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Desiring to improve the joint operational proficiency of the
U.S. Military, Congress mandated jointness by fiat! 1In doing so,
the Congress failed to grasp the root cause for the failure by the
military in the conduct of joint operations. The problems
associated with coordinating the joint employment of armies and
navies are ancient.’ In this country, lessons learned from joint
operations date, at least, from the Civil War.

Examination of one notable example, the Union's campaign
against Charleston reveals an intense interservice rivalry between
the Army and the Navy. This rivalry not only clouded the
judgement of the component commanders but of their civilian
superiors as well. The commanders refused to cooperate and
concentrate their efforts. The service secretaries sought only to
further their own political careers. As a result, the campaign
concluded as a failure for the Union and a moral victory for the
Confederacy. Not until the services can put their own self
interests aside, and work together toward a common end, will
jointness become a reality.
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JOINT OPERATIONS AGAINST CHARLESTON

For years now., the U, §. military has labored under the
strain of jointness. In the past ten years, a joint force mad: up
trom all the services, has executed every military operation, no
matter how small in scope. However, the services have had a
tyugh time executing in that arena. As a result, Congress,
supported by the military reformers, began to mandate jointness in
an 2ffort to improve the military’s overall joint warfighting
capability.

The issue of jointness is not a new one. The services have
heen conducting joint operations for a long time. Unfortunately,
the military did not learn the lessons provided from these early
operations and continu=d to make these same mistakes on intc the
twentieth century. To support this thesis, I will unse the Union’s
attack on Charleston, SC during the Civil War.

In the years prior to the Union’s assault on the harber
defenses at Charleston, South Carolina in 1863, the war had been
going poorly for the North. Faced with a series of losses and
missed opportunities, Lincoln’s administration was under fire trom
the press and antiwar groups. In an effort to alleviate this
situation, Major General George B. McClellan was repla:ad by'
Major General Henry W. Halleck as commander ~f all the Unicn’s

armies.




Balleck used a decentralized aprroza 1 in ~ommandingz the Army.
His various field commanders were responsible for preparing thzir
own individual plans in isolation and without the bensfit .t =
cohesive military strategy.

The promotion of Halleck also promoted the lack ot unity -of
effort between the Army and Navy. “Halleck's oexperisncs with
Admiral Foote in the West had left him with a bad cpinion <7 the
Navy’s capability against land defenses and of its wiilingness to
cooperate fully with the Army."1 The war became piur=ly =
continental endeavor carried out primarily by the Army. The Navy
had been relegated to a supporting rcle and spent most ~fF its time
convoying men and supplies and blockading ports along tie Atlantic
and Gulf coasts.

The Navy, under.the control of Secrestary Gideon Well:s and
Assistant Secretary Gustavus Fox., was pleased at not being tied +a
the Army.

They felt that the Navy, and not the Army, had won ths only
si1gnificant battles of the war.
Despite Admiral Farragut’s view that mili-
‘ tary force was always necessary to raduce
shore batteries, FPorter’s conviction that
the New Orleans Campaign was purely a naval
triumph confirmed their belief that opera-
tions with the fleet alone almost always
succeeded, while those requiring cooperation
with the Army almost always tailed.Z

The victories at New Orleans, Port Royal, and Memphis had .nhanoced

the Navy's popularity in ths North.




The land war was being fought in two theaters. The eastern
theater was in Virginia, centered around the confederate czpito.,
and th= western theater was aligned in the Mississippi River
taszin. It was in the eastern theater that the iInirn Navy was

raslzed with blec:kading the major ports in order to prevent the

Sty

s w~xperting of —cotton and its impertation of Eurcopean geoads.
“harleston harbor was ~ne of these ports, and the South Atlantic
Squadron under Admiral Samuel F. Du Pont was charged with
hlozkading this =ity.

Majior (later Brevet Bridadier General) Hazard Stevens in his
account of military operations in South Carolina described the

Charleston area.

