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ABSTRACT 

 This dissertation explores the development of America’s infantry forces between 

1918-1945.  While doing so, it challenges and complicates the traditional narrative that 

highlights the fierceness of the rivalry between the U.S. Army and Marine Corps.  During 

the First World War, both commissioned and enlisted Marines attended U.S. Army 

schools and served within Army combat formations, which brought the two closer 

together than ever before.  Both services became bonded by a common warfighting 

paradigm, or way of battle, that centered upon the infantry as the dominant combat arm.  

All other arms and services were subordinated to the needs and requirements of the 

infantry.  Intelligent initiative, fire and maneuver by the smallest units, penetrating hostile 

defenses while bypassing strong points, and aggressive, not reckless, leadership were all 

salient characteristics of that shared infantry way of battle.  After World War I, Army and 

Marine officers constructed similar intellectual proposals concerning the ways to fight the 

next war.  Although there were differences in organizational culture, the two were more 

alike in their respective values systems than historians have realized.  There was mutual 

admiration, and targeted attempts to replicate each other’s combat thinking and spirit.  

They prepared for battle by observing each other’s doctrine, and sharing each other’s 

conception of modern combat.  When preparation turned to execution in World War II, 

they created solutions for battlefield problems that evolved from their near-identical way 

of battle.  At the conclusion of the war, the common bonds between the Army and Marine 

Corps were all but forgotten.  This, ultimately, led to increased friction during the 

Congressional defense unification battles in 1946.  
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 
 

The only way to get rid of the line idea is to get rid of the line. 
 
       Captain X [a pseudonym] 
       “Getting Rid of the Line” 
       Infantry Journal, 19301   
  

In recent times, the historical relationship between the U.S. Army and Marine 

Corps has been shrouded in a cloak of myth perpetuated by popular culture and service 

parochialism.  After the Second World War, the two institutions were portrayed as 

institutionally incompatible.  They were seen as culturally incongruent, doctrinally 

unique, and organizationally mismatched.  The Army, with its massive amounts of 

materiel and manpower, was considered too big to make every soldier elite and 

disciplined, hence the formation of specialized units such as Rangers, Airborne, and 

Special Forces.  It was a slow, lumbering organization capable of mobilizing massive 

field armies, like those that drove into the heart of Germany in 1944-1945, but not much 

else.  U.S. Army leadership led to stalemate in Korea, and to defeat in Vietnam.  Even 

with the 1991 victory in the First Gulf War, the Army received the short-end of 

recognition.  The Air Force emerged as the key to victory because of its punishing air 

campaign pulverizing the Iraqi Army in the Kuwaiti desert.  This decisive victory led to 

the Department of Defense adopting an air power focused doctrine – Effects Based 

Operations.  In contrast to the Army, the Marine Corps, through a highly successful 

public relations campaign, fostered and maintained its elite public persona.  The Corps 

portrayed itself as a small, underfunded fighting force that overcame nearly 

insurmountable odds to accomplish impossible missions, often with Army hand-me-down 

                                                
1 Captain X [pseudo.], “Getting Rid of the Line,” Infantry Journal 27 (March 1930):  256 
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equipment.  According to historian Aaron B. O’Connell, Marines were highly successful 

in cultivating their image as perpetual “underdogs.”2   

The 1994 article, “Why the Army and the Marine Corps Should Be Friends” by 

noted historian Allan R. Millett, provided a succinct description of how Army and 

Marine officers viewed each other.  He compared them to the Old West’s “cowmen and 

sheepherders” who “battled one another with unbridled contempt and ferocity over the 

grasslands of the open range, strewing bodies of their animals and drovers everywhere.”  

Cowmen and sheepherders required large open areas for grazing, access to watering 

holes, and fought off debt collectors, barbed wire, and railroads that threatened to seize 

their livestock or close the range.  Neither cowmen nor sheepherders, however, overcame 

their perceived differences to work together and stem the tide of progress.  Eventually, 

their way of life faded out of existence.  The incessant infighting weakened both, and 

allowed outsiders to redefine the beef and wool industry.  Similarly, Millett argued 

soldiers and Marines faced the same fate during the Clinton defense drawdown years.  In 

the article, Millett described in meticulous detail “why real soldiers do not like jarheads,” 

and “why real Marines do not like doggies.”  The reasons behind such sentiments were 

rooted in misperception of the other service, particularly its warfighting style, as well as 

an institutional belief that their uniqueness led to their survival.  Just like cowmen and 

sheepherders, soldiers and Marines failed to recognize their commonalities, and that did 

not bode well for either’s future existence.  The purpose of Millet’s article was to argue 

for a better relationship between the Army and Corps, not to examine its historical 

                                                
2 Aaron B. O’Connell, Underdogs:  The Making of the Modern Marine Corps (Cambridge:  

Harvard University Press, 2012), 15-23. 
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origins.  In this regard, he did well, and effectively made the case for more cooperation.  

Unintentionally, Millett also made it apparent that there were more historical connections 

that required scholarly examination.3     

The scholarly discourse has focused on the hostility and the institutional 

incongruence between the Army and Marine Corps.  O’Connell’s Underdogs:  The 

Making of the Modern Marine Corps incorporated many of the tropes that have been used 

repeatedly within the scholarship.  His narrative highlighted the Army’s attempts to 

neutralize the Corps, and how that incited animosity.  World War I, according to 

O’Connell, “escalated” the rivalry due to the Corps unjustly receiving more accolades in 

the press than the Army for victories they shared.  During the interwar years, O’Connell 

argued that the Corps’ small wars experience gave Marine officers and noncommissioned 

officers a greater amount of combat practice than their equivalent in the Army.4  Perhaps 

more damaging, the Army and Marine Corps’ distinctive operational missions generated 

tactics that were irreconcilably different.  O’Connell echoed other historians when he 

concluded, “The constant friction between the services hampered operations in the 

Pacific theater:  it affected logistics and command arrangements, and it led to massive 

duplications of effort.”  For O’Connell, however, “The constant interservice rivalry of the 

Pacific theater explains something of the strength of the Corps’ culture.”  From cultural 

strength came institutional staying power.5 

                                                
3 Allan R. Millett, “Why the Army and the Marine Corps Should Be Friends,” Parameters (Winter 

1994):  30-40. 

4 O’Connell, Underdogs, 12-15. 

5 O’Connell, Underdogs, 51-2; Ronald H. Spector, Eagle Against the Sun:  The American War 
with Japan (New York:  Free Press, 1985), 145, 187. 
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 This dissertation challenges and complicates the traditional narrative that 

highlights the fierceness of the rivalry between each service.  Ultimately, it demonstrates 

that the Army, specifically the U.S. Infantry, and Marine Corps maintained a special 

relationship where both acknowledged and built upon the contributions of the other.  This 

connection was tacitly accepted by soldiers and Marines, rather than heralded as an 

example of cooperation as in today’s “joint” military culture.  In doing this, the two 

services carved out their own niches in the highly competitive budgetary environment of 

the interwar period.  As Sharon Tosi Lacey demonstrated in Pacific Blitzkrieg:  World 

War II in the Central Pacific, their relationship peaked in the Pacific Theater where joint 

Army and Marine operations became commonplace.  In order to place the Army and 

Corps’ association within the proper historical context, the dissertation constructs two 

qualitative models – a way of war and way of battle – by adapting international relations 

political science practices with social, cultural, and intellectual historical methodologies.6  

These are not predictive models.  Rather, they are used to systematize the explanation of 

the past.   

In this way, previously unnoticed trends were realized between the two distinct 

services.  After the First World War, U.S. Infantry officers were adamant that linear 

tactics should be thrown on the scrap heap of history, never to be used again.  An 

anonymous infantry officer vividly described the difficulty it was for “the line” to 

                                                
6 These constructs relied heavily on John A. Vasquez’s The War Puzzle (Cambridge:  Cambridge 

University Press, 1993) logic concerning the definition and typology of war, and the way of war historical 
narratives of Antulio J. Echevarria, II, Reconsidering the American Way of War:  US Military Practice 
from the Revolution to Afghanistan (Washington D.C.:  Georgetown University Press, 2014); Brian 
McAllister Linn, Echo of Battle (Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 2007); Russell F. Weigley, The 
American Way of War:  A History of United States Military Strategy and Policy (Bloomington:  Indiana 
University Press, 1973). 
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disappear:  “A company stands reveille in line.  It falls in in line.  It is inspected in line.  

Our single-platoon companies today are the same old lines of yore.  And then we have an 

hour or so of ‘extended-order drill’ and try to forget the line.  We worry from flank to 

flank trying to get privates and corporals to get flexibility, to use available adjacent cover, 

irrespective of exact intervals and alignments.  Is it any wonder that we cannot, when we 

have our soldiers practically always shoulder to shoulder?... The only way to get rid of 

the line idea is to get rid of the line.”7  As this dissertation will argue, the Army and 

Marine Corps believed linear tactics belonged to a bygone era, and only combined arms 

teams striking at enemy defensive soft spots would reduce casualties to an acceptable 

number.  “Getting Rid of the Line,” however, was much more difficult when the ranks of 

the services swelled with thousands of citizen-soldiers beginning in 1940. 

The historiography that this dissertation engages is quite varied and thematically 

nuanced.  Generally, it falls into three basic categories – organizational/operational 

histories, cultural histories, and intellectual histories.  There are very few crossover 

histories where the Army and Marine Corps are examined together.  An exception to that 

rule would be Lacey’s Pacific Blitzkrieg where she effectively showed that the two 

organizations were able to build a highly successful command relationship in the Central 

Pacific.  Unfortunately, her history was operationally focused, and did not attempt to 

dissect the origins of the Army and Corps’ connections.8  The rest of the historiography is 

generally split along service lines. 

                                                
7 Captain X [pseudo.], “Getting Rid of the Line,” Infantry Journal, 256. 

8 Sharon Tosi Lacey, Pacific Blitzkrieg:  World War II in the Central Pacific (Denton:  University 
of North Texas Press, 2013), xiii-xviii. 
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Kenneth Finlayson’s Uncertain Trumpet:  The Evolution of U.S. Army Infantry 

Doctrine, 1919-1941 and William O. Odom’s After the Trenches:  The Transformation of 

U.S. Army Doctrine, 1918-1939 are both important works for understanding the interwar 

U.S. Army.  They focused almost exclusively on the Army’s organizational and doctrinal 

development, and argued that it lacked proper preparation for the modern battlefield of 

the Second World War.  Finlayson and Odom suggested the Army drew the wrong 

conclusions from World War I, and the interwar officer corps remained caught in a pre-

World War I paradigm where infantry, consisting of a man, his rifle, and bayonet, 

dominated the battlefield.    

There are few organizational histories of the Army that span both the interwar 

period and World War II.9  David E. Johnson’s Fast Tanks and Heavy Bombers:  

Innovation in the U.S. Army, 1917-1945 is one of them.  Johnson argued that the 

preoccupation of the Army with tank speed over armament and protection, and bomber 

capacity over close air support capabilities proved detrimental to its proficiency on the 

battlefield.  The procurement process was never able to correct these deficiencies during 

the course of the war.  This caused an increased loss of life among American forces.10  

Historian and Army officer Steven Thomas Barry also bridged the gap between interwar 

preparation and wartime application.  In Battalion Commanders at War:  U.S. Army 

                                                
9 Some of the more prominent are John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson’s On Infantry, 

Revised Edition (Westport:  Praeger, 1994), George F. Hofman’s Through Mobility We Conquer:  The 
Mechanization of U.S. Cavalry (Lawrence:  The University Press of Kansas, 2006), Peggy A. Stepflug and 
Richard Hyatt’s Home of the Infantry:  The History of Fort Benning (Macon:  Mercer University Press, 
2007),and Harry Yeide’s The Infantry’s Armor:  The U.S.  Army’s Separate Tank Battalions in World War 
II (Mechanicsburg:  Stackpole Books, 2010). 

10 David E. Johnson, Fast Tanks and Heavy Bombers:  Innovation in the U.S. Army, 1917-1945 
(Ithaca:  Cornell University Press, 1998). 
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Tactical Leadership in the Mediterranean Theater, 1942-1943, he convincingly argued 

that although the Army’s senior commanders of large units performed poorly at the war’s 

outset, the mid-level officers did not.  For Barry, it was the culmination of training and 

education that began with the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, New York that was 

responsible for the battalion commander’s excellence in North Africa and Sicily.11  

Johnson and Barry’s work engaged a historiographical tradition that discussed the U.S. 

Army’s tactical performance during the war, particularly in the European and 

Mediterranean Theater.  They were unique, however, in their periodization. 

S.L.A. Marshall’s book, Men Against Fire:  The Problem of Battle Command, 

stood in the vanguard of postwar histories regarding the Army’s performance on World 

War II battlefields.  Published initially in 1947, the book offered an extremely critical 

assessment of the Army.  Whether the enemy was Japanese or German, Marshall found 

the Army to be lacking.  He became famous for his ratio of fire numbers, and his 

concerns about the effects of combat on the small unit.  Marshall’s Men Against Fire 

contended that U.S. soldiers, when under fire, failed to use their weapons, and if they did, 

then they fired at nothing.  Marshall argued that only 25 percent of soldiers actually used 

their weapons when in contact with the enemy.  The other 75 percent either hid or 

performed support functions such as ammunition carriers, messengers, or stretcher-

bearers.  According to Marshall, the number of men actually firing rose when they 

worked in teams, which was why most crew-served weapons never stopped firing even 

when taking casualties.  Crew-served weapons were responsible for producing fire 

                                                
11 Steven Thomas Barry, Commanders at War:  U.S. Army Tactical Leadership in the 

Mediterranean Theater, 1941-1943 (Lawrence:  University Press of Kansas, 2013), 7. 
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superiority most effectively within the infantry battalion.  Marshall believed their 

increased fire ratio lay in the morale enhancing effects of unit cohesion.  Individual men 

fighting mere feet from each other felt isolated, and lacked the ability to overcome a 

normal human’s innate aversion to killing.12   

Upon publication of this study, Marshall’s data collection methods came into 

question.  Some veterans claimed there was no technique for measuring how many 

infantrymen fired their weapons under fire.  The Army and Marine Corps, however, 

found merit in his findings.  Marine Capt. W. J. Davis, who was a tactics instructor at the 

Basic School, wrote Marshall on January 2, 1956, telling him that Marines truly valued 

his writing and if “General Marshall says it then it’s the straight dope!”13  After 

Marshall’s published critiques, both services implemented training procedures that were 

more realistic and mirrored actual combat conditions.  Subsequent investigations 

conducted by Marshall during the Korean and Vietnam wars confirmed that these training 

methods were effective at increasing the number of infantrymen firing their weapons.14 

Marshall’s scathing critique of the Army’s replacement system received wide 

acceptance, and underwent less scrutiny than his ratio of fire calculations.   Instead of 

pulling units out of combat, replacing casualties, re-training the unit, and then placing it 

                                                
12 Brig. Gen. S.L.A Marshall’s Men Against Fire:  The Problem of Battle Command (Norman:  

Oklahoma University Press, 1947), 10-25. 

13 Capt. W.J. Davis to Maj. Gen. Samuel L. A. Marshall, 2 January 1956, Folder “Letters to 
Marshall Battlefield Events,” Box 5, SLA Marshall Papers, U.S. Army Military History Institute.  

14 S.L.A. Marshall, Pork Chop Hill:  The Classic Firsthand Account of Frontline Combat in Korea 
(New York:  Berkley Books, 2000, originally printed in 1956), 1-15; S.L.A. Marshall and David 
Hackworth, Vietnam Primer:  A Critique of U.S. Army Tactics and Command Practices in the Small 
Combat Unit Digested from Historical Research of Main Fighting Operations from May 1966 to February 
1967 (Washington D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967), 1-26. 
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back into the line, the Army assigned individual infantrymen to replace casualties in 

units that were still engaged.  The replacement system ignored the human need for 

camaraderie in battle.  It put raw, untrained men into the line without giving them a 

chance to bond with their fellow soldiers.  As Marshall continually argued, unit cohesion 

was essential for reducing casualties.  The replacement system, with its total disregard for 

the individual, significantly reduced the effectiveness of American combat units.  Men 

were unwilling to place themselves in danger to accomplish the mission for people to 

whom they had no emotional connection.15  A recent dissertation by historian Eric W. 

Klinek, “The Army’s Orphans:  The United States Army Replacement System in the 

European Campaign, 1944-1945,” upheld many of Marshall’s criticisms.16 

Trevor N. Dupuy’s Numbers, Predictions, and War:  Using History to Evaluate 

Combat Factors and Predict the Outcome of Battles added considerable scholarship to 

Marshall’s largely anecdotal evidence.  Dupuy, an Army combat officer in the Pacific, 

bitterly resented the lack of training and experience exhibited by the Army’s young 

company and field grade officers of the Army during the war.  Using Marshall’s work as 

a conceptual framework, Dupuy created a mathematical model for assessing the 

effectiveness of an army in combat.  The model assigned numbers to different combat 

performance indicators, placed them into a mathematical formula, and produced a 

number value that signified an army’s combat performance.  Dupuy called this the 

Quantified Judgment Model, and it was published in 1979 during the peak of the 

                                                
15 Marshall, Men Against Fire, 51-63. 

16 Eric W. Klinek, “The Army’s Orphans:  The United States Army Replacement System in the 
European Campaign, 1944-1945” (PhD diss., Temple University, 2014), iii. 
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historical profession’s move towards scientific quantification methodologies.  

According to Dupuy’s calculations, Americans were out performed by the Germans in 

almost every aspect of combat efficiency except logistics.  Logistics was the reason, 

Dupuy argued, that the U.S. Army won the war in Europe.  The massive quantities of 

materiel constantly pushed to the front proved to be catastrophic for the Germans.  This 

constant logistical pressure produced a dilemma for the Germans that could never be 

rectified.  In short, Dupuy maintained that the Germans were bled to death through a long 

battle of attrition, and not defeated by a better trained, more efficient U.S. Army. 17  

Dupuy’s findings resonated with many senior officers in the Army.  Maj. Gen. Charles L. 

Bolte, 34th Infantry Division commander in Italy in 1944-1945, stated bluntly during an 

an oral history interview in 1972, “It was the weight of our materiel that I think, among 

other things, but largely our weight of materiel that just whipped the Germans.”18  As 

with all historical quantification studies of the time, assigning number values to human 

actions and conditions often led to misleading conclusions.  Criticisms of Dupuy’s work 

continually faulted his attempt to mathematically model human behavior.  In extreme 

cases, such as the chaotic environment of combat, Dupuy’s assessment became less and 

less convincing.    

Seen as the most comprehensive narrative of the Allies’ operations in the 

European Theater, Russell F. Weigley’s Eisenhower’s Lieutenants:  The Campaign of 

France and Germany, 1944-1945 largely confirmed and built upon Dupuy’s findings.  

                                                
17 Trevor N. Dupuy, Numbers Predictions and War:  Using History to Evaluate Combat Factors 

and Predict the Outcome of Battles  (New York:  Bobbs-Merrill, 1979), 3-25, 53-65. 

18 Gen. Charles L. Bolte interviewed by Col. Thomas E. Griess, July 10, 1972, U.S. Army Military 
History Institute, transcript, p. 5. 
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Using extensive archival research, Weigley argued that the U.S. Army was never in the 

same fighting class as its German counterpart.  Weigley demonstrated that the Army was 

undertrained and its equipment inferior to that of the Germans.  Moreover, he argued that 

the U.S. Army assumed that future wars would be won through a strategy of 

“overwhelming them [the enemy] with superior power.”  This, however, was not the 

strategy for which the Army was organized.  Rather, it was built to fight highly mobile, 

quick, decisive battles.  Weigley asserted that the Army’s commanders, both high and 

low, believed in frontal attacks and bloody victories reminiscent of past wars.  He 

specifically cited the conduct of Grant’s campaigns at the end of the Civil War.19   

According to Weigley, American commanders were amateurish and naive in their 

conception of war.  In comparison to German officers, Americans lacked experience and 

were not prepared to understand the complexities of modern war.  This, in large part, was 

due to the citizen-soldier army of the United States.  The U.S. Army did not have the 

advantage of universal military training or universal military service.  It relied on a small 

cadre of “Regulars” to hastily train a massive influx of draftees in times of war.  During 

wartime, the system was effective at maintaining troop levels, but the quality of 

infantrymen decreased significantly as casualties mounted.  Although the quality of 

German troops also declined, Weigley argued that they maintained higher standards due 

in large part to their superior training methods.  The U.S. Army’s faulty replacement 

system produced tactical units that were hardly efficient and only somewhat effective.  

Weigley upheld Dupuy’s findings and effectively demonstrated that the U.S. Army over 

                                                
19 Russell F. Weigley, Eisenhower’s Lieutenants:  The Campaign of France and Germany, 1944-

1945 (Bloomington:  Indiana Universiry Press, 1981), 7.  
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relied too much on material superiority to defeat the Germans.  This material 

superiority compensated for the Army’s lack of operational and tactical proficiency that 

was present in many, if not most, of the its frontline units.20 

Published in 1982, Martin van Creveld’s Fighting Power:  German and U.S. 

Army Combat Performance in Europe, 1944-1945 compared the German Army with its 

U.S. counterpart in a “tit-for-tat” analysis.  Van Creveld used indicators to examine an 

army’s “fighting power,” and developed a qualitative approach for determining combat 

effectiveness.  His study demonstrated that a German soldier produced almost twice as 

much “fighting power” as an American.  “The German Army,” Van Creveld said, 

“developed fighting power to an almost awesome degree.”  The U.S. Army, by 

comparison, was no match for the Germans.  Van Creveld attacked the U.S. Army at 

almost every turn, citing its lack of training and doctrinal development as well as an 

amateurish officer corps as reasons for most of its deficiencies.21 

Van Creveld portrayed the American prosecution of the war as centrally 

controlled, which stifled innovation and creativity.  He contended that Americans viewed 

war as a scientific endeavor and managed their armies like a gigantic corporation.  The 

Army followed many of the scientific laws of “good business practices,” and was chiefly 

concerned with the quantity of manpower and materiel at the front, similar to industry’s 

obsession with pushing more products to its customers.  This stood in stark contrast to the 

Germans, who viewed war as an art.  They required initiative in combat from their junior 

                                                
20 Wiegley, Eisenhower’s Lieutenants, 505-50. 

21 Martin van Creveld, Fighting Power:  German and U.S. Army Performance, 1939-1945 
(Westport:  Greenwood Press, 1982), 1-10. 
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officers and noncommissioned officers.  According to Van Creveld, a German 

noncommissioned officer was disciplined more for not making a decision in the absence 

of a commander’s permission, than for taking command and leading his contingent of 

men in the “spirit of the order.”22 

Fighting Power drew directly from Dupuy’s Numbers, Predictions, and War.  

Rather than using a mathematical formula for comparing the two armies, however, Van 

Creveld used basic statistics and quoted primary sources for the reader to compare.  As a 

qualitative companion to Dupuy’s work, Fighting Power presented convincing evidence 

that the U.S. Army was inferior to its German counterpart.  Although credible, Van 

Creveld did not produce a comprehensive history.  He often “cherry picked” his sources 

to support his thesis.  In one instance, he compared the U.S. Army’s FM 100-5, Field 

Service Regulations, 1941, with the Germans’ Troop Leading doctrine.  FM 100-5 was a 

document written for codifying the operations of all the component parts of the Army.  

The Troop Leading doctrine was written as a treatise on leadership.  These two 

documents are not comparable, but Van Creveld used them to demonstrate that the U.S. 

Army considered war a science while the German Army believed it to be an art.  

In a direct rebuttal to Dupuy and Van Creveld, John Sloan Brown wrote Draftee 

Division:  The 88th Infantry Division in World War II.  Brown argued that the War 

Department’s Mobilization Training Program was sufficient at sustaining the fighting 

effectiveness of infantry divisions by constantly providing trained replacements to the 

division.  The crucial requirement, according to Brown, was that proficient small-unit 

                                                
22 Ibid., 32-45. 



 14 

 

leaders were cultivated within the division, and a cadre of seasoned veterans helped 

train the casualty replacements.  Brown dismissed Dupuy’s mathematical modeling effort 

as being tainted by a biased set of statistical data.  These data sets, Brown opined, were 

obtained from battles where standard U.S. Army infantry units fought elite German units.  

Brown rightfully claimed that this was an unfair comparison.  For Dupuy’s findings to be 

valid, battles where like units fought each other should have been used.23  

Michael Doubler’s Closing With the Enemy: How the GIs Fought the War in 

Europe, 1944-1945 argued that the U.S. Army was able to adapt, make timely 

adjustments to offset materiel and doctrinal shortfalls, and outfight a weakened but still 

robust German Army.  In a bow towards American exceptionalism, Doubler suggested 

that the Army accomplished this due to the innovative spirit of American society.24  

Doubler focused exclusively on tactics, and demonstrated that as the Army gained 

combat experience it evolved, and eventually confronted the German Army as an equal.  

In making his study unique, Doubler presented evidence to show that Americans were 

able to significantly reduce the time it took to innovate and adapt.  Without regard for 

tradition or European class divisions, American soldiers took it upon themselves to 

innovate and solve problems even if it was “above their pay grade.”  Ordinary GIs, 

according to Doubler, determined whether a change was required, evaluated the possible 

solutions, implemented those solutions, and then disseminated what worked throughout 

                                                
23 John Sloan Brown, Draftee Division:  The 88th Infantry Division in World War II (Lexington:  

University Press of Kentucky, 1986), 169-175. 

24 Michael Doubler, Closing With the Enemy:  How GIs Fought the War in Europe, 1944-1945 
(Lawrence:  University of Kansas Press, 1994), 1-9 
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the operating units.  By continually being able to adapt and innovate faster than the 

Germans, Doubler concluded that the U.S. Army eventually outperformed the Germans.25 

Peter R. Mansoor’s The GI Offensive in Europe:  The Triumph of American 

Infantry Divisions, 1941-1945 in many respects is a companion volume to Doubler’s 

Closing with the Enemy.  Rather than focusing on the individual GI as Doubler did, 

Mansoor concentrated on the Army’s infantry divisions.  Mansoor found that U.S. 

infantry divisions, when compared to their German counterparts, outperformed the 

vaunted Heer.  Mansoor attributed the success of American divisions to their ability to 

innovate and grow as integrated combined arms combat forces.26  Mansoor continued in 

Brown’s tradition, arguing that previous historians, such as Dupuy, compared elite 

German divisions with ordinary line infantry.  This did not make for a fair comparison, 

and Mansoor sought to correct the historiography.  Mansoor determined that the U.S. 

Army’s superior logistics and ability to mass combat forces at critical points were 

decisive.  Ultimately, he demonstrated the U.S. Army’s prowess as an effective, efficient 

combat organization was repeated throughout its battles in Europe.27 

In Clash of Arms:  How the Allies Won in Normandy, Russell A. Hart compared 

American, British, Canadian, and German combat forces.  In direct contradiction to 

Weigley, Hart stated, “During the latter stages of the war the U.S. Army did not simply 

overwhelm an increasingly outnumbered enemy but ultimately learned to outfight it too.”  

                                                
25 Ibid., 43-54. 

26 Peter R. Mansoor, The GI Offensive in Europe:  The Triumph of American Infantry Divisions, 
1941-1945 (Lawrence:  University of Kansas Press, 1999), 5 

27 Ibid., 249-261. 
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To demonstrate this, Hart detailed how information sharing through the “lessons 

learned” program was crucial for its success.  The U.S. Army, as an organization, was 

less inclined to follow tradition, which had the negative effect of stifling the innovative 

spirit of the soldiers of other armies.  This allowed the Army to repeatedly recreate itself 

in the midst of unremitting combat.  According to Hart, no other army could modify its 

planning, organization, strategies, and tactics as well as the Americans.28 

Robert Sterling Rush’s Hell in Hurtgen Forest:  The Ordeal and Triumph of an 

American Infantry Regiment appeared at the same time as Hart’s Clash of Arms.  It used 

the 22nd Infantry Regiment as a case study to determine American combat performance.  

Rush, a former sergeant major in the 22nd, extolled the virtues of the men of the regiment.  

In the face of unprecedented losses taken during the battle of Hurtgen Forest, the 

infantrymen continued to fight, and, according to Rush, fight relatively well.  He 

examined the training of the regiment, its past combat performance, and how the casualty 

replacement system affected its fighting efficiency, ultimately determining that, although 

replacements where thrown immediately into battle, the small cadre of veterans provided 

them with enough leadership to accomplish their limited small unit objectives.  Rush’s 

case study of an individual infantry regiment confirmed Brown’s conclusions drawn from 

an infantry division.  Extrapolating upon his findings, and perhaps reaching too far, Rush 

suggested the Army’s replacement system was highly effective.  Rush claimed the 

                                                
28 Russell A. Hart, Clash of Arms:  How the Allies Won in Normandy (Boulder:  Lynne Rienner 

Publishers Inc., 2001), 5, 200-210. 
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replacement system allowed the regiment to sustain its combat power throughout the 

meat grinder of the Hurtgen forest.  This occurred in spite of grievous losses.29 

Historian Keith Bonn compared the American Seventh Army with its German 

counterpart, Army Group G in When the Odds were Even:  The Vosges Mountains 

Campaign, October 1944-January 1945.  Bonn discovered that not only did the Seventh 

Army defeat Army Group G, but it did so without the material superiority that was 

present throughout the majority of the European Theater.  As restricted as the terrain was, 

it did not allow for the effective use of air power, artillery, or tanks.  The fighting was 

light infantry on light infantry.  The Vosges Mountains provided a unique one-to-one 

historical comparison scenario.  This situation was what Dupuy had envisioned with his 

mathematical calculations, but, as others claimed, he fell short by choosing the wrong 

comparative units.  In no uncertain terms, Bonn determined that the Americans 

significantly outperformed Army Group G in combat.30 

In contrast to the U.S. Army, academic histories about the Marine Corps’ fighting 

prowess are few in number, but they are generally of high quality.  The foundational 

work for studying the Marine Corps remains Allan R. Millett’s Semper Fidelis:  The 

History of the United States Marine Corps.  It is a model institutional history that relied 

heavily on organizational theory to frame the actions of historical agents within the 

backdrop of an ever-changing defense establishment.  Within the same class of 

scholarship is Jeter A. Isley and Philip A. Crowl’s The U.S. Marines and Amphibious 

                                                
29 Robert Sterling Rush, Hell in Hürtgen Forest: The Ordeal and Triumph of an American Infantry 

Regiment (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2001), 1-13, 285. 

30 Keith Bonn, When the Odds Were Even:  The Vosges Mountains Campaign, October 1944-
January 1945 (Navato:  Presidio Press, 1994), 226-233. 
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War:  Its Theory, and Its Practice in the Pacific, a pioneering examination of the 

development and implementation of the Corps’ amphibious warfare techniques.31  In 

contrast to these two broader studies, Marine organizational and operational history is 

generally told through scholarly biographies of individual Leathernecks.32  Of particular 

note is Millett’s In Many a Strife:  General Gerald C. Thomas and the U.S. Marine 

Corps, 1917-1956.  In General Thomas’s biography, Millett intricately weaves Thomas’s 

life with that of the organizational development of the Corps.33   

The official histories published by the Army and Marine Corps, known as the 

“Green Books” and “Red Books” respectively, are thorough and detailed, and are 

generally considered of the finest historical stock.  As companion volumes, the U.S. 

Army Center of Military History and Marine Corps History Division published 

monographs on specific branches, units, battles, and campaigns.34  These histories 

                                                
31 Jeter A. Isley and Philip A. Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War:  Its Theory, and Its 

Practice in the Pacific (Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 1951), 1-44; Jack Shulimson’s The Marine 
Corps’ Search for a Mission, 1880-1898 (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1993) discusses the 
nascent advance-base mission given to the Corps caused by the U.S. Navy’s conversion to coal-consuming 
steam-powered warships.  Although this history is beyond the scope of this dissertation, it is an outstanding 
companion to Isley and Crowl’s U.S. Marines and Amphibious War.  It provides context, and a glimpse of 
the Corps’ reaction to the threat of being absorbed into the Army.   

32 See Jon T. Hoffman, Chesty:  The Story of Lieutenant General Lewis B. Puller, USMC (New 
York:  Random House, 2001), 84-93; Merrill L. Bartlett, Lejeune: A Marine’s Life, 1867-1942 (Annapolis:  
Naval Institute Press, 1996), 1-53; David J. Ulbrich, Preparing for Victory:  Thomas Holcomb and the 
Making of the Modern Marine Corps, 1936-1943 (Annapolis:  Naval Institue Press, 2011), 9-42; Hans 
Schmidt’s Maverick Marine:  General Smedley D. Butler and the Contradictions of American Military 
History (Lexington:  The University Press of Kentucky, 1987). 

33 Allan R. Millett, In Many a Strife:  General Gerald C. Thomas and the U.S. Marine Corps, 
1917-1956 (Annapolis:  Naval Institute Press, 1993), 1-7.   

34 Some of these monographs are more valuable than others.  The following lists a few:  See 
Christopher R. Gabel, The U.S. Army GHQ Maneuvers of 1941 (Washington D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1992), James E. Hewes, Jr., From Root to McNamara:  Army Organization and Administration 
(Washington D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1975, Edgar F. Raines, Jr., Eyes of Artillery:  The Origins 
of Modern U.S. Army Aviation in World War II (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2000); 
Rebecca Robbins Raines, Getting the Message Through:  A Branch History of the U.S. Army Signal Corps 
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concentrated principally on chronicling their respective service’s combat actions.  

Although these official histories discussed the Army/Marine Corps relationship when the 

two operated together, they failed to place that relationship under any analytical scrutiny.   

The field of military cultural history is still young, but it has produced works that 

are of enormous value for understanding military organizations.  Adrian R. Lewis’s 

American Culture of War:  The History of U.S. Military Force from World War II to 

Operation Iraqi Freedom borrowed from political science and anthropology to probe the 

cultural imperatives that coalesced into what he saw as the proverbial nature of the 

United States military.  American Culture of War built upon the groundbreaking social 

histories of Edward M. Coffman – The Old Army:  A Portrait of the American Army in 

Peacetime, 1784-1898 and The Regulars:  The American Army, 1898-1941.35  Lewis, 

however, discussed all of the services, and used culture to explain the why of military 

decision-making.  He combined doctrine, tactics, intellectualism, and service 

parochialism to arrive at what he called the “American culture of war.”  His study is 

                                                                                                                                            
(Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1996), and John B. Wilson, Maneuver and Firepower:  
The Evolution of Divisions and Separate Brigades (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1998). 

35 Edward M. Coffman, The Old Army:  A Portrait of the American Army in Peacetime, 1784-
1898 (New York:  Oxford University Press, 1986), vii-viii; Edward M. Coffman, The Regulars:  The 
American Army, 1898-1941 (Cambridge:  Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2004), 1-3.  In 
conjunction with Coffman’s social histories, the vast array of scholarship concerning military 
professionalism adds to the understanding of military culture.  The most important are Samuel P. 
Huntington’s The Soldier and the State:  The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations (Cambridge:  
Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1957), Allan R. Millett, Military Professionalism and 
Officership in America (Columbus:  Mershon Center of the Ohio State University, 1977), and William B. 
Skelton’s An American Profession of Arms:  The Army Officer Corps, 1784-1861 (Lawrence:  University 
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problematic, however, with its sweeping approach towards American culture and 

military thinking.  At times, he relied on clichés and stereotypes as a backdrop for his 

analysis.36   

The Marine Corps’ distinctive warrior-elite culture has attracted the attention of 

several historians.  Arguably, the best Marine Corps cultural history is Craig M. 

Cameron’s American Samurai: Myth, Imagination, and the Conduct of Battle in the First 

Marine Division, 1941-1951.37  Cameron demonstrated how the Corps produced a 

hypermasculine male imbued with an idealistic warrior image.  He sharpened this 

conclusion by candidly describing the racism and fanaticism that often fueled Marines’ 

actions before, during, and after battle.38  Historian Gregory J.W. Urwin’s Facing Fearful 

Odds:  The Siege of Wake Island and Victory in Defeat:  The Wake Island Defenders in 

Captivity are unique for their extensive use of oral histories firmly rooted in documentary 

primary source material.  Taken in their entirety, these two books bring out the subtle 

nuances of the Corps’ culture.  Urwin described the attitudes of officer and enlisted 

Marines who entered service before and after mobilization during their battle at Wake 
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Island.  In Victory in Defeat, Urwin suggested that Marine culture was partly 

responsible for the Wake prisoners’ higher survival rate.39 

Military intellectualism was the focus of Russell Weigley’s Towards an American 

Army:  Military Thought from Washington to Marshall.  Weigley examined the U.S. 

Army in terms of manpower procurement, and, subsequently, he became the first 

historian to suggest there was a repetitive nature to America’s military thinking.  He 

argued definitively that in forming an American Army there was constant tension as to 

whether it should be staffed with professionals or citizen-soldiers.  Waffling between the 

two, the U.S. Army never fully resolved the question.  Brian McAllister Linn’s Echo of 

Battle:  The Army’s Way of War also highlighted the repetitive nature of American 

military thinking.  His work was an intellectual history of the U.S. Army, rather than a 

comprehensive critique of Weigley’s 1973 classic The American Way of War:  A History 

of United States Military Strategy and Policy.  Linn described three repeating archetypes 

within the Army – Heroes, Managers, and Guardians – that could be found since the days 

of the Revolution.  Confirming Weigley’s thesis, Linn suggested that there was no “new” 

idea for warfighting, only “old” ones dressed in the contemporary vernacular.40   

Peter J. Schifferle’s America’s School for War:  Fort Leavenworth, Officer 

Education, and Victory in World War II, and Michael R. Matheny’s Carrying the War to 

                                                
39 The already discussed Marine biographies are rich in cultural descriptions of the Marine Corps.  

In addition, other works in Marine Corps historiography contain aspects of cultural history, albeit 
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the Enemy:  American Operational Art to 1945 are two of the most recent histories 

concerning the Army’s teachings and its system.  Their principal concern was decoding 

the intellectual underpinnings that supported commanders of large units (division and 

above) during the Second World War.  Schifferle and Matheny’s description of the 

officer corps concentrated on the cerebral, rather than the practical.  Both argued that the 

U.S. Army’s success in World War II stemmed from the advanced education its officers 

received during the interwar period.  They differed, however, in their conclusions as to 

where the officers received their most significant teachings.  Schifferle suggested, 

“Between World War I and World War II, the United States Army’s professional 

preparation, education, and training of large-formation leadership existed only at Fort 

Leavenworth,” while Matheny believed this development should be credited to the Army 

War College.41 

The foremost intellectual history on the Marine Corps is Keith B. Bickel’s Mars 

Learning.  Unlike Finlayson and Odom’s examinations of doctrinal development in the 

interwar U.S. Army, Bickel did not concentrate on the structures that manufactured 

doctrine, but the doctrine itself.  Bickel’s history strongly supported the claim that the 

Marine Corps thought of land combat just as the Army.  He cited numerous examples of 

where the Corps “borrowed Army and Navy” doctrine.  His study is problematic, 

however, because of his use of “borrowed” as a pejorative.  Bickel did not explore the 
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relationship between the Army and Marine Corps, thus, undervaluing the mutual 

respect each service had for the other.42 

Overall, the historiography is thematically varied, and, in order for this 

dissertation to make sense to a diverse audience, it required a methodology that had a 

naturally broad appeal.  The Army and Marine Corps’ relationship had to be examined 

within a cognitive framework that mitigated the effects of institutional myth.  That led to 

the creation of the way of battle analytic.  Since the dissertation examined two distinct 

institutions, it drew upon a multiplicity of sources.  The archival collections at National 

Archives and Records Administration, II in College Park, Maryland, U.S. Army Military 

History Institute in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, U.S. Army Center of Military History in 

Washington, D.C., and the General Alfred M. Gray Research Center’s Marine Corps 

Archives and Marine Corps History Division in Quantico, Virginia, all provided rich 

documentary records, unpublished paper collections, and oral histories that this 

dissertation relied.  Digital archives at the U.S. Army’s Heritage and Education Center, 

Combined Arms Research Library, and Maneuver Center of Excellence Donovan 

Research Library as well as the National Defense University Digital Archives were also 

extensively used.    

The historical context of the Army and Marine Corps’ relationship as it evolved 

within the American defense establishment is presented in Chapter 2, “The War-Battle 

Schism, 1916-1918.”  Here, the way of war and way of battle analytics are constructed 

from military theory and historical practice.  Their definitions are crafted, and supporting 
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elements made clear.  A crucial aspect of the chapter is its emphasis on the way of 

battle metric as a cognitive style.  It was the wellspring from which soldiers and Marines 

created tactics, operational methods, and established organizational links.  The Army and 

Marine Corps shared a common infantry way of battle, but it was only one of many ways 

of battle of the period that informed the larger, nationally oriented way of war.  Although 

there were many ways of battle, there was only one American way of war. 

World War I was a defining moment for the United States defense establishment, 

particularly its land fighting forces.  Out of the trenches of the Western Front came the 

Army and Marine Corps’ general acceptance that the infantry should be the most 

respected combat arm, and all other branches should be subordinated to its mission 

requirements.  This general agreement of the infantry’s significance in modern war 

became the intellectual, cultural, and doctrinal foundation of the infantry way of battle.  

Chapter 3, “The Primacy of the Infantry, 1918-1929,” chronicles the evolution of the 

infantry’s dominant position within the two military institutions.  Tracing how that 

unifying sentiment became codified into the hegemonic warfighting paradigm was the 

topic of Chapter 4, “The Infantry Mind, 1918-1941.”  The infantry mind is a synthetic 

construction, derived from Samuel Huntington’s “military mind” made famous in his 

1957 classic, The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military 

Relations.43  As part of the infantry way of battle, Army and Marine officers held a 

similar world-view where leadership, mental flexibility, and creativity in problem solving 

took center stage.  Recurrent tropes concerning the American fetish-like fixation on the 
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tactical prowess of an infantryman, his rifle, and bayonet are examined and discussed.  

The subtle nuances that informed such a high regard of American riflemen within the 

minds of Army and Marine officers are highlighted, and placed within the context of a 

collective imagination. 

In Chapter 5, “Innovation, Adaptation, and Reform, 1918-1941,” the evolution of 

the tactics, techniques, and procedures written into doctrine prior to World War II is 

investigated.  It is here where abstractions of the mind analyzed previously coalesce into 

tangible outcomes.  The interwar infantry way of battle adroitly manifested itself in the 

form of organizational innovations, adaptations, and reforms.  Chapter 6, “The Infantry 

Mind Engages Amphibious Warfare, 1921-1940,” serves as a corrective to the 

historiography that has given exclusive credit to the Marine Corps for the development of 

amphibious warfare tactics.  This chapter places amphibious warfare development within 

the larger framework of American naval and military innovations.  It clearly 

demonstrates that the Corps’ thinking was not revolutionary as some scholars suggested, 

but evolutionary.  The evolution of amphibious warfare in the Second World War is the 

topic of Chapter 7, “The Maturation of Amphibious Warfare Thinking, 1941-1945.”  

Here, Marine officers took land warfare organizational structures, tactical concepts, and 

operational schema, and continually adapted them to solve the myriad problems while 

fighting in the Pacific.  The Army’s water-borne invasions in the Mediterranean and 

European Theaters are examined as well to make the analysis of amphibious warfare 

holistic. 

During the war, infantry combat was immeasurably harsh and savage.  The Army 

and Marine Corps’ infantry forces faced and mastered battlefield problems on a scale that 
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surpassed any wartime situation Americans had encountered up to that time.  Although 

there were differences between the two, their solutions grew from their common interwar 

infantry way of battle.  This evolution of the Army and Marine Corps’ infantry way of 

battle in World War II is the concentration of Chapter 8, “The Infantry Way of Battle 

Gets Put to the Test, 1941-1943.”  In the latter years of World War II, the pressures 

placed on the American defense establishment were enormous, and unprecedented.  To 

cope with them, the War Department and Headquarters Marine Corps placed increasing 

emphasis on technology, and the management of campaigns.  This significantly affected 

the infantry way of battle, and subtle differences in the perception of the effectiveness of 

the American fighting man emerged, differences that brought about changes to the 

American infantry way of battle.  Chapter 9, “The Technological Turn, 1944-1945” 

discusses these changes, and how they affected the institutions.  During the defense 

unification fights after the war, many in the Army and Marine Corps sought to delete 

their institutional connections in an effort to perpetuate an aura of uniqueness that would 

insulate them from Congress’ legislative pruning.  The final chapter, Chapter 10, 

“Conclusion,” briefly examines the contentious atmosphere of the immediate postwar 

period, and provides context for why the Army and Marine Corps’ relationship remained 

cloaked for so long.   

It is important to note that technology plays an important role throughout the 

dissertation.  Technology, however, is not identified as the primary cause for actions 

taken by historical agents of change.  The fundamental assumption held throughout this 

analysis is that technology does not limit or enhance human capabilities, rather it is how 

humans interact with and understand technology that limits or enhances capabilities.  
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Technological determinism, where historical outcomes are predestined by physical 

instrumentation, is rejected.  This dissertation treats technology as if it were part of the 

historical landscape, an environmental condition that men have to adapt and overcome, 

similar to how military professionals confront battlefield terrain.   

In the end, this dissertation describes the development of the Army and Marine 

Corps’ shared infantry way of battle during the interwar period, and how it was modified 

when they encountered the Axis armies.  There was an obsession with destroying “the 

line,” and creating so-called “modern” infantry tactics that employed “modern” 

weaponry.  No one questioned whether linear formations led to the wholesale slaughter of 

infantry units in the First World War.  Army and Marine officers were determined to 

reduce casualties through superior tactics employed by intelligent infantrymen.  Although 

conscripts, these men were to be taken from the very best of American manhood.   

The Army did not follow their prewar prescription when America entered the war 

in 1941.  Saving the best and brightest for the air and technical services, the War 

Department staffed the U.S. Infantry with men who were of questionable intelligence, 

and varying physical abilities.  The culture of the U.S. Infantry changed when this 

happened.  The Marine Corps, however, was filled mostly with volunteers until the end 

of the war.  Even when draftees did enter the Corps, Headquarters Marine Corps 

persistently valued the infantry above all else, and staffed its ranks with its most qualified 

Marines.  All of the Corps’ “special” Raider and Parachute infantry battalions were 

disbanded to create a regular Marine infantry division in 1944 when strategic and 

operational conditions demonstrated there was no need of such special units.   
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  By 1945, both services emerged blooded, but victorious, and armed with the 

lessons that only a total war taught.  Neither bore resemblance to its prewar predecessor, 

and neither was willing to relinquish the hard-earned status it acquired during the war.  In 

1946, once again Congress was tasked with deciding the fate of the Army and Marine 

Corps.  Senior Army and Marine leaders consolidated their bureaucratic positions, and 

dug in to prepare for the legislative fight.  Just as they had been taught, they employed an 

offensively oriented defense, always seeking to anticipate assaults and foil them with 

well-choreographed counterattacks.  Both identified mission and organizational overlap 

as a critical vulnerability, and sought to erase any institutional memory that either service 

relied on the other.  Out of the ashes of the unification battle in 1946 arose myths that the 

two employed different ways of battle, and that those ways of battle were incompatible 

with each other.  As the pages that follow will demonstrate, this, quite simply, was not 

the case. 
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CHAPTER 2:  THE WAR-BATTLE SCHISM, 1916-1920 
 

Modern war is thus essentially dual in nature – combatant and industrial.  Planning for war should take into 
consideration this dual character of war itself.  That is, the Federal Government in time of peace must 
devise methods for organizing industry promptly upon the outbreak of war, as well as for placing properly 
trained armies in the field. 

Assistant Secretary of War F.H. Payne, speech to 
Army War College, January 6, 19311 
      

Beginning in World War I, both the U.S. Army Infantry and the U.S. Marine 

Corps harbored similar, if not identical, ideas for waging battle at the regimental level 

and below.  During the First World War, both commissioned and enlisted Marines 

attended U.S. Army schools, and served within Army combat formations.  The Corps 

learned how to fight large-scale battles from the U.S. Army.  This trend did not end after 

the war.  Marines continued to think of land combat in “Army terms,” albeit with a 

nautical twist.  Collectively, the U.S. Army and Marine Corps’ efforts to prepare for the 

next war were responsible for shaping much of the interwar national defense discourse.  

Many of the arguments surrounding the Army and Marine Corps’ contributions to the 

United States’ defense posture after 1918 surfaced in the historiographical discussion 

surrounding the American way of war.  Unfortunately, the synthetic, comprehensive 

nature of the historiography does not allow for an in depth analysis of those influences.  

In an attempt to correct this situation, this chapter will define a way of war and way of 

battle to help historians place the Army and Marine Corps institutional connections 

within the proper context of the larger history of American national security.  While 

doing this, the chapter will demonstrate that an American way of war can only be 

constructed through the summation of its respective ways of battle.  The way of battle 
                                                

1 F.H. Payne, “Speech to Army War College,” in Eisenhower:  The Prewar Diaries and Selected 
Papers, 1905-1941, ed. Daniel D. Holt and James W. Leyerzapf (Baltimore:  The Johns Hopkins 
University Press, 1998), 148. 
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construct will then be applied throughout the dissertation to explore the development 

of American infantry forces from 1918 to 1945.   

In their attempts to historicize the uniquely human act of war, scholars continue to 

search for a “better” method to explore and explain its elements.  Operating at the 

extremes, war accentuates the paradoxical essence of humanity.  It simultaneously 

combines the rational with the irrational, and the constructive with the destructive.  

Recognizing the excessive nature of war, historians developed analytical tools that could 

be applied across time and space.  Although the concepts behind these devices borrowed 

heavily from other fields of history and social science, they were uniquely adapted to the 

study of war, in general, and militaries, in particular. One such analytical construct is a 

“way of war.”  It was and continues to be used to guide historical inquiry, and a 

significant amount of scholarship has been produced in its name.  Consequently, a 

discourse developed surrounding “ways of war” studies that has reached far beyond the 

sub-discipline of military history. 2  

Russell F. Weigley’s 1973 book, The American Way of War:  A History of United 

States Military Strategy and Policy, popularized a concept that became something of an 

                                                
2 Another example of an analytical construct used by historians is the Military Revolution.  The 

term was first described and characterized in Michael Roberts’s “The Military Revolution, 1560-1660,” in 
Essays in Swedish History (Minneapolis:  University of Minnesota Press, 1966), and popularized by 
Geoffrey Parker in his article “The Military Revolution, 1560-1660—a Myth?,” The Journal of Modern 
History 48 2 (June 1976), 195-214, and his book The Military Revolution:  Military Innovation and the Rise 
of the West, 1500-1800 (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1988).  Mark D. Mandeles’s Military 
Transformation Past and Present:  Historic Lessons for the 21st Century (Westport:  Praeger Security 
International, Inc., 2007) is also an example of a historian’s attempt to create a technique for historical 
analysis that can be applied across time and space.  For a brief overview of military history’s most used 
analytical tools, see Stephen Morillo and Michael F. Pavkovic, What is Military History (Cambridge:  
Polity Press, 2006). 
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enigma to the military history profession.3  The phrase way of war has yet to be 

defined either by scholars or military professionals even though it is used extensively 

throughout military history, political science, and popular culture.  As with any term that 

lacks definition, wide-ranging interpretations led to its use in ways well beyond that 

envisioned by its originator.4  The most comprehensive work summarizing the way of 

war historiography was historian Antulio J. Echevarria, II’s Reconsidering the American 

Way of War:  US Military Practice from the Revolution to Afghanistan.  Echevarria 

noticed that after the First Gulf War in the early 1990s, “The phrase ‘way of war’ quickly 

became popular as an analytical or rhetorical trope.”  In the first part of his book, 

Echevarria cleverly laid out his understanding of an American way of war, and, for the 

second part, he demonstrated its presence throughout American history.5  There was, 

however, no standard definition of a way of war.  

In The War Puzzle, where a definition of war emerged from a book length 

monograph, the noted political scientist John A. Vasquez wrote, “It seems only fitting 

that a scholarly work should begin with a definition of the subject at hand.”6  Before 

ways of war and battle can be defined as a whole, their parts, war and battle, must be 
                                                

3 Russell F. Weigley, The American Way of War:  A History of United States Military Strategy and 
Policy (Bloomington:  Indiana University Press, 1973). 

4 The theme for the 2011 Society for Military History Conference that took place June 9-12 was 
“Ways of War.”  At the conference, no way of war definition was put forward.  As an example of the 
liberal use of the term way of war, Dominic Tierney’s How We Fight:  Crusades, Quagmires, and the 
American Way of War (New York:  Little, Brown and Company, 2010) is a recently published political 
science work that uses a bastardized version of the term, and was in no way keeping with what Weigley 
intended it to be.  In essence, way of war has been high-jacked by the popular milieu surrounding its 
“catchy” sound. 

5 Antulio J. Echevarria, II, Reconsidering the American Way of War:  US Military Practice from 
the Revolution to Afghanistan (Washington D.C.:  Georgetown University Press, 2014), 10. 

6 John A. Vasquez, The War Puzzle (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1993), 14. 
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discussed first.  “War” and “battle” are abstractions that take on different meanings for 

different audiences.  They are, at times, interchangeable, synonyms describing the tragic 

consequence of organized violence between two or more conflicting human factions.  

Going to battle can be synonymous with going to war.  Both involve controlled violence 

that results in casualties.  At other times, they are different and distinct.  One can go to 

war without engaging in battle, and one can be in a battle without ever being at war.  

Complicating this further, the relationship can be tiered where battles are fought as parts 

of the whole war.  Determining which meaning is intended depends on context, rather 

than exposition.  One is expected to “know the difference” through inference.   

 The tension caused by the expected understanding of war and battle carries over 

into scholarly debates concerning ways of war.  In ways of war studies, scholars seek to 

explain a warfighting paradigm, or pattern of conflict, that takes on a national or regional 

character.  Tactics, operations, and strategies of nation-states or regions are examined to 

produce sweeping narratives that explain the underlying reasons why these entities fought 

the way they did.  To this end, many ways of war histories study only battle tactics and 

operational maneuvers to determine a nation’s way of war.  The lines between war and 

battle become blurred when one looks at tactical trends in an effort to explain patterns of 

war.  At what point does a recurring tactic employed during a battle become a 

representative characteristic of a nation’s way of war?  What about the tactics, operations, 

and strategies developed during periods of peace that are discarded during war?  Are they 

not part of a way of war?   

 These questions have not gone unnoticed by historians.  Most notably, Brian 

McAllister Linn presented in his Echo of Battle:  The U.S. Army’s Way of War a general 
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critique of all previous way of war historiography when he contended that it offered 

nothing more than “way of battle” histories.  A “way of battle,” in this regard, was a term 

taken directly from Antulio Echevarria’s 2004 monograph, Toward an American Way of 

War, where he argued that the prevailing historiographical trend “was important for 

implicitly revealing that the American style of warfare amounts to a way of battle more 

than a way of war.”7  With this in mind, Linn focused on the Army’s development of 

tactics, operations, and strategies during periods of peace, rather than war.  When 

examined in this light, Linn argued, a cycle emerged, one where three repeating 

archetypes – Guardians, Managers, and Heroes – continually shaped the U.S. Army’s 

warfighting posture from the Early Republic to present day.  He claimed his analysis was 

more illustrative of institutional paradigms.  Armies during war innovate and adapt 

rapidly to counter the enemy.  Thus actual conflict does little to reveal an entity’s 

recurring way of war.8  Linn’s critique highlighted the confusing relationship between the 

meanings of war and battle, and, by extension, a way of war and way of battle.  How can 

a way of war be determined when there are no battles fought, and no war to be won?  

What does it mean to have a way of battle, and not a way of war?  Further, Linn’s use of 

the Army limits the scope of his work, and begs more questions.  Can an individual 

service like the U.S. Army or Navy have a way of war distinct from an American way of 

war?  If so, what happens when all are in conflict with each other?  Is an American way 

of war simply the amalgamation of each individual service’s way of war? 

                                                
7 Antulio J. Echevarria, II, Toward an American Way of War (Carlisle:  Strategic Studies Institute, 

2004), vi. 

8 Brian McAllister Linn, Echo of Battle:  The Army’s Way of War (Cambridge:  Harvard 
University Press, 2007), 3. 
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 Answering these questions is, to say the least, difficult.  It necessitates a 

marrying of theory with practice over time to create a set of qualitative criteria to 

distinguish a “way of war” from a “way of battle.”  The foundational work on the 

Western theory of war remains Karl Von Clausewitz’s On War.  Published posthumously 

in 1832 and arranged in a series of eight books, On War described war in terms of theory, 

strategy, and tactics.9  Considered timeless more for its discussion on the nature of war 

and strategy, it is no less remarkable for its explanation of tactics.  Clausewitz’s On War 

condensed all the significant aspects of warfare within a single volume.  He blended 

together theory with practice and strategy with tactics.  He discussed the composition of 

armies as well as the impact of morale on the individual soldier.  He examined civil-

military relations, military organization, and combat from top to bottom.  At the time of 

Clausewitz, it was possible to encapsulate all aspects of a nation waging war in 500 plus 

pages.  Although Clausewitz did not know it, he wrote at the very end of what Russell F. 

Weigley calls “The Age of Battles.”   

Weigley set this Age of Battles between 1631 and 1815.  He argued, “The epoch 

from Breitenfield in 1631 to Waterloo in 1815 saw the grand-scale battle as the principal 

instrument of the military strategist, the focus of all his efforts to attain decision in 

war.”10  Its most salient characteristic was the general understanding among political and 

military leaders that one decisive battle could determine the outcome of a war, and bring 

it to an immediate end.  The organization, training, equipping, tactics, and strategy of a 

                                                
9 Karl Von Clausewitz, On War, trans. and ed. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (New York:  

Everyman’s Library, 1993 edition). 

10 Russell F. Weigley, The Age of Battles:  The Quest for Decisive Warfare from Breitenfeld to 
Waterloo (Bloomington:  Indiana University Press, 1991), xi. 
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military concentrated on that purpose.  As Weigley wrote, “The quest for decisive 

battle was the educated soldier’s rationalist effort to make wars cost-effective, the 

promptness of the decision through battle promising to prevent an inordinate drain upon 

the resources of the state.”11  The way a nation conducted battles was essentially the way 

a nation waged wars.  In effect, a way of war was a way of battle.  They were nearly 

indistinguishable.   

