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PETER JOHN SCHIFFERLE. The Prussian and American General Staffs: An
Analysis of Cross-cultural Imitation, Innovation, and Adaptation (Under

the direction of Dr. SAMUEL R. WILLIAMSON, JR.)
::> This paper examines the American use of the Prussian general staff
as a model for the establishment of the American guneral staff before
This examination includes a discussion of the Prussian general

1918,
staff, the observations of this system conducted by American army

7

officers, and the reform efforts in the American army from 1871 to 1898

based on these cbservations. The thesis continues with an analysis of

the American general staff's establishment after the Spanish~American War,

A comparison of the American and Prussian general staffs concludes the

theé%g;/:D

g;;rhe Prussian general staff was the principal model for the

reformers of the American army fvom 1871 to 1917, The Awerican general

staff began in imitation of the Prussian system, but unique American
challenges forced the acceptance of innovative techniques and extensive

adaptation of the Prussian gtaff, The American general staff resulted

from a combination of imitation, iwnovation, and adnptation;b‘
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

On a bright, clear autumn day in 1904, a dedication ceremony took
place in front of the nearly completed Army War College Building in
Washington, D.C. At three o'clock in the afternocon of November 19,
Lievtenant General von Loewenfeld, commander of the Prussian cadet school
at Grosse Lichterfeld, presented a statue of Frederick the Creat to
President Thecdore Roosevelt in recognition of the friendly reception
accorded to» Prince Henry of Prussia during his tour of America two years
before, and in recognition of the lasting friendship between the German
Evpire and tha United States., The German ambassador to the United States
made a few remirks and "Die Wacht am Rhein" was played by the United
States Marine Bmd.1

The audiente, which consisted of American cabinet officers, many
congressmen, and 1wst sonior American army officers, listened as President

Roosevelt delivered a longiloguent dedication speech. He said:

It is eminently ticting that the statue of this iron soldier, this
born leader of men, should find a place in this War College for
vhen soldierly genius and soldierly heroisa veach the highest point
of achievement the man in whom they are displayed becowes the
example for ai; of the wvirile and wmasterful virtues. . . . I accept
this statue as a symbol of the ties of friendship and goaod will
which I trust as the years go on will bind ever closer togetuer

the Amsrican ad Cerman peoples.’

Roogevelt coucludnd his speech with another pledge of Ameclcan=German

fricndship and then the Amecrican chief of staff, Liautenant Ceneral
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Adna R. Chaffee, addressed the assembled dignitaries. He iaformed the
audience that upon completion of the War College Building, students
would enter cthe building under the gaze of Frederick the Great and be
"reminded of an extraordinary genius in their own chosen profession.
The Scilence of War, as developed by him, will be studied and discussed,
and his wonderful success in military art will furnish an incentive to
work on their part."3 Chaffee then continued with an appeal to add
statues of other war leaders to the entrance to the College. He speci-
fically named Washington and Grant as figures who would ''serve as
indicators and point to scurces of knowledge for the Army War College
student,"®

Chaffee's speech was followed by an address from the American
ambassador to Germany and by a benediction given by a Washington Lutheran
minister. The exercises were concluded by the playing of the "Star
Spangled Banner" by the Marine Band., After the anthem, a vetired captain
of the Prussian Grenadier Regiment Rinig Frederick the Great laid a wreath

at the fout of the stacue.s

The prosaned of a stacue of Fraderick the Great at the entrance
to the United States Arvey War College in 1904 opitowizes the priwary
guostion of this thesis. Uas the American genoral staff system, of which
the Wag Colloge was an integral part, the product of imitation or adapta-
tion of the Prussian goneral staff, or was it an Awmerican {unovation?
The spectrum of ctossscultueal fofluence has beon analyzed by Allan
Mitchell as comprising three distinet fores: wmanipulaction (the deliberate
coercion of one cultute by another), competition (the struggle between

two cultures for supertiority), aud imitation. Iamltation, according to

oS~
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Mitchell, is the acceptance by one culture of beneficial aspects from
another culture. This is initiated when ome culture faces a problem
which has already been solved by another culture, and when the first
culture has sufficient knowledge of the second culture's solution to the
problem for this to serve as a model, or example, for their own solu-
tion.6 Ernest R. May cited imitation as a motive force in cultural and
social systems before World War I; he believed that "international
fashions in thought and events on the world scene could have had a
decisive influence on the men of the establishment . . . above all the
foreign scene provided models for imitatiou."7

For this study, both Mitchell's and May's ideas have merit, but
a more precisa definition of imitation and its characteristics is ve-
quired for this analysis. Imitation takes place only when two cultures
are confronted with, or think they are confronted with, analogous prob=-
lems=-otherwise the institution as model would have no relevance for the
imitating society, The move similar the probiems appear to be, the more
likely it is that imitation will occur, for it is then cxpected that
imitated ingtitutions can solve the problem st hand., For example, the
desiras of Germany and Great Britain to control the North Sea, and the
British development of the Dreadnought class of battleship in the early
yoars of this century, vesulted in the Gevman imitation (and in some
cases luprovement upcn) this type of warship., The distinstive featurea
of tmitation are 3 siwilavicy in ovganization, structure, desigh, names,
or processas beyond a similarivy due to the need to porfora analogous
tasks. These characteristics and definitions are used in thi. chesis
as criteria for the analysis of cross-cultural imitavion.

One fora of cultural alteration aot discussed by Nitchell is
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innovation, the creation of a unique solution to a cultural problem.
Innovation will occur when a culture is faced with a unique situationm,
or when knowledge of another culture's solution to an analogous problem
is incomplete, and therefore cannot serve as a model for imitation.s
The American navy's use of shallow-draft armored river steamers during
the American Civil War is an example. Faced with the unique challenge
of an extensive inland waterway system over which the Union army had to
conduct its Western campaigns, the navy converted river steamers into
warships through the innovative use of add-on armor.

The third form of cross-cultural influence is a combination of
imitation and innovation termed adaptation. Adaptation has the charac-
teristic circumstances of imitation (the ‘existence of a similar cultural
problem) but it has the characteristic results of innovation (the forma=
tion of new solutions to sometimes unique problems). Adaptation usually
begins as imitation and then gradually becomes an innovative alteration
of the model institution -- the adaptation by the German army of the
principle of the “tank" from the Allied armies, for example, The idea
was borrowed from the opposing armies, but due to the limited develop-
wnt of manufacturing facilities in Germany, the end product was not an
imitation of the French or British tanks. |

To determine wi 2ther the Amovican general staff began ae imita-
tion, ianovation, or adapraticn, we must fivst undariéand the wodel |
available o the American military veformers, in this case che Prussian
gensral staff. The uext chapter discusses the Prussian systew's his-
torical development, its mission, persounel, and criaaiﬁtiéu. Pacrticulae

dttention is given to the selection, educacion, and trafning of general

staff officers and to the srganization and staff provedures of the

grer ey
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Prugsian Grosser Generalstab. This second chapter also discusses the
impact of the Prussian general Staff on the French and British armicy
from 1371 to 1914.
The third chapter examines the Prussian iufluence on the Ameri_.can
military from the end of the American Civil War to the eve of the |

Spanish-American War. The chapter also discusses the organization of

the American army, and the need of the American army to look to Euri;e -

for reform models, The American observers of Europe, especj.all_": the
military avtachés and military educators, are studied. Additionally,
the chapter analyzes the effect of Emory Upton and ot:he: reformers, and
the effact of the modernization and reform of the American navy, on
arcy reform. An interpretation of the progress of reform on the eve of
1898 concludes this chapter.

Chapter 4 is concerned with the creation of the first American
general staff. This process, which began in the fiascé of mobilization
for the Spanish-Americon War, culminated in 1903. 1his chapter studies

the effects of tha war on American desiros for wilitary refors, and the -

pudblic criticisms of the aray. Elihu Root's appointmont a8 secvetary
of war in 1899, and his kaowledge of the Prussian staff systenm, is
analyzed. A discussion of Root's proposals for reform, aud the opposi~
tion to his plans, concludes this chapter.

The fifth chapter 1s a cosparative analysis of the American and
Prussian genoral staff systoms. fthe bulk of the analysis conrerns

perdonnel procurement, education, utilization, and traiaing, and the

organizatioa of the staffs themselves. The chapter examines the American

staff from 1903 through 1913, concluding vith the Allded and Associated

Powers' victory over the Central Powers. This chapier interprets the

o
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functions of the American general staff, and the efforts of American
officers to change these functions, while accounting for the available
knowledge of the Prussian system, and the unique needs of the United
States Army.

The final chapter summarizes the conclusions of the thesis.

Proposals for further work on this topic are alse considered.
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NOTES TO CHArTER 1

1. Chief of Staff Adna R, Chaffee to Military Secretary Fred C.
Ainsworth, December 9, 1904, pp. 2-3, 7-8, Document Nr. 475037, Adjutant
General's Office Correspondence and Despatches. 0ld Military Records
Division Record Group 94, National Archives, Washington, D.C. (Adjutant
General's Office Correspondence and Despatches hereafter cited as AGO
Correspondence, RG, 94, NARC.)

2, Ibid., p. 9.
3. Tbid., p. 1li.
4. Ibid., p. 12,
5. Ibid., p. la4.
“. Allan Mitchell, The German Influence in France after 1870: The

Fooudetaon of the Frenmch Republic (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1979), p. xii.

7. Ernest R, May, American Imperjalism: A Spezulative Easay (Mew
York: Atheneum Press, 1968), p. 228,

8. It is a primary contention of this thesis that leaders, hoth
civil and military, when confronted with a new problem, would rather
adapt an existing solution than develop an entirely new system.
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CHAPTER 2

THE PRUSSIAN GENERAL STAFF SYSTEM

Modern military staff systems originated during the Seven Years
War when Pierre Bourcet in France and Frederick the Great in Prussia
both used groups of experts to solve planning and logistical problems.
The French system did not survive the Revolution or Wapoleon I. The
Prussian system continued its development under Colonel von Massenbach
until 1806, and under von Scharnhorst after Jena—-Auerstadt. A central
general staff was organized, based on the Prussian quartermaster-general
staffs of the seventeenth and cighteenth centuries, under the control
of the minister of war.1 From 1806 to 1858, the Prussian central general
staff slowly gained power and prestige; the chief of the general staff
remained primarily un adviaer to the minister ol vuir until 1858.

The last half of the nineteenth century saw the development of
large, centralized, and complex governments, an increase in both the size
of armies and in the complexity sf their weusponry and organization.

These developments incveased the nced for military officers trained to
meet the growing complexity, size, and technology of military orgsniza-
timn.z The Prugsian general staff was the firet milicary staff to meet -
these chnllengee.3 The appointwment. of Helauth vou Moltke as chief of
staff in 1858 (he had been acting chief of staff eince October 1857)
marked the starc of the eysten of staff officer selecting, education,

and training which would decoso, o5 described by an anonyamous English
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obsgerver, "one of the most monumental achievements of the nineteenth

4 Moltke, who remained chief of staff until 1888, created the

century."
modern Prussian general staff. His emphasis on officer procurement,
selection, education, and training made the Prussian system the most
efficient in ﬁurOpe. Moltke standardized the Prussian staff college

(the Kriegsakademie) curriculum and he required all staff officers to
serve as successful company and battaliovn commanders. He also formulated
a system of education and instruction (the applied method) that became
the standard throughout the Prussian army.5

Moltke's system remained virtually intact until the abolition of
the general staff in the 1919 peace settlement. Changes were made in
the power structure of the Prussian army; internally the general staff
remained largely as Count M~ltke created it. Moltke's conception of the
mission of the general staff aluo stayed in effect.6 To quote Michael
Bavard, che Prussian staff worked by "applying to the conduct of war a
continuous inteliigent Jstudy, analyzing the past, appreciating the
future, and providing the communders in the field with an increasing
supply of informarion and adviee."? The staff which performed this
aission was part of the hyt.id military system of the Second Carman
Redich, a gyster wilch came inte existence in 1871,

The foruation of the Germau Reich unlarged the Prussian forces and
made them the nudel for ¢ ~ few remainivg independent German (non-
Pruseian) avmies. Accordiny to the provisions of the 1871 Cuustitution,
the Prusaian king vetu lned control of the Pruesian arny; the armies of
Bavaria, Saxony, and Wirttemberg were coatrolled by their cun state
leadership. With the excuption of the Wirttemberg army, which was

evantually partially absocbed by the russian army (as the XIXI Avwy
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Corps of the Prussian-Wirttemberg Army), these armies remained legally
independent until war came in 1314. This independence was primarily
titular, becausa by 1914 Prussia had concluded agreements with the other
German states which elther placed their armies under Prussian control
or under Prussian supervision; the Prussian king dominated the organi-
zation, training, and equipment of all Cerman forces. Despite the
particularist Bavarian, Saxon, and Wirttemberg wishes for independent
forces, by early 1914 the Prussian military system practically controlled
all German military forces.8

This domination and control extended to all areas of military
interest in Germany, but it was particularly effective in the Prusasian
dominance of the German general staff systems. Only Bavaria retained
a separate staff college after 1871; the other states were vrequired to
send thelr prospective staff officers to Berlin for training (and indoc-
trinaticn in Prussian methods) at the Prussian staff college, the
Kriegsakademie. When war broke out in the summer of 1914, it was a
Prussian-trained staff corps which mobilized, deployed, and controlled

the German land forces.g

In time of war, the German kaiser commanded all German forces; in

peace he only commanded the Prussian army /as part of his duty as king

~ of Prusaia). The king of Prussia controlled his army as the personal

holder of cach officer's aworn fidelity, not as the leader of the.
Prussian people. Coutrol of the Prussian wmilitary was a royal pre-
vogative; little effective civilian control of the Prussian forces existed

10

betore 1918, The oaly influence the civilian uorlQ had on military

aftairve in the Second Germin Empire was through the individual state

R
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legislatures' control over the military budgets, and the Reichstag's
control over the financing of the "imperial" forces. Although there was
"in a strictly legal sense . . . no imperial army," the Prussian war
minister became the functioning imperial war minister of the German
Empire.u After 1874, the Reichstag debated the army budget and army
personnel requirements every seven years (eventually reduced to every
five years). The Reichstag was the only civil body with any form of
control over the "imperial" forces, and this control was tenuous at best.

Within the Prussian military structure, the king commanded the
army through a complex and confused triad of agencies: the Prussian war
ministry controlled the army's logistics, armaments, and troop personnel
requiremente; the miiitary cabinet supervised all officer careers, made
all officer assignments, and maintained all officer records; and the
general staff performed all strategic and operational planning, super-
vised officer education, and, cskeasibly, coordinated all activities
between thase agencies. This coshand etructure has been justly condemned
as both confusing and wasteful. Gerhard Ritter vefers to thesa problems

13 In

as che central "grawe defects” of the Prussian military system.
this system, there wus a coustunt struggle for control and doaination,

and after 1888 the new kaiwr,' Wilhele II, did nothing to correct the
situation. In 1899, he formad a voyal headquarters, manned by the head

of the military cabinet and iry Wilhela's coterie of military aides and
personal friends. This headguavters (asaigned the duty of transmitting
the king's orders to the ar@u but actually gerving no useful function)
only dncressed the confusion. :_E&}:t of this confusion was dus to Wilhelm's

reliance on hie chosen offiiers *u the exclusion of the various ministers

of the Prussian and imperisl guvernments, and to thi exclusion of some
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Table 1
Prussian Army Administration, 1890-1914%%
King of Prussia
(control partially exercised through Royal Headquarters)
_ ~ Minister of War _
Chief of General Staff Chief of Military Cabinet
General Staff — - - - - War Ministry — ~ = - - Military Cabinet
(planning and (logistics, armaments, (officer
intelligence) enlisted personnel) management)
The Acmy

of the army's most effective geuerals.ls The confusion was greatest
whenever planaing for the future was attespted. Although the generzl
staff was held vesponsible for all strategic planning, the war miniastry
controlled weapons development and procurement and enlisted strength
(through the legislatures), and the military ;abinet controlled all
officer assignmenta. This disunity of control made it difficult to
coordinate any long-range plaue.l6 The general staff wrested scwe pover
from the war ainister in the reorganization of 1838, as well as Iemediat-
vortrag (direct accesi-to the king) for the chief of staff, but this did

litcle to eliminate the “chaos which ruled at cthe top"” of the Prussian

arqy.l7
Thie chaos had a particularly vital effect on the suppiy of aras,

amounition, food, and material to the forces in the field. This situation
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would culminate in the disastrous shortages of equipment and personnel
in the last months of 1914. This chaotic command and coordination situa-
tion, with no one except the king (and legally but impractially the chief
of the general staff) responsible for effective coordination of activities,
severely restricted the efficiency of the Prussian general staff and the
Prussian military forces.18
Part of this limited effectiveness was the status of military-naval
cooperation in the German Empire. The chief of the general staff and
the chief of the naval staff had no established means of communication
for the exchange of information. Each project which required coopération
baetween the services was dealt with on an ad hoc basis, with individual
officers assigned from the Generalstab or Admiralstab as each project
required. This case-by-case approach (which was also followed by most
other nations at the time) was not efficient; when combined with the
natural interservice rivalry for funds and prestige from 1897 vo 1912,
army-navy cooperation in the German Reich (as in most nations) was leas
a reality than a dream.lg
The general staff itself was not immune to confusion or complexity,
but it had a well-gcatablished and offective systom of officer procure-
mant, education, and utilization, and an effective organization. The
efficlency of the Prussian general staff depended on the guality of ite

LU

officers, and ca the functional qualities of its organizaction.
officers who worked in the general staff were nmombers of & remarkably
clused social class. Desgpite the efforts of Peussian militavy authori-~
ties to ensure the ncbilicy of the Prussian officer corps, the geneval
staff on the eve of World War 1 was composed of only slightly wore then