Behind the line of islands, which
cover the whole sea front from Cape Hat-
teras to the 5t. John’'s River in Florida,
is a continuous waterway of creeks and
bayous, navigable the entire distance by
small craft and for much of the way by
steamboats of considerable size. Every
inlet, which c¢connected these inside waters
with the ocean. furnished a ready outlet
and entrance for blockade runners, and all
the channels of each inlet and harbor had
of course to be closely guarded. One tea-
ture of the larger harbors is the number
of channels having mouths quite out at s=a;
so that, unless the blockading vessels can
lie close inside the harbor or behind the
islands, they are in many cases obliged to
lie in a wide semi-circle several miles from
shore, and in foggy or very stormy weather
it was quite impossible to preventi the expert
blockade runner., with his long. low, lead-
colored hull, from occasionally slipping.3




It was precisely because of this difficulty in effectively
blockading Charleston that the Union's objective for the
campaign’'s actions was the city itself. In the war, there were
three planned undertakings to capture the city. One was by the
Union Army, in 1862, under the command of Major General David
Hunter. His plan was to capture the city over James [sland.
However, due to the lack of surprise and the incompetency of =ome
of his officers, the attack went for naught.. The second operation
was <conducted by the Union Navy.

As stated earlier, the Army under Halleck and the Navy under
Welles and Fox had gone their separate ways in conducting the war.
Fox, in particular, was infatuated with the prospect »~f capturing

the "Cradle of the Confederacy."4

This campaign was undertaken by Admiral Du Pont. Initially
Du Pont was not in favor of this axpedition. In his epinicon, the
city could only be taken by a jnint Army Navy operation. In fact,

Du Pont believed that the initial attack by General Hunter was th=
correct one. In his opinion, the failure of that operation was
due in large part to the ineptitude of the commander. Hunter was
relieved, and General Ormsby Mitchel was put in charge of the
Department of the South.

(General Mitchel approached Du Pcnt with a plan for the

capture of Charleston. Mitchel's plan called for a joint attack an




James Island. Du Pont was ail in favor of such a plan but had to
contend with Assistant Jecretary Fox. Fox had other plans for
ttharleston. Fox was not pleased with the developments as they did
not fit in with his plans. Fox had become enchanted with the
monitors and was convinced that the Navy, using the monitors,
amuld ecapture Charlaston.  Though Du Pont was willing to cancel]
the <paratian in support of Fox, he was unaware that the s=aretary
dezlred an nnsuprorted naval campaign.

[t was now the admiral’s turn to issue

a strong warning. Keminding Fox that

there was no similarity between a city

sitnated on a river bank, like New Or-

leans, and sne at the head of a cul-de-

sac, he urged the department not "go off

half-cocked about Charleston."” Any op-

araticon must be studied carefully and

thoroughly prepared, not because Charles-

ton was of any military importance., but

because failure would have disastrous

pnlitical repercussions at home and a-

broad.5

Du Pont’s warnings were to no avail. Fox saw this place as
the t1ltimate propaganda prize for the U.5. Navy and was not to be
denied.

In October, Du Pont was called te Washington ostensibly for =
conference with naval officials. Knowing Du Pont's reluctan:ie faor
a purely naval attack on Charleston, Fox cleverly arranged tor the
admiral to tour the New York shipyard and the Naval Ordnance
Purean. This was done to acquaint the admiral with the

innovations that were= taking place with the monitor program.

Impressed as he was with the new gun and the armor plating,



Admiral Du Pont had serious resarvatisns concerning their ntility
at Charleston. PBased on his e:zperiences at FPort koyal, Du Pont
was not convinced that the monitors could pravide the necassary
rate of fire required to take the forts guarding Charleston’s
harbor entrance and would not support Fox's scheme.

Understanding Du Pont's desire for Army forces, Fox ~onvinced
Secretary of War Edwin Stanton t» provide (ieneral Hunter with
about ten to fifteen thousand troops. At the same time., Fox made
it clear to the admiral that this was to be a Navy show. Halleck
had no objection to sending the force as most of the Army forces
were recruits not needed in other areas. This promise of ill-
trained troops did nothing to persuade the admiral. As a last
resort, Secretary Welles informed Du FPont that Captain John A,
Dahlgren, Chief of Néval Ordnance and a favorite ot th= Fresident,
had requested an cpportunity for command. Welles further stated
that Dahlgren believed that the monitors could tzke Charlestorn.
This pressure by the secretary was too much for the admiral and
he agreed to undertake the mission.

Du Pont received a letter from Admiral Fercival Drayteon, a
close friend, which botherad him considerably. Drayton was
convinced that the monitors could enter the harbor only arfter the
Army had cleared the Confederate positions covering the
approaches. The untimely death of General Mitchel convinced Du

Pont that the operation was doomed. Because of his concern at

o




being sacked, he never relayed his fear to Washington. lnstead,
Du Font continued to give the impression that (‘harleston could be
taken with a few more monitors.