In the George C. Marshall Lecture delivered in April 2009 at the Organization of 

American Historians annual conference, the preeminent military historian Hew Strachan 

discussed Clausewitz, and how military professionals interpreted his works before, 

during, and after the First World War.  Before World War I, Strachan stressed, 

Clausewitz was not known for his dictum “war is policy by other means,” but for his 

discussion of the interplay between tactics and strategy.  This, Strachan suggested, was 

completely understandable for the time.  Strachan explained that European armies’ 

attention was devoted less to the relationship between strategy and policy … and more to 

the relationship between strategy and tactics … the one with which soldiers were 

naturally more engaged.”12  Subsequently, the general interpretation of Clausewitz 

changed during World War I from one that concentrated on strategy and tactics to one 

that concentrated on strategy and policy.  The sheer mass of industrialized armies 

clashing on fronts scattered around the world forced political and military leaders to 

disregard their idea that one battle could decide a war’s outcome.  In the German case, 

                                                
11 Ibid, xi-xiix; quote from 536-37. 

12 Hew Strachan, “Clausewitz and the First World War,” Journal of Military History 75 2 (April 
2011):  371. 
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Strachan wrote, “The world war meant that Germans needed a clearer conceptual 

framework for tactics, and a better understanding of the strategic consequences of those 

tactics.”13   

Speaking on the historical evolution of strategy and policy, the great military 

historian Michael Howard contended that when faced with defeat: 

On the Napoleonic battlefield the decision had to be taken by a single 
commander, to capitulate or to flee.  It was taken in a discrete situation, 
when his reserves were exhausted or the cohesion of his forces was broken 
beyond repair.  He could see that he had staked all and lost.  And since the 
commander was often the political chief as well, such a military 
capitulation normally involved also a political surrender.14 

 
By 1914, this idealized version of war termination had changed.  Technological 

advancements coupled with a new national resolve could withstand catastrophic 

battlefield defeats, and nation-states could continue to prosecute war.  Howard 

highlighted the French defeat at Sedan and the Russian defeat at Tannenberg as examples 

of this new phenomenon.  He concluded, “Battles no longer provided clear decision.  

They were trials of strength … measured in terms not simply of military units but of 

national manpower, economic productivity, and ultimately the social stability of the 

belligerent powers.”  It was during the First World War that a nation’s method for waging 

wars assumed a dimension distinct from its way of fighting battles.15   

                                                
13 Ibid, 381. 

14 Michael Howard, “Strategy and Policy in Twentieth-Century Warfare,” in The Harmon 
Memorial Lectures in Military History, 1959-1987, ed. Harry R. Borowski (Washington D.C.:  Office of 
Air Force History, 1988), 350. 

15 Ibid, 350-51. 
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In The American Way of War, Weigley recognized the paradigm-rifting event 

of World War I within the American military establishment.  He observed that Americans 

concluded that “the decision of 1918 seemed to have been not purely military but 

economic, political, and moral as well.”  He added, “The German Empire had collapsed 

not through military defeat alone but because the ability of the German Army to resist 

and the vitality of German public morale and of the German political system were 

mutually dependent, and all collapsed together and influenced each other.”16  Allan R. 

Millett and Peter Maslowski’s For the Common Defense:  A Military History of the 

United States of America agreed with Weigley, but argued that World War I was the line 

of departure from many traditionalist American military practices: 

As the AEF’s generals expected, few of their countrymen appreciated the 
scope and complexity of the American war effort.  Yet for all the AEF’s 
problems, its role in the Allied victory was crucial, and the Americans 
who fought in France, professionals and citizen-soldiers alike, knew they 
had participated in a critical turning point in their nation’s military history.  
They had gone to Europe, and they had fought a mass, industrialized war 
with allies against a modern national Army noted for its expertise.  “Over 
there” they had seen the face of future war.17 

 

Accepting this and fearing the possibility of another war, the United States took 

actions to mitigate the near disastrous effects of the World War’s hasty mobilization.  

Long-held suspicions concerning universal conscription, economic mobilization, and 

                                                
16 Quotation from Weigley, American Way of War, 205; Some may argue that the United States 

had to do this in the Civil War.  This may be somewhat true when Ulysses S. Grant took control of the 
Army, but, as a whole, the decisive battle was still the main objective of both the Confederacy and the 
Union.  This sentiment survived in American military thought, receiving reinforcement from the swiftness 
of the Spanish-American War.  See Weigley, American Way of War, 92-153. 

17 Allan R. Millett and Peter Maslowski, For the Common Defense:  A Military History of the 
United States of America, Revised and Expanded, (New York:  The Free Press, 1994), 376. 
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political unity in time of war subsided, and previously unthinkable ideas received new 

looks.18  Military institutions formerly imbued with a narrower understanding of strategy 

expanded their vision and produced studies that included mobilizing the entire nation.   

The massiveness and immense complexity of such an endeavor forced intellectuals, the 

military, and the government to think about more than just winning battles.  They knew it 

took more than that to win major wars.  At this historical moment, then, a great schism 

grew in American political and military leaders’ practice of waging war and battle, and, 

by extension, its way of war and ways of battle.  

It is important to note the nuance of the above assertion.  It was the practice of 

waging war and battle that was new.  The concepts underlying the republic’s strategic 

outlook, military posture, and, ultimately, way of war that emerged after the First World 

War were not new to American military intellectuals or professionals.  Rather, these 

could be found scattered throughout the military history of the United States.19  To 

demonstrate this, one only has to look as far as Col. William K. Naylor, a general staff 

officer and instructor of Strategy and Military History at the U.S. Army’s General 

Service Schools.  In 1920, he compiled his lectures on strategic principles into a 

published volume.  Naylor intended his Principles of Strategy, With Historical 

Illustrations to be a comprehensive work concerning purely military strategy.  In an 

attempt to narrow the scope of his lectures to that end, Naylor’s introduction explained: 

A knowledge of the art of war is indispensible to the officer.  It was by 
placing himself in this frame of mind that Marshal Gouvin St. Cyr was 

                                                
18 Russell F. Weigley, Towards an American Army:  Military Thought from Washington to 

Marshall, (New York:  Columbia University Press, 1962), 230-39. 

19 Echevarria, Reconsidering the American Way of War, 1-50. 
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able to characterize it as follows: ‘The art of war is an art for the general, a 
science for the officer and a trade for the soldier.’  The study of this art, 
then, should prepare the officer to come to a rapid decision in the difficult 
situations arising in the field less perhaps by the precepts and examples 
with which it acquaints him, than by the method of reasoning, the force of 
will, the energy which it teaches him to develop, and the ability and 
willingness it inculcates in him to make positive and clear cut decisions 
promptly.  An eminent authority has defined the art of war as ‘The art of 
making use of the given means of fighting.’20   
 
Despite this, Naylor could not maneuver away from the non-military 

considerations of national strategy and policy.  In the very next line he wrote:  “In its 

broadest sense it [the art of war] includes all of the activities that have their existence on 

account of war, such as the calling forth of troops and the mobilizing, equipping, training, 

concentrating and actual fighting of them.”21  Naylor’s Principles of Strategy contained 

chapters titled “The Positive Nature of War,” “Methods of Waging War,” “Preparations 

for War,” and “War and Finance.”  Since it was published after the Great War, one would 

assume that the book offered examples of how that conflict had changed the American 

military’s conceptions of war.  This, however, was not the case.  As Naylor disclosed, “I 

merely had an opportunity to assemble the notes I used in the past, supplementing them 

with such reference to The World War as the time would permit.”  World War I simply 

reinforced Naylor’s pre-existing thoughts on war and the coordination of battles to win 

wars.  It did not inspire them.22   

                                                
20 William K. Naylor, Principles of Strategy, With Historical Illustrations, (Fort Leavenworth:  

The General Service Schools Press, 1921), 1. 

21 Ibid. 

22 Naylor, “Table of Contents,” Principles of Strategy, v; quotation found on page 9. 
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 Colonel Naylor’s Principles of Strategy was not exceptional, or, for that matter, 

wholly original.  Rather it conveyed American military officers’ general consensus on the 

ideas surrounding war and battle.  At Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, in 1916, Lt. Col. W.A. 

Holbrook, a cavalry officer and assistant commandant of the Army Service Schools, 

published Notes: Preliminary Conference on Conduct of War.  Much of what Colonel 

Naylor wrote could be found within Holbrook’s Notes, sometimes verbatim.23  Historian 

Thomas Bruscino’s 2013 essay in the Journal of Military History, “Naturally 

Clausewitzian:  U.S. Army Theory and Education from Reconstruction to the Interwar 

Years,” examined this trend in military thought.  He showed that since the Civil War 

American officers’ visions of war and strategy included a keen appreciation of 

characteristics that were far removed from the battlefield.  Weigley’s 1962 classic, 

Towards an American Army:  Military Thought from Washington to Marshall, also 

demonstrated this.  Focusing on the composition of the Army from the American 

Revolution forward, and whether it should be staffed with professionals or citizen-

soldiers, Weigley clearly revealed a continuity within the discourse.24 

Prior to the First World War, however, these ideas were proposed in inchoate 

form, and were never fully developed into working solutions for the American national 

condition.  Most were not detailed, and many often took polemic form.  Take, for 

                                                
23 W.A. Holbrook, Notes: Preliminary Conference on Conduct of War, (Fort Leavenworth:  The 

General Service Schools Press, 1916) received no attribution by Naylor.  On p. 14 of Holbrook’s Conduct 
of War, he retold a story of a Roman general concerning “military critics.”  This was copied directly into 
Naylor’s Principles of Strategy on p. 10.  Similarly, Naylor’s discussions of the economic considerations of 
war were taken from Holbrook.  

24 Weigley, Towards an American Army, 79-223; Thomas Bruscino, “Naturally Clausewitzian:  
U.S. Army Theory and Education from Reconstruction to the Interwar Years,” The Journal of Military 
History 77 4 (October 2013):  1251-75. 
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instance, Maj. Gen. Leonard Wood’s 1916 book Our Military History: Its Facts and 

Fallacies, which lambasted Americans for not appreciating the need for a strong national 

defense policy.  Despite Wood’s penchant for the pejorative, he still managed to convey 

an understanding that war had reached new levels of complexity.  Wood strenuously 

argued that war possessed multiple facets, and required coordination of men and 

resources both on and off the battlefield.  As he put it:  

There is still a general lack of appreciation of the fact that military 
operations, in order to be effective, must be conducted by highly trained, 
well organized and equipped forces, and that such training, organization 
and equipment require much time and must be accompanied by an 
organization of industrial resources, all in complete readiness in advance 
of the day of trouble.25 
 
World War I served as the cauldron into which these ideas were thrown, heated 

by the friction of global war, melted down into their basic elements, and poured into ad 

hoc molds designed for addressing immediate needs, that, upon circumspection, were 

made into permanent fixtures of defense policy.  They emerged resembling their previous 

forms, but were intricately constructed.  The only recognizable characteristic to their pre-

war structure was the language used in their invocation.  As Thomas Kuhn’s The 

Structure of Scientific Revolutions observed during paradigm-changing events, 

“ordinarily [they] incorporate much of the [old] vocabulary and apparatus, both 

conceptual and manipulative, that the traditional paradigm had previously employed.  But 

                                                
25 Leonard Wood, Our Military History:  Its Facts and Fallacies, (Chicago:  The Reilly & Britton 

Co., 1916), 10. 
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they seldom employ these borrowed elements in quite the traditional way.  Within the 

new paradigm, old terms, concepts, and experiments fall into new relationships.”26   

James Sparrow, a historian at the University of Chicago, argued quite effectively 

that World War II had a profound transformative effect on the American polity in this 

regard.  The Second World War, according to Sparrow, fundamentally changed the 

“foundations of national government.”  He contended, “Domestically, warfare replaced 

welfare as the central purpose of the national state.”27  While this may have been true of 

the “everyday” American, the timeline shifted significantly to the left for the United 

States’ national security infrastructure.  The demands of fighting on the Western Front 

challenged and then broke the well-established means of American warmaking.  The 

exponential increases in the size and composition of militaries, the near-complete 

industrialization of warfare, and the postwar geo-political landscape forced Americans to 

recognize that the ad hoc nature of its traditional war practices were obsolete. 

For historians, this ushered in a new requirement for understanding modern war.  

In an essay titled “Strategy and Policy in Twentieth-Century Warfare,” Michael Howard 

observed: 

Today, the history of war is generally seen as an intrinsic part of the 
history of society.  The armed forces are studied in the context of the 
communities to which they belong, on which they react, and of which so 
formidable a share of budgets they absorb.  And their combat activities are 
considered, not as manoeuvres [sic] isolated from their environment as 
much as those of a football game but as methods of implementing national 

                                                
26 Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

1962), 143-44. 

27 James T. Sparrow, Warfare State:  World War II Americans and the Age of Big Government, 
(Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 2011), 4. 
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policy, to be assessed in the light of the political purpose which they are 
intended to serve.28 
 

Many way of war scholars accept this.  In the American Way of War, Weigley explained, 

“If military strategy alone could no longer achieve acceptable decisiveness, then military 

men had to expand their conception of strategy to include more than military factors.”29  

While still maintaining the persistence of his cyclical archetypes, Linn contended that all 

understood the increased complexity of war, but only the Managers “drew the conclusion 

[from World War I] that wars were more than military struggles; they included all aspects 

of national life.” 30  That said, neither Weigley nor Linn changed their analytical approach 

to events that occurred after the World War.  They continued to use tactical thinking and 

actions to describe strategy and policy, blurring the line between war and battle, and, 

ultimately, creating analyses that were, in the case of Linn, too simplistic to explain an 

American way of war.  Weigley’s work, on the other hand, instinctively understood this.  

It had chapters separating naval, air, and land warfare conceptions of strategic thought, 

but it failed to go far enough to differentiate between an American way of war, and the 

individual service’s ways of battle. 

It is reasonable to understand why scholars continued to conflate a way of war 

with ways of battle.  First, the language used to describe military policy, theory, strategy, 

and tactics remained the same, only their practice and meaning took on a much broader 

and deeper scope.  Second, it had historical precedence.  The originator of ways of war 

                                                
28 Howard, “Strategy and Policy” in The Harmon Memorial Lectures, 348. 

29 Weigley, American Way of War, 205. 

30 Linn, Echo of Battle, 149. 
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studies, B.H. Liddell Hart, used battle tactics to champion an anti-continental, indirect 

approach to British strategy in his 1932 book, The British Way in Warfare.  For Hart, 

however, it was less problematic because he discussed British wars before the First 

World War.  In addition, Infantry Journal, the premier American military magazine 

between 1916 and1945, frequently used the term “ways of war” to discuss tactical 

functions of units as well as strategy, defense policies, mobilization efforts, and war 

production.31 

Although often mentioned by military professionals and intellectuals, the terms 

“way of war” and “way of battle” have no official connection to military doctrine, or the 

three levels of war – tactics, operations, and strategy.  Political and military leaders do 

not seek to employ a “way of war,” nor do troop commanders or ships’ captains design 

campaigns using a “way of battle.”  They are not mentioned in past or present military 

publications as factors in decision-making loops, or even while assessing the enemy 

situation.  Where, then, do these oft-repeated terms fit within the practice of war?  In 

short, they do not.  Rather, they remain outside the realm of practical application, and lie 

in the theoretical, cognitive domain.  They are academic terms employed by scholars and 

military professionals to provide an overarching theme to their analyses.  Historian 

Robert M. Citino wrote, “[A] way of war serves as the water in which the human actors 

swim, filled with unstated assumptions and default settings of which they may be only 

dimly aware; it is the envelope of possibilities and expectations in which they live; it is 

‘the box,’ and ‘thinking outside of it’ is not as easy as it sounds.”  In this context, ways of 
                                                

31 B. H. Liddell Hart, The British Way in Warfare, (London:  Faber and Faber, 1932); Table of 
Contents, “Better Ways of War,” in Infantry Journal Reader, ed. Joseph I. Greene, (Garden City:  
Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1943), xv. 
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war and battle are cognitive styles that act as the wellspring from which tactics, 

operations, and strategies are brought forth.32 

Current interpretations of the two terms are wide ranging, and vary in complexity.  

There is a general reluctance among scholars to provide clear definitions and 

characteristics.  The bulletin for the Historical Society, Historically Speaking, published 

papers concerning ways of war from a roundtable discussion that took place in 2010.  

Within this mini-discourse, the three participating historians reviewed the current state of 

ways of war studies with the hope that it would advance the debate over what, exactly, a 

way of war is.  These essays were especially telling not only for their analyses, but also 

for what the historians chose to leave out.  All three did not say what a way of war was.  

Rather, they allowed the needs of their respective narratives to shape a way of war’s 

definition, which, oftentimes, makes for a confusing and ambiguous discourse.33   

Turning towards the war-battle schism in war practices provides the evidentiary 

light needed to illuminate the murky nature of ways of war and battle within the 

American context.  At the conclusion of World War I, Congress passed and the president 

signed into law the National Defense Act of 1920.  This was a signal departure from past 

peacetime military policies, and one that recognized the difference between how the 

nation waged wars and conducted battles.  The National Defense Act of 1920 was an 

                                                
32 Robert M. Citino, “The German Way of War Revisited,” Historically Speaking 11 5 (November 

2010):  20. 

33 The following articles were written after a panel discussion concerning “ways of war” at the 
Historical Society’s 2010 conference at George Washington University:  James Jay Carafino, “Wending 
Through the Way of War,” Historically Speaking 11 5 (November 2010):  25-6; Citino, “German Way of 
War Revisited,” 20-21; Brian McAllister Linn, “The American Way of War Debate:  An Overview,” 
Historically Speaking 11 5 (November 2010):  22-23. 



 

 

46 

evolutionary document, not a revolutionary one.  It not only supported the general 

premise of its 1916 precedent of the same name, but it significantly built upon its 

conceptual and organizational foundations.  A War Department report from1922 

summarized the logic behind its origin: 

Until recent years it has been our policy to maintain the Regular Army at a 
very low strength and then at the outbreak of war to expand its forces by 
sudden enlistment of volunteers for a limited time and to support its efforts 
with a hastily recruited, imperfectly trained, and scarcely organized bodies 
of so-called militia.  That we have paid such great prices for success not 
only in immediate expenses but also in the heavy addition to a continuing 
national debt, was due largely to the lack of training of these hastily 
created forces and to the lack of any previous plans for a general defense.  
Having in mind the enormous cost in blood and in money of the numerous 
wars through which the country had passed, there was evolved in 1916 a 
plan of national defense by which it was hoped through a judicious 
expenditure of funds in time of peace to place the country in a position to 
avoid hereafter and forever in time of national emergency the enormous 
outpouring of dollars by which we invariably had offset the handicap of 
unpreparedness.  Before this plan could be put into effect the country was 
plunged into the World War, demanding a tremendous human effort and, 
because of our unreadiness, involving the heaviest financial cost the 
Nation had ever been called upon to face.  With the experiences of this 
great cataclysm fresh in mind, a revision of the plan of defense was 
undertaken.  This resulted in passage of “the national defense act of 1920,” 
wherein are set forth what are regarded as essentials for proper security of 
the Nation.34    
 
A major difference to highlight concerning the 1916 and 1920 Defense Acts was 

the strategic environment the United States found itself operating.  The National Defense 

Act of 1916 was written and passed within the looming shadow of the Great War, and the 

creeping understanding that America would be brought into its clutches.  The 1920 Act, 
                                                

34 The Progress of the War Department in Compliance with the National Defense Act of 1920, 
(Washington D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1922), 1-2. 



 

 

47 

however, was created after the “war to end all wars.”  While popular sentiment felt that 

the United States would never involve itself in another European war, the National 

Defense Act of 1920 was written almost exclusively for such an occurrence.  An 

existential war with a “first-class power” was its raison d’etre.  Although contemporaries 

and historians gave the 1920 National Defense Act harsh criticism for not going far 

enough in preparing the United States for another world war, none denied that it provided 

the framework for the defense policies of the latter half of the twentieth century.35 

 Reflecting the growing sophistication of war, the National Defense Act of 1920 

added layers of bureaucracy to manage its multifarious parts.  For the War Department, it 

created an Assistant Secretary of War for procurement and industrial mobilization, and 

Chiefs of Infantry, Cavalry, and Chaplains.  The legislation also established the Finance 

Department, Air Service, and Chemical Warfare Service.  The organizational changes 

and additions were meant to integrate, rather than separate efforts, as the old “bureau 

system” tended to do.36  They went beyond the Root Reforms of the early twentieth 

century, although many had foundations within them.  More than ever before, the 

American defense establishment recognized that the war leader’s problems tended to be 

much different than those of the battlefield commander, and those problems had to be 

dealt with in time of peace in order to be prepared for war.  At the opening ceremonies 

                                                
35 For a discussion on how Americans were affected by World War I and resistant to a war in 

Europe, see Jennifer D. Keene, The United States and the First World War, (New York:  Longman, 2000) 
and Doughboys, the Great War and the Remaking of America, (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 2001); For the significance of the National Defense Act of 1920, see Weigley, Towards an American 
Army, 239-41, and American Way of War, 208-10; James E. Hewes, Jr., From Root to McNamara:  Army 
Organization and Administration, 1900-1963, (Washington D.C.:  Center of Military History, 1975), 50-71. 

36 Hewes, From Root to McNamara, 51-2. 
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for a new class at the Army Industrial College on February 26, 1924, Assistant 

Secretary of War Dwight F. Davis explained, “In modern warfare, munitions are essential 

to the success of the army.  An army consists in effect of two parts – manpower and 

munitions and one is useless without the other.”37  Another Assistant Secretary of War, F. 

H. Payne, echoed this understanding when he spoke to the Army War College on January 

6, 1931: 

 In 1920 Congress endeavored to apply the lessons of the World 
War in directing a reorganization of the War Department.  In doing so it 
did not consider for a moment the abolition of the General Staff as a 
planning agency for military [underline in original] matters simply 
because strategic and mobilization plans were lacking in 1917.  Why then 
was there set up a special agency for developing plans not strictly military 
in nature?    
 When a military man considers questions of supply he is 
principally concerned with its storage, transportation, and distribution 
stages.  In bygone times, when munitions were largely obtained by 
individual effort, or by capture from the enemy, the military man could 
also largely accept responsibility for the procurement stage of supply.  But 
today satisfaction of military requirements in munitions demands the 
properly coordinated employment of a nation’s productive resources 
[underline in original]. 
 Modern war is thus essentially dual in nature – combatant and 
industrial.  Planning for war should take into consideration this dual 
character of war itself.  That is, the Federal Government in time of peace 
must devise methods for organizing industry promptly upon the outbreak 
of war, as well as for placing trained armies in the field.38  
 

                                                
37 Dwight F. Davis, “Opening Address at the Army Industrial College” (lecture, Army Industrial 

College, Washington, D.C., February 21, 1924), p. 1, National Defense University Digital Archives, 
https://digitalndulibrary.ndu.edu/cdm/compoundobject/collection/icafarchive/id/42819/rec/1, Accessed 
February 12, 2013. 

38 Payne, “Speech to Army War College,” ed. Holt and Leyerzapf in Eisenhower Prewar Diaries, 
148-49. 
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The National Defense Act of 1920 created a bridge between peace and wartime 

American defense policies.  Whereas prior to the First World War, it was easier to see 

war and peacetime distinctions, afterwards it became increasingly more difficult.  There 

was continuity within defense organizational structures, budgetary considerations, 

strategic outlooks, and naval and military postures.  America was not at war, but it was 

constantly preparing intellectually and physically for its next bout. The dreams of the 

Preparedness Movement and organizations such as the National Security League were 

realized, although many at the time did not recognize the victory. 39    

The defense policies developed were relatively sophisticated, and designed with 

the American condition in mind.  Controlled extemporization and adaptation during war 

were key ingredients, and planned for during times of peace.  In 1926 at the Army 

Industrial College, Col. Frank A. Scott, the former Chairman of the General Munitions 

Board and War Industries Board during World War I, as well as a member of the 

college’s Honorary Board of Advisors, delivered a lecture that captured the essence of the 

new defense policies.  He was introduced to the class with these remarks: 

There is, perhaps, no other person in the United States who has as much 
practical knowledge as Colonel Scott of the chaos and confusion that must 
inevitably accompany such an effort as mobilization of industry for a 
major war when such a war comes to a people who have not used 
reasonable foresight in planning for such an emergency…. I think I can 
say that no one else in this country has the past and present knowledge of 
Colonel Scott.40 

                                                
39 Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State:  The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military 

Relations (Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 1957), 270-314. 

40 Frank A. Scott, “Improvisation as a Resource in Modern War” (lecture, Army Industrial 
College, Washington, D.C., April 9, 1926), p. 1, National Defense University Digital Archives, 
https://digitalndulibrary.ndu.edu/cdm/compoundobject/collection/icafarchive/id/47480/rec/81, Accessed 
February 13, 2013. 
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 Scott’s talk, titled “Improvisation as a Resource in Modern War,” demonstrated 

how deeply the need to embrace wartime improvisation within the American context was 

understood.  He contended: 

 Nor can we overlook the fact that improvisation has a deeper 
significance than saving time, hastening supply, or affording greater 
convenience, important as these may be.  Its relationship to national forces 
and impulses, that are little understood, is profound.  That this point has 
not been stressed by historians or soldiers should only make more keen 
our interest in it. 
 THE WAR SPIRIT OF THE NATION FOUND EXPRESSION IN 
EVERY HELPFUL FIELD OF ACTIVITY, AND THERE WAS NO 
DEMAND MADE UPON OUR PEOPLE, FOR EITHER SERVICE OR 
SACRIFICE, THAT DID NOT MEET WITH AN IMMEDIATE 
RESPONSE.  IT WAS THIS, PRIMARILY, WHICH MADE POSSIBLE 
CONTROL AND DIRECTION BY IMPROVISED AGENCIES 
[capitalization in original]. 
 Improvisation, in its relationship to large masses of people, has the 
psychological and political advantages that it encourages initiative, 
stimulates intensely mass activity, and creates substantially no harmful 
political reaction.41 

 
 The military establishment implicitly knew that the American political system, 

and, most importantly, its polity would not accept the costs in money and manpower 

necessary to maintain a military organization similar to any country in Europe in the 

absence of an existential war.  Because of this, the Army, Navy, and civilian 

policymakers desired to create plans that embraced innovation, adaptation, and initiative.  

It was planned improvisation that was sought after, not the ad hoc, haphazard kind that 

comes with a knee-jerk reaction to wartime necessity. 

                                                
41 Scott, “Improvisation,” 18. 
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This type of planning not only existed at the Army Industrial College, but also 

at other military educational institutions.  The Army War College was designed to 

develop commanders and their staffs as thinking leaders, willing to find solutions through 

collective action in response to critical needs.  The desire to create meaningful 

relationships prior to war lay at the heart of the War College’s mission.  Secretary of War 

Newton Baker during his remarks at the opening of the Army War College in 1920 

declared: 

There are things taught on the battlefield, there are things taught in staff 
operations in actual warfare, there are things taught in life as we live it 
which never find their way into books, which are only handed down by 
personal contact, which are felt rather than said, which are communicated 
by early tradition.  It is your assembling thus and your communication 
with one another, your contact, your preservation of traditions, your 
gathering together and perpetuating those lessons, your dissemination of 
those lessons throughout the Army, that is of vast importance.  It is an 
object, therefore, which justifies your closest study in the formal operation 
of the College and requires your association as fellow students upon the 
most democratic and helpful basis in order that you may secure here not 
merely what your instructors can communicate in formal lectures, but that 
far subtler thing which enriches the life of a man who lives among a group 
of men, whose experiences he can acquire by contact with them.42 
 

 The value in developing these relationships was twofold.  First, the response time 

to wartime contingencies would be greatly reduced because individual experiences that 

made some better at improvisation than others would already be collectively shared.  

These experiences were the “traditions” that Secretary Baker addressed.  Second, the 
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procedure for making complex decisions based upon staff work was dynamic, and 

would be well rehearsed.  Although unforeseen, situational changes could be quickly 

addressed by individuals indoctrinated into such a system. 

Historians often overlooked this planned improvisation within the post-World 

War I American defense establishment.  They mostly attributed the swiftness of 

America’s ability to adapt during World War II to either the entrepreneurial spirit of the 

people, or it was the byproduct of a Darwinian pressure to survive and be victorious.  

Scholars generally dismissed the interwar period to pursue theses rooted in the Second 

World War, or concentrated on the more pure intellectual engagements of the interwar 

peace.  By doing so, the causal links between happenings during World War II and the 

interwar period were not found.  This is why after 1918 an American way of war, and its 

component ways of battle can only be determined by examining both its peace and 

wartime defense practices.43   

American ideals of governance sought the separation and subordination of the 

military to its civilian masters, but modern war complicated this relationship.  In far 

greater numbers, policy makers and military leaders had to work closer together to ensure 

national survival.  After World War I, politicians relied heavily upon military leaders’ 

advice.  As the Second World War approached, they continued this practice, and often 
                                                

43 Examples of historians who overlook interwar developments in favor of the combat of World 
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Russell A. Hart, Clash of Arms:  How the Allies Won in Normandy (Boulder:  Lynne Rienner Publishers 
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Second World War are Linn, Echo of Battle; Kenneth Finlayson, An Uncertain Trumpet:  The Evolution of 
U.S. Army Infantry Doctrine, 1919-1941 (Westport:  Greenwood Press, 2001); and William O. Odom, After 
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adopted military leaders’ recommendations wholesale.  Naval and military requests 

may not have passed congressional or presidential scrutiny without alteration, but the 

general intent, design, and effectiveness of such requests remained intact.  Even the 

limitations imposed by the Washington Naval Treaties did not greatly reduce the U.S. 

Navy’s effectiveness.  In fact, according to historian John T. Kuehn, “The treaty system 

unintentionally kept the United States from building a less capable fleet.”44   

With the connections between policy makers and military leaders strengthening 

after World War I, the composition of a way of war, unlike that of a way of battle, 

contains considerations far removed from the sites of future combat.  It is particularly 

focused in the realm of civil-military relations.  Samuel P. Huntington wrote in his 

seminal The Soldier and the State:  The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations 

that civil-military relations were one aspect of national security policy.  Separating 

national security policy into three forms – military security policy, internal security 

policy, and situational security policy – Huntington contended that all three had two 

distinct functional levels that were hierarchically organized.  The institutional policy level 

“deals with the manner in which operational policy is formulated and executed,” while 

the operational policy level, “consists of the immediate means taken to meet the security 

threat.”  Civil-military relations, according to Huntington, “is the principal institutional 

component of military security policy.”45  

                                                
44 John T. Kuehn, Agents of Innovation:  The General Board and the Design of the Fleet that 
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Military security policy is determined through an intricate set of relationships 

between political, military, and public organizations and individuals.  Thomas Mahnken, 

historian at the U.S. Naval War College, critiqued many ways of war studies for their 

failure to capture the importance of this dynamic interplay of competition groups.  His 

Technology and the American Way of War since 1945 traced the evolution of weapons 

development from theory, design, congressional budget fights, to individual service 

implementation.  In a quasi-technological deterministic argument, Mahnken suggested 

that examining the entire weapons procurement process led to a greater understanding of 

how Americans waged wars.  He believed that armies, navies, and air forces fight the 

way they do largely because of the restrictions placed upon them by their material 

resources.  Defense policy, in turn, was dictated by technological capabilities and 

limitations more than ideological, political, or societal considerations.46  

A way of war, thus, can be visualized as a series of negotiations occurring among 

agents of change at the higher echelons of the State.  The public is seated on the 

periphery, ever watching, but hardly ever engaging except when the costs appear to 

outweigh the benefits of a proposed change.  The polity at that moment takes its place at 

the head of the table, and the agents of State must demonstrate the critical need for such a 

change.  They must sell to the American public why this new sacrifice is warranted, 

whether it is an individual’s life in service to the State, or property taxed to pay for troop 

deployments, training, and weapons.  Creating a narrative surrounding those negotiations 

is the heart of a way of war.  To this end, there are four distinct areas that require study to 
                                                

46 Thomas G. Mahnken, Technology and the American Way of War Since 1945, (New York:  
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determine an American way of war after 1918 – (1) military intellectualism (strategic 

and operations oriented), (2) civil-military relations, (3) policy formulation, and (4) 

policy implementation.  Below is a definition of a way of war, and explanations for each 

of its characteristics: 

Way of War-The way the United States operates at the highest levels to offset the 
balance of power in its favor 
 
 Elements of a way of war 

1.  Military Intellectualism:  This is focused on operational and 
strategic level (both national and military) writings that may 
influence the nation’s conceptualization of war. 

 
2. Civil-Military Relations:  The interaction between military leaders 

and their civilian masters in budgetary matters, policy 
determination, and any other aspect of civil-military relations is 
addressed here. 

 
3. Policy Formulation:  National policy is formed through the 

interaction of many different agents.  How and why that policy 
was formulated, and the ideals behind it are necessary to 
understand a way of war. 

 
4. Policy Implementation:  The implementation of national policy 

often looks completely different then when it was conceived 
during its formulation.  The opportunity to examine 
extemporization when an ideal policy statement meets the 
contingencies of reality is available here. 

 
The principal parties responsible for the execution of the United States’ way of 

war are the armed forces.  Prior to the National Security Act of 1947, federal law 

recognized only two, the Army and Navy.  The Air Force and Marine Corps were not 

legally seen as separate services until then (the Marine Corps, however, is still housed 

within the Department of the Navy).  From the First World War, an infant American air 

force emerged.  The National Defense Act of 1920 solidified its importance and 
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established an air service branch within the U.S. Army.  Aviation components existed 

in both the Navy and Marine Corps, but only within the Army did the aviation branch 

attain sufficient size to warrant discussions of it becoming a completely separate service.  

In addition, the Marine Corps marched away from the trenches of the Western Front with 

a general recognition that it was capable of fighting as an effective land-based infantry 

force.  Its prior service as colonial infantry gave it a reputation for providing an 

adventurous life and a vehicle for optimizing one’s manhood, but the Great War brought 

it into the fore of national defense discussions.47   

Contrary to a way of war, ways of battle are exclusively found within the military 

sphere.  It is among the services, their branches, and individual units that ways of battle 

reside.  Each service, based primarily on its principal technological means of fighting, 

carries with it a shared vision of how it is supposed to implement national security policy.  

Like all shared visions, organizational outsiders as well as insiders constantly challenge 

it.  There is, however, a surprising resiliency to these service-oriented visions that often 

obscures similarities between them.  Many histories highlight differences among the four 

services, but few highlight their commonalities.48  Although mostly bounded by service 

lines, ways of battle sometimes cross them, and continuities of thought, culture, and 

organizational operations can be found. 

                                                
47 Russell F. Weigley, History of the United States Army (New York:  MacMillen, 1967), 411-14, 
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Culture, according to the 2008 U.S. Marine Corps doctrinal publication, 

Operational Culture for the Warfighter:  Principles and Applications by Barak A. 

Salmoni and Paula Holmes-Eber, was “the shared world view and social structures of a 

group of people that influence a person’s and a group’s actions and choices.”  Culture 

affects every aspect of the way an army and navy thinks, trains, and fights.  As Adrian R. 

Lewis posited in The American Culture of War:  “Military organizations develop 

doctrines and technologies to employ their forces in battles and campaigns in ways that 

are culturally regular and achieve the desired results.”  Lewis continued, arguing, 

“Organizations with long life-spans, such as the US Army and Navy [sic], possess 

subcultures that influence behavior and the decision-making of indoctrinated 

individuals.”  For Lewis, there were two components required to conduct an appropriate 

analysis of an armed service – cultural and operational.  Both are intrinsically connected 

to the effectiveness of the organization.49 

This dissertation argues that a way of battle, as with a way of war, is a cognitive 

style, existing outside the boundaries of practice.  Rather, it exists within what Samuel P. 

Huntington called the “military mind.”50  That is a collective paradigm that is shared 

among individuals within a group.  At times, that paradigm could be part of the accepted 

majority, or what Post-Modernist theorists label the “hegemonic discourse.”  At others, it 

could be held within the minority or silent majority, emerging only when opportunity 

                                                
49 Barak A. Salmoni and Paula Holmes-Eber, Operational Culture for the Warfighter:  Principles 

and Applications (Washington D.C.:  Marine Corps University Press, 2008), 36; Adrian Lewis, American 
Culture of War:  The History of U.S. Military Force from World War II to Operation Iraqi Freedom (New 
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arises for a Kuhnsian-type paradigm shift.  A way of battle contains characteristics that 

are similar to that of a way of war.  It straddles the Socratic world of ideal forms and the 

reality of their imperfect copies.  There are four aspects of a way of battle:  (1) military 

intellectualism (tactical and operationally oriented), (2) organizational culture, (3) 

preparation for battle, and (4) conduct of battle.  What follows is a definition of a way of 

battle, and a description for each of its component parts: 

Way of Battle-The way a subordinated entity (usually a particular service such as 
an Army or navy; a branch of that service like the infantry or artillery; or units 
within those branches) uses force to compel the enemy to do its will51 
  
 Elements of a way of battle 

1. Military Intellectualism:  This is focused on tactics and operational 
level writings that may influence a unit, branch, or service’s 
thinking about battle. 

 
2. Organizational Culture:  Determining the culture of an 

organization is necessary to understand how and why it acts the 
way it does.  It is the lens through which indoctrinated individuals 
see themselves and make decisions. 

 
3. Preparation for Battle:  This includes service training and 

education and is essential for describing the way a military enters 
combat, how it performs, and how it adapts over time.52   

 
4. Conduct of Battle:  The efficacy of peacetime thought and 

practices can explain why a service emerges from conflict with a 
way of battle that is unchanged, altered, or completely scrapped. 

 

                                                
51 In this case, a “subordinated entity” means that the group must be a part of a larger controlling 

organization, which is considered to be at war.  

52 Battle is loosely defined and can be used to describe any type of military action such as 
counterinsurgencies, and humanitarian operations.  In twenty-first century warfare, military operations 
other than war are accepted as part of the way a military implements national policy.  Prior to this, when 
the military performed such missions they were regarded as an anomaly, rather than the norm.   
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The armies and navies that existed after the Great War were structured so that 

military professionals, career military officers, held senior leadership positions.  In other 

words, commanders with royal blood, or commanders who were politically appointed 

were the exception, rather than the rule.  Senior leaders usually must begin their careers 

at the lowest commissioned rank, or, in exceptional cases, within the enlisted ranks.  Carl 

H. Builder described this relationship in The Masks of War:  American Military Styles in 

Strategy and Analysis: 

The institutional self-interests are most evident in peacetime and among 
the senior officers of the services.  It is the ‘fathers’ of the institution who 
must look after their institution’s well-being, for they have been entrusted 
with its care; the junior members of the institution will look to them to 
ensure the future of a healthy and nationally important institution.  The 
warriors, as ever, are most evident among the younger members of the 
institutions; and they generally leave it to the institutional fathers to look 
to the institution’s future while they hone their warrior skills for today.53 

 
The military is one of a handful of organizations in the world that requires its senior 

leaders to pass successively from lowest to highest ranks.  From the very start of their 

careers, professional officers are imbued with their respective services’ way of battle.  As 

they receive promotions, these officers, whether consciously or subconsciously, carry 

with them the way of battle into which they were indoctrinated.  That way of battle then 

informs a nation’s way of war.   

The relationship between a way of war and way of battle is hierarchical.  Ways of 

battle are subordinate to an American way of war, and their summation facilitates the 

historians’ creation of the nation’s way of war historical narrative.  Ways of battle are 

                                                
53 Builder, Masks of War, 12-3. 
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usually competitive, especially when used as rationalizations for requests for more 

manpower, resources, and status within national strategy.  If a superficial glance is taken 

across the interwar period, several competing paradigms stand out.  The two most 

prominent examples are the Army Air Corps’ belief in the bomber verses the U.S. Navy’s 

dogmatic reliance on the capital ship as the first line of strategic defense, and Linn’s 

Managers, Guardians, and Heroes within the U.S. Army.  The first is illustrative of such 

antagonisms falling between the services while the second is exemplary of how they can 

occur within the same service.  Another example, one that is neglected by the 

scholarship, shows how a way of battle can cross service lines.  The U.S. Army, 

specifically its U.S. Infantry branch, and the U.S. Marine Corps’ shared a vision of land 

combat forged in the crucible of the Great War.  It was specifically built around the belief 

in the primacy of the infantry in modern war.  It is with this last consideration, that this 

dissertation is concerned. 

The “way of war” and “way of battle” constructs were developed to standardize 

an analysis of America’s infantry forces.  Their creation was required after empirical 

evidence demonstrated that an accurate a history of infantry development between 1918-

1945 could not be written from either the Army or Marine Corps perspective.  It must be 

told in a joint narrative, otherwise the tandem dynamic that drove innovation could not be 

realized.  The Army and Marine Corps’ relationship has been remembered in history as 

highly contentious, and much mythology surrounds these storied institutions.  The way of 

battle construct systematizes the analysis and adds a layer of objectivity not usually 

attained when comparing two highly competitive organizations.  Without such 

standardization, the significance of the post-World War I Army/Marine Corps 
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relationship would not be fully realized.  In chapter three, the concept will be further 

explained while the origins of an inter-service infantry-centric way of battle is explored.  

As that proceeds, it is important to keep in mind that this particular way of battle was one 

of a few that fed a much larger, national paradigm, an American way of war. 
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CHAPTER 3: THE PRIMACY OF INFANTRY, 1918-1929 

 
It is this:  Marines are, primarily soldiers, though they do perform some of the duties of sailors…. Does not 
the sailor become an infantryman when armed with the rifle and operating on shore…. In a word, he 
becomes an infantryman – a soldier. 

Lt. Col. William F. Spicer, “A Plea for a 
Marine Corps Drill Book,” Marine Corps 
Gazette, December 19181 
 

After World War I, an emergent infantry way of battle intimately connected two 

seemingly distinct institutions, the U.S. Army and U.S. Marine Corps.  The combination 

of facing the same battlefield problems on the Western Front, and the unprecedented 

amalgamation of Marine officers within Army units led to similar realizations on the 

requirements for waging battle in modern war.  The shared experience of battle, 

specifically infantry combat, cemented the building blocks of the inter-service 

relationship.  Rather than heralding this as an example of inter-service cooperation, it was 

tacitly accepted, and soldiers and Marines treated it so cavalierly that it has been 

overlooked by much of the current scholarship.  This relationship between the Army and 

Marine Corps did not spontaneously emerge amid the trenches or the open warfare 

attacks of the First World War.  There was a long precedent of Marine officers and units 

working closely with Army officers since the American Revolution, mostly as infantry.  

The following chapter examines the historical roots of this infantry connection and how, 

ultimately, it led to the primacy of infantry within both institutions.  The infantry’s 

dominance on the modern battlefield was the foundation of the organizational culture of 

both the U.S. Army and Marine Corps. 

                                                
1 Lt. Col. William F. Spicer, “A Plea for a Marine Corps Drill Book,” Marine Corps Gazette 3  

(December 1918):  309-12. 
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 The infantry way of battle that dominated the interwar period enjoyed mutual 

acceptance across service lines.  For the Army, defense planning, materiel procurement, 

manpower mobilization, force structure, and doctrine all emanated from a collective 

belief in the infantry as the arm of decision in modern battle.  In spite of competing 

paradigms, historians generally agreed that this was the case.2  Scholars of Corps history, 

however, have not explored the Corps’ development beyond its escapades as colonial 

infantry, or its propensity to focus on amphibious operations.3  Subsequently, they have 

yet to examine how Marines envisioned themselves fighting when engaged in prolonged 

ground combat against a modern opponent.  For doctrine, training schema, and infantry 

weapons systems, the Corps tended to look towards the Army.  Historian Keith B. Bickel 

suggested: “The Army’s influence can be seen in the same ways that it is seen in the 

Marine Corps School curricula.  Army texts are overtly referenced as the source of 

doctrine for individual tasks that did not comprise the major military measures [of the 

Marine Corps].”4  Bickel did not observe a historical anomaly.  Beginning as early as 

1885 with the first edition of the Marines’ Manual, the Marine Corps quoted verbatim 

                                                
2 Kenneth Finlayson, An Uncertain Trumpet:  The Evolution of U.S. Army Doctrine, 1919-1941 

(Westport:  Greenwood Press, 2001) and John K. Mahon and Romana Danysh, Infantry, Part I:  Regular 
Army, Army Lineage Series (Washington D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972) all describe how 
the infantry was the dominant combat arm after World War I.  David E. Johnson, Fast Tanks and Heavy 
Bombers:  Innovation in the U.S. Army, 1917-1945 (Ithaca:  Cornell University Press, 1998) and George F. 
Hofmann, Through Mobility We Conquer:  The Mechanization of U.S. Cavalry (Lexington:  The University 
Press of Kentucky, 2006) provide commentary on alternative, competing ways of battle found within the 
interwar Army. 

3 The definitive history of the United States Marine Corps, Allan R. Millett, Semper Fidelis:  The 
History of the United States Marine Corps (New York:  Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1982), 727-53, has 
a detailed essay on sources showing this historiographical trend. 

4 Keith B. Bickel, Mars Learning:  The Marine Corps’ Development of Small Wars Doctrine, 
1915-1940 (Boulder:  Westview Press, 2001), 251. 
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from Army doctrine.5  That started a tradition that remained intact until after the 

Second World War. 

The materialization of the infantry way of battle within the Army and Marine 

Corps occurred through historical experiences unique to each institution.  One must 

remember that these were still two separate organizations with different missions, chains 

of command, and force structures.  Additionally, they both went to great lengths to 

maintain those differences, especially for fear that a budget-conscious Congress would 

perceive redundancy and either cut their funding, or, in the case of the Marine Corps, 

legislate it out of existence.6  That said, both services maintained efforts at the micro-

level to learn from one another.  Led mostly by junior and mid-level officers, these 

institutional networks went far beyond plans, doctrine, and materiel.  A collective 

understanding, or consciousness, developed over time.  The focal point of that 

consciousness was the infantry.  Through the creation of a common history, language, 

doctrine, and culture, the Army and Marine Corps coalesced into political action groups, 

mutually supporting each other in a quest for dominance within their own organizations 

as well as in the larger context of American defense policy.   

Some scholars have labeled World War I as the first industrial war, where entire 

armies of soldiers and workers were mobilized in an attempt to out-compete each other’s 

production of men for slaughter and the materiel they needed to fight.  Man, as some 

                                                
5 Howard K. Gilman, Marines’ Manual (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1885), 

1-5. 

6 John A. Lejeune’s The Reminiscences of a Marine (Philadelphia:  Dorrance and Company 
Publishers, 1930), 473-7 describes his fight to maintain the Marine Corps as an intact service during his 
time as Commandant of the Marine Corps. 
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contemporaries argued, became subordinated to the machine, just as in factories at the 

beginning of the Industrial Revolution.7  The skilled warrior, proficient in fieldcraft and 

marksmanship, was no longer needed due to the effects of massed artillery and machine-

gun fire.  Automatons, controlled by masters armed with gunnery tables, weather maps, 

intricate artillery fire plans timed to the second, airpower above, and detailed, methodical 

attack and defense orders, were required to keep the armies, veritable factories of battle, 

running.   

As many historians noted, Americans rejected this image of battle outright.  

Modern war remained a human endeavor for Americans.8  In The AEF Way of War:  The 

American Army and Combat in World War I, Mark Ethan Grotelueschen criticized 

General Pershing’s emphasis on the infantryman, his rifle, and bayonet as the decisive 

factor in war, and cited it as an example of American officers’ rejection of the 

technological developments of the modern battlefield.  “As far as the AEF high command 

was concerned,” Grotelueschen wrote, “the Army’s human-centered prewar doctrine was 

to govern American operations in Europe, at least during offensive operations.”9  For 

Americans, men waged war, and the outcome of battles depended upon the collective 

actions of individuals, not the actions of a mindless, programmed collective body.  Brian 

                                                
7 For a general discussion of the American approach to the strategy of World War I see Russell F. 

Weigley, The American Way of War:  A History of United States Military Strategy and Policy 
(Bloomington:  Indiana University Press, 1973), 192-222. 

8 John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson’s On Infantry, Revised Edition (Westport:  Praeger, 
1994,) 123; Finlayson, Uncertain Trumpet, 1-9; William O. Odom, After the Trenches:  The 
Transformation of U.S. Army Doctrine, 1918-1939 (College Station:  Texas A&M University Press, 1999), 
23-37. 

9 Mark Ethan Grotelueschen, The AEF Way of War:  The American Army and Combat in World 
War I (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 2010), 32; Quote of Pershing’s order from Ibid. 
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McAllister Linn captured this spirit in Echo of Battle when he chose the “Hero” 

persona for one of the three archetypes of the professional Army officer.  Because Linn 

was principally concerned with the impact of these officers had on strategy and defense 

policy, he did not attribute their manifestation to any particular branch’s political sway or 

culture.10  That said, there is no doubt the infantry branch exerted a strong influence on 

the development of Linn’s Hero.  

The fundamental assumption underlying most American warfighting paradigms 

during the interwar period was that man was the focal point of war.  Any challenges to 

the hegemony of this human-centric model met a slew of rational, and, sometimes, 

irrational arguments.11  Then-Maj. George S. Patton, Jr.’s 1931 Infantry Journal article, 

“Success in War,” illustrates this defensive posturing.  Patton opened his article by flatly 

stating, “War is an art.”  He went on to argue that despite technological progress, man 

controlled his own destiny in war.12  In 1936, Lt. Col. Walter R. Wheeler, an infantry 

officer, published The Infantry Battalion in War:  A Study of the Infantry Battalion, Its 

Company and Attached Units, and the Relation to it of Supporting Arms and Supplying 

Elements, which declared:  “Oddly enough, this increasing use of machines in warfare 

has had the result of more firmly convincing us [Americans] that warfare is waged by 

men.  As the power of individuals to kill increases, we find fewer individuals on the 
                                                

10 Brian McAllister Linn, The Echo of Battle:  The Army’s Way of War (Cambridge:  Harvard 
University Press, 2007), 1-9. 

11 Finlayson, Uncertain Trumpet, 1-23; Odom, After the Trenches, 23-30; Although focusing 
principally on the American military after the Second World War, Adrian R. Lewis’s The American 
Culture of War, 2nd ed. (New York:  Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group, 2012), 24-64 discusses this 
phenomenon in depth. 

12 George S. Patton, “Success in War,” in The Infantry Journal Reader (Garden City:  Doubleday 
& Company, Inc., 1943, 258. 
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battlefield, but such as are there are charged with heavy responsibilities.”13  This 

sentiment was no less prevalent at the higher echelons of the Army.  On the eve of the 

Second World War, Chief of Infantry Maj. Gen. George A. Lynch vehemently argued in 

a lecture to the Army War College: 

We ought definitely to reject the theory, so current in many armies, 
that a rifle company is merely a collection of so many automatic rifles, 
that every man in the rifle squad exists only for the purpose of operating 
the automatic rifle, furnishing it with ammunition, or defending it from 
attack.  We want the man in the front line to be a fighting man, not an 
ammunition carrier.  We want him to feel that the issue of combat depends 
upon his personal conduct.14 

 
The branch system tended to reinforce this particular notion of warfighting.  In the 

U.S. Army, officers were commissioned within a particular branch of service.  Their 

branch became part of their identity, and, in fact, it was their primary means of self-

identification.  They were not Army officers, but infantry officers, artillery officers, and 

cavalry officers.  With the exception of staff duty, which was required at different times 

for various lengths in a career, they remained within their respective arms holding a 

variety of troop command assignments.  Very little branch crossover occurred.  It was not 

until appointment to general that an officer could drop his branch designation from his 

title, and replace it with “U.S. Army.”  In The Masks of War:  American Military Styles in 

Strategy and Analysis, Carl H. Builder used guilds as a comparative model for 

conceptualizing the Army branch system.  He maintained that each branch was an 
                                                

13 Walter R. Wheeler, The Infantry Battalion in War:  A Study of the Infantry Battalion its 
Company and Attached Units and the Relation to it of Supporting Arms and Supplying Elements 
(Washington, D.C.:  The Infantry Journal, Inc., 1936), xxvi. 

14 George A. Lynch, “The Infantry,” Lecture delivered to the Army War College Class 1938-9, 14 
March 1939, Box 1, File 3, George A. Lynch Papers, U.S. Army Military History Institute, Carlisle, PA. 
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“artisan of war,” and that they were “forged [together] by history and the nature of war 

into a mutually supportive brotherhood of guilds.”  Builder further described this 

relationship in the following excerpt: 

The Army sees itself, ultimately, as the essential artisans of war, still 
divided into their traditional combat arms – the infantry, artillery, and 
cavalry (armor) – but forged by history and the nature of war into a 
mutually supportive brotherhood of guilds.  Both words, brotherhood and 
guilds, are significant here.  The combat arms or branches of the Army are 
guilds – associations of craftsmen who take the greatest pride in their 
skills, as opposed to their possessions or positions.  The guilds are joined 
in a brotherhood because, like brothers, they have a common family bond 
(the Army) and a recognition of their dependency upon each other in 
combat.15  
 
A harmonious relationship did not always exist between the branches.  As a 

whole, however, the prevailing belief among the Army’s elite was that this myopic 

system made the Army more proficient.  Company and field grade officers raised in such 

an environment became masters of their specialties.  For their employment in battles and 

campaigns, general officers need only to know the limitations and capabilities of the 

different arms, not the specifics of tactics, techniques, and procedures.  The senior officer 

of each branch was the subject matter expert that advised the commanding general in all 

things that concerned their arm of service.  In 1912, Capt. Charles W. Weeks, an infantry 

officer, described this phenomenon when he wrote the following in Infantry Journal: 

The division is the smallest formation in which the three arms of the service 
are combined for coordinate action.  Its commander must be familiar with the 
powers and limitations of infantry, artillery, and cavalry, and must know how 
to direct their action so as to draw from them their maximum efficiency.  It is 

                                                
15 Carl H. Builder, The Masks of War:  American Military Styles and Strategy Analysis (Baltimore:  

Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989), 33. 
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not often possible for an officer, by the time he reaches the grade of general 
officer, to have served with all three branches, and consequently he must be 
trained in some other way than by experience.  Where division commanders 
and their subordinates have been brought up in one school, so that they hold 
similar views on the conduct of war, it makes but little difference what the 
project or what the blunders; their mutual confidence and sense of 
cooperation will give the Army to which they belong a moral superiority over 
armies less tightly knit.16 

 
Writing in the years leading up to the Great War, Weeks recognized the changing 

nature of battle that required the cooperation of all arms.  He argued, “It has only been 

within recent years that the necessity for cooperation between the arms of the service has 

been felt …. Many instances could be cited where the arms did not coordinate for this 

purpose, and in most cases the mistakes made were due to an improper appreciation of the 

necessity for mutual support either on the part of the commander, or the subordinates.”17  As 

the War Department watched the drama of 1914 unfold and morph into stalemate in the 

West, it released Official Bulletin No. 3 in 1915 concerning the cooperation of the infantry 

and artillery.  The order stipulated, “It is necessary that infantry officers receive some 

instruction in artillery tactics; otherwise cooperation is impossible.  And one of the chief 

lessons of the war is that cooperation between infantry and artillery must be perfect to 

guarantee success.”18   

The necessity to cooperate was solidly implanted within all U.S. Army branches after 

when war came to America in 1917.  By the time the armistice was signed, however, it was 

                                                
16 Captain Charles W. Weeks, “Team Play,” Infantry Journal, 9 (November-December 1912): 

364. 

17 Ibid., 364-5. 

18 War Department Bulletin No. 3 was quoted in Colonel L.W.V. Keenon, “Shrapnel and Infantry 
Formations,” Infantry Journal, 9 3 (November-December 1915): 565. 
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not inter-branch cooperation that was required, but the subordination of other branches to 

the needs of the infantry.  The Field Service Regulations, 1923 made this quite clear within 

its description of the combat arms.  It stated, “The coordinating principle which underlies the 

employment of the combined arms is that the mission of the infantry is the general mission of 

the entire force.  The special missions of other arms are derived from their powers to 

contribute to the execution of the infantry mission.”19    

Marines did not have specialized branch designations for officers, or military 

occupational specialties until just prior to the outbreak of the Second World War.  The 

Corps expected them to be proficient in both naval and military tasks.  It is important to 

note, here, the use of the word “military.”  Many scholars apply the word “military” 

anachronistically to identify any or all of the armed services.  This was not how the term 

was used prior to the Second World War.  When contemporaries invoked the word, it 

meant the tasks usually assigned to a land army.  The name of the Army’s service 

academy at West Point, New York, is United States Military Academy, not United States 

Army Academy.  There were two distinct spheres of warfare, one naval and the other 

military, and rarely did they overlap.  Within the halls of Congress prior to the National 

Security Act of 1947, there was a Military Affairs Committee specifically charged with 

that of land warfare, and a Naval Affairs Committee tasked with examining naval issues.  

Although there were improvements in organizational connections, the Army and Navy 

operated relatively independent of each other until World War II.  They answered 

questions of defense within their own direct naval and military spheres only when 

                                                
19 U.S. War Department, Field Service Regulations, 1923 (Washington D.C.:  U.S. Government 

Printing Office, 1923), 11. 
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operational conditions forced their cooperation.   Tactically, this was not the case for 

the Marine Corps.  It had to straddle the two spheres by balancing its military mission in 

a naval environment. 

During the days of sail, the Marine Corps’ raison d’etre was to maintain 

shipboard discipline, deliver harassing musket fire in ship-to-ship engagements, and 

provide personnel for boarding parties, landing forces, and, at the discretion of the ship’s 

captain, naval gun crews.  At the end of the nineteenth-century, the Corps’ missions 

began disappearing.  The advent of coal-fire boilers ushered in the emergence of steam-

powered ships, which required a higher quality sailor to maintain.  Marines were deemed 

no longer necessary to protect the ship’s captain from mutiny, or discipline an especially 

rowdy crew.  The increased range of naval ordnance made close-in ship-to-ship fighting 

obsolete, thus, eliminating the famed Marine in the fighting tops.  Ship-to-shore landing 

parties remained the only task within the Marines’ purview.  This dwindling mission-set 

made the Corps feel it faced imminent extinction.  According to Jack Shulimson in The 

Marine Corps’ Search for a Mission, 1880-1898, Marines sought salvation by finding 

new ways to serve the U.S. Navy.  In an attempt to save the institution, the Corps lashed 

itself directly to the American sea service, and, by assuming roles normally assigned to 

bluejackets onboard ships, it fell under the Navy’s protective fiscal umbrella.  Any 

attempt to take Marines off ships met strong resistance from the Corps and its devotees, 

particularly in Congress.20   

                                                
20 Jack Shulimson, The Marine Corps’ Search for a Mission, 1880-1898 (Lawrence: University 

Press of Kansas, 1993), 203 
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Shulimson’s work demonstrated that by the beginning of the twentieth-century 

Marine officers professionalized their service.  This was due to external pressure from 

their naval counterparts, not, necessarily, from within their own ranks.  The conservative 

nature of the officer corps gave way to an exceedingly progressive push from senior 

naval leaders.  Shulimson maintained, “Navy officers … for the most part, were 

responsible for this redefinition and development of the Marine jurisdictional links” that 

assured the Corps’ continued existence.  He continued, “The Marine Corps’ nexus with 

the Navy … made for the uniqueness of the Marine officer.”21  Marine officers, 

Shulimson reasoned, were “concern[ed] with military discipline, tactics, and questions of 

enlisted morale and desertion rates … similar to those of Army officers …. If the Marine 

officer had had to depend only on these acquired professional traits [as that of the Army 

officer], he and his Corps would have disappeared entirely or been absorbed completely 

by the Army.”22  It was the naval character of the Corps’ military mission that provided 

for the institution’s survival.   