55 percent noble officera. These efforts did wmansge to keep the genersl

L R — -
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ranks secure for the nobility: 80 percent of the generals assigned to
the general staff on the eve of the war were noble. This analysis agrees
with the study done by Daniel J. Hughes on the Prussian generals from

l Noble domination of the Prussian officer corps, and of

1871 to 1914.2
the officers agsigned to the general staff occurred primarily through
v the ever-present example of senior (and noble) officers. The junior
officers, eager to gain promotion and distinction, emulated these senior
officers, and often their conservative ideas concemning the value of the
Prussian nobility.z2
One of the most promising avenues for promotion and distinction
for the junior officer was assignment as a general stsff officer; @
only practical route to such an assignment was through the P sian steff
college, the Kriegsakademie, an institution once described by an English
observer as such a "beastly school" that "any man who has ever gone
through that mill never looks happy again.”23 Deapite the college's
raputation as a harsh school, the two-year advance in promotion to cap=
tain awarded to a successful general ataff officer (not to mention the
five=year advance promotion to major) was sufficient incentive for msny
Junior officers to attespt admission to the Krieacakadenie.zq Another
incentive was that duty at the college, ;ocated in Beriin, the cultural,
wilitary, and governmental center of Cermany, was fav more exciting than
setving in the drad garvison towns where most line units were utacioned.zs
In general, the completion of a tour at the staff college, as one 1908
graduate expressed it, was like saying "Sesan Sffue dich" to o loug and
successtul milicary cafeer.26
The Kriegsakademie, the primary Prussian oificer postgraduate
education inetitution, was designed to produce highly crained, efficient,

b —— .»,—_..‘..ma;-,—..‘—.___.....,,_ .- . G e e B e i ey A i
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and mentally alert general staff officers through a long and tortuous
selection process.27 The first of several steps in this process was the
completion of the entrance examination to the school. Officers of a
minimum of five years' active duty, and with four years' remaining ser-
vice as lieutenants, were permitted to take the exam. Multiple attempts
to pass the test were permitted, and each officer was able to take the
test two or three times, depending on the speed of his own promotions.
Several hundred officers took the test each year; the average number for

28

the years from 1889 through 1894 was 299, Of these three hundred

officers, only one hundred recelved orders to attend the school each
year.zg

The test, offered in March at each army corps headquarters (there
were seventeen active corps in the Prussian-Wirttemberg Army), was con-
sidered a "terrifically stiff examination” by one English observer.ao
Officers were required to present a board of examiners with a prepared
e@ssay on a published tactical problem, ond they were required to paass
a rigorous written test. This written test included, but was not limited '
to, formal and applied tactics, wapons knowledge, fortifications, ter~

a

rain analysis, history, geography, French, and mathematics. Successful

coupletion of all parts of the test was not opacifically required; the
candidate was obliged to demonstrate a suitable backgrouwnd education
through his grasp of facts, and to show a sensc¢ of &pplication and clear

32

thinking. With only one of three applicants selected for the war

college, competition was intense. MNany officers found assiscance from
older officers, local professors, tutors, cramsers, sud a large body of

k)

literature on how to pass the test. Once the test wis over, tha

officer awaited the results for several mouths. If he was successful,
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he was ordered to attend the Kriegsakademie starting in October.

The Berlin college provided both an educational and a cultural
experience for its students. For example, when Wilhelm Groener, a
Wirttemberg officer, arrived in Berlin in the fall of 1893 to atteand the
Kriegsakademie, he found life in the German capital stimulating and
exciting. He developed new friendships, boarded with an upper-middle-
class Berlin family, and generally acted the tourist for his first two

34 But life at the staff college was not all culture

years at the school.
and ease; students may have experienced plentiful free time in their
first two vears at the schoocl, but there was useful work done in all
three years at the college, and the last year was one of intensive study
and work. Groener noted that he worked nearly continuously in his third
year in Berlin.35
Students at the Kriegsakademie were required to attend all the
lectures in their prograws; absences required prior approval. Students
normaliy spent more than twenty-five hours per week in classes, with
variations for their particular year and choice of mino2 programs.
Officers could study a minor in either languages or applied science,
4 choice which they had to make before taking the entrance exaaination,
From the information available, the cureiculua changed little frow the
later years of Moltke's tenure as chief of staff (the 18808 through
the carly 19000.36
The ataff college instructors used two distinct types of iastruc-
tion. The general knowledge subjects (geography, history, the sciences,
languages, and law) were taught by lectures; the military subjects were
taught using Noltke's applied method. The lucture subjects, which coa- |

centrated vu Germun physical geograpby.'ccrnnn constitutional sad civil
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Table 2

A Typical Three-Year Kriegsakademie Course37

Hours per week per subject:

Subject first year  second year  third year

Tactics

Military history
Weapons
Fortifications
Communications
Surveying

Military law
Milicary hygiene
Military geography
General staff duties

w W w &

B e e O W

Siege warfare

Ristory (general) 3 k k]
Geography 2

Civil law

Applied sciences 6 S

wa )P s

Fraonch or Rusaian 6 6 6

\ law, wodern European history, and on the basic applied sciences (or a
§oreigu language), were often taught to classes of wore than fifcy
students. Despite the limitations imposed by such lavge classes, and
the school's cophasis oa military education, the quality of the liberal
acts and sciences education was enhanced Ly the presence of some of the
aost distinguished teachers fn Cerman scholarehip.>®

The staff at the Kriegsakademle consisted of egual numbers of
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civilian profeasors and military instructors. The civilians, twenty-two
in 1905, were appointed by the minigter of war with the approval of the
chief of staff. They usually served at the staff college for the rest
of their academic careers. Some of these professors were drawn from the
faculty of the University of Berlin (which had been founded the same day
as the staff college in October 1810).39 Armong the civilian instructors
at the college in the years before the First World War were Heinrich
von Ireitschke the historian and Heinrich Schliemann the archaeclogist
(famous for his discovery of the ruins of ‘l‘roy)."o The military instruc- ‘
tors, twenty-cne in 1905, were part-time instructors aesigued to the
Kriegsakademie while serving with the general staff in Berlin. In
addition, two advisory councils were formed of both civilian and military
officials. The entire staff was concroiled by the director of the war
academy, a general officer, who insured that military instruction received
sufficient mhas:le.“
Military education occurred inside and outside the classrooms. In
the summer months (the school term was from October through June), each

42 Tours of

officer served with a branch of service other than bis owm.
arsenals and fortresses vere also arranged by the faculty during the
tuiinm'."3 Nost milicary education did take place in the classcoom; it
followed the ideas of applied method instruction formulated by Couat
Kottke.®® This applied method, as described in the instructions for the
college of 1888, was based cn the student's participation {n prodblem
solving and tactical situations simulated ia the claoroou.“ Practical
problem solviag, with the student role-plaving as an officer in & par-
ticula¥ situation, was used throughout the ailitary cha_n at the Xriegs-
akademie, 2ad later throughout the treining conducted within the gencral

-uff.“
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Groener's class notes from his Kriegsakademie years show the
influence of this practiczl education. His class notes are predominantly
on military subjects, although some notes taken in classes on recent
European history, Germau constitutional theory amd civil law, and on
German physical geography demonstrate the breadth of the curriculum at 1
the college. Groener's notes, in particular his notes on military use |
of railroads, document the datail and practicality of the military
education at the Kriegsakademie., MHis notes on military railroads include
precise details on train design, loading ramp specifications, rolling=
stock dimensions, and orectical information on signals and communications
used on European railways.a7

This practical education has been criticized for stifling original
thought among students at the Prussian staff college, and among the envire
Prussian general staff. This criticism first surfaced in the contempo-
rary writings of Ceneral Friedrich Bernhardi. He called on the Kriegs-
akadenie to progress beyond the werely practical to the theoretical ideas
of science and poiitics. He desired a broad-based cducatior instead of

4“8 Other writers also cricieized this

purely practical iastruction.
education and clatmed that there was a decline in original thought among
goneral staff officers due to the rigorous training mechods employed at

4 fhese criticisas have soms validity, although the applied

the college.
methad did dnspire rapid deciston-making sbilities and encouraged a sanse
of realisa ia the tralnlng amoog the student &f{fiéérs, s% showr i the
records of one of the applied mechod. -gm&v.s fnc the statf calléjig the
practice staff vide. Ee

Three weeks 10 June were devoted _'td’ this étmsica staff vide by

the third (senior) class. This staff vide vas couducted in the fleld,
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usually along the German frontier with either France or Russia. It
provided practical experience fcr . he ~tudents in all of the duties of
general staff officers in wartime. (These staff rides also introduced
the young officers to a form of training used every year by the officers
of the Prussian general staff. These annual Stab Reisen by the general
staff were conducted under the direct control of the chief of staff and
served to keep all staff officers in shape both physically and mentally.)so

Groener's practice staff ride took place in the spring of 1896.
He was part of a six-man team of students under the command of a general
staff major. Groener's fifty-four-student section, half of the senior
class, incl.ied Max Hoffman, of whom we shall hear more 1ater.51 This
practice staff ride included exercise in. staff planning and executionm,
in vactics, in field sanitation, food resupply, logistical support re-
quirements, and troop movements. This three-week-long period was also
the final examination in the course on general staff duties, and it was
the instructor's last chance to decide the future of each student
officer.SZ
Completion of the threes years at the Kriegsakademie did not mean
acceptance into the Prussian general staff, Aside from the chances of
failure during the three years at school (approximately 5 percent of
each class failed to complete the course), the graduates still had only

33 Four different

a one-In-three chance of being named to the staff.
certificates were granted upon completion of the course., The top 30
percent of each class were posted to the general staff as probationary
officers; the rest of the class was certified as Adjudantur (those
qualified only for battalion and regimental staff duty), as instructors

at military schools, or they were sent back to their vegiments certified
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54 The fate of the graduating class of 1891

as "qualified for line duty."
is typical: of one hundred officers assigned as students, five were re-
lieved due to incompetence, thirty-five were named to the general staff
on probation, thirty-one were certified as Adjudantur, seven were quali-
fied as military instructors, and twenty-two were returned to troop duty.55
Those assigned to probationary duty on the general staff were not
members of the general staff corps; they were not authorized to wear the
triple carmine trouser stripe which was the distinctive uniform of the
general staff. Probationary duty was actually a one-year-long step in
the selection process for general staff officers.56 During this year,
the officers were assigned to particular sections of the central general
staff in Berlin, and they worked in close association with veteran staff

37 Their work was divided into two areas: daily work was done

officers,
as required by the chief of their assigned section of the staff; each
week and month the probationary officers alsc had to prepare solutions
to problems proposed by the chief of staff.se If their work was satis=-
factory, and if their pergsonal life style and financial security met the
standards of the general staff, appointment to the general staff corps
occurred. Only then, after a long period of study for the Kriegstkademie
entcance examination, after three years at the staff college, and after
one year of work at the "Red Den" (the general staff headquarters building
{n Berlin), was an officer accepted into the Prussian general scaff.sg
Conuinued presence on the staff was pussible, but not guavanteed.
Every general staff officer, with the exception of from thirty to fifty
auxiliary technical officers, was requived to serve with both line and

60

staff units in rotation. After an initial period of one to three years

at the "Red Den," tho officers, wow captains (havips been promoted upon
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acceptance into the general staff corps), would be ordered to duty as
company commanders in their branch of service. If their two years as
a company commander were successful, a return to the general staff was
generally assured. Failure in command, or a financial or personal scandal,
would result in loss of staff status. The process of command-staff-
command rotation continued for the successful officer until he had
commanded a regiment, after which he became eligible for promotion to
general.61

The general staff officer could be employed on staff duty with
either the central general staff in Berlin (the Grosser Generalstab) or
as a staff officer with an army division or corps in the field or in
garrison. Duty with line units was known as Truppen Generalstab service,
and it accounted for half of all genaral staff positions im the Prussian
army. Each army division had one general staff officer, usually as its
operations officer (who was the principal staff officer in Prussian
staffs which did not have a chief of staff). Each army corps had from
three to five general staff officers assigned.62

Groener's progress after the Kricgsakademie is typical of .he
successful officer in this system. He served his time as a probationary
officer in the mupping section of the central general staff. He was then
appoluted a regular general staff officer, promoted to captain, and as-
signed to the survey scction of the centval general staff, He served
in the survoy section from March 1899 to October 1902, when he was
ordered to Metz to command an infantry company. In October 1904, he
woved back to Berlin und to duty with the railroad section of the staff.
He was promoted to major, and he vemained in Berliﬁ until the fall of

1908. His next assignuent was ae chief of staff of the XIiXIl Avay Coxps
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(the Wirttemberg corps in the Prussian/Wiirttemberg Army). He then com-
manded an infantry battalion from October 1910 to September 1911. The
next year found him in Berlin once more assigned to the railroad section
of the general staff. He was promoted to lieutenant colonel in October
1912, and he became chief of the railroad section.63

The officers who served with the Grosser Generalstab in Berlin
were under the direct control of the chief of the general staff. The
chief of staff could alter his staff system and organization as he saw
fit, tempered only by budget restrictions, but the system, like the
curriculum at the Kriegsakademie, remained remarkably unchanged from the
last years of the elder Moltke to the first days of World War I. Some
alterations in the organization of the Grosser Generalstab did occur,
but there were few substantive changes in the basic system, or in the

nission of the staff.66

The primary mission of the central general staff remained the

“"preparatien of the Prussian army . . . for war, [and] the transport of

w65

troops during the mobilization of the army, Secondary miseions, all

critical to the proper performance of the primary mission, included
intelligence gathoring and analysis, the education and training of
general staff officers, the study of problems associated with new itanms
of military technology, the arrangement of the antual maneuvers, and
preparation of military htotorien.66

These migsions were accomplished within a systen designed to be
flexible, and capable of easy alteration by the chief of ataff to facili-
tate the completion of sesipgned tasks. The chief of staff was awsisted

by a deputy chief of staff (Obergquartiermoister 1) and three subordinate

“superior quartermasters" (Oberquartiermeister 1I, ILI, and IV). Verious
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Table 3

Prussian Grosser Generalstab Organization, ca. 1890

67

King of Prussia

Chief of Staff

Superior Quartermaster 1

2 Section (Abteilung)
planning, mobilization,
training, equipment, and
organization needs

Railroad Section
mobilization/concentration
planning

\
Superior Quartermastey 1II

1l Section
military information:
Russia, Austria=-Hungary,
Balkansg, Scandinavia

3 Section
military information:
France, Italy, Great
Britain, USA, others

Personnel of fice--general staff

. .._*,,....,.....__. e et am

et e, D

1

Superior Quartermaster II

4 Section
military information--
fortification
statistical branch
Kriegsakademie supervision

—
Superior Quartermaster 1V

(Chief of Survey)

Trigonometric division
Topographic division
Cartographic division
Map library

|}

Military history section

gsoctions of the central gencral staff were assiguod to the dirvection and
control of these four officers (sea table 3 nbava).6

deputy chief of staff controlled the section of the staff concerned with

8 tn 1890, the

training, organizacion, and mobilization of the aray, and aloo the

railroad section. The other superior quartermasters coatrolled the

remaining sections. One superior quartermaster was assigned full
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responsibility for the survey directorate, consisting of the map-

69 The othier two officers divided the

making sections of the staff.
duties of intelligence gathering and analysis, supervision of the
Kriegsakademie, and the management of the general staff archives and
library.7°
The chief of staff personally supervised the personnel section of
the Grosser Generalstab and the military history section.71 He was
;uthorized direct communication with all general staff officers in the
;' field on matters of staff business, but he did not have any command
authority over line units. The king of Prussia retained command author-
ity, although in time of war the chief of staff gained practical comntrol
of the army.72 Despite the chief of staff's lack of command authority,
he exerted a powerful influence, primarily through his control of Truppen
Generalstab officers (which resulted in significant influence on the line
units) and his command of the Grosser Generalstab officers.73 The rela-
tively small size of the central general staff (some one hundred Grogser
Generalstab officers were on duty in 1905), combined with the use of the
superior quartermasters as effective managers, gave the chief of staff
a large degree of control over the work of the central staff; he was
able to control the daily operations of the staff through periodic
‘? ) nmeetings with the suporior quartermasters, who were themselves given
. | large amounts of authority in making decisions on matters of some impor-
:ance.76 The divect influence of the chief of staff was the strongest
in the operations planning sections of the sctaff, and in all work
directly iavolved with plans for the next uar.75

Planning for thie next was was the most iaportant work of the

Prussian geneval staff. The influence of Chief of Stalf Alfred von
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Schlieffen on operations planning was acknowledged by contemporary
accounts, and has been emphasized by recent h:Lssntor:ians.76 The problems
which confronted Schlieffen during his chief of staff years (1891-1905)
continued through the tenure of Chief of Staff Helmut von Moltke (nephew
of Count Moltke), chief of staff from 1906 to 1914, The German lzader-
ship's perception of an encirclement of Germany became only more certain
in the formation of the Entente Cordiale of 1904, at the Algeciras Con-
ference of 1906, the Bosnian Crisis of 1908/9, and during the Agadir
Crisis of 1911. The army, and the general staff, were left with only
an alliance with Austria-Hungary and an accord with Italy. War, if it
came, and for German leaders it appeared to be inevitable, would pit

7

Germany against Russia, France, and probably Great Britain, Operational

plans had to be drawn for this next war, and both Schlieffen and Moltke
the younger spent much of their time on the preparation of these 1:].ms.78
These plans were constantly improved through the use of war games
(Kriegspiel) by the subordinate sections of the central general staff.
The use of these simulations as a method of instruction and as a means
of plan formulation and improvement was standard throughout the Prussisn
general staff system; these simulations were an extension of Moltke's

9 Each subordinate section

applied method in use at the Kriegsakademie.
of the general staff conductad war games suitable to their particular
mission. The entire staff also conducted an annual series of var games
during the annual staff ride. General staff officers, through the uss

of these simulations, were continually being trained in their professions,
froon their initial experiences at the staff college until their last war