At about the same time, the Union General John G. Foster,
with the aid of Admiral Samuel P. Lee, was attempting to capture
Wilmingten, North Carolina. However, their efforts were thwarted
by tough Confederate resistance and the loss of the tw> monitors.
The end result was that Foster was sent to reinrforce Hunter ftor
the upcoming attack on Charleston.

Foster had a plan which did not rely on the Navy’s ability to
r2duce the forts by themselves. This plan was of interest to
Hunter. [f he had things his way, the Army was not gcing to be
left out of the attack on Charleston.

Foster proposed that while Hunter’'s X
iorps remain in relief his own troops
(XVIII Corps) under Naglee would land
on the southern tip of Morris Island
under the cover of light-draft gun
boats. Meanwhile, the monitor squadron
with the flagship New lronsides would
silence Fort Sumter in preparation for
an infantry assault on Battery Wagner,
a strong sand fort on the northern end
of the island. Siege artillery could
then be emplaced on Morris Island with-
in range to reduce Sumter, after which
the navy could run into the harbor.6 -

The naval officers were not willing to support Foster'z plan.
They believed that the monitors would be unablze to provide the
neca2ssary volume of fire required to insure the success of the

operation.




Du Pont's alternative plan was to have the Army land over
James Island. The Stono River was deep <ncugh t~ aliow th=
monitors, 2as well as the flagship., to he in pasitians than
provided for better fire support.

Foster was not at all pleased with Du Pont’s plan. Neo mat+tor
how much fire support the Navy providzd, the terrain, which waz
primarily coastal marsh, was not suited for an atcack. The ships’
‘ability to provide direct fire was blocked by the stands »f trees.
Also, the Confederates, having interior lines, had the ability to
react quickly and 'in mass to defeat such an attack. In the end,
both Foster and Du Pont abandoned the idea. Foster believed that
placing heavier guns across the inlet on Folly Island would
provide him with the ability to bring effective fire on th: forts
on Morris Island without the requirement for naval szupport.

Foster returned to Washington on the premise that he was
going to pick up the necessafy ordnance and confer with the
authorities on the problems uncovered in his planning conferances
with the Navy. He had a meeting with the President and th-
Secretary of the Navy and Halleck. The report he relayed wis that
Du Pont would not provide him the required support fYor the capturs
of Morris Island and that Du Pont was hesitant about attacking
Charleston by himself. Both the President and the Secretary of
the Navy were eager for the capture of the city. but on the other

hand, had no desire for this enterprise to become a long, drawn




out siege. In their opinion, "it would take too long, cost too
much, damage the administration with the press, discourage the
public, =ncourasge foreign intervention, and so forth."7 Faoster
reminded those presant
that Charleston was of no mili-

tary importance and that he had no in-

terest in the project. Halleck reminded

Faster that the troops were not expected

t> do anything: they were only sent at

Fox's request to satisfy Du Pont. Fox

then reassured Lincoln and Hallack that

the Navy Department never intendea a com-

bined (joint) operation =ither.$§
Fox turther stated that "Du Pont knew what was expected of him and
had agreed in (Mtober to force the harbor with the fleet alone.
Nothing had changed, said Fox; the monitors were invulnerable, and
no batteries could stop them."9

While Foster was in Washington, undermining the positicn cof

Du Pont, his own position was being challenged by Hunter. It
s2ems that nno sooner had Foster left for his meeting with the
Fresident and the secrataries of the Navy, than Hunter decided to
assert his position as the commmander of the Department of the
Jouth. Hunter demanded that Foster's second in command, General
Fenry M. Naglee, and the other division commmanders report the
strengths of their organizations to him. The altercation between
Hunter and General Naglee resulted in the dismissal of all of
Foster's staff and the attempted absorption of Foster’s command

into Hunter's. The situation was further aggravated by Hunter's

thr=at to have




Foster jailed upon his return. Hali=sck only male things worse by
his involvement. He would not allow Foster's coammand to be
absorbed by Hunter nor would he2 allow Foster’s command to b under
the administrative control of Hunter. ‘The only authority Hunrer
had was the operational control of Foster's forces. Furtharmora,
Halleck left the problem of dealing with General Naglee up t
Hunter.

This situation left Hunter in a quandary. Hunter was
preparing to assault Charleston and could ill afford the loss of
Naglee. Furthermdre, when Foster’s staff left they tocx the
operations plans with them. Hunter, faced with the threat of
failure even before he began, decided to keep Nagle= on. However,
the rift between Hunter and Naglee <could not be resolved. Hunter
placed his chief of staff, General Trueman Seymore, in <charg: of
the planning for the assault.