Historian Allan R. Millett observed, “The War with Spain was a historic 

watershed moment for the Corps.”  However small the contribution of the Marine Corps 

was to the war effort, it included all the elements that made it the institution it was to 

become.  The Corps mobilized combat units faster than the Army, albeit in smaller 

numbers.  It seized and defended an advanced base for the Navy, which reinforced its 

                                                
21 Ibid. 

22 Ibid., 208-9. 
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usefulness to participants and spectators alike.  And, perhaps most importantly, news 

outlets willingly participated in touting the military prowess of Marines.23   

During the Spanish-American War, friction and the lack of cooperation between 

the Army and Navy resulted in several operational failures.  According to historian David 

F. Trask, it was not poor guidance from Washington that accounted for this.  Rather, 

Trask suggested, “The difficulty in 1898 stemmed from inexperience and the lack of a 

coherent doctrine to guide command decisions required in joint operations.” 24  As a 

result, the Joint Army-Navy Board was created in 1903. The Board sought to bring the 

military and naval spheres together strategically.  This culminated in the Board’s most 

significant success – the 1904 Joint Army-Navy Planning Board’s first globally focused 

national war plans.  For all the infighting that occurred between the Army and Navy, the 

Corps was successful at cooperating and operating with both.  They remained on the 

periphery of the institutional collisions, and, as an additional benefit, the Navy saw an 

increased value in having a sea-oriented military unit at its command.  The effect of this 

was that the Corps emerged from the war with an increased sense of focus on its military, 

as opposed to its naval organizational tasks.25 

With the United States taking on the role of an imperial power after the Spanish-

American War, the mission of policing the empire fell to the U.S. Marines.  The Corps, 

rather unwillingly according to Millett, transformed itself into “colonial infantry,” and 
                                                

23 Millett, Semper Fidelis, 134. 

24 David F. Trask, The War with Spain in 1898 (New York:  Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 
1981), 291. 

25 For the complete breakdown of the Army and Navy’s command tension see Trask, The War 
with Spain, 72-91, 196-224; A discussion of the importance of the Spanish American War for the Marine 
Corps see Millett, Semper Fidelis, 134-140. 
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shifted its focus towards military government, civilian population control, riot control, 

and light infantry patrolling in a small war tactical environment.  These were all aspects 

of a constabulary force that was landlocked and separated from sea service.  The only 

connections between Marines and their naval roots were that, at the beginning of a 

campaign, they were delivered ashore via naval transport, and throughout the entire 

operation on land they fell under the overall command of naval officers. 26   It was at this 

time that Marines began to think of themselves as a military unit first, and a naval unit 

second.  The Corps’ infantry combat during the First World War solidified its self-

identification as an organization of infantrymen, and Marine officers began to realize that 

their interests aligned more with the Army, than the Navy.   

Marine Maj. Edward W. Sturdevant’s 1919 Marine Corps Gazette article on the 

training requirements of officers revealed the Corps’ evolving sense of self after World 

War I.  Sturdevant discussed the deficiencies within two distinct groups of Marine 

officers.  The two groups were, one, the “junior officers” who came into the service 

during the World War, and, two, the “older officers” who did not see service in Europe.  

The junior, war officer was not trained in the intricacies of military and naval law, and 

they had no proper schooling for sea duty that every Marine officer experienced at some 

point during his career.  More dire than that of the junior officer, Sturdevant implied, 

were the plight of the more senior officers.  He observed, “Another feature of the 

situation is the fact that many of the older officers have been on foreign tropical service 

during the recent war and have not, therefore, had opportunities to keep abreast with 

                                                
26 Millett, Semper Fidelis, 147-287; Shulimson, Search for a Mission, 202-210. 
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modern military training, of course through no fault of their own.”  The riff between 

the groups needed rectification to make sure Marine officers where trained in the 

“methods of modern war.”  These methods, according to Major Sturdevant, were based 

upon the proper employment of infantry.27 

Sturdevant suggested, “In considering what subjects should be held essential to 

every Marine Officer’s education, we may go on the assumption that the main work of 

the Marine Corps is that of infantry, sea-going infantry, but nonetheless infantry.  It 

therefore follows that infantry subjects will take up the largest part of the required 

course.”  He explained further, “By infantry was formerly meant a body of foot soldiers 

armed with rifle and bayonet.  But the introduction of grenades, automatic rifles, trench 

mortars, 37-mm guns, etc., has made infantry a very complex organization…. It is still 

true, however, that the fire effect of the rifle is the principal weapon of infantry.”  Despite 

this, Sturdevant proposed that the required training subjects of infantry entail “the use of 

practical problems of infantry, machine guns, and artillery.”  He was adamant that 

modern battle could not be successfully waged without the cooperation of all arms.28  

A 1925 Marine Corps Gazette article by Marine Brig. Gen. Dion Williams, a 

recognized intellectual within the Corps, demonstrated how Sturdevant’s observations 

remained entrenched in that organization’s self understanding.  Williams wrote about the 

technological demands of the modern battlefield and how the Marine Corps’ service 

during World War I required drastic changes.  Williams opined: 

                                                
27 Maj. Edward W. Sturdevant, “A System of Instructions for Officers of the Marine Corps,” 

Marine Corps Gazette 4 (September 1919): 232. 

28 Ibid., 232-3. 
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From the very nature of his service the Marine must be an all around 
soldier, and in addition he must have a considerable knowledge of the 
duties of the sailor. While for many years the Corps was regarded as 
essentially a mobile body of light infantry, conditions imposed by changes 
and improvements in arms, weapons and methods as the result of 
experience in war and in peace-time manoeuvres, have made it necessary 
to organize and train certain auxiliary arms and services to support the 
infantry and cooperate with it. This has been accomplished in the Marine 
Corps Expeditionary Forces by the organization and training of the 
necessary units of artillery, signal battalions, tank companies, gas 
companies, anti-aircraft companies, and aviation units; and this necessary 
action has greatly complicated the question of training in the Marine 
Corps.29 
  

The expanded strains of modern battle, however, did not create the rigid branch system 

favored by the Army.  General Williams maintained that the Corps was different than the 

Army.  This was due to organizational restrictions imposed by the nature of the Marine 

Corps’ mission, not any institutional superiority.  Marine bravado against the Army may 

have been at the heart of barroom brawls amongst veterans, agenda driven newspaper 

reporting, and the Corps’ recruiting propaganda, but, as will be demonstrated, Marine 

officers maintained a healthy respect for their Army counterparts, particularly their 

infantry brethren.   

Further along in the article, Williams described the Corps’ heavy reliance on the 

Army for its training methods and doctrine.  As he put it, “The Training Regulations for 

the U.S. Army cover very completely all of the training required for the different arms 

and services which go to make up field armies and their component organizations, and 

these regulations, in so far as they apply, have been adopted for the Marine Corps.”  In 

                                                
29 Brigadier General Dion Williams, “Marine Corps Training,” Marine Corps Gazette 10 

(December 1925): 134. 
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the following passage, General Williams maintained that Army doctrinal application 

was limited only because of the organizational differences between the Army and Marine 

Corps: 

In this connection, however, it should be remembered that these Army 
Training Regulations have been drawn up to accord with the organization 
of the Army into various permanent arms and services and they 
undoubtedly fulfill their purpose in an admirable manner; while the 
organization of the Marine Corps is necessarily such that its personnel is 
required to be versed in the requirements of many different arms and 
services, since with the limited size of the Corps and the requirements 
under its mission it is not practicable to permanently divide it into the 
different arms and services. On this account the Training Regulations as 
promulgated for the Army may have to be modified to some extent when 
applied to the training of the Marine Corps.30 
 

 In order to focus the Corps’ efforts, it emphasized that Marines were to be 

competent in all their tasks, be it naval or military.  This was unlike the Army where one 

branch, the infantry, dominated the others.  Book No. 2 of the Marine Corps Educational 

Series, published in 1919, illustrated how Marines thought of themselves and their 

service.  It declared, “When you are entitled to wear this device on hat, cap or helmet it 

means you are a U.S. Marine trained as an infantryman, artilleryman and signalman, and 

that you know many of the duties of the sailor.  All Marines enlist as Marines and not for 

any particular branch of the Marine Corps Army.  Yes, the Marine Corps is an Army.  

The Army of the Navy!”  Written for recruitment purposes, the Marine Corps 

Educational Series contained considerable hyperbole.  The Corps’ declaration that it was 

an “Army of the Navy” did not go unnoticed by the editors of the Infantry Journal, who 
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proclaimed, “We disagree considerably with some statements herein made.”31  The 

pamphlet’s description, however, demonstrated that the Marine Corps Publicity Bureau, 

which published the series, and, by extension, the Corps’ senior leadership who approved 

its publication, believed there was enough difference between the Army and Marine 

Corps that Congress would not perceive any mission overlap that would jeopardize the 

Corps’ survival. 

Despite the recruitment rhetoric, a strong understanding existed within the Corps 

concerning the importance of infantry after World War I.  The 1921 and 1926 Marine 

Corps Manuals, the doctrine in which officers and men were expected to be fluent, 

supported Major Sturdevant’s reflections of modern battle.  It professed, “Infantry is the 

foundation on which the Military Structure [sic] is built.  It is the first duty of every 

Marine officer, therefore, to make himself a good infantryman.”  As a caveat, however, it 

explained, “This does not mean that it is necessary for officers to devote all of their time 

to the study of Infantry tactics.  During the years of peace, officers have at their disposal 

ample time in which to become proficient in all branches of the profession of arms…. 

Broadly speaking, there is in the Marine Corps no separation of the line and staff.  All are 

Marine officers, and all duties Marine Corps duties.”32  The 1940 Marine Corps Manual 

emphasis on infantry went even further by stating the following: 

The basis of training in the Marine Corps is infantry, in which every 
officer and marine [sic] will acquire the highest possible proficiency 

                                                
31 Book No. 2 of the Marine Corps Educational Series was quoted in “Varied Ground – Marine 

Corps Publicity,” Infantry Journal 16 1 (July 1919): 159. 

32 Page 31 of the 1921 Marine Corps Manual was quoted in “Notes from the Chief of Infantry,” 
Infantry Journal 22 1 (January 1919): 68.  This same quote was found in the 1926 Marine Corps Manual 
(Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1926), Section 5, Page 1. 
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within the scope of his rank.  Complementing this basic training, it is the 
policy of the Marine Corps to give each officer and marine every 
opportunity to become proficient in all the duties required of marines at 
sea.  Upon this foundation further training in the various arms and services 
requisite to the general mission of the Marine Corps will be given.33 
 
Prior to the First World War, infantry was only mentioned in Marine Corps 

doctrine in terms of drill and marksmanship.  The Marines’ Manual, 1885, written by Lt. 

Howard K. Gilman, described the very basics of being an enlisted man.  This was the first 

manual of its kind for Marines, and, according to Shumlinson, “Marine officers trained 

enlisted men, ‘by the book,’ and [that] book was Gilman’s Manual.”34  At no point did it 

mention the prominence of infantry, or any of the other combat arms associated with the 

Army.  It was a compilation of Navy and Army orders, regulations, and training 

guidelines governing Marines’ conduct afloat and ashore.  A subsequent book by the 

same author titled, Naval Brigade and Operations Ashore, contained no emphasis on the 

infantry.35  The military mission of the Corps before World War I did not place emphasis 

on the infantry. 

The First World War became the historical moment where the Marine Corps 

pushed away from the collective protection of the Navy, and began identifying itself as 

primarily a land fighting force, an infantry force.  In “A Plea for a Marine Corps Drill 

Book,” Lt. Col. William F. Spicer vehemently argued that Marines were “soldiers” and 

should be thought of as a military organization, not a naval unit.  Spicer’s 1918 Marine 

                                                
33 Marine Corps Manual (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1940), 121. 

34 Shulimson, Search for a Mission, 74. 

35 Gilman, Marines Manual, 1-6; Howard K. Gilman, The Naval Brigade and Operations Ashore 
(Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1886) 1-3. 
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Corps Gazette article was straightforward, and it acknowledged:  “It is this:  Marines 

are, primarily, soldiers, though they do perform some of the duties of sailors,” and that it 

was “in the nature of a misfortune, or a mortification, namely, that the soldier must study 

a sailor’s drill book.”  As Spicer contended, “No criticism is here intended of the Naval 

drill book … the Corps should have its own drill book … its text put into appropriate 

military terms and words; its plates [pictures] made to represent, preferably, Marines, but 

anyhow soldiers; and have it include the Army and Navy drills.”  Lamenting further, 

Spicer remarked:   

If the sailor is to be drilled in ‘infantry’ (as it is usually expressed) for 
possible service ashore, why should he not receive the same instruction 
that the soldier does, for whom the prescribed drill has been carefully 
thought out and digested by professional soldiers?  Unless the sailor is 
supposed to fight his country’s battles as an infantryman on board his ship, 
what possible difference can there be in his status when landed for 
operations on shore, from that of the soldier or the Marine on the same 
duty?  Does not the sailor become an infantryman when armed with the 
rifle and operating on shore.... In a word, he becomes an infantryman - a 
soldier.  His instructions, therefore (for field work), should be the same in 
all respects as that given the soldier.36 

 
It is important to note the language Spicer used.  It became a linguistic convention 

for Marines to make “soldier” synonymous with “infantryman” in both written 

and oral communication.  Following this habit, every time a Marine was called a 

soldier he imagined an infantryman. 

Spicer’s “Plea” set off a flurry of articles that provided commentary on the 

operational relationship of the Marine Corps with the U.S. Navy.  Particularly revealing 
                                                

36 Spicer, “Plea for a Marine Corps Drill Book,” Marine Corps Gazette, 312; Spicer’s article was 
supported by Captain Gustav Karow, “An Additional Plea for a Marine Corps Drill Book,” Marine Corps 
Gazette, 4 (March 1919): 38-41. 
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was that the articles did not attack Spicer’s description of the Corps as primarily an 

infantry force, or its heavy reliance on Army doctrine.  Marine Maj. William P. Upshur, 

who sat on the board of officers that drafted the Navy’s Landing Forces Manual, 1918, 

countered Spicer by proclaiming this new manual was not, “a repetition of the older 

manual, that [was] not suitable for the Marine Corps and that its provisions [do not] differ 

from, and are contradictory to, the provisions of the [U.S. Army’s] Infantry Drill 

Regulations and other Army manuals which have been followed in the Marine Corps 

since America entered the European War.”  Upshur believed that a “significant majority 

of Marine Corps officers” harbored sentiments similar to Lieutenant Colonel Spicer.  He 

felt compelled to defend the Landing Forces Manual.  Rather than arguing that the new 

manual was a Marine manual in the sense that it was unique, and written for the elite 

warriors of the Marine Corps, Major Upshur strenuously argued that most, if not all, of 

the manual came directly from U.S. Army publications.  In the instances of variance, he 

clearly laid out the reasons for the Marine manual’s divergence from Army doctrine.  In 

the section concerning bayonet training, for instance, Upshur reported the “instructions 

were used in place of those prescribed in the [Infantry] Drill Regulations of the Army 

because the Drill Regulations Board was informed that this system had been adopted by 

the Army.  The information was authoritative and came from the Commandant of the 

Army School at Plattsburg, who was himself a member of the Board that compiled the 

I.D.R. of the Army.”37 

                                                
37 Major William P. Upshur, “A Marine Corps Drill Book,” Marine Corps Gazette 4 2 (June 
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Soldiers and Marines, whether the contingents were large or small, had fought 

alongside each other since the days of the American Revolution.  When fighting together, 

Marines fought under the overall leadership of an Army commander.  Marines of all eras 

recognized that a certain amount of mission overlap existed between the two services, but 

this did not cause a significant rift between them.  Before World War II, Marines 

generally felt confident enough in their uniqueness as a sea-going fighting force to openly 

adopt U.S. Army doctrine, regulations, and organizational standards.  The Marine Corps 

Gazette, the professional journal for Marines since 1916, covered this connection to the 

Army quite frequently.  Oftentimes, Gazette editors went to great lengths to find those 

connections.  In one instance, the editors republished a letter written on February 23, 

1852, by twelve Marine sergeants to Brigadier General Commandant Archibald 

Henderson.  The letter pleaded for the adoption of Army chevron placement on Marine 

uniform.  Marine Corps Gazette reprinted the following excerpt in 1931: 

We, the undersigned non-commissioned officers of the Corps, now at 
headquarters, would most respectfully solicit your permission to wear the 
chevron designating their rank, above their elbows as described in the 
Army Regulations. Our reasons for asking this is: First, our partiality to 
the pattern above the elbow; second, the inconvenience and expense of 
shifting them whenever we leave this station as they are worn differently 
on almost every station except headquarters, and when we are at sea it is 
also expected that we should wear them as prescribed by the Army 
Regulations. This will insure uniformity in the wearing of the stripe on all 
the stations and prevent the possibility of our being designated as corporal 
[by soldiers], which has frequently been the case heretofore.38 
 

                                                
38 “The Marine Corps Chevron,” Marine Corps Gazette 15 (May 1931): 63. 



 

 

83 

The Gazette’s decision to publish the letter was significant for two reasons.  First, the 

editors thought their Marine officer readership would find it interesting that sergeants 

wanted to adopt Army Regulations.  Second, it seemed reassuring at that time to draw 

attention to the historical ties that bound the Army and Marine Corps to each other.   

Senior leaders of the Corps made those associations to the Army as well.  The 

legendary Commandant Maj. Gen. John A. Lejeune tied the origins of the Marine Corps’ 

combat prowess directly to joint operations with the Continental Army, and not the Navy.  

In 1923, Lejeune penned a historical sketch of the Marine Corps for the United States 

History Association, which began:   

Joining Washington on the eve of the battles of Trenton and 
Princeton, this powerful, well-trained battalion of Marine regulars proved 
a force of inestimable worth in the conflicts that followed, their heavy 
casualty list attesting to the severity of the fighting in which they were 
engaged.  After these battles this Marine battalion remained with the Army 
throughout the remainder of the Revolutionary War, serving brilliantly 
through the long land campaign to its victorious conclusion, while their 
comrades at sea participated in the victories of Barry, Hopkins and John 
Paul Jones.39 

 
Lejeune went on to explain the Navy-Marine nexus that was so critical for its institutional 

survival.  Despite its inaccurate depiction of the Corps’ contribution to the Revolutionary 

War effort, the passage is illuminating.  Lejeune opened his history with the Corps’ 

service in Army formations.  With this, he signaled the Marine Corps’ willingness to 

justify its military roots to service with the Army. 
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Along the same vein, the third issue of the Marine Corps Gazette, which 

appeared in September 1916, featured an article titled, “Field Service in the Civil War: 

Squadron Marines in Combined Operations.”  The product of an unnamed author, the 

article contained only two paragraphs discussing “military and naval services” fighting 

together in the reduction of field fortifications.  It primarily recounted the Corps’ actions 

while working under U.S. Army command as infantry.  The article stated:  

From the outbreak of the Civil War, however, until its close, there were 
but two well-known instances in which the Marine Corps fought in the 
field under conditions that exactly approximated those under which the 
Army carried out the great bulk of its fighting.  In the first of these the 
Marines were not associated with the Navy, but fought as a battalion 
detached for duty with the Army.  It was not an auspicious debut under 
such circumstances for the occasion was the first Battle of Bull Run where 
the Federal forces were routed.40 

 
Within the above article, the author referred to Marines as “Regulars,” which was 

a word used exclusively for the Army at that time.  Soldiers used the term as an 

indication of professionalism.  “Volunteers,” citizen soldiers raised for the duration of a 

specific war, were considered amateurs, and scorned by Army professionals.  Being a 

Regular meant possessing the discipline, proficiency, and pride that did not exist in 

volunteer units.  Edward M. Coffman’s classic social history, The Regulars:  The 

American Army, 1898-1941, detailed the evolution of the American “Regular” Army, and 

how it was born from the ashes of the Spanish-American War.  Coffman concluded, 

“there was the pride in the company and the regiment.  Men would fight, as did soldiers 

in the Sixth Infantry with men of the Second Infantry who insulted their regimental crest 

                                                
40 “Field Service in the Civil War:  Squadron Marines in Combined Operations,” Marine Corps 

Gazette 1 3 (September 1916): 290-91. 
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during a maneuver in 1934.”  These soldiers’ uniforms were squared away, and their 

campaign hats were worn with great pride.  They spent a significant amount of time in 

overseas garrisons, particularly in the Pacific, and were hardened by the harshness of a 

military life.41 

Only two short years after the publication of the 1916 article, the Marine Corps 

fielded a unit within a Regular Army division.  The 2nd Division became home to the 

Marine Brigade.  These Marines fought alongside an Army brigade of doughboys from 

the first to the last battles the American Expeditionary Force.  Soldiers of the 2nd Division 

accepted Marines as being worthy of the title, “Regular.”  Artillery officer John D. Clark, 

a member of the 2nd Division, spoke proudly of being a part of this “Regular Army” 

division.  Clark’s unpublished memoir described the 2nd’s welcome home parade in New 

York City in 1919.  He remembered fondly “When the 2nd Division marched up Fifth 

Avenue, it was strictly a Regular Army parade.  Twenty-eight thousand troops marched 

in solid lines almost from curb to curb in perfect step and with eyes fixed straight to the 

front.”  Clark emphasized he observed no lapses in discipline during the march, no matter 

the circumstance, “I saw a woman – evidently a mother – cry out to a young soldier who 

was in line near me but he did not even turn his head.  Any reunions were of short 

duration and were limited to the hourly ten minute stops.”  According to Clark, the 2nd 

Division behaved much better than the two National Guard divisions who preceded it in 

the line of march.42 
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Within the U.S. Army, the cavalry, infantry, and artillery branches clashed 

often.  Historian Brian McAllister Linn noted this when he wrote, “Outside the Corps of 

Engineers, the army was divided by parochial jealousies among the combat branches of 

infantry, cavalry, and artillery (usually referred to as the ‘line’), who were united only in 

their mutual detestation of the ‘staff’ bureaus composed of administrative and technical 

specialists.”43  In 1846, Henry Halleck, a military intellectual and future U.S. Army 

General-in-Chief during the Civil War, quoted Napoleon’s memoirs in a book he wrote 

called Elements of Military Art and Science:  “Rivalry and emulation have always existed 

between the infantry and cavalry.”44  Although he was a volunteer aide, and not a 

Regular, Col. Theodore Lyman provided another example supporting Linn’s description.  

In 1864, he served on the staff of Maj. Gen. George G. Meade, commander of the Union 

Army of the Potomac.  In a letter home, Lyman wrote: 

[B]ehold the whole of Merritt’s division of cavalry, filling in from a side 
road, and completely closing the way!  That’s the way it is with those 
cavalry bucks: they bother and howl about infantry not being up to support 
them, and they are precisely the people who are always blocking the 
way…They are arrant boasters, and, to hear [Maj. Gen. Philip H.] 
Sheridan’s Staff talk, you would suppose his ten thousand carbineers had 
crushed the entire Rebellion.  Whereas they are immediately cleared out, 
the moment they strike a good force of footmen, and then they cry wolf 
merrily.  The plain truth is, they are useful and energetic fellows, but 
commit the error of thinking they can do everything and that no one else 
does do anything.45  

 
                                                

43 Linn, Echo of Battle, 20. 

44 Henry Halleck, Elements of Military Art and Science (New York:  D. Appleton & Company, 
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Historian Edward M. Coffman’s seminal book, The Old Army:  A Portrait of the 

American Army in Peacetime, 1784-1898, recounted similar resentments between 

branches.  During the Army personnel drawdown period of 1870, an artillery colonel in 

command of a regiment recommended “a good, honest well-meaning” first lieutenant 

who was “utterly unsuitable for the Artillery” to be sent to an infantry regiment.  The 

colonel opined, “It would be better to transfer him into the infantry – where his duties 

would be more simple.”  Coffman noted, “Contempt for that other branch would not 

permit him [the artillery colonel] even to capitalize its name.”46   

This contentious relationship among the branches persisted through the decades.  

In 1911, Maj. George H. Shelton, editor of  Infantry Journal, declared, “One of the our 

greatest military evils has been the lack of sympathy and understanding between the 

arms.  Each arm has struggled for itself, for its own growth and development.  This has 

tended perhaps toward a kind of spirit de corps [sic] within each arm, but altogether an 

evil kind, and wholly destructive to the principles of military organization and to 

efficiency of the army as a whole.”47  Capt. Franck D. Ely, an infantry officer, authored a 

1912 Infantry Journal article titled, “Prestige,” that revealed how the infantry was 

neglected by the other branches despite its immense importance.   He asserted, “Judged 

on past achievements the Infantry is first in her immense wealth of accomplishment, 

valor, and power.”  Ely continued, “Her heroic dead heaped on memorable battlefields 

bear proof of her determination and her ability to do and die.  No other arm counts such 
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signal success, nor such terrific losses; no other arm has so widely and so generously 

contributed to history.  Ever the strength of armies, the glories of war are hers.”  This 

sentiment was still present after the First World War for the article was reprinted in 1923 

with the editor’s note, “There are so many thoughts in it that apply to our service 

conditions today that we are republishing it with the hope that it will fall on fertile ground 

and be of as much interest to our readers as it has been to us.”48 

After World War I, the existing lines of distinction drawn between the combat 

arms were made wider.  Combat was the penultimate experience for the infantryman, and 

those that emerged alive after an engagement became part of an exclusive fraternity.  

Entry into that group of battle-tested warriors gave a man immediate credibility.  A clear 

line existed between those who went “over there,” and those who did not.  Historian 

Brian McAllister Linn used Capt. Joseph M. Scammell to exemplify the “heroic” school 

of thought found within the interwar Army.  While labeling him a “brilliant if 

inconsistent thinker,” Linn, nevertheless, emphasized Scammell’s knack for capturing the 

interwar Army officers’ sentiments.49  In a 1922 article, Scammell described a 

psychologically divided American Army when he said, “That those who did not get 

across envied those who did was natural and gratifying.  That those who got to the front 

were envied by those who were engaged in routine and often unpleasant duties in the 

S.O.S. [Services of Supply] was to be expected.”  He continued saying that “[those] 

actively engaged in the pursuit of glory and of Huns [were] considered lucky by those 
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who felt old age creeping over them as they hunted vainly for enemy craft off San 

Diego and Cavite.”  There was a sting of resentment that divided, rather than united the 

victorious American Army.50 

Officers who missed out on combat, and, more specifically infantry combat, faced 

the prospect of having their military credentials challenged.  Captain Scammell went to 

great lengths to confront that problem, observing at one point: 

That the experience gained [in combat] confers a great advantage 
is an obvious but mistaken conclusion.  The World War took place under 
peculiar conditions that are not likely to be duplicated, at least in our 
generation…Largely in one theater of this war, on the western front, our 
soldiers had experience in only one or two phases of the war – the 1918 
campaigns.  It is well to remember also that the majority of our soldiers 
were limited to one aspect of war – a pursuit of an enemy fighting 
rearguard actions.  
 While it is perfectly true that if even in these restricted spheres 
they did gain some experience in actual warfare, it is equally true that the 
majority thereby were placed in a position where only unusual intellectual 
balance can preserve them from a distorted and perverted conception of 
modern warfare, and that officers who were farther away have the 
compensating advantage of a truer perspective.51 
 

Scammell did not speak for all those who never saw combat, nor for all those who did.  

The importance of his essay are the pains he took to neutralize the divide between combat 

and non-combat veterans. 

Further in Captain Scammell’s article, he spoke of the jealousies that were present 

during the Great War.  He recounted, “rivalry was keen and spirited; it existed between 
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all ranks, all branches of the service, between services, between units, between allies; 

and especially between combat troops, the S.O.S. [Service of Supply], and the soldiers in 

the states.”  These divisions, if kept within balance, were “for the most part wholesome.”  

They were illustrative of the presence of espirit de corps that served as motivators for 

troops.  Gen. Charles P. Summerall, artillery officer and future Army Chief of Staff, 

described a similar resentment between the combat troops and those of higher 

headquarters when he wrote after his retirement, “[a]s throughout the war, there was an 

impassable gulf between GHQ [General Headquarters] and the troops.”52  Scammell, 

however, contended that after the war the “rivalry in our services often broke the bounds 

of moderation and of good manners and degenerated into fruitless and acrimonious 

controversies.”  In particular, he cited the “silly ‘Who Won the War’ discussion … the 

fierce hatred of M.P.’s … and the Army-Navy-Marine three-cornered duel,” as examples.  

Scammell dismissed them all as having been resolved in the years immediately following 

1918.  The only one that had not disappeared was the intense jealousy between the 

stateside United States Army, Services of Supply, and the American Expeditionary 

Forces (AEF).53    

The AEF overwhelmingly consisted of infantrymen, and that sort of soldier 

became the iconic image of the AEF.  Great concern existed among the Army Infantry 

that the accolades given to an infantryman would be the same as those bestowed on a 

member of another combat arm or non-combatant.  This fear manifested itself in concern 
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over the proper use of the label “doughboy.”  American infantrymen had been called 

doughboys since the early nineteenth century, but newspapermen were calling all AEF 

personnel doughboys.  In an editorial published in the AEF newspaper Stars and Stripes, 

an anonymous cavalry officer related, “I have noticed a tendency lately, not only in your 

excellent paper, but in others to call all American soldiers Doughboys.” He pronounced 

that, “The ‘Queen of Battles’ is entitled to her full credit, and it is manifestly unfair to her 

to have her fair name applied indiscriminately to all those who wear the same uniform as 

her gallant sons.”54   Warming to his throne, this officer issued the following declaration: 

Now, I, a Regular of another branch, a follower of tradition, burdened with 
a ‘Prussianized West Point mind,’ respectfully request that you start a 
crusade in your own columns and among the other papers to call each man 
by his own name as it is printable.  There are three good reasons for this 
request: 

1. The American Infantryman, and no other man, is a Doughboy 
2. History made by our infantry is theirs, and the credit for it 

should be given to them and not all wearers of the same 
uniform. 

3. We of the other branches are not Doughboys, we don’t want to 
be called Doughboys, and we don’t want to have any honors 
thrust upon us that belong to others.55 

 
The editors of the Infantry Journal happily reprinted this piece in their pages.  To 

accompany the reprint, they composed a response that thanked the cavalry officer for his 

“straightforward appeal,” remarking that if more officers were like him, “We will then 

have a corps of officers with no petty jealousies, wearing no disguise, ready to support 

the Infantry, and yet remain true to their own arms.”56   

                                                
54 “The Right Spirit,” Infantry Journal 15 (May 1919):  913. 

55 Ibid., 913-4. 

56 Ibid., 914. 
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Army officers often used a crude statistical analysis, or “calculus of sacrifice,” 

to determine which combat arm carried the burden of the Great War.  The branch that 

endured the more brutal and horrific living conditions, lived closer to the front, and 

sustained higher casualty figures coupled with an increased amount of success against the 

Germans was said to have contributed the most to ultimate victory.  On June 13, 1919, 

the New York Times printed an editorial that exemplified how the calculus of sacrifice 

could be used.  The piece opened with a forthright statement:  “Statistics now available 

show that in the American forces, of the battle deaths, amounting in all to a little over 

46,500, the Infantry had a little less than 42,000, the comparatively small remainder 

being divided among all the other branches of the service, with the Artillery standing 

second and the Engineers third in the list of total losses.”  The editorial argued that the 

previous casualty ratio that were spread out more evenly between the combat arms of 

infantry, cavalry, and artillery drastically changed in World War I, mainly due to the 

increased use of cannon, and the little, or no use of cavalry.  The consequence of the 

exponentially disproportionate increase in the amount of infantry casualties meant “an 

elevation in the prestige of the Infantry as compared with the Artillery, the Engineers, and 

the Cavalry.”  The unknown editorialist concluded by pronouncing, “It is the Infantry, 

now, that come the most frequent and the greatest opportunities to win glory, and, 

incidentally, to earn the swift promotion that every real soldier values so highly as the 

reward of his services, the consolation for his hardships.”57  

                                                
57 The New York Times article written June 13, 1919 was quoted in “Varied Ground – Infantry 

Prestige Strengthened,” Infantry Journal 16 (August 1919): 158. 
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Institutionally, the Army seized upon these numbers, and infantry officers 

demanded more resources from the War Department.  In an article calling for an infantry 

school, Lt. Col. Paul B. Malone, an infantry officer, sought a more visual demonstration 

of the infantry’s losses.  He quite literally let the numbers “do the talking.”  In a neatly 

depicted bar graph showing casualties by branch, the infantry’s losses appeared enormous 

compared to the cavalry, artillery, and engineers.  The infantry sustained 89.4 percent of 

total battle casualties for the American Expeditionary Forces in Europe.  The artillery had 

the next highest casualty percentage with 4.8 percent.  Malone then showed that of the 

entire infantry force that went into the trenches 31 percent became casualties.  There was 

no doubt the infantry suffered the most when the next closest casualty percentage was the 

engineer branch with only 5.8 percent of its total lost.  After providing such a compelling 

visual representation of the calculus of sacrifice, Malone launched into an assault on the 

War Department’s neglect of the infantry.  He asserted, “Every other arm of service has 

in America a center of instruction which the latest thought for that arm may be taught,” 

while “There does not exist in America a single infantry school, except the arrested 

Benning project which got under way so late that it was caught by the armistice.”58  The 

Infantry Journal staff deployed a similar approach using tabulated data.  Deviating from 

The New York Times, however, Infantry Journal’s tabulations separated out Marines and 

machine gunners from Army Infantry.  As a caveat, the editors noted, “The Marines 

served as infantry.  Machine gunners were attached to the infantry (and should be part of 

                                                
58 Lt. Col. Paul B. Malone, “The Need of an Infantry School,” Infantry Journal 26 (November 
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the infantry – to make a separate corps is a mistake).  The casualties in the Medical 

Corps and Signal Corps undoubtedly were mostly among those attached to the 

infantry.”59 

If any doubt persists as to what branch emerged from the Great War as the 

dominant arm, one only has to look at the American Expeditionary Forces Superior 

Board Final Report.  The Superior Board, as it came to be known, was tasked by Gen. 

John J. Pershing to collate the numerous after-action reports filed by the AEF, summarize 

them, and make recommendations based upon them.  The resulting report stated in no 

uncertain terms:  “The infantry remains the predominant and basic arm.  No offensive can 

be launched without infantry.  Victory cannot be assured without an aggressive, highly 

trained, disciplined and intelligent infantry which possesses in the highest degree the 

qualities of combined and individual initiative, determination and resoluteness.”60  This 

declaration upheld a longstanding maxim touted by Infantry Journal before, during, and 

after the Great War:  “A higher training and greater individual ability are essential today 

for Infantry than for any other arm.  It is more difficult and it takes a longer time to train 

Infantry to any standard of efficiency today than to bring any other arm to a 

corresponding standard.”61   

The U.S. Infantry, armed with the experience and substantiation of modern battle, 

vigorously defended their branch’s tactical dominance.  This occurred when a 1919 War 
                                                

59 “Varied Ground – Killed and Wounded by Branch and Service,” Infantry Journal 26 
(November 1919):  417. 

60 Report by A.E.F. Superior Board, Report of the Superior Board on Organizations and Tactics 
[1919], U.S. Army Military History Institute, 18. 

61 This exact statement was at the head of almost every Infantry Journal dating from 1910.  This 
quote was taken from “Editorial Department,” Infantry Journal 12 (January 1916): 633. 
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Department official publication titled, The War with Germany, made the mistake of 

arguing that artillery training required more time, effort, and resources, than the training 

of infantry.  It stated that the lack of American artillery units early in the war was not due 

to insufficient numbers of artillery pieces.  Rather, the AEF relied on Allied artillery 

support “because it takes much longer to train artillery troops than it does infantry.”  

Consequently, artillery units could not be turned out as fast as infantry units.  The editors 

of Infantry Journal wasted no time in attacking this 13-word statement with a roughly 

1,000-word reply.  Decrying the War Department’s justification for the lack of American 

artillery support, the editors’ response suggested there were more than enough facilities 

to train artillerymen.  The pamphlet’s statement was an “excuse” and the explanation it 

provided for the “lack of American artillery support cannot be accepted by the Infantry, 

nor is it believed that it will be accepted by our sister arm of the service.”62  

Despite the quarrelsome nature of the Army’s combat arms, the infantry’s mission 

and, by extension, the Infantry branch became a unifying theme within the U.S. Army.  

The “auxiliary arms” of cavalry, artillery, and engineers championed their supporting 

role.  An illustration of this can be found in Gen. Charles Pelot Summerall’s memoir.  

After the Battle of Cantigny, Summerall, who was an artillery officer and 1st Artillery 

Brigade Commander, recounted how he won promotion to a major general.  General 

Pershing, commanding general of the AEF, came to him and said, “Summerall, I am 

going to make you a major general, and I want you to learn to handle infantry as well as 

you handle artillery.”  To which Summerall replied, “General, all I know about artillery I 

                                                
62 “Editorial – Infantry vs. Artillery Training,” Infantry Journal 16 (December 1919): 511. 
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learned from the study of infantry and how artillery could serve it.”  At this moment, 

he said, “I recalled also my paper at West Point for the Thayer Club on artillery, which 

the Infantry Journal wanted to publish because the infantry said it was all about 

infantry.”63  Maj. Granville Fortescue’s lecture to the National Geographic Society on 

April 5, 1919, provides another example.  His words commanded the attention of a wider 

audience when the Washington Post chose to quote them.  Major Fortescue admitted, “As 

an artilleryman I will not be adjudged partial when I say the doughboy [the infantrymen] 

won the war.”  He also remarked, “The fraternal feeling between the Infantry and the 

Artillery has been strengthened by this war.  Let it go on.  The Artillery knows how the 

Infantry fights and the Infantry knows how the Artillery helps in preparing and finishing 

the job.”64  The cavalry, fighting for its very existence, tied itself directly to the infantry, 

and, although still touting the horse, wrote insistently about its ability to support the 

infantry by performing reconnaissance, screening, and pursuit missions.  In order to 

remain a separate branch, and, most importantly keep the horse, cavalry officers argued 

for their use as dragoons, or mounted infantry, riding to the battle only to dismount and 

fight as riflemen.65   

America’s armed services had long described themselves in terms the public 

could sympathize with as well as understand.  Although the infantry comprised the vast 

majority of the American Army throughout its wars, the Infantry branch always felt as 

                                                
63 Summerall, The Way of Duty, Honor, Courage, 123. 

64 “Varied Ground,” Infantry Journal 15 (June 1919): 990. 

65 For a thorough discussion of the cavalry, its relation to the infantry, and its pursuit of 
mechanization see George F. Hofmann, Through Mobility We Conquer:  The Mechanization of U.S. 
Cavalry (Lexington:  The Uiversity Press of Kentucky, 2006), 1-43. 
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though it did not receive its proper accolades.  During World War I, the U.S. Infantry’s 

popularity grew significantly, and the image of the doughboy was eventually used for 

political purposes.  When the House of Representatives debated the 1921 Army 

Appropriation Bill, a congressman lashed out at his colleagues for supposedly “taking 

man” from war.  The congressman declared he would “not deceive [him]self into the 

belief that some inventive genius will discover anything which can be substituted for the 

soldier who marches and fights on foot, armed with a weapon that he can carry in his 

hands.”  As reported in the Infantry Journal, the congressman finished his admonition by 

emphatically stating, “It should never be forgotten that the Infantry is the ‘Queen of 

Battle.”  Every other branch of the military services is a mere auxiliary which works for 

the infantry…. It is that steel-white arm, the bayonet, in the hands of the foot soldier 

which ultimately decides the course of every conflict and the fate of every nation … one 

who thinks that any of the auxiliary arms can be so improved as to do away with the 

American doughboy sadly misunderstands the lessons of history.”66  In an effort to sway 

public support in 1921 for big-gun capital ships, the report of the Navy General Board 

likened them to infantry: 

 In the organization and operation of an Army main dependence is 
placed upon the slow moving  but potentially powerful infantry.  Upon it 
is based the activities of all subsidiary branches of the service – artillery, 
cavalry, engineers, aircraft – all. 
 Similar conditions obtain in the organization and operations of a 
fleet.  The battleship fleet represents the infantry masses in which reside 
the final and decisive fighting power.  The cruisers and destroyers, the 
submarines and aircraft, all the various subsidiary forces, like those of the 

                                                
66 “Editorial:  The Doughboy Lauded in the Halls of Congress,” Infantry Journal 18 (June 1921): 
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Army, base their activities upon the battle fleet which, when the time is 
opportune, exerts its full power upon the enemy.67 
 

 After combat on the Western Front, the Army and Marine Corps’ identities were 

tied to the infantry.  The primacy of infantry crossed service lines, and became the 

foundations of both institutions’ organizational culture.  The status-laden language used 

to describe the infantry’s sacrifices and glory in combat teetered on fetishism, and was 

used to advance the agenda of the U.S. Infantry and Marine Corps.  The myopic nature of 

the Army’s branch system caused friction between the arms.  At times, the Army had 

trouble controlling combined arms units because of the limited experience of officers 

outside their respective branches.  The Army corrected this deficiency just before the 

First World War by declaring in doctrine that the Infantry branch was the dominant arm, 

and all other arms were subordinated to its needs.  Unlike the Army, the Marine Corps 

did not have this divisive organizational framework.  Rather, all Marines, officer and 

enlisted, were to be thoroughly trained as infantry.  If called upon to command an 

artillery battery, a Marine officer would know he now belonged to a supporting arm, and 

know how best to serve the infantry.  The Corps saw itself as the military arm of the 

Navy, one that was predominantly an infantry force.  It openly touted its use of the 

Army’s infantry drill, doctrine, and training methods.  In fact, the Corps established itself 

as a credible infantry force by demonstrating its reliance on Army infantry thought. 

The further study of the relationship between the Army and Marine Corps will 

illuminate the tandem nature of their progression towards a common goal of institutional 

survival.  The consistent theme throughout the interwar period was that humans waged 
                                                

67 “Varied Ground:  Army – Infantry; Navy – Big Ships,” Infantry Journal 18 (April 1921): 387. 
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wars, and infantry, being the most “human” of the arms, was the unit of decision.  This 

premise served to connect competing organizations, and became a bridge for a cross-

institutional discourse.  The “infantry mind” was the driving mechanism by which an 

infantry way of battle was initially established.  As William B. Skelton once observed in 

his book, An American Profession of Arms:  The Army Officer Corps, 1784-1861, 

“Through a common process of socialization and a lengthening of career commitments, 

officers came to share a complex of ideas concerning their collective role, civil-military 

relations, foreign and Indian affairs, and other matters – in effect, they came to share a 

distinctive ‘military mind.’  A military subculture took shape.”68  Although describing the 

historical progression of the American Army officer corps towards professionalism, 

Skelton captured the essence of the mechanism by which the “infantry mind” 

materialized.  In the following chapter, exactly what that infantry mind consisted of and 

how it developed will be discussed.   

 

                                                
68 William B. Skelton, An American Profession of Arms:  The Army Officer Corps, 1784-1861 

(Lawrence:  University Press of Kansas, 1992), xiii. 
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CHAPTER 4:  THE INFANTRY MIND, 1918-1941 
 

To think, and think in time, the muscles of the intellect must be kept supple…. Instead, we must prepare 
ourselves psychologically to make quick adjustments to actualities.  We must cultivate flexibility of mind.  
We must be ready to relinquish our most cherished theory of what war ought to be and accept it as we find 
it. 
 
        Lt. Col. Edwin F. Harding 
        Editor of Infantry Journal, 19371 
          

As described before, a way of battle is a cognitive style.  It shapes the actions of 

historical agents in the contextual, not the literal.  A commander does not employ a way 

of battle like he would a tactic.  Nor does he consult the four elements if assessing the 

situation.  Rather, a way of battle contextualizes those decisions, and places them within 

a historical framework.  It is a method for determining causation, the “why” behind the 

actions.  This chapter will begin examining the specific content of the infantry way of 

battle, and, to start, it will concentrate on the “infantry mind.”  The infantry mind, in this 

dissertation, is a derivation of Samuel P. Huntington’s “military mind,” which he used 

extensively throughout his seminal The Soldier and the State:  The Theory and Politics of 

Civil-Military Relations.  Huntington devoted one full chapter to explaining this term, 

and went to great lengths to establish parameters for its analysis.  Although his work is 

somewhat dated, scholars have continued to use the term “military mind” to describe the 

collective understanding of a professional ethos.2  As “managers of violence,” 

Huntington believed that a unique ethical system guided military professionals in their 

                                                
1 Edwin F. Harding, “Open Minds for Open War,” in The Infantry Journal Reader (Garden City:  

Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1943), 9-10. 

2 For a brief list of the works that used “military mind” in its assessment of military thought, see 
Geoffery Best and Andrew Wheatcroft, War, Economy, and the Military Mind (London:  Croom Helm, 
1976); Michael Andrew, “French Thought and the American Military Mind:  A History of French Influence 
on the American Way of Warfare From 1814 through 1941” (PhD diss., Florida State University, 2008); 
and Nancy Sherman, The Ancient Philosophy Behind the Military Mind (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 
2005). 
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actions and decisions.  Ethical systems are highly resistant to change, and Huntington 

suggested this was one reason why military institutions were highly conservative, even 

more so than regular bureaucracies.  That said, it also explained the swiftness of change 

when situations arose that were not in alignment with that collectively shared military 

mind.3  Unlike Huntington’s term, however, the infantry mind was not concerned with 

civil-military relations at the macro-level, nor was it an ethical system insofar that it 

guided decisions along a prescribed set of principles.  Rather, it was a component of the 

organizational culture of the Army’s Infantry branch and the Marine Corps, and served as 

a lens through which a world-view took shape. 

Isabel V. Hull’s renowned work, Absolute Destruction:  Military Culture and the 

Practices of War in Imperial Germany, demonstrated the direct linkage between 

“habitual practices, default programs, hidden assumptions, and unreflected cognitive 

frames,” and the deliberate actions of armies and navies in peace and war.  She found that 

ideological considerations such as economic class, racism, and nationalism were less 

important in explaining the catastrophic militarism of Imperial Germany than the sub-text 

of military culture that led an officer corps to make decisions, which were ever-

increasingly violent and destructive.  While Hull’s work focused predominately upon 

Germany, the implications of her analysis are significant.  As a feature of organizational 

culture, the infantry mind contained shared assumptions that guided U.S. Infantry and 

Marine officers in their pursuit of institutional goals.  It could be found within the 

intellectual products of the officer corps as expressed in doctrine, articles in service 

                                                
3 Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State:  The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military 

Relations (Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 1957), 59-79. 
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journals, and books written by military intellectuals.  The training and education of 

the U.S. Infantry and Marine Corps relied upon those creations, and, consequently, they 

became another source for determining its constitution.  As with Hull’s observations 

concerning the Imperial German Army, the actions of interwar Army and Marine officers 

were often the expression of organizational momentum and bureaucracy.  Understanding 

those events must begin with decoding the infantry mind.4  

The infantry mind was tactically focused, and principally concerned with the 

activities of infantry troops in combat.  Officers maintained a broad vision of what would 

affect the effectiveness of infantrymen, and liberally examined aspects of warfare that 

one might not find within the realm of tactics.  As one editor of the Infantry Journal 

noted prior to the Second World War, “The Infantry Journal scope is the Infantry scope.  

For a long time back good infantrymen have habitually thought in terms of the whole 

damned Army as the team of fighters it takes to win a war.  [The scope of the magazine] 

covers the whole vast scope of warfare itself…all of war and everything connected with 

war, including science, world politics, and the social and even the religious aspects of life 

that make the fighting flier, sailor, soldier what he is.”5  The last line, “aspects of life that 

make the fighting flier, sailor, soldier what he is,” highlights one of the core tenets of the 

infantry mind  – man was the decisive element in modern war and battle – and all study, 

training, and planning should retain it as its central premise.   In 1941, the editors of 

Infantry Journal actually used the term “infantry mind” to describe the current thinking 

                                                
4 Isabel V. Hull, Absolute Destruction:  Military Culture and the Practices of War in Imperial 

Germany (Ithaca:  Cornell University Press, 2005), 1-4; Quote from p. 2. 

5 Joseph I. Greene, “Preface,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, ix. 
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of the Infantry branch.  “The Infantry mind,” the editors wrote, “is a mind that thinks 

men are the essence of fighting power – that the tougher and harder and keener and abler 

the solder, the better the army.”  They clearly spelled out how the infantry mind “thinks 

that it is men who win wars.”6 

This realization is not new to the historiography.  In The American Culture of 

War:  The History of U.S. Military Force from World War II to Operation Enduring 

Freedom, Adrian R. Lewis summed up the U.S. Army’s historical emphasis on the 

human aspect of warfare when he wrote:  “The U.S. Army held firm to its most basic 

cultural beliefs that man is the dominant instrument on the battlefield; that new 

technologies and doctrines only enhance firepower; that war is much more than simply 

killing; and that, at the end of the day, when total war stripped a nation bare of its 

resources, it was the adaptability, spirit, and character of men that would make the final 

decision on the survival of a way of life, if not a people.”7  Scholars have used this 

human-centric warfighting philosophy to criticize the American military, particularly the 

U.S. Army, for its preparation for and conduct of the World Wars.8  Surprisingly, the 

                                                
6 “The Infantry Mind,” Infantry Journal 49 (August 1941):  54. 

7 Adrian R. Lewis, American Culture of War:  The History of U.S. Military Force from World War 
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Marine Corps in recent times received much acclaim for doing exactly what Lewis 

described, asserting man’s importance over machine.9   

The almost fetish-like belief that man, alone, held a permanent dominance over 

the battlefield was encapsulated by the “Cult of the Rifle” concept.  The originators of the 

term, historians John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson, opined, “This school 

believed that the skilled marksman was America’s secret weapon.  [It was] steeped in the 

belief that American frontiersman had won the American War of Independence and War 

of 1812 with aimed rifle fire and [was] encouraged by the Great War exploits of the likes 

of Sergeant Alvin York.”10  For both the U.S. Infantry and Marine Corps this was the 

centerpiece of all warfighting thought prior to and, for some, throughout the Second 

World War.  The Army, however, only required the infantry branch to qualify with the 

rifle.  Enlisted soldiers were specialists, and not trained in all weapons that would appear 

on the modern battlefield.  An enlisted Marine who served in the Army’s field artillery 

prior to joining the Corps testified, “All the Army was teaching me was how to use an 

artillery piece, period, no other weapon.”11  As for the Corps, it has become cliché that 

Marines were expert riflemen, which has become a distinguishing characteristic of their 

status as elite warriors.  As will be demonstrated, there was no discernable difference 

between the importance of the rifle within the U.S. Infantry and Marine Corps during the 

interwar period.  The Marine Corps, as with all its doctrinal endeavors, borrowed heavily, 
                                                

9 Aaron O’Connell, Underdogs:  the Making of the Modern Marine Corps (Cambridge:  Harvard 
University Press, 2012), 254-67. 

10 John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson, On Infantry, Revised Edition (Westport:  Praeger, 
1994), 123. 
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if not completely, from the Army literature concerning rifle marksmanship, bullet 

ballistics, musketry, and even the Army course of fire for rifle and pistol.  The Marine 

Corps Manual, 1926 mandated, “Subject to the foregoing, the infantry drill, 

marksmanship, and bayonet instructing for the Marine Corps shall be the same as that 

prescribed for the Army.”12  As late as 1939 at the Marine Basic School, ballistics taken 

from Army publications were still taught to officer students.  It caused one future 

lieutenant general to comment negatively on its utility, “I never used the formula for 

smokeless powder that we had to memorize.”13   

In its simplest form, this sentiment led to statements such as one published in the 

Infantry Journal in 1915.  Capt. George Chase Lewis, an infantry officer, wrote, “War for 

the professional soldier is simply the business of winning battles.  The rifle is the 

principal tool of that business.”14  Historians, reading Lewis’s words without 

understanding their technical context, often concluded, wrongly, that American Army 

officers were naïve, and had no conception of the modern battlefield.  A full examination 

of Lewis’s article, however, provides a much more nuanced appreciation for the infantry 

officer’s concern about infantrymen, combat, and marksmanship.  Lewis feared that the 

battle sighting procedures destined for use on the standard infantry rifle, the 1903 

Springfield, was based upon erroneous assumptions concerning combat behavior.  He 

argued that the physiological and psychological responses to fear in battle would prove 
                                                

12 Marine Corps Manual (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1926), 5-2. 

13 Quotation from Lt. Gen. Louis Metzger, “The Basic School – 1939,” Marine Corps Gazette, 97 
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the aiming technique ineffective, increase erratic and inaccurate firing by the 

individual riflemen, and would cause entire units to fail.  Lewis’s article set off a flurry of 

responses that both agreed and disagreed with him.  Nine comments were published that 

filled more than 18 pages in the Infantry Journal, including one from then-Capt. Hugh A. 

Drum, the future First Army Chief of Staff during World War I.  At the heart of Lewis’s 

argument was the belief that the sum total of the riflemen’s accuracy equaled the sum 

total of the entire unit’s accuracy, which led to increased efficiency and effectiveness on 

the battlefield.  This contrasted with the competing view that the sum total of the 

riflemen’s volume of fire under the direction of a single commander led to a unit’s 

increased effectiveness, essentially, the more bullets down range increased the probability 

of hitting a target by creating a “cone of fire.”15  Many of those who held onto the latter 

view would be categorized as proponents of suppressive fire where the machine gun was 

the principal weapon. 

The Cult of the Rifle, as described by English and Gudmundsson, however, is 

misleading.  It does not fully capture the root reason why U.S. Infantry and Marine 

officers stressed the importance of the man and his rifle as the center of gravity for a 

ground fighting organization.  The conversations surrounding the significance of the rifle 

were overwhelmingly concerned with fire superiority, and how best to achieve it.  Due to 

modern weaponry, including the machine gun, unprotected and unsupported bodies of 

men on the battlefield resulted in massive casualties.  More importantly, unlike machines 

such as tanks and machine guns that could perform only specific functions due to 
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technical limitations, men were intelligent, flexible, able to traverse any terrain, and 

willing to go beyond breaking points.  The man and his rifle were one part of an entire 

weapons system that included successive echelons of command ranging from squads to 

battalions.   

The individual riflemen, the Sergeant Yorks that determined the outcomes of 

battles, were seen as exceptional, even apocryphal to some.  The 1934 and 1939 editions 

of the Infantry School’s Infantry in Battle described such soldiers as “miracles,” wherein 

the “Resolute action by a few determined men is often decisive.” 16  Even Marine Corps 

officers, the supposed prophets of the Cult of the Rifle, did not fully believe that 

marksmanship alone could win battles.  Col. Frederic M. Wise, a battalion commander of 

Marines and later a regimental commander of an Army unit in World War I, dismissed 

the notion that well directed rifle fire alone could completely dissolve a force if an attack 

was conducted appropriately.  At the Battle of Chateau Thierry, his battalion occupied a 

defensive position, and against some numerically superior Germans.  After Wise 

described how wonderfully his Marines worked “their rifle bolts” up and down the line, 

making the attackers “vanish in the grain,” he admitted:  “Had those German troops, 

outnumbering us more than two to one, pushed that attack home, we were goners.  It 

sounds fine in fiction for a little band of men to knock them [the enemy] down as fast as 

they come.  It doesn’t happen in real war very often.”17   

                                                
16 Edwin F. Harding, ed., Infantry in Battle (Washington D.C.:  The Infantry Journal Incorporated, 

1938), 390. 
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Until the First World War, when automatic rifles, machine guns, mortars, and 

rifle grenades were widely available, the combined firepower of an infantry unit was 

measured by the amount of rifles that could be brought to bear upon the enemy at any 

given moment, a doctrinal concept called “local fire superiority.”  That concept hinged on 

two different components.  One was the skill of the individual rifleman, known 

universally as “marksmanship.”  The other, which is completely forgotten or conflated 

with marksmanship in the scholarship, was the skill of the infantry unit leader to focus 

the fires of his unit, principally riflemen, upon an objective, which was called 

“musketry.”18  A 1908 lecture at the Army’s School of the Line titled “The Rifle in War” 

explained the difference between the two.  Capt. Henry E. Eames of the 10th U.S. 

Infantry, a member of the Department of the Military Art, wrote: 

The modern infantry rifle is an instrument of precision and is a 
very powerful weapon.  To attain the maximum of effect, it is necessary 
that he who assumes to direct or control its use should study its powers 
and limitations – not the powers and limitations of the single rifle, but of 
hundreds of rifles acting simultaneously, and not only of many rifles fired 
on the testing grounds, but of many rifles fired by and considered in 
conjunction with the human, error-introducing soldier who will use it in 
war.19 

 
Later in the lecture, Eames expanded upon the necessity of understanding the impact of 

controlling the infantry unit’s fire.  “Victory in battle,” he concluded, “almost entirely 

depends upon a locally obtained fire superiority.”  Eames followed this by insisting, 

“Without this superiority the defense cannot maintain its position nor stop the advance of 
                                                

18 As an example, in D.K. R. Crosswell’s Beetle:  The Life of General Walter Bedell Smith 
(Lawrence:  The University Press of Kentucky, 2010), 127, he used “musketry” interchangeably to describe 
“marksmanship” practice. 

19 Capt. Henry E. Eames, The Rifle in War (Fort Leavenworth:  Staff College Press, 1908), 1. 
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a resolute foe and the attack is foredoomed to failure because of the inability of the 

attacking troops to reach the defender’s trenches.”  Although Eames contended that 

artillery helped thwart an enemy advance and “prepare for the infantry attack by 

concentrating a heavy fire on the hostile trenches,” he maintained that, “artillery fire 

against men in deep and narrow trenches becomes practically impotent so long as the 

men remain below the surface of the ground.”  It was, therefore, necessary to concentrate 

infantry fire, which for American soldiers in 1908 was entirely rifle fire, towards specific 

objectives to gain and maintain local fire superiority.20   

In 1909, Eames expanded his lecture and reissued it in a second edition.  This new 

version introduced language that, if taken out of context, could be misconstrued as 

showing the ideal American officer to be overly controlling, and unwilling to adapt to 

changing battlefield conditions.  Although both editions were highly technical with 

extensive tables and calculations, the updated version featured a noticeable qualitative 

shift towards technocratic jargon.  Eames suggested that “all scientific infantrymen” were 

using his prescribed methods for evaluating the tactics of rifle units.  Furthermore, he 

maintained that a battalion commander dictated specific aiming instructions, including 

windage and elevation corrections, while the company and platoon commanders and 

squad leaders controlled the rate of fire and fire discipline.  Eames teetered on the edge of 

converting American riflemen into unthinking automatons, something that did not escape 

his notice.  To combat this criticism, Eames declared, “All of this does not mean that it is 

desirable to convert thinking men into machines, but, rather, that so long as their mental 

                                                
20 Ibid., 53-53. 
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activity remains they should intelligently cooperate with their fellows in an effort to 

produce a cone of fire which the director can use to the best advantage, and that when the 

reasoning powers are dulled and the ear deaf to conscious impressions he will still 

produce an effective cone through instinctive obedience.”21  Despite some differences, 

Eames’s two editions were principally concerned with fire superiority and how best to 

achieve it, not how to subjugate infantrymen towards a dehumanizing path to industrial 

warfare.   