80

geme with the general staff. This constant “honiug the blade" of their

staff system would serve the Cerman military well during the First World

War.
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The outbreak of war in August found the Prussian gemeral staff well
prepared for war. Colonel Groener, like many of his fellow staff officers,
was called back from summer leave late in July; he prepared his Grosser
Generalstab section for war by refusing any confusing last-minute minor
alterations in his long-established and oft-simulated plans.81 Despite
some last-minute concern by Wilhelm II and Moltke about changing the
mobilization scheme, and the "famous scene" between these two men where
Moltke refused to alter the mobilization plans, the German mobilization
ordered on the first day of Auguxt progressed with "clockwork precision."82

Colonel Groener, on receipt of the mobilization order, changed his

duty title from Chief of the Eisenbahn Abteilung of the central general

staff to Chief of the Bureau of Rallway Affairs (Chef des Feldeisenbahn-

wesens). This expansion was typical of the general staff's approach to
wartime mobilization, Individual officers would gain control over more
and more personnel, and gain larger and larger areas of responsibility
in their field of expertise. This system of expansion remained the
Prussian (now German) general staff's approach to the war until 1918;
alterations were made to structures and organizations as the need arose,

83 As

but the general staff offiicers retained control of the system.
examples of this expansion, an expansion based on a quickly available
pool of trained reserve officers, noncommissioned officers, and enlisted
wen, Colonel Groener and hies classmate from the ¥riegsakademie, Colonel
Nax Hoffman, offer interesting insights into the Prussian approach to
fighting a wodern war,

The wobilization order brought under Groener's cantrol all rail-
. voads in Germany and {u all areas occupied by German troops. He took

comaand of railway unite totaling more than 32,500 officevs and unn.a‘
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From the first day of mobilization, Groener's greatly enlarged command
analyzed and filed reports on bridges, tunnels, and railroad yards in
Belgium, France, and Russia.85 The railway bureau was also responsible
for the movements of all trains in Germany, Military trains began
rolling on the first day of mobilization; from the second day of mobili-
zation until mobiiization plus twenty-one days (M+2l) no civilian rail-

road traffic was petmitted.86

By the end of August, the German railroads
had concentrated and deployed morc than three million men without a major
delay or difficulty. Oa August 22, the Kaiser thanked Groener and his
men for carrying out their duties "in the spirit of the highest tradi-

w87 The German mobilization and deployment had

tions of the Germar Army.
been successful because of the efficient German railway net, and because
of the efficient training and organization of the Prussian general staff.
While Groener, and his men, were fulfilling the best traditions
of the Prussian army, another staff officer was creating a new tradition
on the Eastern Front. This officer, working as a Truppen Generalstab
officer, was Colonel Max Hoffman, Hoffman was familiar with the terrain
and situation in East Prussia in the summer of 1914; he had been assigned
to this area for several years, and he had prepared plans for a defense
against a possible Russian attack against East Pruaaia.aa
The Prussian staff was aware by the autuzmn of 1911 (when the
intelligance section of the contral generval staff purchased Russian war
plans from a Rusaian general staff officer) chat the Russian arwy was

89 It was also cowmon

compitted to an early attack on Esset Prussia.
knowledge among the Prussian staff officers that such an attack would
be divided by the Masurian Lakes: Ceraan action against the divided

Rugeian forces could be decisive. Early reverscs on the Easterun Froat
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forced back the German forces in August 1914 despite their knowledge of
the Russian plans. Such incompetence was not tolerated; the German
commander in the East (von Prittwitz) and his chief of staff were sum-
marily relieved by Moltke on August 21, The replacement officers were
Generals von Hindenburg, who was called out of retirement, and Ludendorff,
the hero of Li&ge; they were soon on their way to the East in a special
railway train.go

Prior to their arrival, indeed prior to Prittwitz's relief, Colomnel
Hoffman, the operations officer for the German forces in East Prussia,
had conceilved a plan. He would move an army corps by rail from the left
to the right flanks of the Germar army while marching the rest of the
army alse to the left, and encircle and destroy the Russian armies one
at a time. It is certainly no coincidence, as has often been speculated,
that Ludendorff conceived of a similar plan while riding his special
train to the East. Both officers were simply reacting in similar manner
to a situation they had seen simulated in the "Red Den" time after time.
The situation had been foreseen before the war by the Prussian general
utaff; Ludendorff and Hoffman were only reacting to a situation for which
they had received extensive peacetime preparation. The result of these
plans was the dostruction of Samsonov's army at Tannenberg; the Russian
threat in the East was tempovarily elin&nnted.gl

In 1914, officient railroad ergaﬂi:acion and effective army«level
staff work alone could not win the war. The Prussian avmy, and the Cerman
Reich, were unprepared for a loag war; the chaos and confusion chavacter-
istic of the peacetime Prussian avay continued throughout the war, making

92

prepavactions for a long war difftcult, at best. The Prussian general

stafl itself vas not without faults. According to Liddell Hart, all too
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often (from the German standpoint) junior officers were given tremendous
regponsibilities as chiefs of staff of corps and armies, and they "often
took momentous decisions with hardly a pretense of consulting their
superiors . . . such a gystem had grave objections and from it came the
grit in the wheels which not infrequently marred the . . . working of
the German war machine."?3

After the defeat of the Central Powers, in part due to the efforts
of the victors and in part to the problems of the German leadership and
the German system, the German general staff was outlawed in accordance
with the provisions of the Versailles Peace Treaty. The Prussian general
staff ceased to exist in the form known to the world before 1918; a
general staff would survive under a series of disguises during the Weimar
period, but the Prussian general staff would never again control the
nilitary destinies of the German people.

Before its dafeat and dissolution, the Prussian staff system had
extended its influence beoyond the frontiers of the German Reich. Indeed,
some historians believe that the German armies were defeated in 1914
partially because the French and Bricish staffs, through selective imi-
tation of the Prussian general staff and the inauguration of fanovative
ieprovements on this wodel, had ieproved their staff systems far beyond

94 The

the Pruseian changes to the Prussian system from 1871 to 1914,
French azmy had bovrowed many ideas from the Prussian acay after ice
defeat iv 1870/71. Asmong those ideas was the fdea of general conscrip-
tion, and the ddea of a general statf. The campaigne of 1870/71 were
“hardly over wien the French governmeat made its first move toward
creatitg a high command on the Prussian wodel,"” according to the foremost

histortan of the French aruy.gs The reforms which occurred ia the Freach
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army from 1871 to 1914 were reactions to their military defeat in 1870/71
and to the problems faced by the army in domestic politics. The struggles
of the Boulanger and Dreyfus affairs, particularly the latter, severely
hampered the reforms of the French army at the same time they made reforus
more necessaty.96 ‘

The French borrowed from the Prussian arm& both the organization
of a general staff (with some major alterations), and the idea of a staff
college to train officers for duty with the staff. In imitation of the
Kriegsakademie, the French staff college, the ﬁcole Supérieur de Guerre,
instructed lieutenants in general staff duties, military history and
technology, and a smattering of liberal arts subjects. Upon graduationm,
these officers were certified as qualified general staff officers, but
the French aroy, unlike the Prussian, felt that officers should be con-
sidered primarily line officers and only secondarily general staff
oﬁficers.97

The organization of the French general staff was also partially
based on the Prussian model. Reforms wore made from June 1871 through
July 1911; the July 191! reform cveated a chief of staff who was more
powerful than the Prussian chief of staff. Joffre, the first officer
agsigned to this position afcer its reform ih 1911, controlled all
strategle planning, operational planning, organizacion, and personnel
roquirements, and comsanded the avay as well. After 1911, che Freach
chief of staff vorked through a goneral statf coaposed of sections
responsible for personmel, intelligence, operations and training, and
logastics.gs

The Beitish aray also borrowed from the Prussian military institu-

ticns in the years from 1871 to 1914, A Bricish staff college existed




32
before 1871, but the Franco-Prussian War, and the expertise shown by the
Prussian general staff officers, according to Brian Bond, "underlined
the need for [a college like the Kriegsakademie] to many senior officers
who had remained unconvinced by Britain's own experience in the Cr:lmea."99
Despite this new interest in the staff college and scme resultant improve-
ments in the quality of instructors and the curriculum, the British
military remained without a general staff to utilize the graduates of
the staff college until the disasters of the Boer War encouraged massive
reforms of the entire British army.loo

The reforms of the British staff system in the years after the Boer
War were largely the work of Richard Burdon Haldane. This man, who
became the civilian head of the War Office in 1905, began a program of
reforms of both the line and staff organizations of the British amy.m1
In the years frowm 1905 to 1914, a British general staff was gradually
developed, based, in part, on systems in use in Prussia. Officers were
admitted to the gencral staff corps on the strength of their service
roecord and on their passege of the staff collego; the general staff
officers alternated duty botween the staff and line units, The genernl
staff collected military information, studicd the problems of warfare
in diffevent areas of the world, analyzed foreign military activities,
and prepared tecommendations for reforms of the army otganizatian.loz
The British staff system oporated undor a different system of control
than the Prussian system: the British avmy was controlled by a ¢dvilian
prime ainister. The king wiy only very noainally in control of the
ailitary; the real power lay iu civilian handngloa
The British and French armies werve not the oaly milivacy forces‘

to imitate and adapt the Puursian system. The iufiuence of the Prussian
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army extended to the Pacific; during the Russo-Japanese War, the Prussia:s
military attaché to the Japanese army asked the chief of staff of a
Japanese field army what lessons the Japanese were learning from the war.
The Japanese officer replied that his army was not thinking of learning
lessons=-they would rather translate the Prussian texts on the war and
learn from chem.loa The pervasive Prussian military influence, an influ-
ence which extended from London to Tokyo, alse reached Washingtom, D.C.

It is to the American army, and its nineteeath-century reforms, that we

now turn.
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CHAPTER 3
PRUSSIAN INFLUENCE ON AMERICAN MILITARY

ORGANIZATION, 1871-1898

The years from the end of the American Civil War to the start of
the Spanish-American War have been called the United States Army's

"Dark Ages-"1

Despite the long, hard years of frontier duty, the minus=-
cule size of the American army, and the lack of sufficient appropriations
for the army, the years from 1865 to 1898 were not "Dark Ages"; they were
years of intense observation of foreign armies, of vociferous advocacy
of army reforms, and of the inauguration of a few of these proposals.z

This chapter examines the role of the Prussian military as a model for

these observations, proposals, and reforms.

Duty in tiny, remote, and uncomfortable outposts, many located
west of the Mississippi River, characterized life for most officers and
wen of the United States Army in the last half of the nineteenth century;
the Indian Wars, which persisted from 1866 zo 1890, involved woat of
these officers and men. The greatest siugle problem for the officers
of chis tiny vegular army (the average strength of the regular military
force in these years vas less than 25,000 officers and wen) was inac-
tivity; many officers used all available weans to obtain a transfer from

3

the frontier to move appealing duty in Washington.” The slowness of

officer promotions was another great problem for the army from 1865 to
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1898, The glut of veteran Civil War officers was so extensive that
officers frequently remained lieutenants for twenty or thirty years.
Despite mandatory retirenent at age sixty-four, legislated in 1882, this
situation continued unabated until the rigors of active duty in Cuba,
Puerto Rico, and the Philippines eliminated the older officets.A The
problems of the officer corps were aggravated by a public disdain for
the regular army. This disdain, felt by a Congress imbued with what
Samuel P. Huntington termed "business pacifism," and separated physically
and socially from the members of the army, became so widespread that
appropriations gradually decreased through the 1870s; in 1876, the
Congress adjourned without feeling the need to provide funds for the
army or navy for tha next year. Until November 1877, no one in either
service was paid.s

The organization of the American army, which did not appreciably
change from 1865 to 1898, was another major problem;6 by any standard,
War Department aduinistration was a disaster. The president of the
United States commanded the army through a secretary of war, This man,
often appointed by the president for purvely political reasons, usually
knew nothing about the military before coming into office. He was
assisted in the management of the army by the commanding general of the
army and by eloven burcau ehiefe.7 The gecretarvy of war had full legal
control over all bureaus of the War Dopartment; the only limitation was
that he was not to becowe involved in matters of “mllitary discipline
and militavy comtrol." Those aattevs vere under the control of the
communding general of the aramy. The indifferent delineation of authority
between the secretary of war and the comdinding gensval (they both had

somé control over the bureaus of the adjutant general and the iagpector
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general) was the greatest problem in the War Department; according to
Otto L. Nelson, "the attempts to separate command and administrative
functions signally failed in practice."8 Leonard D. White believed that
the other great problem of the war department was how to "coordinzte and
control the professional bureaus, permanently manned by the officer corps,
possessed of the tradition and art of their calling, each jealous of the
sister pureaus and all skeptical of the practical value of a civilian

n

3
secretary.”

The most iuportant of thuse bursaus {sece table 4) was the Adjutant
General's Office, which countrolled sll War Department correspendence,
controlled the Military Iaformation Division (after 1885), supervised
West Point, kept all personnel rescords, and issued all official orders.
The next most influential bureau, and the one, with the Adjutant Generual's
Office, which was controlled by both the secretary and the commanding
general, was the Inspector General's Office. This bureau was responsible
for the inspection of all troop units, inatallations, and offices of the
army outside of the War Department. The Judge Advocate General's Office
wvas the next sost powarful i:uruu. aince it was responsidble for all legal
matteras in the army. The other eight bureaus were respoasidble for the
adainistrative and logistical functioning of the army. The commanding
genaral controlled only one bureau (the Reccerds and Pensions Buveau) and
two winor officea.lo

All officers assigned to the Har Department (sowe seventy-five in
1895) were permanent members of & staff dbranch of the army. Oanly death

or retirement could rewove thiese officers (short of a court-martisl for

ctininal activity). The bulk of the work done in the War Department was
doue by these officers, assisted by a few civilian clerks. This system,

b D 3 e




45

Table 4

]
United States War Department, 1865-18991‘

President

Secretary of War

J 1
Commandinz General of the Army
Adjutant General's Office %f 0ld Soldiers' Home
laspactor General's Office Board of Publications
Judge Advocate General's Office r— Record and Pensiaa Bursau

Quartermaster General's Offise
Pay Bureau

Medical Burean

Chief of Signal

Chief of Enginecrs

Subsistence Bureau

Orvdnance Suiveau

i
)

The Arny

with ite confusod lines of command and managemeny, with what o coatespo-
rary described as its “fossilized military bureaus . . . ané.dﬂguip;ine
conservatism,” and its porsanent corps of staff officers fégéauﬁ!.vhon
had ot secved with troops for thirty years or sove), wamiékéupurvtué
the first American overseas war fn 1898,12 n

The American ardy from 1865 to 1898 was wot bliad to the problems
involved with its senior manageoent, nor was it bliad to European develop-

13

aents io militacy ocrganization and tectmology. Before tha Civil ¥ar,

b - ) - . Lo . s . B w a0 .
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the American army had sent observers toc Europe, notably a three-officer
commission to study the forces engaged in the Crimean War; but this com-
migsion, like many of its predecessors, was ultimately concerned with
the technical and material alteratiuns applicable to the American army.
Discussions of proper marching equipment for infantry, proper saddles
for horsas, and efficient field engineering techniques form the bulk of
these reports.16 Little attention was given to military management or
planning by American military observers prior to 1870,

The rapid Prussian victory over France in 1870/71 changed the
emphasis for American observations from technical matters to organizationm,
planning systems, and control structures of foreign armies. This altered
emphasis can be seen in the report of ome of the Amevican observers to
the Franco-Prussian War, Colone! (Brevet Major General) William Hazen.
Upon his veturn in 1872, Razen wrote a book about his expetriences cof
aighteen months in France and Germany, Hazen urged the United States
Army to adopt the Prussian milicary systoms, particularly its general
gtaff and milsvary officer education organizations. Hagon wrote thai
the American staff system, as it exist .d in 1872, would "dig the grave
of the whole sevvice™ if roforms based on the Prussian Grosser General-
stab were not begun., Hagen's book, urging the lmitacion and adaptation
of the Prussiaan seneral sxasf and officer postgraduate aducation, sot
the tone for obscrevations of European adiftary sysctoms for the naxt
forey yearsnls

-Atter the Prussian vietory ovet France, the civilian weild alro
baorda to ob.arve and discuss the Prussian ar-g.lé Between 187C and 1500,
caiouraged oy the rapid develvpernt of German adlitary, eccnvals, and

industrial power, and by the Cerman attempts to secute “a place in the
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sun," many American and European civiliana actively discussed the role
of the military in Germany and the forms of German military institutions.
Some of these cbservers were American graduate students in Europe, the
majority of whom returned to the United States and taught in American
colleges and universities.li Other obsgervers were American diplomatic
and counselor officials in Europe who occasionally reported on military

developments.18

The American military also had access to several reports
published by foreign governments on the Gexrman (Prussian) military system,
including a British government report on the military schools of
'Europe.19

But the most influential of these civilian sources was the observa-
tion of the Prussian army published by Spemcer Wilkinson, an English
barrister born in 1858, who, by 1900, was one of the best~known advocates
of military reform in the United Kingdom. He wrote several books pro-
posing reform of the British military and naval organizations; his

influence on the American army came through his book on the Prussian

genaral staff, The Brain of au Army, published in 1890. Wilkinson drew

information froa published Prussian material and fronm personal observa-
tion of the Prussian system at warh.aa The elder Noltko praised his
avcuracy and he wrote Wilkinson that his book was a faithful description
of the “organizaciocn, spivit, and working of cur genaral staff.“ZI
These civilian sources of fnformation, including Wilkinsva's book,

were nok as important as the observations of the European arades conducted
by American arsy officers. Between 1870 and 1897, all foue A-ntican
cosdundiang gevetals wore ﬁeﬁt oRt toure of observation to Enr@peazz
Their reactions to Eutopean armies varied. The Prussian general staif

impressed Cencral Williaa T. Sherman (commandiog gonerval from MNarch 8,
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1869 to November 1, 1883), but his perception of the rampant militarism
of the Prussian culture worried Sherman.23 General Philip H. Sheridan
(commanding general from November 1, 1883 to August 5, 1888) thought the
Europeans knew as much about war as he did, but nothing more.24 A one-
year tour of Europe did not particularly impress Lieutenant General
John M. Schofield (commanding general from 2ugust 5, 1888 to September 29,
1895).25 Lieutenant General Nelson A. Miles (commanding general from
October 5, 1895 to August 8, 1903) was thankful that the Atlantic Ocean
saved America from the need to maintain a large army lile those main-
tained by European nations.z6