GGeneral Seymore’s plan was to have Hunter’'s ccrps lanling L
the north side of Sullivan’s Island in an effort to drive th=
Confederates into Fort Moultrie. The fort would then be taken in
conjunction with the fleet. The X Corps, which had becn Fost.-r's,
would make a demonstration on James or Morris Island to draw the
Confederates’ attention away trom the main attack.

Naglee, upon 1eafning of the plan, was furious.

In a confidential letter to Foster on

3 March, he graphically described the

10




rampant confusion and the ineptitude
in Hunter's department. No one knew
who was in command »f what, he had no
corps staff, nor did he know his tac-
tical plan. The dismissal of Foster’'s
staff had caused a hopeless muddle in
the quarter-mastar department so that
the North Carolina divisions had no
transport. Such gross incompetence,
said Naglee, was more than he could
stand and would surely produce a dis-
aster. 10

About that same time. Hunter adviszsed his superiors that all
was ready, and the cperation <culd begin as soon as the Navy was
ready. Naglee, being the most competent of the field ccmmanders,
continued to complain openly of the problems with the plan.
Hunter became convinced that this was nothing more than an attempt
by Naglee to get even with him for his treatment of Foster.
Hunter had no choice but to relieve Naglee for what he considered
blatant insubordination.

The end result of all this internal bickering was the impact
it had on Admiral Du Pont. The Army's participation in the
campaign was scuttled, and the Navy was left to undertake the
aperation on its own.

By this time, Du Pont was nnder additional pressure to begin
operations against Charleston. The President and the secretaries
were looking for a quick victory to get the press and the anti-war

activists off their backs.

The New York Tribune warned that, unless
the war ended in three months, the United



States would be bankrupt. The Trazasury
had been forced tec ask the New .»ork fin-
ancial houses for another large iocan; this
one for $300 million to fund the war debt.
While the bankers agreed to the loan, it
was conditional upon the government's prom-
ise that it would be the last. If su:h a
promise could not be given, the Tribune
urged the President to negotiat-= with the
Confederacy. The New York World was =2ven
more pessimistic. Subduing the South was
impossible; the government should sue for
peace at once, regardless of the decision
on the loan.11

However, Du Pont was hoping that the Army, 2iven time, would b

[

=
=~

able to work out their internal problems and put someone in charge

who would be able 'to provide the required assistance for the

o

operation. He also did not share Fox's enthusiasm for the
monitors and was still not convinced of their ability to render

the forts on their own.
The bleak future painted by the press rcaused a grest smonnt

of hand wringing by the administration. There needed to he =

victory and soon.

Secretary Welles sent Du Pont a letter that gave the admiral

two courses of action.

If, after careful examination, Du Poant
should deem the number of ir~onclads in-
sufficient to render the capture of that
port (Charleston) reasonably certain, he
could cancel the operation. While not
explicitly stating what would become of
the monitors in this case, his reference
to a possible offensive against Mobile
left Du Pont in no doubt they would be
sent immediately to Farragut. 1If, on the




other hand, he should consider & naval
attack practicakle, it must be carried
out at once.l12

Wellrs lead Du Pont to believe that his blockading vessels were

n

needed to stave off the commerce raiders in the Wast Indies.
According to Welles, this made ” . . .  the capture nf Charleston
ind Mobile imperative."13

Bercore Du Pont could come to a decision he was overcome hy
two =2vents. First was the loss of the gunboat Isaac Smith to Lhe
Confederates and its subsequent use as a blockade runner. Second
was the attack by the Confederape navy on the Union blnckading
tieat with two of'their own ironclads. The resulting damage
convinced Du Pont that something had to be done to protect his
wooden hulled ships. These events put Du Pont in a quandary. He
nad to have the monitors to protect his wooden hulled blockading
ships and in order to keep them, he had to undertaite a naval attak
»n the port city, an attack that could not :=ucceed.