Unlike what English and Gudmundsson argued, Eames followed the European 

tradition, and explicitly said as much.  In his introduction, he reviewed the historical 

process by which the mathematical science of rifle ballistics and musketry had 

developed.  It traced its roots to the study of artillery, and the principles developed in that 

sphere were applied to the rifle in war.  Eames highlighted the German, French, Italian, 

and Russian works that contributed to his study’s purported soundness.  He even 

suggested, “As a result of [Imperial Germany’s] General Rhone’s works, the German 

Firing Regulations are unquestionably the best example of what a system of firing 

instruction should be … there are many points in that system which we must in time take 

up and incorporate in our own.” At the time of publication, the Army’s rules of musketry 

were not unique, nor were they considered so by contemporaries.  The British Army’s 

tactical innovations particularly interested the Americans.  Historian Spencer Jones’ 

From Boer War to World War:  Tactical Reform of the British Army, 1902-1914 detailed 

the British Army’s efforts to train proficient marksmen that were inculcated with a sense 

                                                
21 Capt. Henry E. Eames, The Rifle in War, 2nd ed. (Fort Leavenworth:  U.S. Cavalry Association 

Press, 1909), 3 for first quote and p. 203 for the second. 
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of initiative while under fire.22  Although these labors yielded mixed outcomes, the 

European shift towards open-order, initiative based tactics and techniques did not go 

unnoticed across the Atlantic.  Eames used the European example to demonstrate the 

efficacy of the tactics he prescribed while he perpetuated the belief that the American 

soldier was the only exceptional part of the system.  Eames declared that since initiative 

came naturally to American soldiers, they should embrace that national tendency and 

push forward when casualties resulted.23  

With the incorporation of new weaponry in the infantry battalion after the Great 

War, musketry did not die.  Both the Army Infantry and Marine Corps continued to think 

of the rifleman as an individual part of an entire weapons system.  That did not mean that 

tactical development stagnated and remained what it was before and during the war.  

What it does mean, however, was that those tactics continued to emphasize the primacy 

of the individual riflemen.  The Infantry School’s 1922 publication, Musketry and Rifle 

Platoon Training, highlighted this understanding:  “In spite of the addition of numerous 

auxiliary weapons to infantry units, the rifle is by far the most formidable weapon of the 

infantry soldier.”  It further explained, “Musketry is teamwork in the conduct of fire.  

Teamwork is necessary to obtain fire superiority which contributes largely to the 

successful action of infantry.  Given a superiority of fire, infantry can advance and suffer 

only such losses as can be borne.  Without such superiority of fire the finest troops will 

                                                
22 Spencer Jones, From Boer War to World War:  Tactical Reform of the British Army, 1902-1914 

(Norman:  University of Oklahoma Press, 2012), 40-9, 94-6. 

23 Ibid., 3 for the discussion of the scholarly foundation of Eames’s work; For an example of 
Eames employing American exceptionalism see p. 201. 
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be stopped by the ruinous losses they receive.”24  Due to the experiences of the Great 

War, the 1922 musketry manual, however, was less theoretical, and took a much simpler 

and more practical approach.  The highly technical tables and calculations of Eames’ 

work were expunged, and range exercises replaced them.  Machine guns, artillery, and 

extended formations were explained throughout.  No longer was a battalion commander 

responsible for directing the fires of an entire battalion as Eames prescribed.  Musketry 

and Rifle Platoon Training pushed fire direction and control down several levels of 

command to the platoon commander and squad leader.   

In 1933, the Marine Corps’ Weapons and Musketry, Special Text No. 4 built upon 

the Army’s publications, sometimes quoting them without attribution.  Weapons and 

Musketry made it clear:  “No treatise on infantry weapons is complete that neglects 

‘musketry,’ a subject which pertains to the use of the weapons of rifle squads and 

sections…. In the training of the individual, musketry follows ‘marksmanship….’ 

Musketry is followed in turn by ‘combat practice,’ which is a prelude to instruction in 

tactics.”25  In 1936, as an instructor at the Senior Course at Marine Corps Schools, Maj. 

Mike A. Edson, a future Congressional Medal of Honor recipient during the Second 

World War, emphasized in a lecture the importance of marksmanship and musketry to the 

success of infantry.  He strenuously argued that the supporting arms such as machine 

guns, mortars, tanks, and artillery existed merely to “assist the movement of the riflemen 

which they support.”  He echoed the Army’s mantra, “The rifleman alone possesses the 

                                                
24 Musketry and Rifle Platoon Training (Camp Benning:  The Infantry School Press, 1922), 3. 

25 “Forward,” Weapons and Musketry, Special Text No. 4 (Quantico:  Marine Corps Schools, 
1933), n.p.. 
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ability through the combination of fire power and movement to advance against a 

hostile position, overrun the enemy defenses, and finally hold the ground which he has 

captured.”  Edson, however, was critical of both the Army and Marine Corps’ growing 

affinity for automatic weapons, particularly the Browning Automatic Rifle and 

Thompson submachine gun, coupled with the “belief that volume of fire, rather than 

accuracy of fire, should be the objective of our [Marine Corps] marksmanship training.”  

“If a man can not hit a target with the most accurate rifle in the world [the M1903 

Springfield],” Edson continued, “he can not be expected to find it when armed with a 

weapon which is immeasurably less accurate and whose sole redeeming feature is its 

ability to fire a greater number of rounds per minute.”  For Edson, marksmanship should 

be taught first, then musketry, regardless of the addition of weapons that produced a 

larger volume of fire than the individual rifleman.26 

Discipline figured as a key characteristic of the infantry mind, and it was 

intimately tied to the riflemen as a weapons system concept.  Eames’s lectures on the rifle 

in war are illuminating in this respect.  He went into considerable detail on how “fire 

discipline” was “different from any other kind of discipline, and it is vastly more 

important and much more difficult to instill within the soldier.”  Fire discipline was the 

ability to fire only when and where told.  This was in spite of immediate dangers to one’s 

self, and it required a level of “obedience to a command” often beyond the conscious 

control of an infantryman.  Eames, in a move that was quite ahead of his time, described 

                                                
26 Maj. Mike A. Edson, “The Relationship Between Rifle Marksmanship, Musketry and Combat 

Firing” (lecture, Senior Course, Marine Corps Schools, 1936), p. 1 and 4, Folder “The Relationship 
Between Rifle Marksmanship, Musketry and Combat Firing,” Box 4, Personal Papers Collection, Marine 
Corps University Archives. 
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how only “habit,” or muscle memory in today’s terminology, could facilitate such 

discipline.27   

The Great War significantly expanded that definition of fire discipline.  It added 

the general behavior of troops in combat, not just the firing of their rifles on command.  

The 1933 Marine Corps manual, Weapons and Musketry, described fire discipline in the 

following extract: 

Fire discipline is a state of order, coolness and obedience, existing 
among troops engaged in a fire fight.  When fire discipline is good, men 
fight as they have been trained to fight, and they obey orders promptly and 
carefully.  Each man does his work in an accurate and effective manner.  
He resists and overcomes the influence of dangers, excitement, and 
confusion, and does not allow these conditions to interfere with his work.   

Without fire discipline, perfection in other training is of no value, 
for the action of troops in battle will be governed by fear and excitement, 
and they will put little, if any of their training into effect.  Fire discipline is 
necessary for proper control by leaders, and upon this control depends 
teamwork and the effectiveness of the collective fire of the unit.28 

 
The idea of discipline as “habit” was echoed throughout the pre-World War I and 

interwar period.  According to Eames, “This habit can only be learned by a strict close 

order drill on the parade ground, which is the foundation of fire discipline [italics in 

original].”  He likened this behavior of “intelligent cooperation” to the behavior of sports 

teams.  Concentrated effort in the form of rehearsed drills led to effective and efficient 

execution on the playing field, and, by extension, on the battlefield.  In 1931, Maj. O. W. 

Griswold, later a general officer in World War II, authored a piece for Infantry Journal 

that argued:  “In battle, in the face of danger and death, the soldier is stripped of all 
                                                

27 Eames, Rifle in War, 2nd ed., 201. 

28 Weapons and Musketry, Special Text No. 4, Section II, paragraph 11. 
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superficial attributes and reverts to elemental man.  The herd influence then becomes 

dominant.  He ceases to think and then reacts, as a matter of habit, to the things learned 

on the training ground.”29  There was, however, a degree of difference in what 

disciplined-habit looked like.   

Where Eames had differed from later discussions concerning discipline and close 

order drill came from his stress on the “absolute and smart compliance with the text of 

the close-order drill book.”  For Eames, it was a failure that the Army “neglected [this] 

part of the soldier’s training,” and that it did so because it was thought “allow[ing] the 

company to slouch along to, from and at drill is cultivating individuality – the most 

valuable asset of the American Army.”30 In contrast, the Infantry Drill Regulations, 1911 

decreed, “The Drill Regulations are furnished as a guide.  They provide the principles for 

training and for increasing the probability of success in battle.  In the interpretation of the 

regulations, the spirit must be sought.   Quibbling over the minutiae of form is indicative 

of failure to grasp the spirit.”  This dictate was reprinted verbatim in the 1921 Soldier’s 

Handbook.  In 1939, the Infantry Drill Regulations went further in an attempt to debunk a 

rigid interpretation of drill as an essential precondition for disciplined teamwork by 

stating, “Higher commanders should encourage subordinates to make minor adjustments 

without calling on higher authority for interpretation.”31 

                                                
29 Maj. O.W. Griswold, “Practical Peacetime Leadership,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, 232, 

originally published in 1931. 

30 Eames, Rifle in War, 2nd ed., 202-3. 

31 Infantry Drill Regulations, United States Army, 1911 (New York:  Military Publishing Co., 
1911), 9; Soldiers Handbook, 1921 (Washington:  United States Infantry Association, 1921), 12; Infantry 
Drill Regulations, 1939 (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1939), 1. 
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Discipline, within the framework of the interwar infantry mind, found 

expression in the individual’s initiative to identify and solve problems in garrison, on the 

parade ground, on the march, or on the battlefield.  Although long present within the 

Army and Marine Corps, this brand of discipline took center stage after the First World 

War.  Officers and men went from being expected to exhibit blind obedience to orders to 

adopting measured action framed within a commander’s intent.  This did not mean the 

Army gave officers and men the freedom to disregard their assigned mission.  A 1930s 

Command and General Staff School publication put it this way:  “Only a radical change 

in the situation will justify an abandonment of a mission…. [A] departure from either the 

spirit or letter [of the order] is justified if the subordinate who assumes the responsibility 

bases his decision on some facts which could not be known to the officer who assigned it 

and if he is satisfied that he is acting as his superior, were he present, would order him to 

act.”  More importantly, “If a subordinate does not depart from the letter of his mission 

when such a departure is clearly demanded, he will be held responsible for any failure 

which may ensue.”32  One U.S. Infantry major explained in 1937, “The initiative that is 

the most valuable in war and should be most frequent is initiative within the framework of 

the mission.”33  Writing a year later, Marine Capt. L.M. Andrews claimed that it was 

“axiomatic” for a war of movement that officers should “above all possess a strong 

initiative, with the ability to quickly work out and solve a problem, determine the proper 

                                                
32 The Command and General Staff School publication is quoted in, Maj. Richard G. Tindall, 

“Initiative,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, 317, originally published in 1937. 

33 Ibid. 
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and common-sense action to take, and (when necessary) put this action into execution 

without delay.”34 

Initiative of this kind, required intelligence, and the education of the officer and 

enlisted infantryman became paramount.  Infantry officer Lt. Col. Edwin F. Harding 

explained, “To think, and think in time, the muscles of the intellect must be kept 

supple…. [W]e must prepare ourselves psychologically to make quick adjustments to 

actualities.  We must cultivate flexibility of mind.  We must be ready to relinquish our 

most cherished theory of what war ought to be and accept it as we find it.”35  Tactical 

Walks, a doctrinal book published in 1918 that provided detailed instructions to train 

noncommissioned and junior officers, prescribed the following to the trainers of the 

Army’s lower-level leadership:  “You must receive all ideas presented by the members of 

the class.  Take out the good and tactfully discard the bad and indifferent.  You should 

take great care that you do not unduly criticize the men when they make mistakes and 

faulty dispositions.  Above all, never hold up one of their solutions to ridicule.  Ideas that 

you are not willing to accept at first glance may have something worth while hidden 

away in them.”36  Infantry Journal’s editors put it succinctly:  “The Infantry mind is a 

crafty mind, not merely a charging, fighting, assaulting mind.  For it knows that a stroke 

                                                
34 Capt. L.M. Andrews, “A War of Movement – Some Factors for Consideration,” Marine Corps 

Gazette 22 (March 1938):  31-2. 

35 Harding, “Open Minds for Open War,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, 9-10. 

36 Lt. Col. William H. Waldron, Tactical Walks (New York:  George U. Harvey Publishing Co., 
Inc, 1918), 7. 
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that strikes weakness is a stroke that tells heavily, and that every particle of driving 

power must then be applied.”37   

The prevailing belief within the Army held that the discipline of initiative came 

naturally to the American citizen soldier, and it was the Army system that destroyed it.  It 

was no secret that after World War I the American people disdained the Army for its 

punitive procedures towards its enlisted personnel as well as the perceived rigid 

aristocratic line between officers and enlisted.  One cavalry officer joked that he, as a 

regular, was “a follower of tradition, burdened with a Prussianized West Point mind.”38  

A post-World War I American Legion Magazine article stated the case poignantly: 

Our Regular Army disciplinary system is mainly responsible for the fact 
that universal military training has not become a part of the law of the 
United States.  The discharged men carried firsthand information about 
army methods into thousands of homes.  They told of the perpetual 
clicking together of heels, the incessant and wearisome saluting, of the 
overdone enforcement of deference toward officers of whatever grade, of 
the martinet’s insistence upon the minutiae of useless and senseless 
observances, of the too-frequent lack of human touch in dealing with the 
bewildered men in the ranks.  The system has produced many fine 
administrators, but the few genuine leaders developed under it have risen 
in spite of and not because of the training given them.39 
 

The Army recognized this perception as well as the small amount of truth within it, and 

attempted to change.  In then-Brig. Gen. Douglas MacArthur’s 1920 Annual Report of 

the Superintendent of the U.S. Military Academy, he opined that after the Great War, 

                                                
37 “Infantry Mind,” Infantry Journal, 54. 

38 “Editorial Department,” Infantry Journal 15 11 (May 1919):  913. 

39 Quotation from American Legion Magazine taken from Maj. Thomas R. Phillips, “Leader and 
Led,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, 290-1, originally published in 1939. 
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“Discipline no longer required extreme methods [of punishment].  Men gradually 

needed only to be told what to do rather than to be forced by the fear of consequences of 

failure.”  MacArthur contended, “Such changed conditions will require a modification in 

type of the officer, a type possessing all of the cardinal military virtues as of yore, but 

possessing an intimate understanding of the mechanics of human feelings, a 

comprehensive grasp of world and national affairs, and a liberalization of conception 

which amounts to a change in his psychology of command.  This standard became the 

basis of the construction of the new West Point in the spirit of the old West Point.”40 

After World War I, the Marine Corps did not face the same scrutiny concerning 

its disciplinary practices, despite its being mythologized as the most disciplined of the 

services.  The reason for this was perception.  The Army was huge, and there was a 

tendency to think of soldiers not as individuals, but as nameless faces within a large un-

American bureaucracy.  Therefore, the perception of soldierly discipline was that it 

collectivized thought and action and through that process the individual disappeared.  

Huntington’s Soldier and the State recounted public sentiment by suggesting the military 

professional was “thought to be opposed to democracy and to desire the organization of 

society on the basis of the chain of command.”41  Unlike the Army, Marine Corps’ 

discipline was seen as liberating.  Discipline, in the Marine Corps, freed man from his 

slothful ways, and provided him with the tools to be successful in life.  Marines were 

                                                
40 “The New Leadership,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, 243.  It was extracted from Brig. Gen. 

Douglas MacArthur’s Annual Report of the Superintendent of West Point, originally published in June 
1922 in Infantry Journal. 

41 Huntington, Soldier and the State, 60. 
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disciplined individuals who were in charge of a bureaucracy, not the slaves of a 

bureaucracy. 

In the public’s eye, the Marine Corps was a meritocracy, and, according to an 

anonymous newspaper editorial that ran across the country in 1916, it was “An Object 

Lesson Of Democracy in the Military.”  The article affirmed the people’s “fear [of] big 

armies,” “their aristocratic influence,” and how they “ran counter to our most sacred 

principles.”  It unabashedly argued that the Army and Navy were “dominated by a caste 

system,” but the Corps “nearly approaches the democratic ideal.”  According to the 

editorial, the Corps could do this because it had no specific service academy that created 

an elite class of officers while it promoted enlisted to commissioned rank in record 

numbers.  It concluded, “Apparently even a small measure of democracy in our fighting 

forces is appreciated by the people.”42  A 1921 novel brimming with Marine Corps 

propaganda titled, A Marine Sir!, supported this view.  At one point the protagonist 

proudly declared:   

[E]very buck private among us, even kids like me and Larry Bluff, have a 
perfectly good chance of getting our commissions, and becoming officers, 
if we plug away hard, and play square, and live clean, while in the Army 
and Navy practically the whole bunch have to stay non-commissioned 
officers, less they’ve been through West Point or Annapolis.  Our Post 
Commandant, the Brigadier General you know, says that us Marines are 
just like what Napoleon said about his private soldiers – ‘Every soldier of 
France carries a Marshal’s baton in his knapsack!’43 
 

                                                
42 “The U.S. Marine Corps – An Object Lesson of Democracy in the Military,” Wilkes-Barre 

Times Leader (Wilkes-Barre, PA), November 27, 1916; The same exact article was published weeks later 
under the same title in Charlotte Observer (Charlotte, NC), December 8, 1916. 

43 Edward Champe Carter, A Marine, Sir! (Boston:  The Cornhill Publishing Company, 1921), 19. 
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Propaganda aside, the Marine Corps still recognized the possibility of it 

becoming the object of public anger.  Marine Brig. Gen. Dion Williams wrote in 1925, 

“The World War brought into the service … millions of young men … that represented 

almost every individual family in the land,” and as a “direct result … interest was taken 

by the people at home in the entertainment and welfare of the enlisted men of the 

services.”  Williams recounted, “During recent years, as a direct result of war experience, 

considerable attention has been given by the military and naval authorities to Morale 

work, as it is called.”  The 1921 and 1926 editions of the Marine Corps Manual 

recognized, “The Great War wrought a great change in the relations between officers and 

enlisted men in the military services.”  This “spirit of comradeship and brotherhood in 

arms” should not be allowed to lapse.  Since most enlistees were under 21, Marine 

officers and non-commissioned officers were required to develop their young Marines in 

a “father and son” relationship.44   

The Army and Marine Corps sought to build relationships that were meaningful 

and supported their institutional missions.  The relationships outside their organizations 

relied on perceptions concerning whether they embraced American ideals of governance, 

social egalitarianism, and individual liberty.  Relationships within the organizations, 

however, placed emphasis on institutional efficacy.  Fittingly, the assumptions held 

regarding effectiveness largely depended on imagined battle scenarios and war situations.  

The infantry mind is a synthetic construction, designed to capture the prevailing 

assumptions and imaginations of historical agents that contributed to an overarching 
                                                

44 Brig. Gen. Dion Williams, “Marine Corps Training,” Marine Corps Gazette 10 (December 
1925): 134; Marine Corps Manual (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1921), 3; Marine 
Corps Manual, 1926, 1-33 to 1-4.  
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infantry way of battle.  Cultural historians have long recognized the importance of 

studying the construction of collective imaginations, and their influence upon a group’s 

actions.  Those historians sought to historicize abstractions of the mind to find the 

causation of change in human relationships with other people, the natural world, and 

societal structures like race, class, and gender.  This was an offshoot of the New Cultural 

History that emerged in the late 1970s into the 1980s.   

For historians of imagination, much of their theoretical foundations grew from the 

very roots of Western philosophy – the Socratic Triad – Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle.  

Arguably the three greatest philosophers of the ancient world, they were principally 

concerned with finding the answer to the question of “being.”  In pursuit of that quest, 

they sought to reconcile the imperfections of the experienced world with that of an 

immeasurable and unobservable ideal.  Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle created a dichotomy 

of existence, one perceived through the senses and the other present only in the mind.  As 

expressed in Plato’s “Allegory of the Cave,” the confrontation between different 

perceptions of reality could be traumatic.  It is that confrontation that historians of 

imagination examined.  They studied how groups dealt with imagined scenarios and 

identities with that of their experienced realities.  Unlike the Socratic Triad, however, 

they generally did not position universal truths among their conclusions.45  

Histories of imagination focusing on military institutions, however, are relatively 

sparse.  This is surprising since armies and navies operate more than most bureaucratic 

                                                
45 For a discussion of historiographic trends concerning cultural history, see Peter Burke, What is 

Cultural History? (Malden:  Polity Press, 2004), and Georg G. Iggers, Historiography in the Twentieth 
Century:  From Scientific Objectivity to the Postmodern Challenge (Middleton:  Wesleyan University 
Press, 2005), 97-134. 
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organizations within an imagined world.  Hypothesizing contingencies to organize, 

plan, and train units is a regular function of all commanders regardless of whether they 

command squads, divisions, armies, or fleets.  Huntington’s The Soldier and the State 

considered a well-informed “imagination” to be one of the critical requirements of a 

professional officer corps.46  There is a direct correlation between imagined combat 

scenarios and the way nations, militaries, services, branches, units, and individuals fight.  

Probably the most recognized work on the history of imagination within a military 

institution is Craig M. Cameron’s American Samurai:  Myth, Imagination, and the 

Conduct of Battle in the First Marine Division, 1941-1951.  In an analysis enriched by 

Post-Modernist theory, Cameron examined the personnel of that legendary unit to 

determine the impact of culture on military operations.47  Principally concerned with the 

construction of identity and its racial and gender components, he wove together an 

intricate tale of battlefield exploits fueled by blind adherence to a conception of combat 

that was supposed to be.  American Samurai is anecdotally driven, and focuses on the 

lived experience of individuals.  Ultimately, Cameron painted a picture of the 1st Marine 

Division with the multi-shaded colors of racism and masculinity.  It was grim, and, 

according to Cameron, resembled the shades of fanaticism found within the ranks of the 

Waffen SS.  In his rush to expose the more problematic aspects of the Corps’ production 

of the white hypermasculine ideal warrior, he neglected to examine the effectiveness of 

the units indoctrinated within such a system.  Nor, did he look at the organizational, 

                                                
46 Huntington, Soldier and the State, 7-18. 

47 Craig Cameron, American Samurai:  Myth, Imagination, and the Conduct of Battle in the First 
Marine Division, 1941-1951 (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1994), 15. 
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tactical, and doctrinal changes made in response to the clash of imaginary battlefield 

images and their experienced realities. 

Carl H. Builder’s The Masks of War:  American Military Styles in Strategy and 

Analysis was a RAND Corporation research study written at the end of the Cold War.  

Builder meant to influence policy, and not merely interpret history.  That said, this book 

contains important analytical considerations with which historians, particularly military 

historians, should be familiar.  Relying largely on personal experience, Builder posited an 

individual service personality in order to explain the effect of the Army, Navy, and Air 

Force’s collective behaviors on strategy.  “Description by military analysts and planners 

of future battles or wars,” Builder wrote, “tend to be in mechanistic terms – units, their 

dispositions, movements, firepower, survival, and so on – as if conflicts were the 

manipulation of things.”  Despite this outward appearance, Builder found that analyses 

intended to support a particular defense posture, weapons system, or strategic plan were 

corrupted by the analysts’ individual perception of future combat.  He explained, “Such 

images may be fuzzy or sharp; they may be focused on critical or representative details; 

or they may show war from on high, in the sweep of forces capturing for the observer the 

essence of a conflict in a picture, a picture that is rich in its implication and can be mined 

for details and emotion.”  In one instance, Builder, as the chief of a study, was dismayed 

by the realization that “the analysts would not have needed to do all their technical and 

analytical work.”  He concluded, “They could have made their judgments on the spot” 

based solely upon their imagined vision of future combat.48  Builder described what 
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Huntington observed in 1955:  “Theoretically he [the military professional] should do 

this [establish plans] in terms of objective requirements of military security.  In reality, of 

course, he tends to stress those military needs and forces with which he is particularly 

familiar.  To the extent that he acts in this manner he becomes a spokesman for a 

particular service or branch interest rather than for the military viewpoint as a whole.”49 

 This phenomenon is significant for two reasons.  First, historians are confronted 

with the same dilemma as analysts, only their imagined battlefields are in the past 

whereas the analysts’ are in the future.  As an integral part of developing strategy, 

operational methods, and tactical procedures, interwar Army and Marine officers looked 

to the past for insight and inspiration.  Their reliance on history placed them at the mercy 

of historians, and some had a firm grasp of the potential shortfalls of the profession.  

George S. Patton, Jr. penned a widely distributed interwar essay, “Success in War,” that 

discussed the more problematic aspects of war and battle studies.  The essay was first 

published in Cavalry Journal and subsequently republished in Infantry Journal.  It 

described how historians often fell victim to temporal traps concerning the interpretation 

and availability of evidence.  Those who wrote too near an incidence of battle could be 

“guilty of partisanship and hero worship.”  While waiting until the dust settled after an 

event sometimes decades or centuries, historians were “forced to accept 

contemporaneous myths and to view their subject through the roseate light which 

distance, be it that of time or space, sheds ever to deprive us of harsh truth.”50   

                                                
49 Huntington, Soldier and the State, 67. 

50 Maj. George S. Patton, Jr., “Success in War,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, 259, originally 
published in 1931 in both Cavalry Journal and Infantry Journal. 
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Professional historians, however, are already conscious of this pitfall, and 

make every attempt to eradicate subjectivity in pursuit of purely objective analysis.   At 

times, the subtlety of such subjectivity can cause substantial shortfalls in conclusions.  

The image of battle the individual historian possesses may skew his reading of the 

evidence.  Mark Ethan Grotelueschen’s treatment of the American Expeditionary Forces’ 

(AEF) devotion to a “human-centered” approach to the trenches of the Western Front 

falls within this category.  In The AEF Way of War:  The American Army and Combat in 

World War I, Grotelueschen criticized General Pershing’s emphasis on the infantryman, 

his rifle, and bayonet as the decisive factors in war, and cited it as an example of 

American officers’ rejection of the technological developments of the modern battlefield.  

He did not appreciate why AEF officers wanted to make soldiers as Pershing 

unabashedly directed, “bayonet fighter[s], invincible in battle.”51  Grotelueschen read the 

evidence too literally, with little attempt to understand the deeper meaning of such orders.  

This narrow view of the AEF’s adherence to man over technology led Grotelueschen to a 

mistaken conclusion: 

As far as the AEF high command was concerned, the Army’s human-
centered prewar doctrine was to govern American operations in Europe, at 
least during offensive operations.  Strangely, many American officers 
showed a surprising appreciation for the latest tactical ideas for defensive 
operations, including a heavy reliance on firepower and the finer pints of 
what became known as the defense-in-depth, or the elastic defense [italics 
in original].  Many times during the fighting in the spring and summer of 
1918, American division commanders demonstrated a superior 
understanding of these defensive methods than the French corps and army 
commanders under whom they had to serve.  When on the offensive, 

                                                
51 Mark Ethan Grotelueschen, The AEF Way of War:  The American Army and Combat in World 

War I (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 2010), 32; Quote of Pershing’s order from Ibid. 
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however, most American officers, including influential GHQ officers and 
many division commanders, seemed to agree that the Army’s infantry-
based prewar doctrine – what they all referred to as “open warfare” – was 
still applicable.52 
 

What Grotelueschen failed to explain, however, was how defensive savvy and offensive 

naiveté could co-exist within the AEF.   

Grotelueschen overlooked some critical elements that existed in the U.S. Army 

present before 1917.  These included two of the more controversial defense policy issues 

– manpower mobilization and its effect on the structure of the army.  In light of the 

increasing technical nature of warfare, many in the Army questioned whether the 

traditional American practice of enlisting hastily trained citizen-soldiers to swell the 

ranks during national emergencies could be maintained.  Politicians and military 

professionals publicly debated the costs and benefits of universal military training, the 

size of the peacetime army, and military professionalization.  To say the least, opinions 

varied widely.53  An underlying assumption in the debate held that any citizen-soldier, 

either if trained in peacetime under universal military training or in wartime during the 

mobilization process, required strong discipline and leadership so his confidence in battle 

did not fall.  The Infantry Journal published a constant stream of articles exploring the 

proper indoctrination of the citizen-soldier.54  Due to the increased lethality of weaponry, 

inexperienced troops stood greater chance of “panic” than ever before.  One way to instill 
                                                

52 Ibid. 

53 Russell F. Weigley, Toward an American Army:  Military Thought from Washington to 
Marshall (New York:  Columbia University Press, 1962), 100-249. 

54 Examine “Tables of Contents,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, xvi-xvii to see that within the 
interwar period alone there were 31 articles featured concerning leading American citizen-soldiers.  There 
were many more, but these were the ones highlighted for the reader. 
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battlefield courage hinged on giving troops confidence in themselves as warriors.  

Mastery of their personal weapon system could convince men that they retained some 

ability to control their own destiny.  They could perform dangerous missions, and survive 

the horrors of modern battle.  Writing in 1920, Brig. Gen. W. P. Richardson drew on his 

“World War Observations” to describe this shared belief: 

Courage in a man is not a fixed and definite quantity, but must sometimes 
be developed, and there is no single thing so well calculated to give a man 
personal courage and self-reliance as a thorough knowledge of his weapon 
and a confidence in his ability to get results with it.  This fact has 
impressed itself upon me during the many years of life and service on the 
frontier and in the far northwest.  I have seen hunters, prospectors and 
pioneers sally forth with only their rifle and ammunition and a small pack, 
confident in their ability to supply food and to defend themselves against 
whatever kind of enemy might be encountered.  Curiously enough, this 
confidence in the weapon seems to inspire in men also a further quality of 
courage to attack and overcome difficult and dangerous obstacles of nature 
such as towering mountains, deep snows and swift glacier streams.55 
 

 Senior AEF officers understood that “going over the top” during an attack 

required a much greater store of courage than defending a prepared position.  Capt. Frank 

D. Ely’s explained why in a 1912 article, “Prestige,” that was republished after World 

War I in 1923:   

There is a form of discipline that enables men to perform efficiently on the 
defensive or from behind parapets, where both the liability to confusion 
and the personal danger are minimized:  but that higher discipline which 
enables men to force the fight home, seek the bayonet’s contact, and if 
need be die is not easily acquired.  It can only result from long, severe, and 
continued training.  Such discipline is peculiarly Infantry discipline in that 
no other even measurably fits the Arm for its part in war.  Upon Infantry 
falls the shock of battle; by it is both borne and inflicted more than four-

                                                
55 Brig. Gen. W. P. Richardson, “World War Observations,” Infantry Journal 17 (July 1920): 3. 
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fifths of the losses.  To the existence of prestige discipline is as essential 
as it is difficult to instill. 

 
American officers noted the reluctance of British and French troops to attack vigorously 

during the latter stages of the Great War, and that determined them to prevent that 

infection from spreading to their army.  Making infantrymen, as General Pershing said, 

“bayonet fighter[s], invincible in battle” was one way to ensure that the confidence to 

attack was maintained within the ranks.  Seen in this light, the explanation for why AEF 

officers embraced British and French defensive tactics quicker than their offensive ones 

becomes clearer.  It was less the inability of American officers to accept “un-American” 

practices, and more the belief that without the foundation of courage among individual 

soldiers, no operational strategy would succeed. 

Builder’s The Masks of War is additionally significant because it it can assist the 

historian in explaining causation.  A quick, superficial examination of American defense 

policies during the interwar period reveals that they rested on visions of future combat 

advocated by a plethora of historical actors.  The Army Air Corps lobbied for more 

bombers in the belief that aerial bombardment rendered ground combat obsolete.  The 

Navy continued to promulgate a vision in which the battleship took center stage during 

naval engagements.  The Marine Corps viewed its amphibious assault mission as the 

most difficult military undertaking.  And the Army characterized trench warfare as 

something to be avoided through a combination of firepower and maneuver, based 

primarily on the dominance of infantry.56   

                                                
56 Russell F. Weigley, The American Way of War:  A History of United States Military Strategy 

and Policy (Bloomington:  Indiana University Press, 1973), 167-268. 
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These views did not go unchallenged.  They sustained attacks from inside 

their respective institutions and from without.  The prevailing visions, or hegemonic 

discourses in Post-Modern parlance, drowned out competing images, and defense policies 

were adopted that embraced the imagined battlefields of the groups that had the most 

influence.  The Army and Marine Corps, generally accepted that the carnage of the Great 

War must be prevented.  The static front should not be replicated.  Mobility had to be 

restored to the battlefield.  Technology, in the form of tanks, aircraft, heavy artillery, and 

enhanced infantry weapons, would not permit future trench bound armies.  An army that 

did not move, and move swiftly, became highly vulnerable to the lethality of modern 

weaponry.  Marine Capt. L. M. Andrews put it bluntly:  “To accomplish the mission of 

conquering and destroying the enemy’s armed forces – the objective in waging war – 

success in battle is dependent upon the ability to move.  Position warfare does not usually 

play a decisive part in reaching the objective.”57  While assistant commandant of the 

Infantry School, Col. George C. Marshall captured the essence of this imagined combat 

in a 1929 lecture, “Development in Tactics.”  The ease in planning during static warfare, 

according to Marshall, came from the knowledge of “the locations of most of [the 

enemy’s] cannon and machine guns, [and] the numeral and history of [the enemy] 

organizations confronting us.”  Marshall continued, “Warfare of movement was a far 

more difficult matter,” where there was “seldom a machine gun in your front [and] 

usually [a machine gun] one or two thousand yards off to your flank.”58 

                                                
57 Capt. Andrews, “A War of Movement,” Marine Corps Gazette, 30 

58 “Development in Tactics,” in The Papers of George Catlett Marshall, ed. Larry I. Bland 
(Baltimore:  Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981), 334-338. 
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To evade positional warfare and the tactical conundrums of control in a war of 

movement, the American Expeditionary Forces Superior Board on Tactics and 

Organization (AEFSB) wholeheartedly endorsed the human-centered doctrine that 

Grotelueschen later disparaged.  The Board’s final report concluded, “The infantry 

remains the predominant and basic arm.”  The Board explained, “Victory cannot be 

assured without an aggressive, highly trained, disciplined and intelligent infantry which 

possesses in the highest degree the qualities of combined and individual initiative, 

determination and resoluteness.”59  Influenced by these conclusions, the Infantry Journal 

and Marine Corps Gazette explored many questions pertaining to the future of warfare.  

The role of machine guns and tanks in offensive and defensive combat, the reorganization 

of the infantry, anti-aircraft defense, the motorization and mechanization of the 

battlefield, and combat leadership are but a few.  Discussions ranged from requests for a 

light machine gun to demands for abolishing linear formations in close order drill.60  

Based on their imagined combat scenarios, interwar professional officers searched for the 

most likely problems to occur in the next war, and proposed potential solutions.  In so 

doing, they created innovative tactics and techniques.  Some were written into doctrine, 

others surfaced in the next war, and some were discarded.  All, however, demonstrated 

that the officer corps visualized more lethal and faster paced forms of fighting.  

                                                
59 Quote of the AEFSB taken from Kenneth Finlayson, An Uncertain Trumpet:  The Evolution of 

U.S. Army Infantry Doctrine, 1919-1941 (Westport:  Greenwood Press, 2001), 63. 

60 Lt. Col. C. A. Dravo, “The Light Machine Gun and Infantry Fire,” Infantry Journal 38 
(December 1931): 501; Captain X [pseudo.], “Getting Rid of the Line,” Infantry Journal 27 (March 1930):  
255-59. 
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 As a positive, the infantry mind’s vision of future combat led to a push for 

tactics and techniques that reduced troops’ exposure to direct and indirect fires.  As stated 

earlier, emphasis was placed upon the initiative of individuals and small units from the 

squad level and lower.  In January 1930, Capt. Charles L. Bolte’s “Future of Infantry” 

argued against traditional linear tactics.  Infantry units in “line abreast” attacking and 

defending in successive waves had lost their viability, and would not be used in future 

warfare.  This trend in infantry development, as he viewed it, focused on five areas.  

First, tactics were in constant flux and would continue to change due to technological 

advances in weaponry.  Second, open warfare with its “rapidly developing situations, 

disbursed [small units], and highly mobile groups” would prevail.  Third, linear 

formations would be obsolete.  Fourth, fire and movement tactics would be valid, but the 

“squad rush, the forward rush of unprotected bodies in the face of tremendous volume of 

automatic fire” would become a “thing of the past.”  Lastly, future infantry combat and 

warfare, in general, would entrust increased responsibility on junior troop leaders.  This, 

subsequently, would heighten the “need for initiative” among the men.61 

 Captain Bolte was not alone in many of his assessments.  “Captain X,” a 

pseudonym, called for the abolition of linear formations, and the increased dispersal of 

infantry units.  Another article written under the pseudonym “Sawdust” declared that fire 

and movement was accepted “theoretically,” but not “practically” due to the effects of 

massed machine-gun fire.  He argued for placing machine guns at the point of most 

friction – the “foremost groups.”  Assault troops needed machine gun support.  Without 
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such suppressive fire on enemy automatic weapons infantry could neither fire nor 

move.  Maj. Russell Skinner reiterated Bolte and X’s calls for dissolving linear 

formations, and went even further by calling into question fire and movement tactics.  He 

flatly denied the notion that advancing infantrymen by fire and movement was a viable 

means of attack.  Instead, he believed that “advance by infiltration is the only procedure 

available to the infantry.”62 According to “Infiltration,” an article by Capts. E. E. Hagler 

and A. R. Walker, assaults based on the principles of infiltration were to be the focus of 

training.  They demonstrated that during the attack, “strong centers of resistance, instead 

of being attacked by a frontal advance, are outflanked and surrounded by detachments of 

varying size.”  In their effort to promote this, they took reprinted verbatim excerpts from 

the Infantry Drill Regulations.63  

Linear formations were an artifact of a bygone era, and were never supposed to be 

employed in combat.  Army officers went to great efforts to eradicate the idea of the 

“line.”  This was not seen as purely a matter of tactics.  Rather it was seen as a problem 

of the mind and how junior leaders pictured combat formations.  A 1930 article, “Getting 

Rid of the Line,” in Infantry Journal by an anonymous author explained the drastic 

measures to correct the linear mindset of many Army officers.  The author highlighted 

that the word “line” had been stricken from the British Army’s Field Service Regulations.  

For instance, the British no longer used “defensive line,” but “foremost defended 

localities.”  The U.S. Army, however, still used terms like “line of observation, main line 

                                                
62 Sawdust [pseudo.], “Plattitudes and Infantry Organization,” Infantry Journal 46 (April 1939):  

98-113; Maj. Russell Skinner, “Don’t Kid the Shock Troops,” Infantry Journal 43 (June 1936):  302. 
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of resistance, support line, [and] reserve line.”  Additionally, the author decried the 

practice of liner close order drill.  The article stated: 

A company stands reveille in line.  It falls in in line.  It is inspected in line.  
Our single-platoon companies today are the same old lines of yore.  And 
then we have an hour or so of ‘extended-order drill’ and try to forget the 
line.  We worry from flank to flank trying to get privates and corporals to 
get flexibility, to use available adjacent cover, irrespective of exact 
intervals and alignments.  Is it any wonder that we cannot, when we have 
our soldiers practically always shoulder to shoulder?64 
 

The combined effects of these linear references, according to the article, continued to 

perpetuate combat formations reminiscent of the past.  The author declared, “The only 

way to get rid of the line idea is to get rid of the line.”65  In 1936, The Infantry School’s 

Mailing List published, “Lines and Formations,” that used both words and pictures to 

further clarify the idea of the line in military tactics.  The article opened with the 

statement: “Tradition, and the habit of centuries are what make us confuse drill ground 

teams with those of the battlefield…. In discussion of modern tactics it is often said that 

we must ‘get away from lines.’  The word nevertheless continues in our talk refusing to 

go the way of less fundamental words now obsolete.”  Throughout the article, pictures of 

the various “lines” found within Army doctrine and tactics were discussed and illustrated 

highlighting how “military line” was not actually linear.  The article concluded:  “Thus, 

in the attack (and in the defense as well) no infantry leader of troops parallels his drill 

field activities; and both formation and line mean utterly different things.  Instead, a 

leader handles his unit, however small it may be, as a movable, flexible maneuver 
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element, fitting its actions to the ground of the battlefield and the action of the enemy.  

Platoons, sections, squads all operate in this manner, continuing to do so even when 

actual leadership becomes temporarily impossible.”66 

 The reasons why this infantry-heavy approach to modern battle was adopted were 

many.  Most, however, can be traced to a common perception of the future battlefield, 

both its technological difficulties and its manpower intensive requirements.  Far from 

being “out of touch” with reality, Army and Marine officers, especially those who had 

served in combat, could not forget what experience had taught them.  They had fought 

their battles on cratered, mud-choked terrain that made it difficult to move by foot or 

horse, let alone a primitive vehicle such as a combat car or tank.  They fully understood 

the incredible slaughter that came with massed wave attacks against machine guns and 

artillery.  Rather than being naïve, these officers fully embraced a shared reality of 

combat, and projected that image upon the future of war.  Their appreciation of the 

modern battlefield was what drove them towards tactical innovations designed to mitigate 

the disastrous effects of fire.67   

Subtle differences existed among those different visions, however, and they can 

help account for some of the more drastic miscalculations that affected the Army’s 

development during the interwar period.  First, the terrain where battles were to occur in 

the next war was often depicted as a moonscape like the Western Front.  This 

assumption, along with the belief that the Army was structured primarily to defend the 

                                                
66 “Lines and Formations,” Mailing List 11 (January 1936):  163-172. 
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continental United States, accounted for why the horse remained an integral part of 

both the cavalry and the infantry.  Second, tanks remained technologically unsuited for 

the demands of the modern battlefield.  Motorization of infantry was as a given of the 

next war, but an armored force was beyond the vision of most infantry officers.  The only 

tanks imagined were those of the Great War.  Motor vehicles that could transport the 

infantry were a part of everyday American life, and they were constantly evolving 

towards greater efficiency and enhanced capabilities.  The Field Service Regulations, 

1923, described tanks as having, “a limited radius of action requiring replacement, 

overhauling, and repair in order to insure continuity of operation.”68  The tank’s 

inadequate technical stamina supposedly consigned it to nothing more than limited roles 

with the cavalry and a supporting role with the infantry.69  These faulty assumptions 

concerning the tank’s limited capabilities did not go unnoticed by Col. Joseph I. Greene, 

editor of Infantry Journal.  When he searched for articles to fill his 1943 compilation, 

The Infantry Journal Reader, Greene decided against including an essay from “one of our 

[the Army’s] highest commanders,” because he “argued in 1920 that we should have fast 

tanks capable of making fifteen miles an hour.”70   

Within the professional discourse, motorization and mechanization were constant 

themes.  The distinctions between the two, however, are generally lost in the subsequent 

scholarship, primarily because they were sometimes confused within contemporary 
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writings.  Seeing this as problematic, Capt. Nathan A. Smith defined them and 

discussed their differences in “The Theory of Mechanization.”  According to Smith, 

motorization was the “substitution of motors for animal or human labor.”  Truck-drawn 

artillery and troops mounted in combat vehicles were examples of motorization.  Smith 

described mechanization as the “application of the machine to actual combat.”  Tanks and 

self-propelled artillery, for example, represented attempts at mechanization.  Smith’s 

article was atypical in that it discussed both motorization and mechanization.  A common 

thematic approach focused on motorizing the infantry to gain tactical and strategic 

mobility.  An anonymous article titled “Thoughts on Organization,” which appeared in 

Infantry Journal in 1933, centered on increasing motorized vehicles in the table of 

equipment of the infantry.  Motorization, the article argued, enhanced the infantry’s 

maneuverability.  It neglected to mention tanks, self-propelled artillery, or anything about 

mechanization of the battlefield, a constant deficiency within the military intellectualism 

of the period.  Seeking to correct this, Col. Albert S. Williams wrote “Our Present 

Tactical Doctrines,” to argue that the contemporary tactical doctrine dismissed 

mechanical innovations and lagged behind technological trends.    Williams was one of a 

number of officers who called for infantrymen to understand the implications of a 

mechanized battlefield.71 

For Marines, their experience during the Great War shaped their conception of the 

future battlefield.  According to historian Kenneth W. Estes:  “Tanks would support the 

advance and defense of infantry just as they and other weapons had been employed in the 
                                                

71 Capt. Nathan A. Smith, “The Theory of Mechanization,” Infantry Journal 42 (December 1935):  
547-552; “Thoughts on Organization,” Infantry Journal 40 (April 1933):  265-66; Col. Albert S. Williams, 
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1918 offensives in Western Europe.”  But, as time lapsed, the Corps, embracing its 

amphibious mission, began to envision the attack and defense of relatively small naval 

bases strewn throughout the Pacific.  Because of the different operating environment, an 

obsession with the notion of an amphibious tank developed.  Marines imagined and then 

created training exercises to experience the difficulty of tanks being off-loaded from 

transport ships, and their subsequent crossing of the surf zone on a beach with waves 

crashing unpredictably upon them.  This led to constant calls for a “Marine tank” that was 

amphibious.  It is important to note that Marines did not see a different purpose for the 

tank than the Army.  They just desired a more specific technical requirement due to a 

slightly different institutional mission.72 

A deep-felt understanding that man was the center of gravity in modern war and 

battle lay at the core of the interwar infantry mind.  The nation would be victorious if it 

both mobilized its manpower resources to feed the war machine and also channeled the 

efforts of the individual men into cohesive fighting units.  Army and Marine officers 

believed in the fighting prowess of the individual American.  They did not, as some have 

argued, think that his exceptional nature alone would be enough to carry the United 

States to victory.  That spirit of individuality had to be harnessed and guided towards the 

accomplishment of military objectives.  Marksmanship played a significant part, but 

musketry, the ability to establish local fire superiority through the effective control of 

infantry units, was an integral component of establishing infantrymen’s dominance on the 

modern battlefield.  Riflemen were perceived as the foundational part of a whole 
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weapons system.  The tactics and techniques of musketry controlled that weapons 

system.  It was similar to the techniques used to control artillery fire. 

The interwar infantry mind’s conception of discipline took a higher form than a 

rigid adherence to orders, uniform regulations, techniques of fire, or tactical procedures.  

Rather, this form of discipline resided within the will of the individual to accomplish the 

mission by any means necessary.  As a byproduct, all of a military’s garrison functions 

would be conducted in the name of mission accomplishment, and esprit de corps.  The 

disciplined initiative sought by both the Army and Marine Corps resembled the German 

military’s Auftragstaktik, or “mission tactics.”  But, as Jorg Muth contended in Command 

Culture:  Officer Education in the U.S. Army and the German Armed Forces, 1901-1940, 

and the Consequences for World War II, there was no “mission-oriented command 

system” within the U.S. Army that was analogous to that of the German Army.73  

American infantrymen were, however, indoctrinated to feel passionate about initiating 

action.  That passion for action, as will be demonstrated in follow-on chapters, would be 

carried over into the Second World War.  

By studying collective imagination in a military context, in this case the interwar 

infantry mind, can yield a greater understanding of why certain changes occurred while 

others did not.  Regarding peacetime innovation, Stephen Peter Rosen opined in Winning 

the Next War:  Innovation and the Modern Military:  “Officers within the military 

developed new ideas about the ways wars would be fought in the future and how they 

might be won.  These new theories of victory were, to a surprising extent, not the product 
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of a close study of potential enemies.”  Rather, Rosen argued, it was the shared 

“perception” of themselves and the international security environment that brought about 

innovation.74  Far from being comprehensive, this chapter only laid a critical brick in the 

necessary foundation for understanding the infantry way of battle.  The infantry mind was 

not, as some historians claimed, juvenile in its conception of war and battle.  Rather, in its 

collective will it was vibrant and devoted to solving battlefield problems.  Within the next 

chapter, the presence of innovation, adaptation, and reform within interwar infantry 

development will be explored.   
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CHAPTER 5: INNOVATION, ADAPTATION, AND REFORM, 1918-1941 
 
Victory cannot be assured without an aggressive, highly trained, disciplined and intelligent infantry which 
possesses in the highest degree the qualities of combined and individual initiative, determination and 
resoluteness.   
         
     AEF Report of Superior Board on Organization and Tactics 

Submitted to General John J. Pershing, 19191 
 

 The ability of naval and military forces to innovate, adapt, and reform are 

essential factors for assessing their effectiveness.  In the modern understanding of war 

and battle, military professionals and scholars tend to believe that the army or navy that 

adopts upgrades quicker than their opponents is most likely to attain victory.  Thus the 

ability to recognize problems, create solutions, and implement them in a cyclical, never-

ending progression has become the hallmark of the successful warfighter.  Scholars from 

a wide variety of disciplines, such as social scientists, political scientists, strategic 

analysts, and historians, have attempted, with various degrees of success, to decipher 

what caused militaries to innovate.2  For many, their conclusions intended to bring about 

actionable items for contemporary military organizations.  The understanding was that 

the past is an ideal laboratory for testing the present and predicting the future.  This 

chapter will focus on innovation, adaptation, and reform within the interwar infantry way 

of battle of the Army and Marine Corps.  It will demonstrate that an institutionally 
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Handbook (Boulder:  Westview Press, 1985), MCDP 1 Warfighting (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1997), and Robert Coram, Boyd:  The Fighter Pilot Who Changed the Art of War (New 
York: Hachette Book Group, 2002). 
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connected professional officer corps embraced and sought to establish cultures of 

innovation and adaptation within their respective organizations.  This was accomplished 

in three distinct ways – intellectual exchange, organizational structure, and doctrine. 

Navies and armies are bureaucracies, and embody the basic characteristics of all 

bureaucracies.  In, Winning the Next War:  Innovation and the Modern Military, 

Professor Stephen Peter Rosen asserted:  “Almost everything we know in theory about 

large bureaucracies suggests not only that they are hard to change, but that they are 

designed not to change.  The first student of bureaucracies, Max Weber, argued that the 

essence of a bureaucracy was routine, repetitive, orderly action.  Bureaucracies were not 

supposed to innovate by their very nature.”  He went further by stating, “Military 

bureaucracies … are especially resistant to change” due to the conservative nature of 

their officer corps.  That said, Rosen explained, at times bureaucracies responded to 

internal and external stimuli that, in turn, provoked invention.  Social scientists, however, 

found no causes or developmental processes that could have led to a universal theory of 

bureaucratic innovation.  Rather, innovative change occurred differently at distinctive 

times within the same organization as well as in related and unrelated organizations.3   

There are differences between peacetime and wartime innovation.  Rosen’s 

Winning the Next War concluded, “Peacetime military innovation may be explainable in 

terms of how military communities evaluate the future character of war, and how they 

effect change in the senior officer corps.  Wartime innovation is related to the 

development of new measures of strategic effectiveness, effective intelligence collection, 

                                                
3 Stephen Peter Rosen, Winning the Next War:  Innovation and the Modern Military (Ithaca:  

Cornell University Press, 1991), 2-3. 
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and an organization able to implement the innovation within the relatively short time 

of the war’s duration.”4  Rosen’s focus on senior officers limits the scope of his work.  It 

confines the study of innovation to systemic institutional changes, rather than the culture 

of the whole force that, according to some historians, was responsible for the American 

victory during World War II.  The near complete omission of culture from Winning the 

Next War is a significant shortfall of Rosen’s book.  Rosen is correct, however, in 

acknowledging the differences between a peacetime and wartime military organization.  

This chapter, then, focuses exclusively on the peacetime development of infantry.   

Oftentimes, the interwar period is used to exemplify institutional innovation and 

stagnation within the world’s navies and armies.  There is ample reason for this.  First, 

the two World Wars were enormous in geographical scope and destructive force.  No 

conflict before 1914 or after 1945 ever reached the same dimensions.  Due to their 

enormity, it is difficult to imagine how belligerents were able to predict success, and, 

most importantly, not foresee defeat.  Some scholars searching for the cause of victory 

and defeat during World War II looked backwards to determine if pre-war institutional 

structures and doctrines were responsible.  Second, World War II was the last war where 

land, naval, and air forces were used with relative equal strategic weight.  Given this, 

army, navy, and air strategies could be compared equally, and their efficacy ascertained 

in a total war setting.  Comparisons between different national militaries can be 

conducted alongside those of organizations within each army and navy as well as within 

specific units of each.  Third, the two World Wars serve as bookends creating a crystal 

                                                
4 Ibid., 52. 
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clear periodization of conflict allowing scholars to draw conclusions about the 

efficacy of peacetime innovations.   

Many historians have described the interwar United States Army as stagnant, 

underfunded, and lagging behind in technical and doctrinal development.  As Russell F. 

Weigley argued in his History of the United States Army, “The Army during the 1920s 

and early 1930s may have been less ready to function as a fighting force than at any time 

in its history.”5  This characterization has echoed through many popular and scholarly 

historical works.   Common images in documentaries on the interwar Army have depicted 

soldiers practicing gun drills with wooden machine guns and mortars, and maneuvers 

with dummy tank hulls placed over cars.  Narratives of the Army’s first combat 

experience in North Africa against Erwin Rommel’s Panzerarmee Afrika in 1943 have 

only buttressed claims of its unpreparedness.6   

In contrast, the United States Marine Corps received colossal accolades for its 

creation of amphibious doctrine during the same period of peace.  J.F.C. Fuller, a British 

field grade officer during World War I who became an accomplished military historian 

and critic of British warfighting doctrines after the First World War, declared that the 

Corps’ amphibious technique, “in all probability…[was] the most far-reaching tactical 

                                                
5 Russell F. Weigley, History of the United States Army (New York:  MacMillen, 1967), 402-403. 
6 The view that American combat performance was poor in Europe was first described in S.L.A 

Marshall’s Men Against Fire:  The Problem of Battle Command (Norman:  Oklahoma University Press, 
1947), and reinforced by Trevor N. Dupuy’s Numbers Predictions and War:  Using History to Evaluate 
Combat Factors and Predict the Outcome of Battles  (New York:  Bobbs-Merrill, 1979), Russell F. 
Weigley’s  Eisenhower’s Lieutenants:  The Campaign of France and Germany, 1944-1945 (Bloomington:  
Indiana University Press, 1981), and Martin van Crevald’s Fighting Power:  German and U.S. Army 
Performance, 1939-1945 (Westport:  Greenwood Press, 1982). 
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innovation of the war.”7  This sentiment was reiterated in Weigley’s declaration in 

The American Way of War:  A History of United States Military Policy and Strategy:   

“Every amphibious operation conducted by the United States and its allies in World War 

II was to owe a large debt to the Marine Corps and the interest of the Corps in a war 

through the island steppingstones on the way to Japan.”  Similarly, Rosen argued two 

decades later:  “In the same [interwar] period, the U.S. Marine Corps went from a force 

that had fought small wars in Asia and the Caribbean and as infantry in Europe in World 

War I to the first force capable of amphibious assault on heavily fortified island targets.  

The creation of amphibious warfare…was a major innovation recognized as such during 

and after World War II.”  Some historians, however, have criticized the Marine Corps’ 

interwar amphibious doctrine as being too primitive to support major landings, such as 

the invasions of North Africa, Sicily, Italy, and Normandy.  Adrian R. Lewis opined in 

Omaha Beach:  A Flawed Victory:  “The doctrine delineated by the navy-marine team in 

1938 was sketchy and more applicable to the smaller-scale operations against atolls and 

islands in the Pacific than to the ‘mighty endeavors’ in the Mediterranean and European 

theaters.”  Surprisingly, historians have written little about the Corps’ performance as an 

infantry force after the establishment of a beachhead.  The only time they call the 

Marines’ conduct of a land campaign into question is the Battle for Saipan in 1944.8 

                                                
7 J.F.C. Fuller was quoted in Jeter A. Isley and Philip A. Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious 

War:  Its Theory, and Its Practice in the Pacific (Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 1951), 6. 

8 Russell F. Weigley, The American Way of War:  A History of United States Military Strategy and 
Policy (Bloomington:  Indiana University Press, 1973), 264; Rosen, Winning the Next War, 59; Adrian R. 
Lewis, Omaha Beach:  A Flawed Victory (Chapel Hill:  University of North Carolina Press, 2001), 50. 
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Generally, critics of the interwar Army have used the German Blitzkrieg as an 

example of the U.S. Army’s deficiency in comprehending technology and its influence on 

future warfare.   This is striking since during most of the interwar period the American 

strategists considered Japan the republic’s most likely future enemy.  Adm. Chester 

Nimitz, Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet in World War II, made this abundantly 

clear with his recollection after the war, “The enemy of our games [at the Naval War 

College] was always – Japan – and the courses were so thorough that after the start of 

WWII – nothing that happened in the Pacific was strange or unexpected.”9  Even today, 

however, the German Army remains a valid standard of comparison to its American 

counterpart instead of the Japanese Imperial Army.  There are several reasons for this.  

The U.S. Army itself constantly looked to Germany as a model for military development.  

After Germany’s stunning defeat of France in 1870-1871, the U.S. officer corps 

attempted to replicate the professionalism displayed by Prussian officers through the 

implementation of Prussian-type military schools.10  In addition, the Army’s institutional 

admiration for the Heer increased during World War I when the American Expeditionary 

Forces (AEF) encountered the beleaguered yet still potent German Army.  Adding to this, 

the Army wrote its post-World War I doctrine for a war against “a first class power,” and 

American professional soldiers did not view Japan as such.11  As a nation-state, Japan 

was not as economically developed as Germany, and although it prevailed over Russia in 

                                                
9 Quotation of Adm. Chester Nimitz taken from Weigley, American Way of War, 265. 

10 Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State:  The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military 
Relations (Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 1957), 257, 265. 

11 Organization:  Division and Brigade (Fort Benning:  The Infantry School, 1926), 7.  Also, this 
statement of preparing doctrine for war against modern armies was contained in the introduction of many 
contemporary doctrinal manuals. 
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1905, it had yet to defeat a first class power in war.  Lastly, the Japanese Army 

favored light infantry tactics, a skill the U.S. Army thought it had thoroughly mastered.  

In keeping with contemporary trends, many historians have taken the same comparative 

approach.  The historiography evaluating the Army’s performance during the Second 

World War is predominantly Euro-centric.12    

A closer examination of the U.S. Infantry reveals that its tactical development was 

not stagnant, but rooted in an understanding that fast-paced, highly mobile maneuver 

forces would win future wars.  It did not evolve linearly between 1920 and 1941.  Long 

periods of relatively little progress were offset by short bursts of rapid innovations and 

advances.13  The Marine Corps followed Army doctrine in land warfare closely, and sent 

its officers to Army schools.  Marines mirrored the Army’s infantry development.  The 

following discussion, then, is focused on the Army’s infantry progression, citing only the 

more significant institutional crossovers.  The U.S. Infantry and Marine Corps were 

united in their push towards finding better tactics, techniques, and procedures for fighting 

first class powers.  A professional officer corps that read the same publications, attended 

the same schools, and felt the same institutional pressures of fiscal, manpower, and 

equipment constraints propelled this developmental process.  Many of these Army and 

                                                
12 Michael Doubler, Closing With the Enemy:  How GIs Fought the War in Europe, 1944-1945 

(Lawrence:  University of Kansas Press, 1994), 1-9; Peter R. Mansoor, The GI Offensive in Europe:  The 
Triumph of American Infantry Divisions, 1941-1945 (Lawrence:  University of Kansas Press, 1999), 5; 
Russell A. Hart, Clash of Arms:  How the Allies Won in Normandy (Boulder:  Lynne Rienner Publishers 
Inc., 2001), 5. 