Not until 1888, when Congress authorized the assignment of military
attachés to foreign nations, were junior officers systematically sent

to Europe. From 1889 until the outbreak of the Spanish American War in

1898, the American army stationed military attaché&s in all the major

‘European capitals. These attachés were occupied with "the routine of

collecting information and material; making inspection visits and calls;
talking to the right people at the right parties; translating, [and]

vy

writing reports. The majority of attach& reports dealt with the

details of military technology, weaponry, communication systems, and

28 The attachés frequently sent packets of books and

logistical matters.
materials to the War Department library and to interested American
officers. From 1890 to 1898, there were several massive shipments of
books from the attaché in Berlin to the American officev postgraduate
school at Fort Leavenworth; many of these books were uged ae textbooks
at the schoole.?? The bulk of the attachés' work, naturally, vas in-

volved more with the minor details of military life than with proposals

for large-rcale army reform.
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Two attach&s who did propose such reforms were Captain Theodore
Bingham, wilitary attach& in Berlin from 1890 to 1892, and Lieutenant
Colonel (later Brigadier General; William Ludlow, military actaché in

30

London from 1893 to 1896. Bingham published an article in the Journal

of the Military Servica Institute of the United States which called for

a reform of officer postgraduate education and for the creation of a

system of military intelligencze collection and analysis.31 Ludlow

published an article on the "Military Systems of Europe and America"

in which he advocated a reform of the American army based on the Prussian

military, a military he called the "war school of Europe."sz
Other officers were occasionally gsent to Eurcpe. Noteworthy are

the trips of Colonel (Brevet Major General) Emory Upton, Lieutenant

(later General) Tasker H. Bliss, and Lieutenant Colonel (later Brigadier

General) Theodore Schwan. Upton, born in Batavia, New York, in 1849,

graduated from West Point in 1861 and rose to command a division by

1865, After the Civil War, he was assigned as commandant of cadets at

the Military Academy and he wrote the army's infantry tactics text. In

1876, he was ordered on a world tour to observe, and report om, the armies

of Asia and Europe, His primary task of learning the techniques of fromn-

tier warfare emploved by the British and Russlan forces in Asia was for=-

33

gotten when Upton reached Berlin. After observing the Prussian arny,

he dacided to write his report on all the araies he had seen, but to

34

strees the Prussian system in his recommendations. Upton's teport

was pubtlished (without governmenz funding) as Armies of Asia and Euxope

in 1873, Ho then began a book on American ailitary policy. Uaable to

continue work due to a developing brain tumor, and suffcring ssvere

depression, Upton committed suicide in March 1881, Upton's finlehed
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books, and his partially completed manuscript, made him, according to
Maurice Matloff, "the most influential of the younger officers who worked
to reform the army."35

Tasker H. Bliss was ordered to Europe ten years after Upton's trip.
Bliss, born in Penmnsylvania in 1853, had graduated from West Point in
1875, and had made a reputation as a scholarly and well-read young offi-
cer. He was assigned as an instructor at the Military Academy and at
the Artillery School at Fort Monroe, Virginia, from 1876 to 1885. 1In
1885, Bliss was assigned as the instructor in military art at the re-
cently organized Naval War College; Commodore Stephen B. Luce, U.S.N.,
founder and commander of the Naval War College, then ordered Bliss to
Euvope to observe and report on the European systems of officer educatiom,

36

egpecially the systems used in Prussia, Bliss visited the Prussian

Kriegsakadcmie in March 1886, and he gave a full report of his observa-

tiung to Luce and Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, assistant commandant at

37 He also used his obsgervations

38

the Naval War College, on his return,
as material for lectures he gave at the college.
Theodore Schwan, a German-born American army officer, veteran of
the American Civil War (he was promoted to lieutenant from the ranks in
1863, and awarded a brevet to c&ﬁaain for gallantry at Cold Harbor in

1864), was ordered to Germany in 1893.39

He was assigned at the time
to the Military Information Division of the Adjutant General's Office;
his mlssion in Germany was to prepare & report of the organization of
the Cermsn arwmy for publication by the War Department. While in Germany,

ha consulted the records of the Prussian general staff and staff college,

. cbaerved the insiructien and training of staff officers at the Kriege-

" akddente and at tho “Red Den," and talked with Prussian officers. Upon

Al
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his return to Washington, Schwan wrote a perceptive report on the Prussian
and other German army organizations published in 1894 by the Military
Information Di.vision.40
The reform proposals of Empory Upton began a movement toward reform

among junior army offieers.41 His first book, Armies of Asia and Europe,

was wall received by tha American officer corps; his second, unfinished
bock, while not published until 1904, was circulated in manuscript form
among the senior, and many of the junior, officers. Upton's arguments

in Military Policy were also summarized by Peter Michie in his biography

of Upton published in 1885.42 Either through reading Upton's books, or

by reading of them in Michie®s biography, the American professional
officer corps became familiar with Upton's proposals for reform based
on the Prugsian milicary system. These reform proposals included the
development of a school for staff officers, the initiation of rotation
of staff-line-staff assignments for staff officers, and the creation of
a general staff for war planning.43
Upton in his books also advocated a large standing army for the
United States, and restrictions on civilian control of the military.
These proposals were not adopted, either during Upton's life or afcerward,
Congress refuaed to dispense with the traditional American reliance on
a citizen-scldiery, and was also reluctant to agree t¢ a proposal which
ignored Americaa tradition and seemsd to embrace wholeheartodly the
German system of militarism. Fears of “Germanization” or “Prussianization”
were raised by Upton's proposals and whenever ideas of a similar nature

were raised in Congress. The reluctance to abandon traditional American

~wethods, and the fears of “Germanization," combined with the Germane

American rivaley from the 18803 on (Eirst over Samoa and later over
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other "imperial" issues, such as the 1902 crisis over Venezuelan debts),
made Upton's proposals fora large, military-controlled regular army
impossible in the United States.45

Upton's proposals for reform of the staff and education system of
the American army, based on the Prussian model, were more effective.
General Sherman knew Upton personnally; his decision to start a post-
graduate school for officers at Fort Leavenworth in 1881 was due, in part,
to the posthumous influence of Upton. Upton‘’s books also stimulated
younger officers who were already aware of the problems of the American
army; these officers found a forum for their proposals in the military

journals which began to be published in the 1880s. Noteworthy among

these journals is the Journal of the Military Service Institute of the

United States. It began publication in 1880, with some of its editorial

work done by the faculty at West Point, and for the next four decades,
it published reform proposals for the American army. The Journal con=-
ducted an annual prize essay competition; the essay topics ranged from
the organization of coast defences to "Our Indian Question." In 1883,
1888, 1892, and 1896, the topics were concerned with the proper organi=
zation of the American militcary system.46 The authors of the prize-
winning essays for these years, and many other contributors as well,
proposed reforms of the American army based on European organi:ntiona.67
Germany (Prussia) was usually the focus of attention; Samuel P, Hunting=
ton beliaver "the German lessons were froquently misinterpreted and
misapplied, but the desire vo imitate German institutions wvas an impor-
tant force in furthering Amevican military profesuionalisu.““a

There proposala published by vavious journsls in the years from

1880 to 1898, like Upton's proposals for everything but a postgraduate
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officers' school, did not result in many effective reforms. The army
experienced minor, and ineffective, reforms in the creation of the
Leavenworth schools and in the establishment of a military information

section in the War Department: The only reform which made a noticeable

change in the American military structure, and function, was the creation
! of the Naval War College.
The Naval War College had been proposed by Commodore (later Rear
Admiral) Stephen B. Luce since the early 1870s; it came into existence
after he spent ten years in a near-constant struggle with the leadership
of the Department of the Navy for the creation of a college.49 On May 30,

1884, Luce became president of a board of officers appointed to determine

the course of instruction at the soon-to-be-established Naval War College.
The college was a very small institution in the years before 1898; its
first class in the fall of 1886 consisted of eight student officers as-

signed to the course for only one month., Until 1898, the class size

averaged twenty officers who attended school for only two or three

30 The Naval War College was designed to prepare officers for

wmonths,
duty as high-level staff officers and commanders in time of war., The
couvse achieved this through intensive teaching using Moltke's applied
mathod; much of the course time was occupied with the creation of

practice war plans, s0 that by the mid-1890s the War Colloge was the
sl

»*

navy's war planning agency.
Luce gained his first ideas of a college to train officers in
wartioe duties from his observations of European navies and theivr systems
of officer education. He agreed with Admiral David Porter, a navy officer
of extensive influence in Washington, who believed in the nid-1870¢ “the

ouch neglected American navy should look to the German Reich for an
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example of an efficient and successfully striving force."52
Luce was also influenced by his contemporary American army officers;
he met Emory Upton while both men were stationed in Virginia in 1877.
At that time, Upton was adjutant at the United States Army Artillery
School at Fort Monroe. When Luce wrote to the secretary of the navy in
! August 1877, he recommended that a naval war college be established using
the program of instruction at Fort Monroe as the college's basic course

53

plan, Upton encouraged Luce in his efforts to create a war college,

and he also exchanged ideas with Luce on the role of officer education

34 Luce knew of the course of instruction

in the Prussian military.
started in 1881 by General Sherman at Fort Leavenworth., Luce felt that

the courses at Monroe and Leavenworth were a ''goad to the navy to produce
35
"

something similar,
After the creation of the Naval War College in 1884, Luce was

further influenced by another army officer, Tasker Bliss. In 1885, Luce

requested that one officer be assigned from the War Department to teach

56 the officer assigned was Tasker Bliss

military art at the war college;
(whoge trip to Europe in 1885 was at Luce's request)., The curriculum
at the Naval War Collepe was designed, in part, by Bliss to duplicate,
as much as pessible, the course taught at the staff college in Barlin.57
Bliss's influence on Luce, and on the Naval War College, was the last
of soveral influences on the college based on an imitation of the Prus-
sian system. By 1890, the Naval War College, based on Luce's iunterpreta-
tion of these influences, was the only American organization capable of
effectively planning the war against Spain which would cowme in 1898.
Amorican avmy reforms from 1865 to 1898 were not as effective as

the creation of the Naval War College. The only successes, and they
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were only partial successes, were the development of officer education

and the organization of a small office of military intelligence in the
War Depattm,ent.58 Since 1868, schools had existed for the technical
instruction of army officers. These schools, including the school for
artillery officers at Fort Monroe, were successful in increasing the

! technical competence of the officer corps.59 General Sherman, while he
was commanding general (1869-1883), became acquainted with Upton's views

on officer education.Go Sherman ordered the technical schools expanded

to include a school for infantry and cavalry officers; the School of
Application for Infantry and Cavalry was established at Fort leavenworth,
Kansas, in May 1881.61
The Leavenworth school, like the Naval War College, had sericus
problems in the years befure the Spanish-American War. The first curri-
culum at Leavenworth attempted to teach the theory of warfare; it was
rapidly discovered that the quality of the average student officer's
education was inadequate for a theoretical approach. For the first
five years, many classes were taught on basic reading and writing skills,

62

arithmetie, and standard military skills. In 1886, Lieutenant {later

Brigadier General) Arthur L, Wagner was assigned to the school as am
instructor in the Nepartmont of Militavy Art. Wagner, a 1873 graduate

of West Point, and a veteran of the Indian Wars, had just returned from

a year-long tour of Europe. When he arrived at Leavenworth, the school
gained an instructor who was very interested in education (he had re-
contly eerved five years as professor of milicary science at the Louisiana
State University and at East Florida Seminary) and who was fully familiar
vith the Pruseian oethod of officer education.63 Wagnetr began to insti-

tute new proceduras at the school, with concentration on the intensc use
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of war games, practical problem solving, and the applied method.64 In

1893, Wagner was named head of the Department of Military Art, a post

65

he held until 1897. As head of this department, he pressed for more

practical imnstruction, and he began to transform the Leavenworth school
into an approximation of the Prussian Kriegsakademie.66

Wagner's efforts, assisted by a steady increase in the quality of
the students at Leavenworth, and by the existence of a two~year course
of instruction at the school (unlike the Naval War College's two or three
months), made the School of Application the most profound reform of the

American army from 1865 to 1899.67

(The course at Leavenworth is dis-
cussed more fully in chapter 5.) Tne greatest single problem for the
Leavenworth school was that relatively well-trained officers were being
produced, but there was no staff in which they could work. Omnly after
the creation of a general staff in 1903 would the Leavenworth school
begin to make a significant impact on the American army as a whole.68
The only important alteration in the disastrous organization of

the American War Depavitment from 1865 to 1898 was tha creation of the
Military Information Division of the Adjutant General's Office in late

1865.%9

This division (MID) was formed, according to Marc Powe, a recemt
historian of Amevican military intelligence, "in conscious imitatien®

of European military intelligence sections, notably that part of the
Prusgian Groaser Generalstab concerned with the collection and analysis
of 1n£otma:icn.7° The NID collected military inteauligence and had
control over the ailitary attachd network, but the division remained
weak {usually manned by one officer and four or five civilian clerks)

and of little influence uvntil it was reorganized in 1892.7l Thie ve-

organization gave the MID more poersonnel (total of six officers and sowe
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dozen civilian clerks), and more influence in the army. It was now
responsible for all collection, classification, and dissemination of all
military intelligence; it retained full control of the attaché&s; it was
given the task of preparing and maintaining a library and the War Depart-
ment museum. The MID was also given the task of preparing mobilization
plans for all state militia units in time of war.72 This planning mis=-
sion was never fully carried out due to lack of funds and perssunel. In
1897, Arthur L. Wagner was appointed chief of the MID; he, and tle
division, were given the mission of collecting data and publishing
reports on the military situation in Cuba, and on the strength of the
Spanish army and navy. On the eve of the Spanish-American War, the MID
was the only part of the War Department reorganized since the end of the
Civil Var.'d

The foundation for the reorganization to come after the Spanish-

American War was formed in the 1880s and 1890s. The disappearance of
the taxing Indian Wars, the increasing complexity of military technology,
and the rapid industrialization of America, caused the formation of a new
type of professional officer--an officer move concerned with the future
than with tradition, an officer cager and willing to learn from foreign
mmlels.’4 This type of officer, whom we have scen in Upton, Wagner,
Bliss, Schwan, and others, was slowly bringing cnlightened management
and planning to the Awmorican army. R. Ernest Dupuy was not entirely
correct when he stated:

Except for a handful of far-thianking officers such as Emory Upton

and Arthur U, Wagner, and others of the “intelligentsia" of the

Nilicary Service Inscicution, the results of rhe Franco-Prussian

War of 1870/71 and the growing military shudow of the Cerman Empive
went ummoticed. The ssa vas still wide.?d
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The sea was still wide, but there were more officers aware of the army's
problems, and more officers aware of the Prussian model, than Dupuy

would have us believe.
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CHAPTER 4
THE CREATION OF THE AMERICAN GENERAL STAFF,

1898-1903

The American army began to prepare for a war against Spain in 1897,
The Military Information Division, headed by Arthur Wagner, prepared
reports on the size and disposition of Spanish forces in the Western
Hemlisphere and on the geographic features of Cuba and Puerto Rico. At
the same time, the Naval War College developed plans for a naval war
againgt Spain., In March 1898, Navy Secretary John D, Long and Secretary
of War Russell A, Alger formed a two=officer Joint Army-Navy Board to
prepare plans for the now imminent war with Spain. This board endorsed
the war plan of the Naval War College, a plan which called for a naval
war agalnst Spanish forces in the Caribbean, supplemented by small-gcale
army landings to support naval operatiops, The war was to be a navy
affair. On April 20, 1898, President McKinley endorsed this plan.l

The American army's role in the Spanish-American War did not
develop according to this plan, After Congress declared war on Spain
on April 25, 1898, pressurc from state political leaders {coupled with
a national desire for a quick aund agpressive victory) mandated a change
in the carvefully formwlated Joiat Board plan. 1In late April Secrepary
of War Alger proposad a massive land campaign in Cuba as the best way
to and the war quxckly.z The War Department changed its wobildzation

ovdors from o force of 50,000 Regulars and National Volunteers to an

e A
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army of over 100,000--the difference to be drawn from state militia units.3

The strategy adopted by May 1898 called for a large land campaign ia Cuba
and Puerto Rico, despite the acknowledged lack of supplies and arms for
such large amphibious operationms.

