














Foreword

The conflict with the Axis Powers confronted the United States Army with
problems on a scale never faced before—problems as great in administration, train-
ing, supply, and logistics as in strategy and tactics. The United States Army in
World War II sets forth in detail the nature of the problems faced, the methods
used to solve them, and the mistakes made as well as the success achieved. The
object is to provide a work of reference for military and civilian students as well
as a record of achievements which deserve an honorable place in the pages of
history. Its value to the thoughtful citizen as an aid to his comprehension of
basic problems of national security has been a major consideration. Its prepara-
tion has also been prompted by the thought that in a faithful and comprehen-
sive record all who participated in the Army’s vast effort would find a recognition
merited by their service and sacrifice.

The advantage to the Army and the scholar has been the decisive factor in
proceeding with the least possible delay to the publication of such a series. No
claim is made that it constitutes a final history. Many years will pass before the
record of the war can be fully analyzed and appraised. In presenting an organiz-
ed and documented narrative at this time, the Historical Division of the War
Department has sought to furnish the War Department and the Army schools
an early account of the experience acquired, and to stimulate further research
by providing scholars with a guide to the mountainous accumulation of records
produced by the war.

The decision to prepare a comprehensive account of military activities was
made early in the war. Trained historians were assigned to the larger units of
the Army and War Department to initiate the work of research, analysis, and
writing. The results of their work, supplemented by additional research in records
not readily available during the war, are presented in this series. The general
plan provides for a division into subseries dealing with the War Department,
the Army Air, Ground, and Service Forces, the technical services, and the theaters
of operations. This division conforms to the organization of the Army during
World War II and, though involving some overlapping in subject matter, has
the advantage of presenting a systematic account of developments in each major



field of responsibility as well as the points of view of the particular commands.
The plan also includes volumes on such topics as statistics, order of battle, military
training, the Women’s Army Corps, and other subjects that transcend the limits

of studies focused on an agency or command. The whole project is oriented toward
and eventual summary and synthesis.

The studies in this volume were written during the war in the Historical
Section of Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, where the authors had free ac-
cess to the records and experience of the command. The Historical Division of
the War Department has confined material changes to such additions of infor-
mation, approved by the authors, as seemed necessary to round out the picture
presented. The full and frank presentation of the wartime point of view of the
Army Ground Forces, which has not been affected by the changes made, is regard-
ed as one of the most valuable features of this particular series of studies.

i E. FORREST HARDING
Major General, U.S.A.
Washington, D. C. Chief, Historical Division
1 July 1946 War Department Special Staff
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Preface

The series of historical studies of the Army Ground Forces, 1942-45, of
which the present volume is the first to be published, was prepared during the
course of the war or immediately thereafter on the responsibility of the Com-
manding General, Army Ground Forces.! The headquarters studies in the
series were written by professional historians, of whom three were officers of
the Army of the United States and one a civilian. These historians were mem-
bers of a historical office of Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, at first a part
of the G-2 Section, but on 25 June 1943 organized as a separate Historical Sec-
tion. Histories of subordinate commands were prepared under the supervision
of this Section by a historical officer in each command, who, except in the
Second Army, acted as such in addition to other duties.

The studies were designed primarily for the use of the Army and were
planned to be completed by the time the Army Ground Forces had discharged
its war mission or shortly thereafter. Their object is to state not only what was
done, but also why and how the actions recorded were taken and what lessons
were learned. The judgments expressed are those of the officers concerned, not
those of the historical officers. The function conceived as proper for the his-
torical officers was to find and state the facts which seemed to have a bearing
on the major problems that faced the Army Ground Forces, in the belief that
in this context of facts the decisions of its commanders and the consequences
of these decisions could be best understood.

In general, effort was concentrated on doing what could probably not be
done as well, if at all, after the war. Concretely, this meant exploiting the
advantage of access to the records while these were being made, and of access
to the officers of the command while the problems they faced and the solutions
proposed were in the foreground of their thought and interest. The subjects
chosen for intensive study comprised the major activities of the Army Ground
Forces and the major problems which it faced in organizing, equipping, and

*Established by WD Itr AG 210.31 (6-26-42) MR-F-PS-M, 15 July 42, sub: Appointment of
Historical Officers.
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training the ground forces for combat. Inevitably this choice made the survey
primarily a history of high command and not of tactical units.