13 In the narrative of interwar infantry development 1919-1941, Kenneth Finlayson, An Uncertain 
Trumpet:  The Evolution of U.S. Army Infantry Doctrine, 1919-1941 (Westport:  Greenwood Press, 2001) 
and John K. Mahon and Romana Danysh, Infantry, Part I:  Regular Army, Army Lineage Series 
(Washington D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972) provide a nuanced description of its many 
peaks and valleys. 
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Marine officers would take combat commands in 1941, while others would not.  All, 

however, were responsible for cultivating and institutionalizing what many historians 

argue were the tenets of victory in World War II – innovation, adaptation, and reform.  

Professional journals are an integral part of any profession.  They are a place 

where ideas, techniques, and procedures are shared and evaluated.  The journals of the 

U.S. Army and Marine Corps officer corps are no different.  Samuel P. Huntington 

suggested that surveying these journals was crucial for understanding contemporary 

“military thinking.”  According to Huntington, there were four reasons for this.  First, 

active duty officers “immersed in the military milieu” wrote for the journals.  The 

articles, therefore, indicated current concerns of the currently serving officer corps.  

Second, “junior and middle-ranking officers whose views may be presumed to reflect the 

thinking of the bulk of the officer corps” wrote most of the articles.  Third, the audience 

for the articles were fellow officers, and “their authors were less likely to hide or modify 

their true opinions.”  Fourth, Huntington concluded, “The articles in the professional 

journals not only expressed military opinion but also shaped it.”  Thus it is instructive to 

examine two of the most influential professional magazines that served the interwar 

Army and Marine officer corps – the Infantry Journal and Marine Corps Gazette.14 

First published in 1904, Infantry Journal was the intellectual arm of the Infantry 

Association, and supported Article III of the group’s constitution, which stated:  “The 

object of the Association shall be to promote the efficiency of the Infantry arm of the 

military service of our country by maintaining its best standards and traditions, by 

                                                
14 Huntington, Soldier and the State, 255. 
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fostering esprit de corps, by the dissemination of professional knowledge, and by the 

exchange of ideas as to the utilization of such knowledge with particular reference to the 

role of the infantry in modern war.”15  It was an affiliated magazine of the infantry arm, 

and not an official publication of the Armed Forces.  The Infantry Journal exerted a 

strong influence among its readers, and drew the attention of many Army luminaries such 

as Generals Arthur McArthur, Douglas McArthur, Tasker Bliss, Hugh A. Drum, George 

C. Marshall, George Patton, Leslie J. McNair, and Dwight D. Eisenhower.  Marines also 

wrote for the Infantry Journal and devoured its content.  The Marine Corps Gazette often 

republished articles found within Infantry Journal.16   

As was the case with Army and Navy professional journals, the Marine Corps 

Gazette was the organ of a fraternal group of officers belonging to an independent 

organization, the Marine Crops Association.  Col. Littleton W. T. Waller, commanding 

officer of the Marine brigade stationed at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, gave tacit approval to 

the formation of the Marine Corps Association (MCA) in 1911.   Cols. John A. Lejeune 

and George Richards were the two principal Marine officers appointed to the 

association’s “Board of Control.”  Both of them had long operational ties to the Army, 

and they were well aware of the Infantry Association and its ability to shape the 

professional discourse.  Waller’s son, 1st Lt. Littleton W.T. Waller, Jr., became a member 

                                                
15 “Article III of the Constitution of The United States Infantry Association,” Infantry Journal 12 

(September-October 1915): 339. 

16 Huntington, Soldier and the State, 243; An example of a Marine writing in Infantry Journal 
include Lt. William E. Parker, “The Company Officer and his Work,” Infantry Journal 9 1 (July-August 
1912): 71-6, and example of a reprinted article from Infantry Journal is David C. Shanks, “Administration 
and the Management of Men,” Marine Corps Gazette 3 (June 1918): 105-23. 
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of the Infantry Association in March 1915.17  Lejeune was a graduate of the Army 

War College, where he developed life-long friendships with several Army officers.  

Likewise, Colonel Richards had worked closely with the Army during the 1900 Boxer 

Rebellion in China.18   

The first issue of the Marine Corps Gazette appeared in 1916, one year before 

America’s entry into World War I.   The Gazette was a direct manifestation of Section 2, 

Article I, of the MCA’s constitution:  “The Association is formed to disseminate 

knowledge of the military art and science among its members; to provide for the 

improvement of their professional attainments; to foster spirit and preserve the traditions 

of the United States Marine Corps; and to increase the efficiency of its members.”  There 

were unmistakable similarities between the Infantry Association’s constitution and the 

MCA’s.  Not surprisingly, the Gazette’s editors surveyed any relevant literature dealing 

with their profession.  Frequently, the editors read the Army’s branch association 

magazines and used them to demonstrate the importance of the MCA and the Gazette.  A 

1925 “Editorial Note” made an impassioned plea to the Corps’ officers to become 

members of MCA and contribute articles to the Gazette.  The editorial urged, “Almost 

every arm of the United States Army publishes a magazine, including whose 

commissioned strength is far smaller than ours.  Failure to support a magazine of our own 

                                                
17 “Infantry Association New Members,” Infantry Journal 11 (March-April 1915): 744. 

18 Allan R. Millett, Semper Fidelis:  The History of the United States Marine Corps (New York:  
Macmillan Publishing Co., 1980), 277. 
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will certainly be considered a reflection on the morale and esprit de corps of our 

service.”19 

Unlike the official publications of the services like the Infantry School’s Mailing 

List, Infantry Journal and Marine Corps Gazette published ideas and concepts that were 

more liberal and less bound by institutional guidelines.  Their unofficial status granted 

editors more leeway in determining who and what they published.  At one point, 

readership among Marine officers for the Gazette sagged, and the editors solicited their 

input to make the magazine more appealing.  In the same 1925 editorial cited above, the 

editors stated:  “There is no doubt that the Gazette can be improved.  The Board of 

Control will gladly receive and consider all suggestions and constructive criticisms to that 

end.”20  Controversies over doctrine, organization, morale, and America’s defense 

posture abounded within the journals.  In 1934, Lt. Col. Edwin F. Harding became editor 

of Infantry Journal and expanded the magazine’s scope of coverage to include articles 

discussing present and future concepts of warfare.  Col. Joseph I. Greene, the journal’s 

editor in 1943, described the effect of Harding’s efforts.  “Articles and editorials,” Greene 

wrote, “more often became the center of discussion and argument, some of it hot.”21 

During the interwar period, controversy erupted over the reconfiguration of the 

infantry’s Tables of Organization (T/O) and Tables of Equipment (T/E), in addition to the 

state of weaponry and improvements to infantry tactics.  Infantry Journal’s more tolerant 

                                                
19 “Editorial Notes,” Marine Corps Gazette 10 (June 1925): 66. 

20 Ibid. 

21 Joseph I. Greene, “Preface,” in The Infantry Journal Reader (Garden City:  Doubleday & 
Company, Inc., 1943), v-vi. 
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editorial standards allowed officers with different and sometimes radical views to 

express their opinions.  This, however, did not protect article authors from the retaliation 

of senior officers.  Some general officers took action and attempted to stifle contradictory 

perspectives.  The interwar U.S. Infantry was in precarious position.  It not only 

competed for funding from Congress within the American defense establishment as a 

whole, but within the Army itself.22  Therefore, some believed any dissension within the 

officer corps could be publicized and used to further reduce funding.  Despite punitive 

actions from senior officers, infantry officers did not stop thinking and writing about the 

development of the infantry.  Rather, they adapted to the situation and wrote using 

pseudonyms or no names at all.  Once the table of contents for the “Better Ways of War” 

section in The Infantry Journal Reader listed 12 pseudonyms or anonymous authors out 

of a total 26 articles. 

At times, though, publishing an article brought its author unintended 

consequences.  One example of such repercussions stemmed from the June 1930 issue of 

Infantry Journal.  Maj. James Bradley, an instructor at the Infantry School, wrote a 

controversial article on the reorganization of the infantry.  Bradley argued in favor of 

increasing the amount of motor vehicles within the infantry to allow soldiers to keep up 

with tanks.  The infantry squad, Bradley suggested, should be reduced to the number of 

infantrymen able to fit within a vehicle.  According to Bradley, the increased mobility 

provided by his proposed changes decreased the value of artillery as well as the 

likelihood of effective enemy air attack.  The Chief of Infantry, Maj. Gen. Stephen O. 

                                                
22 Weigley, History of the Army, 402-410. 



 

 

153 

Fuqua, took umbrage at Bradley’s article.  He responded to its publication by 

directing the commandant of the Infantry School that these ideas should not be 

incorporated into Bradley’s teaching.  In November 1930, Fuqua wrote an article of his 

own that attempted to contradict many of Bradley’s points.23  

Consistent with contemporary American warfighting beliefs, articles concerning 

combat leadership dominated a large portion of Infantry Journal’s pages.  According to 

historians John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson in On Infantry, a “Cult of the 

Rifle” emerged among U.S. Infantry officers.  The purveyors of the Cult of the Rifle held 

that superior marksmanship skills and individual initiative of American riflemen won 

America’s wars.24  Leadership in combat was critical for the riflemen’s success.  A 

soldier without effective leadership and good tactics could not accomplish his mission.  A 

soldier with effective leadership and mediocre tactics, however, could prevail.  Historians 

have recognized this in their work describing leadership trends in the U.S. Army in the 

interwar period.  In Corps Commanders of the Bulge:  Six American Generals and 

Victory in the Ardennes, Harold R. Winton described the concept of command 

promulgated by the Command and General Staff School and Army War College.  Winton 

reported that officer students learned that the commander must be decisive, share 

hardships with his men, and take full responsibility for his actions.25  Articles in the 

                                                
23 Maj. J. L. Bradley, “Reorganization of Infantry,” Infantry Journal 37 (June 1930):  133-138; 

Stephen O. Fuqua to Campbell King, 21 August 1930, Bradford Chynoweth Papers, U.S. Army Military 
History Institute (USMHI), Carlisle Barracks, PA; Maj. Gen. S.O. Fuqua, “The Trend of Development of 
Infantry,” Infantry Journal 37 5 (November 1930):  467-477. 

24 John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson, On Infantry:  Revised Edition (Wesport:  Praeger, 
1994), 123. 

25 Harold R. Winton, Corps Commanders of the Bulge:  Six American Generals and Victory in the 
Ardennes (Lawrence:  University of Kansas Press, 2007), 26-30. 
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Infantry Journal from the 1920s through the 1930s supported Winton’s assertion.  

Furthermore, the articles alluded to the officers’ understanding of an expandable Army in 

which the citizen soldier required dynamic leaders willing to make sacrifices along with 

their men.  

Although historians credited the increased esprit de corps of the Marine Corps to 

its ability to attract higher-caliber recruits and a highly effective propaganda campaign, it 

still faced impediments to military efficiency similar to the Army’s.  Americans rejected 

military hierarchy and discipline, and were unwilling to subordinate their individual 

selves to an authoritarian requiring instant obedience.  These were the qualities of the 

citizen-soldier with which the Army and Marine Corps grappled during the interwar 

period.  After World War I, Maj. Gen. Charles Farnsworth, the Army’s first Chief of 

Infantry, looked across institutions into the ranks of the Marine Corps to gain an 

additional perspective on leadership.  Maj. Gen. Smedley Butler, a notorious Marine 

partisan so outspoken his superiors kept him from heading combat formations under 

Army command in France, was invited to speak on the Corps’ high state of morale.  On 

January 2, 1922, Butler gave his lecture to a group of officers assigned to the Office of 

the Chief of Infantry, the General Staff, and the Offices of the Chiefs of Field Artillery, 

Coast Artillery, and Cavalry.  The “Notes from the Chief of Infantry” published in 

Infantry Journal summarized ten points Butler identified accounted for “the excellent 

morale at Quantico.”  While some prescriptions like teaching Marine Corps history and 

tradition, writing detailed training and work schedules, and organized athletics would be 
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familiar to any military historian, others were surprising and challenged the 

automaton image of Marine discipline and the supposedly autocratic system that 

cultivated it.26   

Marine officers believed the strength of the Corps lay in its purported democratic 

practices.  Butler’s comments reflected this sentiment.  He suggested to the Army 

officers, “When work is to be done all hands, officers included, get right down to it and 

‘work’ while they [enlisted men] are working.”  Butler offered other evidence that the 

Marine Corps’ leadership philosophy was democratic and egalitarian.  Marine officers at 

Quantico, he said, were to “gratify every wish of the enlisted man, within reason,” and, 

“The enlisted man is never refused anything unless there is a good reason for doing so.”  

Butler did not advocate a caste-less military.  Rather, he reasoned that, barring war, there 

was no reason why Marines should be kept from being able to enjoy themselves when off 

duty.  As a corollary, duty should only be for specific reasons, and those reasons should 

be obvious to all Marines.  Otherwise, the likelihood for resentment and discontent within 

the ranks would increase.  “Money is freely appropriated for amusements,” Butler waxed 

on.  “Every marine is given the opportunity to vote in matters pertaining to the Post 

Exchange…. Only the best of shows are brought to camp.”  Butler finished his talk by 

describing how the fallen Marines from the base at Quantico were honored.  The bunks of 

the Marine killed in World War I were first located, and name plates “of standard size, 

                                                
26 “Notes from the Chief of Infantry,” Infantry Journal 20 (January 1922): 202-3. 
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showing name, rank, and circumstances under which the marine gave his life or shed 

his blood for his country,” were secured to them.27   

In 1923, the Office of the Chief of Infantry published an extract of the Marine 

Corps Manual, 1921, in the Infantry Journal.  The extract described how American 

officers should act towards the citizen-soldier.  The paragraph introducing this material 

evinced a deep admiration for the Corps:   

On page 3 of the Marine Corps Manual, 1921, there appear six short 
paragraphs under the above title [Relations between officers and men].  
They express so well our own views on the subject and embody so much 
of wisdom that we commend them to all officers.  These paragraphs are 
quoted here without change.  It is only necessary to read into them the 
name of our own branch of the Military Service to make them serve 
admirably as an expression of what our own attitude should be.28 

 
The next six paragraphs highlighted the Corps’ understanding of the American military 

man, reiterating many of General Butler’s points made the previous year.  In one 

paragraph, the Infantry Journal quoted the Marine Corps Manual, 1921:  “The relation 

between officers and enlisted men should in no sense be that of superior and inferior nor 

that of master and servant, but rather that of teacher and scholar.”  Another paragraph 

stated:  “[I]t must be kept in mind that the American soldier responds quickly and readily 

to the exhibition of qualities of leadership on the part of his officers.  Some of these 

qualities are industry, energy, determination, enthusiasm, firmness, kindness, justness, 

self-control, usefulness, honor, and courage.”  The Corps desired officers and enlisted 

men who demonstrated initiative, adapted to any situation, and implemented solutions to 

                                                
27 Ibid. 

28 “Notes from the Chief of Infantry,” Infantry Journal 22 (January 1923): 66-8. 
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problems.  The guidelines outlined in the Marine Corps Manual, 1921, were meant to 

inculcate those innovative qualities within American fighting men.29 

The Infantry Journal published articles on leadership throughout the interwar 

years, and continued publishing them with the outbreak of the Second World War in 

Europe.  Maj. Thomas Phillips’s 1939 article, “Leader and Led,” described the 

difficulties of leading men in a democratic conscript Army.  Phillips wrote, “[L]eadership 

of citizen soldiers and large units, in the danger and urgency of battle is a task of a 

different and more difficult nature.”  He lamented that the Army was unable to change its 

leadership style in a way that allowed for the American people to welcome conscription.  

He argued for an institutional change in leadership methods lest “the Army … deserve 

and receive the hatred of its soldiers as they go back to their homes” after their 

enlistments expired.  Phillips used psychology to argue his case for a methodological 

shift in Army leadership.  Humans are herd animals, and groups coalesce naturally in 

human society.  Leadership, however, was difficult because it sought to harness the 

group’s resources, direct them to a common objective, and produce a desired outcome.  

The leader, according to Phillips, must seek to inculcate a type of hero worship among 

his men.  For Phillips, hero worship was the most effective way of producing subordinate 

initiative.30 

Articles concerning fear and panic among soldiers on the battlefield also 

abounded in the journal’s pages.  Capt. C. T. Lanham’s “Panic” tapped into military 

                                                
29 Ibid. 

30 Maj. Thomas R. Phillips, “Leader and Led,” in Infantry Journal Reader, 289-308, article 
originally published in 1939.  
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history, psychology, and leadership principles to illustrate the problem.  By drawing 

on extensive historical knowledge, Lanham demonstrated that even well-trained, veteran 

soldiers were capable of flight in the face of the enemy.  Through the use of psychology, 

he isolated the cause of the panic in each individual case study.  Lanham then developed 

actions for leaders to take to minimize the conditions that lead to panic and rout in 

combat.  He concluded by acknowledging that “few rules” were set for leaders.  Instead 

of set rules, a leader must use “common sense” to guide him.  At the heart of his 

argument was the prescription that the American officer and soldier needed to learn to 

adapt and innovate in the face of danger, which would minimize the effects of fear on the 

collective psyche of the individual and unit.31 

In general, the authors of the articles in the Infantry Journal assumed the readers 

had an extensive knowledge of military history.  Such articles as George Simpson’s “An 

All-Time Command Team,” John Burns’s “What About Military History,” and George 

Patton’s “Success in War” all required a familiarity with leaders such as Marlborough, 

Cromwell, Gustavus Adolphus, Napoleon, Mohammed, Jacques Antoine Hippolyte, and 

the battles that made them legends.32  These historical references were casually strewn 

throughout the volumes of the Infantry Journal.  Their frequent and nonchalant use 

suggest that infantry officers were expected to know about many forms of historical 

warfare, both Western and non-Western.  The ability to draw from the past, and adapt it 

to future battlefields figured constantly in this literature. 
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Maj. John H. Burns described this military intellectualism in the 1940 article, 

“The American Professional Soldier.”  Burns explained that American officers held 

undergraduate degrees from various colleges and universities.  Many, in the course of 

their careers, spent another six years at various service schools.  As for members of the 

General Staff, Burns recounted, most underwent “three to six years, or more of 

postgraduate study.”  This led him to conclude, “In civil life all of these officers would 

have earned through such study the magic letters Ph.D.”   Burns went on to summarize 

the knowledge level expected from infantry officers:   

They can reach down through the corridor of history and with a long arm pluck 
out any fact or, on the other hand, project themselves into the future and tell 
exactly how a gigantic regulating station should be run in the next war.  They can 
discuss Spengler, Freud, or the Italian condottiere.  They are clever fellows, all 
sib to the doctors of philosophy.33 
 
Most contributors to the Infantry Journal and Marine Corps Gazette were 

captains, majors, and lieutenant colonels.  On the eve of war, they constituted a solid 

cadre of sharp-minded officers who were mentally prepared to take to the battlefield.  

Many of them enjoyed rapid promotion during the Army and Marine Corps’ expansion, 

rising to command regiments, divisions, corps, and armies.  There is no doubt they 

carried into combat what they wrote and read in the Infantry Journal and Marine Corps 

Gazette.  Lieutenant Colonel Harding explained it best in “Open Minds for Open War.”  

He believed that the fast pace of the future battlefield meant that an Army steeped in 

tradition, and unwilling to adapt to rapidly changing tactics and circumstances, would 
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ultimately, fail.  But, as Harding suggested, an Army willing to “entertain all 

reasonable theories (and perhaps a few screwy ones) as to the course future battles will 

take” would attain victory.34 

In 1934, the Infantry Journal sponsored the publication of Infantry in Battle, an 

anthology that was overseen by the Military History and Publications Section of the 

Infantry School.  Col. George C. Marshall, the Infantry School’s assistant commandant, 

supervised this special project.35  The significance of this work cannot be overstated.  In 

The Secret of Future Victories, historian Paul Gorman called it “a book that still stands as 

a classic on tactics.”36  It won cross-service acclaim when the Marine Corps Gazette 

proclaimed its noteworthiness.  As an anonymous reviewer wrote, “It is particularly 

applicable and pertinent to we marines, because it touches on the principles o jungle 

warfare and minor engagements.  It strikes me as a book which should be used freely in 

the Marine Corps Schools in addition to being present in an officer’s personal library.”37 

Infantry in Battle was designed to train infantry officers who had never 

experienced combat.  The book used a combination of American, German, Austrian, 

Russian, French, and British case studies from World War I to illustrate “the realities of 

war.”  At its heart, the book sought to “emphasize a few important lessons which can be 

substantiated by concrete cases rather than to produce just another book of abstract 

                                                
34 Lt. Col. Edwin F. Harding, “Open Mind for Open War,” in The Infantry Journal Reader, 9-10. 

35 Edwin F. Harding, ed., Infantry in Battle (Washington D.C.:  The Infantry Journal Incorporated, 
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theory.” 38  In September 1938, a revised edition of Infantry in Battle went into print 

with new historical examples and maps.  It featured twenty-seven essays on various 

aspects of tactics, including terrain, mobility, direction, the infantry-artillery team, and 

fire and movement.  Each chapter began by introducing a concept then followed up with 

historical examples.  After the examples were outlined, sections titled, “Discussion,” and 

“Conclusion” profiled the various lessons that were supposed to be learned.39  The work 

stressed adapting to situations and finding innovative solutions to battlefield problems.  

One important chapter titled “Miracles” argued that the “resolute action by a few 

determined men is often decisive.”40  This reiterated the concept that the human factor in 

war is paramount, a view that pervaded Army and Marine Corps thought throughout the 

first half of the twentieth century.   

The intellectual exchange between the officers of the Army and Marine Corps 

bred similar understandings of innovation and adaptation that sought reform and change 

within their respective organizations.  There was a mutual respect for each service’s 

intellectual products.  The legacy of World War I tied these two military institutions 

together.  Not only were professionals engaging in a discourse espousing reform, but the 

organization of both services also led to it.  Unlike the U.S. Infantry, however, the Marine 

Corps’ organizational constraints and mandates from senior Navy officers pushed it away 
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from infantry development, and into its amphibious roots.  Due to this, the Marine 

Corps relied heavily upon the Army’s development of infantry. 

 After World War I, the United States Army created a panel of officers responsible 

for evaluating and institutionalizing the lessons learned from that conflict.  This panel, 

called the American Expeditionary Forces Superior Board on Tactics and Organization 

(AEFSB), coordinated the Army’s effort to decipher information flowing from hundreds 

of after action reports and official observations.  It recommended to the Chief of Staff 

structural changes in the Army’s organization, determined the effectiveness of weapons 

and equipment, and proposed amendments to strategic and tactical doctrine.  Put together 

in December 1918, the AEFSB was responsible for processing and evaluating the 

products of over 20 different subordinate boards.  These subordinate boards reported 

observations from such branches as the military police, cavalry, infantry, and artillery.  

All boards solicited input from officers who served during the mobilization, deployment, 

fighting, and occupation phases of the AEF World War I experience.41   

 The largest branch board to convene was the Infantry Evaluation Board, directed 

by Maj. Gen. Edward M. Lewis.  Lewis was the 30th Division commander in France 

during the Great War, and his perspective as a division commander added weight to the 

Board’s findings.  The Infantry Evaluation Board was responsible for making 

recommendations to reform the Army’s most important branch – the infantry.  In keeping 

with the Cult of the Rifle, Army officers determined that the infantry was and would 

continue to be the dominant branch on future battlefields.  All other branches – cavalry, 
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artillery, air corps, and tanks – existed to support the infantry.  According to historian 

Kenneth Finlayson, the AEFSB confirmed the Infantry Evaluation Board’s findings and 

also built on them.  The AEFSB argued that the battles in the waning days of the war 

demonstrated the primacy of infantry.  The final report of the AEFSB stated the 

following in its declaration of the infantry’s dominance: 

The infantry remains the predominant and basic arm.  No offensive can be 
launched without infantry.  Victory cannot be assured without an aggressive, 
highly trained, disciplined and intelligent infantry which possesses in the highest 
degree the qualities of combined and individual initiative, determination and 
resoluteness.  The functions and decisive tasks of infantry in modern war demand 
that it be composed of the best personnel and material available and that every 
effort be made to foster in it a high state of morale and espirit de corps.  The new 
infantry armament coupled with the difficulties of leadership and the hardships of 
prolonged and constant fighting makes the infantry the most difficult to train and 
all other arms must be organized and made subordinate to its needs, functions and 
methods.  Any other conclusion must lead to a curtailment of the infantry’s 
offensive power and therefore to a curtailment of the offensive capability of the 
Army.42 
 

Historians have been critical of this conclusion of the AEFSB.  They argued that this was 

a naive assessment based upon combat performance that was mediocre at best and 

extremely short in duration.  It failed to grasp the true lessons of World War I, 

specifically the impact of the machine gun and significance of the tank and airplane.  

According to these historians, the principle of the primacy of the infantry constrained the 

American officer corps’ intellectual positing of future wars as well as stifled 

technological innovation.  This argument, however, does not stand up to scrutiny.43 
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 Finlayson argued that the AEFSB based its evaluations upon the assumption 

that the battles of the future would be waged in a similar manner to the closing battles of 

1918.  These included the German offensive and defensive battles as well as the 

American, British, and French offensives.  The AEFSB’s models for making predictions 

about future wars were accurate and did not hinder the U.S. Army’s officer corps.  The 

German Blitzkrieg was born in the trenches of the First World War.  The slashing 

Stormtroop tactics developed by Gen. Oskar von Hutier that Gen. Erich Ludendorff 

employed during the Spring Offensives of 1918 became the precursor for the Heer’s 

combined arms tank columns of World War II.  The key ingredients to both the 

Stormtroop tactics and the Blitzkrieg were mobility and maneuver.  By examining the 

Stormtroop tactics and the American offensives, the AEFSB was correct in its assessment 

that the attack was tantamount to success in future wars.  The only ground combat 

element capable of sustained maneuver in the 1920s and much of the 1930s was the 

infantry.44   

 As seen from the excerpt above, the AEFSB expected its infantrymen to be 

“intelligent” and use “initiative” in a language similar to that of Ludendorff’s Stormtroop 

tactics.  Therefore, the AEFSB’s general findings on the primacy of the infantry were not 

detrimental to the Army’s development, but pragmatic and based upon a keen 

observation of the previous war.  This does not mean, however, that the U.S. Army 

developed along the lines of the post-World War I German Army.  Nor did it attempt to 
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create a Blitzkrieg-like combat force.  During the interwar period, the U.S. Army 

formulated a conception of war that was shaped by a combination of factors originating 

from the AEFSB.     

 As mentioned in previous chapters, one of those influences shaping American 

military thought was the National Defense Act of 1920.  Following its passage, the Army 

was reduced to a series of small garrisons stationed in titular corps areas across the 

country.  By being placed in small independent unit commands, some officers became 

disenchanted with the Army and focused on peripheral activities such as a professional 

officer’s social life.  This was not true, however, for most professional infantry officers.  

Many officers attended the Army schools at Leavenworth, Fort Benning, and Carlisle.  

Others became involved in the reorganization and doctrinal development of the Army.  

Army historian John K. Mahon believed that the addition of a Chief of Infantry was the 

“principal way” the National Defense Act “touched the infantry.” The Chief of Infantry 

was responsible for the procurement and testing of infantry weapons, infantry 

organization, infantry tactics and techniques, and infantry doctrinal development.  Under 

the Chief of Infantry’s supervision were the Infantry School, the Infantry Board, the 

Department of Experiment, the Tank Board, and the Tank School.45 In the 1920s, the 

Chief of Infantry drew upon on the combined experiments of the above departments, and 

changed the T/O for infantry battalions.  He reduced those units from four rifle 

companies to three, and added a machine gun company.  This, according to Mahon, 

“corrected the confusion of World War I in the use of machine guns by placing heavy 
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machine guns under the control of infantry battalion commanders.”  The number of 

platoons in a rifle company was reduced from four to three.  Mahon explained, “Both 

these changes were in the direction of what was later called ‘triangularization,’ although 

it was not yet accepted as a broad principle.”  There were two reasons for the trend 

towards triangularization.  First, World War I had shown that “the number of rifles in a 

regiment was close to impossible to control.”  Secondly, the Army did not have enough 

soldiers to fill the vacancies in the billets of the infantry battalions.46   

 During the 1920s, the United States enjoyed unprecedented prosperity, but the 

White House and Congress remained fixated on limiting government spending.  That 

policy impacted adversely on the American military.   Lack of funds forced the Army to 

compromise infantry units’ T/O standards, and limited training exercises for large units.  

Initially, the surplus of Great War weaponry and ammunition permitted some training, 

but as the decade unfolded surpluses ran out.  This caused the regular Army to reduce its 

expenditures in favor of the Reserves and National Guard.   Regular soldiers became 

more of a training cadre for their part-time comrades.  They trained them on the 

weekends and two weeks in the summer.  An unlikely source for a description of the 

disposition of the United States Army came from a German Army officer that graduated 

from the Infantry School in 1932.  Capt. Adolf Von Schell, previously a line officer 

assigned to the German General Staff, conducted a series of “informal, oral 

presentation[s]” about his experiences during the First World War.  Captain Schell’s 

background was unique, according to the Commandant of the Infantry School, Maj. Gen. 
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Campbell King, because Schell had participated in almost every conceivable type of 

warfare from “meeting engagements, advance-guard battles, rear-guard battles, night 

attacks, guerilla warfare, [and] mountain fighting … from pursuit to withdrawal, from an 

assault on permanent fortifications to a major offensive in the rigors of the Russian 

winter.”47   

After Schell’s return to Germany, he wrote an article titled, “The Army of the 

United States” in the premier German military journal, Militar Wochen Blatt.  He 

described the decentralized garrisons, the small “one hundred thousand soldier” Army, 

and the “regular [Army] establishment [as] a cadre Army whose principal mission in 

peace is the training of reserves.”  This description of the regular Army was foreign to his 

German readers, and he went into great detail to identify the differences between the two.  

Schell wrote, “The fundamental difference between the American Army and most of 

those in Europe is that in America, the role of teacher occupies the foreground of 

attention.”  In the German Army, “[they] know no other way of training officers than 

with troops” where “schools or courses are purely supplementary,” but in the U.S. Army, 

school attendance and classroom work without the presence of troops “constitutes the 

fundamental feature of an officer’s training.”48 
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Throughout the interwar period, the Marine Corps developed its schools 

system to mimic that of the Army’s. 49  In the Marine Corps Gazette, articles detailing the 

education of an officer were published frequently.  Beginning immediately after World 

War I, Marine officers continually praised the U.S. Army for the quality of instruction it 

gave at its schools.50  In 1933, the Gazette published a three-part series written by Brig. 

Gen. Dion Williams describing the increasing sophistication of the Corps’ officer 

education system.  In the last article of the series, Williams dedicated its entirety to 

describing the Army and Navy schools that Marine officers attended.  Williams 

summarized the curricula of twelve U.S. Army schools compared to only two of the U.S. 

Navy.51  This underscored the Corps’ reliance upon the Army for its technical training, 

specifically on infantry. 

 In the 1930s, the development of Marine Corps Schools accelerated rapidly.  

Whereas the school system appeared to be searching for its own identity in the 1920s, the 

Marine Corps Schools were firmly established by 1936.  The Corps extensively modeled 

                                                
49 The biographies of high-profile Marine officers all indicate that they went to U.S. Army 

schools.  They do not, however, attempt to delve deeper into their experiences or their lessons learned 
while in attendance at those schools.  See Jon T. Hoffman, Chesty:  The Story of Lieutenant General Lewis 
B. Puller, USMC (New York:  Random House, 2001), 84-93; Merrill L. Bartlett, Lejeune: A Marine’s Life, 
1867-1942 (Annapolis:  Naval Institute Press, 1996), 1-53; David J. Ulbrich, Preparing for Victory:  
Thomas Holcomb and the Making of the Modern Marine Corps, 1936-1943 (Annapolis:  Naval Institue 
Press, 2011), 9-42; Allan R. Millett, In Many a Strife:  General Gerald C. Thomas and the U.S. Marine 
Corps, 1917-1956 (Annapolis:  Naval Institute Press, 1993), 100-129. 

50 “Professional Notes: The Infantry School of Arms at Camp Benning,” Marine Corps Gazette 
(December 1919): 376-85 is an example of one such article.  In Donald Bittner’s Curriculum Evolution 
Marine Corps Command and Staff College, 1920-1988 (Washington, D.C.:  Headquarters United States 
Marine Corps, 1988), 8-14; he briefly mentions that the Corps modeled its school curricula upon the U.S. 
Army’s. 

51 Brig. Gen. Dion Williams, “Education of a Marine Officer,” Marine Corps Gazette 15 (May 
1931): 16-26; Ibid, “Education of a Marine Officer, Part II,” Marine Corps Gazette 18 (August 1933): 17-
26; Ibid, “Education of a Marine Officer, Part III,” Marine Corps Gazette 18 (November 1933): 17-29. 



 

 

169 

them upon the Army’s branch and staff schools such as the Infantry School and 

Command and General Staff School.  In a 1936 Gazette article, Capt. Arthur T. Mason 

“present[ed] the views of the Commandant and Staff, Marine Corps Schools.”  Mason 

stated, “[Marine Corps] Schools is in accord with the best modern principles.”  He 

highlighted the four elements that formed the guiding principles of the Corps’ school 

system:  “(1) it is progressive, (2) it is suited to the needs of the individuals who compose 

its various inter-related groups, (3) it is practical, and (4) it serves the Corps as a 

whole.”52  Mason’s description of the design of the Marine Corps Schools was similar to 

that of the U.S. Army.  Nonetheless, there were still educational needs that the Corps 

could not provide for its officers, but the Army could.  While summarizing his experience 

at the Army Industrial College, Maj. Gilbert D. Hatfield concluded, “While there are 

several service schools at home and abroad, which give thorough instruction in purely 

military subjects, there is only one Army Industrial College in the world.”53 

An Army and Marine Corps composed of teachers and students in a constant state 

of role reversal cultivated a widening circle of infantry experts.  It is commonly 

understood that teaching solidifies knowledge by forcing the teacher to verbalize abstract 

concepts in a way that students can understand.  It was extremely difficult for infantry 

officers to describe the experience of combat when they had never experienced it.  This 

dictated innovative methods for teaching.  One of the primary methods to teach military 

methods was to search for historical analogies and examples.  The influential Infantry in 
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Battle flowed directly from this approach.  Teacher-student relationships can be 

dynamic.  Good students teach the teacher.  Maj. James Bradley, an Infantry School 

instructor, highlighted this symbiotic relationship in a letter to Maj. Bradford Chynoweth 

that discussed the difficulties of teaching tactics under the new 1930s infantry battalion 

organization.  In the new battalion, the Chief of Infantry further reduced the number of 

pure riflemen and increased the number of mortarmen and machine gunners.  Tasked 

with teaching tactics for this new unit, Bradley sought to use his students for 

experimentation.  He explained, “The next year will be one of study with the classes 

trying to determine the capabilities and limitations of the new organization.”54   

The Infantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia, became the center for tactical 

innovation for the infantry.  It housed a Department of Experiment that tested the tactics 

and weaponry developed throughout the Army.  Instructors, particularly those within the 

Tactics Section, worked closely with this department, and were expected to keep track of 

the innovations developed.  In an Army where such procedures became normal, officers 

learned to be flexible and independent thinkers willing to break with precedent to 

accomplish an objective, a concept propounded in Lieutenant Colonel Harding’s article, 

“Open Minds.”55  In the late 1920s, the Infantry School went through a change in 

leadership that impacted many generations of World War II infantry officers.  Col. 

George C. Marshall became the assistant commandant of the Infantry School on 

November 10, 1927, and remained until June 1932.  During those years, Marshall fought 

                                                
54 James Bradley to Bradford Chynoweth, 4 September 1930, Folder “Correspondences,” Box 1, 

Chynoweth Papers, U.S. Army Military History Institute. 

55 Harding, “Open Minds,” 10. 



 

 

171 

hard to mold officers into capable battlefield tacticians rather than paper generals 

whose solutions only yielded results in the classroom.  He believed the Army school 

system was too theoretical and needed to stress practical application more thoroughly in 

its courses.  Historian Paul Gorman suggested that Marshall “sought to imbue faculty and 

students alike with a profound respect for common sense, and insisted that the only 

orders worth giving were those that could be prepared and delivered quickly, and that 

could be readily understood by nonprofessionals.”56   

 Prior to entering World War I, American military commanders observed that the 

“triangular” division, composed of smaller units grouped by three, was not effective for 

static, trench warfare.  The trenches produced too many casualties that would overwhelm 

the triangular division, and its combat effectiveness would fall rapidly.  To offset the 

mass casualties of trench warfare, Gen. John J. Pershing authorized the addition of 

another infantry regiment in the division making it a “square” organization.  The “square” 

division, where subordinate units were grouped by fours, was thought to be ideal for 

combat on the Western Front.  The four regiments were split evenly into two brigades.  

The manpower assigned was more than twice the size of its European counterpart, and 

was able to absorb more casualties while remaining combat effective for a much longer 

time “in the line.”57  After the Great War, the AEFSB made the controversial 

recommendation to keep the square division because the board believed the Army’s 

future “theater of operations [would] be on this [North American] continent,” and that the 
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United States “shall be opposed by a first class power.”58  A debate over the square 

versus triangular division erupted immediately after the AEFSB tendered this proposal.  

A succession of Chiefs of Infantry hesitated to convert the division from square to 

triangle for fear of reducing the amount of riflemen allocated to the infantry division.  

The square division, however, was inconsistent with the war of maneuver concept being 

developed by infantry officers like George Marshall.  Experiences in France indicated 

that the square formation was too large for a division commander to effectively control it 

in open warfare.  This extra layer of bureaucracy at the brigade level slowed the flow of 

the division commanders’ orders, specifically calls for artillery support.  In contrast, the 

triangular division was more mobile, more pliable, and able to allow its regiments to 

maneuver independently.59   

Marine Corps officers sat on the sidelines of the triangularization debate, and 

keenly observed their Army counterparts’ arguments.  While attending the Army War 

College in 1932, Col. Thomas Holcomb, a future Marine commandant, wrote a policy 

paper titled, “The Marine Corps’ Mission in National Defense and Its Organization for a 

Major Emergency.”  “The division must have much greater mobility than that of the army 

infantry division as now organized,” he argued, “and must be capable of sub-division into 

task groups.”  This led him to conclude, “The triangular formation in all organizations in 
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the division, which increases maneuverability, is superior to the square formation.” 60  

The Marine Corps embraced the triangualarization of the infantry division, and it became 

the model for the Fleet Marine Force divisions created in 1933.  Moreover, the Corps 

carried the concept further than the Army, and, ultimately, broke the infantry squad into 

three fireteams during the Second World War.61 

Throughout the interwar period, doctrinal adaptations followed the intellectual 

trends of infantry thought.  Doctrine was adapted constantly to meet the demands of 

emergent concepts and formations brought forth through the testing mechanisms at the 

Infantry School.  The Marine Corps relied solely on U.S. Army infantry doctrine, and, 

therefore, it mirrored that branch’s maturation.  In An Uncertain Trumpet:  The Evolution 

of U.S. Army Infantry Doctrine, 1919-1941, Kenneth Finlayson described the atmosphere 

in the U.S. Army officer corps after World War I.  It hinged, he wrote, on “the prevailing 

view of the majority of the veterans of the world war, [that] the American style of 

combat, which placed a premium on the initiative and aggressiveness of the individual 

rifleman, proved itself superior to the rigid, lockstep tactics that the United States accused 

its Allies of adopting.”  Finlayson criticized this attitude as “a hindrance in modernizing 

doctrine.” 62  While the Cult of the Rifle may have inhibited interest in tank development, 

it did not stifle innovations in infantry organization or tactics. 
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 It is true that every interwar doctrinal publication produced by the United 

States Army clearly depicted the infantry as the “principal arm of decision.”  All other 

arms were to support the foot soldier in his mission to destroy the enemy by fire and 

maneuver.  Tanks were an infantry support platform, not an independent arm such as 

cavalry and artillery, and were subsequently placed under the direction of the Chief of 

Infantry.  The logic followed a simple line of reasoning – a tank could not hold and 

occupy ground, only its accompanying infantry could.  Most doctrinal manuals stressed 

the vulnerability of tanks to anti-tank and artillery fire as well as their mechanical 

unreliability.63  Therefore, only the infantry with tanks, artillery, and airplanes in support 

could succeed on the battlefields of the future.64  In keeping with this perception, the 

officer corps generally refrained from suggesting that the battlefield should become more 

mechanized.  This, however, did not mean that the infantry remained what it was during 

World War I.  Infantry doctrine came to reflect the institutionalization of innovation and 

adaptation by the end of the interwar period. 

 A trend in infantry tactical development emerged in the 1920s and 1930s that can 

be summarized in one phrase:  Doctrine Push or Technology Pull.  This paradigm 

captured the constant tension between doctrinal development and technological advances 

that the Army failed to resolve until the Second World War.  In the Doctrine Push 

mechanism, doctrine was written before the existence of a key weapon system.  Most of 
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the time, planners created doctrine in anticipation of technological advances.  In some 

instances, years passed and constant requests came from infantry officers before the 

development of desired technology.  The opposite occurred in Technology Pull where the 

weapon system was designed, tested, manufactured, and fielded before the Army devised 

doctrine to exploit its use.  In those cases, the available technology dictated the nature of 

doctrine.   

 The M1 Garand rifle is an example of Doctrine Push.  General Pershing cogently 

captured Army and Marine officers observations of European armies during World War I 

in his autobiography.  “The armies on the Western Front in the recent battles that I had 

witnessed had all but given up the use of the rifle,” Pershing opined, “Machine guns, 

grenades, Stokes Mortars, and one-pounders had become the main reliance of the average 

Allied soldier.”65  In reaction to their experiences in Europe, certain infantry officers 

called for the creation of a semi-automatic rifle to give the rifleman a faster rate of fire 

that would maintain his independence and freedom of action on the battlefield.  Others 

warned against reducing “a rifle company [to] merely a collection of so many automatic 

rifles, that every man in the rifle squad exists only for the purpose of operating the 

automatic rifle.”66  All infantry field manuals remained fixated on the primacy of the 

individual rifleman, however, and that spurred the search for a technology to vindicate 

this position.  After nineteen years of development, the M1 rifle was adopted into service. 
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 The infantry’s quest for a light machine gun provides another example of 

Doctrine Push.  Since the end of the First World War, infantry officers called for the 

creation of a light machine gun capable of moving with assault troops during the attack.  

Heavy machine guns took too long to displace, move, set up, and fire, which often left 

advancing American troops with no machine-gun support.  The Infantry Journal 

published repeated calls for a light machine gun that was better than any produced up to 

that point.67  Infantry officers even conducted tactical exercises with light machine guns 

written into the scenarios.68  Eventually, the Army developed its own light machine gun 

that it felt was more suitable for its purposes.  It did this by eliminating the water-cooled 

barrel around the-.30-caliber Browning machine gun and replacing it with a heat 

dissipation shield. 

 Two conspicuous examples of Technology Pull were not directly controlled by 

the infantry, but impacted profoundly the efficacy of infantry doctrine.  The first was the 

creation of the 105mm howitzer to replace the French 75mm.  The French 75mm saw 

wide spread use by the American Expeditionary Forces in the First World War, but was 

in dire need of replacement.  The French 75mm’s technology was far behind that of the 

Europeans, and its shell was too small to create the devastation required during an 

infantry attack.  Calls never came from the Infantry Journal or other interwar infantry 

publications for a new standard field gun.  Artillery officers, however, saw a need for 

change and pushed for the 105mm howitzer’s development.  When the 105mm finally 
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went into production, doctrine had to be written that acknowledged its enhanced 

capabilities in mobility and firepower.69  The second example of Technology Pull is the 

introduction of man-portable wireless radio communications.  Again, infantry officers did 

not write articles demanding the procurement of radios.  Rather, the technology came into 

being and then written into infantry doctrine.70 

 U.S. Army doctrine advanced slowly during the 1920s, producing the Field 

Service Regulations, 1923.  Other field manuals underwent revision and adapted new 

tactics, techniques, and procedures gained from World War I experiences.  In After the 

Trenches:  The Transformation of U.S. Army Doctrine, 1918-1939, William O. Odom 

argued that Field Service Regulations, 1923 was a well written and well considered 

doctrinal manual that expressed correct battlefield assumptions.  According to Odom, 

doctrinal development stagnated after the 1923 manual, and all subsequent manuals were 

inferior and irrelenvant for the modern battlefield.  Odom’s study, however, stopped at 

1939 short of the critical years of 1940-1941.  He fails to see the advances made in those 

two years.71  The Field Service Regulations (FSR) series of manuals were designed to 

“combine and coordinate the combat tactics of all the arms as to develop in the combined 

forces the teamwork essential to success.”72  In 1939, the Army released a new revised 

Field Service Regulations, Operations, 1939 (Tentative).  The 1923 FSR contained 
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sections on both “Operations” and “Administration.”  The 1939 Tentative FSR, 

however, separated the two into two distinct manuals.  The outbreak of World War II 

prompted the Army to prepare a new FSR, which was published in 1941.   

A simple comparison of the three manuals’ tables of contents leads to the 

conclusion that these publications followed on an evolutionary trajectory.  This evolution, 

however, was not linear, resulting in a constant rate of progress.  Rather, the manuals 

evolved from a state of punctuated equilibrium, where long periods of stability alternated 

with short periods of rapid innovation.  The length of each successive manual illustrates 

the expansion of doctrinal thinking.  The 1923 FSR manual contained approximately 195 

pages, 116 of which contained operational doctrine.  The 1939 version ran to 252 pages, 

and the 1941 edition, 310 pages.  The increases in the printed doctrine reflected the depth 

of doctrinal thinking of contemporary infantry officers.73  At the start of the interwar 

period, doctrine was relatively stagnant, while the end of the 1930s, faced with imminent 

war, doctrine expanded rapidly. 

The 1939 and 1941 manuals represented a dramatic change from the 1923 

version.  The 1939 and 1941 FSR’s exuded greater sophistication and explored the multi-

layered aspects of operations in depth.  The new tone permeated the “Special Operations” 

section of all three FSR’s.  The 1923 FSR defined what it called three “special 

operations” – night operations, combat in woods, and river crossings.  The 1939 FSR 

listed four – night operations, combat in woods and towns, combat in mountainous 

terrain, and guerrilla warfare.  While the 1941 FSR described eleven – attack of a 
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fortified locality, operations at river lines, night combat, combat in towns, combat in 

woods, mountain operations, combat in snow and extreme cold, combat at defiles, jungle 

operations, desert operations, and partisan warfare.  There was good reason for the 1941 

FSR to be the most comprehensive in this series of manuals.  Its text benefitted from the 

many military breakthroughs the U.S. Army observed during the first two years of World 

War II before American involvement.  

The 1941 FSR recognized the Army’s newly created armored division as well as 

the transport of troops through air transport.  Interestingly, the 1941 FSR still did not see 

tanks as a separate arm, such as artillery or engineers.  Tanks remained a part of the 

infantry.  In actual practice, however, tank units and doctrine had gone through 

considerable change with the creation of the Armored Force on July 10, 1940, and the 

subsequent creation of the armored division.74  The 1941 FSR featured detailed 

descriptions of tactics from the division level and below.  Clearly, Army leadership 

understood the need for all branches to work together towards a common goal.  The 

language detailing the primacy of the infantry in past FSR’s was toned down, and there 

was much more emphasis on combining the branches into a cohesive fighting force.75  In 

sum, the 1941 FSR presented a comprehensive, concise treatise on the combined arms 

fighting team that the Army had long envisioned. 

The intellectual history of infantry development demonstrated that both Army and 

Marine officers were liberally educated and receptive to scholarly arguments about their 

profession.  The many historical references in articles published in Infantry Journal 
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indicated the familiarity of both authors and readers with the past practice of war.  

Often, others utilized outside disciplines, such as psychology, to solve perplexing 

problems.  They understood future war as mobile, and clearly identified the principles of 

leadership and initiative as decisive factors in accomplishing their missions. 

 The structure of the Army illustrated the many problems and compromises caused 

by lack of funding and the dispersal of garrisons across the country.  These limitations 

relegated the Regular Army to the status of a cadre force with a stated goal of being 

prepared to train an expansible citizen army if war broke out.  This state of affairs 

produced officers who transitioned from teacher to student and student to teacher 

relatively often without the experience of leading troops.  This led to an unintended 

consequence of creating a flexible officer corps, one willing to adapt and learn from their 

peers and subordinates.  

 Army doctrine, which was also used by the Marine Corps, embodied the principle 

that the individual rifleman won battles, and, ultimately, wars.  Technology advanced as 

well as doctrine, although which came first depended on the history of the weapons 

system in question.  The last FSR manual appeared on the eve of America’s entry into the 

Second World War.  It was complex and exhibited a sophisticated approach in its 

discussion of a combined-arms team, and discussed many of the facets of modern 

warfare, including tanks and air transport.  The doctrine was innovative, and provided the 

backbone for American forces preparing to enter World War II.   

 The American infantry way of battle fostered creativity to produce infantrymen 

willing to adapt and innovate to solve the problems inherent on a modern battlefield.  The 

Army and Marine Corps reformed its organization to reflect the current trend of infantry 
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thinking.  Ultimately, the efforts of Army and Marine officers in their development of 

infantry doctrine were rewarded in battle.  According to Russell Hart in Clash of Arms:  

How the Allies Won in Normandy, “The preponderance of doctrine proved fundamentally 

sound in Tunisia.”76  There is no doubt that all innovations and tactics in war become 

obsolete over time.  A thinking enemy constantly seeks to counter your tactics, 

techniques, and procedures with new innovations of his own.  In this respect, tactical 

innovations normally enjoy short life spans and generally do not survive long in combat.  

Thus they require constant revisions and improvements.  This cycle repeats until one 

belligerent’s will is broken, and it ceases to fight.  The true measure of an effective 

military is how well it discovers, documents, disseminates, and institutionalizes lessons 

learned in combat.   
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CHAPTER 6:  THE INFANTRY MIND ENGAGES AMPHIBIOUS WARFARE, 
1921-1940 

 
The troops to land first are the troops upon whom success or failure rests.  They should be picked men of 
courage, stamina, confidence and resourcefulness…. The noncommissioned officers must be trained to 
direct and control the units they command and the units of at least the next higher echelon. 
       

Capt. B. W. Wenable, U.S. Infantry 
U.S. Army Command and General Staff School, 
19311 
 

 Much has been written about the importance of the Marine Corps’ attempts to 

perfect its amphibious warfare techniques during the interwar period.  Comparatively 

little of that discussion, however, placed the Corps’ innovation within the larger context 

of American naval and military developments.  Generally, the historical narrative 

highlights the Corps’ “can-do” attitude and willingness to adapt to accomplish any task 

assigned to it.  Historian Aaron O’ Connell described Marines as being perpetual 

“underdogs” that “imagined themselves as a small and loyal tribe of warriors who were 

outnumbered, disrespected, and persecuted, even by their sister service, the Navy.”  

Although writing specifically about the Corps’ culture in the first decades of the Cold 

War, O’Connell unintentionally captured the essence of the historiography of the Corps 

concerning the interwar period.2  Historians looked at Marines as embattled institutional 

guardians who, through tremendous perseverance and intelligent foresight, entered 

uncharted, treacherous waters when developing amphibious doctrine and capabilities.3  

                                                
1 B. W. Wenable, “A Study of the Landing at Gallipoli, 25 April 1915, by the British” (research 

paper, U.S. Army Command and Staff School, 1931), 6, “CGSS Student Papers, 1930-1936 Collection,” 
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2 Aaron B. O’Connell, Underdogs:  The Making of the Modern Marine Corps (Cambridge:  
Harvard University Press, 2012), 6. 

3 Allan R. Millett, Semper Fidelis:  The History of the United States Marine Corps (New York:  
Macmillan Publishing Co., 1980), 319-26. 
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This chapter will seek to counter that historiographical trend by contextualizing the 

Corps’ amphibious warfare concepts and doctrine development.  Amphibious doctrine, 

tactics, and operations were not revolutionary, but evolutionary.  They sprang from a 

common understanding of battle, the infantry way of battle, which dominated the Army 

and Marine Corps during the interwar period.  This chapter is not designed to offer a 

comprehensive review of all aspects of amphibious warfare.  Rather, it discusses the 

common threads that laid the foundation for the Army and Marine Corps to create a joint 

warfighting force in the Pacific. 

As the traditional narrative went, a few central figures, such as Marines John A. 

Lejeune, Earl H. Ellis, Robert H. Dunlap, Ben H. Fuller, Thomas Holcomb, and Holland 

M. Smith, succeeded in creating an operational blueprint to guide amphibious actions that 

both the Army and Navy relied upon in the opening stages of World War II.  The Corps’ 

small size allowed for these exceptional men to rise to positions of influence and 

implement sweeping reforms. Scholars may have stressed how their education in Army 

schools and experience operating within Army organizations during the Great War 

affected their professional development, but not necessarily their tactical, operational, or 

staff abilities.  In short, the influence of the Army ended with individual leadership 

development, and no direct correlation between military operations and amphibious 

assaults was drawn.  Jeter A. Isely and Philip A. Crowl’s 1951 history, The U.S. Marines 

and Amphibious Warfare:  Its Theory, and Its Practice in the Pacific, set the pattern for 

such histories.4  As recently as 2015, an article written for the Marine Corps University 
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Journal declared, “Although Marines gained invaluable combat experience, World 

War I did little to support the Corps as an amphibious assault or base defense force.  

Indeed, Marines worried that their service might be seen as a second American land army 

that could be disbanded during the postwar demobilization.”5 

In the spirit of revisionism, Sharon Tosi Lacey’s Pacific Blitzkrieg:  World War II 

in the Central Pacific reexamined the often-misunderstood Army/Marine Corps wartime 

association.  Lacey effectively demonstrated that the Army and Marine Corps were much 

more cohesive during the Second World War than previous histories have claimed.  She 

repeatedly stated, however, that “integrating two land forces as culturally distinct as the 

U.S. Marines and the U.S. Army into a single joint strike force” was an extremely 

difficult undertaking.6  She overlooked the long history of Army-Marine Corps 

cooperation and singularity of thought and doctrine concerning land warfare tactics, 

techniques, and procedures.  Neither did she discuss how amphibious warfare doctrine 

was heavily influenced by the interwar Army’s corresponding development of 

operational art.  Advances in tactical and operational theory and practice emerged from a 

shared cognitive style, or way of battle.   Understandably, when the two services 

confronted the problems of modern war, they produced solutions that were rational 

extensions of their common infantry way of battle.   

Prior to the 1920s, the strategic significance of amphibious landings went 

unrealized, even by the Marine Corps.  Advanced naval bases were discussed, and, 
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particularly after the Spanish-American War, the Navy understood the operational 

need for a ground force capable of defending those bases.  According to Isely and Crowl, 

“Although the germs of later amphibious training may be found in this early advance-

base activity [before World War I], it is clear that the great weight of the emphasis was 

not on offensive landing operations.”  The rise of the Japanese Imperial Navy after 1918, 

the Washington Naval Limitation Treaties of the 1920s, and the continued development 

of War Plan Orange (the operational scheme to defeat Japan if war broke out) all applied 

pressures that led to the Corps’ adoption of the amphibious warfare mission.7  The Corps’ 

experiences in World War I factored heavily in the minds of Marine officers, and many 

were reluctant to embrace a singular amphibious mission.  Isely and Crowl noted there 

was a “lack of unanimity within the Corps itself as to what should be its paramount 

function.”  “The memory of World War I died hard,” they opined, “and there were many 

who persisted in the belief that preparation for large-scale ground maneuvers in the army 

style was still the main duty of the Marine Corps in peacetime.”8   This, however, was not 

the result of an officer corps riff with conservatism, but hesitation at trusting the future of 

the Corps to an operational need that had yet to be defined.   

It is important to note that the term “amphibious” was not used within naval or 

military circles until the 1930s.  Instead, “overseas expeditions” and “landing operations” 

were the names given to instances when ground forces were delivered to battle from 

naval vessels.  Army War College strategist Col. William K. Naylor defined overseas 

expeditions as “descents upon a hostile coast.”  In Naylor’s 1921 publication, Principles 
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of Strategy, With Historical Illustrations, he outlined the conventional thinking 

concerning joint operations in a mere 17 pages of 346.  He detailed six “great 

assistances” in which naval forces helped armies.  Only one of them concerned putting 

troops ashore.  The rest discussed how controlling sea lines of communication, 

blockades, and naval demonstrations of power historically shaped the strategic 

environment, all very similar to the famous naval theorist Alfred Thayer Mahan.  

Overseas expeditions and landing operations were one of six operational subsets of a 

naval strategy that affected the prosecution of a land campaign.  Naylor did not attempt to 

diminish a navy’s contribution to war, but attempted to place it within a modern strategic 

context.  In fact, he even highlighted the recent neglect of navies within such discourses, 

declaring, “The importance which the participation of naval forces in the conduct of war 

on land is frequently underestimated.”9    

In the same year that Naylor’s book was published, Marine Major Earl H. “Pete” 

Ellis finished work on Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia, an operations plan 

written for Headquarters Marine Corps that provided a blueprint for island warfare 

against the Japanese in the Central Pacific.  Ellis is considered by some to be an 

“amphibious warfare prophet” due to his uncanny predictions that appeared to come true 

20 years later.  He is rightly credited with laying the intellectual foundations for Marine 

amphibious warfare doctrine produced after his untimely death in 1923.  In the late 

1930s, Marine officers expanded upon the tactical and technical concepts Ellis briefly 

described.  Ellis, however, did not create his operations plan purely from his own singular 
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brilliance.  Between 1911 and 1913, he was a student and became an instructor at the 

Naval War College.  While there, Ellis worked on the advanced base problems within 

War Plan Orange.  Throughout 1914 and into 1915, Ellis served in the Pacific, and at one 

point was appointed a member of a committee assigned by the Joint Board of the Army 

and Navy to examine Guam’s defenses.  During the First World War, he served on Maj. 

