty” with the High (‘.'«:m:mam!.6 Similarly, the tenure of the
ceneral Maurice Gamelin, the most malleable of the army's peacetlme
leaders, did not see a submerging of the milltary's desires beneath a sea
of polltical imperatives. CGamelin met infrequently with the Mlinister of
National Defense, KEdouard Daladier.7 who only occasionally became
involved with the specifilca of military policy and who remained content
to concentrate upon his numerous other duties, such aa those of Premler
fFrom April 1938 until March 1940.

Adding to its ability to Influence the governmental decision-making
process, the military hlerarchy also escaped much of the instability
which plaqued the guvernments of the Third Republic. Except for
twenty-eight months, Daladler occupled the Minlstry of War from December

1932 to May 1940, and only three generals -- Marshal Philippe Pétain,

ceneral Weygand, and General Gamelln -- served as the highest ranking
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generals in the interwar period. Additionally, the reliance on
committees within the High Command weakened the influence of civilian
attthorities over military policy. Although an elaborate system of
committees dominated by civilians was establlished after the war to
determine military policy and to ensure control of military leaders by
civiuans,a the commiltees met Infrequently and rarely lecame involved
with the details of military policy. Governmental Jinstability
contributed further to the weakening of these committees by ensuring
frequent turnovers of the clvilian representatives and strengthening
thereby the relative expertise and authority of the military
representatives and administrative specialists who chanysd pnsttions less
frequently. Consequently, military policy was not constructed by
politiclans and then forced upon an unhappy and disrespectful military.
If anything, the military hlerarchy had greater influence over the
shaping of milltary policy than did the political leadership.

Within the vcoalm of military policy, wvirtually no disaqgrecment
cxisted over the requirement for France to prepare for a total war 1in
Burope. 7The tradition of arming the entire nation and fighting with its
entire resources had been born In the French Revolution and had been
developed to its fullest extent in the Great War of 1914-1918. From the
beginning the French acucepted the experience of World War I as having
brovided 4 model for future warfare, needing only acjustment as the
technical means of wuging war evolved. I'f France were to survive and
remiin secure in the future, she required & military force capable of
tighting another long total waer thaet would demand vast quantities of
econuomic ana indugstiial resources and that would result in an immense
loss of life. Although she shuddered at this awful possibility, she

continially, 1f not steadfastly, supported the efforts of her military
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leaders to prepare for the enormous demands of a total war against
Germany.

The choice of total war had the effect less of “civilianizing'
military pollcy that it did of militarizing all governmental policy,
Considering the ecnormously complex and dlverse efforts J1inherent 1n
preparing the naticn for war, military technicians had great, if not
total, influence in devising and carrying out arrangements for the
mobilization of the entire nation. As the military'r concerns expanded
greatly beyond those of the pre-World War I era, the political
authorities recognized the lncreasing difficulty of maintaining compliete
control over an organization which would incorporate the entire nation
during a moment of crisis. Similarly, by preparing solely for total war
in Burope and by not preparing for limited war, the military - - with the
politicians' acquiescence -- drastically constrained the political and
diplomatic alternatives available to clvillan leaders, who apparently had
glvon little thought to the need for a full range of optlons tn the
employment of military forces. The result was a serlous restriction of
possible actions by the French 4in crises such as the March 1936
remilltartzation of the Rhineland. Yet, few c¢ritics complailned of
France's flxation on total war.

while the effort to prepare for a vast, consuming war expanded the
influence of the military 1in Prench society, it also Iincreased the
lmportance of short-term conscripts and the reserves in the military.
Throughout the interwar period, France maintained conscription with few
deferments. ‘The 1928 law on recruitment explained, *Every {male] French
cltizen owes peoersondai military service, except for duly established

9
physicral {ncapacity.” While some rescrvations coxisted in the milltary

about the adegquacy of the conscripts and reservists' tralning, no one
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doubted the need to arm the entire natlon and to rely upon universal
military service for all men. From the perspective of both military and
civilian leaders, the most important goal was to have a completely
organized and prepared nation In arms, which relied upon short-term
service, large numbers of reservists, and the unhanmpered avallability of
the economic power and industrial capacity of France for war. The still
recent wartime experience had clearly demonstrated the Iimportance of
having numerous soldiers, even if they were ill-trained, rather than a
small number of highly tralned speclalists. Only such a force could
withstand the huge losses inherent In a long, devascatiﬁg war. Having
accepted the concept of total warfare, the French -- 1including the High
Command -~ thus viewed the military 4s a relatively rough and blunt
Instrument, not as a finely tuned, highly flexible force.

As a consequence of this thinking, the peacetime military,
especially the army, became nothing more than the skeleton around which
the wartime force mobilized. By the late 1920s, the French had created a
mobillzation system whereby active army divisions would be spllt up to
encadre the other divisions In the recently moblilized forces. The
active-duty personnel were thus reduced to the role of preparing for
mobilizatton, trailning the reservists, and acting as a cadre for some of
the mobilized units. About 85X of the officers and non-commissioned
officers apon mobilization would consist of reservists. Because of the
large role to be played by the reservists, and the lingering doubts about
thelr readiness, the military hilerarchy placed an Increasing emphasis
upon the necessity to employ their land forces carefully and methodically
in the initial battles of a future war. They wanted thelr forces to gain
experience and seasoning In the initial defensive battle before

committing them to more demanding and complex offensive operations.
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The heavy emphssls on reserve forces did not preclude large
military budgets. France provided substantial financial support For the
military, especially by comparlson to other nations. From the end of
World War [ through 1935, she spent a greater percentage of her gross
national product on the military than any of the other great powers. 1In
1933, she spent 4.5%, while Great Britailn spent 3%, and Cermany 3%. In
terms of percentage of gross national product, the British (except for
1937) never spent as large a percentage in peacetime as did the French.
Germany began rearmament 1in earnest following Hitler's assumption of
complete power, and ulnce she began with little or no modern equipment,
she devoted a uignificantly greater percentage of her qross national
product to the military In the late 19303. (See Table 1) Although
France began her rearmament in late 1935 and accelerated it in 1938, her
level of spending in gross terms or in percventage of gross national
product was below thet of Germany from 1935 until 1940. Nevertheless,
the French had devoted considerabhle resources to the military for a lony
period, and in comparison to funding levels before World War I, the
military had 2.6 times as much in 1938, in real terins, as It had had in
1913.10 While the French military could always have used more
resources, the major difficulties sprang not so much from an inadequacy
of funding as from how those funds were spent.

If the pelitical leaders agreed on the necessity of making the
entire resources of the nation available to the military, and provided
larger funds than did most other nations, they did not willingly accede
to every military request. Similarly, if they had little Interest in the
thousands of details concerned with vrganizing and fleldling 4an effective
milltary force, they encountered nc such problem with computing total

costs or sizes of forces. By carefully controlling personnel and
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monetary resources, the political leaders of France established the broad
outlines of milltary policy and provided the framework within which the
military leaders organized and trained their forces.

Several well-publicized clashes occured between the civilian and
military authorities over financial and personnel 1issues. while the
French maintalned conscription throughout the interwar perlod, and few
male cltizens were excused from military service, most military officers
desired a longer length of service for the conscript, and thereby a
larger size for the active contingent. Nevertheless, despite strident
objections from France's most powerful generals, the political leadership
adopted service of two years in 1921, eighteen months in 1923, and one
year in 1928. 0©nly when confronted by the specter of l1nadequate numbers
of conscripts during the “lean years," in which the number of conscripts
would have been half those in normal years, did the government accept the
reinstitution of service of two years in 1935.11 Also., In the carly
19208, as the politlcal leaders gradually reduced the term of service,

they simultaneously reduced the size ot the active army from 41, to 32;

to 20 infantry divisions, plus & number of cavalry, fortress, and -- 1n
the 1930s -- light mechanized divisions (division légére mecanigue).

Needless to say, military leaders strenuously objected, but to no
av.alil.l2 Additionally, the government was not sympathetic to demands
for higher pay and better living conditions for its active-duty offlicers
and noncommissioned officers. The officers were particularly badly paid,
and many left the service rather than endure financial and petrsonal
hardship. One of the official French historles noted, "They were often
among the best.“lj The loss of these offlcers and noncommlssioned

officers, as well as the disruption caused by the reduced size of the

actlve forces, could onlyg have decreased the effoctiveness of the French




& OGS Tl E TN SE A TN A s

84.

forces.

The widely publicized confrontations over term of service, size of
actlve force, and pay for officers and soldiers, nevertheless, did not
divert France from her methodical and extensive preparation for a long
total war or place the reins of military policy completely in civilian
hands. Most French officers believed that an effective military force
could be constructed within the constraints imposed by the government,
for they recognized that the details of the policy and its most important
shaping came from the military. For example, the military exerted a
dominant influence over the design and emplacement of the Maginot Line.
Long before the pvolitical leaders called for defenses along the frontiers
or provided the resources, the army had begun an assessment of the best
methods for defendiny France's borders. And the most c¢rucial and
wide-ranging debates about the fortifications occured within the Conseil

Supeérleur de la Guerre (Superior Council of NWar) and between its

high - ranking generals thean In any other institution. Similarly, military
speclallsts dominated the dehates and discussions over the potential and
development of mechanized forces, and no objections from Léon Blum,
demands from Paul Reynaud, or interventions by any other civilian
authorities managed to divert the army from the path it chose ln its
move toward mechanization.

One area in which the civillan and milltary authorities had fairly
clearly defined responsibilities was in preparation for mcbilization.
Throughout the interwar period, Frernch milltary and political leaders
expended a great deal of time, intellectual energies, and resources
addressing economic mobilization and the transformation of civilian
industry from a peacetime to a wartime footing. The laws of 1%27-1928 on

the military ocganization for war effectively made all the resources of
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the nation avallable to the military in the event of war. Those laws
represented the final step in the long evolution of the nation 1n arms
and ensured that any Ffuture war would be fought by a massively armed
nation relying upon the entire potential of its people, lIndustry, and
natural resources. VYet, the detalls of the preparation were completed by
military officers, using the authority and the framework provided by the
political leaders. By 1939 France's miiitary had completed extensive
planning rfor mobilization, and in conparison to most other nations, her
industry was relatively well prepared to produce enormous quantities of
military materiel. Ironically, she encountered greater difficulties in
1940 4in moving supplies to units than in providing supplies for the
military.

Despite the emphasis on economic mobilization, the French did not
spend as much time and resources on developing sophlsticated tools of
war. They did produce capable (but not necessarily superb) small arms,
artillery, tanks. and antitank weapons; their emphasis, however, was on
producing equipment that could be mass-produced, not equipment that
provided them a distinct qualitative advantage over thelr potential
enemy . From the French military's perspective, quantity was more
important than quality. Instead of emphasizing sophistlcated weapons,
they placed a greater emphasis on providing sufficlent resources and
adequate organization to prepare the industrial base for full wartime
production or inexpensive but effective weapons.

While the French preferred simple weapons that could be handled
easily by conscripts, rather than complex weapons that necessitated
lengthy and complicated training, they fielded some very good egulpment.

In the 1940 battle, the French S.0.M.U.A.-35 tank was the best tank on

the battlefleld, and the French tanks as a whole were equal or superior
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to those of Germany, except for some problems with command and control
and with crulsing range.“ Similarly, their antltank weapons used the
beyt availlable technology and possessed extraordinary velocity and
penetrating power. The new weapons could penetrate all the Cerman tanks
except for a few of the Pangzerkampfwagen IV's which had additional armor
plating on their front slope, and in comparison to the Cermany, the
French had a much better antitank capability in 1940 than their enemg,y.zS

The emphasis on simplicity of operaticn and production, however,
did not ualways result in uncomplicated weapons or in sufficient numbers.
The B-1 tank, with its delicate and sophisticated fire control system,
became the most complicated tank 1involved 1in the fighting 1in 1940 and
could not be produced in sufficient numbers because of its complexity and
expense. Also, when France mobilized in September 1939, she discovered
she had only 80,000 mines on hand. Despite their simplicity and small
cost and their great value in a defense, she had only 400-500,000 when
the CGermans dttacked.16 The goal may have been to acquire sufficient
numbers of inexpensive and effective weapons, but it was not attained 1in
severdl 1important dinstances. In both these examples, the failures
stemmed from military lapses. In the filrst, General Jean B. Bstienne,
the "father" of French armor, doggedly clung to his extremely complex
concept for the design of a tank, and 1in the second, army planners
unfortunately falled to order sufficlent mines.

Adding to the problems of materiel, the French also fatled to
develop several important and technically advanced ltems. Although they
did ponder the effect of atomic explosions and did consider such advanced
weapons as the autogyro, to include receiving 55 of them 1in the late
1930s, they failed to stress the development of important items such as

raclos and let the Brirish develop sophisticated code-breaking equipment
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and radar. Despite the spotty record in development of materiel, the
army’s main weaknesses came noc so much from the quality or quantity of
its weapons and equipment as from how it planned to employ them. And
that failure stemmed much more fFrom conceptual inadequacy than from lack
of political support or financial resources.

Notwithstanding the reductions 1In the term of service and the
number of active divisions, as well as the uneven record Iin the
development of equipment, the condition of the army slowly but gradually
improved In the 1930s. The French carefully increased the intensity and
amount of tralning for the reservists, adopted much new modern equipment,
and uplifted the spirits and confidence of their active forces. One of
the most important French generals, Plerre Hérlng, later acknowledged
that he had seen a "renaissance” of the army by 1937.” Objections by
those such as Charles de Gaulle, with his professional armored corps,
were the exception. Most members of the military remained reasonably
content wlth the French military forces as they were organized and
prepared, even If they did have complaints about the size of the active
contingent or the amount of pay. When war came, French military leadecs
may have dreaded the blood-letting and sacrifices of battle, but they did
not lack confidence In the eoffectiveness and preparedness of thelr
forces, particularly their army. The bitter criticisms of the

preparedness and effectiveness of these forces, especlally of the prewar

reserves, surfaced after the defeat rather than beforehand.
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IX. Strateqic Effectiveness

The strategy of France sprang from a detailled analysis of the
threat posed by Germany, the vulnerabllity of her crucial resources near
the frontiers, the characteristics of her system of national defense, and
the preferences for fighting a future war ori German and Belgian, rather
than French, soil. From 1919 to 1929-30, France anticipated a war with a
revanchist dand resurgent Germany in which French land forces (which would
play the most important role) would rush forward from their toehold in
the Rhineland or from northeastern France to seize a DMkridgehead in
Germany. The massive forces of the mobillzed and armed nation would
follow and would launch the final attack against the German forces. The
alr force would contribute, much 4as it had in World War I, as an
duxilliary arm of the land forces and would assist the army in galning
victory through the conduct of reconnalssance, adjtstment of artillery,
and bombing. The navy played a vital role by malntaining seaborne
communications with France's empire and permilting the uninterrupted flow
of rdw materials and colonial troops to the mainland. Such had been the
contribution of the navy 1in World War I, and all Frenchmen remembered thc
vital assistance provided by the half-million colonial soldiers in that
war. Milltary planners could not ignore the need for these s=oldiers to
overcome the manpower advantage of Germany and the requirement for the
importing of vast quantities of raw materialy and finished goods to serve
the needs of the fighting forces. The army and the navy thus played

z"elat:lvelq more important roles ln the twenties than the alr force in the
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accomplishment of French strategy, whlch retained a strong emphasis on
the offensive.