By midsummer, the problems of the War Department became obvious
to all concerned. When engaged in combat, the army fought competently;
the greatest problems arose in the area of logistics, transportationms,
and medical support.4 Theodore Roosevelt, then a volunteer lieutenant
colonel in the "Rough Riders," wrote that "the delays and stupidity of
the Ordnance Department surpasses belief. The quartermaster general is
better but bad. There is no head, no management whatever in the War

n3 Massive

Department. Against a good nation we should be helpless.
problems in the provision of supplies, the organization of the troop
camps, and in the basic sanitation needs of the soldiers, combined with
poorly trained state troops and an inefficient staff organization,

prompted a great public outery against the War Department.6 Pregsident
McKinley appointed the Dodge Commission, chaired by Grenville M. Dodge,

to investigate these problems. Its conclusions, issued in eight large
volumes in February 1899, cleared Secretary of War Alger from any blame
for the crrors committed by the War Depaartment. Instead, the Dodge
Report cited the War Departmont burcau system, clogged with red tape and
old officers, as the major source of the problems. The report also blamed:
Congress for exerting excessive control over the internal management of
the War Depavtment both before and duving the war. The report concluded
by making several recommendations concerning the improvement of War
Dopartment control over logistical and supply functions in the field;

it made no recommendations for oversll refora of the dupartuﬁnc.7
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Public criticism and proposals for reform of the War Department
continued after the publication of the Dodge Commission Report. Adjutant
General Henry C. Corbin, in his official report published in late 1899,
urged the adoption of a general staff corps for the army in order te

8

remedy the faults of 1%98.  The Journal of the Military Service Insti-

tute continued to publish articles on the reform of the army, and on the
need for cooperation between the army and the navy.9 Congress also
pressed through 1899 for an increase in army efficiency but with little
positive direction from Secretary of War Alger. In December 1898 alone,
there were three bills pending before the House Committee on Military
Affairs, as well as a host of minor bills and proposed amendments,
Representative John A. Hull, chairman of this committee, pushed his own
bill through, a compromise version of which was signed into law by
McKinley on March 2, 1899, This bill, which enlarged the regular army
from 25,000 men to 100,000 and .s.creased the efficiency of troop wit
organizations, did nothing to remedy the problems of War Department
mnnugement;lo it was, according to William Ganoe, "only a makeshift.“ll
President McKinley, confronted with Alger's failure before Con=-
gress, and his perpetual struggle for power with Commanding General

12 McKinley, on

Nelson A. Miles, forced Alger to resign in July 1899,
the recommendation of Cornelius Bliss, secretary of agriculture, appointed
Elihu Root as secretary of war. Root was a very famous and experienced
corporata lawyer from New York; born in 1845, the son of a college pro-
feasor, he had been in Berlin the day the Franco-Prussian War began.

His career as a lawyer in New York City was distinguished and profitable;

many major New York businesses were among his clients. When asked to

be secretary of war, Root was told that the president wanted a lawyer
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to administer the newly acquired Spanish possessions (the army was
responsible for Cuba, Puerto Rico and the Philippines).13 During the
next five years, Root became the driving force behind reform for the
War Department staff system, in addition to being the chief administrator

of the new lands.

14 His

Root came into office knowing very little about the army.
first days in office were absorbed with the problems of the Philippines,
Cuba, and Puerto Rico. While dealing with these problems, which he
believed could be dealt with by the use of what he thought were "the
moving powers of the world today . . . effectiveness and harmonious
organization," Root also managed to learn enough about the army to be
able, within six months, to publish a comprehensive plan for reform.ls
This plan included the creation of an army war planning group, the
abolition of permanent staff assignments, and the inauguration of officer
attendance at service schools in preparation for staff duty.16

Root gained this knowledge abouc the army from several sources,
including letters from concerned civilians and military officers, from
reading United States Army Military Information Division puhlications
on foreign armies, and from consultations with subordinates in the War
Department., Root began by reading the Dodge Commission Keport and

17

various army regulations and congressional propnsals, He aleo received

letters from interested civil leaders volunteering information of reform

proposals; amoug these people was William C. Church, the influential

18

editor of the Army and Navy Journal. Root's most influential inforaa-

tion vas drawm froa two reports published by the Nilitary Information

Division. The older of these was The .dore Schuan's Report on the

o
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Organization of the German Army. The more recent publication was The
19

Staffs of Various Armies, published in January 1899.

Schwan's Report was considered to be the last word on the organi-
zation of the Prussian general staff, and Root referred to it in his

1902 Annual Report as being the source for his definition of the role

of a general staff in a modern army.20 Schwan himself was in Washington
in the early days of Root's first year in office; according to Adjutant
General Corbin, Schwan's role in "lending a helping hand in the Adjutant

General's Office in evolving a suitable staff system and system of

military education for the army" was irreplaceable.z1 In 1901, Schwan
wrote Corbin that Root "had profited alike by our own and foreign, es=-
vecially German, experience" in developing a staff system.22 A large
part of this was due to Schwan's Report and to Schwan's assistance in
the War Department in 1899.23

The Staffs of Various Armies also influenced Root. The introduction

to this work is a translation of Paul Bronsart von Schallendorf's "classic

work on the general staff," The Duties of the General Staff.za The first

sentence of Staffs' introduction is the clear declaration that "the
general staff forms an essential part of modern army organization."zs
The book goes on te explain that the function of a general staff in
peace is to provide for war, that officers for the staff are aspecially
selected and trained, and that appointment to the staff is temporary,

9
wot parna“anc.‘G The translation concludes:

The great general staff (Crosser Cenvralstab), a body of general
staff officers who are not attached to an arwy corps, is intrusted,
under the jmemediate supervision of the chief of staff, with drawing
up and preparing schemes for the strategical concentration of the
atmy + . . with collecting and estimating military fnformation, with
the study of the theators of war, with the preparation of milicacy
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maps., It is also employed in promoting military science, especially
military history, and in the supervision of the training of young
officers.27

Substantiation for this book's influence on Root 1is evident in

Root's Annual Report of the Secretary of War for 1899, in which Root

outlined his basic plan for reform of the central administration of the
army. In this report, he stated that his fundamental consideration was
"that the real object of having an army is to provide for war."28 Root
then proposed reforms of the administration of the army which included
the creation of a "systematic study" group for the preparation of war
plans, the "preparation of the materials of war" in times of peace, the
"selection according to merit" of officers for staff assignments, and
the initiation of a program of officer attendance at schools to study

n29 Root also

"the science of war, including the duties of the staff.
proposed the creation of an Army War College (AWC) which would collect
information, prepare war plans, study the problems of war, advise the
commander-in=chief of faults in the army, and manage officer edueation.ao
Root wanted the war college to function as a general staff (based on the
Prussian Grosser Generalstab) rather than as a staff college (based on
the Prugsian Krtegaakadcmie).Sl

The implementation of this 1899 plan would take two and a half
years. Part of this implementation process was continual consultacions
with military officars intevested in the Root proposals. Reary C. Corbin
was the adjutant general of the arey while Root was secretary of war;
according to Root's blographer, Root "liked Corbin and velied on hiw,"
but Corbin's influwence on Root's reforas of army adalnistrocion appeacs
to have been lintted.jz Re was a man of “abavlute pecsonal honesty and

devotion to the aray," but between 1899, vhen Corbin called for the
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institution of a general staff in his official annual report, and 1902,
no record exists of any discussion between Root and Corbin on the topic
of a general staff.33 Corbin's only recorded contribution to Root's
reforns after Root came into office was a message Corbin sent in the
fall of 1902. Corbin, accompanied by Major General Leonard Wood and
Samuel B. M. Young, attended the German maneuvers in September 1902 at
the invitation of Kaiser Wilhelm II. Corbin sent a report to Root in
which he discussed the "splendid general staff" of the Prussian army.
By this time, Corbin's contribution was minimal, since the Root general
staff program had bteen before Congress for eight months.36

A more influential individual in the War Department was Colonel
(later Major General) William H. Carter. Carter had served with Emory
Upton in the 1870s, won a Congressional Medal of Honor against the
Apaches, and had been in the Battle of Wourded Knee; from 1897 to 1904
he served in the Adjutant General's Office, becoming one of Root's
closest advisors and his congressional liaison officer from early 19090
to 1906.3s Carter was deeply involved in Root's reform proposals;
Carter personally drafted the 1902 general staff bill, and he introduced

36

the works of Upton to Root in 1899, Carcer also had a significant

role in the deliberations of the Ludlow Board, a board of oificers ap-
pointed by Root to investigacte the feasibility of Root's AWC propceala;37
Cartor's actual (nfluence was stronger in Root's plane for officer educa-
tion than in his roforms of tha staff system; as we shall see, Cartecr's
ideas on the staff wero often ignored in favor of other 1deau.33
Upton's fuflucihce on Root was limited. Upton's proposale for a
detailed reovganization of troop units of the arwmy was accepted by Root,

but only a tew details of Upton's staff proposals vare found to be usefui.
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Upton’s ideas on the alteration of staff and line assignments, and his
ideas concerning the qualification of staff officers in service schools
were accepted and incorporated into the Root plan. But Upton's more
far-reaching proposals were not accepted. By 1900, most of Upton's work
had been superseded by other officers' works, and by late 1900, by the
work of the Ludlow Board appointed by Root to investigate Root's plans

39 On February 19, 1900, the board was ordered to meet for

for the AWC.
"the purpose of considering regulations with a view to the establishment
of a War College for the army." The board consisted of Brigadier General
William Ludlow as president, Colonel Henry C. Hasbrouck, and Carter as
board secretary.ao Lieutenant Colonel Joseph P. Sanger, considered by
Ludlow to be the officer in the army best acquainted with foreign armi.J,
was detailed to the board im early July 1900.“

The Ludlow Board began meeting in late February and met irregularly
through October 1900. Its members were assigned different tasks involving
the establishment of the AWC; meetings of the board were held to discuss
the findings of individual mewbers and to agree on board recommendations.
Ludlow and Sanger were sent to Europe in July to investigate European
forms of war colleges and gereral staffs. They returned in early October.
Sanger spent three wmonths in Great Britain; Ludlow stayed in London for
a short time; he spent wost of his time in Cermany “for personsl investi-
gation and report concerning wvar college, staff college, and general
staff organization and methods in the Prussian ailitary uwica."“
Colonel Sauger found the British wilitary eystem in such disorder that
“lictle could be done in England veference the general staff and higher
military education . . . the general impression is that the recults of

the Souch African caspaign will lead to considerable modification of the
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43

British military administration." General Ludlow was more successful.

His trip to Berlin confirmed Schwan's earlier report on the educational
system and general staff of Prussia.“a Ludlow alsc met Spencer Wilkinson

in London, who gave Ludlow a copy of The Brain of an Argy.45

When Ludlow and Sanger returned from Europe, the board met to
decide on its final report. The officers realized that the AWC as
proposed by Root (as a body to create war plans, study problems, and
advise the secretary of war and the president) would "constitute a body
charged in some respects with the duties and responsibilities imposed
upon what is known in foreign services as the general staff."66 The
board agreed that such a proposal would improve the cohesion and effi-
ciency of army administration, and it recommended the immediate creation
of a war college by executive order. The report stipulated that legis-
lative approval of the war college be gained as soon as possible: the
officers specifically urged that legislation for a genzral staff be

na? The board report included

created "at the carliest possible time.
a memorandum written by Carter in which he expreessed his fears than an
AWC would become a drain on the army educaction system; he rvecosmended
that the war college be establishied at Fort Leavenworth, and that a
guncral staff totally separate from the AWC be formad with congressional
apptoval.“a The Ludlow Board Report, which deparced from Root's cone
coption of the AWC aud staff, wis delivered to Root in October 1906.69
Ludlow also made a private veport on his tour of the Prussian
wilitary systen. ‘Ihis voport was delivered to Root at his home by
Ludlow; Carter, the officor responaible for the drvafting of refora legls-
lation, did not see this report until June 1902.50 Ludlow had not dis-
cussed his findiugs from Eucope wich the board, but he did diecuss the

) # j
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trip with Root.51 Ludlow recommended in his report (which is nearly
two hundred typewritten pages—-much of it copied from Schwan's Report)
that the American staff officers be selected from the most successful
students at the service schools, that officers be rotated between staff
and line assignments, that a central general staff of eight officersa
(and assorted clerical assistants) be established in Washington, and that
a general staff with troops of fifty-eight officers also be establiahed.52
Ludlow opposed Carter's recommendation that the AWC be separated from
the general staff; Ludlow encouraged Root to put the AWC "in charge of
the general staff and in peace constitute an important portion of its
duties and labots.“53 Ludlow then made eleven specific recommendat .ons
on the functions and ovrganization of the AWC, all of which were incorpor-
ated into Root's fimal plan for the college.

The official Ludlow Board Report, and Qactet's pemovandum which
accompanied it, had little influcnce on Root. Rather the private report
of General Ludlew, which apparently only Root had access to until 1902,
was the key influence on Root's ideas on the AWC and the general staff,
As ve shall see later, all of Ludlow's private recommendations were put
into effoct by 1903, Ludiow's repoet was baaed entirely on his experi-

ences in Prussia, his readivg of the Schwan report, and his kuowledge

of The brais of an Arwy. 1t {3 impossidle to determine which, if any,

of theso souiices was the deteruining influence on Ludlow: what is iwpor-
J
tan: 1@ that they wero all based on the Prussian goneral staff syscea.s*

Nearly a yoar passed before Rouvt made any further progress on the
AMC. Froa the fall of 1900 until the fall of 1901, the aray's probleas
-in the Philippines and elsevhore ovcupied him; he vas not able to couconw
%5

trace on the war college problem agaic uatil lace 1901. That October,
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Carter wrote another memorandum for Root in which he again pressed for
a separation of the war college from a general staff. In November 1901,
a general order was promulgated which established the Army War College
as part of the officer postgraduate education system, but the war college
was not specifically separated from the army staff system--in fact the
' AWC would function as the American general staff until August 1903.55
In July 1902, another board of officers. this time named the Army War
College Board, was appointed by Root. 'This board was headed by Major
General Samuel B. M. Young, Tasker Bliss was the board's secretary, aad fv
Carter was the junior member.57 The War College Board met regularly for
thirteen months; it was primarily concerned with the establishment of
the actual war college, with the formation of a general staff, and with

38

the formulation of a basic war mobilization plan. The work of the

AWC Board ended in August 1903 when the firs: true American generxal staff
went into oparation.sg
Carter's constant urgings, the reports of General Ludlow and the

Ludlow Boazd, and the example of the Pruasian general staff (seen by

Root in Schwan's Report and The Brain of the Arvay) persuaded Root of the

need for a goneral staff by tho gpring of 1002, Root realized thrt the
Avay War Colloge alone could not administor the army; he decided to ask

60 paot, with

Congrass for legislation in support of a gonerval staff,
Cavter's assistance, composed a bill for Congross i eacly 1902; che bill
went bofove the cosmittee on Februarvy 14, 1902. This bill proposed the
cosbination of seweral War Department bureaus $nto one central aupply'
departmut, the abolition of the Iaspector Cenerval's Office, and the

“rcataon of a genetal staff to coordinate and coutrol all Har Depaiteent

61

administracion. Carter assisted Root in his dosiings with the Zenate.
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and House Committees on Military Affairs through February and March. He -
acted as liaison officer, providing information on the bill to congress-
men and answering their questions.62 The b1, despite opposition from
several War Department bureau chiefs, was about to progress out of com~
mittee when the commending general of the army, Nelson A. Miles, testified
before the Senate Committee in March 1902.63

Miles and Root had not cooperated in the administration of the
War Department since the first days of Root's tenure. One of Miles's
first acts after Root became secretary of war had been to reveal to the
press some confidential information Root had given him. Root never
trusted huim again.64 President Theodore Roosevelt alsc did not trust
Miles; he once wrote Root that '"in view of these facts, I think CGeneral
Miles ought cnly to be ‘oyed when we are certain that whatever talents
he may possess will be used under conditions which make his own interests
and the interests of the country identical.”65 Apparently, the only
reagson Miles was not relieved from his post as commanding general was
that he was due to be retired for age in 1903 and his relief by Roosevelt
or Root would have raised too many objections in Congress, where Miles
was very popular.66

When Miles testified before the Senate Committee on Military
Affairs on March 20, 1902, he clearly stated his reservations about the
general staff proposals. His objections to the bill ranged from a belief
that it would impede the efficiency of the War Department, an efficiency
which he taid was "the envy of all the allied troops [in the China

expedition], especially those of Germany, where they have the imperial

general staff corps,'" to his assertion that the general staff proposal

was "but an effort to adopt and foster in a republican form of government




77
guch as ours, a system peculiarly adapted to monarchiss having immense
standing armies. It would seem to Germanize and Russianize the small

n67 Miles then quoted from Bronsart von

army of the United States.
Schellendorf the duties of a general staff; Miles believed that the War
Department bureaus were as effective as any general staff, that they
pertormed all of the dutles assigned to a general staff by Bronsart, and
that they did their mission within a system designed to operate in a
republican form of government.68

The Senate Committee took Miles's testimony to heart. The membars
of the committee felt that Miles's belief that the general staff bill
would "Germanize" the American army was an accurate analysis of the bill.
Their fears of "Germanization" were part of the distrust of Germany, and
German institutions, which had been developing in the United States since
the Samoan affair. The image of the militarized German state also raised
the traditional American fear of large standing armies for the members
of the committee. The day after Miles's testimony, the chairman of the
Senate Committee told Carter that the general staff bill would not leave
the committee that season.69

Root embarked on a congressional education campaign in support of
the bill in an effort to counter Mileg's testimony. He asked retired
Lieutenant General John M. Schofield (commanding general from 1888 to
1895) and Major General Wesley M. Merritt (a Civil War hero) to testify
before the Senate Committee in support of the bill; they appeared before
the senators in April 1902, and they managed to correct mich of the damage
done by Miles, Schofield admitted that the bill would "Germanize" the

army when the senators quoted this phrase from Miles's testimony, but

Schofield stated that "we might Germanize a little with advantage." He
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attempted to remove any idea that the American army would become a
monarchical force like the German army simply because it possessed a
general staff; Schofield admitted that the German general staff was the
model for the general staff proposal, but he refused to believe that the
acceptance of the Gerﬁan ideas would harm the United States Army. General