Gen. John A. Lejeune’s staff and played an integral role in the planning of the 2nd 

Division’s operations in the St. Mihiel and Meuse-Argonne Offensives of 1918.10   

Ellis’s Naval War College education and staff officer experiences with the Navy 

and Army exposed him to the latest in naval and military thought.  That influence can be 

seen throughout his Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia.  The opening paragraph of 

“The Strategy” section stated that the “checkered inter-supporting island groups … 

presents in its reduction much the same problem as do modern deep defense lines on 

land.  The reduction of a single group and the projection of our fleet thereinto would be 

analogous to the assault and occupation of a single center of resistance, thus subjecting 

the holders to concentrated attacks from both sides.”  To control the campaign, he 

employed a relatively new military concept called “phasing,” and separated the 

movements through the islands in three distinct operational phases.11  “Phasing” was a 

lesson learned directly from the Western Front, one that Ellis would have mastered as a 

chief planner on Lejeune’s staff.  It is a military planning technique used to control the 

flow of battles and campaigns.  When objectives are attained along specific control lines, 
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or phase lines, then operations shifted into new stages of attack.  Operational and 

tactical phasing, according to historian Michael R. Matheny, were techniques 

promulgated by both the Army War College and Command and General Staff College 

immediately after World War I.  Matheny cited the Army War College student text, 

Tactical and Strategic Studies, 1922, which delineated between the three levels of war – 

tactical, operational, and strategic – and prescribed phasing battles and campaigns to 

ensure proper resource allocation.  Matheny rightfully argued that “operational art” as 

demonstrated by such techniques was fully integrated into both the Army and Navy at 

this time.12  Ellis’s operations plan is evidence that suggests an appreciation of this same 

operational art was present in Marine Corps circles as well. 

Ellis’s connection with current military tactical and operational trends did not end 

there.  Under the heading, “The Tactics,” Ellis wrote, “In effecting a landing on any type 

of island, or island groups, it is always best to land or make feints at landing, at several 

points.”  The landing points should be chosen for “the ease and celerity with which the 

[Marine] forces can join in a common movement after landing.”  “These tactics,” Ellis 

concluded, “confuse the enemy and lead him to disperse his resistance.”13  Naylor, who 

described the Gallipoli campaign in detail, believed the success of a landing operation 

depended on tactical deception to confuse the defenders as to where the landing beaches 

actually were.  In this regard, Naylor noted that a landing operation gave “the commander 

of the expedition considerable liberty of action and initiative [to] conceal his place of true 
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landing by feints at other points.”14  Similarly, Ellis leaned on the “principles of war” 

that were created in World War I, and published in 1921 as War Department Training 

Regulations No. 10-5.  Ellis attributed, “The greatest elements of success in effecting a 

landing are surprise and rapidity of execution,” and that, “The former generally depends 

upon the latter.”  Tactical surprise was essential for success, and without it the swift 

passage from ship to shore to beachhead could not occur.  Surprise and movement were 

two of the nine principles of war, a lesson he surely learned as a staff officer helping to 

plan the largest American offensive on the Western Front.15   

Ellis was adamant that the tactical progression from transport to landing boat to 

the beach to the establishment of what he called a “boat-head” (now known as a 

beachhead) “must be continuous,” and that, “quick offensive action from the beach inland 

not only confuses the defense in general but the counter-attack forces in particular.”  This 

did not mean that the landing force, once ashore, had to move with reckless abandon to 

fully subdue the island.  He recognized the tactical phasing of an attack where once 

certain objectives were gained then the landing force consolidated its objectives, assessed 

the situation, adapted plans, and pressed the attack.  Ellis wrote:  “The first land objective 

is a boat-head, which, like a bridge-head, is essentially a covered stretch of masked shore 

line.  The attainment of this objective will enable us to land our entire force with the least 

loss and fight the enemy on equal terms.  The ideal boat-head would be a retired beach 

with high flanking spurs and rear heights within good striking distance of the ultimate 
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objective:  enemy sea-base and troop-center.”16  Similarly, Naylor figured “the point 

selected for landing will be chosen on account of features that are not at all important in 

selecting the site for a base,” and that would cause the landing force to establish a 

beachhead away from the overall objective.  The attack to secure the “advance base” 

would continue after the consolidation of the beachhead, and this, for Naylor, was where 

the problems grew.  He noted that if a landing was successful, then “getting away from 

the coast is the difficulty.”17 

It would be a mistake, however, to think that all Ellis did was take the Army’s 

land warfare techniques and apply them blindly to the conditions in Micronesia.  Ellis 

adapted them, and made them specific to the tactical and operational problems he tried to 

solve.  Nowhere can this be seen to better advantage, than in his discussion of the 

enemy’s response to a landing.  The threat of counterattacks while the attackers were still 

on the beach was a constant worry for both Naylor and Ellis.  Naylor believed the 

defender had the advantage in maneuver, mobility, and firepower, and the landing force 

would be “subjected to converging fire that can be carefully registered on known objects 

beforehand.”   Reserves could swiftly maneuver between landing points, and 

counterattack at will.  The two campaigns Naylor examined were the Japanese landings 

in China during the Russo-Japanese War in 1904 and the British operations in Gallipoli.18  

Naylor’s examples were both on large landmasses, where any type of restrictive terrain 

like swamps, jungle, or mountains did not hinder maneuver.  Micronesia, on the other 
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191 

hand, offered entirely different terrain conditions that Ellis was fully aware.  In 

contrast to Naylor, Ellis believed landings on Japanese held islands would put “the enemy 

… at a disadvantage in the movement of his supports and reserves; this on account of the 

generally poor communications in the jungle-clad volcanic islands and the water passages 

in the atoll.  This will result in the mass of the enemy troops being practically on the 

beach to meet an attack, but it will, on the other hand, enhance our chances of effecting a 

superiority at any given point.”  Here, again, Ellis echoed an Army principle of war and 

tactics.  As seen in a 1922 publication summarizing the tactics of the U.S. Infantry,  

Tactics:  The Practical Art of Leading Troops in War, “Victory is won by the 

concentration of superior force [italics in original] at the critical or decisive point or 

points.”19 

Although Ellis’s Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia was brilliant and 

original for the Corps, it took existing naval and military thought and applied it to solve a 

Marine Corps operational problem.  This was a trend that continued throughout the 

interwar period.  Within the interwar Marine Corps, there existed a firm institutional 

understanding that the United States Army was the expert on land warfare.  A 1925 report 

written by the “Officers of Marine Corps Schools” stated, “The organization of tactical 

units as laid down for the army is the result of a prolonged and exhaustive study by the 

best military minds of our country, of the experience and requirements for American 

forces, based upon American doctrine of combat that is, ‘warfare of movement in the 

open,’ and that this doctrine applies in every detail to the missions normal to Marine 
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Corps Forces.”  The report was compiled under the direction of Col. Robert H. 

Dunlap, who had become the Corps’ authority on amphibious warfare.  It reflected the 

opinions of the officers at the Marine Corps Schools after they observed the Joint Army 

and Navy Problem No. 3, a landing exercise on Oahu, Hawaii.  Dunlap’s team offered 

this adamant conclusion based on what they saw:  “That where minor changes in 

organization have to be made by the Marine Corps to meet its service conditions, they 

should be made without changing the principles governing the Army organization.”  

Those officers also expressed their desire to keep Marine and Army practices in sync:  

“That should it develop that the Marine Corps sees changes in principles of organization, 

which should be made, they should not be adopted unless they are so apparent that they 

force the Army to agree.”20   

Rather than compete with the Army, the Corps sought to become an integral part 

of American national defense strategy by demonstrating it was the land fighting force of 

the U.S. Fleet.  Colonel Dunlap captured this growing sentiment in a 1927 lecture to the 

Army War College on, “The Relation of the Marine Corps to Major Overseas 

Expeditions.”  Dunlap explained how the Marine Expeditionary Force was to “support 

the fleet in its advance into hostile waters.” According to Dunlap, the Marine Corps 

required, “Above all, the existence of a trained body of officers … who can devote their 

time to the preparation of plans and be in the closest liaison with the Naval War College, 

playing war games, solving problems, etc., in a word, doing all that is necessary to insure 

coordinated thought and action with the Navy.” Dunlap reinforced that statement by 
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concluding his lecture with these words:  “In this manner, I feel that there would be 

complete coordination of training of the Marine Corps for war and that this training 

would be definitely coordinated with that of the fleet – which in time of war it must 

serve.”21 

Dunlap began his lecture, however, with an important disclaimer:  “I have limited 

this discussion to the preliminary phase where marines under the Commander in Chief, 

U.S. Fleet, would probably be assigned the principal military mission.  In the subsequent 

phase, while marines may and probably would be assigned to the Army, the role or 

mission of such a force together with the control of its actions would be determined by 

the Army General Headquarters.  A discussion by me of this phase would lack 

instructional value and would, in fact, be out of place.”  Throughout Dunlap’s 

presentation, he deferred to the Army’s doctrine for land warfare and its advanced 

training and education mechanisms.  The Marine colonel frankly acknowledged his 

Corps’ debt to the larger land service:  “The school system of the Marine Corps owes its 

excellence and very existence to the Army…. The [instructor] staff consists of graduates 

of the Army War College, Command and Staff School, Leavenworth, the Infantry School 

at Fort Benning, or our own schools.  In addition, we have a few who graduated from the 

[Army] Artillery School, the [Army] Signal School and the Naval War College.”  

Foreshadowing what would become an Army criticism of the Marine Corps during the 

Second World War, Dunlap discussed the lack of staff procedures taught within Marine 

Corps Schools.  “The time is so completely occupied at present in the Field Officers’ 
                                                

21 Col. Robert H. Dunlap, “The Relation of the Marine Corps to Major Overseas Expeditions” 
(lecture, Army War College, Washington Barracks, Washington, D.C., March 8, 1927), p. 1, 10, 11, Folder 
10, Box 1, Personal Papers Lecture Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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Course,” he opined, “that it is impossible to include sufficient training in executive 

staff work.”  Colonel Dunlap’s deferential remarks, coupled with his capitalizing “Army” 

and not “marines” throughout his typewritten manuscript, is illuminating.  Dunlap 

understood the importance of not offending Army officers at one of its premier schools as 

well as how much the Corps’ amphibious warfare doctrine relied on Army acceptance of 

its viability.22 

The austerity of the 1930s and the real fear that the Marine Corps might be seen 

as redundant to the Army brought on a new effort to tie the organization to its naval roots.  

It did so, however, while still maintaining the emphasis on its “military” functions within 

the naval service.  A 1931 report by Marine officers studying the curriculum at Marine 

Corps Schools and endorsed by the Maj. Gen. Commandant Ben H. Fuller declared, 

“Once ashore, there is no great difference between the Army and Marine forces.”  

Nevertheless, Fuller added a caveat to highlight that the Corps was not encroaching on 

the Army’s strategic and operational imperatives.  “The design of courses at the Marine 

Corps Schools, therefore, have in view that the Marine Corps is not an Army,” he pointed 

out, “but an essential part of the Navy to be employed for naval purposes that emphasis in 

the education of its officers should be placed on the requirements of those purposes.”  

The report contained detailed recommendations for the Basic School, Company Officers 

Course, and Field Officers Course.23   

                                                
22 Ibid., 1, 10. 

23 Maj. Gen. Ben H. Fuller to Brig. Gen. Randolph C. Berkeley, 13 May 1931, Folder “Report of 
Board,” Box “Marine Corps Schools Collection, 1923-1934,” Marine Corps Schools Collection, Marine 
Corps University Archives. 



 

 

195 

Of particular note was the Board’s decision to not introduce specific courses 

for small wars and landing operations at any of the Marine schools.  They were supposed 

to be included as supplementary topics for existing Army-based training and education.  

The authors of the 1931 report asserted, “The board believes that the instruction now 

given at the Marine Corps Schools, which is founded on instruction obtained at various 

schools of the Army, is basic, and, substantially as now taught, is necessary.  There 

should be included with this whatever is to be taught about landing operations and small 

wars.”  At the Field Officers Course, a discussion of small wars and amphibious 

operations were a recommended addition to the curriculum, but only as a “special 

course.”  The report stated, “The board believes that at some future date it may be 

desirable to establish a special course to be known as a second year course or a post 

graduate course in landing operations and small wars, but that the present developments 

of the studies in these subjects and other important considerations do not now warrant 

such a special course.”24 

Throughout the 1920s, a growing realization that joint operations now comprised 

a part of modern warfare was coming to the fore.  In 1927, the Joint Board took action 

and published Joint Action of the Army and Navy, 1927, which attempted to “assemble in 

one volume all joint policies, agreements, or instructions which have been approved by 

the War and Navy Departments, with a view to securing effective coordination.”  A key 

directive often overlooked was the Army’s requirement, “To conduct land operations in 

support of the Navy for the establishment and defense of naval bases.”  This was similar, 

                                                
24 Ibid. 
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but not identical to the primary task assigned to the Corps:  “For land operations in 

support of the fleet for the initial seizure and defense of advanced bases and for such 

limited auxiliary land operations as are essential to the prosecution of the naval 

campaign.”25  The Army, although reluctantly, was forced to examine some aspects of 

amphibious warfare.   

An oft-repeated trope is that the Marine Corps was the only service to study 

modern amphibious warfare, and it, alone, concluded that that option was tactically 

viable.  Russell Weigley went so far as to say, “After Gallipoli, almost every armed 

service in the world felt pessimistic about the future of amphibious assaults.”26  He 

echoed contemporary military luminaries of the period, such as Basil H. Liddell Hart, 

who asserted, “A landing on a foreign coast in face of hostile troops has always been one 

of the most difficult operations of war.  It has now become much more difficult, indeed 

almost impossible, because of the vulnerable target which a convoy of transports offers to 

the defender’s air force as it approaches shore.  Even more vulnerable to air attack is the 

process of disembarkation in open boats.”27  This, however, was not necessarily the case, 

and many in the Army believed that opposed amphibious landings were possible under 

the right conditions.   

In Principles of Strategy, Naylor wrote of the 1915-1916 British Gallipoli 

Campaign:  “This battle of the landing had been a success in so far as getting ashore was 

                                                
25 Joint Action of the Army and Navy,1927 (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 

1927), 2-3. 

26 Weigley, The American Way of War, 264. 

27 Quote of Basil H. Liddell Hart taken from Isely and Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious 
War, 5. 
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concerned, but eventually the British had to withdraw entirely from the peninsula and 

to acknowledge that the expedition, on the whole, had been a failure.”28  In 1936, the 

commander of the Army’s Hawaiian Department commissioned then-Lt. Col. George S. 

Patton, Jr., to conduct a detailed assessment of the British Gallipoli Campaign to 

understand the defensive problems of Hawaii if it came under an amphibious attack.  

Patton concluded that the main reason why victory eluded the British was a lack of 

battlefield leadership, and not the many difficulties attending amphibious landings.  At 

the conclusion of Patton’s paper, he warned against those like Hart who saw the “case of 

the new arms [of aviation, mechanization, and submarines] coupled with an enthusiasm 

for the untried, [and how it] induces us to attribute to them not their probably, but their 

maximum potentialities.  In this we are wrong….”29 Through their own independent 

study, Marine officers offered similar critiques of the British.  Retired Marine Lt. Gen. 

Robert E. Hogaboom recalled, “We believed that had they seized the ground rapidly … 

Gallipoli could have been a success.”30   

At the Army’s Command and General Staff School between 1930 and 1936, there 

were 18 student research papers that dealt with some aspect of amphibious operations.  

The topics ranged from the evacuation of the wounded at Gallipoli to the Japanese 

intelligence operations in their China landings to naval operations supporting the 
                                                

28 Naylor, Principles of Strategy, 345. 

29 The study of Gallipoli was “Prepared pursuant to instructions from Major-General Hugh A. 
Drum,” the Hawaiian Department commander.  Lt. Col. George S. Patton Jr.’s, “Defense of Gallipoli:  A 
General Staff Study,” (Fort Shafter:  Headquarters Hawaiian Department, 1936), Kindle Edition e-book, 
pp. 61-3, was an absolutely scathing review of the British leadership.  In fact, Patton’s attitude towards 
Bernard Montgomery during World War II was foreshadowed within his Gallipoli study. 

30 Lt. Gen. Robert E. Hogaboom, interviewed by Benis M. Frank, April 1, 1972, Marine Corps 
University Archives, transcript, pp. 109-10. 
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Mesopotamian Campaign.31  One paper written in 1931, “A Study of the Landing at 

Gallipoli, 25 April 1915, by the British,” demonstrated how in sync the Army and Marine 

Corps were.  Capt. B.W. Wenable, a U.S. Infantry officer, dissected the landing in detail, 

and made some prescient conclusions.  “A careful analysis of the losses to the units 

landing first,” Wenable insisted, “shows that the counterattack exacted a greater toll than 

the initial beach defense.”  This could have been offset by an increased allotment of 

automatic weapons in every landing company, and more light artillery support in the first 

assault waves.  He wrote in an especially telling paragraph: 

The confusion to be expected in an hostile landing requires careful 
organization and training in the small units.  The Anzac landing was a 
corporal’s battle and many corporals and even privates distinguished 
themselves as leaders but too many wasted the early hours waiting for 
further instructions that could never come because there were no 
communications.  The absence of orders reduced confidence and caused 
the drifting back to the boats.  The lack of training of the corporal in the 
responsibility of command and his lack of resourcefulness was a serious 
handicap.  The squad in a beach landing is a combat team and its 
commander should be given a mission, a means and an opportunity to 
train himself and his squad as a team.32 

 
Wenable concluded:  “The troops to land first are the troops upon whom success or 

failure rests.  They should be picked men of courage, stamina, confidence and 

resourcefulness.  The privates must be especially trained in the use of their weapons and 

disciplined to respond to leadership.  The noncommissioned officers must be trained to 

direct and control the units they command and the units of at least the next higher 

                                                
31 “CGSS Student Papers, 1930-1936 Collection,” U.S. Army Combined Arms Research Library 

Digital Library, http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm/search/collection/p4013coll2!p4013coll14 (accessed 
July 2012). 

32 Wenable, “A Study of the Landing at Gallipoli, ” 5. 



 

 

199 

echelon…. In this action there was confusion, decentralization, intermingling of units 

and dire need for fire power and special organization.”  In the end, Captain Wenable 

recommended, “That the tactics of the landing force be based on the squad and 

platoon.”33 

In 1933, a Coastal Artillery Corps officer, Capt. F. E. Edgecomb, led a group 

research project at Command and General Staff School that studied the August 1915 

offensive at Gallipoli.  The British August Offensive against the Turks was a three-

pronged attack that featured a forced landing of fresh troops at Suvla Bay.  The landing 

attack was a supporting effort, designed to draw Turkish forces away from the main 

effort at Sari Bair.  Edgecomb’s group highlighted the initial success of the amphibious 

assault at Suvla Bay, and how it was squandered due to poor battlefield leadership.  They 

made note, “Most of the advantage gained by the surprise landing at Suvla was thrown 

away when the forces on shore were not pushed rapidly to the east and southeast to seize 

the hills overlooking the area.”  In the “Analysis and Criticism” section, they again 

emphasized the lack of aggressive leadership by the British, “The August offensive of the 

Allies is a striking example of how ‘time’ works for the defender when the attacker 

delays his advance from the shore-line and also fails to coordinate his efforts and mass 

his forces in his attacks against the defender’s positions.”  The final assessment of the 

study reiterated their primary concern that “the Allies failed to take full advantage of the 

fact that they had gained the initiative by the successful landing of reinforcements….”34  

                                                
33 Ibid., 6-7. 

34 Capt. F.E. Edgecomb, et. al., “The Gallipoli Campaign, World War:  The August Offensive of 
the Allies” (Group research paper, U.S. Army Command and Staff School, 1931), 14, 18, 19, “CGSS 
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Edgecomb’s group echoed the observations of others within both the Army and 

Marine Corps.  As the preceding chapters demonstrated, intelligent initiative and 

aggressive combat leadership were at the core of the infantry way of battle ascribed to by 

both services.  When Army or Marine officers looked at battlefield problems, they 

immediately viewed them through similar institutional lenses, and came to similar 

conclusions. 

Although a competitive spirit always existed between the two services, it is 

important to note that the Army was not in direct conflict with the Marine Corps at this 

time.  Even when certain branches of the Army dealt with strategic proposals that could 

render those branches obsolete, they adopted a generally collegial tone in their critiques.  

In 1931 for instance, the reports from two different Marine Corps boards, “General 

Discussion of Landings Against Opposition” and “Recommendations for Experimental 

Practice,” underwent review by the Army’s Office of the Chief of Coast Artillery and the 

Department of Tactics at the Coast Artillery School.  This was done in preparation for a 

visiting naval officer’s lecture.  The specific interest of the Coast Artillery stemmed from 

its branch expertise – denying invasion from the sea.  The officers noted that in contrast 

to the contemporary prevailing wisdom, the Corps concluded that, despite strong 

fortifications and coast artillery guns, a forcible landing from the sea could succeed.  Not 

surprisingly, the Coast Artillery School instructors’ comments highlighted the difficulty 

of such an endeavor and doubted the ability of naval gunfire to neutralize coast artillery.  

The Coast Artillerymen’s overall response, however, did not preemptively dismiss the 

                                                                                                                                            
Student Papers, 1930-1936 Collection,” U.S. Army Combined Arms Research Library Digital Library, 
http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm/search/collection/p4013coll2!p4013coll14 (accessed July 2012). 
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notion of amphibious assaults.  Rather, they provided suggestions for Marines and 

sailors to consider when undertaking such missions.  At one point, the Army instructors 

stated, “This department would appreciate an opportunity to witness any such maneuvers 

held” to demonstrate the ability of naval gunfire to destroy fixed fortifications.35   

The budgetary sternness of the Great Depression provided fertile ground for 

interservice fiscal discord.  Budget considerations provided Army officers with a strong 

incentive to attack the Marine Corps and charge that its leanings towards amphibious 

warfare were historically flawed.  Additionally, the Army held in reserve a vast amount 

of intellectual power that, if ordered to do so, could argue the Army could accomplish 

any mission assigned to the Corps, thus making Marines irrelevant.  That did not happen.  

In fact, quite the opposite occurred.  In a sweeping study titled “Report on Marine Corps’ 

Duplication of Effort Between the Army and Navy, 17 December 1932,” representatives 

from the Army’s Offices of the Chiefs of Coast Artillery and Infantry, the Navy’s Chief 

of Naval Operations, and Headquarters Marine Corps assessed the Marines’ mission, 

budget, manpower and materiel requirements, and efficiency.  They all “concurred” that 

the Marine Corps was not a second land army or air force, and should proceed with 

developing its base seizure and defense missions.  The report also concluded that the 

Marine Corps was the most efficient of all the services, costing the taxpayers fractions of 

the rate to train and maintain the typical soldier and sailor.36 

                                                
35 Maj. T.C. Cook to Maj. James B. Crawford, 21 April 1931, Folder 71, Box 3, History 

Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

36 “Report on Marine Corps’ Duplication of Effort Between the Army and Navy, 17 December 
1932,” Folder 793, Box 44, History Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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The Corps’ continual self-evaluation and pursuit of relevance led to what 

some scholars described as “the most crucial turning point in Marine Corps history.”37  In 

1933, Marine Maj. Gen. John H. Russell recommended that the Marine Expeditionary 

Forces be redesignated as the Fleet Marine Force (FMF).  Additionally, the FMF would 

be “included in the Fleet organization as an integral part thereof, subject to the orders for 

tactical employment of the Commander in Chief, U.S. Fleet.”38  Within months, the 

Navy’s senior leadership endorsed the Corps’ proposal, and on December 7, 1933, Navy 

General Order No. 241 announced the creation of the FMF.39  It is important to 

emphasize that the FMF did not begin from scratch.  As then-Maj. Alexander A. 

Vandegrift, future Commandant of the Marine Corps, recounted:  “General Russell … 

persuaded the Secretary of the Navy to change the designation of East and West Coast 

Expeditionary Forces to a single title:  Fleet Marine Force.”40  The key here was that the 

expeditionary brigades were brought together under the umbrella of a single command.  

According to a memorandum to Major General Russell from Brig. Gen. Ralph S. Keyser, 

placing the FMF under the direct control of the Fleet would “Build up the status and 

importance of [Marine forces]” because it would force the “Navy Department [to] 

recognize the [existing East and West Coast] Expeditionary Forces as an integral part of 

                                                
37 Isely and Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 33. 

38 Division of Plans and Policies to Commandant, 9 August 1945, p. 4, Folder 204, Box 9, History 
Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

39 39 Division of Plans and Policies to Commandant, 9 August 1945, p. 5; Isely and Crowl, U.S. 
Marines and Amphibious War, 35; Allan R. Millett, Semper Fidelis:  The History of the United States 
Marine Corps (New York:  Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1980), 330. 

40 Gen. Alexander A. Vandegrift and Robert B. Asprey, Once a Marine:  The Memoirs of General 
A. A. Vandegrift (New York:  W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1964), 79. 
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the U.S. Fleet.”41  This action further harmonized the Corps’ “military” heart with its 

“naval” body. 

The consolidation of the two expeditionary forces into a single unit with a Navy 

admiral in overall command served two purposes.  The Marine Corps became 

operationally tied to the Navy’s mission in an unprecedented way.  Historian Allan 

Millett argued, “The Marine Corps had established an essential role in American naval 

strategic plans and had responded to the challenges of War Plan Orange by … creating 

the Fleet Marine Force.”42  According to John T. Kuehn in Agents of Innovation:  The 

General Board and the Design of the Fleet that Defeated the Japanese Navy, the FMF 

became one answer to the 1922 Washington Naval Treaty’s “Fortification Clause.”  The 

clause mandated that American forward bases in the Western Pacific could only be 

maintained at their current capabilities.  These bases could not be enlarged or enhanced, 

which required the Navy to change its war plans as well as think of innovative ways to 

circumvent the treaty’s limitations.  Kuehn concluded, “[The Corps’] initiatives were not 

a direct outgrowth of the fortification clause,” but, “the Marine Corps, OpNav 

[Operational Navy], and the [Navy] General Board were spurred down the path of 

advanced base, and ultimately mobile base, operations by the fortification clause.”43   

For the Navy, the creation of the FMF solved a long-standing dilemma between it 

and the Army.  Historically, the Navy relied upon the Army’s assistance during landing 

                                                
41 Division of Plans and Policies to Commandant, 9 August 1945, p. 4. 

42 Millett, Semper Fidelis, 343. 

43 John T. Kuehn, Agents of Innovation:  The General Board and the Design of the Fleet that 
Defeated the Japanese Navy (Annapolis:  Naval Institute Press, 2008), 131. 
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operations.  The Marine Corps did not have the organization or the manpower to 

effectively mount large-scale naval base seizure and defense missions.  The Army had to 

provide the bulk of the following-on troops.  In realizing the limitations of Marine Corps 

capacities, the Navy, as late as 1931, continued to rely on the Army for ship-to-shore 

landing operations.  Navy Capt. W. D. Puleston delivered a lecture on “The Probable 

Future Trend of Joint Operations” to the Army War College that illustrated the Navy’s 

position.  “One or two divisions of [Army] regulars who have been trained for landings,” 

he proposed, “[would] face the future with confidence, well knowing that we had an 

efficient landing force.”44  The Navy had no command authority over Army units’ 

employment, and this was seen to cause undue friction that prolonged naval campaigns.  

The Spanish-American War still resonated in the memories of naval officers, and their 

complaints that their Army counterparts did not understand maritime matters figured 

prominently in naval warfare discussions.45  The FMF provided the answer to this naval 

problem, and, with its advent, naval officers took ownership of the Corps as never before.  

Lecturing on naval operations at the Army War College in 1935, a senior naval officer, 

Capt. D.E. Cummings, spoke with confidence in the Corps’ capabilities, and, in a 

paternalistic way, bragged about its prowess.  From the podium, Cummings proclaimed 

that “the fleet will be able to assist you [the Army],” in landings against hostile shores.  

He openly embraced the Corps when he boasted, “The United States Fleet has in the 

                                                
44 Capt. W. D. Puleston, “The Probable Future Trend of Joint Operations” (lecture, Army War 

College, March 24, 1931), U.S. Army Military History Institute, Army War College Curriculars, 376-A-16 
CofW#16, p.17. 

45 The animosity between the Army and Navy is well documented in David F. Trask, The War 
with Spain in 1898 (New York:  Macmillan Publishing Co. Inc.:  1981), 215, 230, 252, 291-4, 339-40. 
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Marine Corps a splendid organization specially trained and organized to serve as the 

spearhead of such an operation and which is not to my knowledge duplicated in this 

respect in any other country.”46   

On January 1, 1933, the Army and Navy Joint Board published a revised and 

updated operational scheme, Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1933.  Although senior Marine 

Corps officers reviewed the document, nowhere did the Joint Board’s manuscript 

mention the Corps by name.47  Instead of identifying units by their function – such as 

“land” or “military” and “sea” or “naval” – it referred to “Army units” and “Navy units” 

throughout.  Both terms were capitalized like proper names, which indicated specificity 

in the service designation, a practice unseen in previous Joint Board treatises.48  In the 

earlier 1929 iteration of Joint Overseas Expeditions, the Marine Corps and Army were 

designated by name.  Historians Jeter Isely and Philip Crowl noted nearly three decades 

later that the Corps’ leadership was compelled to write its foundational amphibious 

warfare doctrine in response to the oversights contained in Joint Overseas Expedition, 

1933.  The Commandant of the Marine Corps was faced with a document that left the 

Marine Corps out entirely, and he instructed the Marine Corps Schools to cease holding 

classes and commence writing a tactically oriented amphibious doctrine.  The officers 

charged with its authorship, however, received orders to differ from the Joint Board’s 

                                                
46 Capt. D. E. Cummings, “The United States Fleet,” (lecture, Army War College, March 18, 

1935), p. 9, War Plans Course No. 20, 1934-1935, Army War College Curriculars, U.S. Army Military 
History Institute. 

47 Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1929 (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1929), 1-
21. 

48 This can be seen most poignantly in Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1933 (Washington, D.C.:  
Government Printing Office, 1933), 10-1. 
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Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1933, “only after due deliberation and a firm belief that 

the Marine Corps Schools in collaboration with the Fleet Marine Force are right, and the 

Joint Board is wrong.”49   

The Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934 was the product of their 

efforts.  It prescribed the tactics, techniques, procedures, weapons systems, and materiel 

necessary for the execution of amphibious landings.  More specifically, it discussed the 

requirements for conducting amphibious assaults against defended beaches, which is one 

of the most difficult operations to conduct.  Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1933 provided 

the “principles for the planning and conduct” of any ship to shore military operation, but 

it fell short in one critical area.  Despite its claim that it incorporated “subject matter … 

involving landings against opposition,” it did not provide the depth essential to 

coordinate such forces.50  That depth is where the Marine Corps saw a need, and it sought 

to fill that need.  The Tentative Manual was not created in a vacuum, nor was it the result 

of a spontaneous combustion of Marine officer intellectualism.  Even Isely and Crowl, 

noted Marine sympathizers, conceded that “many of the definitions and solutions 

presented in this document [Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1933] became permanently 

incorporated in standard American amphibious doctrine and recur frequently in the 

subsequent handbooks and manuals on the subject issued both before and during World 

War II.”51  Additionally, most of the proponents of the Corps’ amphibious warfare 

                                                
49 The discussion of Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1933 and the quote of Commandant of the 

Marine Corps’ order are taken from Isely and Crowl, U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 35. 

50 Joint Overseas Expeditions, 1933, 1. 

51 Isely and Crowl, U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 35. 



 

 

207 

doctrine had gone through the Army schools system, served in World War I Army 

commands, and maintained personal friendships with their Army counterparts.52  While 

at Army schools, Marines concentrated on amphibious warfare under the scrutiny of their 

Army instructors.53  The Corps’ new manual built upon the planning experiences of 

World War I, and the planning system learned at the Army’s Command and General Staff 

School and War College.  

On May 25, 1935, the Navy distributed a revised draft of the Marines’ manual to 

various fleet headquarters.  The revision, titled Landing Operations Manual, 1935, 

reduced the duplication of doctrine found in its predecessor, and focused on the specific 

requirements for amphibious assaults.  The most significant difference between the two 

was the 1935 draft’s emphasis on comparing an amphibious operation to a land battle.  

Rear Adm. Joseph K. Taussig, Acting Chief of Naval Operations, explained the need for 

this comparison in his “Foreword” to the draft: 

 There is very little historical material upon which to base 
conclusions as to tactical doctrines applicable to a landing operation.  
There is, however, abundant information on land attacks against a 
defender with modern arms and equipment from which valuable tactical 
lessons may be learned.  For this reason, and on account of the intimate 
relation between the movement form ship to shore and the combat on the 
beach which follows, it has been found desirable to set forth from time to 

                                                
52 Examples of these personal friendships are strewn throughout the remembrances of prominent 

Marine leaders.  Examples include Maj. Gen. John A. Lejeune, The Remniscences of a Marine 
(Philadelphia:  Dorrance and Company, 1930), 187-99; Vandegrift and Asprey, Once a Marine, 79; and 
Gen. Gerald C. Thomas, Oral History, interviewed by Benis M. Frank, September 6, 1966, transcript, p. 
147, Marine Corps University Archives. 

53 Between 1930-1936, there were approximately 24 officer student papers that dealt with the 
Marine Corps or some aspect of amphibious warfare.  This is only a sampling of the student officer papers.  
The full collection can be found, “CGSS Student Papers, 1930-1936 Collection,” U.S. Army Combined 
Arms Research Library Digital Library, 
http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cdm/search/collection/p4013coll2!p4013coll14 (accessed July 2012).  
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time the points of similarity and difference between a landing operation 
and a purely land attack.  From such a comparison, sound tactical 
doctrines, based on actual experience under modern conditions, may be 
deduced for application in the type of operation under consideration.54 
 
After input from naval officers and observations of landing exercises, the Landing 

Operations Manual, 1935 went through a complete revision.  Marine generals Keller E. 

Rockey (a 1926 graduate of the Army’s Command and General Staff School), Alfred H. 

Noble, and Charles D. Barrett formed a committee that prepared the next draft.  

According to the generals, the new manual, named Tentative Fleet Training Publication 

167, 1936, was “written from scratch without any excerpts whatever” from previous 

editions.55  For an entire year, senior naval and Marine officers reviewed its contents.  

Comments and concerns were forwarded to another committee of Marine generals that 

made a final revision of the manual that was subsequently approved by the Chief of 

Naval Operations on August 5, 1938.  The finished product, Fleet Training Publication 

167 [FTP 167], was the central amphibious warfare doctrine of the Second World War.  

Alexander A. Vandegrift, then a Marine colonel, recalled, “Our once primitive manual 

for landing operations [the Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934] was now 

refined and officially accepted by the Navy as Fleet Training Publication or FTP-167.”56  

The Marine Corps’ Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934, which was an 

                                                
54 Rear Adm. J. K. Taussig, “Foreword,” Landing Operations Manual, 1935, Folder 63, Box 2, 

History Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

55 Division of Plans and Policies to Commandant, 9 August 1945, p. 2. 

56 Vandegrift and Asprey, Once a Marine, 94. 
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academic extrapolation of Major Ellis’ Advanced Base Operations in Micronesia, 

was the foundational document upon which American amphibious warfare techniques 

were built.  

There was a noticeable attempt within all the versions of the Marine doctrine to 

focus its content only on the tactics, techniques, and procedures directly involved in 

landing operations.  The doctrine stopped at the beachhead.  Prescriptions for operations 

ashore once a beachhead was established were, quite literally, “handed-over” to the 

doctrine pertaining to “land operations.”  For example, the Tentative Manual for Landing 

Operations, 1934 wrote that, “In general, the field artillery is employed in the later 

phases of a landing operation according to the principles and doctrines which govern its 

use in more usual forms of land warfare.”57  The same sentiment was kept in the Landing 

Operations Manual, 1935, and FTP 167 with both saying:  “In the support of the advance 

inland, the employment of field artillery is much the same as in any land offensive, the 

principal difference being the possible shortage of motor transport and the consequent 

desirability of maintaining firing position at not too great distances from a suitable 

landing beach.”58   

The Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934, however, differed from later 

editions of amphibious doctrine.  It described tanks in detail, and the discussion 

paralleled the U.S. Infantry’s principles governing tanks in support of infantry attacks.  

Tanks, similar to Army doctrine, were separated into two categories – “accompanying 

                                                
57 “Field Artillery in Later Phases of Landing Attacks,” Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 

1934, Folder 39, Box 2, History Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

58 Landing Operations Manual, 1935, 224; Fleet Training Publication 167, 1938 (Washington, 
D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1938), 181. 
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tanks” and “leading tanks.”  The accompanying tanks were “employed directly to 

assist the infantry to overcome the defenses; this will be the usual method of employment 

in landing operations.”  Leading tanks were used for “breaching a strong defensive line 

and attacking artillery and strong local reserves.”  This, however, would be “impractical 

in the initial phases of landing operations, but tanks may be so used in the later stages 

when the operations assume the character of land warfare.”  In almost identical language 

to Army Extension Course Special Text No. 14 Tank Employment, the 1934 Marines 

amphibious manual emphasized the requirement that tanks be used “in mass … to deliver 

an effective blow at a decisive point.”  Furthermore, “Cooperation between the tank and 

infantry is essential,” and, “infantry must give close support to the tank to prevent its 

isolation and destruction.”  In a final note, it warned:  “To achieve this cooperation, the 

training of tanks with other infantry units is required.  Lacking this training their 

employment together in battle will be of little value.”59   

The 1935 edition of the Marines’doctrine and FTP 167 greatly reduced any 

discussion of tanks.  A key additive in FTP 167 that was not in previous editions, 

however, was the inclusion of the benefit that tanks afford in prosecuting the land 

campaign.  As FTP 167 suggested, “Tanks in adequate numbers should be provided to 

support the advance to the final objective.  Their speed and maneuverability make them 

particularly effective for rapid exploitation.”60  This, not surprisingly, mirrored the 

change in the Infantry School’s 1939 doctrine, Tank Principles (Tentative), where tanks 

                                                
59 “Tanks,” Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934, Marine Corps University Archives; 

Army Extension Courses Special Text No. 14 Tank Employment (Fort Benning:  Army Field Printing Plant, 
1935), 104-6. 

60 Fleet Training Publication 167, 1938, 181. 
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were to operate in a “combat team” with infantry and artillery to effect deep 

penetrations into the enemy’s rear areas.61  All versions discussed the use of tanks in 

landing operations similarly, and did not delve into their use in land warfare.  The 

Landing Operations Manual, 1935, and FTP 167 contained the near-identical statement:  

“The tactics of tanks after landing are much the same as those of ordinary land warfare.  

The plan of attack will prescribe important objectives against which the tanks will be 

concentrated, but tank commanders should use great initiative in attacking enemy 

weapons, particularly those along and on the flanks of the beach which are endangering 

the landing or advance inland.”62 

The Tentative Manual for Defense of Advanced Bases, 1936, became the 

companion volume to the Marine Corps’ Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 

1934.  It is a rather obscure manual that has received little attention from scholars and 

military professionals due to its relative lack of significance during the Second World 

War.  In the mid-1930s, however, the development of such a manual was considered a 

strategic necessity.63  The U.S. Navy positioned outlying naval bases throughout the 

Pacific.  The security of Midway Island, Wake Island, and Guam was thought to be 

absolutely vital to the successful prosecution of a war against the Japanese Imperial 

Navy.  The Marine Corps, as an extension of the U.S. Fleet, was tasked with garrisoning 

those islands as part of a comprehensive base defense force that included air and sea 

                                                
61 Tank Principles (Tentative) (Fort Benning:  The Infantry School, 1939), 39-42. 

62 Landing Operations Manual, 1935, 228; Fleet Training Publication 167, 1938, 183. 

63 David J. Ulbrich, “Clarifying the Origins and Strategic Mission of the US Marine Corps 
Defense Battalion,” War and Society 17 2 (October 1999):  81-102. 
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elements.  Additionally, in the case of war, any newly seized base had to be prepared 

for a counterattack, therefore, the base defense mission was the logical follow-on mission 

for Marine assault forces after the successful completion of an amphibious attack.64  

Senior Marine officers wrote Tentative Manual for Defense of Advanced Bases, 1936, in 

a similar fashion to its offensively oriented sister doctrine.65   

This manual provided the underpinning for the Marine Defense Battalions, Base 

Defense Weapons Course at Marine Corps Schools, and the source material for lectures 

discussing base defense throughout the Second World War.  In the years immediately 

preceding the war, the American defense establishment could not obtain authorization to 

augment its offensively oriented forces, which particularly impacted on the attack 

oriented Marine Corps.  Marine officers realized, however, that they could find funding 

to bolster the Navy’s defensive posture by embracing the base defense mission.  After the 

war, Marine officer Gerald C. Thomas recollected, “[I]n 1941, if you said, ‘I want an 

offensive outfit,’ the politicians would say, ‘No sir, you want to fight a war,’ but if you 

said, ‘I want a defensive outfit, I want to defend this country,’ you could get men.  And 

we got men for defense battalions, and we got them just that way, because they were a 

defensive outfit saying – ‘We’re going to defend this area.’”66  This was in keeping with 

Chief of Naval Operations Adm. William D. Leahy’s 1939 advice to Maj. Gen. Thomas 

Holcomb, Commandant of the Marine Corps:  “Whatever you do, make yourselves look 
                                                

64 For the most clear and succinct recounting of the development of the Corps’ defensive mindset, 
see Gregory J.W. Urwin, Facing Fearful Odds:  The Siege of Wake Island (Lincoln:  University of 
Nebraska Press, 1997), 191- 193. 

65 Tentative Manual for Defense of Advanced Bases (Quantico:  Marine Corps Schools, 1936), 1-
19. 

66 Thomas, int. by Frank, Oral History Transcript, p. 182. 
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defensive.”67  Marine Corps Defense Battalions were created in accordance with that 

defensive strategic mindset.68  They were used throughout the Pacific, and performed 

admirably on Wake Island and Midway Island in the opening salvos of the war.69  But, as 

the war progressed, they did not play as significant a role as pre-war strategists predicted.  

After the Battle of Midway in 1942, the Japanese never went on the strategic offensive 

again, and did not mount a large-scale amphibious attack on an American-held fortified 

naval base.  Thus it was the strategic situation that made the Marine Corps’ base defense 

forces irrelevant, not their combat effectiveness.   

The Tentative Manual for Defense of Advanced Bases, 1936 is historically 

significant.  The former Chief Historian for the Marine Corps History Division, Charles 

Melson, said this manual was one part of the “Holy Trinity” of interwar Marine doctrine, 

the others being the Small Wars Manual and Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 

1934.70  Melson regarded the three manuals as evidence of the Corps’ uniqueness.  For 

him, they verified the innovative spirit of its officer corps.  Defense of Advanced Bases, 

1936, however, was not wholly original.  As with much Marine Corps doctrine, the 

tactics, techniques, and procedures it contained were teased from a variety of sources.  

The manual’s general defensive postures were taught at the Infantry School in Fort 

                                                
67 Admiral Leahy’s quotation taken from Urwin, Facing Fearful Odds, 192. 

68 Urwin, Facing Fearful Odds, 192; Ulbrich, “Marine Defense Battalion,” War and Society, 89-
91. 

69 The most representative account of a Marine defense battalion in action can be found in Urwin, 
Facing Fearful Odds describing the Marines’ defense of Wake Island. 

70 The “Holy Trinity” of Marine Corps doctrine was coined by Chief Historian Charles Melson, 
Marine Corps History Division and cited in Ulbrich, “The U.S. Marine Corps, Amphibious Capabilities,” 
Marine Corps University Journal, 83. 
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Benning, Georgia, throughout the interwar period.  The Marines’ base defense 

manual and the U.S. Infantry’s teachings used terms like “Active Defense” and 

“Decisive” or “Passive Defense” identically.  The writings concerning topics of 

“Terrain,” “Fundamental Factors of the Defense,” and “Class and Form of Defense” 

reflected Army defensive doctrine.71  Beach defenses were separated into “sectors” with 

“sector reserves” and “general reserves” and tasked with missions that were near identical 

to the Army’s coast defense manuals.72  The Defense of Advanced Bases, 1936 applied 

the Joint Army and Navy Board’s guidelines for command relationships between the 

“Shore Defense Forces” and their naval and air counterparts.73  Eventually, the 1936 base 

defense manual was replaced, but its exact language lived on in the Marine Corps 

Schools lectures concerning naval base defense throughout the Second World War.74  

Although some have argued that they Marine base defense manual ushered in a doctrinal 

revolution, such was not the case.  It took existing defensive thought and doctrine and 

adapted them to meet the requirements of a specific Marine Corps operational problem. 

Immediately after World War I, the Marine Corps recognized the Army’s 

expertise in land warfare.  The Corps’ most influential officers spoke and wrote in 
                                                

71 An example of these teachings is the Infantry School’s “Training Notes” school curricular 
“Defensive Combat, Volume 1, Chapter 1, General Considerations,” pp. 1-14, Folder “Vol. 2 Defensive 
Combat,” Box “Infantry School,” U.S. Army Military History Institute. 

72 FM 31-10 Basic Field Manual:  Coast Defense, 1941 summarized and codified into doctrine the 
interwar discussions on coastal defense.  A discussion of the echeloned command of coast defense is found 
between pp. 4-12 and 22-39.  The Marine Corps’ Defense of Advanced Bases, 1936 borrowed heavily from 
Army coastal defensive thought, and can be seen most noticeably on pp. 7-10. 

73 “The Coordination of Operations of the Army and the Navy,” Joint Action of the Army and 
Navy, 1927 (Washington, D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1927), 4-6. 

74 “Base Defense – General,” (lecture, Marine Corps Schools Command and Staff Course, 1943), 
p. 1, Folder “Base Defense – General,” Box “Command and Staff Course – 1943,” History Amphibious 
File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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humble language when engaging their senior service partner.  At least officially, no 

Marine officers sought to demonstrate his Corps’ exceptionalism by denigrating the 

Army, as would become the norm during and after the Second World War.  Rather, they 

illustrated the Corps’ uniqueness by placing their special talents in the strategic advanced 

base mission.  This was further solidified with the creation of the FMF in 1933, and its 

subsequent subordination to the Commander, U.S. Fleet.  The Navy, in turn, took 

ownership of the Corps like no other time in its history, and embraced it as an integral 

part of the Fleet’s operational plan in the Pacific.  Consequently, Marine leaders wrote 

doctrine that supported the Navy’s strategic mission, and developed it throughout the 

interwar period.  

Throughout the interwar period, the Army paid increasing attention to landing 

operations against hostile shores, and how to defend against them.75  According to 

historians Isely and Crowl, the publication of Joint Action of the Army and Navy and 

Joint Overseas Operations, 1933, sparked the Army and Navy members on the Joint 

Board to examine amphibious operations and tactics, but, ultimately, the Corps was the 

only service to take-up its practice.76  The Army and Navy both participated in landing 

exercises throughout the interwar period, and also studied amphibious operations at their 

various service schools to prepare for the tasks assigned to them in War Plan Orange.77  

The principal reason why the Marine Corps maintained its relative independence within 

                                                
75 Millett, Semper Fidelis, 336. 

76 Isely and Crowl, U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 35. 

77 Matheny, Carrying the War to the Enemy, 157; Murray and Millett, Military Innovation in the 
Interwar Period, 72-75. 
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the defense establishment was that it was not entirely revolutionary.  Amphibious 

warfare doctrine and its corresponding tactics, techniques, and procedures did not depart 

from existing naval and military teachings.  Rather, amphibious doctrine and thought 

were drawn from the interwar infantry mind that existed in both the Army and Marine 

Corps.  That infantry mind was used to solve an operational dilemma, the seizure and 

defense of advanced bases.   

Colonel Naylor in Principles of Strategy captured the tension between military 

theory and combat practice best:   

For one cannot be practical without knowing the theory, although that 
theory may not have been learned in an academy.  And right here we have 
the dividing line between military study as a science and military study as 
an art.  There is a time when all the fruits of this study pass from the 
objective stage into that of the mind.  In all professions the active agent 
learns his theory from books, some of them long since discarded and 
relegated to the musty book shelves of the library; afterwards he applies 
the principles to concrete cases and thereby makes his science an art.78 

 
In 1937, after Fleet Landing Exercise 3 Marine Brig. Gen. James J. Meade made a similar 

observation concerning Marine officers’ fixation on the theoretical concepts contained in 

its amphibious warfare doctrine.  He decried the “tendency to confine ourselves [Marine 

officers] too much with the technical features of the landing attack and at the same time 

to accept unequivocally the contents of the Tentative Landing Operations Manual, which 

is a peacetime compilation of methods, based largely on the study of a conclusion drawn 

from historical examples of past amphibian wars.”  Meade went even further saying that 
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the amphibious exercises he observed failed to incorporate the lessons of World War 

I, specifically dealing with machine guns and wire obstacles on the beach.79   

Whether Meade’s criticisms reflected all those involved in the exercise cannot be 

ascertained.  What is important, however, was his observation that a balance must be 

struck between the abstractions of theory and their practical application on the battlefield.  

Until now, the infantry way of battle has been studied in the theoretical.  It was born by 

the experiences of trench warfare on the Western Front, nurtured in the well-established 

service school system, fed by a professional officer corps’ intellectualism, and grew to 

become the foundation upon which America’s infantry forces would go to war.  In the 

following chapters, the evolution of that infantry way of battle will be explored under the 

pressures of war.   

 

                                                
79 Quotation and description of Brigadier General Meade’s critique was taken from Isely and 

Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 55.  
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CHAPTER 7:  THE MATURATION OF AMPHIBIOUS WARFARE THINKING, 
1941-1945 

 
If all headquarters involved in an amphibious operation will carry out the provisions of FM 31-5 … in their 
planning and execution of the [amphibious exercise] problem, the best possible foundation for a successful 
operation will have been constructed.  The difficulties encountered by this division in amphibious 
operations have been caused in most part to the fact that doctrine stated in FM 31-5 has been disregarded in 
planning and execution. 

Commanding General, 1st Infantry Division to 
Adjutant General, War Department, 12 February 
1942 after training with the 1st Amphibious Training 
Force.1 

 
The preceding chapter demonstrated that the Marine Corps’ development of 

amphibious warfare concepts and operations was not revolutionary, but evolutionary.  

Faced with a naval problem, the Corps took existing military thought, infused it with a 

naval understanding, and synthesized a tactical doctrine that had operational and 

strategic-level implications.  The Army, Navy, and even the Marine Corps did not fully 

realize the inherent complexity of these concepts until the Second World War put them to 

the test.  Only then did they came to grips with just how complicated amphibious 

operations truly were.  This was not due to any institutional naiveté, or willful disregard 

for the trends in modern war.  Rather, just like many other aspects of World War II, the 

enormity of effort required to defeat the Axis powers was beyond the realm of 

contemporary imagination.  The intellectual, doctrinal, and conceptual foundations were 

laid during the interwar period, but it was not until American forces engaged in combat 

that those assertions and assumptions matured into solid, actionable operational and 

tactical principles and procedures.  The infantry way of battle that informed interwar 

amphibious warfare tactics and doctrine remained, but, as it did in land warfare, 

                                                
1 Commanding General, 1st Infantry Division to Adjutant General, War Department, 12 February 

1942, Folder 638, Box 33, History Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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technology and materiel considerations became increasingly significant.  The 

coordination of air, land, and naval forces during the landings at Saipan, the Philippines, 

Iwo Jima, and Okinawa in the Pacific, and North Africa, Sicily, Anzio, and Normandy in 

the Mediterranean and European Theaters required intense planning and staff work that 

was never done before, and has never been replicated on such a scale since.  This chapter 

will grapple with these ideas of technology and coordination in landing operations, and 

their influence on doctrine and organization.  It will demonstrate that the Army and 

Marine Corps’ thoughts on amphibious warfare were not altogether different.  Their 

tactical application, however, varied widely according to the specifics of terrain, mission, 

the enemy situation, and individual unit commanders.  Amphibious warfare thinking 

matured throughout the war, taking what Marine Brig. Gen. James J. Meade described as 

a “peacetime compilation of methods,” and turning it into a battle-tested paradigm 

flexible enough to meet the demands of small amphibious assaults on coral beaches to 

enormous invasions of continents.2 

There were two major areas of landing operations in which the Army exhibited a 

significant influence on the Corps.  Once Marines landed on hostile shores they became 

infantrymen, and the principles governing their operations on land were the same as the 

Army’s.  Second, amphibious operations required intensive planning and logistical staff 

work.  Some could argue more staff work went into an amphibious operation than a 

comparably sized land campaign.  Amphibious landings were inherently technical and 

logistically oriented.  The 1st Infantry Division’s after action report for Operation Torch, 
                                                

2 Brigadier General Meade’s quotation taken from Jeter A. Isely and Philip A. Crowl, The U.S. 
Marines and Amphibious War:  Its Theory and Practice in the Pacific (Princeton:  Princeton University 
Press, 1951), 55. 
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the invasion of North Africa, clearly agreed, citing in numerous places that “an 

amphibious operation is largely logistical,” “Staffs, down to include battalions, should be 

continuously trained in supply and logistics,” and “Amphibious operations require 

detailed planning and perfect coordination.”3  By their very nature, they required highly 

competent staffs, filled with officers that were intimately familiar with a plethora of 

information normally considered beyond the realm of military knowledge.  Tidal 

patterns, moon phases, hydrographic data, types of beaches, shipping capacities, cargo 

loading plans, naval gunfire technical firing data, the effects of current on landing boats 

and naval fire support ships and surf conditions on small boats all affected the tactical 

situation.  A land force could recover from minute mistakes or small oversights in staff 

work, but in an amphibious operation those same lapses could have disastrous 

consequences, particularly with inaccurate estimates of hydrographic conditions.   

Despite what its detractors then and now say, the Marine Corps fully understood 

the importance of staff work.  A publication issued to students at CSC in 1943 put it 

succinctly, “Do not lose sight of the fact that the successful ‘blitzkrieg’ is just as much 

dependent upon detailed and careful planning as it is upon speed of execution.  Therefore, 

the principles of command and staff procedure, and advance detailed planning constantly 

assume increased importance.”4  As was the case within the Army, the tension between 

line and staff officers also existed in the Corps.  Marine Gen. Merrill B. Twining, a 

                                                
3 Commander, 1st Infantry Division, Lessons Learned From Torch, 16 December 1942, Box 1696, 

World War II Action and Operational Reports, Record Group 38 “CNO Records,” National Archives and 
Records Administration II. 

4 “Staff Procedure – Marine Division,” (lecture, Marine Corps Schools Command and Staff 
Course, 1943), p. 1, Folder “Staff Procedure – Marine Division,” Box “Command and Staff Course – 
1943,” Marine Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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prominent staff officer in the Pacific, remembered after the war that the famed Col. 

Lewis B. “Chesty” Puller hated staff officers, and once said in 1942, “Them potted palms 

up at division, they get promoted because they can write a good letter.”5  The Marine 

Corps learned about staff work during the interwar period from the Army.  Robert 

Hogaboom recounted the progression of the Corps towards increasingly larger 

amphibious operations and how that was driven by their collective experiences with the 

Army: 

I don’t believe the Marine Corps was thinking small at all in its 
development of its amphibious doctrine…. [Lt. Col.] Erskine was fairly 
fresh from Leavenworth and he had bitten into the division and corps and 
related problems and he thought and brought into the Schools a broader 
concept and in our map problems and even in our landing exercises we 
simulated larger forces…. I believe that the fact that we had enough of the 
officers in the Marine Corps Schools who had participated in World War I 
and had seen operations on a large scale and who were graduates of both 
[the Infantry School at] Benning for the smaller unit tactics up to the 
regiment and those who were graduates of Leavenworth who had studied 
the problems of logistical, tactical or strategy of larger forces, that we had 
enough of those people in our schools so that our thinking was definitely 
not small.  It embraced the full scope of amphibious operations.6 

 
According to historian Donald Bittner, a pivotal moment occurred in 1932 at 

Marine Corps Schools, particularly at its staff officer courses.  In that year, the 

commanding officer of the schools, Brig. Gen. James C. Breckinridge ordered his 

executive officer, Col. Ellis B. Miller, to revamp the courses.  Miller, in turn, purged all 

Army courses from its curriculum.  Bittner argued extensively that Miller shifted the 
                                                

5 Merrill B. Twinning, No Bended Knee:  The Battle for Guadalcanal (New York:  Ballantine 
Books, 1996), xvii. 

6 Lt. Gen. Robert E. Hogaboom, interviewed by Benis M. Frank, April 1, 1972, Marine Corps 
University Archives, transcript, pp. 107-8. 
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emphasis of the Junior Officers Course, Company Officers Course, and Field Officers 

Course away from the Army-based doctrine, and towards amphibious assaults.  He 

concluded, “Through their curriculum and studies, the Marine Corps Schools proclaimed 

itself as unique, for there could be found ‘no analogy in any other service school at home 

or abroad.”7   

Essentially, all Breckinridge and Miller did was purge the “references” to Army 

training regulations and manuals from the Marine Corps Schools publications.  The only 

changes made to Army doctrinal thought were the references to landing operations.  The 

Marine Corps Schools 1943 publication, Military Principles, the Army’s Principles of 

War, for instance, was almost a duplication of the 1921 War Department Training 

Regulations No. 10-5.  The “tactical principles,” and “combat principles” used by the 

Marine publication were almost transcribed verbatim from the Army’s training 

regulations.  A random excerpt taken from the Corps’ 1943 pamphlet discussed the 

“Principle of the Offensive” similar to that of the Army.  It declared, “Decisive results 

can be obtained only by the assumption of a vigorous offensive.  The defensive is a 

temporary expedient, due to an enforced condition, which is incidental or preliminary to a 

vigorous offensive or counter offensive.”8  The Army’s FSR, 1939 said of the same 

subject, “Only through offensive action can a commander exercise his initiative, preserve 

his freedom of actin, and impose his will on the enemy.  A defensive attitude may, 

however, be deliberately adopted as a temporary expedient while awaiting an opportunity 

                                                
7 Donald F. Bittner, Curriculum Evolution:  Marine Corps Command and Staff College, 1920-

1988 (Washington, D.C.:  History and Museums Division, 1988), 28. 

8 “Military Principles, 1943,” p. 3, Folder “USMC Military Principles,” Box “Courses, 1943,” 
Marine Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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for counteroffensive action, or for the purpose of economizing forces on a front where 

a decision is not sought.”9   

By removing the overt references to Army texts and courses, the memory of the 

Corps’ connection with the Army eroded.  At times, it adversely affected the Corps, and 

resulted in a duplication of effort.  Between July 9-11, 1942, the Commandant of Marine 

Corps Schools directed a group of Marine Corps officers to observe the Infantry School 

at Fort Benning, Georgia.  Upon their return, Maj. Karl K. Louther wrote a summary of 

their findings, and offered comments on how the Infantry School could be used as a 

model to increase the officer training capacity of Marine Corps Schools.  Of particular 

note, Major Louther lamented how the Corps was wasting energy on tasks the Infantry 

School already did well.  Louther wrote: 

I went to the Publications Section which is charged with the 
preparation and distribution of instructional material…. Here I learned that 
only within the past month had the First and Second Marine Division been 
placed on the distribution list for the excellent Conference Course 
Training Bulletin now being used by the Army.  A liaison officer at the 
Infantry School at the time these Bulletins were initiated would have 
opened the way for their distribution throughout the entire Marine Corps 
at once and would have saved hours and hours of work on the part of 
hundreds of Marine Officers.10 

 
Breckinridge and Miller’s purge precipitated an institutional memory loss for the Corps 

that even its most staunch proponents did not advocate.  In 1922, Capt. Earl H. Ellis, the 

amphibious warfare prophet, recommended to Major General Lejeune that Marine 
                                                

9 FM 100-5 Tentative Field Service Regulations, 1939 (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1939), 28. 

10 Maj. Karl K. Louther to Commandant, Marine Corps Schools, 16 July 1942, p. 2, Folder 
“Report of Operations while at Infantry School Memorandum,” Box “Studies/Reports, 1921-1944,” Marine 
Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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officers at the, “Schools of the U.S. Army be charged with the duty of submitting to 

the Marine Corps board any information which they may acquire bearing on Marine 

Corps work.”11  Ellis desired to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the Corps by 

building upon the labors of others, not creating a uniquely Marine way of battle from 

scratch.   