After 1929, following the withdrawal from the Rhineland and the
ereccion. of the Maginot Line, French strategy placed a greater emphasis
on the defense. The French Nigh Command had foreseen as 2arly as May
1920 the need for fortifications along the northeastern frontiers from
the Rhine River to Luxembourg to protect precious but extremely
vulnerable iron ore, coal, and industrial resources. If France were to
conduct a long total war, she had to protect those resources, and
construction of the Maginot Line began officially in 1929. When the
military leaders analyzed the terraln west of the Maginot Line, they did
not percelve the Ardennes as impenetrable, but they bdelleved a large
Cerman force could not cross the rugged, wooded hills in less than nine
days, during which time the French could reinforce the threatened sector
by bringing forces from the east and west of Luxembourg. French military
leaders expected a German attack to go around the Maginot Line and, & la

Schlieffen, sweep through the Belglan plaln along the so-called Gembloux
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gap" through the Sambre River valley north of Namur and Maubeuge., To
counter this, the French Intended to rush motorized and mechanized forces
into Belgium and to defend as far forward as posgsible., Such a move would
supposedly carry the fighting off French soil and also protect crucial
natural resources and industrial plants in the northern provincest.w

French strategqy thus envisaged a forward defense 1in Belgium, an
economy of force operation along the Ardennes., and a solld defense
resting uporn Ffortlf!oations along the northeastern frontier. And the
major alterations in their war plans after 1929, such as Plan "D" and

Plan “B*, stemmed from changes in the location along which the French

forces would defend In Belgqium, not from any fundamental changes in thelr
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overall strateqy. Although a significant debate occurred over the
broposal by Charles de Gaulle to form a professional mechanized force,
few Frenchmen acknowledged the need to abandun the spreading of French
land forces in a thin shell along the entire border from Switzerland to
the English Channel. And few of those with the requisite information
about French strategy doubted that it would secure the political goals of
the nation.

As part of their strategy, the French did have plans for conducting
an attack inte CGermany and thereby relieving usome pressure from thelr
allies in eastern Burope. The plans, however, were extremely tentative
and only anticipated limited movement into Germany. In June )938,
Gamelln published a directive on the conduct of an offensive between the
Rhine River and Luxembourq, but he polntedly emphasized the danger of
committing major forces into the rough terrain around Saarbricken when
the GCermans might send their forces through Belgium.19 A year later,
Camelin published anothor directive which was even more “timid" than the
previous one, When the general who had responsibility for this
contingency operation received his detalled instructions, the guldance
was even more cautious and speciflic. As the officlal French history tor
this period has observed, these actions can only lead one to "doubt the
sincerity of CGeneral Gamelin.“za The gqrand strateqy of France may have
relled upon the threat of a two-front war against Germany and much
diplomatic effort had been expended toward establishing the Little
Entente and creating better relations with Poland. In reality, howevér,
the French posed little or no threat of a swift advance linto thelr
potentlal enemy's territory. Clearly, a large ¢ap existed between thelr

military planning dand foreign pollcy.
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As for the role of the three services within French strategqy, the
navy occupled an important position. Since 1t had the mission of
dominating the sea-lanes to north Africa and maintaining communications
with other areas of the Bwpire, valuable trade, troop transport, and
surplies depended upon its success, While the navy ceuld do little to
protect the frontiers from a German lnvasion, the need to ensure control
of the Mediterranean Sea enabled it to secure significant Ffinancial
support. French concern with their naval power can clearly be seen in
thelr constructing 163 warships from 1922 to 1934, a larger number than
any other naval force.zl Despite the concern evinced 1in the hnaval
buildup, the pnaval leaders maintained their falth in the Versallles
Treaty, which had limited the CGermans . thelr most likely enemy - to
108,000 tons. They paid little attention to a possible Japanese threat
and hoped the Versallles Treaty would Xeep the naval balance of power 1in
their favor for a long period.22

In the ocarly 1930s, as long as the Versailles Treaty remalned (in
offect, the French planned on barring the FEnglish Channel to the tilny
German Fleet and using the major portion of thelr fleel to ensure secur:?
sea lanes to north Africa and the Empire. The Italian Navy, which had
triumphed at the Washington Conference of 1921-1922 by galning parity
with the Fronch in battleships and alrcraft carriers, appeared as the
greatest threat to those sea lanes, and the French responded by
perfecting a well-armed and extremely fast destroyer that was classified
by other nations as a light cruilser and hy constructing a huge submarine
fleec.2J In the late 19308, however, as the Germans escaped the naval
limitations, French leaders recognized their fleet would be at a serious
disadvantage when faced with the combined rtalian and German fleets and

lobbled, without much success, for even greater support. Nonetheless, by




1939, the French had a navy of 600,000 tons which ranked fourch behind
the leading naval powers: Great Britain, the Unlted .Sfates, and
Jdpdn,24

Considering the rather ignominious end much of the fleet met 4t
Mers.Bl-Kébir at the hands of the British in July 1940, and 1?5 small
contribution before June 1940, one should ask whether the financial
credits employed 1n the construction 6f the navy would have been better
used In the development of ground and awrial forces. Clearly, except for
the safe delivery of the colonlal and north African troops, the large
sums expended on the navy in the twenty yedars before that collapse made
little or no differcnce in the Cighting in 1940. Such & question may be
unfalr, however, since the navy was capable of accomplishing tts mission
in a major Buropean war and since the French could not have foreseen the
swift defeat they encountered on land in 1940.

burcing much of the perlod under review the army had great influence
within the Froench polity., Army leaders such as Marshals Philippe Pétatn
and Ferdinand Foch and Generals Maxime Weyqgand and Maurice Gamelliln spoke
with qredat authority, and except for the bitter conflict over the slze of
the peacetime ogtablishment and the length of milltary service For
conscripts, the army's leadership remained reasonaoly content with It
influence and the results obtalned. Of the three serv,.es, the army had
by far the greatest influence because of the nearness of Germany and the
obvious threat of a land attack. Nevertheless, the army's share of the
budget, which had been 95.5X% in 1918, declined significantly in the years
following World War I. (See Table 2) In 1920, the army received 84X of
the military budget, but by 1938 it recelved only 5H2%. In the same
period, the navy's share Increased from 12X to 21X, both figqures belng

much greater than the tiny 4% of 1918, In comparison to the other
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services the air force's share increased sharply from 1X in 1920 to 23X
in 1938, but while the French air force received 19% of the total defense
budget Jin 1937, the British alr force received 54X of the defense
expendicures.25 Even 1f the British were over-emphasizing the alr arm,
the large difference in the percentages suygests the French were not
according theirs a sufficiently high priority. Interestingly enough, the
roles and priorities assigned to the various French services in the
interwar period stemmed less from thelr political influence than from the
conslderation of other factors such as grand strategy or technological
advances. Kven though few doubted the predominance of the army, its
share of the budget steadily declined until the iricreases on the eve of
World War II. Similarly, the percentage accorded the air force remained
significantly below that of the navy until 1938,

As In most other nations, however, the question of air power became
a controversial subject in the interwar period. France had emerged from
the Great War as a world leader 1n aviation, having manufactured a total

of 51,143 airframes and 92,594 aircraft engines from 1%14-1918. In 1918

alone, she manufactured 231,669 airframes and 44,5613 alrcraft )

engines.26 As France shifted to a peacetime status, however, mllitary
aviation remained firmly under the thumb of the army and navy, and Great
Britailn and the United States soon pulled clearly ahead of France in its
development. By the early 1930s, the military and the political
leadership had become more sensitive to the needs of the air force and
the threat of aerial bombardment. In 1928, the French government created
4 separate ministry for civilian and military aviation, but the actual
control of military aviation remained with the army and navy. 1In 1931, a
udeparate Superior Council of War, which consisted of France's most senior

military aviators, was created for the ailr corps and separated from the
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army's council. Finally, in 1933 the air force gained its independence
from the army, though the navy retained control over its aviation.

Until it became a separate service, the air corps had stressed the
roles of fighters and bombers with the primary emphasis being on
contributing to the army's ability to :fighc and maneuver on the ground.
Following the 1933 separation from the army, the alr force began
developing a new aircraft, the BCR, which was supposedly capable of
bombardment, aerlal combat, and reconnaigssance missions. The alrcraft
represented a tentative step toward an air force increasingly dominated
>y visions of independent missions and strategic bombing. In 1936 Plerre
Cot, the air minister, began a complete overhaul of the air service and
accelerated the move toward a4 preeminent mission of strategic bombing,
primarily at the expense of aerial combat and reconnalssance functions,
For a moment, the air enthusiasts were captivated by the notion that alr
power and strategic bombing - virtually by themselves -- could provide
security and victory to France.”

But romantlc notlons of swift victorles soon encountered the hard
fact that the Cerman alr force had probably surpassed the French air
force in 1936. On the eve of Cot's departure from the alr ministry, the
alr chief of staff warned that in the event of war the French ailr forces
would be swept from the skies by the Germans in less than two weeks.ze
France recognized she could not surpass the Germans in numbers of bombers
and began having reservations about launching strategic bombing missionsv
against an opponent whose capability to retallate was so great. During
the new air ministry of Guy La Chambre at the end of 1937, France began
focusing upon the production of flghters which could protect her from
German bombers and which could be produced more cheaply and In greater

numbers. Nevertheless, France's monthly production of planes was still
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only a third of that of Germany's 1in the same period.29 To make
matters worse, the French flghters were generally inferior to those of
the Germans. The best French fighter in 1940, the Morane 406, flew 80
kilometers-per-hour slower than the Messerschmidt 109 and had a
5,000-foot lower celling. The combination of shifts 1in priorities,
inadequate funding, and insufficient industrial capacity ensured that the
French air force was the least prepared and effective of the three
services in 1940. France had let a military advantage slip away from her,

In the actual aerial fighting, however, the allles were not at an
overwhelming disadvantage, particularly when the British contribution is
considered, Although exact flilgures do not exist and remain
controversial, Guy La Chambre, the air minister during 1940, explained to
a postwar parliamentary commit'ee that at the beginning of the German
offensive, the French possessed a total of 3,289 modern planes, of which
2,122 were filghters, 461 Dbombers, 429 reconnalssance, and 277
observation. Of these planes, only a third were on the combat front:
790 fighters, 140 bombers, 170 reconnailssance, and 210 obsezvation.30
By comparison, the Germans had more than 1600 fighters avallable agalnst
the combined British and French force of about 900 fighters |In
France.JI But many of the French planes did not participate in the
fighting because of mechanical difficulties. The Chief of the French
Fighter Command, for example, later stated that he had only 416
serviceable fighters in May 1940.32 A larger number of planes may have
been available and may have been used more effectively had the French had
a more efficlent system of command with the power to concentrate aerial
assets, but the French had organized themselves so aircraft, especially
fighters, were fairly eveniy distributed throughout France to the largest

ground un1c$.33 Also, the Inadequacy of ailr-army liailson became
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obvious 1In 1940 when the air headquarters on the northern frontier was
dnundated during the fighting with requests for alir support. As the
fighting continued, additional planes became available, and by the time
of France's collapse, the air command had more planes than when the
fighting began. Unfortunately, France did not have sufficient pilots or
means of moving the planes to the fighting squadrons, but combined with
her allies, she nonetheless destroyed about 20X of German planes used in
the battle of Prance.sd

Returning to the issue of strategy, an extremely important problem
concerned France's inability to fight a limited war against Germany. As
France constructed her elaborate system for national defense, she erected
a system which had only one capability: total war, Although she could
reinforce her frontier fortifications for security purposes, she had to
mobilize completely before she could commit her land forces into battle.
By virtue of her 1927-1928 system, each active infantry division would be
divided among three divisions (lncluding 1tself) upon mobilization.
Thus, the commitment of several active divisions would seriously degrade
the capability of France to mobilize her other forces should the need
arise. During the German remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936,
General Gamelin's recognition of this fact caused him to recommend
against committing a limited force (without complete national
mohilization) against the extremely small Cerinan force® entering the
de-militarized zone. He argued that France had no capacity for limited
warfare and would have to mobilize completely before she could act. The
absonve of Lhls Jdelesrenl futve and the inability to fight a limited
conflict, prevented France from acting when she may have been able to

35

squash the menace of Hitler. In other words, France had an

all-or-nothing military policy and strateqy; 1if war came on the ERuropean
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continent, she would unleash a total all-conswning war, and she would use
this threat of total war to deter her potential adversary from inltiating
a conflict, But there was little she could dc against a more limited
threat from Germany,

Considering the enormous threat of a fully mobiliused Germany, the
French were reasonably prudent in their emphasis up-.n a total war. Their
fallure was the ignoring of the need for greater flexibility; had they
had this flexiblility, they might have zcted decisively against the German
movement into the Rhineland In 193¢, knile .he failure to act may have
discouraged Germany from being more aqgressive in the future, predictlons
a8 to the actual effect are hindsigh! at best. Whatever the importance
of the fallure to act in 1936, France's final collapse in 1940 had little
directly to do with her capacity for a limited action. She failled fur
other reasons.

One partial explanation for her fallure revolves around her
inability to galn consistent and strong support from her allies.
Although the Belylans signed an accord in September I920 to ensure close
cooperation between thelr two forces, the situation changed dramatically
In October 1936 when the Belgians renounced their alllance with France
and subsequently wilthdrew lnto neutrality. The French did not alter
their intention to rush forward into Belgium, but their ability to do 10
now was greatly influenced by unpredictable and uncontrollable diplomatic
developments. Other problems with allles revolved around France's
recognition that she had few means to support her allles 1n central and
eqastern Burope, Should Ceiidny dattack one of these allles, France could
only respond by launching a massive attack agailnst Germany or by
dispatching aviation assets to theilr assistance. She also encountered

severe diffliculties 1n convincing the British to commit significant land
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forces to the continent. Great Britain hesitated to bdecome mired 1in
anotaer continental disaster and did not take steps until March 1939 to
prepare her forces for continental service. All in all, a significant
gap existed between the actions France desired of her allies and those
they actually accomplished. And her own failure to support
Czechoslovakia in a time of crisis did little to close that gap.36

Consequently, in comparison to the pre-World War I period little or no
allied staff planning was accomplished before the outbreak of World War
II.

Returning to the 1ssue of strategy, France expccted war to begin
with an attack by Germany and for it to end with an attack by France.
Consequently, she plared heb' atrongést emphasis on defensive forces,
rather than on offensive ones. This also applied to the air . forces,
especlally on the eve of the war, for she constructed and purchased more
fighters for defense ayainst air attack than bombers for an offense
against German:. She expected the Cerman forces to sweep around the
Maginot Line and to move through Belgium. There, the French dofenders
would drailn the lnvadlng forces of thelr strength and then would launch a
counterattack. Thus, the French were hardly prepared to comnit
themselves against a German weakness. They hoped they could draw the
unsuspecting Germans onto thelr strength and that this would deplete the
German advantage. Only then would the French fling themselves Fforward
for the final blow.

All in all, France's forces were fairly efficlently tallored for
the type of strategy envisaged by the political and military leaders.
Unfortunately, 1ts chances for success rested completely on the German
dnlng as expected and »n the French encountering the major enemy forces

in the Gembloux gap. Had the ¢ rmans done as expected, the strategy may
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have been successful, but the Germans rushed large armored forces through
the lightly defended Ardennes, and France found herself unanle to respond
adequately. Much to her misfortune, Franrce luarrnd tlie bitter lesson
that a defensive strategqy surrenders the ir.ciative ¢o the enemy and
leaves him free to select the point at which hils Jstrength can be
concentrated agalnst a weaknoss, In sum, Fraice's strategy was

completely logical but disastrously ineffective.
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III. operational Effectiveness

During the interwar period, the integration of all arms on the
battlefield was a major concern of the French military hierarchy. The
French bellieved their fFforces had to reach the hlghest levels of
cooperation 1f£ the maximum beneflt were to be received from all arms.
They recoqnized the Germans would have marked advantages with their
larger numbers and with their probably bleing the first to attack. and
consequently they sought to reduce these advantages with a more officient
employment of French forces. But this goal of integration or cooperation
did not necessarily result in a better-prepared force, For example, the
army objected to the c¢reation of an lindependent alr force, slnce its
leaders belleved such an autonomous force would contribute little to the
land battle, which they considered decislve. Hence, dan enormous
controversy emerged over the entire lssue of alr defense as the alr force
attempted to galn 1ts independence, Desplte the controversy, and despite
the French Intention to distribute aviation assels across the front, the
aerial forces malntalned only a weak link to the yround battle. Even
after France began ecmphasizing the production of fighter alrcraft for
providing air defense and legan strengthening her air doctrine for direct
intervention 1In the land battle, no tightly coordinated and cohesive
effort emerged between the gqround and aerial forces.37 Gamellin
attempted to rectify this shortcoming in the late 1930s by reorganizing
the entire KHigh Command, but when the war began, the French air force was

easily swept aslde by the technically superior German alrcraft Whether
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a more effective organization would have enabled the French to win the
aerljal battle is doubtful, but it certainly would have helped.