70 The committee no longer felt concern

Merritt also supported the bill.
over the threats of "Germanization,” but the bill still contained objec-
tionable clauses, particularly the clause which would abolish the
Ingpector General's Office and consolidate the supply bureaus of the
army; the committee refused to pass the bill without modifications.71
Root and Carter redrafted the bill over the summer of 1902. The
new draft was much shorter and clearer; it did not call for the abolition
of the Inspector General's Office nor did it consolidate all supply
bureaus. Root, moreover, moved Miles out of Washington by sending him
on an inspection trip to the Philippines and China.72 The new bill was
placed before Congress in December 1902 and President Roosevelt publicly
endctsed the proposals, With Miles in Asia, with the active support of
the president, with the assisteznce of Schofield's testimony, and with
the careful attention of Root and Carter to congressional objections to
minor points of the new bill, the general staff law was passed by Congress
and signed into law by Roosevelt on February 14, 1903, The bill passed
Congress remarkably unchanged from its form in December; minor modifi-
cations were made to the wording of the act (most of the debate over the
bill was over the precise language of the proposal) and General Fred C,
Alnsworth managed to remove the abolition of his Bureau of Records and
Pensions from the bill., To placate Miles, the ganeral staff would not
legally begin operations until August 15, 1903, seven days after Miles's

mandatory retirement for age.74
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Table 5
The United States General Staff
(Bill of February 1903)

75

President

Secretary of War

Chief of Staff

i t
lst Division 2d Division 3d Division

1st Section: The MID lst Section:
Training and AWC: studies and
Mobilizatior plans

2d Section: 2d Section:
Administration Military Education
and Discipline 3d Section:

3d Section: Fortifications
Transportation, and Army-Navy
Posts, and exercises
Communications

The American army finally had a general staff. The general staff
created by the February 1903 bill consisted of a chief of staff, two
other general officers, and forty-two lunior officers. These men were
responsible to the secretary of war, through the chief of staff, for the
preparation of war plans, for the investigation of all questions on the
efficiency of the army, for assisting the secretary of war as he desired,
and "to perform such other duties not otherwise assigned by law as may

n76

be from time to time prescribed by the President. The bill moved the

Military Information Division from the Adjutant General's Office to the
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general staff (where it became the entire 2d Division of the staff).
The act also placed the chief of staff, but not the staff itself, in
supervision of all the bureaus of the War Department; the chief of staff
took control of those sections of the War Department formerly under the
control of the commanding general, a post eliminated by the February
1903 general staff act.77

The Americen general staff created in 1903 was the result of con-
cern over the inefficient administration of the American army as demon-
strated in the 1898 war with Spain, and the result of the observations
of cthe Prussian military system conducted by Schwan, Ludlow, and others.
Root's proposal for a general staff was based on his knowledge of the
disastrous mismanagement of the Spanish-American War, on his familiarity
with the reports on the Prussian staff system, and on his belief in
"effectiveness and harmonious organization." He borrowed extensively
from the Prussian system, primarily from information given to him by
Ludlow in his private report. The American general staff system was,
as General Nelson objected and as General Schofield freely admltted, an
imitation of the Prussian general staff: the first several years of the

American staff's existence saw a departure from this imitation.
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CHAPTER 5
THE AMERICAN GENERAL STAFF AND PRUSSIAN INFLUENCE,

1903-1918

The American military reformers whose efforts culuinated in the
passage of the General Staff Bill in February 1903 acknowledged their
use of the Prussian general staff system as a model for the formation
of their staff system. This chapter discusses the development of the
American general staff from 1903 through 1918 and compares it to the
Prussian staff. The chapter concludes with a description of the drastic
veforms of the American War Department gencral staff in 1918 and with
a dessription of the development of the American Expoditionary Ferce
general staff (which was formed ir imitation of the Fronch and British

staff systems).

Two problems prevented the American general staff from functiouning
effectively until 1918, The ficvst problom was the abgence of a signifi-
cant militavy threat to stismulate doevelopment of the general staff; the
gecond was the continued powee of the War Daparvaent buveau chiefs, a
power due in part to the inexperience of the American general ataft
ofticers as administrators aund superviaors.l Unedil 1917, chere was
l1ictle ueed to prepare for war, apart from the winor Mexican border
problems, and the War Department bureau chiefs, cospecially Fred C.

Afnsworth (as we shall sce bolow) vefused superviaion by the general
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staff officers, most of whom were their juniors in ramk and experience.2
In its first eight years the general staff had only one success: plan-
ning and exacuting the occupation of fuba in 1906 by several thousand
troops.3 Otherwise, the American general staff was afloat in a sea of
administrative trivia. Wwhen Major General Leonard Wood became chief of
staff in 1910, he found the staff officers more concerned with toilet
paper issue then with planning for war.A

General Wood's appointment as chief of staff did bring a slight
improvement to staff procedures and the first tentative steps toward
active supervision of the War Department bureaus by the general staff.
These improvements were embodied in the reorganization of the general
staff shown in table 6; this veorganization brought the entire force of

army troop units under the direct control of the Mobile Army Division

Table 6
United States General Staff, 1910-1011: Wood's Rccrgauizations
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Division Divisicn Divisfon Division
traindng education coast defonse all militta
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line units planning
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of the staff. The reorganization clarified the separation of the plan~-
ning functions of the War College Division from the training and personnel
tasks of the Mobile Army Division. The struggle for control between the
bureau chiefs and the chief of staff (which was the continuation of the
strugglies between the bureau chiefs and the commanding general since
1865) was partially settled in 1911 when Major General Fred C. Ainsworth,
the adjutant generai, was retired for insubordination to Wocd. The
insubordination occurred when Wood, as chief of staff, attempted to alter
the administration of Ainsworth's bureau; Ainsworth objected, action
typlcal of most bureau chiefs, but he objected too forcefully for Wood.

Wood demanded his court martial; Ainsworth was instead allowed to

retite.ﬁ This embarrassment of the most powerful hureau chief, which
took place in 1911, established the subordination of every other bureau
chief to the chief of staff.’

Despite Wood's reorganization of the general staff and his victory
over Aingworth, the gencral staff continued to be hampered by inexpe=-
vionced staff officers and by a lack of interest in the general staff
activities on the part of the general public, Congress, and Presidents
William Hovard Tafc and Woodrow Utlson.a Ironically, this apathy reached
its haight during che first three yoars of World War I, and during the
Preparaduess Debate.

One result of the congrassional apathy of this period, an apathy
which did wot allow for any constructive allitacy developments, vas the
passage of the 1916 Natdosal Defense Act. This act, a compromise betwesn
the proposals of the geueral staff and the desires of the peace advocates
ia Congtess, sevevely limited the actions of tihe genoval staff. A:cafdm;

to the provisions of the bill, the general sta_ft' was lucreased to three
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generals and fifty-two junior officers, but only half of these officers
could serve in the War Department general staff at any one time.g This
effectively cut the strength of the general staff to twenty officers.
The bill, which had initially beer proposed in a such different form by
the general staff (with the support of President Wilson, support which
did not survive political pressures from the congressional isolationists),
also stipulated that the general staff could only be involved in purely
military matters; it could not engage in any coordination or supervision
of the administrative functions of the War Department bureaus. Secretary
of War Newton Baker refused to comply with these restrictions; he con~
tinued to hold the chief of staff persomally responsible for all War
Department administration.lo |
The civilian control of the American general staff, exercised
through the civilian president and secretary of war, was different than
the monarchical control exercisad by the Prussian king. The American
secretary of war was a cabinet-level official, appointed by the president
gubject to the approval of the Senate. He could be removed by the presi-
dent, as could the chief of staff, Additionally, the appointment of the
chief of stafif ended the day after the inauguration of a new president.
The new president was thus able to name his own secretary of war and
chief of staff. The president and the secretary of war could, and did,
oxert extensive control over the daily functioning of the general staff
as well, This {nvolvement was greatest when Wilson was president. For
example, in the fall of 1915, Wilson ordered Secretary of War Henry
Breckinridge to fire all general staff officers if any preparations for
war with Cermany wave in progress (an ovder Breckinridge wisely

1gnored).u
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Wilson's interference with the lawful duties of the general staff
was not the greatest problem faced by the staff before America's entry
into World War I. Rather, congressional control, and interference with,
the staff was even stronger than that of the president and secretary of
war. This power of the American Congress was without a parallel in the
Prussian civil-military system. In 1903, congressional approval had been
required for the creation of the general staff; each year after 1903,
the chief of staff was required to testify before the Military Affairs
Committees of the Senate and the House on the costs, activities, per-
sonnel, and future plans of the general staff, the War Department, andA-‘
the army. In 1912, Congress reduced the number of general staff officers
from forty-five to thirty-six, and, as noted above, in 1916, the National
Defense Act passed by Congress (with the endorsement of Wilson) placed
further restrictions on the general staff.12 Some congressmen attempted
to reduce or even aboiish the general staff on other occasions from 1904
through 1917; these attempts were defeated through extensive lobbying
efforts by the secretaries ot war and by influential general staff
officers.13

The legislative interest in reducing the size and power of the
general staff resulted from three distinct causes: the influence of
important army officers who were against the general staff concept
(notably Ainsworth); the fears of "Germanization" of the American army
through the use of a general staff; and the general apatuy and pacifism
of the Congress during the years before World War I. Ainsworthi's involve-
ment, like the involvement of several other ex-bureau chiefs, was only
a minor cause of the congresgional interference, although his actions

as an advisor to several powerful congressmen during the debate over
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the 1916 National Defenge Act assisted in the creation of the anti-
general staff provisions of that act. The congressional fears of
"Germanization" were also a minor cause of the congressional interest;
most congressmen understood that the American general staff was copied,
in part, from the Prussian system, but they alsc understood the different
forms of control used in the United States Army. Most congressuen did
not actively fear a "Germanization" or "Prussianization" of the American
army. The most important motivation for the congressional attempts to
limit the power of the general staff was the general pacifism of the
Congress, Congress, aware of the incredible suffering of the European
powers after 1914, did not desire a war if any alternatives were avail-
able; their efforts to limit the American general staff were %ased on
their fears of an aggressive and large standing army and officer corps.
The concept of America as a pacifistic and peaceful nation, a nation
without the need to provide for war, only changed after the April 6,
1917 declaration of war against Germany. Until then, only a combination
of intensive lobbying efforts by supporters of the general staff and a
generally perceived weakness of the general staff actually in existence
kept the American general staff from destruction between 1903 and 1917.14

The general staff nevertheless managed to survive and came to
occupy a position within army administration similar to that of the
Prugsian Grogser Generalstab, Both chiefs of staff were legaily em-
powered to coordinate all military activiiiea; befors 1914 and 1918
raspectively, the Prussian and American chiefs of staff were unable to
do th&s.ls The American general staff failed to provide this supervision
because the bureau chiefs, who were legally subordinate £o the chief of

staff after 1903, refused to reepect his authority. The retirement of
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Table 7
United States War Department, April 6, 191716
President
Secretary of War
Chief of Staff

| | ] 1 | 1
Coast Militia Adjutant Inspector Judge~ Insular
Artillery Bureau General's General's Advocate Affairs
Bureau Office Office Bureau Bureau

| | } | L \
Quarter- Chief General Surgeon Chief Chief
master of Staff General's of Signal
General's Ordnance Office Engineers Officer
Office

[ 1 1
War College Militia Panama
Division Affairs Canal
Division Bureau
The Army

Adngworth in 1911 increased the theoretical power of the chief of staff,

but the general staff wae not organized to supervise and coorvdinate the

ontive army (see tadla 7).'7 The bureaus, especially the most powerful

Adjutant General's Office, the Inspector General's Office, and the Judge

Advocate General, vetained a practical freedom from the supervision of

the general statf due to the weakness of the general staff (never wore

than forty officers in Washington from 1903 through 1917) and dus to the

organization of the War Departmant. The bureaus (manned by an average
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of two hundred officers) were directly subordinate to the chief of staff,
not to the officers of the general staff. General staff officers ordered
to supervise the activities of the bureaus were required to report to
the chief of staff who then ordered the bureau chiefs to comply with the
supervisory requests of the general staff officer. This cumbersome
system, which required the chief of staff's personal involvemert in every
situation, nc matter how trivial, effectively removed the bu‘eaus from

18 dineteen

any active supervision and control by the general staff.
general staff officers were available in Washington in 1916 to supervise
and coordinate all War Department activities, as well as perform the
planning and educational missions cof the staff.19
A ninor reform of the clumsy and inefficient bureau system during
this period came with the consolidation of the Quartermaster, Commissary,
and Pay Bureaus in a Quartermaster General's Office in 1912, The bureau
gsystem, despite this minor reform, and the legal authority of the chief
of astaff, remained as inefficient in 1916 as it had been in 1897.20
By early 1017, according to two historians of the American gomeral staff,
the staff found itsclf overly involved in the administrvative trivia of
aroy administration and in problems of attempted coordination of the

21

War Department buveaus; "~ it "confined itself almost exclusively to

formulating general pelicies and left the execution to the troop unics
and to the bureaus."*
Both the Prussian and American staffs failed to control and coovdi-
nate all ailitary administration. The American staff did coordinate wore
effectively than the Prussian system in several areas. One of these

areas vas aroy-navy cooperation; the American relative effectivencss was

due, in part, to the greater American rqliance on & navy as the primacy
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means of national defense. American army-navy cooperation included the
formation, in the summer of 1903, of a Joint Army and Navy Board which
operated effectively for several years (an organization unknown to the
Prussian and German systems). In 1907, a controversy developed over the
location of a naval base in the Philippines; this dispute severely ham-
pered army-navy cooperation until 1910, when the matter was settled, to
no one's satisfaction, by adopting Pearl Harbor as the primary American

23 Despite this problem, the Joint

naval base in the Pacific Ocean.
Board managed to plan, and supervise, periodic army-navy maneuvers, the
first held in 1905, and it also established a system for the cnordination
of the army and navy war planning agem:ies.z6 The American navy's plan-
ning group was the General Board, which from 1903 to 1917 was also the
major American war planaing agency since all well-developed war plans
concerned a naval defense of the United States. The plans of the Army
War College and of the general staff for use against Mexico were the only
exceptions to this; the American war plans against Japan (Plan Orange)
and agaianst Germany (Plan Black) were primarily naval operationl.zs The
civil leadership in Waghington recognized the primacy of the navy, and
the general staff's influcnce or Amorican strategy was very slight; tha
game cannot, of course, ba said of Cormany and the Prussian general ntaff
war planu.26
American genaral g:o{¢ =fticers enjoyed only a slight ionfluence
on American strategic policy from 1903 to 1917; their influence within
the army itsalf was also limited. This limited intexnal influance was
due to the small anumber of officers serviug on the staff and to the

tnexpevience of these officers. Yat these officers, and their compatriots

who had attended the aray service schools at Leavenworth and the ARC,
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became important members of the successful American involvement in the
First World War. This can be explained by the increasing emphasis from
1903 through 1917 on officer postgraduate education (by 1917 nearly
10 percent of all American fileld-grade officers had graduated from either
Leavenworth or the A.WC).27

These officers, unlike their Prussian counterparts, were not chosen
through a lengthy and well-organized selection process. To quote from
a lecture in staff duties delivered to an officer class at Fort Leaven-
worth in 1904, "we have in our army a mixed system of selection for the

n28 The American selection process was in fact not a process at

staff.
all. Selection procedures were used to screen applicants for the Army
School of the Line and Army Staff College, both at Fort Leavenworth, and
for applicants for the Army War College, but entry into the general staff
itself was not based on graduation from any of these schools, or for that
amatter, on any established criteria whatsoever. Appointmeat to the
general staff was decided wpon by a board of five general officers, two
of whom veve members of the general staff. This board appointed officers
"gsolely on their professional efficicncy, on their probable aptitude,

nl9 Selected officers served with

and fitness for general gtaff gervice.
the general graff, and wore the black braid of an American general staff
officer, for a four-year detail. They were then required by law to

return to their line branch for at least tuo years. Officers could be
redetailed to the staff, but there was no set caveer patcern for American
geneval scaff officets.jo Unlike the Prussion staff offtcers, an American
officer detafled to the general staff continued to think of himself as

an infantry, cavaley, ov artillery officer and vot ae & gencral staff

officer. When vcassigned out of che staff, the American officer once




97
again wore the standard uniform of his branch; the Prussian general staff
officer continued to wear the carmine trouser stripes, even when serving
with line units.31

Theodore Schwan, in a prophetic address delivered before the
officers chosen to become members of the general staff in May 1903,
decr?: * the lack of an officer selection system. He stated that he had
recommended the adoption of an examination system similar to that used
in Prussia, but that Root had decided against this, Schwan believed that
the adoption of sucha system would, despite Root's desires for a large
body of trained officers (which was in response to a need discussed

32 (chief of Staff S. B. M.

below), have produced mch better results.
Young saw the difficulties presented by the American selection system,
but he felt that until the officer postgraduate education system "reached
a maturer development,”" a board of officers was the only feasible selec-
tion ptocess.33 The American general staff did not have sufficient time
for its educational system to mature before the First World War forced
the creation of a much larger staff system: if time had allowed, the
American general staff would have required graduation from the Staft
College as a pravoquisite for entrance into thae general staff corps.,
Movemint toward this vefora was under way when the pressing problems of
Mexico and the Euvopean war shunted theam aside.34
The American general staff officer, through the officev selection
and educatio: system, was prepared for a different function than the
Prussian officer. Unlike the Kricgsakademie, which had the aole function
of training officers for semipermanent assigament as general atatf offi-

cers, American amilitaey oducation prejpuared officers for many different

assignments, including positions in wartime many ranks above their
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35 American officers, especially West Point graduates,

peacetime ranmk.
were better educated than their Prussian peers; education at the advanced
schools at Leavenworth and at the Army War College was designed to make
these officers proficient in duties which they would probably perform
only in wartime, after the amall American regular army had been expanded
many fold to meet the war emergency.36 The Americar army recognized the
need to provide, as one officer wrote, '"the organized mediocrity which
is the basis of all staff corps," but it also recogunized that in a large
modern war the American land forces would expand four or five fold.37
The American army had to train many more officers to be high—echelon
staff officers and commanders than its peacetime officer corps could ever
contain. The Prussian army relied on its regular officers' performing
the same, or similar, functions in war and peace.38
The schools which provided the necessary education in staff and
command duties for American army officers were naturally unable, in the
fifteen years from 1903 to 1917, to provide sufficient officers to £ill

39 Despite the shortage of

every general staff position in wartime.
graduates of these schcols, the officers who did manage to attend the
schools before 1917 filled some of the most responsible positions 1# the
military. Their influence on the army, and its ability to effectively
wage war against Germany in late 1917, was acknowledged by, among others,
General John J. (Black Jack) Pershing in an address he gave to the Aray
War College in September 1924, He said:

During the World War, the graduates of Leavenworth and the War

College held the most responsible positions in our army and in wy

opinion, had it not been for these officers trained at these

schools, the tremendous problems of combat, supply, and transpor-
tation could not have been solved.40
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These schools were also the American army institutions which bozrowed
the most from the Prussian army in the years between 1903 and 1917.