The present volume consists of six studies dealing with basic organizational
problems of the ground forces. The first study concerns the antecedents of the
Army Ground Forces, during the years 1940-42, as represented by General
Headquarters, U. S. Army, from which the Army Ground Forces and its
policies in respect to the organization and training of the ground troops
developed. Given the limited objective inherent in the mission of the authors
as members of the Historical Section, Army Ground Forces, the study of
General Headquarters is not an exhaustive treatise on that organization, but
emphasizes its exercise of those functions and activities which were later assumed
by the Army Ground Forces. Nevertheless, such subjects as the activities of GHQ
in planning and directing operations and the steps involving GHQ which led to
the reorganization of the Army high command in March 1942 are included, not
only to round out the picture, but also to contribute to the understanding of larger
questions the information found in the records of GHQ.

The next four studies in this volume give an account of the principal prob-
lems and decisions of the Army Ground Forces regarding the size, internal
organization, and armament of the ground troops deployed in World War II.
The last study explains the part played by the Army Ground Forces in the rede-
ployment and reorganization of the ground forces for the final assault against
Japan.

The point of view represented in the studies is that of General Headquarters
and of the Army Ground Forces, and only their decisions are fully documented.
In general, research was carried beyond the records of these two organizations
only so far as scemed necessary to explain their views and decisions. No effort
was made to explore facts not known to them at the time when action was
recommended or taken. It is recognized that a knowledge of other facts and
circumstances is necessary for a balanced judgment of their recommendations
and decisions, a knowledge which will be attainable only when the history of
the war, and of the part played by the War Department and the U. S. Army in
winning it, has been written.

The study of General Headquarters was written by the undersigned and
by Dr. Robert R. Palmer, now Professor of History in Princeton University.
In its preparation helpful, in some instances invaluable, information or criti-
cism was obtained from Maj. Gen. H. J. Malony, Maj. Gen. C. L. Bolte, Maj.
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Gen. C. L. Hyssong, Maj. Gen. F. A. Keating, Maj. Gen. A. R. Bolling, Maj.
Gen. F. L. Parks, Maj. Gen. W. F. Dean, Brig. Gen. J. M. Lentz, Brig. Gen.
P. McD. Robinett, Brig. Gen. W. G. Walker, Brig. Gen. J. S. Winn, Jr., Brig.
Gen. R. F. Ennis, Col. J. W. Wurts, Lt. Col. George Seleno, and Maj. K. W,
Hechler.

The second, third, fourth, and fifth studies of this volume were prepared
by Dr. Palmer, and the sixth study by Maj. Bell 1. Wiley, now Professor of
History in Louisiana State University. All were prepared with the advice and
collaboration of officers of the Army Ground Forces. Materials obtained from
records and interviews in Washington were supplemented by observations in
the field. The officers consulted furnished in many cases oral information on
points not fully covered in the records. Special acknowledgment is due the
officers of the Mobilization Division of the G-3 Section and the Organization
Division of the Requirements Section for their collaboration in connection with
this volume. Mrs. Ida M. Elmquist, Administrative Assistant to the Chief of the
Organization Division, gave most helpful assistance in finding necessary data in
the files of that Division. The following officers gave particularly valuable infor-
mation on one or more of the studies: Maj. Gen. J. G. Christiansen, Chief of
Staff, Army Ground Forces; Col. H. T. Todd, Chief, and Lt. Col. W. W. John-
son, Lt. Col. J. W. H. Lusby, Lt. Col. W. G. Bartlett, and Lt. Col. J. M. Cum-
mins, Jr., members of the Mobilization Division, G-3 Section; Col. L. H.
Frasier, Chief of the Organization Division, Requirements Section, and Col.
J. S. Sauer, his Executive Officer; Lt. Col. John Lemp and Lt. Col. Forsyth
Bacon, Special Projects Division, G-3; Brig. Gen. A. W. Waldron, Chief of the
Requirements Section; Brig. Gen. A. D. Warnock, Assistant Division Com-
mander, s5th Infantry Division; Col. S. L. Weld, Mobilization Division, G—3
Section; Col. A. L. Harding, Operations Branch, G—3 Section; Col. L. H.
Schrader, G—3 Section, Col. P. J. Kopcsak, Personal Affairs Division, G-1 Sec-
tion; Col. W. M. Breckinridge, Commanding Officer, 10th Regiment, sth
Infantry Division; Lt. Col. M. F. Brennan, Training Division, G-3 Section;
Lt. Col. J. A. Hanson, Task Force Division, G—4 Section; Lt. Col. G. T. Petersen,
Ordnance Section; Lt. Col. J. U. Parker, Control Division, G-3 Section; Lt. Col.
M. L. Rosen, Assistant Ground Liaison Officer, New York Port of Embarkation.