In contrast to the rather weak coordination between the aerial and
the ground forces, the army constructed an extremely rigid systenm which
compelled the tightest possible coordination between ground units. The
doctrinal foundation of the French system came from thelr bellef that
advances and lIncreases in flrepower had fundamentally altered the
battlefield. The new weapons and gqreater firepower which had become
available to modern armies between 1919 and 1939 had made the Mattlefleld
much more lethal and deadly than in the past, With the numerous advances
In weaponry, the French expected combat to be even more deadly than that
of World War I, Thelr assessment of the great destructive power of the
new weapons led them to conclude that the defense had been significantly
strengthened, since an attacker would have to throw himself into a wall
of filre and accept enormously heavy losses. Relatively fewer men could
establish a virtually ilmpenetrable barrier of fire, and an attacker ¢ould
overwhelm a defender only by the closely coordinated employment of massed
men and maCer1e1.38

The doctrine which emerged from the perception of greater lethality
strossed the importance of what the French called the batallle conduite,
or the methodical battle. By this term they meant a tightly controlled
battle in which all units and weapons were carefully marshalled and then
employed 1in combat:."9 The French preferred to have a step-luy-step
battle jin which units obediently moved between phase Iine; and adhe.ed to
atrictly scheduled time-tables, since they belleved such methods were
essential ftor the coherent employment of enormous amounts of men and
materiel, especially 1In an army relying upon incompletely trained

reservists., In their view, a hastily prepared, 1impulsive filght was
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doomed to failure. Their doctrine also stressed the necessity of
avoiding an encounter battle in which moving armies unexpectedly collided
and had to fight in an impromptu and uncontrolled fashion. They thus
opted for a time-consuming, intricate process whiéh prized preparation
rather than improvisation and which made great allowances for the extreme
complexity of massing large amounts of weapons and materiel, If the
French had their way, they would weaken an attacker with their deadly
defenslive Cfires, and t+hen destroy him by a massive, but tightly
controlled, "battering ram" attack.

A clear description of the methodical battle was presented in
September 1938, one year before the opening of World War 1II, at the
French Center of Higher Military Studies. This presentation, given by a
general officer, graphically described an operation of an army consisting
of five corps with 15 divisions along a front of 60 Kkilometers. 'The
force launched its maln attack on a front of 15 kilomoters with six
divisions in the flrst echelon, resulting in each division having about
two and one half kilometers of front., For the remalning 45 kllometers of
front, the general officer daployed five divisions, resulting ln each of
these divisions having a front of nine kilometers, Four dlivisions
remained in the second echelon, but their artillery was moved forward to
provide a density of about one division's worth of artillery for each
kilometer of attack frontage. The objective was selected so It was not
any deeper than cone-half the lenqgth of the attack frontage -- about seven
and one half kilometers. The lecturer noted that the forward edge of the
attack would be traced 1In the arc of a circle. Unfortunately, for
France, this attack more closely resembled the battles of 1918 than it

did the free-wheeling methods of the Germans in May-June 1940.40
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Within the doctrine for the methodical battle, the emphasis on
firepower came dat the exXpense of the French ability to maneuver.
Although the French often stressed the 1importance of imaneuver, they
perceived maneuver predominantly in the sense of moving units to have
them deliver fire or of moving fire without moving units. They rarely
emphasized the advantages of moving units to gain something other than an
advantage In firepower over an enemy. That is, the doctrine stressed the
physical destruction of the cnemy's soldiers and equipment to destroy his
will to fight, not the movement of a unit go It could have a decided
advantage over the enemy and weaken the morale and coheslon of his
units They often used the woird “maneuver" to indicate the cnsemble of
actlons by a unilt in a specific period or to outline the scheme for the
employment of an entire force even 1f 1t did not rnecessarily require the
movement of unlts. This limited view of maneuver dominated thelr
doctrine. At the same time, the French foresaw little or no possibility
for large moblle operations. Considering the bulky and unwieldly natiure
of huge supply columns, they belleved large units, especlally mechanized
ones which required vast'amounts of supplies, would have thelr mobillity
constralned by the tether of their long and vulnerable supply lines,
From their perspective, the French saw the task of galning superior
t'irepower as being far more important than acquiring greater mobility or
preparing to counter a more moblle opponent.

The primary exception to the emphasis on filrepower occurred with
the development of motorized units. By September 1939, France led the
world with L‘hl‘s type of unit, and 1in May 1940 she had seven motorized
infan:ry divisions. But she did not 1irntend to use them In a mobile
battle. Rather, she belleved she had Lo motorize large segments of her

army to enable them to rush as far forward into Belgium as possible
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before the arrival of the Germans. Once in Belgium, the motorized troops
would dismount and then would fight as any other infantry unit. PFor that
reason, the increases 1n motorization added to her ability to defend
forward but did 1little for improving her chances of responding
succéssfully to a mechanized attack.

The development and improvement of the tank did not dramatically
alter the French perception of maneuver; the new weapon systems were
simply integrated within and made a part of the methodical battle, The
most important contribution of the tank, according to the rrench, was to
accompany the infantry, and the military hieratchy carefully tallored
armored forces to the mission of supporting the infantry at various
echelons. At Lhe lowest levels, I1ndividual tanks accoﬁpanied the
Infantry as they fought forward or defended. 70 accomplish this mission,
tank battalions supported regiments or divislons, and their armored
vehlcles were dispersed throughout the 1infantry Formations. At the
Intormediate level, the French formed tanks for a mass mmancuver, or chars

de _manceuvre ensemble. Groups of tank battalions would be brought

togyether on an ad_hoc basis to form a leading wave of tanks In front of
the following infantry and thelr accompanying tanks. Withln the corps
and divislon, no specific commander of tanks was deslgnated: only at the
army level was a general officer designated as the commander of tanks in
that army.41 The French saw 1little need for highly trained and
experienced armor commanders and staffs at these levels, since the
armored units would simply function under the tight control of a
higher-unit commander.

Because of their limited apprecilation of the tank, the French did
not form their first two armored divisions until January and thelr third

in March 1940; the fourth division, under the command of de Gaulle, was
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not formed until after the fighting began. Although the subject of
forming armored divisions had been debated In the High Command for years,
the French leoadership did not press for thelr formation until after the
Germans had demonstrated their potential 1n F lan Even then, the
French did not foresee grand sweeping operé tions from thelr armored
forces; rather, they carefully enclosed the new formations within the oid
doctrine and treated the divisions as units for accompanylng the maneuver
of corps and army-sized units. The new advances in weaponry, 1n their
view, had made warfare more deadly and more expensive, but had not
changed the fundamental verities of combat. Armored doctrine stressed
the need for successive efforts, separated by approximately 1,500 meters,
and for concinuous support - particularly against antitank weapons - -
from the artillery. The methodical battle remained supreme, even for the
several hundred tanks in the armored divisions.

only the light mechanized divisions escaped the deadening influcnce
of the methodlcal 'doctrine, but these mechanized cavalry divisions were
not intended to be used as 1Infantry and armored divisions might be
employed. The light mechanized divisions could accomplish the
traditional missions of the cavalry, such as providing securlity for the
French forces as they rolled forward Into Belgium. According to the
doctrine, they would be used to attack strongly defended positions oilly
in the most extreme circumstances.‘z Hence, their employment did not
require intricate coordination between artillery and cavalry units.
Although they fought well 1in 1940, these divisions might have been more
useful as a counter-attack force against the German breakout at Sedan
than as a coverlng force in Belglum.

within their doctrine, however, the French foresaw little chance aof

an attacking force breaking completely through a defender's lines. The
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breakthrough was not 1mpossible, but it was an extremely difficult
operation. The French assumed that once a defender's front was broken,
he could reestablish positions to the rear, which could be taken only
after the employment of large and powerful forces. While an attacker
might theoretically achieve a breakthrough, the defender would be able to
establish subsequent defensive positions rapidly and ‘“solder" toyether
the broken pleces of the front. This was not simply a process of
reinforcement but was one of ‘“sedimentation®" 1in which the defenders
augmerited the depth of a position of resistance and reestablished the
continuity and depth of the Ffront. The French had been able to
reconstitute their defensive front in 1918, and there was little reason
to expect they would not be able to do it again in the future. In their
view, the German fallure in the spring of 1918 clearly demonstrated the
“inherent weaknesses" in any attempted In:'eenkt:}n:'oughs."3 Despite their
conslderable analysis of the problem, the French failed to recognize that
an armored force might be able to rush through an enemy's defenses before
he could establish subsequent defensive positions. Thelr focus upon
firepower, rather than firepower and mobility, prevented them from
understanding that their perception of the breakthrough had been made
obsolete by new technological advances.

Emphasis on the methodical battle also resulted in a dangerous
degree of rigidity within the French system for command and control, for
centralization became the primary concern of higher commanders,
especlally as they considered how to direct the methodical battle. The
French believed the locus of decision-making had to remaln at the higher
level, because a higher commander had to have greater control of
coordinating the actions of numerous subordinate units. The army's

doctrinal and organizational system stiessed the power and authority of
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army-group, army, and corps commanders and left little flexibility or
room for initlative to lower level commanders. Each lower level had less
room for maneuver than the level immediately above it. The entire system
was designed to be propelled forward by pressure from above, rather than
belng pulled from wvelow. In contrast to a decentralized battle in which
officers were expected to show 1initiative and flexibility, the French
preferred rigid centralization and strict obedience. Unfortunately, this
resulted in a fatal flaw, the French military establishment could not
respond flexibly to unanticipated demands and could hardly capitalize
upon an important gain made by a lower level unit,

In addition to the constraints imposed by the doctrine rfor the
methodical attack, the French organized their command and control in such
a fashion as to limit thelr flexibility even more. Armies, per se, did
not exist in peacetime, dand higher level staffs had little or no
opportunity to develop fundamental skills, other than through simulation
exercises. At the hlghest levels General Gamelin, though he was the
announced leader 1n the event of war, did not actually command the French
forces 1n peacetime and had no opportunity to develop a functioning chain
of command. While the eight months of the "Phoney War" gave the French
an opportunity to train thelr higher level staffs, the deficiencics
stemming from two decades of inactivity could not de overcome easily.
More importantly, the French saw no need between September 1939 ‘and May
1940 to reject the methods developed since World War I. Consequently,
the skills they honed and polished supported their methodical doctrine
and had little to do wlth a much more mobile approach.

The best example of the 1nadequate preparation of the French for
mobile warfare occurs in the area of communications. The military

leadership placed little or no stress on having highly effective and
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instantly available communications. Since they expected step-by-step,
controlled battles, they did not aggressively seek to establish a
flexible communications network. The extremely low priority for
communications perhaps is best reflected in the French having spent only
0.15% of its entire military budget for the purchase of communications
equipment from 1923 to 1939. And expenditures for research and
development never exceeded 15% of the measly sum spent on equipment.“
Because of the anticipated slow pace of battle, c¢ommanders would
supposed (v have sufficient time to rely upon the relatively rudimentary
communications provided them. 1In 1939-1940 Gamelin had nothing more than
a telephone and an occasional courier for communicating with his
subordinate comrm!mders.'ds Communications  for subordinate units
functioned as long as they were stationary, but when they moved, the
effectiveness of the French command and control network deteriorated
dramatically, Relying upon centralization and a relatively static
communications system, the French found themgselves unable to react or
regaln the initlative once the Cermans forced their unwieldy headquarters
to move and severed thelr lines of communications. Beyond a doubt, the
absence of flexibility throughout the army and the weakness of
communications prevented the French from responding effectively to the
unexpected. But the root cause of che fallure was a rejection of the
need for rapid response, not an lnability to develop and obtain the means
of communication.

As 1ts command and c¢ontrol system became more rigid, especlally 1In
comparison to 1ts future opponent, the French military committed itself
to a strategy of forward defense in Belgium that gave it little or no
room for replying to an unexpected mancuver by the Germans. The High

Command doggedly determined to rush forward into Belgium, while leaving
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minimum forces against the Ardennes, and whlle holding the northern
frontier with the Maginot Line. That strateqy left them extremely
vulnerable to the sleight-of-hand maneuver the CGermans actually used in
1940 -.. holding the French attention with an attack in Belgium while
pushing large forces through the vulnerable center., Ironically, the
French had discounted the need for flexibility so much that its absence
became their greatest weakness. Officers who had been trained to think
in methodical terms could not overturn thelr slow-thinking habits, even
when the Cermans had demonstrated a far different approach.

France's doctrine thus ruled her choices of technology and her
design of organizations. For example, the French preferred for their
infantry-accompanying tanks to be s0 slow that they would not outrun the
infantry. Similarly, they saw no need to upgrade their artillery and to
make the longer range 105mm howitzer, rather than the 75mm gun, the
standard artillery piece, While economic considerations affected her
decision, few officers belleved the 75mm gun was I1nadequate for the
methodical battle.46 Instead of altering time tested and proven
methods with new technologles, France absorbed the new equipment into the
old approaches and failled to modernize her forces as much as was possible
or necessary.

Finally, the French intelligence network faiJed’abyamally during
some of France's most difficult moments. Intelligence officers routinely
over-eatimated the size and quality of the German forces, They tended
to view their potential enemy as a mirror of themselves, rather than as a
separate entity with its own distinct traditions and methods. ‘Trhroughout
the interwar period, for example, they perceived very little potential

for the infiltration tactics introduced by the Germans in 1917, Since

the French belleved they could not rapldly break through enemy defenses,
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they also did not believe any enemy could break through their defensive
posltions. Durlng the crisis of 1936, they greatly over-estimated the
size of the units moving into the Rhineland and in April 1940 may have
first learned of the German move to Norway by readinyg a dispatch from
Reuters, the British news agency. An error of greater effect occured in
May 1940 when they paid scant attentien to early indications of the
Germans moving through the Ardennes. Bven if the French lntelligence had
been more effective the results may have been the same; French leaders
lgnored warnings of large forces being in the Ardennes until it was too
late to react successfully. Having convinced themselves that the Germans
had to come through Belgium, they focused on intelligence supporting
their preconceived conclusions, instead of viewing all evidence in a
dispassionate and objective manner.‘? As with the doctrine of the
methodical battle, the French closed thelr minds to information contrary
to the accepted bellef.

In the flnal analysis, the military's operational concepts seem to
have been consistent with the strategic objectives, France desired to
defend herself initially and then to attack. Her forces were organlzed,
equipped, and trained to do this. The dissenting question is whether she
may have been more successful had she prepared to fight a moblle war
rather than a relatively static one. In that sense, the strategic
objective of defending France against a German attack was poorly
supported by operational concepts that had falled to l1ncorporate more
modern technliques available to France. The French recognized that the
Germans would have the initiative in the event of an invasion, since they
could choose the ¢time and place of attack. Notwithstanding this

advantage, the French belleved their organization of the ftrontiers and

their strategy would compel the Germans to rract in a predictable
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fashion, Needless to say, they did not, and France collapsed
dramatically. In fact, the Germans had placed thelr strength against the
weakened French areas and punched large holes through the French lines,
Similarly, the French had thought théy could force the Germans to fight
their style of warfare, but found instead that they could not compete
with the more rapid and flexible Germans. BYy commliting themselves
doctrinally, strategically, and operationally to a single course of
action, they torpedoed their ability vo respond to the unexpected.