Although there is no doubt that the Marine Corps Schools squarely placed its 

emphasis on amphibious warfare, Colonel Miller’s changes were not as sweeping or 

revolutionary as Bittner and others have suggested.12  After the new curriculum went into 

effect in 1935-1936, the rhetoric surrounding the school’s transformation became 

increasingly vague, and did not highlight the dismissal of Army influence.  The reason 

for this was that the Corps did not fully purge the Army’s tactical doctrine from its 

courses, only the memory that Marine Corps doctrine was derived from it.  The class 

schedules of Marine Corps Schools throughout the 1930s and into the 1940s indicated 

that the primary course of instruction remained centered on the basics of infantry 

combat.13  Students studied and practiced amphibious warfare through order writing, 

command post exercises, and demonstrations, but all the tactics and staff procedures 

followed by Marine ground forces were derived from the Army.  As World War II 

                                                
11 Capt. Earl H. Ellis, “Naval Bases; Location, Resources, Denial of Bases, Security of Advanced 

Bases,” p. 8-c, Folder “Report of Naval Bases,” Box “Studies/Reports, 1921-1944,” Marine Corps Schools 
Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

12 Bittner, Curriculum Evolution, 27-30; Michael R. Matheny, Carrying the War to the Enemy:  
American Operational Art to 1945 (Norman:  University of Oklahoma Press, 2011), 155. 

13 “Command and Staff Course Master Schedules, 1943,” Marine Corps University Archives; 
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approached, the Marine Corps and Army forgot, or refused to remember, their shared 

doctrinal and operational lineage. 

The entire Marine Corps staff organization and planning process were taken 

nearly wholesale from the Army.  From 1920 to 1940, 58 Marine officers went to the 

Army’s Command and General Staff School where tactical and operational planning of 

units from the division and above were taught and practiced.  Many of them rose to 

prominence during the Second World War.14  As a mid-level officer, Maj. Gerald C. 

Thomas, arguably one of the most effective and efficient staff officers in the Marine 

Corps in World War II, graduated from the Army’s Command and General Staff School 

in 1938.15  Before he left for Leavenworth, Marine Maj. Graves Erskine, 1934 graduate 

of Leavenworth and the future chief of staff for III Marine Amphibious Force 

commander, Lt. Gen. Holland M. Smith, told Thomas, “If you go to Leavenworth and 

pass that course, as I know you will, you will never be confronted with a military 

problem again that you can’t solve.”  Retiring from the Marine Corps as a full general in 

1956, Thomas proclaimed, “Leavenworth was a marvelous school.  It was terrific.”  He 

added that he left the place with the utmost confidence in his abilities.16   

In early 1941, Thomas became the de facto G-3 Operations officer of the 1st 

Marine Division when Col. David Nimmer turned over the reins during a landing 

exercise at New River, North Carolina.  Thomas recalled Nimmer telling him, “I’m sick.  
                                                

14 The list of Marine Corps graduates from Fort Leavenworth is in author’s possession.  Timothy 
Nenninger, Chief Archivist, National Archives and Records Administration II compiled it. 

15 Allan R. Millett, In Many a Strife:  General Gerald C. Thomas and the U.S. Marine Corps, 
1917-1956 (Annapolis:  Naval Institute Press, 1993), 1-11. 

16 Gen. Gerald C. Thomas, Oral History, interviewed by Benis M. Frank, September 6, 1966, 
Marine Corps University Archives, transcript, pp. 49-50. 
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I’m going to bed.  I don’t understand land warfare anyway, I’m a Navy man myself, 

so you take over.”  Thomas proudly recollected, “And from then on I acted as G-3 of that 

division for the next six months…. As I was Army-trained, I knew how to do those 

things.”17  Historian Peter Schifferle argued that Leavenworth provided officers with 

“skills in problem solving, the principles and techniques of handling large formations in 

combat, and, of inestimable value, the confidence that they could manage these large 

formations’ command and staff tasks.”18  Just as it did for the Army, Marine officers 

believed Leavenworth did the same for them.   

One only has to look at the doctrine and examine the near identical language 

when defining staff officers and their functions for an appreciation of the Army and 

Marine Corps similar approach to staff work.  The U.S. Army’s FM 100-5 Tentative 

Field Service Regulations (FSR), 1939 was the capstone document of the Army’s 

interwar doctrine.  Its pages captured all of the teachings at the Command and General 

Staff School, and it can serve as a historical summary of U.S. Army tactical and 

operational thought.  A comparison of the FSR, 1939 and the Marine landing operations 

manual highlights the extent to which the two organizations were similar.  The Tentative 

Manual for Landing Operations, 1934 described the “General Functions of the staff” 

thusly:  “The staff aids the commander in the discharge of his command duties.”  FSR, 

1939 defined staffs likewise, stating, “The staff assists the commander in the exercise of 

his command functions.”  Both the Marine Corps and the Army divided staffs into two 

                                                
17 Ibid., 88-9. 

18 Peter Schifferle, America’s School for War:  Fort Leavenworth, Officer Education, and Victory 
in World War II (Lawrence:  University Press of Kansas, 2010), 190. 
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groups.  The Marine Corps called those groups an “executive staff” and “special 

staff,” the Army, a “general staff” and “special staff.”  The Marine landing operations 

manual explained, “In Marine Corps units below the brigade, these two groups are 

usually merged and one staff officer may function both as an executive and a special staff 

officer,” where FSR, 1939 dictated, “In large units these two staff groups [general and 

special] are separate and distinct; while in smaller units they merge into each other, and 

one staff officer frequently is charged with duties pertaining to both staff groups.”19 

A graduate of service on the Western Front, Maj. Gen. John A. Lejeune adopted 

U.S. Army’s staff organization after he became the Marine Corps Commandant in 

1920.20  The Marine Corps changed the letter designations of the different command 

levels from that used by the Army to make it more “Marine.”  For instance, the General 

or “G” level of Army command staffs became “M” for Headquarters Marine Corps and 

“F” for the landing force.21  The Corps operated with four staff sections during the 

interwar period.  These sections were G-1 Personnel (M-1 or F-1), G-2 Intelligence (M-2 

or F-2), G-3 Operations (M-3 or F-3), and G-4 Supply (M-4 or F-4).22  The planning 

process was driven by this staff organization.  Intelligence and Operations were the two 

most critical staffing elements.  The commander’s scheme of maneuver, or operational 
                                                

19 Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934, Marine Corps University Archives, History 
Amphibious File Collection, Box 2, Folder 39, p 1; FM 100-5 Tentative Field Service Regulations, 1939 
(Washington D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1939), 35. 

20 Lejeune, Reminiscences of a Marine, 470; David J. Ulbrich, Preparing for Victory:  Thomas 
Holcomb and the Making of the Modern Marine Corps, 1936-1943 (Annapolis:  Naval Institute Press, 
2011), 28. 

21 In 1939, Commandant of the Marine Corps Lt. Gen. Thomas Holcomb reorganized 
Headquarters Marine Corps according to the Army, Ulbrich, Preparing for Victory, 68. 

22 Marine division staffs were labeled D-1, D-2, D-3, and D-4; Regiments followed:  R-1, R-2, R-
3, and R-4. 
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plan, relied on an accurate estimate of the enemy situation, which was developed by 

the Intelligence section.  The Personnel and Supply sections, in turn, depended upon the 

specific tactical needs constructed by Operations.  The constant cooperation between the 

staff sections was required, and flexible plans, particularly in an amphibious assault, were 

of necessity.  The Army’s staff organization and planning process provided the Marine 

Corps with the structure to effectively execute amphibious assaults. 

Throughout the interwar period, the Marine Corps sought to increase the 

effectiveness and efficiency of its command staff function.  In 1928, Major General 

Commandant Lejeune strove to build, “an officer corps balanced between proven troop 

leaders and staff specialists.”23  Unfortunately for the Corps, it still lacked a sufficient 

number of competently trained staff officers.  The Marine Corps Schools’ Field Officer 

Course proved insufficient, and a new Command and Staff Course (CSC) was established 

in 1943.24  The stated objective of that first CSC was:  “To equip officers to perform 

efficiently the duties of the four executive staff sections in the Marine battalions, 

regiments, and divisions.”  As the Marine Corps grew, it had to find commanders and 

staffs for an unprecedented number of large formations.  By August 1944, the sixth CSC 

had expanded its objective to train officers to run “Marine battalions, regiments, 

divisions, and corps.”25  The schedule of classes reflected the Army school system’s 

                                                
23 Lejeune quoted in Ulbrich, Preparing for Victory, 28. 

24 The Command and Staff Course changed its name to Command and Staff School in late 1943.  
For the purposes of this dissertation, the initial school name, Command and Staff Course, will be used 
throughout.  

25 “Command and Staff Course Master Schedule, 1943,” Folder “CSC 1943-1944,” Box 
“Command and Staff Course, Programs and Master Schedules,” Marine Corps Schools Collection, Marine 
Corps University Archives; “Command and Staff Course Master Schedule, 1944,” Folder “1944-1945,” 
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pedagogy.  They featured practical application exercises and evaluations preceded by 

instructor lectures.  Tactics, techniques, and procedures were demonstrated first by 

troops, and then attempted by officer students. 

By the end of the Second World War, however, the Marine Corps understood its 

school system still fell short in producing the required amount of qualified Marine staff 

officers.  In January 1945, the Commandant of Marine Corps Schools, Maj. Gen. William 

H. Rupertus, an Army Command and General Staff School graduate, requested the six 

Marine division commanders to provide an assessment of the graduates of the junior 

officers’ courses and CSC.  The 2nd, 3rd, 5th, and 6th Marine Division commanders 

solicited comments from their regiments and battalions, compiled them, and sent their 

responses back in February.  Two of the four division commanders were graduates of 

Leavenworth, and the other two were graduates as well as instructors at Marine Corps 

Schools’ Field Officer Course, the precursor to CSC.  Maj. Gen. Keller E. Rockey, 6th 

Marine Division commander and Leavenworth graduate, wrote, “The graduates of the 

Command and Staff Course in general impressed us very favorably.  The training 

received appeared to be adequate to fit them for staff duty on division and regimental 

staffs, provided they had the inherent ability and temperament for such duty.  Our only 

criticism is that it would be desirable if more of our officers, including specialist officers 

… had been through the course.”26  Another Leavenworth graduate, Maj. Gen. Graves B. 

                                                                                                                                            
Box “Command and Staff Course, Programs and Master Schedules,” Marine Corps Schools Collection, 
Marine Corps University Archives. 

26 Maj. Gen. Keller E. Rockey to Maj. Gen. William H. Rupertus, 3 February 1945, Folder 
“Recommendations Relative to Graduates of the Marine Corps Schools,” Box “Courses, 1945,” Marine 
Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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Erskine, headed the 3rd Marine Division.  He said that the division only received two 

graduates of CSC, and that they performed “excellent service in the G-4 section.”27  The 

2nd Marine Division commander, Maj. Gen. Thomas E. Watson, had only one CSC 

graduate.  In contrast to the other division commanders, Watson was not favorably 

impressed with this officer.  “[He] has clearly shown a lack of leadership and 

aggressiveness,” the general snapped, “He should have been eliminated at the school, in 

my opinion, but I know some slip by.”28  The 6th Marine Division commander, Lemuel C. 

Shepherd, Jr., provided the most detailed critique: 

I must confess I have not been particularly impressed with the 
knowledge of staff procedure and tactics that they [graduates of CSC] 
have demonstrated.  Even some of the former instructors who have come 
out to me are not up to the standard I think should exist.  As I am not 
familiar with the course, I can not express an opinion on the curriculum.  I 
do feel that every officer who graduates should be thoroughly conversant 
with staff procedure, well qualified in order writing, and should have had 
sufficient terrain exercises to be able to make sound decisions on the 
ground.  The amphibious part of operations should also be studied, with 
emphasis on landing force doctrine.29 

 
Several regimental commanders’ comments accompanied the divisional responses 

to the Marine Corps Schools.  One regimental commander mentioned that CSC graduates 

told him, “Their instruction was aimed at a rather higher echelon than most of them are 

                                                
27 Maj. Gen. Graves B. Erskine to Maj. Gen. William H. Rupertus, 7 February 1945, Folder 

“Recommendations Relative to Graduates of the Marine Corps Schools,” Box “Courses, 1945,” Marine 
Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

28 Maj. Gen. Thomas E. Watson to Maj. Gen. William H. Rupertus, 4 March 1945, Folder 
“Recommendations Relative to Graduates of the Marine Corps Schools,” Box “Courses, 1945,” Marine 
Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

29 Maj. Gen. Lemuel C. Shepherd to Maj. Gen. William H. Rupertus, 24 February 1945, Folder 
“Recommendations Relative to Graduates of the Marine Corps Schools,” Box “Courses, 1945,” Marine 
Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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likely to be concerned with.  They should expand the instruction on the regiment and 

its staff at the expense of the corps and its staff.”30  Another noted that the only graduate 

of CSC under his command “appears to be overly impressed with the necessity of 

obtaining complete formal orders … and appears to experience considerable difficulty in 

adjusting himself to field conditions.”31 An artillery regimental commander testified that 

he received no CSC graduates.  Three other regimental commanders offered no critique 

concerning them, most likely because they did not have any within their command.32   

In spite of the harsh reality that the Marine Corps Schools failed to meet the 

demands of the Fleet Marine Force, many Marine officers were able to perform 

admirably in staffs whether they were served the Army or Fleet Headquarters or the 

Marine division.  The Corps trained enough senior staff officers to serve as mentors to 

their juniors.  Long periods of inaction in the Pacific War allowed staff officers to be 

trained on the job.  After critiquing the quality of the CSC graduate, Major General 

Shepherd bragged to Major General Rupertus, Commandant of Marine Corps Schools, 

about the proficiency of his divisional staff.  “Incidentally,” Shepherd wrote, “this 

division has written a very fine set of SOP [standard operating procedures] covering 

almost every subject, which I believe, if studied, would be a help to members of your 

                                                
30 Col. R.M. Cutts, Jr. to Maj. Gen. Thomas E. Watson, 28 February 1945, Folder 

“Recommendations Relative to Graduates of the Marine Corps Schools,” Box “Courses, 1945,” Marine 
Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

31 Col. G.A Williams to Maj. Gen. Thomas E. Watson, 28 February 1945, Folder 
“Recommendations Relative to Graduates of the Marine Corps Schools,” Box “Courses, 1945,” Marine 
Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

32 Col. B.A. Bone to Maj. Gen. Thomas E. Watson, 26 February 1945, Folder “Recommendations 
Relative to Graduates of the Marine Corps Schools,” Box “Courses, 1945,” Marine Corps Schools 
Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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staff.  I also suggest they look over our next operations order when it arrives, as I 

consider it one of the best I have ever seen, as well as containing several refinements 

which have not been used before.”33  Colonel Hogaboom believed that, “after the 

Marianas General [Holland M.] Smith’s staff [of the III Amphibious Corps] and the Fleet 

Marine Force Pacific, had a professionalism, a competence…. The battles that were 

fought thereafter, there was little doubt of success.”34 

The foundational single-volume historical work on amphibious warfare in the 

Pacific during the Second World War remains Isely and Crowl’s U.S. Marines and 

Amphibious War.  Few histories have come close to the scope and depth of their analysis.  

This is rare for a history written only six years after the event, and is now over 60 years 

old.  Isely and Crowl were not infallible, and a number of historians have systematically 

countered some of the specifics they argued.35  They concentrated on the entirety of the 

campaign from planning, pre-assault fire support, ship-to-shore movement, the beach 

assault, and the prosecution of land operations.  They critiqued every aspect of the 

operation – command relationships, logistics, fire support, and infantry tactics.  Their task 

was herculean, and, although they operated from a pro-Marine bias, the substance of their 

findings still stands.  At the beginning of the war, the Corps was the only organization 

ready to fill an operational void that required an amphibious fighting force.  The Army’s 

                                                
33 Major General Shepherd to Major General Rupertus, 24 February 1945, Marine Corps 

University Archives. 

34 Hogaboom, int. by Frank, Oral History Transcript, p. 220. 

35 For instance, a recent dissertation challenged Isely and Crowl’s conclusions on the effectiveness 
of naval gunfire support doctrine and techniques, see Donald Keith Mitchener, “The American Doctrine for 
the Use of Naval Gunfire in Support of Amphibious Landings:  Myth vs. Reality in the Central Pacific of 
World War II” (PhD diss, University of North Texas, 2006), 1-14. 
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learning curve for such operations, however, was not as steep as Isely and Crowl 

portended.  Army officers, with some Marine help, were able to train and scrap together 

enough amphibiously capable units to successfully invade North Africa, Sicily, and Italy.  

In other words, the Corps may not have been the Army’s amphibious messiah sent by the 

god of war as the two historians sometimes implied, but its doctrine and experience did 

form the keystone of the arch of amphibious knowledge built during the war.36 

In terms of the Army’s approach to amphibious warfare in the European and 

Mediterranean Theaters, Adrian Lewis’s Omaha Beach:  A Flawed Victory stands as an 

equivalent to U.S. Marines and Amphibious War.  Unlike Isely and Crowl, Lewis’s scope 

was much more focused, and only discussed the Army’s amphibious warfare 

development as a means to explain the near-catastrophic 1944 landing at Omaha Beach 

during the Normandy Invasion.  He acknowledged the Marine Corps’ interwar 

achievements, but stressed their incompleteness when applied to the enormity of the 

Army’s amphibious invasions of continents.  The Army, according to Lewis, was pulled 

in two different doctrinal directions, one British, the other American.  The British 

amphibious doctrine prescribed night landings, and relied less on naval gunfire and air 

support during the assault to establish a beachhead.  Lewis believed the “British doctrine 

was not designed to fight a deliberate defense,” and that it “won battles primarily with 

manpower,” while the Americans used overwhelming firepower to smash the beach 

defenses.  The American method “offered the best chance of achieving objectives and 

                                                
36 Isely and Crowl, U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 1-71. 
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reducing casualties.”37  Lewis’s conclusion is in stark contrast to what historians have 

claimed was a hallmark of the British warfighting style – they were reluctant to engage in 

costly battles of attrition because of their fixation on the preservation of troops.  

Although Lewis did not discuss it, the British obsession with night landings 

mirrored Marine Corps’ thinking in the 1920s and early 1930s.  Col. Robert H. Dunlap, 

who was a leading proponent of the Marines’ amphibious capabilities, plainly told a class 

he taught at the Army War College in 1927:  “I have a strong belief that no attack can 

successfully overcome the modern defense of the shore line except in darkness, either 

natural or produced by smoke or gas.”38  The Corps abandoned night landings of large 

forces after its interwar experiments showed that confusion and chaos reigned during 

such assaults.  Additionally, darkness did not allow for the maximum use of naval gunfire 

and airpower.  Marine officers chose to forego night assaults because they deemed the 

costs far outweighed the benefits.  They were still practiced and conducted during the 

war, but only in small-scale raiding missions.  Fire superiority and the methodical 

destruction of shore defenses, according to Lewis, were the key to success for the 

Marines in the Pacific.  Lewis argued that those lessons were not heeded by Army 

commanders in Europe, specifically the commander responsible for the plan on Omaha 

Beach, Gen. Omar Bradley.  In the end, Lewis concluded that the U.S. Army won at 

                                                
37 Adrian R. Lewis, Omaha Beach:  A Flawed Victory (Chapel Hill:  University of North Carolina 

Press, 2001), 56. 

38 Col. Robert H. Dunlap, “The Relation of the Marine Corps to Major Overseas Expeditions” 
(lecture, Army War College, Washington Barracks, Washington, D.C., March 8, 1927), p. 5, Folder 10, 
Box 1, Personal Papers Lecture Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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Omaha Beach by the combined willpower of hundreds of individual fighting men, 

rather than the operational and tactical plan for victory. 

Taken together, U.S. Marines and Amphibious War and Omaha Beach form the 

nucleus of amphibious warfare literature in World War II.  Both emphasized the role of 

doctrine in planning and execution, particularly at the beginning of the war.  The start of 

the Second World War, and the fall of France in 1940 made the U.S. Army realize that 

amphibious warfare was now a strategic necessity.  If America entered the war, 

amphibious operations would not be confined to small, remote naval bases in the Pacific.  

It would also be required to gain entrance onto the European continent.  In June 1941, six 

months before Pearl Harbor, Army Chief of Staff Gen. George C. Marshall adopted FM 

31-5 Landing Operations on Hostile Shores.  As Marshall’s endorsement statement made 

clear, “This manual is based to a large extent on Landing Operations Doctrine, U.S. 

Navy, 1938 [FTP 167].  The arrangement of subject matter is similar to the Navy 

publication and many of the illustrations are taken from it.”39  One minor difference was 

the Army’s addition of a chapter, “Operations on Shore,” with the qualifying statement:  

“The operations which follow do not differ essentially from other land operations, such as 

those following the seizing of a bridgehead in an opposed river crossing.”40  In the same 

month the Army adopted FTP 167 as FM 31-5, the 1st Joint Training Force was 

established with Marine Maj. Gen. Holland M. Smith commanding both the 1st Marine 

Division and the Army’s 1st Infantry Division in a de facto corps-level command.  

                                                
39 FM 31-5 Landing Operations Manual, 1941 (Washington D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 

1941), 1. 

40 Ibid., 83. 
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Smith’s training force was subsequently renamed three different times – Atlantic 

Amphibious Force, Amphibious Corps, Atlantic Fleet, and Amphibious Training Staff.41   

The joint training prepared Army and Marine units in all aspects of landing 

operations to include the extremely technical – scheduling the landing boat waves, 

organizing boat teams/units, combat loading ships so supplies needed ashore first were 

loaded last – to the extremely mundane – climbing down cargo nets, securing rifles with 

slings the right way so they did not fall overboard, wading through chest-high surf, and 

making sure all embarked troops had berthing (sleeping) areas.  Marine observers were 

tasked with coaching and critiquing unit commanders, Marine and Army, in these areas 

as well as many others.  Overall, the units performed well.  Of the 1st Infantry Division’s 

final exercise before it was detached, Major General Smith wrote in his report:  “Under 

the conditions which prevailed, it is considered that excellent plans were produced by the 

1st Infantry Division.”  Later, he observed, “When the Division was placed ashore its 

advance against the Defense Force … was rapid and continuous.”42  Smith emphasized 

that the Army division adhered to the prescriptions of FTP 167, and, by inference, FM 

31-5.  The commanding general of the 1st Infantry Division, pleased with the training his 

personnel received, informed the War Department on February 12, 1942:  “Experience of 

the 1st Infantry Division in amphibious operations has shown that the doctrine enunciated 

in FM 31-5 is sound.”  He further stated, “If all headquarters involved in an amphibious 

operation will carry out the provisions of FM 31-5 … in their planning and execution of 

                                                
41 Isely and Crowl, U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, 61-3. 

42 Commanding General, Amphibious Force, Atlantic Fleet to Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Atlantic 
Fleet, 10 February 1942, p. 3 and 7, Folder 84, Box 3, History Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps 
University Archives. 
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the [amphibious exercise] problem, the best possible foundation for a successful 

operation will have been constructed.  The difficulties encountered by this division in 

amphibious operations have been caused in most part to the fact that doctrine stated in 

FM 31-5 has been disregarded in planning and execution.”43   

It is well documented that lack of materiel, amphibious shipping, air and naval 

gunfire support, and naval commanders with experience in this mission-set hampered 

amphibious training.  Unfortunately, these adverse conditions did not dissipate until after 

the start of the Second World War.44  Another, less discussed observation was the lack of 

training in land warfare training after the landing force secured the beachhead.  In August 

1941, the commandant of Marine Corps Schools confided to the Commandant of the 

Marine Corps that the “training of troops in ship to shore movements was well done,” 

but, “A need for training on the terrain was apparent.”45  The Marine Corps Schools 

commandant relied upon the reports of several observers.  Maj. Robert E. Hogaboom 

explained:  “I did not witness the early stages of the advance inland but officers and men 

expressed enthusiasm about that part of the maneuver.  Numerous unit leaders stated that 

it was the first [amphibious] exercise involving any appreciable inland advance in which 

their units had ever taken part.  My impression is that platoons, companies, battalions, 

and regiments need more field exercises and not quite so much training in the troop 

                                                
43 Commanding General, 1st Infantry Division to Adjutant General, War Department, 12 February 

1942, Marine Corps University Archives. 

44 Lewis made a point to highlight the concerns of Marine commanders such as Major General 
Smith concerning the Navy’ reticence towards the needs of the landing force, particularly in terms of pre-
assault naval gunfire assault.  See Omaha Beach, 54-6. 

45 Commandant, Marine Corps Schools to Commandant, Marine Corps, 25 August 1941, p. 4, 
Folder 132, Box 4, History Amphibious File Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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movement from ship to shore.”46  Maj. Edwin A. Pollock noted:  “Maneuvers in 

landing operations are important, they should be conducted regularly, but not to the 

exclusion of combat training ashore.”47   

Major General Smith lamented a year later that amphibious exercises did not 

afford the maximum training for troops because of the Navy’s inability to provide the 

necessary ships and sailors to allow for troops to move beyond the beachhead in a 

realistic training environment.  He noted the Navy’s penchant for “hasty piecemeal 

planning,” and that only the headquarters elements benefited from this practice.  He 

readily acknowledged, “Staffs of the various echelons can, and should be, trained without 

employing approximately 600 officers and 12,000 enlisted men.”  At the same time, 

Smith insisted, “The object of the landing exercise should be to train the combat elements 

and establish the troops on shore.”48  Without the Navy providing enough amphibious 

shipping, landing craft and sailors to act as coxswains, and boats to move tanks and 

artillery, then infantry units could not move inland within the time limits the Navy 

imposed on the exercises.  Despite these deficiencies, the training went on, and an 

equivalent organization, the 2nd Joint Training Force, was established on the West Coast 

under Marine Maj. Gen. Clayton B. Vogel.  In 1943, Smith took over the Pacific 
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command after Vogel left for combat command in the Pacific.  Both Vogel and Smith 

faced similar concerns with the Navy.49   

Due to the Navy’s inability to support their units, the Army eventually established 

its own training centers to handle “shore-to-shore” amphibious assaults.50  This left a 

permanent impression on many Army officers who, after the war, criticized the Navy’s 

efforts.  One of the more frequently cited critiques was the 1st Infantry Division’s chief of 

staff Col. Stanhope Mason.  He recalled in 1988 that, “The Navy’s manuals made up for 

Marine use went no further than maximum loading of life boats…. This was a pure 

transportation problem that took absolutely no heed of the necessity for ground units to 

maintain their unit integrity once landed on the beach where they would have to fight.”51  

Mason’s recollection was not necessarily accurate.  The ship-to-shore tactical conundrum 

was carefully thought out and essentially solved by the instructor staff at Marine Corps 

Schools.  Maj. Robert E. Hogaboom, a tactics instructor, devised a practical solution in 

the second published version of Marine amphibious doctrine, the Landing Operations 

Manual, 1935.  For this contribution, he received the nickname “Ship-to-Shore 

Hogaboom” by his fellow instructors.  He later recalled, “And I soon saw that by 

analyzing the approach to battle, taking the similarity of your approach march, your 

deployment, your approach to the enemy, that in the ship-to-shore movement you had to 

do all of this on the water and that there was a fairly simple intellectual process of simply 
                                                

49 Gen. Holland M. Smith, “The Development of Amphibious Tactics in the U.S. Navy,” 
Occasional Paper (Washington, D.C.:  History and Museums Division, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, 
1992, originally published in 1947 as a serial in Marine Corps Gazette), 30-35.  

50 See Marshall O. Becker, The Amphibious Training Center, Study no. 22 (Washington D.C.:  
Historical Section, Army Ground Forces, 1946) for a complete discussion of the Army’s efforts. 
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deploying the troops by boat teams in the same manner you would do if they were 

deployed on the ground.”52   

FTP 167 gave considerable weight to the fight ashore.  The first chapter declared, 

“There must also be that effectiveness which is obtained by proper organization, 

equipment, and training of the naval and marine forces involved, not only for the special 

operation of landing but also for the conduct of the subsequent advance inland from the 

shore line where decisions will have to be made and executed under the stress of battle to 

meet conditions that are more adverse than those ordinarily prevailing in a purely land 

attack.”  Another section required contemplation of the terrain, stating, “The influence of 

terrain on the shore operations is the same as in ordinary land warfare.  The proposed 

zone of advance should be critically examined as to its suitability for the contemplated 

operation, paying particular attention to the road net, natural obstacles or defiles which 

have to be forced, observation for both defender and attacker, unsound maneuver room 

for the force engaged, and landing fields which permit the early entry into action of our 

land-based aircraft.”  Even the timing of the landing was predicated on the requirements 

of the mission ashore:  “[I]f a night landing is contemplated, the bulk of the force should 

be landed shortly before or at daybreak so that the troops will have the benefit of light in 

conducting the operations on shore.”53  Forces employing the tactics of FTP 167 had to 

acknowledge:  “The ship to shore movement of the small boats carrying troops embraces 

an important phase of the attack itself.  The movement is more than a simple ferrying 

                                                
52 Hogaboom, int. by Frank, Oral History Transcript, pp. 104-5. 

53 FTP 167 Landing Operations Doctrine, United States Navy, 1938 (Washington, D.C.:  
Government Printing Office, 1938), 4, 13, 27. 



 

 

241 

operation and involves much of the tactics of fire and movement.”  For the actual 

movement towards shore, it prescribed, “Boat groups land in successive waves 

corresponding as nearly as possible to the tactical formation desired for the troops during 

and after landing.”54 

The first employment of amphibious doctrine came with the 1st Marine Division’s 

attack on the Pacific island of Guadalcanal in 1942.  The landing, however, was 

unopposed, and the tactics and techniques for assaulting defended beaches were not 

tested.  The technical details of amphibious operations such as combat loading, boat team 

organization, bringing supplies to the shore, and the scheduling of the landing were 

executed, and the experience helped future operations.  Essentially, Guadalcanal was a 

land battle, and most of the lessons learned applied to land combat.55  The most 

meaningful challenge, and eventual change to FTP 167 was the command relationship 

between the naval forces commander and the ground forces commander.  Until then, a 

Navy officer was not only in charge of the naval task force, but also the Marine or Army 

ground forces as well.  A naval officer could, and did, try to control the battle on land by 

selecting landing beaches and prescribing tactical maneuvers of Marine and Army forces.  

Maj. Gen. Alexander A. Vandegrift, 1st Marine Division commander, faced these 

problems with Rear Adm. Richmond K. Turner, Amphibious Force commander.  The 

result of the command conflict was a revision of FTP 167.  The Army or Marine ground 

forces commander no longer was subordinated to the naval amphibious force 

commander.  They were equal, and exerted command authority when the situation 
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55 Twining in No Bended Knee stated this on p. xx. 
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became “of paramount interest” to one or the other, leaving naval problems in the 

purview of the Navy and land operations under Army and Marine officers.56 

Operation Torch, the Army’s November 1942 invasion of North Africa, was 

much larger, but it, too, did not prove a rigorous test of amphibious assault methods.  For 

Navy and Army officers, however, Torch confirmed the essential requirements of a 

successful landing operation that Marines had advocated for many years.  After Torch, 

the Navy’s commander of the Atlantic Fleet recommended to his superiors that, “The 

Amphibious Force must be a highly trained and disciplined force, in being, if it is to be 

effective against first class opposition on short notice.”  He also advocated for “lightly 

burdened, professional assault troops of raider quality [because they] are needed as a 

permanent part of the Force, for the initial ship to shore movements.”57  The new 

commanding general of the 1st Infantry Division, Maj. Gen. Terry Allen, wrote:  “Every 

endeavor must be made to develop teamwork during the concurrent preliminary training 

of Army units (assault units, engineer shore parties, etc.) and Navy personnel.”  

Furthermore, Allen asserted, “Physical hardiness is vitally necessary to successful 

landing operations.”  He also stressed, “The burden of the combat soldier must be 

lightened to the point he only has the essentials for initial combat.”  At the end of his 

after action report, he echoed the Corps’ mantra:  “Amphibious operations require 

detailed planning and perfect coordination.  They are therefore difficult.  This training is 

further complicated by terminology and practices not normally encountered by Army 
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personnel.”58  Similar observations came from Operation Husky, the Army’s invasion 

of Sicily in July 1943.  Observers reiterated the call for assault troops to be lightly 

burdened when conducting the landing was reiterated.  According to one observer’s 

report:  “Assault troops should land with only gas mask, rifle, belt of ammunition, one 

canteen of water, first aid packet and extra bandolier of ammunition.  Packs should not be 

worn by initial assault troops.”59 

In 1943, after the invasions of North Africa, Sicily, and Italy, senior Army leaders 

in London felt their experiences had warranted a change in doctrine.  On March 25, they 

requested a conference to revise FM 31-5.60  The current Chief of Naval Operations, 

Adm. Ernest King, believed that the Army and Navy/Marine Corps’ doctrine should be 

nearly identical, and this sparked anxiety within Headquarters Marine Corps.  On April 

15, Brig. Gen. Keller E. Rockey, Assistant Commandant for Plans and Policies, wrote the 

commandant expressing concerns that the Army’s revision of FM 31-5 would be too 

Euro-centric, and “without reference to the Marine Corps or to forces in the Pacific 

theater.”  “There is considerable danger,” he continued, “that we will develop two 

separate doctrines; with the doctrine developed in the Atlantic having official sanction.”  

To ensure that the Corps would not face “the prospect of material revision of the 

doctrines of FTP-167 without opportunity of consideration or comment from the Marine 
                                                

58 Commanding General, 1st Infantry Division to Commander in Chief, Allied Forces 
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Corps,” Rockey proposed sending a Marine lieutenant colonel to attend part of the 

Army’s conference.  Lt. Col. A. T. Mason set out for London on May 10, 1943, to make 

sure the Corps received proper representation at the conference.61 

The outcome of the conference for the Marine Corps was not as dire as General 

Rockey supposed.  The Navy/Marine Corps doctrine remained unchanged.  On the other 

hand, FM 31-5 was completely overhauled.  Several months before the Normandy 

invasion on November 13, 1944, the Army released a revised version of FM 31-5.  

Unlike its predecessor, this version was not taken directly from FTP 167.  The 

introduction to the new manual stated, “Information of related naval doctrines, 

responsibilities, and functions, found in detail in Navy Department publications FTP 167 

(Landing Operations Doctrine) and FTP 211 (Ship-to-Shore Movement), is included only 

so far as necessary for understanding of the subject matter.”62  The 1944 version was 

organized much like other Army field manuals.  It delineated distinct tasks for Army and 

Navy forces, and made it overwhelmingly clear that the Army was no longer 

subordinating itself to the Navy.63   

Overall, FM 31-5 Landing Operations Manual, 1944 focused on the invasions of 

large land masses, rather than capturing small atolls for advanced naval bases.  The 1944 

version of FM 31-5 included “Assault against heavily defended shores” and “Small island 
                                                

61 Brig. Gen. Keller E. Rockey, Assistant Commandant of Plans and Policies, to Commandant of 
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or atoll operations” as “Special Operations.”  The former section received only five 

pages of textual discussion while the latter received one.64  FTP 167 and FM 31-5 were 

created with two distinct purposes in mind, and this accounts for their variations.  

Whereas the Army understood amphibious operations as the beginning of a massive land 

campaign that could take years to complete, the Navy and Marine Corps saw landings as 

one phase in a much broader naval operation.  For the Navy, the seizure of an island or 

strategically significant piece of terrain allowed for the successful prosecution of a fleet 

action.  To this end, operations ashore were supposed to be short in duration, and not 

intended to be ends unto themselves.  FM 31-5 Landing Operations Manual, 1944 

contained no discussion of advanced naval bases – unlike its 1941 predecessor.  In spite 

of these differences, there were apparent similarities between the Navy/Marine Corps’ 

FTP 167 and the Army’s 1941 and 1944 versions of FM 31-5 Landing Operations on 

Hostile Shores.  Thus although the Army strived to regain its independence from the 

Navy, it was still bound to the initial doctrinal framework developed by the Marine Corps 

in 1934. 

It was not until Operation Galvanic, the assault on Tarawa Atoll, that the Corps’ 

amphibious assault techniques were tested.  On November 20, 1943, the 2nd Marine 

Division attacked over a coral reef at Betio Island, which the Japanese had covered with 

an elaborate, mutually supporting defense in depth buttressed by concrete, coconut log, 

and sand encased pillboxes.  The preliminary naval gunfire and aerial bombardment did 

not destroy any of these underground defenses.  The lack of amphibious tractors, LVTs or 

                                                
64 Ibid., 175-182. 



 

 

246 

amtracks, to climb over the coral reef forced the Marines landing in regular boat-type 

landing craft to wade through chest-high water for well over 100 yards, sometimes 200.  

This exposed the Marines to a relentless fire from the Japanese encased in their bunkers.  

The casualties incurred during the ensuing three-day fight for Betio were disastrous, and 

prompted outrage from the American public and Congress.  In a letter that explained the 

reason for the casualties sent to Senator David I. Walsh from Commandant of the Marine 

Corps General Vandegrift, the tactical situation on Tarawa was “distinguish[ed] between 

the attack against a large land mass, such as Guadalcanal, Bougainville, Sicily, and Italy.”  

Vandegrift went on:  “In the case of a heavily defended small island such as Tarawa, the 

defender can readily diagnose the point of attack, and due to the small distances involved, 

can readily concentrate his forces against the landing attempt, and concentrate practically 

all the fire of his artillery against the attack … the defender can afford to dispose initially 

the bulk of his forces along the beaches where he can pour concentrated fire against the 

attacker … at the moment when, comparatively helpless and exposed.”  The second to 

last paragraph was blunt, and predicted that for an attack on a similar such island, 

“Losses will be heavy.  There are no foxholes off shore.”65   

Tarawa was a watershed moment for the Corps.  Historian Adrian Lewis captured 

it best:  “American military tradition and Marine Corps tradition emphasized that man 

was the final determinant of battle, the ultimate weapon.  Marine Corps doctrine reflected 

that culturally imbued norm of the American practice of war, but it also reflected the new 

role of science and technology.  As the war progressed, the role of technology expanded.  
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The exigencies involved in the deployment of the machine became the determining 

factor in Central Pacific warfare.  The turning point was Tarawa, for the marines.”66  

Although Lewis was absolutely correct that the amphibious warfare practices of the 

Corps placed a greater emphasis on technology, this was not a new idea for Marines.  

From the very beginning of the Corps’ interwar discussion of landings on hostile shores, 

it understood the absolute need for technological means to overcome modern beach 

defenses.  All critics of amphibious landings after World War I cited the inability of men 

to overwhelm new weaponry at the shoreline.  Marines, in turn, embraced technology to 

defeat technology.  For instance, the Corps’ fixation with the development of an 

amphibious tank, better landing craft, off-shore artillery fires from landing boats, interest 

in the Alligator or tracked landing vehicle, and pleading with the Navy for better naval 

gunfire support were all technological solutions to the problem of beach assaults.67   

Again, Lewis was correct when he said that the Corps could fully embrace 

technology while it still “emphasized that man was the final determinant in battle, the 

ultimate weapon.”  Mechanizing the amphibious battle force was never viewed as 

diminishing the prowess of man over war machine.  Rather, mechanization was seen as 

enhancing the capabilities of man, allowing Marines to maintain their individuality as a 

service.68  What Lewis most likely observed was the Navy’s recognition of this 

technological need while the Marines took advantage and ran with its support.  E.B. 

Potter, the biographer of Adm. Chester W. Nimits, Commander in Chief, Pacific, 
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discussed the Navy’s reaction to Tarawa.  Just days after the Marines secured Betio, 

Nimitz toured the island along with Gen. Robert C. Richardson, the commanding general 

of Army forces in the Central Pacific.  While touring the island, Nimitz saw things that 

horrified him.   In a letter to his wife, he reiterated that General Richardson said it 

reminded him of the World War I battlefield at Ypres.  Potter noted that the after action 

report from Admiral Kelly Turner, the amphibious force commander for Tarawa, urged 

that future landing assaults enjoy “more of everything:  more photoreconnaissance, more 

amtracs, more LCI gunboats, more bombardment vessels, more ammunition, more aerial 

bombing.”  Nimitz responded by giving Turner what he wanted, and even ordered similar 

defensive positions built in Hawaii for experimentation with naval guns and bombing to 

determine how to best to destroy them.69  Marine officers had been lobbying the Navy for 

all these things since the 1920s. 

Lewis, however, went too far by concluding:  “The vast majority of the combat 

power employed to win battles [in the Pacific] came from the navy.  This was the final 

evolution of Marine Corps doctrine in the Pacific in World War II.  There was no 

ambiguity in the doctrine.  Surprise was not significant.  Battles were, ideally, to be won 

with the deliberate, methodical, sustained use of overwhelming firepower, followed up by 

a direct, mass infantry assault.”70  To the contrary, Marines sought tactical surprise in 

almost every amphibious assault in the Pacific.  Feints or demonstrations such as those 

conducted by the 2nd Marine Division at Saipan and Okinawa were commonplace.  

Landing on beaches where the enemy least expected an attack occurred at Tinian, when 
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two Marine regiments splashed onto beaches that were no wider than 600 yards.  

Additionally, the Marines directed amphibious assaults on weakly defended beaches, 

even at Iwo Jima.  As for the troops who went ashore, Marine infantry were steeped in 

the fundamentals of fire and movement.  From squad leaders to division commanders, 

Marines encouraged small units to use fire and maneuver tactics to minimize casualties.  

Squads, particularly at Iwo Jima and Okinawa, were organized as “assault squads,” and 

the Marines made maximum use of tanks, artillery, close air support, mortars, bazookas, 

flamethrowers, and machine guns.71  In the final chapters of this dissertation, these details 

of land warfare will be discussed.  The principal problem for the Marines on some islands 

like Tarawa, Peleliu, and Iwo Jima was that large units lacked the room to maneuver, 

leaving it to platoons and squads to perform micro-maneuvers to outflank enemy 

positions. 

The 1944 Normandy invasion in Europe and the Saipan landings in the Pacific 

happened days apart, June 6 and June 15, respectively.  Both were the largest amphibious 

endeavors seen thus far in their respective theaters of the war.  Both operations were 

guided by nearly identical doctrine.  It is here, given specific terrain and tactical 

situations, one can best see how operational and tactical commanders’ interpretations of 

that doctrine could lead to profound differences in execution.  The assault on Omaha 

Beach came close to the conditions the Marines faced fighting at the water’s edge in the 

Pacific.  Unlike most cases in the Pacific, strategic surprise as to the specific landing area 

was achieved.  The British and American effort to deceive the Germans into thinking the 
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cross-channel invasion would be at Calais, France, was masterfully coordinated, and 

unbelievably successful.  To maintain that strategic advantage, Omaha Beach did not 

undergo the usual preparations for an amphibious invasion with a preliminary naval 

gunfire and aerial bombardment until mere hours before the landing.  The beach defenses 

remained intact, and they had to be reduced by the individual courage of Army 

infantrymen taking the initiative and moving forward in the face of withering fire.   

Adrian Lewis effectively argued that Gen. Omar Bradley, the chief architect of 

the operational plan for Omaha Beach, “disregarded many lessons of the past” 

amphibious operations where naval gunfire, not air power, provided the most effective 

means to destroy beach obstacles and defenses.  Lewis believed that Bradley was caught 

up in the historical moment, “energized by the magnitude of the task.”  This caused him 

to “seek new solutions to problems that had been previously identified and studied, 

problems for which there was established procedures, techniques, and materials.”  At 

critical moments in the planning process, Lewis explained, Bradley rejected technology 

for which Marines in the Pacific were screaming, particularly the increased allotment of 

naval gunfire.72  Until relatively recently, history has treated Bradley rather favorably, but 

historians are now taking a second look at his leadership style and command abilities. 

Saipan, on the other hand, has not received the same attention as Normandy.  

Historians, however, have subjected that campaign to close scrutiny regarding the quality 

of American generalship and the conduct of the land campaign.  Before Saipan, no land 

mass had been assaulted that required three infantry divisions to fight abreast.  This was a 
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first for the Pacific that would eventually be overshadowed by the massive battles on 

Iwo Jima, the Philippines, and Okinawa.  Lt. Gen. Holland Smith commanded V 

Amphibious Corps, which was tasked with taking Saipan.  He had previously headed the 

1st and 2nd Joint Training Forces, and exercised overall command of the amphibious corps 

responsible for taking the Gilbert Islands.  Smith inspired controversy with his aggressive 

leadership style, and, according to some, his Marine partisanship.  His conduct of the land 

campaign on Saipan will be discussed later in this dissertation, but this chapter will 

highlight his planning of the amphibious assault.  Smith and his amphibious corps staff 

intended to mechanize not only the beach landing, but also the movement of troops 

inland to their objectives.  

Smith’s initial plan called for both the 2nd and 4th Marine Divisions to be landed 

abreast in troop-carrying amtracs that could climb over an outlying coral reef.  They were 

to be preceded by Higgins-type landing craft modified as fire support platforms armed 

with assault guns, rockets, and mortars.  These landing craft were to stop at the reef and 

provide close fire support.  Leading the amtracs were armored amphibians, sometimes 

called amtanks, which were to act as light infantry support tanks for the Marines ashore.  

After beaching, the amtanks would lead the amtracs to the O-1 phase line 1,500 yards 

inland, where the Marines would dismount and establish a defensive position supported 

by the amtanks.  With the beachhead secured in considerable depth, the necessary 

artillery and logistics could be off-loaded in preparation for continued operations on land.  

Prior to the assault, Maj. General Thomas Watson, 2nd Marine Division Commander, 

persuaded General Smith to allow him to dismount his troops just beyond the shoreline, 

and attack inland on foot, still supported by the amtanks.  Smith approved the alteration.  
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This was a mechanized assault force where Marines were to fight from amtracs as if 

they were infantry fighting vehicles working in tank-infantry teams to swiftly maneuver 

across the battlespace using naval gunfire, close air support, artillery firing from offshore 

platforms, and mortars.  Unfortunately, the plan fell apart almost immediately.  Surf 

conditions led the guide boats astray; Japanese defensive positions were still intact; the 

swampy, mangrove-infested terrain restricted amtrac and amtank movements; and the 

inherent weaknesses in the amtanks’ armor protection all led to a complete tactical 

breakdown. 73  The reality was Smith’s concept of operations outpaced the capabilities of 

the technology, and, once again, it was left to the infantry to push the assault forward 

against prepared defensive positions. 

Both Bradley and Smith succeeded in their conquests, but with faulty plans that 

produced severe casualties.  Both generals attempted to reduce friendly losses by 

leveraging new war technology to overcome beach defenses.  For Bradley, it was an 

overreliance on air power, and, for Smith, it was an overestimation of the mechanical 

abilities of amphibious vehicles.  Unlike Bradley, who disregarded lessons learned in 

previous amphibious assaults, Smith pushed too far into newer amphibious thinking that 

did not take into account the terrain his troops would encounter.  Smith, however, did not 

violate any past practices, nor did he go against doctrine.  FTP 167 did not discuss 

amtracs or amtanks, the formations to use during their employment, or how they were to 

proceed during the attack inland.  The Army’s 1944 version of FM 31-5 did, and sample 
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drawings of attack formations appeared in the appendices at the back of the manual.74  

It is doubtful that Smith learned his technological approach from FM 31-5.  Rather, it was 

most likely his experience in the Pacific that led to this “next-step” in mechanizing the 

amphibious battle.   

Gen. Douglas MacArthur’s 6th Army employed the same tactics in shore-to-shore 

landings of the 77th Infantry Division during the Ormoc Operation at Leyte in the 

Philippines.  The 77th Infantry Division’s assault, which brought them in the rear of 

Japanese defensive positions, was a huge success.75  This depended in large part on 

favorable terrain, not necessarily superior execution on the part of the troops and 

commanders, or their tactical plans.  In most of MacArthur’s previous amphibious 

assaults in the Southwest Pacific area, particularly operations in New Guinea, Allied 

troops were landed on undefended beaches.  The large  New Guinea landmass allowed 

him to bypass Japanese defenses in a leapfrog campaign up the coast.  The recapture of 

the Philippine Islands was probably the best-conceived amphibious campaign of the war.  

Throughout the contest, MacArther and his commanders employed amphibious forces to 

reconnoiter smaller islands, conduct raids with amtracs and amtanks, and land units 

behind Japanese defenses.  The tactical principles employed by his forces were no 

different than the ones used elsewhere in the Pacific.  It was the continued application of 

every conceivable type of amphibious mission to attain operational-level objectives that 

made the recapture of the Philippines different.  This did not stem from MacArthur’s 

alleged genius.  Rather, the reason for the 6th Army’s successful use of amphibious forces 
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was due to the terrain, geography, and the enemy’s inability to sustain sizable forces 

on most of the archipelago’s hundreds of islands.76  

In the subsequent landing operations in Okinawa, Army and Marine officers did 

not encounter shoreline defenses.  At Iwo Jima, the Marines fought as if the entire island 

were a beachhead because of the flat, volcanic, black sand terrain.  By the time of these 

two campaigns, American amphibious warfare thinking had matured from an untested 

doctrine confined to one service to an immense body of knowledge that was meticulously 

detailed and employed by a group of experienced officers from the Army, Navy, and 

Marine Corps.  According to historian Michael Matheny, “By the end of the interwar 

period, the Marine Corps was not just another tactical weapon available to the navy, 

army, or State Department but a tactical force with an operational mission available to a 

theater commander.”77  That tactical force, however, had not developed in isolation.  Nor 

did amphibious warfare require the Marine Corps to create entirely new concepts to wage 

it successfully.  Marine officers took the tactical and operational concepts taught to them 

by the Army, and adapted them to amphibious warfare conditions.  Given that 

amphibious landings are inherently technical, the Marine Corps sought to use the Army’s 

staff system, and developed command and staff schools throughout the war to address the 

growing needs of the Corps’ missions.  The Army, for its part, did not veer too far away 

from the landing operations template created by the Corps.  Both Army and Marine 
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forces spoke the same tactical and operational language, adopted the same staff 

organization and procedures.  The infantry way of battle that guided the development of 

the interwar amphibious warfare doctrine remained, but the requirements of modern war 

and battle made it much more sophisticated.  In the following chapters, how the pre-war 

infantry way of battle stood up to the test of land battles will be examined, and how, 

again to the exigencies of war, its sway over the American way of war significantly 

decreased. 
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CHAPTER 8:  THE INFANTRY WAY OF BATTLE GETS PUT TO THE TEST, 
1941-1943 

 
If, by any chance, when you reach battle you can’t think of anything to do but sacrifice your men by bulling 
straight ahead against heavy resistance, you’re simply proving yourself unfit for any kind of command.  
You’re proving too murderously dumb to be allowed to command a fatigue detail, let alone a squad, or a 
company in battle. 
    
        Editors of Infantry Journal 

“Battle Facts for Your Outfit,” May 
19431    
  

The Second World War was fought on every imaginable type of terrain from the 

deserts of North Africa to the mountains of Sicily, Italy, and Southern France to the 

jungles of the Southwest Pacific Islands to the barren coral islands in the Central Pacific.  

American infantry forces bore the brunt of the fighting, and incurred the lion’s share of 

the casualties.  According to historian Michael D. Doubler, “To study the wounded and 

dead is, to a great extent, to study the infantrymen’s burden; they represented 14 percent 

of the army’s overseas strength but suffered 70 percent of the total battle casualties.”  

Even within the infantry, casualties were not widely dispersed across the different 

military occupational specialties of riflemen, machine gunners, mortarmen, and 

assaultmen.  Gen. Omar N. Bradley, an army group commander during the war, recalled 

that the majority of dead, wounded, and missing soldiers were “lumped primarily in the 

rifle platoons.  For here are concentrated the handful of troops who must advance under 

enemy fire.  It is upon them that the burden of war falls with greater risk and with less 

likelihood of survival than in any other of the combat arms.”  World War II Marine 

combat veteran Eugene B. Sledge succinctly described the riflemen’s plight:  “The 

riflemen were the spearhead of any attack.  Consequently, they caught more hell than 
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anybody else…. [I]t was always the riflemen who had the worst job.  The rest of us 

[machine gunners, mortarmen, and assaultmen] only supported them.”2  There was little 

doubt that infantry battle was intense and deadly, and considered by military practitioners 

as the deciding factor of victory.  In 1941, Army Infantry officer Lt. Col. John U. Ayotte, 

a member of the Office of the Chief of Infantry, captured the prevailing thought among 

those who fought in the ground forces:  “Battles and campaigns break down into 

thousands and tens of thousands of small actions:  rifle squad against machine gun, 

platoon attack on combat post, tank assault on AT [anti-tank] gun … victory falls to the 

army which can win the great majority of the small-unit fights.”3   

This chapter will build upon previous historical work on the infantry experience, 

and show that the Army and Marine Corps conceived and practiced similar fighting 

styles.  The two were more alike in their approach to modern battle than what postwar 

parochial “mythmakers” suggested.  Variation between the two services did exist in 

doctrine, organization, and culture, but those differences were not so vast as to make 

them incompatible.  Their wartime experience from corps-sized operations to squad-level 

tactics were guided by common peacetime doctrine and training.  In the end, this chapter 

will examine the early years of the war, 1941-1943, to demonstrate that, at least initially, 

there was no distinct Army way of battle or Marine way of battle, only an infantry way of 

battle shared by both organizations.  The institutional “lessons learned” from the 
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experience of battle as well as individual battle experience take on an important role.  

First-hand accounts must be balanced by descriptions of doctrinal, organizational, and 

training changes that were institutionalized and disseminated throughout the combatant 

commands.  Some recommendations of participants and observers were rejected, while 

others accepted.  Sifting through these various accounts sheds light on an institution’s 

overarching cognitive style, or way of battle.   

Eight days after the German invasion of Poland in 1939, President Franklin D. 

Roosevelt placed the United States under a state of “limited national emergency.”4  The 

armed forces immediately initiated industrial and mobilization plans prepared during the 

interwar period, and began the long process of building the naval and military power 

needed to eventually confront the Axis powers.  The Army mobilization program evolved 

from its First World War predecessor, and adopted a rational approach to training the 

huge influx of citizen soldiers.  It began with training the individual soldier, and then 

expanded progressively to larger and larger units, culminating in army-sized maneuvers.5  

Operating on an immensely smaller scale and one tied directly to U.S. Navy manpower 

requirements, the Marine Corps grew its force along similar lines, building individual 

Marines to function in increasingly larger units.  The largest all-Marine maneuvers prior 

to the war, however, involved understrength divisions.  The lack of experience at the 

corps and higher level of command has been one of the recurring critiques of Marine 

officers by their Army brethren.  Historian Harry A. Gailey, the author of “Howlin’ 
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Mad” vs The Army:  Conflict in Command, Saipan 1944, deftly captured this 

sentiment:  “Army leaders from Gen. George C. Marshall down to divisional 

commanders had argued that Marine officers had never been trained to command large 

bodies of troops.  Without descending to the level of calling Marines the Navy’s 

policemen, Army spokesmen had pointed to the small pre-war size of the Marine Corps 

and had drawn the conclusion that in any operation calling for more than one division, the 

overall command should be reserved for an Army general.”6 

The conclusion that Marines were “never trained to command large bodies of 

troops” prior to the Second World War is not entirely accurate.  All senior Marine 

officers in World War II attended either the Army’s service schools, such as the 

Command and General Staff School and Army War College, or took the homologous 

courses at the Marine Corps Schools that were based overwhelmingly on Army 

teachings.  This was true from the level of commandant down to the chief of staff in 

every Marine division.7  That said, no Marine ever commanded anything larger than a 

division in battle before World War II.  Consequently, an institutional memory of 

commanding large units did not exist in the Corps.  This condition did not matter, 

                                                
6 Harry A. Gailey, “Howlin’ Mad” vs. The Army:  Conflict in Command, Saipan, 1944 (Novato:  

Presidio Press, 1986), 2-3. 

7 As examples, Commandants of the Marine Corps Thomas Holcomb went to the Army War 
College and Alexander A. Vandegrift graduated from the Marine Corps Schools Field Officers Course.  
Roy M. Gieger, Holland M. Smith, Graves B. Erskine, Gerald Thomas, Robert E. Hogaboom, Lemuel C. 
Shepherd, Jr., William Rupertus, Julian C. Smith, Harry Schmidt, Oliver P. Smith, Edward W. Sturdevant, 
Dewitt Peck, and Pedro del Valle are just a few of the officers who rose to senior command and staff billets 
in the Marine Corps that were all “Army trained” to perform in large-units; Allan R. Millett, Semper 
Fidels:  History of the United States Marine Corps (New York:  The Free Press, 1980); Jon T. Hoffman, 
Chesty:  The Story of Lieutenant General Lewis B. Puller, USMC (New York:  Random House, 2001), 84-
93; David J. Ulbrich, Preparing for Victory:  Thomas Holcomb and the Making of the Modern Marine 
Corps, 1936-1943 (Annapolis:  Naval Institute Press, 2011), 9-42. 
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however, because the Marines did not need such a memory.  They could borrow it 

directly from the Army.  Both Army and Marine officers did not have any opportunities 

to practice the art of high command prior to 1941 because, quite simply, there were no 

large units to command.  The National Defense Act of 1920 established army and corps 

headquarters throughout the United States for the Army, but they were purely 

administrative commands, never coalescing into operational units.  In the prewar era, 

Army and Marine officers studied corps, army, and army group operations at their service 

schools, but none of those officers ever exercised field command over such formations.  