The photographs included in the volume were taken by the U. S. Army
Signal Corps, except that opposite page 42, which was kindly furnished by
Representative Thomas E. Martin.
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At the end of the volume, certain aids to the reader have been added: a
glossary covering numerous abbreviations appearing in the text; a footnote
guide explaining the system of documentation employed; and a bibliographical
note to guide future students of the problems treated in the studies through the
archival materials which have been used. For the benefit of the general reader
it may be stated that “G-1,” “G-2,” “G-3,” and “G-4" have been used to desig-
nate staff sections as follows: G-1, personnel; G-2, intelligence; G=3, operations
and training; and G—4, supply.

KENT ROBERTS GREENFIELD
Lieutenant Colonel, Infantry
Washington, D. C. Chief, Historical Section
1 April 1946 Headquarters, Army Ground Forces
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I. The Development of
General Headquarters,
United States Army

With the outbreak of hostilities in Europe in September 1939, the War
Department, already alerted by the activities of the Axis in Europe and the Far
East, intensified its preparations for the possibility of war. Through the winter
of 1939-40 Great Britain and France held the line of the Rhine, and the Ameri-
can public found it difficult to see the danger. In April and May the dam broke.
Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands, Belgium, and France were overrun by the
German armies, and in June Italy declared war., With the Axis in control of
western Europe Great Britain faced immediate invasion. The threat to the
security of the United States could no longer be disregarded, and public opinion
rallied to the support of extraordinary measures to meet it. Mobilization and
intensive training began during the early summer of 1940 on the basis of agencies
and plans which had been elaborated within the framework of the National
Defense Act of 1920.

One of the first steps toward mobilization, taken 26 July 1940, was the activa-
tion of a “nucleus of General Headquarters.”* To understand this measure it is
necessary to have in mind the organization of the military establishment in 1940
and the general plan of mobilization then in effect.

Organization of the Military Establishment in 1940

The field forces of the United States in being and on paper in 1940 were com-
posed of the Regular Army, the National Guard, and the Organized Reserves.
The Regular Army, with an actual enlisted strength of 243,095 in July 1940, was
a standing army, based on short-term enlistments and led by a corps of profes-
sional officers, approximately 14,000 in number. The National Guard, with an

1WD lirr AG 3202 (7-25-42) M (Ret) M-OCS, 26 Jul 40, sub: GHQ. 320.2/3. The basic WD memo
is OCS a1152-2 OCS-OW to TAG GHQ, 25 Jul 40, sub not given. AGO Records. Other background
papers in AGO Classified Records, WPD 3209-10. For the general defensive measures taken by the Army,
see Biennial Report of the Chief of Staff of the U. S. Army, July 1, 1939, to June 30, 1941, to the Secretary
of War, pp. 1~2. (Cited hereafter as Biennial Report, CofS, 1941.)



2 ORGANIZATION OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

actual enlisted strength of 226,837, was a force of civilian volunteers trained by
the States in accordance with standards set by the War Department and put
through field exercises for two weeks each summer under Federal direction.
The units of the Organized Reserve existed only in the blueprints for mobiliza-
tion. A reservoir of trained officers, 104,228 in number was available in the
Organized Reserve Corps, which by 1940 was made up chiefly of graduates of
the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps and of Citizens’ Military Training Camps.”

Behind the field forces stood the arms and services, whose function was to
develop and supply personnel and equipment and to formulate the tactical and
training doctrines embodied in their technical and field manuals, the bible of
the Army. These branches were responsible for what may be termed the “develop-
mental” functions of the military establishment—the preparation of personnel,
equipment, and doctrine which the field forces were to employ. Their relation
to the General Staff was not well defined. Their chiefs, having direct access to the
Chief of Staff, could bypass the General Staff in its advisory capacity, and exer-
cised a very considerable influence. In 1940 the branches commonly regarded as
combat arms were seven in number: Infantry, Cavalry, Field Artillery, Coast
Artillery, the Air Corps, Corps of Engineers, and Signal Corps. This distribution
of “developmental” functions reflected the art of warfare as understood in 1921,
but technology was rapidly producing new potentialities and arms. The need for
exploring the military potentialities of the airplane had been recognized after
the war of 1917-18 in the creation of the Air Corps, and experiments in mechani-
zation and with new weapons were being continuously carried on in the
established arms.