Doctrinal and operational inadequacies had compounded the effect of

strategic errors.
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Iv. Tactical Effectiveness

As with operational concepts, French tactical concepts were
consistent with the strategic objectives. France prepared her forces ta
defend and then to assume the offensive, and her tactical doctrine rested
upon her beilef In the deadliness of firepower, the strength of the
defense, the advantages of the methodical battle, and the necessity of
centralized control. These beliefs seduced her into initially preparing
for a tightly controlled defense in which there was little room for
maneuver, for rapid response, or for 1individual 1initilative. In 1940,
however, the pace of the battle was set by Germany's tanks and dive
bombers, not by France's artlillery and infantry, and consequently her
forces falled miserably at the tactical level. The fallure, however, dild
not come from a wide-spread unwillingness to fight, for many French
soldliers died performing thelr duty. Instead, the failure came f[rom the
forces being 1nadequately prepared for the type of combat they
encountered, When the French encountered the more mobile Cermans, thelir
tactical fFormations collapsed miserably and could not generate a coherent
and sustained response. The swift Cerman columns cut' the clumsy French
units to pleces. Just a2 other Iimpotent armies have discovered in the
past, the French discovered that courage cannot make up for doctrinal,
organlzational, and materlel deficlencies.

A major falling of the French at the tactical level concerned thelr
perception of the methodical battle; they prepared themselves to fight on

a battlefleld where thelr artillery provided the momentum and the rhythm
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for their attack. When an attack began, &ccording to French doctrine,
the inrantry advanced 1,000 to 2,000 meters before halting in order to
readjust the artillery fire. The attack agaln commenced, and after
advancing 1,000 to 2,000 meters, another readjustment of fire was
necessary, To control the advance of the iInfantry and to ensure
artillery support, a number of Iintermediate objectives were established
which corresponded to these advances of one to two kilometers. After a
total advance of the Iinfantry of about 6,000 to §,000 meters, a
displacement of the artillery was required. This displacement ensured
that the Infantry remained under the cover of the artillery and did not
g0 beyond its maximum range. For control purposes, the maximum advance
was sometimes limited to 3,000 to 4,000 meters before the artillery degan
1ts displacement by Ilincrements. One trule of thumb was given by an
instructor at the French War College when he stated the distance of the
advance ought to be half the maximum range of the artillery supporting
the attack. In any case, the French belliaved the Infantry had to remain
under the umbrella of artillery protection, and only the methodical
battle could ensure the maximum possible coordination and integration of
the artillery and the infantry.“

Having prepared themselves to fight In this manner, the French
falled to prepare themselves for anything dramatically different. For
example, thelr doctrine for halting an armor attack resembled their
dootrine for halting an infantry attack. In fact, when they had devised
their antitank doctrine, their basic assumption had been that a4 tank
attack represented nothing more than an intensification of an Infantry
attack. Hence, their antitank tactics were a variant of their flexible

or elastic defense which had been created in World War I. In thia

defensive operation, as it was conducted by a division, an attacking
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enemy first encountered an advance past line and then a principal line of
resistance which relied upon the use of strong points. The utilization
of strong points facllitated control of antitank flre and permitted a
concentration of fire on particularly dangerous threats. The strong
points preferably overlooked major avenues of approach for enemy armored
columns and, i1deally, were to be mutually supporting. Thelr use was
pavticularly strongly emphasized Jin the 1938 infantry :egu.‘latiom.“
If an enemy managed to pass through the principal line of reslstance, he
encountered a series of Jintevlor strong points and finally would be
halted by what the French called the *“stopping line." Antitank fire
forward of this line protected a dlvision's artillery, command posts, and
lines of communication. But the combination of the stopping line and the
other defensive lines would halt an armor attack much as an arresting
cahle halts a landing aircraft.

These tactics may have been successful If the French had accepted
the possibility of large masses of tanks being concentrated 4along a
narrow portion of a front and if they had acted to increase the number of
antitank weapons in their divisions. However, the entire French doctrine
rested upon the assumption that no more than 50 enemy tanks would be
concentrated along a front of one kilometer in a major attack. Based on
this assumption, the French concluded thdat the proper density of antdtank
guns shouid be one gun for each 100 meters, or 1C per kilometer. Theae
guns would, of course, be arranged i1n depth and not stretched In a single
line across a k“omtet.so Since the standard issue of antitank guns
was 48 per division (and some divisions had less 1in 1940), a division
defending along a front of 10 kilometers, which was the standard

frontage, could concentrate 1its weapons only along a portion of the

front. Consequently, the conduct of a successful defense by a division




115.

depended upon the ability of the commander to determine exactly where an
enemy force might concentrate its attack. Clearly., in French doctrine,
little or no margin existed for error, and little or no allowance was
made for an enemy probing and finding the weak points in a defense, The
French expec‘t:ed the enemy to “bull® his way forward and to use very
little of his mobility in the actual righting.

Perhaps even worse, the French misunderstood the potential depth of
a modern armored attack., They never envisaged a deep defensive zone such
as the one before the Kursk salient on the eastern front 1in July 1943
where Russian fortifications extended for a hundred miles, If a French
division defended in a depth of five kilometers, very few defenses
usually existed behind it, Although secondary poaltions were parti;allg
prepared along the northeast front, few officers saw the neced for
additional depth. If the unspeakable happened and the Germans did manage
to break through, the French belleved they could cloge the rupture by
moving units laterally into the threatened zone., In sum, the fallure was
primarily one of conception; they did not believe the Germans could
~attack as swiftly and as deeply as they did in May 1940.

If the failure to defend successfully against the German tanks way
one of conception, that fallure did not originate in the violation of
numerous fundamental tactical principles. For example, the need for
combined arms was accepted almost as Intensely as a matter of religious
faith. Above all else, their doctrine emphasized the complete
Integration of all arms. Unfortunately, to them this meant that all
weapnns functioned to support the Iinfantry. Even though the artillery
established the rhythm of .the battle, 1t too functioned solely to serve

the infantry. There was little or no notion of combining the arms In a

fashion to enable the strengths of one to compensate for the weaknesses
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of another, or of over-turning the infantry's dominance. Nevertheless,
the French frequently emphasized the importance of combined arms and
always considered other factors such as mission, enemy, terrain, weather,
and the qualities and training of the troops available., In terms of
emphasins on combined arms, their failure was not so much one of concept
as it was one of execution.

Similarly, the French Delleved the combining of infantry,
artillery, and armor on the battlefield was an absolute necessity but
that J4t also required extremely rigorous control measures, As an
example, the 1938 infantry requlations focused primarily upon movement by
successive phases closely supported by artilllery fire. The regulatlons
explained thdt each successlve step of the commander's plarnned maneuver
had to bde courdinated with supporting fire, 1In 1lts general discussion of
an attack, the regulations emphasized three major points: “the attack of
the first objective;" “the consolidation and occupation of conquered
terraln;" and "the attack of subsequent objectives." The attack on a
second objectlve, however, could commence only at a time fixed in advance
or by a special signal from higher headquarters. The regulations
explained that regimental and battalion commanders should stipulate
“momentary halts" for the units under their control after the execution
of certaln botinds. They added that these commanders should "regqulate the
resumption of movement after each of the halts in such a manner as to
maintaln thelr attack in the rhythm fixed by the General commanding the
division.“s‘l Such controls were essential Iif the Infantry and
artillery were to operate together, and in the French view the addition
of tanks orly lncreased that need for control.

As the French stressed rhe need for centralized control, they did

not formally reject the goal of rapld exploitation of opportunities.
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Yet, their doctrine and practices worked against the possibility of rapid
exploitation, Since they preferred to have the pace of the battle
established by higher headquarters, they placed less emphasis on tartical
success than on operational or strategic success., In some l1nstances,
tactical success might be restrained i1f it interfered with or disrupted
an ongoing operational or strategic endeavor. This approach contributed
to their interpretation and rejection of German infiltration tactlcs.
The essence of these new tactics, which were created in 1917, was rapid
advancement and infiltration by small infantry groups. Operating closely
with artillery support and carrying 1light and mobile weapons, the
attacking infantry groups bdypassed enemy resistance and struck deeply
into an enemy's rear. Succeeding waves of infantry cleared out the
remaining enemy, and thus the small units making the initial attacks set
the pace of movement and greatly Influenced the overall success of the
attack. But the Prench saw no advantage in such an arrangement.

Although French regqulations described the use of infiltration l1n
the attack, they did not call for driving deeply 1nto an enemy's
detenses. The French preferred to concentrate on moving to place fire,
rather than movina to bypass. The January 1939 manual entitled
capable of maneuver was the rifle platecon and that maneuvers should
always be "simple." A squad would never try to maneuver by using a few
of its men to provide a base of fire while the remainder moved forward.
According to the manual, when a platoon encountered filre from an enemy
position, it should try with 1its squad *o outflank this resistance rather
than make a direct assault. While one squad placed Fire on thls point,

the rest of the platoon would use favorable paths of approach toward it,

move to its flanks., and then place oblique fire upon it. From the French
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perspective, the movement around the fianks of an enemy utilized an
infiltration maneuver. The lidea was not to race past the enemy
resistance but to destroy the enemy and then move on toward the company
objective. The same technique could be used by & company with one
platoon providing fire support, while the other platoons maneuvered
around the enemy. The platoons might also move by bounds. After
reaching the company objective, the company would halt, and the commander
would lssue a verbal order to his platoon leaders describing how the next
objective would be attacked. The company would thus utllize a succession
of efforts and a succession of attacks untl!l It reached the battaldon's
objective.s2

Although the French did understand the importance of .moving around
the flanks of enemy resistance, they had little or no understanding of
how the Germans had used infiltration tactics successfully against them
in 1918, And they had 1little confidence in the possibility of important
strateglc successes beglnning with the ecxplolitation of an opportunity at
the tactical Ilevel. Hence, che French military placed a very small
premium on surprise and Initiative at the lowest echelons and on the
possibility of reinfoerecing success. Decause of their emphasis on the
methodical battle and centralized contrrl, there was little or no room
within their tactical system for audacious strokes.

Training considerations also affected the French |reference for a
careful met -dical approach, even though the French military's training
was completely -onsistent with 1its lcal system. The main problem
with tralning in the Fren. Army concerin i the amount of time actually
spent on training soldiers. buring the period of one-year service,

conscripts usually spent slx months tralning and then slx months In a

unit, While they may have acquired some of the necessary skills, they
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could not have acquired all the necessary ones. FEven during the period
of two-years service, the military hierarchy belleved that the reserve
officers and noncommissioned officers -- who would comprise 85X of the
leadership corps upon mobllization -- would have very little experience
and would not be highly trained 1f they were called to actlive duty in a
crisis. The Hligh Command attempted to overcome the weakness In training
by fhaving official regulations rigorously prescribe the subjects and
sequence of training. The army's regulations and manuals carefully
concentrated on preparing soldlers and officers to perform the tasks
assoclated with their wartime positions. For example, the army's manuals
that prescribed new tactical doctrine always addressed the training of
soldiers in that same volume or In a separate but connected volume.
While the French may b accused of too much detall, they certainly cannot
be accused of allowing a gap to exist between doctrine and training, at
least as It was expressed in the manuals and taught In the various
milltary schools.s

The High Command also tried to overcome weaknesses 1In tralning by
improving the system for tralning the reserves, By virtue of the
1927-1928 laws, the French created mobilization centers to which
reservists would report in the event of mobillzation. Although these
centers functioned as training camps and depots, a reservist reported lo
a mobilization center for his periodic training session but then was
placed in a nearby regiment for training in his speclalty. Should the
reservist be an offlcer, the troops he would commarnid might be of the same
reqiment 1f general mobilization occurred, but no system existed to
ensure o. 'lcers and men always served with thelr wartime unita.M In

the late 19303 the Migh command increased the amount of training time for

the reservists. Whereas only one °“clasa” (members of the reserves who
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had been conscripted in a particular year) had previously attended annual
training, by 1937 three “classes" attended each year., By the eve of the
war, reserve officers were required to spend twenty-one days 1in training
every two years.

BEven during the depths of the depression, the French continued
training exercises for the reserves; the only constraint was the
curtailing Jin 1932 and 1933 of the annual fall maneuvers for active
units. In subsequent years the army returned to conducting large scale
maneuvers 1n which several divisions participated. Only the several
crises on the eve of World War II dnterrupted them. From 1932 until
1939, the credits for reserve training voted by the Natlonal Assembly
averaged 87% of the credits requested by the war ministry, while thase
for training of the active army averaged 923X of those regquested by the
war ministry.s5 Although the General Starff could have been requesting
credits that it thought the National Assembly might approve, there seem
tao have bevn no demands for greater sums for training, and the relatlively
minor reductions Imposed by the National Assembly could not have
seriously disrupted training programs desired hy the military hderarchy.’
¢ne c¢an only conclude that adequate opportunities and resources, as
deemed necessary by the High Command, existed for training,

Although the quality of tralning and thus readiness of the reserves
tndoubtedly improved in the late 1930s, no progress was made In creating
cohesive, solid unlts in which the soldiers and officers were accustomed
to working together. Since training at the mobilization centers did not
normally include the active duty contingent and only a few of the reserve
classes, complete unity were never present at one time. In the event of
a sudden mobillzation, even the active units would have lacked cohesion,

since each would have been broken apart to create two additional units.
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Highly trained and cohesive units ready to fight lmmediately simply did
not exist when the brench Army mobllized for war. While individual
skllls may have been approprilately developed, unit skills and cohesion
undbubtedly had not. The French military hlerarchy recognized this
problem and used it as another reason for avolding an offense at the
beginning of the war or for running the risk of an encounter bal:tle.56
After the units became more cohesive and seasoned, the High Command
believed they would be capable of more challenging and complex missions.

Despite the dismal events of May-dune 1940, it 1is Jimportant to
recognize that the French had eight and one-half months to improve the
training of thelr units from the time of mobilization until the time of
the German attack. NWhile some units made good use o. this time, others
did not. All in all, the capabilities and skills of the units that
fought 1In May were not significantly better than when France had
mobllized. More importantly, the military hierarchy did not attempt to
uge the additional time to develop new operational skills and thus to
reach outside the doctrinal constraints imposed by emphasis on the
methodical battle and centralization. Bven with the relatively 1long
preparation period, military leaders did not change their thinking about
the necessity for the methodical battle or about the need for greater
flexibility. The practices of two decades could not be easily
overturned. Thus, France went into battle 1in 1940 with grealer
preparation time than she had anticipated, but she fought just as i1f she
had had 1little or no time to prepare after mobilization. As in the
peacetime years, the military hierarchy saw no need to develop new
methods or approaches.