Faced with this dilemma, Dun Pont decided to attempt an attack
against Fort McAllister on the (Qgeechee River in an effort to
prove to the powers in Washington that the monitors were no match
for the forts defending Charleston harbor. Fort McAllister was a
w=ll constructed fort with heavy guns handled by experiencx2d gun

crews. For four hours, the Union ireonclads poured round after

13




round into the fort without results. Tr= superficiai damase .o

the monitors did little to overcom= Du Pont's fears
In a letter to Welles, Du Font stated,

Whatever degree of impenetrability
they might have, there was no correspond-
ing quality of agression or destructive-
ness as against forts, the slowness of
fire giving full time for the gunners in
the fort to take shelter in the bombproors.
Since the enemy’s fire could not be smoth-
ered by a greater volume of fire from the
ships., the channel obstructions barring the
entrance to Charleston’s inner harbor could
not be removed. In short, the engagement
had conclusively demonstrated that the de-
partment’'s idea for running by the forts
was impracticable and that in all such op-
erations, to secure success, troops are
necessary. 14

Unfortunately for Du Pont, Fox was overconfident in what he
perceived as the indestructible nature of the monitors. Fox sent
Du Pont a dispatch which told Du Pont “. . .not to worry abeaut the
fleet’s capability, since the department didn't eunvisage a stand-
up fight with the forts. He shonld simply run past the battaries
in imitation of Farragut at New Orleans."15 Fox further
instructed Du Pont to "carry yvour flag supreme and superb, defiant
and disdainful, silent amid the 200 guns, steam up to the ity
docks and receive the surrender.”16 Fox ended by saying., "The
sublimity of such a silent attack is beyond all words to Jdescribe,

and I beg you not to let the army spoil it."17

14




In an effort to sway Fcx away once more from the ludicrrus

plan he had envisioned, Du Ponit again attempted an attack en Fort

McAllister. This time he sent four mcnitcors against the fort.

The results of this battle were no hetter than the first, and the

monitnrs fared badly.
In his report of the fight to Fox., Du Pont stated

. that of the four manitors invalved,
two gnt aground, two had their concussion
baxes injured, one had her XV in. gun car-
riage injured, one was injured by a torpeds
{mine;. and one by bomb shell---without tak-
ing a 7 gan fort. 18

Du Pont concludaed 'by stating, "Part only of those vessels :+hich
into the fight at Charleston will be e¢fficient at the end of
it."19

Du Pent sent a subsequent report o Fox complaining of the
many problems found in the monitors. This report, like all the
r2st. fell on deaf ears. 1In a personal letter to his friend,
James Biddle, Du Pont stated,

The monitors were not only vulnerable; they
were entirely “unfit for action.” Attacking
the Charleston forts with these inferior ves-
sels and their unreliable batteries was an
invitation to disaster. As for combined
(joint) operations, nothing ~ould ke done.
The army ought long ago to have landed on
James Island where it could have destroved
all of the harbor forts. It was now too
late; the enemy commanded the landing sites
and the whole island was covered with earth-
works. 20

15
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So the stage was set. The Army commander Hunter was reeling

under the pressure to save his own reputation, and the Naval

commander Du Pont was convinced that the att

azk on Charlseston

would fail because of the lack »f support from the Army commander.

On the 7th of April, 1863, Admiral Du Pont sailed into the

harbor entrance with his flag ship the New ]

monitors. Du Pont's plan was to dash betwee

Moultrie and attack the forts from within.

rongides and eight
n Forts Sumter and

The lead mmonitor was

provided with a bow raft used to blow up obstructions. The Navy

Department considered these bow rafts as the means necessary for

entering the harbor of Charleston. However,
popular with the captains of the monitors.
unresponsive ship more so. True to form, be

reach any of the obstructions, the bow raft

the rafts were not
They made an already
fore the monitor ~ould

had to be cast off.

Dupont reported the incident as follows:

The ironnclads withdrew after

a short

engagement, five of the eight disabled

wholly or partially. One »f them,

the

Keokuk, was so much injured that she sank

outside and was abandoned. Nothin

g€ was

accomplished, except to show that Charles-
ton was in no danger ~f being taken by the
naval force at our disposal. The Confed-
erates fished up twn 11-inch Dahlgren guns
from the wreck of the Keokuk, and gained
further confidence in their ability to re-

pel our attacks.21

In a later report

to the Department., dated April 15th,

Admlral Du Pont gives with particu
the fire delivered by the vessels

16
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and the injuries sustain=d by the vessels
held under the most severe fire of heavy
ordnance that had ever been delivered. and
while it was barely possible that some ves-
sels might have forced their way through,
it would only have be=an to be again impeded
by other and more formidable obstructions
and tec encounter other powerful batteries
with which the harbor of Charleston was
lined. He says that the slowness of our
fire and our inability to occupy any bat-
teries we might silence are disadvantages
of the ¢gravest character, . . .22

He further stated,

I had heoped that the endurance of the iron-
<-lads would have enabled them to have borne
any wWweight of fire to which they might have
been exposed; but when I found that so large
a portion of them were wholly or one-half
Jdisabled by less than an hour’s engag=ment,
before attempting to remove (overcome) the
obstructions, or testing the power of the
torpedes, 1 was convinced that persistence
in the attack would result in the loss of
the greater portion of the ironclad fleet,
and in leaving many of them inside the har-
bor, to fall into the hands of the enemy.23

That evening, Admiral Du Pont received a letter from Welles.