Each of the traditional arms and services had a standard institutional pat-
tern. Each operated a service school and a board. The schools not only provided
professional training but also developed the doctrine and training literature of
the several branches. The boards developed and tested equipment. The school
system of the branches was supplemented by general service schools operated
by the War Department for the Army as a whole—the United States Military
Academy at West Point, the Army Industrial College, the Command and
General Staff School at Fort Leavenworth, Kans., and finally the Army War
College in Washington, the postgraduate school of the Army, where officers
were trained in the staff work incident to high command.

* (1) Annual Report of the Secretary of War, 1940, pp. 26, 27, and 40. The enlisted strength of the

Regular Army as given does not include some six thousand Philippine Scouts, (2) Annual Report of the
Chief of the National Guard Bureau, 1940, p. 6.



GENERAL HEADQUARTERS, 194042 3

At the top of the structure stood the War Department General Staff,
directed by the Chief of Staff who acted as adviser to the Secretary of War
and as head of the military establishment. Gen. George C. Marshall held this
position in July 1940. The War Department General Staff, the offices of the
Chiefs of Arms and Services, and those of the Secretary of War and the Assist-
ant Secretary of War constituted the War Department.

The administration of the Army within the continental limits of the United
States, the Zone of Interior, was conducted in peacetime through nine terri-
torial commands, known as corps areas. The corps area commanders admin-
istered the “housekeeping” of the Army stationed in the United States. They
were also responsible for the execution of the training program of the arms
and services. Until 1932 they directed the tactical training of the Regular Army
and the National Guard units stationed in the United States.

In 1932, under the direction of Gen. Douglas MacArthur as Chief of
Staff, a stride was made toward preparing the field forces of the Army “to
take to the field and execute the plans prepared for them.” * The tactical units
in the United States, both those in being and those planned for activation in
an emergency, were brought together into the First, Second, Third, and Fourth
Armies. Their commanders took over from the corps area commanders respon-
sibility for the tactical training of the field forces, concentrated in quadrennial
maneuvers of the Regular and National Guard units assigned to each.* By exer-
cising this responsibility the headquarters of each army would be training for
its planning, tactical, and administrative duties in time of war. The four armies
were also designed to provide a large tactical framework for mobilization.’

* WD ltr OCofS, 9 Aug 32, sub: Establishment of the FId Armies.

¢ Brief histories of the Sccond, Third, and Fourth Armies in the period preceding mobilization were
prepared by the AGF Historical Section. Copies of all narratives prepared by the AGF Historical Section
are on file in the Historical Division, WDSS.

® General MacArthur explained the purpose in view: “Heretofore the War Department has never
been linked to fighting elements by that network of command and staff necessary to permit the unified
tactical functioning of the American Army.” Before World War I “the military force then existing was
conceived of and administered as a collection of infantry, cavalry and artillery regiments.” By cstablishing
the “skeletonized Army Group on a satisfactory basis,” and by decentralizing certain responsibilities to
army commanders, General MacArthur believed that the War Department was providing “a suitable frame-
work for the assimilation of the thousands of recruits who will, almost simultaneously with the declara-
tion of war, volunteer for service with the colors.” Without the constitution of such an authority, existing
units would be swamped and immobilized with the organizational and training detail. “The four Field Army
organization . . . constitutes a logical and definite basis for initial expansion.” WD ltr OCofS to CGs four
Fid Armies, 22 Oct 32, sub: Development of the Four Fld Armies. AGO Records, 320.2 (8-6-32) Sec 1A.
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After this change, as before, corps area commanders were responsible for sup-
ply, the special training of officers and enlisted men in the arms and services,
and the mobilization training of recruits. The change was not as great in fact
as in principle. Means were not provided to effect a physical separation of the
armies from the corps areas. The senior corps area commander in the territorial
area assigned to each army was designated as the commanding general of that
army, and his headquarters staff was drawn from the corps area staff, whose
members now acted in a double capacity. But the training functions of the four
army commands created in 1932 contained, in germinal form, the primary mis-
sion which was centralized in GHQ in July 1940 and in Army Ground Forces
after g March 1942.