Having examined numerous alternatives, the military remalined

reasonably satisfied with the organizaticns and doctrine 1t had created.
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Although lingering doubts remained about the reservists, French methods
had been moditled to take the weaknesses of the reservists lnto account
and to capltalize upon the advantages of firepower and the methodical
battle. But these methods were also extremely clumsy. In a real sense,
their complexity ensured that any concept arguing for rapid breakthroughs
and long-range exploitation could easily be dismissed as fanciful
thinking, and the doctrine's emphasls on fire and the methodical battle
could only serve to suppress innovative ideas in the French Army about
maneuver. Similarly, the battle of 1940 demonstrated all too painfully
that such techniques could not be employed on a highly mobile battlefield

where the situation rapidly changed 1n a fluld environment.
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During the Interwar period, the French had carefully considered
their options and pald close attention to the tactics, organization,
egquipment, and training of thelr forces. By 1939 France was prepared to
go to war with a system that was supremely logical and closely
coordinated. That system was intended to overcome the advantages of the
Cermans and to reinforce those of the French. At the same time, a
remarkable consistency 1n virtually every area extended from the grand
strategic through the tactical level., Except for the 1ll-fated attempt
to rush to the aid of Holland with the Breda variant plan, French
strategy 1n 1940 was the product of a long and careful process in which
virtually every course of action was identified and analyzed. And the
same c¢an be said of the operational and tactical levels., The hope was
that France could avoid losing the initial battles and that she could
emerge victorious after the nation had been completely mobilized, after
her military forces had been seasoned in battle, and after her allies had
tipped the scales in her favor. Despite this preparation, France falled
to prepare a military force as effective as that of her enemy.

An examination of France's shortcomings that became evident after
the fighting began reveals inadequacles throughout her entire millitary
system, Her higher commanders lacked a flexible, efficient means of
command and control. Her strateqy made her exceptionally vulnerable to a
thrust through the Ardennes. Her doctrine and organizations failed to

provide adequately for the tank or for tactical air support. Her




El G 5 s T G A BE . .

124.

officers were not trained to respond to the unexpected. The list could
go on and on, but the results are clear. While the French tried to fight
a tightly controlled defensive battle, thelr opponent thrust a swift,
moblle battle upon them, and they found they simply could not respond to
the new pace of fighting. By comparison, France was much better prepared
and more effective in 1914 than in 1940,

To account for these numerous failures, one could simply cite the
errors of France's military leaders and leave it at that. Ultimately.
France collapsed in Dbattle for military reasons, and military
explanations can sufficlently -- 1f not completely -- adcount for her
defeat. Betond a doubt, French leaders had failed to recognize how
warfare had changed since 1918, and General Maurice Gamelin led French
forces into the unexpected trap they encountered 1n May 1940, But thelr
errors came lnss from their stupidity, incompetence, or decadence than
from thelr having come up with the wrong formula for the problem that
appeared In 1940, Certalnly, having 4 more open-minded and innovatlive
High Coummand may have resulted 1n some improvements, but In defense of
the military leaders, they had exhaustively examined the problem as they
saw it and had undergone numerous debates, experiments, and maneuvers.
Of the errors that were made, many were concentrated in areas that could
only be evaluated 1n a subjeccive, If not intultive, fashion. Few of the
most crucial Aissues had obviously correct solutions. By the objective
criteria of weapons, equipment, training, leadership, and manning,
France's forces always seemed proficient, and a sufficient marglin of
safety seemed to exist., VYet, she was extremely deficlent in those areas
that could only be tested completely in combat,

From the perspuctive of military effectliveness, perhaps the most

important conclusion to reach is that the French experience 1llustrates
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how no definitive measure of military readiness can be reached |in
peacetime, After all, as Clausewltz has reminded us, war is ultimately a
chameleon, and what may be effective In one clrcumstance may lead to
disaster In another. Had the Cermans fought as expected, the French may
have done bet!er. Unfortunately, the Germans did the unexpected, and

France collapsed, thoroughly humiliated by the debacle.
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TABLE 1

MILITARY EXPENDITURES
AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS NATIONAL PrRoODUCTS?

Year France Germany Great Britain
1933 4.5% k11 ix

1934 4.3 6 k)

1935 4.7 8 2

1936 6.0 13 5

1937 6.8 13 7

1938 8.2 17 8

1939 a2.8 23 42
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TABLE 2

MILITARY EXPENDITURESSS
(Per Cent of Total by Service)

YBAR ARMY NAVY AIR FORCE TOTAL EXPENDITURES(1)
(Millions of Francs)
1918 95.5% .8 --=-(2) 30,4606
1819 90.3 8.5 --=f2) 17,734
1920 83.7 12.0 1.3 7,244
1921 73.6 14.8 4.0 7,167
1922 68.4 18.1 4.0 6,648
1923 62.8 16 .4 5.9 6,397
1924 57.6 1.6 7.3 6,465
1935 60.0 18.9 7.9 6,524
1926 6l1.4 19.9 7.6 7,501
1937 64.5 20.3 7.1 11,181
1928 55.58 24 .4 10.3 9,778
1929 5.7 ad.6 11.3 11,075
1930 63.8 19.2 1.9 15,915
1931 56.6 23.9 13.0 13,852
1932 58.2 21.9 13.0 13,814
1933 60.4 41.1 12.8 13,431
1934 56.3 35.0 12.3 11,601
1935 52.0 23.6 18.8 12,797
1236 52.6 23.6 18.0 15,101
1937 54.7 1.4 19.0 22,580
1938 52.2 al1.1 42.8 29,153
1939 60.7 ls.2 27.0 93,687

f1) Military expenses for colonies, civilian ministries, and
cccupational troops are not shown.

(2) Air force figures for these two years are included within

those for the army and navy.
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THE MILITARY EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE U.S. ARMED FORCES

1919 ~ 1939

Ronald Spector
University of Alabama

I. Political Effectiveness

The U.S. armed forces in the 19208 and 19308 were obliged to
function in a political cenvironment which made it extremely difficult, if
not impossible, for those organizations to secure the financial,
industrial, and human resources which they considered necessary to attain
even the minimum level of military capability to carcy out their
anticipated wartime mlissions., A leading studeunt of the history of the
U.s. Army even suggests that "the Army during the 19203 and early 13730s
may have been less ready to function as a fighting force than at any tilme
in 1its history. It lacked even the combat capacity that the Indian
campaigns had forc:* on it during the nineteenth century and the pacifli-
cation of the Philippines had required early in the twentieth century.'1

The United States had traditionally avoided the malntenance of a
large professional army. After 1898, it had crcated a large and

powerful, although unbalanced, naval force but by the beqinning of the
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19208, the complete destruction of one of Che,_Navy's most powerfil
potentlal adversarles (Germany) and close frivndship with another
{Britain), together with popular interest in nqv#] disarmament, had
called the continued necessity for a large fleet 1nto‘queqpion.

With the dramatic rejection of the Versailles Peaé? Settlement by
the Senate in 1919, the United States turned its back upon am' involve-
ment in international projects aimed at collective security, Atforss at
disarmament were welcomed so long as they Jlnvolved no paliciﬁmL or
military commitments. As President Herbert MHoover succinctly put it:
‘We shall enter lnto no agreements committing us to any future course of
action or which call for the use of force to preserve peace.'2

A growing mood of disiliusionment with American Jnvolkemunk in
World War I reached its peak in the early 1930s. It colncided with and
reinforced the emergence of & new and strident type of isolationism which
called not only for the traditional avoldance of alliances and milltary
involvemonts abroad but a set of positive rules and practices designed to
insulate the United States from the contagion of forelgn wars,

In addition to these constraints, the political environmenc of the
19208 and 1930s strongly encouraged financlal stringency 1in government.
buring the 19208, Republican presidents prided themselves on operating
the government on "sound business principles," the hallmark of which were
taken to be low taxes and low government expenditures. Keysione of the
business approach was the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 which created
the Bureau of the Budget and a unitary budget for the entire executlive
branch. Although the Budget Act was a sound management measure, the
Bureau nf the Budget, 1in the 19205 and e.rly 1930s, often operated as
simply & bludgeon to beat the financial requests of the executive

agencies into llne with the President's budget ceiling.
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In the case of the military services, the unicary budget system had
an even more chllling effect since officers tended to regard any direct
public criticism of the President's budget as disobedience toward the
Commander-in-Chief, Nhen a congresslonal committee guestioned the Army's
Chilef of Finance, Brigadier General K. N. Walker, in 1924, about whether
“the President’'s policy of economy" would “prevent the War Department
from stating its needs before this committee?” General Walker replied
that "when the Budget has once been approved by the President and trans-
mitted to Congress, it 1s his budget estimate and no offlcer or official
of the War Department would have any right to come here and attempt to
get a single dollar more ... ."3 The Creat Depression of the 19303
discredited talk of “business principles" but the widespread economlc
hardship of the times seemed to call for ceven greater financlal restraint
on the part of the government.

The Natlonal Deofense Act of 1920 provided for a regular army of
280,000 men, only about half of what War Department planners had
proposed, but nevertheless a respectable peacetime establishment which
allowed for some nire infantry divisions, two cavalry divisions, and
various smaller units. Moreover, this modest regular force was to be
backed by an organized reserve and National Guard, traihed by special
training detachments of the regular army. Yet nelther Congress nor the
President were ever prepared to make available the financial resources to
pay for the implementation of the National Defense Act. As early as
1921, Congress reduced the regular army to 150,000 men and the following
year to 137,000. Throughout the 1920s and early 1930s, the strength of
the Army seldom exceeded 135,000, At their 1924 convention, the
Republicans proudly pointed to the fact that “our standing Army is now

below 125,000 men, the smallest reqular military force malntained by any
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great power.“‘ Upon the outbreak of World War II, the Army was still
90,000 men short of 1ts 280,000-man strength authorized in the National

© “Defensé Act of 1920,
The large trained reserve, which was to serve as the core of the
citizen Army envisioned In the National Defense Act, was largely still-

born. Reserve officers continued to be commissioned through the Reserve

Officer Training Corps at various colleges and universitles but little
money was avallable for them to train or serve with the Army. A projected
“Enlisted Reserve Corps" never really exlsted because no means were
avallable for recruiting or training the necessary personnel. The
National Guard numbered about 200,000 men and continued to carry on some
training but its drills and two-week encampments were lnadeguate prepara-
tien for modern warfa:e.s

The economic stringencies of the 1920s and 1930s forced the Atmy to
carry out drastic, sometimes grotesque, measures to economize¢. Offlcers
and NCOs were reduced two or three steps in grade. Houslng was so poor
and scarce that non-commissioned officers’' families at Ft, Benning
occupled abandoned black laborers' shacks In the Georgia countryside
while some officers resigned rather than occupy the uninhabitable
quarters 4assigned them.6 Tanks could train only for a lfew hours a day
because fuel was deemed too mxpensive in 1920s budgets.7

There was relatively little that the War Department could do about
the financial stringencies of the period. Yet the choices made by the
Army leaders in coping with these stringencles probably made thelr effect
all the more damaging. Rather than maintain a smaller number of units at
full strength, the Army chose to retain its complete 1919 force structure

of nine divisions, although few could be manned at even brigade strength.

This structure not only made realistic training more difficult but
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foreclosed any possibdility of maintaining even a very small combat-ready
force.

The Navy had emerged from World War I on a par with the British
Royal Navy as the most powerful in the world. A large building program,
authorized in 1916, provided for still greater expansion of the Navy,
especially of the battlefleet. Ten super dreadnoughts and battlecrulsers
were under construction or about to be laid down as the nation r:turned
to normalcy,

The Republican Congreéss and the Harding administration were unwill-
lng to underwrite such costly naval expansion. Instead, President
Harding proposed a program of world power naval disarmament and hosted
the Washington Conference of 1922 which resulted in the scrapping of many
old or uncompleted capital ships and put an upper limit on the Great
Powers' navies 1in the category of battleships, cruiszers, destroyers, and
carrlers. Ratlos of relative naval strength were established between the
various navies, the Unlted States being granted equality wilth Great
Britain and a 40 percent superiority over Japan. cCapital ships, carriers,
and. cruilsers were also subject to qualitative limitations as to tonnage
and armament.s A second disarmament agreement, signed at London in
1930, added limitations on the number and characteristics of cruisers
which could be built by the three great naval powers and set ratios In
this category at 10:10:7 for Great Britain, the United States, and Japan
respectively,

Naval offlcers expressed great dissatisfaction with the Washington

agreements, which obliged the U.S. to discontinue constructlon of its

most advanced battleships and battlecruisers, and with the London treaty,

which saddled them with warship types determined by negotiation rather

than by military requ.irevm=.=nr:s.9 Yet, they reserved their loudest
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criticism for the provisions of the Five Power Washington Treaty which
forbade the construction of bases or fortifications In certain o»f the
Pacific and Fast Asian possessions of Britain, France, the United States,
and Japan.

For the United states, this meant that no additional defenses lould
be established for the Philippines and nothing at all done to protect the
American-owned island of Guam in the Marianas. Nithout a major naval
base at one of these locations, the Navy believed 1t would be impossible
to carry on a successful war against Japan.

buring the interwar years, the Army was not particularly well
situated to make its case to the law-makers and the public. The Army
enjoyed some support from veterans' groups, especlally the powerful
American Leg¢ion, and from publications such as the Army and Navy Journal
and, on occasion, from the National Guard, Military professionals could
also register their views officially In such papers as the Annual Reports
of Chiefs of Arms and Services and unofficially 1in articles in profes.
sional and popular journals, Yet the Army lacked looby or interest
groups devoted wholly to 1its linterests, and Army officers enjoyed
indifferent success as publicists, One student of the periodl concludes
that none of the Army's ‘efforts scemed to have any lInfluence on the
trend of the 1920s -- economy in qovcrnmnt.'m

In contrast to the Army, the Navy was considerahly better equlpped
to bring its views before the public and convey 1ts concerns to lawmakers.
The Navy League of the United States, a capable civilian lobby of long-
standing, fraithfully beat the drums for strong naval defense through its
magazine Seapower and 1n testimony and letters to Congress. The
existence of a credible potential opponent -- the Japanese Navy - was a

deflnite asset in the campalgn for naval appropriations and even the
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popular enthusiasm for arms limitation could be used to advantaye

by arguing that new construction was needed to brir;g the fleet up to the
strengcth provided for in the Washington and London Creaties.“ Naval
officers like Dudley W. Knox were beginning to appreciate the importance
of what wou.1d now be called public relations and emphasized the importance
of selling the Navy as an institution whose functions of commerce protec-
tion, scientific research, and support for diplomacy were useful to the
nation in peace as well as in war.“

Yet the Navy's success in conveylng 1its vislon of the country's
naval needs was a limited one. Interest in naval duérmcmenc remained
strong among American leaderas and the public until the late 1930s.
Throughout the 19203, Congress declined to provide for sufficient cruisers
and other ships even to bring the Navy up to the strength authorized in
the Washington agreement. No new battleships were begun until 1937,

On the other hand, two of the large, uncompleted battlecruisers of
the 1916 program, the LeXxington and Saratoya, were converted into glant
alrcraft carriers. In the battlefleet, the oldest Dbattleships were
converted to burn oil instead of coal and all but the latest had their
turrets modified so that the main batteries could bhe elevated to thirty
degrees, thus increasing the effective range of the guns. Congress also
authorized construction of some sighteen modern cruisers, although some
were not laid down until the end of the 1920s.