The Leavenworth schools, the Army Schcol of the Line and the Army
Staff College, were the American equivalents of the Prussian Kriegs-
akademie; the Army War College was lgssan educational institution than a
college of officers brought together to plan for wau'.“1 The Leavenworth
schools were the primary staff training facilities of the American army
before the Firat World War. The Acmy School of the Line (known as the
Infantry and Cavalry School before 1908) was the basic postgraduate
education for infantry, cavalry, and artillery officers of the American
armar.l‘2 Officers were selected to aitand the School of the Line by the
regimental commanders of each infaatry, cavalry, and artillery regiment
in the Western Hemisphere. Each regiment sent one captain, of not less
than five years' sevvice as an officer, to each annual class; every
officer was required to pass a physical exam, but no scholastic entrance
examination was usecl.“'3

The Army School of the Linc course lasted one year, with classes
in military art, military engineering, militarvy law, and Spanish.aé The
students were required to nass each subject with a minioum 75 percent
score on ¢ach exam and practical exercise. Retesting was possible on
written tests, but only the first performance on practical exercises wvas
graded.as With the cxception of the class of 1902/3, the first post-
Spanish-American War class to attend the school, fow student officers
failed the course; most students made marks in the eightieth and nine-
tieth percantiloa.‘s The curriculua esphasized military iastruction--
the Depactment of Nilitary Art held slightly less than half of all

classes, the Departmont of Militacy Engineering accounted for 30 perceat,
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and Spanish and Law split the remaining 20 percent evenly.47

The teaching method employed, and many of the texts used bLy the
school, were borrowed from similar methods and texts in use at the
I(:::I.egs.akao:!em:l.e.[’8 The knowledge of the Prussian methods, and copies of
the texts, came from several sources, including Arthur L. Wagner, who
toured Germany in the late 1880s and who, while an instructof at Leaven-
worth, helped to create a copy of the Prussian staff college in Kansas.49
Other sources included the American military attach@s in Berlin who
corresponded with the faculty at Leavenworth, the works of Captain Farrand
sayre (an instructor at Leavenworth) on war games and the Prussian method
of instruction, and from other interested army officers.so As Timothy
Nenninger, the ablest historian of the Leavenworth schools, states:

The Leavenworth ideas came from foreign armies, particularly :he
German, . . . Foreign influence was pervasive in the establishment,
evolution, organization, and inst:-uction of the Leavenworth schools
« » + its roots, instruction techniques. and to a limited extent,
doctrine, were European,d!

Texts were one aspoct of the imitation of the Rriegsakademie by
the Leavenworth faculty.' A Prussian military text, Griepenkerl's
Letters on Applied Tactics., served as both the model for the systea of
tactical inscvuetion at the School of the Line and Staff College, and
52

a8 3 standavd text in both schools. Another Prusaian text, by Verdy

du Vernols, was used as the basic texc for Staff Collage instruccion on
vag ﬁﬂﬂﬂi‘ss A book by von dor Coltz was the text for all classes ia
the conduct of war at both schools; Bronsart von Scheliendorf's The

Buties of the Genersl Staff was both schoovls' text for their classes on
54

general stafl duties. Schuan's Report on the German army and Wilkinwon's
The Bratn of an Arey were also used in the coursework and lectures at the

55

Kohsas schools.
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The use of war games, map problems, and staff rides, all conscicusly
borrowed from the applied method in uge at the Kriegsakademie, was éhar-
acteristic of the Leavenworth instruction. The director of the Military

Art Department wrote:

The methad of instruction [in use at Leaveaworth] is known a: the
applicatcry or applied method, and is the best yet devised f:¢
teaching the art of war in time of peace. It comes from the

Germans who have evolved it from many years of experiencr . .q

study. 1ts great value lies in the fact that it makas + man

master of his own knowledge and skill. In other words, it produces
practical men.39 i

Practical exercises, including war gamés and staff vides, accounted for
well over half of all class time, aad much emphasis was placed on the

student's performance in these exercises.57

The reliance on Prussian texts was seen as disadvantageous by sone
Americau officers. By 1907, the commandant of the School of the Line
had begun a program to create an "American Griepenkerl" because he
believed, “notwithstanding tne rocognized value of the pvasent transe
lations of Gricpenkerl's Lotters, it is plain that if such a work were
based upon American maps, with Anerican naoes and our aramy oeganigationsgf- "

wid

its value would ba grestly enhanced, Captain Sayre, using Gannan:

reforences and roports from the actachds in Europe, had already produced g
a book oih Bap maneuvers and war gamos for American officers dy 1967.39
In this book, Sayre explained the problens with the British sechod of
instruction and he recoamended, and used, the Prussian systenm insteadsﬁo
Officers who graduated froa the School #f the Line (appruxisately |
95 percent of those who began the course in the years from 1903 to 1917
cospleted the course) were vanked according to their petformance in both

the applied method instruction and ia theoretical inatruction. The o
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five officers (from an average class size of sixty officers) were listed
as honor graduates; the officers who ranked sixth through eighteenth
were named distinguished graduates. These officers were then permitted,
if they volunteered, to stay an additional year at Leavenworth to attend
the Army Staff College.6l The curriculum and methods of instruction at
the Staff College were similar to those used at the School of the Line.62
The situations and map problems were more complex, and they dealt with
larger-size units, but the reliance on practical instruction continued.63

Graduates of the Staff College were not tested or examined during
their year at the college; they graduated in strictl& alptabetical order,
with no ranking according to ability. The graduates were ordered to
troop duty assignments, or to assignment in Washington, but there was
no provision for the direct assignment of graduates of the Staff College
as general staff officers.64 The absence of a direct link between the
Staff College and the general staff was recognized by several American
army officers, including J. Franklin Bell (chief of staff 1906-1910).
Bell attempted unsuccessfully to implement a direct relationship between
the Staff College and the staff; the most effective reform he was able
to accomplish was to give his personal attention to the careers of the
best graduates of the lLeavenworth achools.65 He, and his successors,
were wnable to coordinate the efficient postgradvate education system
with the American general staff.

The institution best suited to fulfill this function of coordina-
tion of education and utilization was the Army War College, but the AWC
failed to perform this function. Part of this failure wae due to the

anbiguous nature of the War College's mission. Root had initially wanted

the AWC to, as he said, "do the thinking for the army, not the mere
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administration”; he later made the War Ccllege the section of the general
staff most closely concerned with the daily operation (and administration)
of the army.66 Tasker H., Bliss added to the confusion about the War
College's function by making two coutradictory recommendations in his
November 1903 report as president of the AWC., Bliss recommended that
the AWC eliminate its military intelligence functions as these were
general staff functions, at the same time that the AWC should increase
its control over operational and strategic planning. He also requested
that wore student officers be assigned to the college to become, through
the use of practical exercises, familiar with their likely duties in
wartime.67 In 1917, the dispute between the advocates of the AWC as an
edycational institutica and those who advocated it as a planning and
ccordinating body was still in progress.68

The officere selected to attend the AWC as students, or more
precisely, as "temporary personnel,” had volunteered for the assignment
and hud been personally appointed by the president of the AWC, the second
highest ranking general staff officer in the army. Officers who had
graduated from the Statf College were not required to take an entrance
exanination; officers who wanted to be appointed, but who had not gone
to the Staff College, had to complete an examination in the spring of
the year they desired to attend the ANC.69 The test papers, bused on
information published in army General Orders and on questions provided
by mail from the AWC, were reviewed by the president of the AWC., The
1917 test, similar to all the tosts gilven before the First World Wav,
vrequired the solution of four map problems and the composition of an
original rasearch project based on a specified topic. All applicants

raquired to take the oxam were given the ssme questionn.70 (The 1914
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test order recommended that prospective examinees study Griepenkerl's

Letters on Applied Tactics before taking the,test.)71 Officers could

apply if they were senior captains or field-grade officers. Junior
¢ captains were generally excluded, although it was admitted by at least
one officer involved in the selection of students that junior captains
already were functioning effectively in the general staff.72 The AWC
president recommended a maximum of thirty officers each year for admis-
sion to the school. The final choice of students was the decision of
the chief of staff. >
The course at the AWC consisted almost entirely of practical
exercises, and of creating war plans and mobilization procedures for the
actual general staff officers oca duty with the War College Division,
Usually only ten or twelve lectures were given during an entire academic
year.74 No examinations were held, and the officers were never graded
on their work. The value of the education at the War College was doubted

by some of the students; some students even wondered if the general staff

officers paild any attention to the students' work on the war and opera-

tions plans.75 The instructors at the AWC maintained contact with the
American military attachés in Europe, and much of the coursework was

76 The course concluded

based on material received from the attachés.
with a month=-long general staff ride over the American Civil War battle-
fields of Virginia, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and West Virginia; at the
completion of the staff vide the students were assigned as umpives 5:
the annual maneuvers of the army or the national guard.77
The Army War College, initially designed to serve as an interim
general etatf, after the creation of the general staff in 1903 was given

the niogien of traluing oiflcers and peeparing plans for mobilization

-
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and war. It is doubtful whether the AWC ever effectively functioned as
a planning organization. The general staff officers distrusted the work
of the students (or temporary personnel) at the War College and there
1 is some doubt that any of the AWC war plans were ever seriously con- |
sideredAas viable plans by the general staff. The only lasting effect
of the AWC courses from 1904 to 1917 was the familiarization of many
senior officers with the applied method of instruction and with some new
ideas in warfare. Graduation from the AWC, significantly, was neither
a prerequisite for assignment to the general staff nor a guarantor of
such an assigaument in the future.78
The officers who were assigned to the general staff, officers

appointed from the army at large without official educational require-
ments, were given assignments either with the War Department general
staff or with "general staff with troops" detachments scattered through-
out the army.79 Duty with the central staff in Washington involved
aduinistration and coordination with the War Department or, more likely,
involvement with the strategical and operational plauning of the general
staff. The supervisory function of the chief of staff, provided in the
act of February 14, '903, and endorsed periodically to 1917, was not the
primary function of the American general staff officar;ao aifficulties

! posed by the intransigence of the bureau chiefs, and the sheer bulk of
the work to be dor ~ by so few officars, prevented the successful super-
vision and control b, the general staff of the buresus in the War Depart-
ment.Bl Instecd, most general staff officers were ewploysd at the Army
War College Division offices at Washington Darracka (now Fort McNair),
several miles from the War Department hoadquiarters locatad in vhat is

now the Executive Office Building.az
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These officers, the majority of all general staff officers assigned
to Washington, planned for the strategic and tactical deployment, equip-
ment, concentration, and most importantly for the American army, for the
mobilization and utilization of American manpower in time of war. They
were also responsible for the education of the "temporary personnel" at
the AWC, for supervision of all officer education in the army, for the
analysis, compilaticn, and dissemination of military information, and
for the regulation and supervision of the annual army-national guard

83 This planning

maneuvers and the periodic army-navy maneuvars as well,
and supervision for the line army was the primary function of the American
general staff from 1903 to 1917, Most war plans were drawn up for opera-
tions in the Western Hewmisphere in defense of the Monroe Doctrine or for
actions against the Mexican insurgents; war plans were also prepared for
possible wars with Japan and Germany. The vast bulk of general staff
planning for war was concerned with the precblems of the mobilization and
utilization of American manpower in time of national emersency.aa

In 1912, Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson ordered the general
staff to update their plans for the mobilization and utilization of
America's manpower. The geueral staff did little that year except create
a plan for manning a large wartime army. The problem of manning such
an army surfaced again in 1915 when the staff spent most cf the year
preparing another plan for manpower mobilization. The 1915 effort,

involving a comprehensive revisicn of the 1912 Stimson plan, culminated

in the publication of A Statement of a Proper Military Policy for the

United States., This Statement addressed all of the major problems of

the Amevican ailitary, but it emphasized the difficulties involved with

wanning a large army in time of unr.es
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Before the advent of the Mexican and European difficulties, the
American general staff had demonstrated its capabilities in the rapid

86 By late 1916, the American

and efficlent occupation of Cuba in 1906.
general staff was effectively eliminated as a functioning organization.
The Mexican border difficulties, the Preparedness Debate (which had
resulted in the disastrous National Defense Act of 1916), and especially
the reduction in the number of general staff officers assigned to Wash-
ington all account for the American general staff's lack of power, In
1916, with only nineteen general staff officers on duty in Washington
(the thirty-odd officers at the AWC were involved in war planning work,
but the quality of their work, and the use made of their studies by the
general staff officers, is questionable), the collection of military
intelligence, had, in the words of Marc Powe, "reached a nadir," and the
staff was so "bogged down im parochial military detail"” that it was
totally 1neffect1ve.87 Evea the strategic planning of the staff, accord-
ing to J. A, S. Grenville, was "light years removed from a genuine or

w38

sophisticated understanding of international affaivs. Richard D.

Challener has pointed 9u§ that "not even a rough plan existed {in 1916}
for sending an American égpeditionary force to Europe."a9
The orvganization of the general staff itself failed to meet either
the demands of peacetime preparation for war or the rigovs of war itself.
The Wood reorganization of the staff had been a stop towards development
of an effective orgnniﬁuniay. but its effectiveness was restricted by
the interference of ConéfnmgAand by the lack of sufficient general ataff
officers to utilize theiﬁxgsnization. Unlike the Prussian Grosser

Generalstab, which wvae oxyjunized as a flexible structure able to respond

to alterations in mission or persounel, the American ganeral etalf
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organization was fixed by Congress, and was stagnated by the refusal of
Congress to listen to the appeals of the general staff for a more effec-
tive organization.90 For example, the 1916 National Defense Act, despite
the vigorous protests of the staff officers, altered the general staff
organization by eliminating the Mobile Army and Coast Artillery Divi-
sions. This act passed by the whim of Congress, ignoring the pleas of
the officers who were forced to work in an organization thay did not want.

As it existed from 1916 to 1918, the American general staff con=~
sisted of only two divisions, each under a general officer-—the Division

of Militia Affairs and the Army War College Division.91

The relatively
effective four-division organization of Leonard Wood had been barely able
to deal with the problems facing the staff; the 1916 congressional re-
organization eliminated any chance of effective organization for the
general staff, for legally the only officers who could work in the War,
Navy, and State Building (now the Executive Office Building) were the
chief of staff, his aides, and the officers assigned to the Division of
Milicia Affairs. The entire War College Division, some elcven of the
nineteen officers in the Washington, D.C., general staff of 1916, was
at Washington Barracks, and only one automobile was available for
1atson.

The Ware College Division was divided into two scctions-~the Arvey
War College and a subsidiary section respousible for military intelli-
gence, the maintenance of the general staff library, and the supervision
of maneuvera. All operational plauning was conducted by the Aﬂc.gs
With the 1916 reorganization, the head of the War College Division, the
second senfor officer in the general staff, became the de facto head of

the staff. The chief of staft, with his office in cthe War, Navy, and
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State Building, began to lose cortrol of the functions of the War College
Division located several miles away.ga By 1917, the general staff organi-
zation had almost returned to its status in 1902, when the AWC was func-
- tioning as a pre-general staff plamning organization.95 In 1917, the

eleven officers of the War College Division were also responsible for

..’ :
i
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the education of the thirty student officers attending the War College,
as well as the other work previovusly described. It is hardly surprising
that little effective work was accomplished. 1In April 1917, for example,
two officers and two civilian clerks were responsible for all military
1atelligence duties of the staff, as well as instruction at the AWC in
intelligence. By contrast, in November 1918, there were ovevx 280 officers
and nearly 1,000 uniformed and civilian assistants at work. in Washington
alone, on the general staff military intelligence dutim&.96
The gravest problem for the general staff from 1903 to 1918 was
this shortage of staff officers. The missions of plenning for war,
collecting military intelligence, superviuing officer educatiocn and
troop maneuvers, and of coordinating and supervising all army activities
were fur bavond the abilitics of nineteen officers. Chief of Staff
S. B, M. Young's lament of September 1903, that he was unable to do
anything important because of the pross of daily work, was also true for
his successor fifteon years latet.97
General Young's lament was never motve accurate than in 1917,
Fouding between the bureau chiefs, the chisf of staff, the secretary of
war, and the newly {nvolved civilian industrialiscs resulted in the near
collapse of the American military administracion during the winter of

1917/18. A wmajor veoiganization of the staff rook place ia the epring

of 1018, and by the signing of the Avuistice on November 11, 1918, the
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United States had its first completely effective general staff.