It read as follows: "Sir--The exigencies of the public service

are so pressing in the Gulf that the Department directs you to

send all the ironclads that are in a fit condition to move,

your present attack upon Charleston, directly to New Orleans,

serving to yourself only two."'24 .  The letter was dated 2 April,

five days prior to the unfortunate attack.

Fox also sent Du Pont a letter on the same date which re-

iterated Welles' letter. The raeceipt of these letters was un-~

17




fortunate, for that very night, Hunter's statf had proposed i pran
to Du Pont’s staff for a joint attack on Merris Island.

Following the unsuccesstul attack on the port <ity, Du tont
was all tfor giving up any hope of taking any more offensive
action. He told Hunter that the ships were in no shape to attemunt
another attack and told the same story to his superiors in
Washington. The President and the Secretary of the Navy both
wrote Du Pont ordering him to remain in the Charleston area ani to
continue to blockade the port.

However, on the 14th of April, the President sent the admiral
the following letter:

This is intended to clear up an ap-
parent inconsistency between the recent
order to continue operations before
Charleston, and the former one to remove
to another point in a certain contingency.
No censure.upon you, or either of you, is
intended; we still hope by ccrdial and jud-
icinus co-operation you can take th= bat-
teries on Morris Island and wish the demon-
stration kept up for a time, for a collat-
eral and very important object, we wish
the attempt to be a real cne (though not
a desperate one) if it affords anv consid-
erable chance of success. But if prose-
cuted for a demonstration only, this must
not be made public, or the whole effect
will be lost. Once again before Charles-
ton, do not leave before further orders
from here. Of course this is not intend-
ed to force you to leave unduly exposed
Hilton Head Island or other points in your
charge. 25

The monitors that were damaged during the fight were sent to

Poart Royal for repairs. While there, the Naval Department cant

13




Chief- Engineer Allan ¢. Stimers to insp=ct the ships and report
hi; tindings. Stimers had observed the attack on the harbor and
was npset that the moniteors’ captains had been reluctatnt to use
the two ratts that he had brought with him. Stimers was also not
in agreemant with the admiral as to the amount of damage sustained

by the monitors during the engagement. In his report to Washing-

ton., he stated,

In consideration of the vast import-
ance to our zountry that the strongholid
nf rebellion should be reduced, I take
the liberty to express to the Department
my firm opinion that the obstructions can
be readily passed with the means already
provided and our entire fleet of ironclads
pass up suceassfully to the wharfs of
Charleston, and that the monitor vessels
still retain sufficient enduring powers to
enable them to pass all the forts and bat-
teries which may be reasonably expected. 26

This report of Stimer’s was the last nail in Dbu Pont’'s
cotffin. In June, 1863, he was relieved nf his. command.

bu Pont’s replacement, Admiral Dahlgren, arrived at Port

Royal on the 4th of July. He said in his memoirs,

General Gillmore (Hunter's replace-
ment) wished to act, and had called for
assistance. Du Pont had no specific in-
structions, but would assist. He pre-
ferred to await my arvival. A very loose
state of things; no shape or connection.
After Rogers got to the Wabash a note was
sent me from Du Pont, saying he was "re-
joiced" and would send for me at 10.

In the afternoon I went aver to Hilton
Head to see General Gillmore. He said
that his project must now be tried, or
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it would be toa late in a few days, so
I had no alternative but to grant the
aid asked for.27

The following day., Admiral Dahlgren and densral Gillmore

devised a plan for capture of Morris Island and the paort city.

"It was proposed that the Army and the Navy should cooperate.