Reduced to the simplest general terms, the main features of the plan of
mobilization and expansion of the field forces, within the organization of the
Army just outlined, were as follows:

1. The units of the Regular Army would be brought to full strength.

2. The National Guard would be inducted into Federal service and its units
brought to full strength.

3. Units of the Organized Reserve would be activated, according to plan, as
needed.

4. The training nucleus of each of these new units would be a cadre of
officers and enlisted men drawn from existing units.

5. Fillers, to bring enlisted units to full strength and new units from cadre
to authorized strength, would be obtained by voluntary recruitment or draft,
and, before assignment, be put through a course of basic training in replacement
training centers.” These centers would be operated by the corps area com-
manders under the supervision of the chiefs of the arms and services concerned,
except for the “branch immaterial” centers, which were to be directly under
the War Department.

6. Officers for new units, in addition to cadre officers, would be drawn in
large part from the Officers’ Reserve Corps.

7. Preparation of tactical units for combat would be conducted by the
armies created in skeleton form in 1932, which would be brought to full strength
and activity.

*The replacement training centers were not set up until the spring of 1941, and their output was
never sufficient for the purpose stated. From the beginning, many of the fillers went directly to tactical
units and received in these their training in Mobilization Training Programs which were programs for basic
training in the various arms and services. In the actual process of expansion the tactical unit became the
school of the individual soldier.
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8. A General Headquarters, United States Army, would be activated as the
high command of the field forces.

GHQ in the Mobilization Plan of 1940-42

Into this plan of mobilization “a nucleus of GHQ” was injected on 26 July
1940. Its mission was to facilitate and speed up the process of mobilization by
taking over the direct supervision of the huge task of organizing and training
the field forces within the continental United States.

A GHQ had been one of the capital features of the reorganization of the
War Department effected in 1921, a reorganization based on the lessons of
World War I as read and digested by the Harbord Board.” It had been expected
that in the next war a GHQ such as that of the American Expeditionary Force
of 1917-18 would be required. To prepare staff officers of this headquarters as
completely as possible for their grave responsibilities in war, a War Plans Divi-
sion (WPD) was included in the War Department General Staff as reorganized
in 1921. This division was given the responsibility for drawing the strategic
plans for the employment of the field forces, and upon the mobilization of the
Army it was to take the field as the staff of GHQ to put these plans into effect.’
In 1936 this feature of the plan was extended by designating certain officers of
the General Staff for future duty with GHQ when it took the field. It was ex-
pected that other officers needed would be drawn from the Army War College,
which would be suspended for the duration of the war, Originally the Chief of
Staff of the War Department was to become the commanding general of this
cxpeditionary force, but in 1936 it was decided that, while the Chief of Staff
would automatically become commanding general of the field forces and of
GHQ units when mobilization began, the final choice of the commander of
the expeditionary forces must be left to the decision of the President.

*The deliberations and report of this Board will be found in The National Defense: Historical Docu-
ments Relating to the Reorgamization Plans of the War Department and to the Present National Defense Act,
Hearings before the Committee on Military Affairs, House of Representatives, 69th Congress, 2d Session
(1927), pp. 568—648. (Hereafter cited as Historical Documents.)

* (1) Preliminary Rpt of Commirtee on “Nucleus for General Headquarters in the Field in the Event of
Mobilization,” 11 Jul 21, especially par 9. Historical Documents, pp. s71ff. (2) Par 15, sec IV, GO 41, WD,
16 Aug 21,