From the spring of 1917 to the early months of 1918, there was no
central control of economic mobilization, no effective coordination cof
purchasing, storage, or transportation of material, and little planning
for long-range operations.98 The first AWC war plan, developed in early
April, called for no troop deployment to Europe until 1.5 million men
had boen completely trained; the first American division was actually
marching through Paris three months after the declaration of war.99
To add to the totally unrealistic planning of the AWC and the near-total
absence of any coordination or control, the post of chief of staff,
betwean April 1917 and March 1918, was occupied by four different
officers who moved in and out of the post some seven times in eleven
months, thus effectively preventing any formulation of solutions to the

100 pegpite

problems plaguing the staff by a powerful chief of staff.
an attempt to form a coordinating War Council in December 1917, and
civilian attempts to control the economic mobilization of industries,
the entire American military system was on the verge of a@minia:racive }
disintegration by January 1918.101

The economic and military crisis of the winter of 1917/18 was
readily apparent to the Amorican leadership. By March 1918, massive
veorganizations of the War Department, of the gencral ataff, and of the
civilian economic coordinating agencies promised to solve wost of the
problenn.loz The reorganization of the War Department brought a greatly
expanded general staff iato effective control of all War Department
bureaus and full control over the operations and logistice of the

Amorican aray (see table 8). A cosbination of sheer nred, a legislative

“blank chieck" for tha executive branch, and the appointment of a
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Table 8

United States War Department General S$taff, August 26, 1918103

President

Secretary of War

Chief of Staff

Director of Military Director of War Plans
Intelligence Division

War Plans Branch
Legislation and Regulation
Training Branch

Historical Branmch

{ 1

Director of Operations Division Divector of Purchase, Storage,
and Transportation Division

Operations Branch
Supplies/Purchase Branch
(1iaison w/ all supply bureaus
of War Department)

Trangport (Inland) Branch

Pergonnel Branch
(liaison w/ Adjutant General)

Equipment Branch

Motor Transport Branch Storage Branch

Embarkation Branch

| | 1 | ] |
Chief of Chief of Chief of Chief of Director Dirvector
Arvtillery Coant Militia Aervonsutics Chemical ‘Tank
Artillery and Warfare Branch
Director of
Alreraft
Production
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"ruthless executive" to the office of chief of staff was responaible for
these reorganizations.loa

The Overman Act of May 20, 1918 allowed the president to alter the
structure of any branch of the executive government as the war made this
necessary.m5 Chief of Staff Peyton C March took full advantage of this
act and of the desperate situation of the War Department. By the early
summer of 1918, the general staff under March had nearly full control
of American military affairs; most of this control was exercised directly
by the general staff; only a minor portion was exercised through the
still-existent War Department bureaus. By November 1918 there were over
one thousand general staff officers in Washington alone.106

This reorganization was based on American industrial and business
nethods, on the experience of the general staff officers since 1903, on
the new contacts with and observations of the French and British staff
systems, and on March's experience with the German-inspired Japanese

107 March removed all execu-

general staff during the Russo-Jupanese War,
tive powers from the bureaus, renamed the assistant chiefs of staff direc-
tors, and assumed control over all American military syetems through the -
newly created four directorates of the general staff (Operations, War
Plans, Military Intelligence, and Logietics). He also created the firet
American general staff historical gection. The only wmilitary affaiva
not contrelled by March and the central general staff was the American
Expeditivnary Force in France under the command of Perihlng.los
Pershing had been given full and coaplete authority ovey the AEF
from its inception. This authority extoended to the ereation of its oun
general staff syo:en.log The AEF officers, wany of whom vere graduates

of the Leavenworth schools, observed the Freuch and British staffs in
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action in London, Paris, and in the fi~ld; they then significantly altered
the American staff system based on these observations. The AEF abandoned
the traditional American reliance on a two-section staff with troops
(as prescribed in the 1917 War Department Regulations), and they adopted
a four-section staff for line units and a five-seccion staff for the AEF

central general staff.llo

The four sections for line staffs were G-l,
Administration and Personnel; G-2, Intelligence; G-3, Operations and
Plans; and G~4, Logistics. The fifth section at AEF Headquarters was
the G-5, Training and Education (normally a G-3 responsibility in the
French army, it was wade a separate section in the AEF to control the
extensive training requirements of the AEF {n France). The four-section
model was based on the French general staff system modified by lessons
drawn from the British army and from the experiences of the American
officers with the American general staff since 1903.lu
The AEF also established a staff college at Langres, France, to
train American general staff and adminigtrative staff officers; the
Leavenworth schools had not yet produced enough officers to fill the

)
necessary staff positiona.l!“

By November 1918, the Langres school had
trained over two hundrod officers for the AEF genoral scaff and an addi-
tional three hundred officers for duty with the AEF general staff with
troop:.ll3 The situation in France was so different from the experience

in Aserica, that Pershing's chief of staff, James G. Harbord, said,

 “itele of the accomplishoents of the general staff system between its

organization ia 1903, and the date of our entry iato the World War,

sarved efther as an iuspicration or a guide in facing the problems which

| confronted General Perghing and his untried Chief of Statf.“l“ The

staff accepted by the AEF bore little resemblance in structurs or method

/ . bﬂ
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to the Prussian general staff or to the American general staff of 19503,
In 1921, the American army officially accepted the AEF general

115 This

staff system as the basic organization for all American staffs.
acceptance of the French~ and British-inspired AEF staff changed the
basic model for the American general staff, a model which before 1921
(or 1918 for the AEF) was based on the Prussian Grosser Generalstab.

By 1918, the United States Army had experienced sixteen years of general
staff development; years marked initially by a strong desire to imitate
the Prussian systeam, a desire that could not withstand the attacks -
against the general staff launched by an interfering Congress and by ths
self-interested bureau chiefs. By 1916, the American general staff,
driven away from effective imitation of the Prussian staff by congres-
sional and other attacks, had lost all touch with the military realities
of its world, Only the near-disaster of the winter of 1917/18, and the

reforms of Peyton C. March, established the importance of the general

staff within the American military hierarchy.
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CONCLUSION

Any analysis of the cross-cultural transfer of ideas must begin
with an examination of the borrowing culture's awareness of the model.
After this familiarity has been established, the strength, or weakness,
of the imitation can be assessed. This chapter begins with a discussion
of the American knowledge of the Prussian staff and then examines the
use of this model by American military reformers. Analysis of the
innovation and adaptation which characterized the development of the

American general astaff from 1903 to 1918 concludes this chapter,

Some officers of the American army learned the importance of a
general staff from the Prussian victory over France in 1870/71. For the
nest three decades, these officers attempted, with little success, to
reform the American army administration on the Prussian model. The
knowledga of the Prussian staff came primarily from Upton's books,
through the poriedic visits of officers to Europe, and from the publice-
tions of the Military Information Divieion. The creation of a military

attaché systen by 1890, and the publication of Schwan's Report on the

Organization of the German Arvay, Wilkinsou's The Brain of an Army, and

the MID's Staffs of Varicus Acates, made cutrent and accurste inforamtion

on the Prussian statf system available to all Amevican army officevs.

This tuformation was used to suit different ends. Some officere,
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like General Nelson A. Miles, denied that any possible value for the

American army could be gained from knowledge of the Prussian army.
Other officers, notably Tasker Bliss and Arthur Wagner, used this
readily available information to propose, and inaugurate, reforms of
the officer education system. Until Elihu Root became secretary of war

in 1899, howsver, there was no effective leadership for broad reforms

of the American military administration based on the Prussian model;

additionally, the Spanish-American War, and its disastrous mismanagement
by the American government, gave an added impetus to the reform movement.
The shame of this "splendid little war" made the majority of American
army officers aware of the need for military reform for the first time.
When Root came into office in 1899, he quickly became familiar

with the works of Emory Upton, Theodore Schwan, Arthur Wagner, and the

MID. By 1901, Root had also been advised by William Ludlow on the
results of Ludlow's successful trip to Europe and Cermany, and of Joseph
Sanger's abortive trip to London; Root was also influenced by William
Carter's desires for an adequate American postgraduste officer education
system. Root's knowledge of the Prussian system, which his advisors

often referred to as the most efficient military machine in the world,

and his awavencss of the grosaly inefficient American War Departament,

led Root to accept the Prussian general staff and officer education

systeans as cthe basic sources for his proposals of refora. Root's

ieplesentation of these proposals varied from dirvect imitation ol the

Prussian system to conscious innovation of new institutions and tech-

niques to suit the American ailitary needs at the turan of this century.
The first step Root took towacds veforming the Amecican arwmy

adaministration was thw cveation of the Army War College as an interim
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general staff. No such organization or imstitution existed in the
Prussian army, nor had any of the American observers of the Prussian
system reported that such a system ever existed, The AWC was not intended
as a copy of the Prussian Kriegsakademie; its function was to be the
planning board of the American general staff, not a training school for
general staff officers. It fulfilled its planning function, with very
limited results, from 1902 to 1917, but after the creation of the American
general staff corps in 1903, the AWC gradually became less a planning
agency, and more an educational institutionm.

Root was also instrumental, through the actions of William H.
Carter, in the reestablishment and standardization of the United States
Army Service Schools at Fort Leavenworth (the School of the Line and the
Staff College), These schools were the primary postgraduate officer
institutiong after 1902; they were also the American army institutions
which, through Root and Carter, borrowed the most from the Prussian
military. Although the courses of study, the methods of instruction,
and the texts used by these schools were often duplicates of those in
use at the Kriegsakademie, the schools in the Amevican army served a
dif{ervent purpose than the Prussian schools. The Amevican army, limited
by congressional vestrictions on funding and parsonnel strengths to some
100,000 men, had to prepare its officers for leadership and staff posi-
tions in a vartime army of several million men. The need to educate as
many officers as possible for an expandable avmy, and not just train the
best officers for general staff duty, forced the officers of the Amsrican
general staff to create a system of officer selection, education, and
utilization which was an Amceican tanovation, ﬁo: an adaptation or an

imitaticn Of the Prussian systea.
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Within this different educational purpose, the Leavenworth schools
did imitate the system of instruction used by the Prussian officer educa-
tion system. Direct communication between Leavenworth and the American
military attach&s in Europe insured that the most up-to-date information
on the Prussian staff officer education was always available; many of
the instructors at Leavenworth were in personal communication with the
American attachés in Berlin throughout the period from 1890 to 1917,
Especially influential in the development of the Leavenworth schools in
partial imitation of the Prussian system was the work of Arthur L. Wagner.
His contacts with the American attaché in Berlin, Robert K. Evans, were
enhanced by their personal friendship; Wagner was the primary motivation
for the acceptance by the American postgraduate officer schools of the
techniques of instruction as practiced in Berlin.

The American general staff itself was designed to function in a
manner similar to that of the Prussian general staff., The American
concerns for war planning, intelligence gather and analysis, supervision
of efficer cducation, and coorvdination of all military matters were all
in dirvect imitation of the missions of the Prussian general staff. This
was admitted frequently by Root, Bliss, Young, Schwan, and other influ-
euntial Assrican militacy leaders from 1890 to 1917, The reality of the
Aparican general otaff from 1903 to 1917, and espocially during ite
“nadir" of 1016, was that of an inoffective and powerless institution,
Its purpose was initated from the Prussian general staff; its ineffec-
tivenses was an American fwnovation,

Although the idea of an American general staff and the techniques
of officer education were fmitated from the Prussian general wtaff, the

ametican stafi system functioned in a different civil-military system
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than the Prussian Grosser Generalstab. Perhaps the most significant
difference between the two systems was the method of control of the
military in the two countries. Instead of the Prussian system of owing
allegiance to a king, and instead of being commanded by military men in
both peace and war, the American general staff was under complete
civilian domination. This civilian control of the military was exer-
cised through the command of the military by a civilian president and
secretary of war, and through the restrictions placed on the army by
Congress. Emory Upton had recommended reforms of this civilian control
along the lines of the Prussian milltary control, but such reforms were
impossible under the provisions of the American Constitutiom, as well
as being practically impossible in a nation which prided itself on the
concept of civil control of the military.

The serious problems of public apathy, congressional interference,
insufficient personnel, and most significantly, insufficient time and
need to develop an effective staff prevented the American general staff
from fulfilltng its designed function as the American army's central
coordinating and planning organization. The carly years of the American
general staff were chavactorized by an imnovative approach to army=-navy
cooperation (a mattor the Prussian general staff was never able to
accomplish) and its effective planning for, and exccution of, the 1906
Cuban occupation. These activicies, and the progress made within the
offlcer education system for an expandable army., proved that the American
general staff officers could leaen from the Prussian system, adapt these
lessons te the American situation, and then progress beyond the limita-
tions of the Prussian staff, 1he best oxample of this is the activity

of Arthur Wagner at the Leaveaworth schools, and then during his years
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as chief of the MID, Wagner, like other officers, acquired a knowledge
of the Prussian system from both firsthand experience and extensive
reading; his actions at Leavenworth and in the MID reflect his know-
ledge, and his eagerneas to adopt the Prussian system to the American
needs.

The statue of Frederick the Great which was dedicated with exten-
sive ceremony and prolix speeches in the fall of 1904 is an evocative
symbol of the American general staff's use of the Prussian model. The
statue, dedicated on the front steps of the new Army War College Building
to provide "an incentive to effort" for the American general staff offi-
cers, was nearly destroyed two months after its dedication. According

to the official report, the statue in January 1905 was

located upon the unfinished terrace of the War College Building
under construction and [was]) surrounded by a tall picket fence
surmounted by several strands of barbed wire to prevent the
approach to it by malicious persons who might attempt to do
injury to it., About 12 noon on the 10th {of January 1905) a man
alighted from a cab in the vicinity of the statue, hurried towards
it, and attached to the fence in the rear of it a hand bag or
carrying cage. He then rapidly drove away. His actions were
noticed by several persons as was also the fact that smoke was
issuing from the package that he hung on the fence., . . . One ef
the civilian employees engaged on the War College Building also
noticed the package and removed it from the fence, throwing it
upon the ground some distance from the statue where it exploded
very shortly afterwards. No damage resulted to the statue. . . .
The package apparently contained a small charge, variously
estimated at from one to three or four pounds of explosive,
generally believed to be dynamite.l

The statue was then guarded day and aight until the building was coa-

pleted. During World War I, the statue was removed froa the War College
grounds and placed in storage. It remained out of public view until
some two decades after the Second World War when it was velocacted, and

rededicated, at Carlisle Barrvacks, Peansylvania, the curceat site of the




128
Army War College.2 The statue of Frederick, and the idea for an American
general staff, both came from Prussia.
Cultures both borrow from other cultures and innovate, or create,
N their own solutions to problems. The American creation of a general
staff system was initially based on reports from official observers of
) the Prussian staff. Faced with problems different from those faced by
the Prussian army, the United States Army began to adapt the Prussian
staff to American needs in the years after 1903. American army officers
also began to create pragmatic solutions to the unique American problems,
solutions which were not imitative or adaptive but which were innovative,
The American general staff was a combination of imitation and adaptation
of the Prussian general staff and the use of innovation by the American
of ficevs.
The clearest aspects of the American general staff as imltation
of the Prussian system are the imitation of the techniques of instruction
at Leavenworth, and to a laesser extent, at the Army Yar College. The
organization of the American staff, with its use of a military iutelli-
gence section and sections responsible for planning and ccordination,
also can be explained as imitation of tho Prugsian staff. The imitation
of officor education methods from the Prussian Kriegsakademie was a
success; the imitation or attempted inmitation of the Prussian general
staff organization was not. The Amorican staff organization, caught
becween congressional interfervence and the lack of sufficlent personneal,
failed to tmitate the routine effectiveness of the Prussian staff (with
the exception of the 1906 Cuban occupation) and failed to match, through
imitation, the floxibility of the Prissian staff organization.

More examplus of udaptation of the Prussian system are found from

B L L I
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1903 to 1918 than examples of imitation., The foundation of the AWC as

an interim general staff, while not based on any Prussian institutiom,
was Elihu Root's attempt to adapt the Prussian Grosser Generalstab to
the American army without requiring congressional approval. The utili-
zation of the AWC after the 1903 creation of the general stvaff is also
an example of adaptation: the college, founded to be a guneral staff
itself, was altered in an unsuccessful attempt to create an American
Kriegsakademie. This adaptation of a Prussian system was almost a total
failure. The Leavenworth schools were a much more efficient adaptation
of the Prussian general staff system by the American army. Perhaps the
most obvious example of adaptation for the United States general staff
was its attempted fulfillment of its mission to prepare for war in time
of peace. Borrowed originally by Root from Bromsart von Schellendorf,
this idea was gradually altered by successive chiefs of staff and secre=-
taries of war to meet the specific needs of the American army.
Innovation by 1917 was the overriding consideration in the United
States Army. The failure of imitation (with the important exception of
the Leavenworth instruction system) and the failure of adaptation to
provide a functioning and effective general staff for the United States
became painfully obvious in the winter of 1917/18. Several aspocts of
the American general staff syotem had besn created through iunovation
prior to 1917/18 (notably the use of officer training and selection to
prepare for the expandable army concept), but it wvae not until the dis-
astrous events at the end of 1917 that imitacion and adaptation vere
generally abandoned as feasible alternatives to jdnnovation. The atteapts
at imitation from 1903 to 1917, like wmany of the attempts at adaptation,

failed due to the problems of congressional intevference, public apathy,
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and the absence of a plausible threat to American national security.

On the eve of American entry into the Great War, the American
general staff was an ineffective combination of imitation and adaptation
of the Prussian general staff and of American innovation. Several suc-
cesses, notably the Leavenworth schools, had resulted from imitation or
adaptation of the Prussian Grosser Generalstab, but the severe problems
affecting the American army as a whole prevented, before the crisis of
the winter of 1917/18, the formation of an effective American general
staff. Without the existence of an obvious threat to national security
and without the example of contemporary military disasters, the American
army after 1903 could not imitate, adapt, or innovate an effective
general staff. Motlvated by the near-disasters of 1917/18, the American
army formed an effective general staff system, a system based, in part,
on the earlier imitation and adaptation of the Prussian general staff,
but with its new organization based on innovative sclutions to the

American situation,
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January 12, 1905, Document Nr. 475037, Adjutant General's Office Corre-
spondence and Despatches, 0ld Military Records Division Record Group 94,
National Archives, Washington, D.C.

2. Ibid.; interview with George J. Stansfield, librarian, National
Defense University, Fort McNair, Washingteon, D.C., May 15, 1980,
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