Gillmore's task was to take Morris Island and render Sumter

powerless for offensive work. This having been done, the Navy

relying on the ironclads especially, was to enter the hzarbor,
remove the channel obstructions and pass up to the city. ":28

The plan of operations was then as
follows:
1st. The descent upon the south end of
Morris Island, and capture of the enemy's
fortified position there. This was ef-
fected July 10, 1863, and included two =zo-
operative feigned attacks elsewhere.
2d. To besiege and reduce Fort Wagner, a
heavy armed earthwork near the north =nd
of Morris Island, distance 2600 yards
from Sumter.
3d. From the position thus secured to
demolish Sumter, and afterwards cocperate
with the Navy, when they were ready to
move in, by heavy artillery fire.
4th. The monitors and ironclads to enter,
remove the channel obstructions, run by
the batteries on James and Sullivan’s is-
lands and reach the city.29

This plan had the full suppcrt of both the Army znd *he
Departments and was looked upcon with great anticipation by th
President. 1t was especially liked by Fox because in the end

Navy would be the force taking Charleston. The attack bagan
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the morning of 10 July. The initial assault made by Gillmore’
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torces on Morris Island was suzcezstul, znd most of the island was
in Union hands. However, the atta:rk=rvrs failed to build on their
initial gains and failed to zentinue the assault on Fort Wagner.
This was to be the beginning of the =2nd for the joint venture.

From the 11th to the 18th. the forces under Gillmore attacked
Wagner with little to show for it buﬁ growing frustration and loss
ot life. The Navy under Dahlgren provided all the fire support
they <ould but were not capable of breaking the backs of the
defenders. Due to Gillmore’s fruztration at not being able to
take Wagner and thlgren’s inability to do more in his support
rale, the spirit of cocperation between these two men began to
wane.

It was in a report to Halleck in August 1863, that Gillmore
complained of the timidity of the admiral in moving on the city.
Atter his failure to‘take Wagner, Gillmore positioned his guns and
for seven days blasted the walls of Sumter. Gillmore claimed to
have effectively destroyed the fort and that Dahlgren should have
immediately made his move.

With the Navy not moving, all that was left for the joint
torce to do was renew their attacks on Wagner. On the 5th of
September, all the firepower that could be mustered, both Army and
Navy, was unleashed on th2 earthen fort. For 42 hours, the Union
torces pounded the defenders. This was the telling blow, and

Wagner ceas=d to function.

[§\)
—




On the 8th of September Admiral Dahlgren notified fienerail
Gillmore that he was preparing to assault Sumter. The generai
informed the admiral that he had ~rderesd the same thing. Ezach
commander, upon learning of the other’s plan to take the sams
objective on the same night failed to coordinate or join their
tforces under a single commander. In fact, Gillmore made that very
suggastion, but the admiral would only consent if the ioint
commander were a naval officer.

Gillmore reminded the admiral that the

object of the campaign was more import-

ant than professional pride and that

their success thus far was due to a

selfless spirit of cooperation. The

most they could arrange was a set of

signals to prevent the two expeditions

trom running into each other. 30
As to be expected, the expedition by the Navy to take Sumtear
tfailed. The Army expedition, having arrived too late to be of any
help, only stood by and watched Dahlgren’s forces cut down in the
attempt.

General Gillmore had done all he could and considered his
work finished. He requested to be given a new missinn, pertaps a
campaign against Wilmington. On the other hand, Dahlgren retas=d
any advice from the Army. Much to Gillmore's dismay, he incsisted
that the obstructions could not be removed without the Army

physically occupying the ruins of Sumter.

When Gillmore offered on 27 Sept-
ember to remove the obstructions him-
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self in lieu of expending more am-

munition in fruitless bombardments.

Dahlgren was greatly offended. He

reminded the general that the cap-

ture of Morris Island and the de-

struction of Sumter, for which the

Army took full credit in the press,

would have been impossible without

the fleet, remarking that, if the

Navy no longer functioned efficient-

ly, it was the Army’s fault.31

In October, the rift between the two commanders was ir-
reparable. Gillmore was pressing for another assignment, and
Dahlgren was on his own. The Navy Department was having second
thoughts on the situation and attempted to dismiss the whole
campaign. Halleck, for his part, was happy with the Army’s
actions in Charleston. In the end, the Navy «<ontinued its
blockade, and, late in the war, Charleston fell to the Union Army.
In analyzing the Union’s joint campaign against Charleston,

it becomes readily apparent why the whole campaign was programed
for failure and that there are some lessons to be learned. To
begin with, the Union failed from the outset to establish one
single commander for the operation. The operation was to be
carried out under a spirit of mutual cooperation between com-
manders. The closest the Army and the Navy came to ccoperating
was when Dahlgren and Gillmore were commanding the forces. Their

cooperative spirit was eventually eroded by their lack of under-

standing of each other’s concerns.