With the onset of the Creat Depression, naval expenditure way
sharply curtatled. The Navy was oblignd to lay up ships and reduce its
personnel. Older battleships, for example, had their complements reduced
as much as sixty percent', and Congress was in no mood to appropriate
funds for any new cunstruct:icm.” The Navy's Ffortunes improved w'th

the tnauguration of Franklin D. Roosevelt., a long-time supporter of the
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sea service and furmer Assistant Secretary of the Navy under Josephus
Danlels. Representative Carl Vinson, the powerful chairman of the House
Naval Affairs Committes was also a strong supporter of naval expanslon.
Beginning in 1933, naval appropriations rose every year. Dburing the
early thirties, constructinn of ships and ajrcraft was included among the
public works projects initlated by the New Deal to provide emergency work
rellef for those hard hit by the Depression.

while the 1930s was a perlod of naval expansion, the U.5. Navy
stilll failed to secure a force of the size and capability necessary to
wage war againat Japan in the Western Pacific, Nothing better illustrates
the Navy's limited ability to sell its strategic ldeas to the civilian
leadership than the issue of the Cuam naval base. By the late 1930s, the
Washington Treaty restriction on naval bases had long since lapsed and
naval Jeaders argued forcefully that the U.$. could delay no longer in
estadblishing an operating fleet dase in the Western Pacific., In 1938, a
board headea by Rear Adm. Arthur J. Hepburn submitted a report which
recomwnded that Guam be developed into a fully-equipped naval base. A
fleot base at Guam woiuld enable the U . &. Navy to adequately protect the
Philipplnes, block Japanese moves into Southeast Avia, and ward off any
Japanese attampt to strike east at Huwall or Hidway.l¢ Yet, Congresy
remained unconvinced., After a long and heated debate Congress, a ysar
after the outbreat of war in China, voted tou take no steps to establish a
ruval base In the Western Pa<:1f.ic.ls

The 19203 nd 19308 were poriods of rapid growth and change in many
areas of military technology. Despitwe extremely Jimited rescurces, thre
U.8. armed forces were able, In general, to keep ahreast of thesw develop.

menis and produce weapons and equipment that were qualitatively - - if not

quantitacively - equal to the most advanced systems belinq developed by
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the great powers. Radar, sonar, the B-17 bomber, the 105-mm howitzer,
the Garand (M-1) rifle, and the dive bomber are but a few examples of the
types of innovative and highly effective equipment produced by the armed
forces between the wars. That such progress in technology was achleved
is all the more surprising when one considers the severely limited
financial resources available for research and development. 'The entire R
and D program amounted to about one-twentleth of the cost of a& contempor -
ary battleship and less than one-fourhundredth of what it cost to develop
the atomic bomb.u

In addition to stringent budgets, the large amounts of obsolescent,
but stilll serviceable, eguipment remaining from World War I tended to
inhibit the efforts to provide modern equipment, Development and
procurement of the l105-mm howitzer, for example, was far slower than it
might have been because of the availability of so many French “"75s8' left
over from the World war‘”

Another significant obstacle was the research and develepment
philosoplhy of rhe Army General Staff and the technical bureaus ln the
Intorwar period. These organlzations frequently displayed great
reluctance to standardize and produce any weapon until it had been made
as nearly perfect as poasible.m Given the stringert budgetary
restraints and rapid technological development of the 19208, this
"perfectionism" had some justification, but jts net effect was to retard
weapons development. Thus the Garand "semi-automatic" rifle (M-1) took
over nineteen years to design and produce, while the Ordnance Departmert
fatled to standardize a single tank or armored vehlicle "no matter how
promising” from the dozens of experimental models produced during that

time.”
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Little effort was made during the interwar period to enlist the
skill and knowledge of civillian sclentists and englneers to solve the
problems of weapons design and development. An outstanding exception was
the long-time cooperation hetween the War Department and the Society of
American Automotive Engineers. 'Mhe Soclety's “Ordnance Advisory Commit .-
tee" played a leading role in helping the Ordnance Department deal with
problems assoclated with tank design in the 1930s. Yet systematic
collaboration between Jindustry, science and the military remained rare
until the outbreak of the Second World war.'w

In general it was the services, rather than industry, which tonk
the lead in developing new weapons and equipment. Thus, in the case of
shipbullding, the Navy's three technical bureaus -- Ordnance, Engineering,
Construction, and Repair -- prepared the specifications for new men-of-war
and, so far as possible, the ships were built in government yards, When,
as frequently happened, a construction program was too large to be handled
entively by government yards, private bullders were utlllzed but naval
supervisory staffs and inspection teams played a large role 1In the
production pzoceu.“

Most research and development work was carrled out more or less
independently by the services' technical bureaus and thelr subdivisions,
Although the Navy CGeneral Board and Army Ceneral Staff could act to some
extent ay coordinating bodies or courts-of-last-resort, development was
thevitably uneven, For example, the¢ Navy's Ordnance Bureau failed to
produce an effective middle range antl-aircraft gun (its 1.1-in. machine
cannon was a Fallure) “because 1ts staff did not keep up on improvement
in aircraft performance,'22 alrcraft being the province of another

buceau.
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Nevertheless, the decentralized style of research and development
in the interwar period was probadly responslible for far more successes
than fallures., It permitted flexibility, parallel development efforts,
and the exploration of alternative paths of development, For example, 1t
was the Bureau of Ships which let the first important contract for fire-
control radar at a time when the Bureau of Ordnance had evinced a lack of
interesc.23

The strengths and weaknesses of the interwar research and develop-
ment system is i1llustrated by the story of the development of radar. In
the early 19208, Dr. A. Moyt Taylor and Leo C. Youny, of the Naval
Research Laboratory, had begun research into the propertles of radio wave
propagation, In June 1930, Naval Research Laboratory scientlsts
discovered that an airplane could cause interference with radio reception
when it passed through electromagnetic radiation., By 1931, the possibil-
ities appeared so proumising that the Bureau of EBngineering directed the
Laborvatory to "lnvestigate the use of radlo to detect the presence of
enemy vessels and aircratt.'24

Research in the early 19302 seemed to sugyest that “"radio detection®
would reyulre a radilo tranamitter and recelver separated from each other
by at least a quarter mile. This suygested that radar might be practical
only for the Army and, in 1932, the Secretary of the Navy actually sent a
summary ol the Naval Research Laboratory's investigatlons to che Secretary
of Nar with the suggestion that tne Army might find such a devise more
practical than the Nuvy.zB

In fact, the Army's Signal Cocrps Laboratory at Ft., Monmouth was
already exploring the problem ﬁut the work was hawpered by lack of funds.

The War Department ruled that reseacrch money had to be provided out of

the reqular Signal Corps budget. Moreover, the Signal Corps' Ft. Monmouth
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lab, unlike the Naval Research Laboratory, which was specifically tasked
with the conduct of hasic research, was expected to confine its activities
to practical development of equipment. For more sw.phisticated research
projects, the Signal Corps was expected to turn to private industry. VYet
in the case of radar, no private company or research institution was
el ther competent for, or interested in, the desired field of reuarch.za

In the end, both the Signal Corps and the Naval Research Laboratory
continued thelr research on radar. Both achieved impressive results. By
1937, the Signal Corps had developed a mobile short-range radio locater,
the SCR-263, which could detect alrcraft at night or in bad weather and
bring searchlights or artl-alrcraft batteries to bear upon it, A year
later, a long-ranyge radar, SCR-271, was in operation and the Army was
beqginning to experiment with radar for artillery fire control and aerial
navigation as we.n.l.l.z7 The Navy's progress was equally spectacular. By
1938, radar was being Jinstalled aboard warships and, in the 1939 fleet
ayercises, the bhattleship New. York, using XAF radar., was able to detoct
destroyers attacking in darkness at 9,000 y.uds.m

Yet, research by the Army and Navy had been carried out indepen-
dently, with little or no cooperation ox consultacdon between the two.
Moreover, the two services 2)assifled their radar development as secret,
not only €rum the public, but even from each ct:l'n‘u:'.29 In 1939, the
U.S. armed forces wese as advanced as any In the field of radar. Had the
two services been given additional resources and had they couperated and
pooled their knowledge, the U.C. might have njoyed an immense teshnolog-
lcal advantage.

In the area of manpower, the military services were affected by the

stringent oaconomy measurcs already described.  Few military units 1in

elther service could be manned at a level which wousc enable them to
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carry out realistic tralning or exercises over an extendzd period of time
or maintain a high degree of practical readiness. The services were far
better off in the matter of quality personnel. The Army and Navy had
entered the twenties with a mature system of professional milltary educa-
tion ranging from the Military Academy at West Point and Naval Academy at
Annapolis to the Army and Navy War Colleges. Entry into the officer
corps - largely through the service acedemies -- was competitlive and
recruits were generally of higlk quallty. Many of the senior officers had
proven thelr ability in the First World Wwar,

Yet, there were significant problems in the officer corps of the
Army and Navy. Pay was stagnant, the duty was often tedious and promotion
was glacially slow. Thirteen years was the normal Interval Dbetween
attaining the rank of first lieutenant and promotion ¢o captain in the
interwar Army, and some captains spent seventeen years at that rank. By
the time the lucky survivors of the system reached the rank of gqeneral,
they were normally at least fifty-nine years of age, General officers
could serve 4t most two or three years before reaching mandatory
retirement age.Ja BEven a brilliant and .well-connected officer like
George C. Marshall served ten Yyears at the yrade of major and did not
reach brigadier-general unti]l he was 56 years old.“ Many talented
offlcers resigned, others stagnated, lost their edge, or became Indif-
ferent to professional development.

The problem of officer quality In the Army became acute In 1940
when U.S. rearmament and expansion of the Army revealed that many regular
offlcers were of questionable competence or physical condition for active
wartime service or higher command. An even larger proportion of the
senior National Guar< and Reserve officers now being called to active

duty had also long since risen to thelr level of incompetence or were
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physically unt’.tt.a2 At the same time many talented and capable junior
offlcers had to be advanced at a rate far exceeding anything allowed for
in the normal promotion system., Although steps were taken to reclassifty
and retire marginal officers and accelerate the promotion of axceptional
ones, an efficient officer selection and promotion system was not
established in all its detaills until after Pearl Harbor.

The Navy offered =omewhal more varied and active service, although
with the same slow promotion as the Army. The naval officer corps
between the wars was composed almost exclusively of graduates of the
Neval Academy. This ensured a inilgh level of professional cohesion and a
common professional backgrocund. VYet, the 1nstitution at which these
naval officers recelved theilr common education was parvchial, 13I01at'.ed,
intellectually sterile, and pedagogically backward, In 1923, the Board
of Visitors to the Naval academy reported that “"a sound symmetrical
general education 1s lacking® and that the academy was “incapable of
supplying even the fundamental training 1in the physical :u;'ie.~n:::ers."33
Perhaps such deficienciles help to account far the attitude of the naval
officers who objected to the 1lnstallation of radar because it spotled the
appearance of thelr ships. One crulser commander refused to use it
because "he hadn't asked for 1:.'“

In the area of procurement of enlisted personnel, the Navy fared
very well indeed. During most of the 1920s and 1930s, Navy recruiters
had to accept only one-third to one-quarter of the men applying for
enlistmenc.“ In the depths of the Great Depression, the reenlistment
rate rogse to arouna ninety percent and only one out of every eighteen
applicants for enlistment could  be ac:c:ept:ed.j'6 A similar situation

prevailed in regard to recruiting for the Army Alr Corps. The romarice

and adventure of flight together with the widespread misconception that

== wmy
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all Army Alr Corps personnel were aviators, lept a steady stream of
applicants flocking teo the recruiters.

Recruiting for the rest of the Army, however, was not so easy. AS
in the 19708, the Army in the 19203 was largely regarded as “the employer
of last resort." A study of recruiting in the 19203 gonclddes _that
“despite its publivity about thv benefits that Army service held for
young man, few civilians joined except as a last reaort.“37 An
important reason, although by no meens the sole reason, was the low pay.
In the 19208, a private earned 70 cents a day; some unskilled workers
made 70 cents an hour. The result was that the Army experienced continu-
ing difficulty 1In recrultlng enough men even for the small regular force
it was authorized to maincain.ae : ,

The CGreat Depression, for a time, sclved the Army's recriiting
problems. The Army's enlistment gquotas were easily filled. Indeed,
during most of 1932, rectuiting was suspended because the recrulters had
already brought in too many men. The Alr Corps had a waiting list of 850
highly qualified high-school graduates to £i11 200 vacancles.JQ
Enllstment and reenlistment standards were railsed. By the mid-1930s,
however, enlistments were dropping off agaln. New Deal rellef measures
and programs like the cClvillan Conservation Corps cut deeply into the
pool of unemployed potential recruits, as did the modest recovery of the

1934-1937 period. Until the advent of the draft, the Army never

completely solved its manpower problems.
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Ir. Strategic Effectiveness

Until the eve of World War II, the armed services of the United
- States lacked strong and consistent policy guidance from polirical
Ieédn.r# and the State Department. Army and Navy leaders complained
frequently about this state of affairs and occasionally proposed measures
to remedy the situation, but without succau.“ In the absence of such
guidance, the military attempted to deduce for themselves what constituted
basic American national policies and objectives and to plan and prepare
accordingly. Army and Navy officers never consciously advanced strategic
objectives or plans different from what they perceived to be the political
objective of the nation., ‘rhus, although military leaders often felt that
certaln American policies -- particularly those 1n reyard to the Philip-
plnes and China -- oxceeded military capabilities, they belleved it was
Aot the function of the military to change those policies but merely to
point out the military implications. A member of the war plans division
told Stanley K. Hornbeck of the State Department, ‘“policy makilng ...
[was] ... a State Department responsibility. But ... the Nar Department
was responsible for the military aspects of any policy adopted and that
It was a duty of the Wor Department to point out the extent to which we
might become involved through military conmitments and make recommenda.
tions accordingly. -4

In the 19203 and .930s, military and naval leaders perceived that

American national policy implied the following military missions:

Jefense of the continental U.S., Alaska and Hawail, and the Panama Canal;
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defense of the Monroe Doctrine; defense of the Philippines; and protec-
tion of Amerjican rights and interests in China, The first two caused
little difficulty bdut the defense of the Philippines and support of
American interests in China in the face of increasingly militant Chinese
nationalism and Japanese expansionism was another matter.

American strategic planning for the Far FBast was embodied in the
so-called Orange Plan (Orange was the color assigned te Japan in war
games and planning exercises, prior to World War I; Mexico was “Green,”
Great Britain “Red," and Cerman "Black.") The Orange Plan assumed that
upon the outbreak of war, Japan would immediately mount an attack on the
Philippines. The planners knew that the Japanes¢ could probadly land at
least 50,000 men in the 1lslands during the first week of the war and
almost three hundred thoulgnd during the first thirty days. The American
garrison in the islands consisted of about 17,000 men. In the pre-World
Nar I period, when the Orange Plan was first concelved, 1t was hoped that
this force could at least hold open Manila Bay until the arrival of the
American battleflect, expected in about 60 days.‘2

By the 1920s, with Japan in posseasion of the former German-owned
lsland chalns of the Pacific, even thls slim hope appeared unrealistic,
Nevertheless, Army and Navy planners did not feel free to urge polltical
leaders Lo modify or abandon the American commitment to the Philippines
or American policles in the Far Rast." In the case of war with
America's most likely bhypothetical enemy then, Army and Navy leaders
obviously considered the risks entailed to be high and the consequences
of fallure grave. VYet, they felt themselves to be powerless to change
the policy which dictated such a course,

one reason military and naval officers felt themselves tu be in

such a position was the almost complete lack of communication and
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coordinatlon between political and military Iéaders in the United States
during the 1920s and 1930s. From time to time, the military had proposed
the establishment of some co-ordinating agency in regard to foreign and
military affailrs. As early as 1911, Representative Richmond F. Hobson of
Alabama bhad introduced a bill, at the urging of officers of the Naval War
College, which called for the establishment of a "Council of National
Defonse” to include the Secretaries of Nar, State and Navy, the chairman
of the House and Senate Military and Naval Affairs Committees, and the
professional heads of the Army and Navy. The bill falled to pan.“

Again, in 1922, the services proposed to Secretary of State Charles
Evans Hughes that representatives of his department sit with the Joint
Board and its planners to provide guidance on national policy. However,
Hughes rejected this jdea because he feared it would lead to undue
military influence on foreign poucy.‘s In 1938, a Standing Liaison
Committee of the State, War, and Navy Departments was established but (it
met Infrequently and confined itself mainly to Latin American matters.dﬁ