* (1) Historical Doctiments, p. 576. (2) AR 10-15, 25 Nov 21, with changes of 1933. (3) The changes
made in 1936 included the designation of officers in each General Staff Division to reinforce WPD when it
took the field as the staff of GHQ. Memo OCS 15313—5 of DCofS USA for CofS USA, 16 Apr 36, sub:
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The “nucleus of GHQ” activated on 26 July 1940 consisted of a Chief of Staff
and a small group of officers selected to perform the only function which was
given to it initially, namely, the supervision of the training of tactical units of
the Army in the continental United States. It was under the command of General
Marshall, the Chief of Staff, acting as the commanding general of the field forces.
In its function as a training agency, GHQ was a headquarters inserted between
the War Department and the four armies. As such it put a capstone on the
four-army plan.'® The training supervision given GHQ went further: it included,
in addition to the four armies, “GHQ Aviation,” which comprised the tactical
air forces then existent, the Armored Force (constituted 10 July 1940), harbor
defense troops, and “other GHQ reserves.” In short, administration of the train-
ing of the field forces, as distinct from planning and policy decisions, was de-
centralized in July 1940 by transferring this function of the War Department
General Staff to the staff of GHQ. The reason stated for the activation of GHQ
was “to decentralize the activities of the War Department,” thereby assisting
General Marshall “in his capacity as Commanding General of the Field Forces.”

General Marshall was the commanding general. His Chief of Staff was
Brig. Gen. Lesley J. McNair, who became Major General in September 1940 and
Licutenant General in June 1941. He had been Commandant of the Command
and General Staff School since April 1939 and reported for duty in his new assign-
ment on 3 August 1940. General Marshall freely delegated authority over train-
ing to General McNair. Though in constant communication with his Chief of
Staff, he saw him infrequently and actually visited GHQ, located at the Army
War College, for the first time on 13 May 1941.” General McNair directed GHQ.

Separation of the Field Armies from the Corps Areas

The activation of GHQ was a first step toward concentration of effort on
training. Another major step was taken in October, when the command of
corps areas was separated from that of the four armies.”” On 19 July 1940 G-3 had
made a modest proposal that, as a means of establishing more effective control

Reorgn of GHQ, approved the same date by the CofS, and memo of thé Sec WDGS for ACofS WPD, 17 Apr
36, sub as above. OPD Records 3209.

¥ The directive of 26 July 1940 stated that the jurisdiction of GHQ was to be “similar in character to
that of Army Commanders.”

1 Notes (C) on a talk at GHQ by Gen Marshall, og30 13 May 41. 337/4 (C).
* Corrected WD ltr AG 320.2 (9~27-40) M-C, 3 Oct 40, sub: Orgn, Tng, Adm of Army. 320.2/8.
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over training, “tactical headquarters” should be set up “at convenient locations”
to assist corps area commanders in their training duties.” General McNair, four
days after reaching his desk at GHQ, pointed out that the activation of GHQ
called for more radical action. “The establishment of GHQ,” he remarked,
“amounts in principle to superimposing a theater of operations on the Zone of
Interior.” He therefore recommended that the existing territorial organization,
the corps area system, “be used for Zone of Interior functions only,” and that
troop units be organized, trained, and administered by armies, corps, divisions,
and similar tactical units as though in a theater of operations.’* General Marshall
directed that a reorganization be worked out along the lines indicated by
General McNair.™

The effect of the reorganization adopted was to implement the four-army
plan of 1932. Army commanders were designated whose staffs, now distinct
from those of any corps area headquarters, were henceforth to concentrate on
training. The armies, though still in the United States and based while training
on the posts, camps, and stations of the corps area commands, were to be “in
the field.” When on maneuvers they would, “insofar as practicable, assume
supply functions comparable to those of an Army Commander in a Theater of
Operations where supplies are received direct from Zone of Interior supply
points.” ** The object was to set the stage for bringing the units of the field
forces, including the armies, to maximum readiness for combat before they
left the United States. Always desirable, this objective had now become neces-
sary. In 1917-18 it had been possible for American troops to undergo or com-
plete their training and have much of their equipment produced behind the
lines in France. In June 1940, when the Axis acquired possession of all acces-
sible beachheads on the European Continent, this possibility was excluded from
plans for the impending conflict. A vastly more ambitious objective had to be
envisaged. When the proposal to separate the armies from the corps areas and
place them under the command of GHQ was under discussion, General
McNair stated that “the ultimate and essential result of these measures would
be to develop the field forces into a united whole—GHQ troops and four

* Memo G-3/42980 for CofS USA, 19 Jul 40, sub: Div Tng. AGO Records, AG 353 (12-28-39), Tng
Dir 1940—41 (2).

" GHQ 1st ind, 7 Aug 40, to above.