The need for a single commander Tor joint operations has been
learned, but there still is a lack of understanding between the
services-in how they operate and in what their individual cencerns
are. A good example of this is the lack of understanding betwaan
the Navy and the Army in the use of an amphibious task force. An
even bhetter example is the Air Force's views on who really owns
the airplanes and the crews assigned to a joint task for:e. [s it
the Jjoint task force commander or is it the Air Force?

Personal and professional rivalries, not only at the
commander lever, ?ut at the service level, prevented the Union
commanders at Charleston from being able to mount any real joint
attack. This lesson is one that we have continually failed to
realize. The jointness for jointness’ sake has helped to create
more problems than it has solved. The need for all the services
to participate in an.operation in order to justify their existences
is questionable. The use, for example, of Air Force helicopter
pilots, unfamiliar with flying assault profiles, rath=r than
Marine pilots for the Mayaguez operation resulted in many nea=dless
casualties.

The inability of Lincoln and his advisors to stand up to the
pressure of the press forced the Charleston issue. The President
is first a politician and the Commander-in-Chief nf the Armed
Services somewhere below that in the order of his priorities.

Military officers must be aware of that and do what they can to
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prevent the indiscriminate use of military force as a quick fix to
political problems. More importantly, they must inform the
President of the possible consequences of taking miiitary action.

The appropriateness of Charleston as an ob,jective was anothar
problem. The Navy had been fairly successful in stopping the
shipping traffic in and out of the port of Charleston. What more
could be gained militarily? Even Halleck thought the expediticn
was a trivolous enterprise. The lesson to be learned here is
perhaps the most perplexing one for the military mind. Those
decisions we as military officers make are normally the result of
common sense reasoning. The decisions that our political bosses
make, at times, have no appearance of any common sense. A good
example of this is in how the government portions out its military
assistance program funds to those countries in the Third World.
Why does Israel get so much and the majority of countries in South
and Central America get so little? When you take a common sense
approach t»> analayzing the different situations, it only makes
sense that [srael should be getting a smaller percentage of the
available funds.

Another problem was the self-serving interests of Fox and
Welles. In coercing Du Pont to attack, they hoped to gain
publicity for the Navy and to feather their own political caps.
This game has been and is still being played. Pressure is applied

by politicians on the military in the area of procurement in order

25




to maintain their constituency. For =xample, there is the pusli-
2ized purchasing requirements levied by Congress on the military
of items that they did not want to buy, but were told ta buy. The
only purpose for the expenditures was to support the politician’s
political future at home.

The failure of the Navy's civilian lead:1rs to take into
account the advice of Du Pont posed another problem. The maoszt

recent example of this type of problem is the Marines bheing s=nz

‘"to Beirut against the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staft. The
result is well known.

Throughout the campaign in Charleston, there existed a
continual interference and micro management by the Department of
the Navy. The Mayaguez operation is a gcod recent example of this
happening. The company commander of the Marine assault forece that
landed on Kotang Island was getting tactical direction from
civilians in the Oval Office. One of our guest speakers, when
asked how he dealt with this problem during the Grenada cperaticn,
stated that he used information overload. He provided so much in-
formation up the chain that hiz seniors would be too busy te micre
manage his staff.

Another hindrance was the Navy Department’s (more precizely
Fox’'s) love affair with the new technclogy of the day, the
monitors. They were unable to ~cmprehend the ironclads’ opera-

tional deficiencies. This has long been a problem within and




without the miliﬁary and the Department of Defense. We tend to
have a great infatuation with techneolegy. and once sold on 3
particular system, we tend to ignore real deficiencies For
example, all the services are guilty of buying some new piece of
=quipment that has limited operational utility for the express
purpose of starting a money account in order to develop its
capabilities in the future. The other side of the coin is that
the services are guilty of delaying the fielding of some very good
systems because there is some future improvement that will make
the system do more or work better.

There are many lessons that can be learned about joint
wartfighting from the Union's campaign against Charleston.
However, the factors which contributed to the failure of that
joint operation still exist today. All one has to do is to listen
to the constant debates here at the college to see this. There is
debate over such subjects as the percentage of the military
budget, loss in force structure, and individual service missions.
This all perpetuates a continual rivalry among the services and a
lack of unification. Until that is overcome, the true success of

any Jjoint operation is in question.
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