In specific crisis situations or problem areas such as Navy and
marine deployments in Latin Qmerica and China during the 1920s, very
close working-level coordination prevailed between the services and the
State Depaztment.47 Yet, at the policy level, the lack of coordination
and consultation remained a problem. In fact, 1t was In some ways a
problem which was never solved, since beginning in 1940, the heads of the
services were permitted to by-pass the State Department and report
directly to the Pteaident.‘a

buring the 19308 and 19308, the force size and structure of the

V.8, armed forces was wholly 1inadequate to achieve thelr strateglc

goals., This is most apparent In regard to the Orange Plan where the size

and composition of the U.S. fleet, particularly the lack of sufficlent

|
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fleet auxiliaries, made it unlikely that the Navy could carry out its
mission of fighting through to the Philippines in sixty days. Even
should this be the case, the largest initial reinforceﬁent feasible,
given the small size of the Army, was only 18,000 men to face 50,000
Japanese 1nvadn:s.‘9

Even In regard to the more basic mission of defending the contlnen-
tal United States, the size and atructure of the interwar armed forces
left much to be desired. In 1929, the Army Ceneral Staff estimated that
in attempting to form even the “initial protective force," Iwhich was
intended to see the country through the first few months of war with a
major power, they would be short at least six infantry regiments, seven
tank battalions, seventeen battalions of fleld artillery, and twelve
engineer regiments. The Army Air Corps would be short over 500 planes
and all Army tactical units would be short a total of 600,000 gas maszks,
2,300 .30-calibre machine guns, and 2,200 .50-calibre machine 9uns.50
By 1935, the situation had not greatly Ilmproved. The Army Air Corps
required an additional 200 bombers and 179 pursult planes merely to reach
the strength level recommended by the Baker Board In Fhe 19209,
Mechanized units were short $16,000,000 worth of equipment and Army units
as a whole were 3short 400 3-in. anti-aircraft guns and over 2,000
.50-calibre machine guna.sz

At the outbreak of Norld War II, the total strength of the U.S.
Army was about 190,000. Of these more than 50,000 were serving in the
outlylng possessions. On paper the Army was organized into Ffour armies,
and nine corps areas, each corps area with one regular and two National
Guard Divisions, In fact, of all tﬂese impressively large formations,

only three of the regular divisions could operate as such, and they were

at less than half strength. A rudimentary armored force, the 7th Cavalry
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Brigade (Mechanized), and two horsed cavalry divisions of about 1200 men
each, together with a few smaller independent units completed the Army's
order-of'-battle, 52

The regular Army had begun the process of conversion from the World
War I style "square" division, of twa'br.igades of two regiments each, to
a smaller, but far more flexible "trlangular" division of three infantry
and ore artillery regimentsz. This smaller, more maobile formation could,
if necessary, operate a8 three independent Iinfantry-artillery combat
teams, At its existing strength the Army could fleld at most five of the
new type divisions together with most of their support t:m:mpm53

The experience of World Watr I had impressed upon U.S. Army leaders
the importance of large scale mobilization of industry to support the
demands of total war, NWorld War I had found the Army unprepared for the
enormous problems lnvolved In wartime production and procurement. In the
course of the war, the War Department's archaic and inefficient bureau
system had broken down and reorganization had been forced on the Army by
the President, acting on the advice of bhusiness leaders like Bernard
Baruch.54

Taking account of this experience, the National Defense Act of 1920
reorganived the War Department's supply and purchasing system and created
the post of Assistant Secretary of Nar, The Assistant Secretary had
responsibility for coordinating War Department planning for supply and
procurement 1In the event of war and supervised the varlous bureaus
lpvolved in those activities. In 1922, an Army-Navy Munitions Board was
created to coordinate planning between the gervices and two yeara later,
the Army Industrial College opened its doors to train military and naval

officers 1in the mysteries of finance, procurement, transportation, and

manufacturing.
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Between the wars, Army officers and cjvilian 1ndustrialists
cooperated to produce a number of “Industrial-Mobilization plans® under
the direction of the Assistant Secretary of War. In thelr final form,
the plans called for a War Resources Administrator with broad powers to
mobllize the economy and allocate manpower and resources, The pzana,' as
such, were never implemented but the years of interwar planning provided
invaluable eoxperience for military officers and business leaders and
greatly cased the transition to a war economy after .1939.55

Nevertheless, industrial planning in the interwar period failed to
address certain important issues. From a social and political point of
view, the plans contributed nothing toward dealing with the economic and
ethical lissue of excess, not to say scandalous, wartime profits which
invariably accrued to the largest and most efficient war industries.
From a strategic point of view, the plans were deficlent in falling to
address the question of gearing military planning to industrial capacity.
“Throughout the 19203 and tho 1930s," writes the leading student of the
subject, “"the Army's command structure refused to acknowledge that supply
and procurement set limits for tactics and strategy."s,6 Although Army
supply officecs sometimes attempted to enlighten thelr colleagues,
Indugtrialists showed little Interest Jin this criticai question and
played little part in the debate. Businessmen were far too preoccupled
with perfecting the details of industrial coordination (and insuring
wartime proucits) to worry about the strategic implications of industrial
mobilization.®’

Because of the United States' 1long-standing policy of avolding
military alliances, the issue of coordinating and integrating strategic

objectives with allled armed forces was never addressed In interwar

planning. The sole exception occured during the late 1930s when the
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outbreak of the Sino-Japanese War led to increasing friction between *he
U.S. and Japan culininating in the Panay incident in late 1937, In the
wake of this lIncident, Captain Royal F. Ingersoll, Chlef of the U.S.
Navy's war Plans Division, was directed to open discussions with the
British Royal Navy on cooperation in the event of hostilities with Japan.

Ingersoll and his Rritish counterparts had relatively little diffi-
culty in agreeing upon a common strategy. Yet, since neither government
could say with assurance how, when, or under what circumstances .t might
ayree to go to war against the common enemy, the talks had little
immediate practical value for planning purposn.sa They did help to
lay the foundations for British American military cooperation and provided
4an opportunity for exchange of ldeas but, up to the final weeks before
Pearl Harbor, british and American commanders in East Asla were unable to
Integrate totally their plans and preparations because of continuing
uncertainty about what the U.S. might do.”

Because of Army political commitmonts in PFast Asia, the United
States was committed to a strategic plan (War Plan Orange) which did not,
and could not, place the strengths of the Army and Navy against the
weaknesses of thelr potential adversary, Japan. Army and Navy strategists
were, of course, aware of this shortcoming in the Orange Plan, but naval
strategists had., in g¢general, avoided any suggestion that the Plan be
drastically modified or abandoned. A trans-Pacific war, as embodied in
Orange, provided the Navy with its chief mission and claim on the
nation's resources,

Army strategists were far less reticent, however. The most vocal
and perslstent critic of the oranqe Plan was Briy. Gen. Stanley Embick,
an officer with long experience in the Philippines who, in the mid-1930s,

was Chief of the War Plans Divison. Embick argued that the American line
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of defense should be pushed back to the trilangle formed by Alaska,
Hawall, and Panama. The Philipplineswere indefensible and an indefensible

base was an l1nvitation to disaster.so

Embick's chief planner, Cul,
Nalter Krueger, argued that the Philippines were of no great strategic,
economlc, and political Dbenefit to the U.S. and that attempts to
maintain American interests and the “open door* in China were outdated
and quixotic.61

Despite such arguments, Army and Navy leaders felt obliged to
continue to plan for the defense of the Philippines because national
policy seemed to require it. Military professionals in the interwar

period believed it to be their duty to refrain from attempting to remake

policy, whatever they might think of it,
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IIT. operationsl Effectiveness

American leaders of the interwar Army and Navy well understood the
principle of integrating the many different types of weapons, arms, and
units for mutual support on the battlefield. Az an Army general staff
memo declared, “experience hax shown that combined employment of all arms
18 essential for auccess.'dz

The problem lay in declding what types of missions would be
assigned to the various differsnt unlts and weapons systems, or, put
another way, who supports whom? Did tanks support infantry or did
Infantry screen tanks; would "the bomber always get through* or could a
well-orgunized fighter defense stop it; were carrler to provide
reconnaissance and spotting for the battlefleet or we.!: they 4n offensive
elemont of thelr own? The Army memo, referred to above, asserted that
"recent operations abroad have shown that the combatant arms will fight
in their traditional roles."6J

For the Army the major guestions were the role to be played by the
new mntorized and mechanized vehlicles which were then becoming available,
particularly the tank and other combat vehicles, and by that revolutionary
new weapon, the alrplane. During the years 1918-1920, the U.S. Army had
Included a separate Tank Corps, many of whuse leaders advocatod an
lndependent role for tanks as an instrument to achleve decisive break-
through, pursuit, and exploitation in future batLtles, These were ldeas
similar to those held by J.F.C. Fuller and his followers in the Britigsh

Army.6‘

.
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The Natlonal Detense Act brought this trend of development to a
screeching halt by abollishing the Tank Corps and assigning tanks
exclusively to the infantry. This organizational arrangement meant in
the words of the Army's official history that tanks "were regarded solely
as support for the riflemen in attacks. Infantry concepts in their usce
necessarily p:edominaced.'65

During the late 1920s, Secretary of War Lwight Davis, impressed by
a visit to the British Experimental Mechanized Force, encouraged the U.S,
Army to develop a similar unit. After a rocky start, the American
mechanized force gradually evolved into a mechanized cavalry regiment,
then linto the 7th cavalry Brigade (mechanized), equipped with cavalry
tanks, labeled "combat cars® to comply with the dictum of the 1920 Act
which assigned “tanks" only to Infantry., Under the leadership of Col.
Adna R, Chaffee, Jr the mechaniced cavalry made considerable progress in
the development of armored warfare tactics and concepts. Yelt attentlon
continued to be focused on fulfilling a traditional role, 1n this case
the reconnaissance and exploitation role of cavalry.

Unlike the Tank Corps the Army Alr Ccrps managed to survive and
develop as a distinct organization during the 19203 and 1930s. Aviation
was a far more interesting and controversial subject, both to the public
and the military, than was mechanization. General william Mitchell, the
articulate and colorful spokesman for an Independent air service, kept
the subject before the publlic eye as did the spectacular exploits of
American and foreign aviators in the arear of exploration, laong-distance
£light:, ind aerial racing., Claims and counterclaims about aerial warfare
continued to make qood new stories. Between 1919 and 1935 no less than
fifteen different government boards and committees were established to

wrestle with the question of the proper role and organization of aviation
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in the nation's defense establishment, 66

The basic question, as A;r Corps Na;nr Karnld 'George phrased 1it,
was whether f;he advent bf alr power has brought into existence a method
for the prosecution of war which has revolqt.ion,i_zed ‘that art, and given
atr tatcei'a strategical objecéiv@‘indapenéent of welthor land or naval
forces, the atlainment of Nhimh»mighg, in itself , accumplish the purpose
of wax‘."” The answer of George and his fellow theorists at the Adr
Corps Tactlical School was an emph&cic"yes.' fhe development of the fast
multi-engine all-metal bomber and the amazingly acc:urat:el Norden bomb
sight appeared to open the way for the Air Corps to carry out 1(‘.‘.'.“
Independent mission of leap frogylny deadlocked armies to strike ac' the
“vital centers* of the enemy.

Pursuit of such an 1ndopehdent: "strateqic” mission naturally led

not toward planning for use of alrpower as part of an integrated combined

arms team but away form 1t. Air Corps thinkers resisted concepts or
doctrines which thredtened to tie aviation to the supbott of ground
operations. Students at the Alr Corps Tactical School in the 19308 wero
told that the use of all offensive alrcraft in independent ailr operations
would best “further the success of ground forces because thelr purpose 1s
to weaken the enemy's material and moral capaci cy."“
Ground forces were, in any case, a poor target for aerial attacks
since “a properly organized attack on front line objectives cannot be
denled 1in any event.“69 Ground troops 1in future wars would bhave to
rely on “passive measures of defense to force the enemy to attack at low
altitudes” where he would be vulnerable to antl-aircraft weapona.70

Whether aviation could properly defend anything was the subject of

considerable controversy within the Air Corps. Major Clalre Lee

Chennault, head of the Pursult Section of the Alr Corps Tactical School
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arqued  that  the newest bombers  appeared tnvinclble only boecause Amerlean
flghters were obsoloscent. Modern high performance monoplane [ighters

together with centralized flyhter control and an efficlent early warning
71

system could mount an effective defense against any type of alr attack,
Chennault's views were far from representative of most Air Corps
leaders, however. A survey of Aic Corps thinklng "as to the efficacy of

pursult and antl-alrcraft artillery" found that "the trend is toward [the

Ttalian air power coxtremist] Dmuhcrt:.“n Alr Corps Chlief General Oscar
Weastover declared flghters to be unnecessary altogether observing that
"high speed and otherwise high performance bombardment alreraft together
with reconnaisance plancs of superior speed will suffice for defense of
the coun&ry.”7ﬂ

The Navy no less than the Army was obliged to come to terms with
aviation. With some difficulty the alrplane was 1intograred into tho
traditlonal concept of naval warfaro. This concep. '+ .ilnued to ceater
around the battloshlp as the most powoerful and tndlspenslble oloment of a
“halanced floct.”  Phrases suca a8 “the fire action of the Battle oine,
by reason of lts powes, dominates” and “the dominating phaso In battle 1s
the qun tlght botween the heavy ships® conltinue to be found In naval
doctrinal lliterature throughout the ilnterwer poriod.”

Neverthel:ss, naval avietlon wes recognlzed as having  lmportant
uses ln scoutlng ana In qunfire spoltlng. Sloce most modern battleshlps
could open flre at over 30,000 yards when thelr targets were still below
the horfzon, thils last functlon was ospeclally Ilmportant. In addition,
naval tacticlans recognlzed that bombing planea could attack and destroy
enomy ships.

Yet acrlal bomblng and torpoedo attacks woere viewed ag one patt of o

sinqgly integrated battle bolwoeen surface ships. “In a typlcal floot
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action" (as described by Commander John H. Towers, submarines and mine-
layeis are disposed to Iintercept the enemy; carriers follow the battle
divisions «losely, ready to launch planes and take up position on
disengaged side of the battleline. Carriers may also be pushed out uhead
to wear down the enemy main body but such an attack would not be effective
as an attack during the main engaqemenc.'75 As late as 1940 the Naval
wWar College was pointing out that “it takes 108 planes to carry as many
large torpedoes as one squiadron of destroyers and 1200 to carry as many
larye bombs or large projectiles as one battleship.“76

Like the Alr Corps, the U.S. Marine Corps was absorbed In the
development of a new type of warfare., Yot because amphlbious warfare
unavoidably required the support of other arms and services, Marine Corps
amphiblous doitrine perforce devoted a great deal of attention to the
integzation ~f all arms and 3services. With the establishment of the
Fleet Marlne Force 1n 1933, and the reorientation of the Marin. Corps
schools at Quantico toward landing operations, the Marine Corps was
committed to the mission of seizing naval bases and other strategic

polnts by assault from the sea.77 The Tentatlve Manual for Landing

e e,

Operations, puhlished by the Marlne Corps Schools In 1834, devoted
consliderable attention to the lntegration of naval gqurnnery, aviatlon, and
ground forces all in support of the amphibious landinq.78

A general appraisal of operational developments during the interwar
years thus tends to suggest that the Army overemphasized the central role
of foot 1infantry and neglected the role of tanks and mechanization; that
the Navy overemphasized the big-qun battleshlp at the expense of aviation,
antl-submarine, and amphibious warfare, and that the semi-autonomaus Army
Alr Corps tended to overemphaslze bombing at the expense of alr defense

and ground support roles. Only the Marine Corps, with a narrowly defined
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mission, totally dependent on the larger services for support, appears to
have emphasized a balanced all-arms approach to combat.