1 Sec V of memo G—3/42980 for CofS USA, 19 Jul 40, cited in footnote 13.

¥WD ltr AG 320.2 (10-14-40) M~C-M, 19 Oct 40, sub: Change in Dir on Orgn, Tng, and Adm of
the Army. 320.2/18,
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armies—free to move strategically and capable of prompt and effective tactical
action. Thus it would be possible to move an army when and where directed
by a simple order.” "

This ideal was not completely implemented by the measures actually taken.
General McNair had envisaged the establishment of GHQ as amounting “in
principle to superimposing a theater of operations on the Zone of Interior.” **
The measures taken in July and October 1940 did not in fact produce this
result. They failed to complete either the delegation of authority over the
training of the field forces or the liberation of the army commanders from
responsibility for the administration of posts. In short, GHQ was not vested
with the full authority of a theater headquarters. Though its jurisdiction was
described “as similar in character to that of Army Commanders,” * GHQ was
never vested with the administrative authority even of an army commander,
but was subject in logistical matters to G-4 of the War Department. In prin-
ciple the respective authority of army and corps area commanders was clearly
delimited. Corps area commanders, operating under G—4 of the War Depart-
ment, remained responsible for the system of supply and for the construction,
maintenance, and repairs of fixed installations, specifically of posts, camps, and
stations, and harbor defense projects, as well as for the training of service troops
assigned to their stations. On the other hand, to give the armies and their staffs
full training for field duty, army commanders were not only to take over at
once from corps area commanders their training functions as far as tactical
units were concerned, but to the extent of their facilities and personnel to pro-
vide medical care and evacuation for the field forces and in periods of maneu-
vers, “insofar as practicable, assume supply functions.” The chain of command,

¥ 3d ind, 16 Sep 40, to memo G-3/42980 for CofS USA, 19 Jul 40, cited in

% GHQ 1st ind, 7 Aug 40, to above.

" WD Itr AG 320.2 (7~25~40) M (Ret) M—OCS, 26 Jul 40, sub: GHQ. 320.2/3. The basic memo is
OCS 21152~2 OCS-OW, 25 Jul 40. AGO Records.

GENERAL McNAIR AND GENERAL MARSHALL
The “situation map” shows the positions of the Second and
Third Armies in the Louisiana Mancuvers, 26 September 1941.
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nevertheless, remained tangled. In supply matters army commanders were
under the corps area system and G—4, not GHQ. When a tactical commander
on a post, camp, or station was senior to the representative of the corps area
commander, he became post commander. The expedient adopted to relieve
him of post duties in such cases was to instruct him to appoint a “post execu-
tive” and delegate to him the routine administration of the post.”” As noted
above, General McNair’s concept was that GHQ, to accomplish its training
mission effectively and with complete realism, should have essentially the
organization of a theater of operations. The link in the chain of command
necessary to complete this concept would have been a communications zone
placed under its authority. This link was not provided. The need for it was
felt even more sharply later when the authority of GHQ was extended to
include base and defense commands.

Nevertheless, in the establishment of GHQ and the reorganization of
October 1940 important steps had been taken to limber up a peacetime system
which had been largely occupied with routine housekeeping functions and to
put the Army into the field under centralized direction to train for combat.

Training Tasks of GHQ

The magnitude of the training tasks confronting GHQ in August 1940 was
staggering. The tactical units whose preparation for war it was to direct and
energize existed for the most part only on paper. All planning and preparation
had been hampered by lack of money and manpower. Eight infantry divisions,
one cavalry division and elements of a second, and one armored division had
been activated, but in August 1940 these divisions were far from full strength.
Only enough corps troops had been brought together to activate one corps and
sketch another. The four armies consisted only of skeleton headquarters and
4,400 troops. The units of the Regular Army in the United States, located at
widely scattered posts, had not been assembled except in quadrennial maneuvers
directed by each army in turn. The eighteen divisions of the National Guard
had had only such training in the field as could be acquired in a two-week
period each summer. The field training of corps and armies had had to be
limited largely to command-post exercises. Not until 1940 had it been possible

®Par 114 corrected WD ltr AG 320.2 (3-27—40) M-C, 3 Oct 40, sub: Orgn, Tng, and Adm of the
Army. 320.2/8. The arguments for this device are fully set forth in a memo of G-3 WD for CofS USA, 24
Aug 40, sub: Adm of Posts. AGF Records, G-3/43332.