Yet there are good reasons for the apparently short-sighted
decisions and policies of the services in the interwar period. The 1930s
and 19308 were a perled of rapid and continuous changes in many different
flields of military technology. VYet the oconomic austerity of the period
usually prevented the services from acquiring a sifficient number of new
weapons systems or testing them extensively enough to gain an ancurate
ldea of their real effectiveness. The continued availability of large
quantities of World War I era equipment left over from that conflict made
the acquisition and testing of new weapons appear wasteful and redundant.

In the case of tanks for example, many models were left over from
Norld War I. A new tank cost $35,000, in an era when the annual appropri-
ation for tank development averaged around 360,000 a year.” In
addition, money spent on mechanization or aircraft had to come out of the
hide of some other component of the Army, thus "unbalancing* the total
force. The Alr Corps Act of 1928, intended to strengthen the ailr arm,
actually reduced the efficienny of the rest of the Army since the War
Department was obllged to deactlivate flve infantry battalions to find the
men for the increases mandated in the air c:orpn.ao

A slmilar case prevailed in regard to naval aviation. The only
sure way to determine the proper role of thls new arm was through
extensive experimentation and experience with various types of carriers
and alrcraft. Treaty limitations and budget restrictions, however,
severely restricted the number of ships and alrcraft that would be
pr;cured. Also. a carrvier tnok a long time to build. The first American
warship built as an aircraft carrier from the keel up, the Ranger. was

Jesigned before much had been learned from the operations of the
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Lexington and Saratoga. The Ranger's successor ships, Yorktown and
Enterprise, had to be desligned before the Ranger was even launched.gl
Naval alrcrart were lmproving rapidly during the late 1930's; but they
had also proved highly dependent on good weather and visibility. Tactics
thdt were to prove decisive In the air sea battles of the 1940s appeared
impussible with the aircraft and equipment of the 1930s.

While American military leaders readily accepted (at least in
principle) the concept of integration of all arms within a service, there
was relatively little Iinterest in, or deslre for Integration or close
coordination between the services. The War and Navy Department doctrinal
publication Joint Action of the Army and Navy, prepared by the Joint Army
Navy Board and revised perlodically throughout the 19208 and 1930s,
recognized only three types of operations as requiring coordination:
"joint overseas movements," "landing attacks against shore objectives"
and ‘“coastal frontier defense."” ‘The primary consideration in Jeint
Action of the Army and Navy and 1n most other contemporary discussions of
multi-serv-.ce operations was not so much to ensure the closest possible
Integration and coordination of the services linvolved but rather to
*minimize overlap and dupllicaticon” in the operations of the services.a2

In practice, the subjlect of joint overseas movement recelved llittle
attentlion, while preparation, location, and training for landing attacks
against shore objectives was left largely to the Marine Corps. Marine
Corps linvolvement in amphibious warfare was not so much the result of
conscious decisions by the Army, Navy or civilian authoriiles as it was
the product of the initiative of Marine Corps leaders who saw thelr best

chance for orqaniéational survival and growth 1In this type of mission.

The state of lInterservice politics ensured, as Marine General Rufus Lane

observed in 1923, that the marines could be confident of being left alone
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to develop amphiblous warfare because the Navy would never assign its
ships' crews to such activitles and the Army would never allocate troops
to train with the Navy.a'3 Even in the case of the Marine Corps the
Navy was generally unwilling to make available sufficient transports and
small boats for amphibious exorciso'a.“

Joint exercises, 1nvolving Army, Navy and Alr Corps unlts, were
held occasionally but the results were unimpressive. Confusion, lack of
coordination, and frequent breakdowns 1in communications characterlzed
most of these attempts. As an Alr Corps officer observed after one such
exercise, "In the military services, taken separately, years of indoctrin-
atlon and background enable them to act in mutual support of each other
-- @ven though the cperation may have had no previous preparation. When
the military services are acting in a jolnt operation there has not been
gufficient previous indoctrination and training to produce a completely
smooth coordinacion."as

The most abysmal failures in inmrservive\ coordination and integra-
tion were in the venerable fleld of coastal defense. The coartal defense
mission of the armed forces dated from the earliest ycars of the republic.
Prior to World War I the division of responsibility for thils mission had
been clear enough. The Navy would attack and seek to destroy hostile
fleets or raiders at sea while the Army would deal with any attacking
seaborne forces that came within range of its shore guns or attempted to
stage a landing.

The introduction of the airplane, however, threw thls neat division
of labor into confusion. Army and Navy leaders consistently disagreed
over such gquestions as whether the Navy should be permitted to operate

reconnalssance dand strike alrcraft from land-bases, and whether Army

aircraft should operate agalnst targets far out to sea. Army Alr corps
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partisans claimed that lJland based bombers could deal with attacking
fleets more effectively and decisively than the Navy. General Billy
Mitchell's spectacuiar battleship bombings of the early 19208 were
intended to make this point to the public.

Maggling continued for almost a decade with the Army claiming the
sole authority to operate planes from the land, the Navy claiming the
sole responsibility for all air operations over the sea and the Alr Corps
arguing that the entire coastal defense mission must be allocated to
them. A short-lived informal understanding between Chlef of Naval
Operations Admiral Nilliam V. Pratt and Army Chief of Staff Ceneral
Douglas MacArthur which appeareod to allocate all naval alrcraft to the
support of the fleet and leave coastal defense to the Army was followed
by renewed blekering, By the mid-1930s Air Corps was planning and
training for attacks on enemy vessels independent of either the Army or
the fleet., The 1935 verslon of the Joint Action of the Army and Navy
gave cxclusive jurisdiction to no single service but attempted to define
situations in which one service or the other would have “paramount
Interest." Yot the arrangements outllned in Joint Action were so complex
and ambiguous as to preclude any real coordination or Integration of
efforc.66

As ailr defense replaced coast defense as a leadlng concern at the
end of the 1920s a similar muddle prevalled as to responsibilities. As
late as November 1941 the Army and Navy were still haggling over a common
plan for the defense of the WNedt Coast and three weeks before the attack
on Pearl Harbor, the Joint Board reported that a unified defense
arrangement for MHawall was undesirable because of the difficulty of
determining "in advance when hostilities will begin and the nature and

extent of operations. For that reason It ls difficult to foresee which




167,

service will play the major part in the defense and will have primary
1nCQresc.‘67

The physical mobllity of the Army and Navy in the interwar period
was severely limited by the conditions already described. At the
intellectual 1level, however, the armed forces displayed an impressive
degree of originality and flexibility in adapting new weapons and
technology to fulfill their traditional missions and acguire new ones.
There were conservatives and downright mossbacks like Ceneral John K.
Herr, the Chief of Cavalry, in the 1930s, who reputedly declaimed “not
one horse will I give up" for mchanizacion.“ Yet the armed services
also produced important innovations 1n organizations and tactics. The
development of baslc concepts, tactics, and techniques of aerial warfare
dat the Air Corps Tactical School during the 1930s is one example.89
Another 1s the contemporary development by the Marine Corps of amphibious
doctrine at Quantico, the eostablishment of the Fleet Marine Forge, and
the production of the firat "lentative Manual for Landing OPeratlons.'go
Still another is the development of mechanized warfare principles and
techniques hy afficers like Adna R. chaffee and other cavalry officers at
Ft. Knox during the 1910s.

These developments were paralleled by equally important advances in
fire direction techniques at the Fleld Artillery School at Ft. 8§11l
during the 1930s. ‘The development of 4 modern fire direction center
together with a forward observer system utilizing new and more effective
firing charts and improved communications enabled American artillery to
mass flres quickly and accurately on a target. By the end of the 1930s,

several battalions of field artillery could open surprise massed fires on

a target within three minutes of receiving data from a forward observez.gl
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All of these innovative developments were brought about by officers
working with severely limited resources. The weapons and equipment for
which they were developlng aperational doctrine often existed only in
rudimentary form or had not even been designed., Yet their work laid the
foundation for the great campaigns of the 1940s. Indeed, without these
efforts, the success of the U.S, armed forces 1In World War II would
prodably have been impossible.

Like other aspects of the U.S. armed forces, support activities .-
especially malntenance and supply -. suffered from a paucity of resources
during the dnteiwar years, BEven more detrimental was the attitude of
senior Army and Navy leaders toward the combat service support function,
Although officers in the supply and technical bhureaus were aware of the
importance of loyistics in warfare, leaders of the combat services were
not. The remark attributed tc Admiral Ernest J. King, “I don't know what
this 'loglstics’ 1s that Marshall is always talking about -- but I want
some of 1t!", may be apocryphal but it accurately represents the outlook
of many senlor Army and Nevy commanders.

The consequences of thls attitude can be most clearly seen in the
Paciflc theaters during World War II. The progress of the campalilgns in
the central and southwest Pacific depended largely on the successive
capture and development of air bases. Thus the Paciflc War was an
engineer and construction war as well as a naval, air and amphibious
war., Yet, theater commanders, with a poor understanding of the role of
service and support personnel, were usually unwilling to sacrifice scarce
shipping space for combat troops to make room [or service forces. The
net result was chronlc shortage of service troops in the Pacific
theaters, As the Army's official historians observe, "The shortage of

port battalions contributed to every instance of ship congestion; the
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shortage of quarter-master troops to every instance of spolled ratiorns;
that of engineer troops to every lnstance of fallure to build airfields,
roads, and other facilities on time."”

of the npon-logistic Asuppo:t: services, the most capablo were
undoubtedly the intelligence organizations -- specifically the comnunica-
tions intelligence organizations -- of the Army and Navy. Beglnning in
the 19230s, the two services made rapid strides in all fields of commund-
cations intelligence, particularly code-dbreaking. Thelr Dbest );'.ncmn
achievement 1s, of course, the breaking of the dJapanese ‘“purple”
diplomatic cypher. This was the work of an Army Signal Inielligence
Service team headed by Colonel w:l“iam F. Friedman, with cooperation and
support by the Navy. However, there woere other important developmonts as
well, During the 1920s, the Navy's Communication Security Unit, or
OP-20-G, under Commander Laurence F. Safford, established radio surveil-
lance units throughout the Pacific and, by the late 1930s, was publishing
4 weekly "Summary of Radio Intelligence® which reported on Information
gailned concerning Japanese naval activi ties.”

I'n terms of operational concepts, the Navy and Marine Corps wete
falrly well prepared for the war they would fight agalnst Japan In the
19408, Nearly twenty years of fleet maneuvers and war games at the Naval
War College had helped to identify and refine the operational concepts
which would be required to achieve the strategic objective of defeatirg
Japan. By the early 1920s, most knowledgeable Navy strategists recognized
that a war with Japan would be a protracted one. U.S., forces could be
expected to reach the Philippines, not in sixty to ninety days, but 1in
two to four yeata.“ BExperience 1in scores of Naval War College games
had 1llustrated the necessity for a step-by-step approach through the

1sland chains of the central Pacific. Even many of the detalls of
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amphiblous campaigns such as close air support, specialized landing craft,
and naval gunfire were anticipated on the game boards at Newport.”

Whether these concepts placed American strengths against Japanese
weaknesses is a cloudler question. As it turned out, they did, since the
Japanese allowed themselves to be drawn plecemeal into a hopeless war of
attrition and since the 1sland fortresses which the U.S. was attacking
were casily lsolated and sudbjected to massive ailr and naval power. Yet,

American strategists conceived the island-to-island advance more as a

measure of necessity than as & wlse strategic ploy to bleed the Japanese.
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Iv. Tactical Effectiveness

Since the U.S. Army and Navy cngaged in no large-scale military
operations against a major power In the period 1919 to 1939, observativns
about thelr tactical effectlveness must be highly speculative. For the
most part, this section will discuss tactical developments which appear
to have 1influenced Army, Navy and Air Force perfurmance in World war II.
Even in this case, conclusions must bo highly tentative since wartime
experience quickly modified many prewar tactical concepts or gave birth
to new ones.

Since the U.S. Army and Alr Corps lacked a well-delfined strategic
objective in the Interwar period, the extent to which thelr tactical
approaches wereo consistent with their strategic objeclives remains mute.
The Navy, which had becon preparing for a Pacific war against Japan [or
two decades, had developed a body of tactical concepts highly consistent
with strateglic objective which was to defeat Japanese seapower and drive
the Japanese from the Philippines, Naval thinking had held that this
would require a large scale engagement, or serles of engagements, with
the Japanese fleet and selzure of bases 1In the central or southern
Pacitic, The Navy's tactics, which emphasized engagements between
opposling battlefleets, were consistent with this concept.

Naval maneuvers of the 1930s were rigorous and realistic. An Army
officer who attended the 1935 maneuvers or "Fleet problem”, reported that
‘The [fleet operated as If war conditlons existed. The crews were

constantly at battlestations, ships darkened at night, radlo silence,
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destroyers fueled at sea from larger ships. Steaming at night with no
lights made heavy demands on the judgement and skills of commanders of
all gqrades ... planes were catapulted from blattleshlps and carriers
without any particular regard to weather, frequently when the sea was 30
rough it was difficult to see how they could de recovered ... ."96

Yet naval exercises, planning, and war gaming, by emphasizing
engagements between opposing battlefleets, somewhat like the Battle of
Jutland in World Nar I, left insufficient scope for the development of
alr and submarine tactics., They also gave inadeguate attention to night
fighting, at which the Japanese excelled.

The Army., between the wars, had never really made a choice between
a doctrine of applying mass and overwhelming power to crush the enemy and
a doctrine which emphasized mobility and maneuver. The Fleld Service
Begulations (Tentative) Qperations (FM 100-5) tended to emphasige masx,
firepower and the annihilation of the enemy's forces. They contailned
such sentences as: “The ultimate objective 1s the destruction of the
enemy's armed forces in battle,” and “An objective may sometimes Dbe
attained through maneuver alone; ordinarily it must be gained through
97

battle. "’

On the other hand, advocates of flexibility, speed, and maneuver

had their views embodied 1n another doctrinal publication, ual £
commanders of Larqe Units, Major General George A. Lynch, Chief of

Infantry, referred to "the glaring 1inconsistencies 1n doctrine" between
the two publications in a speech to the Command and General Staff College
in 1939. “Those two documents," he argued, "are based upon two diastinct
military philosophies as opposite as night and day."” General Lynch
himself belonged to the maneuver school and denounced those “who want to

ornanlze an Army on the basis of globular masses rather than as an
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integration of individuals" and wished to "reduce the human element to a
material factor ... make the man an adjunct of the ma».eu.mn."g9

Russell F. Weigley points out that, while the tactical concepts
which the Army followed 1in Norld wWar II emphasized the principle of
applying mass, ovorwhelming power to crush the enemy in protracted battle,
the American Army entered the war with weapons and equipment more sulted
to the tactics of mobility and maneuver. Thus, American tanks and tank
destroyers were light and fast, but undergunned and poorly protected.
This classic mismatch between tactical concepts and operational capabili-
ties, Weigley suggests, was to cause major prodblems 1in the 1944-1945
campalgns 1n northwest B‘urope.ma

Az has already been made clear, both the Army and Navy recognized
and accepted the concept of integration of all arms., Yet, they tended to
believe that arms and units would continue to be employed more or less as
they had in World War I. 'Thus, the Army's 1938 guidance on "employment
of mechanized units® digcussed the “combined employment of all arms" but
*in thelr traditional rolea,"ml meaning that foot Iinfantry would
predominate and other armg act in support.

Similarly, the Navy embhraced the concept of "the balanced fleet”
which called for the orderly development of a number of different $ship
types. Yet, "however the balance was struck the battleship remained the
welghtiest elemnnt."102 That the battleship had been displaced as
*balancer® by other types did not _ecome apparent until well after 1939.

The Alr Corps made little attempt to maintain a “dalanced force"
but put most of itas severely limited funds into bombers. The result was
that its advanced modern bombers far outperformed its old, medlocre
fighters, gqglving Alr Corps leaders 4 false 1dea of the relative

effectiveness of fighter defenses agalnst bomblnq.m3