In an honest assessment of this situation, the editors of Infantry Journal revealed after the 

war: 

Once again, leaders of the Army have been found – great combat 
leaders – who were prepared, without ever having done so in years of 
peace, to lead forces of hundreds of thousands, and even millions of men – 
ably, intelligently, and successfully through to the final battles.  Men 
capable of commanding corps, armies, army groups and theater forces, 
and the whole Army, have been found to take the field and destroy the 
strongest enemies we ever fought.  With a past experience limited to the 
leadership of battalions, regiments, and divisions, these selected 
commanders have taken up the vast responsibility of handling immensely 
larger forces.  And the record of history now shows what they have done, 
how brilliantly and thoroughly they have carried out their trust.8 

 
Army Gen. J. Lawton “Lightning Joe” Collins, one of the few generals to command units 

in both the Pacific and European Theaters of War, recalled, “We didn’t have much 

chance for command in those days because there wasn’t much of an army.  In fact, you 

probably have forgotten that prior to World War II there was only one [full] division in 

                                                
8 “Once Again…,”  Infantry Journal 56 (October 1945):  1. 
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the whole United States Army.  That was all.  So how could you learn tactics?”9  As 

General Bradley recounted in his second autobiography, “The modern U.S. Army had 

had only limited experience with army group command…. In the intervening peacetime 

years [between the World Wars], army group functions had been studied and discussed at 

the Command and General Staff School and War College, but only in vague and 

theoretical terms.”10 

The War Department recognized this prewar deficiency, and took actions to 

rectify the situation.  By 1941, the Army had progressed far enough in its manpower 

acquisition and small-unit training regimen to plan and conduct large-unit training 

exercises.  These exercises, known as the Louisiana and Carolina Maneuvers, featured 

corps and army-sized formations engaging in mock battles as part of much larger 

offensive and defensive campaign plans.  They were the first and last of their size that the 

Army ever attempted.  During the maneuvers, glaring deficiencies in individual and 

small-unit training became apparent within the National Guard divisions, while 

“Regular” Army divisions performed relatively well.  The recently activated Guardsmen 

lacked the technical and tactical expertise exhibited by the Regulars.  As a consequence, 

an Army-wide remediation program was planned for 1942 to bring National Guard 

divisions up to speed before their release from active service.  The Japanese attack on 

                                                
9 Gen. Joseph Lawton Collins, “Elements of Command” (lecture, Army War College, Carlisle 

Barracks, Carlisle, Pa., August 30, 1971 ), General J. Lawton Collins Oral History, Folder “Elements of 
Command,” p. 12. 

10 Omar N. Bradley and Clay Blair, A General’s Life:  An Autobiography by General of the Army 
(New York:  Simon and Schuster, 1983), 283. 
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Pearl Harbor forced the Army to scrap that remediation program in favor of preparing 

divisions to deploy immediately for combat overseas.11 

The planned, but never fully implemented, small-unit training regimen required a 

series of combat proficiency tests for individuals, squads, platoons, companies, and 

battalions.  These exams stressed the coordination of all the organic weapons of the 

infantry battalion and regiment, such as 60 mm mortars, 81 mm mortars, 37 mm anti-tank 

guns, heavy machine guns, and light machine guns.  The Army emphasized the 

traditional infantry-artillery team, but not tank-infantry cooperation.  The maneuvers 

demonstrated the soundness of the concept of the armored division and employing tanks 

en masse, however, observers recognized such a formation’s need for more organic 

infantry units.  Christopher R. Gabel, who wrote the definitive history of the Louisiana 

and Carolina Maneuvers, argued, “General McNair supported this procedure [of placing 

armored divisions within a corps of two infantry divisions] on the grounds that armored 

divisions were best suited to the exploitation of tactical advantages won by traditional 

units [of infantry and artillery], and not to the creation of breakthroughs on their own.”  

The use of tanks fighting alongside infantry as mobile gun platforms did not factor into 

training.  The maneuvers confirmed that tank units required infantry units to support 

them.  It would not be until America entered the war that the Army realized that even 

individual tanks could not operate without infantrymen supporting them.12   

                                                
11 Gabel, GHQ Maneuvers, 186-195. 

12 Gabel, GHQ Maneuvers, 188-9; Harry Yeide, The Infantry’s Armor:  The U.S. Army’s Separate 
Tank Battalions in World War II (Mechanicsburg:  Stackpole Books, 2010), 1-14. 
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Chief of Staff Gen. George C. Marshall invited the 1st Marine Division to 

participate in the maneuvers, but Chief of Naval Operations Adm. Harold R. Stark 

declined the offer.  The reason Stark gave was that the Corps had to concentrate on small-

unit and amphibious warfare training.13  The Marine Corps, however, did not miss the 

opportunity to derive some benefit from those first-of-their-kind maneuvers.  During the 

Carolina Maneuvers, Maj. Gen. Commandant Thomas Holcomb dispatched nine 

instructors from the Marine Corps Schools, as well as some officers from the 1st Marine 

Division, to observe the exercise.14  All nine of those instructors went on to serve in the 

highest leadership capacities of the Marine Corps during and after the Second World 

War.  One, Lemuel C. Shepherd, Jr., kicked off a four-year stint as Commandant in 1952 

by overseeing the implementation of a General Staff System in Headquarters Marine 

Corps based on that of the interwar U.S. Army’s.  The Marine officers’ exposure to the 

Carolina Maneuvers permanently impacted their professional mindset concerning the 

command and staff procedures for large units as well as those of the infantry regiment 

and battalion. 

Each instructor was assigned to a specific Army unit or command echelon that 

corresponded with his specific expertise.  For instance, Maj. Robert E. Hogaboom had 

previously attended the Army’s Cavalry School, and he observed a cavalry unit, the 8th 

Reconnaissance Troop, 8th Division, First Army.  Maj. Frank D. Weir, a Marine air 

                                                
13 Gabel, GHQ Maneuvers, 56. 

14 The only indication that there were observers from the 1st Marine Division was a reference to a 
“Captain Webber, observer from the First Marine Division who was assigned to the 101st Infantry” from 
Brig. Gen. Samuel M. Harrington to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 4 December 1941, p. 2, Folder 
16, Box 4, History Amphibious File, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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officer, observed the 1st Air Support command.  Brig. Gen. Samuel M. Harrington 

was a general observer of First Army headquarters and staff.  The Marines specifically 

requested to observe units that were similar to those adopted by the Corps.  They wanted 

Regular Army infantry divisions that were under the triangular tables of organization 

because that “more closely resembles the organization of the Marine Infantry Divisions 

than do the square, or four regiment divisions also present.”15  They often noted in their 

reports that “regular divisions of the streamlined triangular type” were better suited to the 

Marine Corps than the National Guard’s “heavier and slower square type.”16  The one 

exception was Maj. Arthur H. Butler, who observed the 4th Division’s 8th Infantry 

Regiment.  The 4th Division had been recently designated a “Provisional Motorized 

Division.”  According to Butler, it was “a triangular division, completely motorized, with 

armored half-track personnel carriers being the principal means of transportation.”  He 

went on to say the name “motorized division was misleading” because it was in essence a 

“light armored division, and operated as such.”  The Marine Corps had no intentions of 

creating such a division since it was inconsistent with their amphibious warfare 

operational mission.17   

Overall, the Marines were impressed with what they saw, and reported that in 

their memos to Major General Holcomb.  Colonel Shepherd commented on the 

                                                
15 Capt. William F. Coleman to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 20 October 1941, p. 1, 

Folder 16, Box 4, History Amphibious File, Marine Corps University Archives. 

16 Captain Coleman to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 20 October 1941, p. 1; Maj. Merrill B. 
Twining to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 27 October 1941, p. 1, Folder 16, Box 4, History 
Amphibious File, Marine Corps University Archives. 

17 Maj. Arthur H. Butler to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 11 December 1941, pp. 3-4, 
Folder 16, Box 4, History Amphibious File, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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commander of the 60th Infantry Regiment’s proficiency, noting how that officer 

“prided himself on the brevity of his orders and the initiative of his battalion 

commanders.”  Shepherd wrote later in his report, “The training and morale of the 9th 

Division was excellent.  Although troops were marched and maneuvered continuously for 

three days, there was no grumbling or complaints heard.  The men carried heavy 

marching order at all times except when actually participating in an organized attack.”  

He did critique the corps commanders, however, “for the failure … to take the initiative 

believed possible,” but excused these lapses by suggesting, “It was the first exercise 

participated in by the I Corps as a unit which may account for some of the apparent 

deficiencies noted.”18  Maj. Merrill B. Twining, who was also with the 9th Division, 

similarly celebrated the unit.  He wrote in glowing terms:  “The 9th Division to which the 

undersigned was attached represents a model of organization and training.  It 

demonstrated its mastery of operations and sets a standard which would be difficult to 

exceed.  It is notable for smooth organization, precision in movement and for the energy 

and drive of its combat teams.”19  Lt. Col. Frederick E. Stack offered an equally telling 

comment about another Army unit:   

The 1st Division, of which the 26th Infantry is a part, is a regular 
Army outfit with few selectees [draftees] in its ranks, and these are being 
eliminated.  Many of the junior officers are reserves, but many of the 
NCOs have been in the organization for years.  The morale of the 26th was 
excellent.  Colonel [Theodore, Jr.] Roosevelt commanded the regiment for 
a time during the last war, and he told me that there were over 30 men in 
the regiment today who were in it 23 years ago when he was in command.  

                                                
18 Col. Lemuel C. Shepherd, Jr. to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 27 October 1941, pp. 4-5, 

9, 11, Folder 16, Box 4, History Amphibious File, Marine Corps University Archives. 

19 Major Twining to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 27 October 1941, p. 4. 
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They have a reputation for marching and for being hard, and they make 
every effort to live up to the reputation.20 

 
The Marine instructors critiqued the tactics and operational maneuvers in a 

professional manner, always writing a caveat that they might not have seen everything, 

and that their comments should not be perceived as over critical.  The Marines spoke 

about seeing regimental combat teams (RCTs) composed of infantry and artillery moving 

across the battlefield in motorized caravans to strike rear areas.  Major Twining observed 

one RCT conducting German “blitzkrieg-esque” maneuvers.  He reported, “This regiment 

strikes boldly moving its battalions forward with speed to effect deep penetrations.  

Security is obtained through the dynamics of penetration rather than through more 

conventional methods.  Resistance is passed up whenever possible and the battalion 

strikes for a distant rear area objective of more than local importance.”  Twining was so 

taken by this display that he declared, “No one participating in this type of maneuver 

could fail to be impressed with the vulnerability of rear area installations to attack.”  “In 

modern warfare,” he wrote, “particularly a war of movement, hostile ground action 

against bridges, railheads, supply establishments and command posts will be 

commonplace.  This was demonstrated repeatedly during the maneuver problem.”21 

The effectiveness of small-unit tactics and techniques did not receive as much 

acclaim as other aspects.  Lieutenant Colonel Stack “came away from the maneuvers with 

a definite feeling that the Army is getting some place – at least the part I was able to 

                                                
20 Lt. Col. Frederick E. Stack to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 28 November 1941, pp. 6-7, 

Folder 16, Box 4, History Amphibious File, Marine Corps University Archives. 

21 Major Twining to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 27 October 1941, pp. 5-8. 
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observe…. Any opinion as to the tactical benefit of the maneuvers would be difficult 

to give.”22  In summarizing the maneuvers, Major Twining reported, “The training and 

combat discipline of small units appeared to be satisfactory.”  He reiterated his 

colleagues’ concerns by asserting, “The unorthodox nature of the tactical situation and 

the artificialities incident to the system of umpire control make definite conclusions 

difficult.”  Twining did not like what he saw in the Army company officers, noting they 

were not as “prepossessing in presence than our own.”  He also made careful mention 

several times that “small-units are kept under close tactical control by battalion 

commanders,” which was surprising to him given the freedom of action granted 

individual regiments and battalions.23   

Although the Marine officers noted the infantry small units’ tactical deficiencies, 

they did not see them in the same negative light as their Army counterparts.  What they 

saw were disciplined soldiers acting as best they could in a combat training scenario.  

Brigadier General Samuel M. Harrington reported, “I doubt if there was any appreciation 

of what damage machine guns could do at greater ranges.”  Elaborating further, 

Harrington wrote, “Riflemen made some attempts to fire from concealment or cover, but 

much of the firing was from awkward positions which made accurate, aimed fire 

impossible.”  Harrington, however, tended to forgive these oversights because “exposure 

of personnel and failure to take cover [were] rather common in maneuvers and has no 

particular significance.”24  Perhaps the Marine officers possessed more experience with 

                                                
22 Lieutenant Colonel Stack to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 28 November 1941, p. 8. 

23 Major Twining to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 27 October 1941, p. 8. 

24 Brigadier General Harrington to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 4 December 1941, p. 6. 
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leading troops and conducting small-unit training, and were more in tune with the 

behavior of common soldiers than the Army leadership.  The Marine observers realized 

the limitations of mock battles, and how men behaved in them.  Then again, they were 

attached to Regular Army units that were filled with volunteers who had considerably 

more experience than the National Guardsmen.  It is possible that the small-unit 

performance of the entire Carolina Maneuver forces did not match up to the standard that 

the Marines observed.   

In general, the conclusions drawn by the Marine officers were almost identical to 

those of the Army leadership.  Marine observers left the Carolina battlefield with a clear 

confirmation of the validity of their Army-based teachings concerning the logistical and 

materiel challenges peculiar to large units.  Application may have been difficult, but the 

theory was sound.  They also saw the operational maneuver of regiments using battalions 

effecting deep penetrations to produce swift battlefield victories.  Strong points were to 

be bypassed in pursuit of overall mission success.  Mission success was not the total 

destruction of the enemy forces, but their total incapacitation.  Pockets of resistance were 

to be mopped up at the conclusion of the kinetic phase of the attack.  Intelligent initiative 

and aggressiveness of combined arms combat teams was the ideal means to reduce 

casualties and win.  These actionable principles were the same ones institutionalized in 

Army and Marine Corps doctrine, and their execution was attempted in all theaters of 

war.  The maneuvers were heavily weighted towards the European war, however, which 

may have led to the poorly understood timing of large-unit operations against prepared 

defensive fortifications.  The reduction of fortified objectives, from squad pillboxes to 

well dug-in division defensive positions, did not figure in the notional war of movement.  
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Fortified positions were encountered in every theater of war, particularly in the 

Pacific, and only infantry small-unit adaptations of existing doctrine managed to 

overcome them.  Large-unit commanders consistently underestimated the formidability of 

these defenses and created campaign plans featuring overly ambitious, sometimes absurd 

timelines for mission success.  This was something of which the Army and Marine Corps 

were both guilty.25 

The relative importance of the Louisiana and Carolina Maneuvers to the 

prosecution of the war was significant.  According to one historian they “exercised an 

incalculable influence on the development of the American force structure in World War 

II.”26  Even though Marines did not get the actual experience of commanding large units, 

neither did the vast majority of Army officers who rose to fame during the war.  As Gabel 

indicated, the impact of the maneuvers was not in the command experience of senior 

Army commanders.  Only 11 of 42 army, corps, and division commanders that 

participated in the Louisiana and Carolina Maneuvers ever took combat commands in the 

Second World War.  Even though the maneuvers were designed to give senior 

commanders experience in leading large combat formations, an unintended consequence 

was the wealth of training experience of junior officers, particular those of field grade.  

All the battalion commanders who went to war with the 1st and 2nd Armored Divisions 

and the 1st and 9th Infantry Divisions took part in either the Louisiana or the Carolina 

Maneuvers.  According to historian and army officer Steven Thomas Barry, those 

                                                
25 Examples of battles where senior Army and Marine commanders had unrealistic timetables for 

offensive gains against prepared defensive positions include the battles at Tarawa, Pelelieu, Buna, Caan, 
Bocage, Metz, and Monte Cassino. 

26 Harold W. Nelson, “Preface” in Gabel, GHQ Maneuvers, v. 
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maneuvers played a significant role in creating a group of battalion commanders that 

were able to fight relatively well against the Germans in North Africa at the beginning of 

the war.27  The maneuvers, however, did not train troops and staffs enough to build them 

into cohesive warfighting units.  Early in 1942, experienced personnel from all the 

participating units, specifically officers and non-commissioned officers, were transferred 

to create new infantry and armored divisions, nullifying any effect on unit cohesion.28  

Marine Capt. William F. Coleman, an observer at the Carolina Maneuvers, commiserated 

with the Army over this, saying, “large turnovers in personnel, both men and officers, 

seriously handicaps progressive training.  This has long been a serious condition in the 

Marine Corps.”29   

The maneuvers delivered the most benefits in two different areas.  One was the 

intangible quality of confidence.  Confidence for the War Department that the Army 

could move and fight corps and army-sized units, confidence for the citizen-soldiers that 

they could handle the rigors of campaigning, and confidence for the American public in 

their new, massive army.  Marine Lieutenant Colonel Stack noted in his observer’s 

report:  “It is obvious that in the field of supply, communications, transport, and physical 

fitness, the benefits [of the maneuvers] have been considerable.”30  Perhaps the most 

important benefits of the maneuvers were the confirmation of the interwar doctrine’s 

                                                
27 Steven Thomas Barry, Battalion Commanders at War:  U.S. Army Tactical Leadership in the 

Mediterranean Theater, 1941-1943 (Lawrence:  University Press of Kansas, 2013), 7. 

28 Gabel, GHQ Maneuvers, l85-94. 

29 Captain Coleman to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 20 October 1941, p. 6. 

30 Lieutenant Colonel Stack to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 28 November 1941, pp. 7-8. 
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efficacy.  Following the maneuvers, the doctrine for the infantry and artillery 

remained largely intact.31  

Even in war, doctrine acts as a written reflection of an organization.  In Brig. Gen. 

I.B. Holley, Jr.’s 1974 Harmon Memorial Lecture to the cadets at the U.S. Air Force 

Academy, he explained, “Doctrine is like a compass bearing; it gives us the general 

direction of our course.  We may deviate from that course on occasion, but the heading 

provides a common purpose to all who travel along the way.”32  According to historian 

Adrian Lewis:  “Doctrines are a function of technology, resources, geography, national 

military strategy, historical experiences in war, service culture and traditions, individual 

genius, and national cultures.”  Lewis insisted that doctrine was created within the 

confines of established cultural norms.  Equally important was its efficacy.  He argued, 

“Military organizations develop doctrines and technologies to employ their forces in 

battles and campaigns that are culturally regular and achieve the desired results.”33  

Regardless of whether at peace or in war, the examination of doctrine and its execution 

provide glimpses into the entirety of military organizations.  Doctrinal comparisons very 

quickly indicate deep institutional connections between the Army and Marine Corps.  As 

Lewis claimed, if doctrine were not consistent with an organization’s culture and 

tradition, warfighting philosophy, or historical experiences, then its members would 

reject it.  It is important to note, here, that this chapter is not arguing that the Army and 
                                                

31 Gabel, GHQ Maneuvers, l88-94. 

32 I.B. Holley, Jr., “An Enduring Challenge:  The Problem of Air Force Doctrine,” in The Harmon 
Memorial Lectures in Military History, 1959-1987, ed. Harry R. Borowski (Washington D.C.:  Office of 
Air Force History, 1988), 426-7. 

33Adrian R. Lewis, American Culture of War:  The History of U.S. Military Force from World War 
II to Operation Iraqi Freedom (New York:  Routledge, 2007), 13, 16.  
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Marine Corps had identical cultures or organizations.  Rather, certain cultural tenets 

shared by both organizations percolated through the doctrine, and these communal ties 

were reflective of their common infantry way of battle.  

As Michael Doubler concluded, “One of the army’s greatest advantages in World 

War II was the validity of its conceptual approach to waging war.  Commanders 

discovered that the army’s offensive and defensive doctrines were correct, and that 

success hinged on how well senior commanders applied doctrine to specific 

circumstances.”  Doubler tapped the Army’s Field Service Regulations (FSR) as 

evidence, and quoted a postwar general officer review board that declared, “The tactical 

doctrines and principles set forth in Field Service Regulations and in various service 

manuals were proved successful in combat.”34  Following this trend, historians of this 

period have tended to neglect those “various service manuals” concerning branch specific 

“minor tactics.”  They focused their analyses on the more comprehensive FSRs, and 

missed much of the doctrine that most affected mid-level officers.  Arguing convincingly 

in The Soldier and the State: The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military Relations, political 

scientist Samuel Huntington declared it essential to study what the captains, majors, and 

lieutenant colonels of an army were doing and thinking when trying to assess the efficacy 

of its fighting abilities.35  

After the First World War, the battalion replaced the regiment as the basic 

infantry unit.  Army doctrine held that the battalion was the smallest unit capable of 

                                                
34 Doubler, Closing with the Enemy, 266. 

35 Samuel P. Huntington, The Soldier and the State:  The Theory and Politics of Civil-Military 
Relations (Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 1957), 255. 
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conducting independent operations.  It was small enough to maneuver quickly and 

large enough to affect the outcome of a battle.  Infantry battalions could be detached and 

attached to regiments as needed while still maintaining unit integrity and fighting 

effectiveness.   In 1936, Lt. Col. Walter R. Wheeler’s  The Infantry Battalion in War 

echoed official doctrine when he wrote, “The infantry battalion is the keystone of the 

arch of the military structure,” and that it was, “the unit of close combat [italics in 

original].”  Wheeler added, “Battles are fought by battalions, not by rifle companies, or 

machine-gun companies; the rifle and the machine-gun companies exist mainly in order 

to fight as component parts of the infantry battalion.”36  The battalion was the base 

formation for the Marine Corps as well.  According to Isely and Crowl in U.S. Marines 

and Amphibious War:  “Since the early twenties marines had realized that the infantry 

battalion to be effective in beach assault, should have the necessary supporting arms and 

service units attached to it.”37  Both the Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934 

and the revised version, Landing Operations Manual, 1935, made the “battalion landing 

team,” which was an infantry battalion with attached tanks, artillery, engineer and service 

troops, as the foundational unit of amphibious assaults.38 

The importance of the infantry battalion did not diminish on World War II 

battlefields.  Barry argued in Battalion Commanders at War:  U.S. Army Tactical 
                                                

36 Walter R. Wheeler, The Infantry Battalion in War:  A study of the infantry battalion, its 
company, and attached units and the relation to it of supporting arms and supplying elements (Washington, 
D.C.:  The Infantry Journal Inc., 1936), xiii. 

37 Jeter A. Isely and Philip A. Crowl, The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War:  Its Theory, and Its 
Practice in the Pacific (Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 1951), 64. 

38 Tentative Manual for Landing Operations, 1934, Folder 39, Box 1, History Amphibious File 
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Leadership in the Mediterranean Theater, 1942-1943:  “Battalions formed the key 

building blocks of combat commands during World War II.”39  In a 1943 War 

Department Observers Report, Col. Charles H. Coates, infantry observer of the 16th 

Infantry Regiment, 1st Infantry Division, wrote, “The battalion of the infantry regiment 

has proved itself to be the key fighting unit [in North Africa].”40  Gen. Joseph Lawton 

Collins, 25th Infantry Division commander in the Pacific and VII Corps commander in 

Europe, recalled after the war: 

Well, we fought throughout the war really by battalion … the actual 
fighting always depended, in my opinion, on the battalions.  The battalion 
is the combat unit.  The battalion and division in my judgment are the two 
key units in combat.  I’ve always said if you could command a battalion 
successfully you could command a division.  The elements are identically 
the same in the triangular division, and it took the same kind of leadership 
to command a battalion and more responsibility on the shoulders of the 
battalion commander than on most anybody else in action.41 
 

The manuals of the most important infantry unit – the infantry battalion – must be 

examined.  Battalion-level doctrine formed the basis of individual, squad, platoon, and 

company training, and it was that doctrine that historian Michael Doubler argued that 

American infantrymen adapted in combat.  Just as General Holley observed, however, 

those adaptations never strayed too far off their doctrinal course.42   

                                                
39 Barry, Battalion Commanders at War, 2. 

40 Col. Charles H. Coates to Observers Board, ETOUSA, “Report No. 31,” 24 September 1943, p. 
11, Folder “Observations of Infantry Regiment in Combat,” Box “Studies/Reports, 1921-1944,” Marine 
Corps University Archives. 

41 Joseph Lawton Collins, interviewed by Charles C. Sperow, 1972, Oral History Transcript, Vol. 
1, Box 1, Collins Papers, , U.S. Army Military History Institute. 

42 Doubler, Closing with the Enemy, 266; Holley, “The Problem of Air Force Doctrine,” 26-7. 
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In October 1940, 13 months after the Nazi invasion of Poland, the U.S. Army 

published Infantry Field Manual 7-5 Organization and Tactics of Infantry:  The Rifle 

Battalion.43  Superseding approximately 14 training regulations dating from 1923 to 

1929, this field manual not only supported the Army’s Field Service Regulations 

(Tentative), 1939 and subsequent Field Service Regulations, 1941, but it also 

significantly built upon their basic foundations for waging battle.  Whereas the Field 

Service Regulations (FSRs) focused on solidifying in doctrine the Army’s tactics, 

techniques, and procedures for all branches at the division level and below, FM 7-5 

detailed their integration at the tip of the spear – the infantry battalion.  Maj. Gen. George 

A. Lynch was FM 7-5’s primary contributor.  As Chief of Infantry from 1937 to 1941, 

Lynch was in the twilight of his career, and, unbeknownst to him, on the verge of 

mandatory retirement.  It was at this moment that his many years of contributions to the 

infantry branch coalesced into doctrine.44   

Lynch was a shining star in the U.S. Infantry.  A military intellectual by any 

definition of the word, Lynch maintained just the right mixture of academically informed 

staff work and operational experience.  He graduated from West Point in 1903, served as 

editor of Infantry Journal, secretary of the Infantry Association, and went back to West 

Point as a language instructor.  He helped develop the Infantry Drill and Combat 

Regulations for the American Expeditionary Forces at its headquarters at Chaumont, 

France, in the First World War, and was the principal author and editor of the 1923 FSR.  

                                                
43 FM 7-5, Organization and Tactics of Infantry:  The Rifle Battalion (Washington D.C.:  U.S. 

Government Printing Office, 1940), 1. 

44 Earl J. Catagnus, Jr., “Document of Note:  Infantry Field Manual 7-5 Organization and Tactics 
of Infantry:  The Rifle Battalion (October 1940),” The Journal of Military History 77 (April 2013):  657-66. 
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Lynch read German, Spanish, and French, which aided him when he served in the G-

2 Intelligence Section of the War Department General Staff after World War I.  He 

commanded an infantry platoon, company, battalion, and regiment within both the 

continental United States and in overseas regiments.45  General Marshall, however, was 

not impressed, and that ultimately led to his retirement.  In an oral history interview, 

Charles Bolte, a full general at retirement, recalled, “General Marshall didn’t have any 

use for him [Major General Lynch].”  It is unclear why Marshall disliked Lynch, but 

there were indications that the latter was tied into the politics of the Roosevelt 

Administration, something for which Marshall did not care.46 

 Upon being appointed Chief of Infantry in 1937, Lynch began managing the 

hastily implemented modernization process of the branch, and launched an attack on the 

existing infantry doctrine.  He criticized the Army’s lack of a unified doctrine 

exemplified by the competing warfighting paradigms of the Manual for Commanders of 

Large-Units’ (MCLU), and the 1923 FSR. 47  The MCLU advocated a “successive blow” 

and the 1923 FSR stressed a “concentrated effort.”  According to Lynch, the MCLU, an 

almost verbatim translation of the French Army doctrine of World War I, required that a 

corps, army, or army group commander attack offensively through a linear progression of 

sending more and more units to “develop” the situation.  In other words, once a 

                                                
45 The details of Gen. Lynch’s biography were taken from his official U.S. Army personnel record 

found in Folder “Personnel Record,” George A. Lynch Papers, U.S. Army Military History Institute.  See 
also Kenneth Finlayson, An Uncertain Trumpet:  The Evolution of U.S. Army Infantry Doctrine, 1919-1941 
(Westport:  Greenwood Press, 2001), 143-50, 156-7.   

46 Gen. Charles L. Bolte interviewed by Arthur J. Zoebelein, February 3, 1972, U.S. Army 
Military History Institute, transcript, Section I, p. 58. 

47 Finnlayson, Uncertain Trumpet, 123-5. 
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reconnaissance in force made contact with an enemy force of unknown size, 

battalions would be sent, then regiments, then divisions, and then brigades in an ever 

increasing torrent of men and materiel that would either sweep away resistance or 

penetrate the defensive line and turn outward toward the flanks to allow follow-on units 

to pass through.  Since the 1930s, Lynch argued that the French conception of the 

piecemeal attack of large units was inconsistent with that of the American way of battle 

that stressed giving subordinate commanders freedom of action to find weak points for 

exploitation, massing combat power of the infantry-artillery team, and then either 

penetrating or enveloping the enemy defenses.  In a 1930 Army War College study called 

a “work of exceptional merit” by the faculty, then-Lieutenant Colonel Lynch argued, 

“French doctrine makes a relatively moderate demand on the leadership [underline in 

original] qualities of commanders of all grades but especially those in command of the 

larger units.  It is not demanded of the commander at any time that he create the situation 

to which the enemy will be forced to conform.”48 Lynch, along with other officers, forced 

the War Department to attempt to reconcile the two, although it was greatly hampered by 

its high profile and the attention given to it by senior leaders throughout the Army.  It 

seemed that every general officer, branch chief, service school, and staff officer in the 

War Department wanted to criticize the new FSR (Tentative), 1939.49  Lynch failed to 

                                                
48 Lt. Col. George A. Lynch, “Tactical Doctrine Governing the Employment of Large Units:  Its 

Relation to the Tactics of Small Units” (Research Study, U.S. Army War College, 1930), 11, Folder 
“Tactical Doctrine Governing the Employment of Large Units,” George A. Lynch Papers, U.S. Army 
Military History Institute. 

49 William O. Odom’s After the Trenches:  The Transformation of U.S. Army Doctrine, 1918-1939 
(College Station:  Texas A&M University Press, 1999), 118-31 describes the doctrinal writing process and 
controversy surrounding the FSRs and MCLU. 
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completely eradicate this discrepancy before his retirement, but he did affect the 

infantry in other ways, specifically the publication of FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion.   

FM 7-5 codified into doctrine the interwar infantry way of battle common to the 

Army and Marine Corps.  While writing FM 7-5, Lynch’s staff operated free of 

interference by the War Department and the other branches of the Army.  This was due in 

large part to the nature of the manual.  Whereas the MCLU and FSR series encompassed 

the integration of all the components of the Army and set the standard for how the entire 

organization operated in the field, FM 7-5 dealt with one of the smallest tactical infantry 

units.  Unlike the MCLU and FSR, FM 7-5 would not be used to support or rebut claims 

made to Congress for funding.  In a time of hasty mobilization, moreover, Army leaders 

focused on more pressing matters, such as the reorganization of the infantry division, the 

modernization of equipment, the training of the citizen-soldiers swelling the ranks of the 

army, and creating coherent plans in response to the looming threat of war with the Axis 

Powers.   

In Lynch’s final report as Chief of Infantry, he described it as “distinguished from 

all previous manuals by its effort to convert general tactical principles into definite 

tactical procedures.”50  A full-page advertisement in the January 1941 edition of Infantry 

Journal heralded, FM 7-5 as the “most important American tactical work in more than a 

decade.”  The ad also claimed, “Every Infantry Leader – officer, noncom, and acting 

noncom – should thumb this book until he knows its contents perfectly.”51  During the 

                                                
50 George A. Lynch, “Final Report of the Chief of Infantry,” 30 April 1941, p. 79, Folder “Final 

Report,” George A. Lynch Papers, U.S. Army Military History Institute. 

51 The quote was taken from an advertisement on the back of the cover of Infantry Journal 48 1 
(January 1941). 
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Carolina Maneuvers, the Army attempted to follow the tactics of FM 7-5 The Rifle 

Battalion religiously.  One Marine observer, Captain Coleman, remarked that “the 

battalion organization being that prescribed in FM 7-5 was ‘strictly’ applied,” and “the 

tactical principles embodied in FM 7-5 were carried out faithfully.”  In the final 

paragraph of his report, he wrote, “The over-all picture obtained from my observations is 

that the Army has adopted FM 7-5 as the Infantry ‘Bible’ and is complying with it 

religiously.  They teach it in their schools and practice its principles in field exercises.”52  

FM 7-5’s doctrinal status equaled to that of the FSR, the most important piece of doctrine 

for the Army.  Within Infantry Journal, under the section titled, “From the Chief’s 

Office,” regimental commanders were ordered to, “cultivate the qualities of leadership 

described in FM 7-5 and FM 100-5 [1941 FSR].”53  The Marine Corps adopted FM 7-5 

in late 1941, but it took some time to convert the Corps’ battalion organization and tactics 

to the new standards.  Maj. Robert E. Hogaboom, an observer of the joint Army and 

Marine amphibious exercises conducted in New River, North Carolina, in 1941, 

complained of the troubles brought about by its delayed implementation:  “This need [for 

short intensive courses for company and battalion officers] will be particularly grave 

when the units adopt the new organization and weapons and begin to employ the tactics 

of FM 7-5.”54  Eventually, the Corps made its adjustments, and FM 7-5’s tactics were 

                                                
52 Captain Coleman to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 20 October 1941, pp. 1, 6, 8. 

53 “From the Chief’s Office,” Infantry Journal 49 (October 1941):  62. 

54 Maj. Robert E. Hogaboom to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 18 August 1941, p. 3, Folder 
134, Box 4, History Amphibious File, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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integrated within the Corps’ infantry units.  FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion was the 

doctrinal manifestation of the Army and Marine Corps’ shared infantry way of battle. 

At its intellectual roots, FM 7-5 viewed war as an art more than a science.  It was 

not a revolutionary document in all aspects, although it did contain some revolutionary 

concepts for the infantry battalion.  Carried over into FM 7-5 was the cornerstone of any 

U.S. Army warfighting paradigm of the period – success in battle depended mostly on the 

effectiveness of the infantryman with his rifle and bayonet.  FM 7-5 stated quite clearly 

on the very first page:  “Man is the final and decisive element in war.  Combat is a moral 

struggle, and victory goes to the side, which refuses to become discouraged.”  

Superficially, this may seem naïve, but the next statement qualified it:  “Numerical 

factors, armament, equipment, and technical training affect morale but at the same time 

derive their full value from the moral qualities of the soldier.”55  FM 7-5 did not reject the 

mechanization of the battlefield.  Rather, it said that all the materiel in the world did not 

make a difference if the collection of individual soldiers did not use their full mental, 

physical, and spiritual capacities to attain victory.  The infantry field manual expected 

officers and soldiers to intelligently apply its tactical principles.  An editorial appearing in 

the October 1941 issue of Infantry Journal described this expectation that was prevalent 

throughout the Army:  “Today we all expect the new Army to be flexible, progressive, 

inventive, even experimental, and to have the freedom of thought and action necessary to 

                                                
55 FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion, 1. 
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keep up with lightening attacks…. This is the era of the ‘idea man,’ not the mossback, 

the quick thinker even more than the sound thinker.”56   

Good leadership and the maintenance of high morale were essential for soldiers to 

overcome hardship, adapt to battlefield conditions, and achieve their missions.  “In 

combat [a leader] cannot be everywhere,” FM 7-5 declared, “and in his absence his 

subordinates must feel free to act vigorously in accordance with their mission and the 

situation, without awaiting precise instructions covering every point.”  Concerning group 

cohesion, FM 7-5 maintained, “The combat group acquires cohesion through common 

experience.  Individuals constantly trained, quartered, and fed together develop a feeling 

of solidarity.… Individual skill with weapons alone will not give a group the cohesion 

necessary to fill the role of Infantry in battle.”57  Fire and maneuver within all organic 

battalion units, from squad to company, were stressed throughout.  After the initial battles 

of the war, the editors of the Infantry Journal continued to emphasis that maneuver could 

reduce casualties.  They wrote in May 1943:  “If, by any chance, when you reach battle 

you can’t think of anything to do but sacrifice your men by bulling straight ahead against 

heavy resistance, you’re simply proving yourself unfit for any kind of command.  You’re 

proving too murderously dumb to be allowed to command a fatigue detail, let alone a 

squad, or a company in battle.”58 

The manual placed a premium on subordinate initiative, group cohesion, surprise, 

shifting main efforts during the course of an attack to exploit successes, and employing 

                                                
56 “The New Army Game,” Infantry Journal 50 (March 1942):  56. 

57 FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion, 2-5. 

58 “Battle Facts for Your Outfit,” Infantry Journal, 20. 
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reserves only to reinforce those successes.  Surprise was paramount during the attack 

and the defense.  A “main effort” was directed towards a weak spot and, “As the attack 

progresses, the main effort [was] shifted in accordance with conditions.”  The reserves 

“[were] engaged fundamentally to further success at points where the resistance of the 

enemy [was] weakening rather than to redeem failure where he [was] offering stubborn 

resistance.”  Defensive positions should not be “occup[ied] in uniform density along the 

entire front but rather by holding in strength the tactical localities which constitute the 

key points and by providing for the defense of the intervals between such points by fire 

and counterattack.”  It further stated:  “The key points of a defensive system in the main 

are points that control the communications of the defense and terrain features affording 

extensive observation into the defensive position or over the foreground.”59  The manual 

sounded remarkably similar to the basic tenets of the so-called German blitzkrieg.  

The combined arms approach to infantry combat was stressed throughout the 

manual.  It is important to note, however, that the definition of “combined arms” must be 

expanded.  Many practitioners and scholars view combined arms warfare in a larger 

tactical or operational sense where tanks, artillery, and air bombardment are factored into 

plans and standard operating procedures.  For contemporary Army and Marine infantry 

officers, combined arms did not just mean the inclusion of artillery, tanks, and close air 

support.  Until World War I, infantry units were seen as primarily an ordered collection 

of men with rifles and bayonets.  Machine guns were supporting weapons, placed in self-

contained companies or battalions attached to battalions, regiments, divisions, and 

                                                
59 All quotes were taken from FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion.  The quote concerning the “main effort” 

was on pp. 29-30; “reserves,” p. 35; and “defensive positions,” p. 57-8. 
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brigades as commanders saw fit.  Artillery was a separate branch and, although its 

mission was to support the infantry, artillery units were not made permanent attachments 

to infantry divisions.  The First World War completely changed this.  As discussed in the 

previous chapters, combined arms teams were created, and fixed into permanent tables of 

organization and equipment.  Infantry battalions, companies, platoons, and, eventually, 

squads were all turned into combined arms units.  They incorporated Browning 

Automatic Rifles (BARs), rifle grenades, 60mm Mortars, 81mm mortars, light and heavy 

machine guns, and anti-tank guns (also used at times as infantry accompanying guns to 

destroy pillboxes and bunkers) into small-unit teams designed to enhance the capabilities 

of all while decreasing each individual weapon systems’ weaknesses.  It was in the 1920s 

that “infantryman” was no longer synonymous with “rifleman.”  An infantryman was not 

just a rifleman, but could be a mortarman, machine gunner, or rifle grenadier.  Although 

“rifle” battalion and “rifle” regiment remained the name of standard line infantry units, it 

was not a moniker that described its sole composition.   

FM 7-5 not only discussed the inclusion of new weapon systems and tactics 

within the battalion, it also discussed the overarching concepts of artillery employment 

necessary for a battalion commander to create a fire support plan.  Artillery’s “relations 

with the infantry” were described as requiring “the closest cooperation … between 

Infantry and divisional artillery.”  Note that branch parochialism was still present even in 

the subtleties of Army doctrine.  Infantry was capitalized when discussed as a branch 

while artillery and field artillery were not.60  Within the canon of infantry field manuals, 
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FM 7-5 became the standard text for the discussion of the infantry-artillery team.  

Throughout the February 1942 edition of FM 7-40 Rifle Regiment it referenced FM 7-5.  

The chapter titled “Offensive,” began stating:  “For the fundamental doctrines of 

offensive combat, see FM 100-5.  For the basic factors of infantry combat, infantry 

operations in the various phases of offensive action, and liaison with other arms [italics 

added by author], see FM 7-5.”61  Surprisingly, when FM 7-5 was replaced in September 

1942 with FM 7-20 Rifle Battalion, its references were not taken from FM 7-40.  Only 

two changes to FM 7-40 were made during the war, none of which amended its directive 

to “see FM 7-5.”  Only in January 1950 was the infantry field manual for the rifle 

regiment corrected.62   

In Battalion Commanders at War, Steven Barry contended, “Officers who had 

learned to grasp the fundamentals of combined arms warfare in the 1930s and 1940s 

found that the demands of combat required constant adjustment and improvement.”  He 

was mistaken, however, when he continued to propound the thesis that Army doctrine 

was not detailed enough at the beginning of the war, and that this condition caused Army 

officers to waste time creating their own tactics.  Army and Marine officers never 

intended doctrine to be all-inclusive, dictating the actions for every possible combat 

scenario.  Doctrine functioned as a guide.  A 1941 article in Leatherneck magazine that 

cited FM 7-5 put it succinctly:  “After absorbing this written information [the doctrine], 

the military student must then devote a period of time to thinking on the subject and to 

                                                
61 FM 7-40 Infantry Field Manual:  Rifle Regiment (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing 

Office, 1942), 83. 

62 That new manual noted the only changes during the war under its title, see FM 7-40 Infantry 
Regiment (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950), i. 
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placing his knowledge into practice during maneuvers in the field.  Finally, in actual 

combat he will gain the experience necessary to make him an authority.”63  Barry may 

have been describing the implementation of combat techniques and procedures, rather 

than tactical principles as espoused in doctrine.  Fleet Training Publication 167, 1938, 

the foundational document for all amphibious warfare tactics and techniques, explained 

the difference between the two:  “Technique is not doctrine; the responsibility of the 

commander for prescribing a suitable technique for an operation and of training in the 

execution of technique is doctrine.”64  Although Barry’s criticism has some merit, he did 

not examine FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion, and he did not make the connection between 

that prewar doctrine and battlefield execution.  His own research confirmed that all 

battalion commanders participated in the Carolina and Louisiana Maneuvers from four of 

the divisions that went to war in North Africa.65  Barry did not see how Army battalions, 

according to one Marine observer, “adopted FM 7-5 as the Infantry ‘Bible’ and [were] 

complying with it religiously.”66  The battalion commanders that Barry argued were at 

the heart of the victory in the Mediterranean were indoctrinated and trained in the 

“fundamentals of combined arms warfare” prescribed in FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion.67  

Just prior to FM 7-5’s publication in 1939, Chief of Staff General George C. 

Marshall became concerned with its ability to effectively convey information to the 

                                                
63 “Woods Fighting,” Leatherneck (April 1941):  19. 

64 Fleet Training Publication 167, 1938 (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1938), 131. 

65Barry, Battalion Commanders at War, 7. 

66 Captain Coleman to Commandant Marine Corps Schools, 20 October 1941, p. 8. 
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conscripted American citizen-soldier.  In a memorandum to his Assistant Chief of 

Staff for Operations, Marshall cautioned: 

As to tactics, I wish a careful watch to be kept on this to see that if 
possible the fundamental principles are expressed in language that would 
impress the ordinary fellow, rather than in the usual colorless pedantic 
form. It required about three battles in France to demonstrate what was 
meant by tactical principle, and the reason to a large extent lay in the form 
of expression of the principles…. So the form of the Infantry Field Manual 
on Tactics is of great importance, and it should be written primarily to 
impress the mind of the National Guardsman or the Reserve officer, rather 
than for consumption by Regular Army personnel, who have years to 
employ on their training.68 

 
Although much of FM 7-5’s tactics and general principles were maintained, the War 

Department superseded it after the war’s start with three different manuals.  This 

stemmed in large part from General Marshall’s vision of the needs of a hastily trained 

citizen-soldiery that required more detailed instruction than the interwar professional.69  

In May and June 1942, Infantry Field Manual FM 7-15 Heavy Weapons Company, Rifle 

Regiment and Infantry Field Manual FM 7-10 Rifle Company, Rifle Regiment were 

published.  Then in September, Infantry Field Manual FM 7-20 Rifle Battalion 

superseded FM 7-5.  The Marine Corps adopted the manuals, but at Marine Corps 

Schools as late as 1943 FM 7-5 was used as the basis for student problems and lectures.70   

                                                
68 Chief of Staff to Assistant Chief of Staff, G-3, 26 September 1939, The Papers of George 

Catlett Marshall, ed. Larry I. Bland, Sharon Ritenour Stevens, and Clarence E. Wunderlin, Jr. (Lexington, 
Va.: The George C. Marshall Foundation, 1981- ). Electronic version based on The Papers of George 
Catlett Marshall, vol. 2, “We Cannot Delay,” July 1, 1939-December 6, 1941 (Baltimore and London: The 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986), pp. 64-66 (Accessed June 2015). 

69 John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson suggested this in On Infantry, Revised Edition 
(Westport:  Praeger, 1994), 128. 

70 A battalion-level map problem taken directly from the Army Infantry School’s 1940-1941 
curriculum at Fort Benning was used to instruct Marine officers at the Command and Staff School in 1943.  
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Collectively, the new manuals, FM 7-10, FM 7-15, and FM 7-20, described 

the organization, tactics, techniques, and procedures of their respective units in such 

detail that they resembled a mechanic’s instruction manual intended to put together an 

engine rather than a guide for men entering the chaotic world of combat.71  The editors of 

Infantry Journal affirmed the new doctrine’s easy comprehension:  “[I]t is one of the 

best-written official texts ever issued…. You can READ and study FM 7-10 [Rifle 

Company] without sweating and stumbling and puzzling to find out just what the devil it 

means – a process not that uncommon in using some official manuals of the past.”72  In a 

surprising turn, the War Department took out the extensive discussion of the infantry’s 

supporting arms, specifically artillery coordination and fire support planning for attack 

and defense.  FM 7-40 Rifle Regiment, however, remained almost entirely unchanged 

throughout the war, and continued to direct its readers for a discussion of supporting fires 

to the now-replaced and obsolete FM 7-5 Rifle Battalion.  According to the new manuals, 

company and field grade officers assigned to the U.S. Infantry did not have to be 

conversant in the techniques of fire support planning.  Instead, they were to rely on 

                                                                                                                                            
The reference to FM 7-5 was crossed out, and FM 7-20 was handwritten next to it.  See “The Infantry 
Battalion in Defense,” Folder “The Infantry Battalion in Defense,” Box “Command and Staff Course, 
1943-1944,” Marine Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives. 

71 FM 7-10, Infantry Field Manual: Heavy Weapons Company, Rifle Regiment (Washington D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1942); FM 7-15, Infantry Field Manual: Rifle Company, Rifle Regiment 
(Washington D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1942); FM 7-20, Infantry Field Manual: Rifle Battalion 
(Washington D.C.:  Government Printing Office, 1942). 

72 “All Echelons,” Infantry Journal 51 (October 1942):  6. 
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artillery liaison officers and attached forward observers to help plan and control 

battlefield firing.73   

Terrain was an aspect of military operations that figured prominently in the minds 

of military practitioners, and it deeply affected the application of doctrinal principles.  A 

1935 Marine Corps Schools publication explained that, “Knowledge of the possible 

influence of ground is one of the first essentials of military training.  Its importance is 

impressed upon every recruit; its value in all ranks is demonstrated constantly on every 

battlefield.”74  In 1941, an Army Infantry School teaching titled, “Estimate of the 

Situation,” and published in the Mailing List said, “Terrain is a third party that is present 

at every battle.  The commander who understands and uses it has a strong ally.  The one 

who ignores it may find in it stubborn opposition.  In almost any defensive position can 

be found some feature which in the hands of the attacker would render the position 

untenable.”75  According to another Marine Corps Schools text published in 1945, “The 

study and evaluation of terrain with a view to its use for military operations is one of the 

most important things leaders of all units must know…. More often than not troop 

formations, positions to be defended, and locations of weapons are dictated by the ground 

and these solutions must be read from the ground.”  Environmental variations required 

small and large-unit leaders to adapt tactical ideals expressed in doctrine to the reality of 

the encountered landscape.  The 1945 Marine Corps Schools publication succinctly 

                                                
73 FM 7-20 Rifle Battalion mentioned artillery coordination in a mere 18 paragraphs (see “Index,” 

p. 271) while FM 7-5 Rifle Battalion (see pp. 103-24) had 21 pages of in-depth discussion. 

74 The Terrain (Quantico:  Marine Corps Schools, 1935), 2. 

75 “Estimate of the Situation,” Mailing List 22 (August 1941):  7-8. 
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captured this relationship between ideal and real:  “It must be remembered that in 

evaluating terrain, as in everything else dealing with military operations, there are no 

rules but there are established principles which, when applied intelligently to a given 

situation, will bring forth a sound solution.  Knowledge and application of these 

principles alone are not sufficient but they must be so thoroughly understood that they 

may be intelligently violated if necessary [italics added by author].”76  To be applied in 

any type of terrain, doctrine and training had to be sufficiently flexible and adaptable.  

Often, the same tactical principles were applied in jungles and deserts, but the actual 

tactic or technique looked completely different and unrelated.   

On August 7, 1942, the 1st Marine Division conducted the first offensive land 

operation of the Second World War when it assaulted the South Pacific Island of 

Guadalcanal.  The amphibious landing was a complete surprise to the few Japanese 

soldiers and workers stationed on the island to build an airfield.  This fortunate situation 

for the Marines, and, eventually, the soldiers who fought on the island devolved quickly 

into a ground campaign that vacillated between victory and defeat for seven months.  

Guadalcanal was not the purely offensive amphibious operation the Corps had 

envisioned.  Tactically, it became an advanced base defense mission on an unsecured 

island.  This presented Marine leaders with a unique situation.  Most of their prewar 

thinking envisioned capturing advanced bases and defending them against assault from 

the sea and air, not holding a strategically important strip of land against an enemy that 

had yet to be defeated in offensive battle.  Their offensively oriented FTP 167 was of 
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little use.  Instead, the incomplete and un-vetted Tentative Manual for the Defense of 

Advanced Bases, 1936 should have been the doctrine the Guadalcanal force turned to.  

According to Merrill B. Twining, the Marine staff officer who was most responsible for 

the operational planning on Guadalcanal, that doctrine was discarded almost immediately 

upon hitting the beach.  Twining recalled after the war that the Marines’ base defense 

manual’s “basic concept was faulty, at least from the point of view of our requirements 

for defense of advance naval bases.”  He attributed this error to the Corps’ reliance on the 

Army’s coastal defense doctrine, which envisioned defending vast continental land areas.  

Twining quipped that the Army’s doctrine “probably [was] written about 1907 by then 

Capt. George Catlett Marshall for Gen. J. Franklin Bell, commandant of the Field 

Officers School.”  The Corps “slavishly miniaturized it in defense of small islands.”77    

At the request of the 1st Marine Division’s Operations Officer, Col. Gerald 

Thomas, Twining “worked up a conventional plan based on [the Tentative Manual for the 

Defense of Advanced Bases, 1936].”  This plan, he believed, was “unworkable from 

every point of view” due to the terrain of Guadalcanal and the division’s manpower and 

materiel resources.  Thomas merely glanced at the plan drawn up on ship, said, 

“Magnificent dispersion,” and had it thrown away.78  Twining held that the primary 

reason for the faulty plan was that it employed “modern” defensive doctrine.  This 

deserves some explanation.  The defensive doctrine after World War I rejected a linear, 

perimeter defense characterized by rigid trench lines and an emphasis on holding every 

                                                
77 Gen. Merrill B. Twining, No Bended Knee:  The Battle for Guadalcanal (New York:  Ballantine 

Books, 1996), 60-1. 
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piece of occupied ground.  Linear defenses were inflexible.  They exposed men to 

artillery barrages that could be registered and fired again and again to pulverize a position 

into nothingness.  Generally, in a linear defense not enough men were available to hold a 

sufficiently strong reserve that could plug holes in the line and counterattack.  World War 

I defensive battles produced the “defense in depth” tactic where troops were arrayed in a 

loosely defined main line of resistance.  The main line of resistance did not resemble a 

line at all.  “Islands of resistance,” or outposts of small-units in mutually supporting 

positions with 360 degree defenses covered significant avenues of approach by direct fire 

of infantry weapons.  Enemy penetrations of the main line of resistance were met with 

immediate, local counterattack.  The defense in depth was designed to be flexible, and 

bend when pressed with an attack.  It necessitated large areas where an ebb and flow of 

penetrations and counterattacks could be executed.  The forces on Guadalcanal did not 

have the manpower or spatial requirements to implement a proper defense in depth. 

Twining noted that the rejection of the defense in depth “was the fundamental 

tactical decision of the Guadalcanal Campaign and one that was to have a wide effect 

[italics in original].  It was not made lightly.”79  Instead of a defense in depth, the 

commanding general, Maj. Gen. Alexander A. Vandegrift, chose to implement a linear or 

cordon defense.  In this way, Vandegrift “intelligently violated” doctrine out of necessity.  

Vandegrift, and his Marines, still used Army prescribed defensive tactics and operational 

principles, but they adapted them to the specific situation as dictated by the terrain and 

their limited resources.  He employed an “active defense,” sending company and 
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battalion-sized combat patrols into the jungle in addition to the usual small-unit 

security and reconnaissance patrols of squad-sized or smaller.  Tanks were used in the 

only way possible, as infantry support platforms.80  Artillery was used as FM 7-5 Rifle 

Battalion detailed.  Limited objective attacks were conducted to slowly expand the 

perimeter to protect the strategically important Henderson Airfield.  By doing this, 

Vandegrift’s forces kept the Japanese off-balance and “shaped” the battlespace for 

follow-on offensive action to secure the island.   

Almost a year after Guadalcanal on December 26, 1943, the 1st Marine Division 

assaulted Cape Gloucester’s two airfields in support of Gen. Douglas MacArthur’s 

Southwest Pacific Area campaign.  Under a new commander, Maj. Gen. William H. 

Rupertus, the Marine division opted for a similar linear, perimeter defense as at 

Guadalcanal in large part because of the terrain of the volcanic New Britain Island.  The 

division’s after action report stated that after securing the airfields, “During the next few 

days reorganization of the forces in the Cape Gloucester area was effected and a 

perimeter defense surrounding the airdrome established.  Vigorous patrolling to the South 

and along the West coast was conducted.”81  Unlike Guadalcanal, however, there was no 

intention to entirely secure the island.  In a carefully orchestrated amphibious campaign 

plan, General MacArthur and the Sixth Army under the command of Lt. Gen. Walter 

                                                
80 Lt. Col. Kenneth L. Sipes, et al., “Armor in Island Warfare,” (research paper, U.S. Army 

Armored School, 1950), 7-14, Armor School Student Papers Digital Collection, U.S. Army Maneuver 
Center of Excellence Donovan Research Library, 
www.benning.army.mil/library/content/Virtual/virtual.htm (accessed November 2015). 

81 “Phase II - Special Action Report:  Cape Gloucester Operation, First Marine Division 1943-
1944,” n.d., World War II Operational Documents Collection, U.S. Army Combined Arms Research 
Library Digital Library, http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org (accessed February 2016). 
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Krueger were isolating the Japanese stronghold at Rabaul located on the opposite end 

of New Britain Island.  Modern defensive doctrines at Cape Gloucester were again 

discarded due to the requisites of the terrain and mission, not because of Marine officers’ 

ignorance or their rejection of modern military practices.  The basic principles of 

defensive warfare were retained such as maintaining an offensive posture by intense 

patrolling, conducting spoiling attacks to counter Japanese movements, and using limited 

objective attacks to secure significant terrain features.   

Nearly two months before the Cape Gloucester operation, the 3rd Marine Division 

and 37th Infantry Division assaulted Bougainville.  After the initial landings in November 

1943, the two divisions established defensive positions arrayed in depth.  The initial 

beachhead perimeter was expanded several times, and over a series of months mutually 

supporting pillboxes, bunkers, and covered trenches were constructed.  Unlike 

Guadalcanal or Cape Gloucester, the Bougainville operation was built as a permanent 

defensive position.  The 1st Marine Division never could have built the type of 

fortifications seen at Bougainville given the time, space, and materiel restrictions placed 

upon it.  The 37th Infantry Division’s after action report recounted how its personnel took 

up the defense:  “The Division sector … was held with three regiments on the line.  Each 

regiment employed two battalions on the line with the third battalion in reserve.  In the 

lower units, various methods of employment were used…. Despite the variety of methods 

used, the principal objective was adhered to, the ability to quickly reinforce any portion 

of the line.”82  Battalions, companies, and platoons used a similar defense in depth 

                                                
82 “Report After Action 37th Infantry Division, New Georgia Campaign, 23 July 1943 to 9 August, 

1943,” Chapter 3, p. 24, Historical Microfilm Documents Collection, U.S. Army Maneuver Center of 
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approach, but, at times, had to leave areas uncovered by fire or observation, a 

violation of defensive doctrine.  This occurred due to the vast distances involved in 

defending the division’s assigned perimeter.  According to the after action report:  

“Extremely wide defensive sectors, far beyond the maximum limits prescribed in current 

Field Manuals, were assigned units in this operation.  The success in defending such wide 

sectors depended primarily on the ability to quickly reinforce that section of the line at 

which a penetration was threatened.  A thorough knowledge of the terrain and a good 

road and trail net are basic requirements for this type of operation.”83   

In order to counter the effects of these great distances, battalion and company 

commanders built mutually supporting bunkers where “no single pillbox was left 

standing without another box to its front or rear capable of carrying out the same 

mission.”  The infantrymen could not man all of these positions, and during some night 

attacks the Japanese occupied them.  The penetrations were stopped, however, by the 

“depth of the line, plus effective mutually supporting fires, repulsing the enemy with 

heavy losses and rejecting his every effort to penetrate or infiltrate [further].”  The 

“Conduct of the Defense” was explained thoroughly:  

Training emphasizing the doctrine of a battle position to be held at all 
costs was amplified and re-emphasized just prior to this action.  This paid 
off in huge dividends when infiltrating Japs isolated pillboxes, but failed 
to terrify the occupants or cause a withdrawal.  Those same isolated 
pillboxes, held by determined individuals, provided the principle 
supporting fires for subsequent counter-attacks … those pillboxes [also] 
prevented the enemy from withdrawing or shifting his position in daylight.  

                                                                                                                                            
Excellence Donovan Research Library, www.benning.army.mil/library/content/Virtual/virtual.htm 
(Accessed November 2015). 

83 Ibid., 20. 
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Platoon leaders directed the actions of individual pillboxes rather than 
squads.  The three to five men in each emplacement were controlled as a 
single unit under the command of NCO’s or key PFC’s within the box.84 
 

The 37th Infantry Division after action report drew a clear conclusion:  “All installations 

should be in depth and mutually supporting even though the defending troops, initially, 

are not able to occupy all emplacements.  The extra pillboxes, in the event of an attack, 

can be filled by supporting troops, thus thickening the line.”85  Here, again, defensive 

doctrine as contained in FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion was adapted to the terrain and 

situation.  

All across World War II battlefields, similar instances occurred.  Army and 

Marine leaders from squad leaders to corps commanders had to evaluate the ground, 

decide how to apply tactics and techniques learned from doctrine and training, and 

execute an attack or defend an area.  The relative combat effectiveness of a unit can be 

measured in how well its leaders adapted tactical principles to specific environmental 

conditions.  This may seem a relatively simple conclusion.  It appears to be common 

sense, and not deserving mention, let alone explanation.  The failure of commanders to 

accurately assess the terrain and situation, however, resulted in massive casualties 

throughout the war.  For instance, General MacArthur’s overreliance on the estimate of 

his intelligence officer, Brig. Gen. Charles Willoughby, regarding the situation at Buna 

Village on Papua, New Guinea led to murderous casualties in the 32nd Infantry Division’s 

initial attacks in November 1943.  It led to the eventual relief of the division commander, 

                                                
84 Ibid., 31. 

85 Ibid., 29. 
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Maj. Gen. Edwin F. Harding.  The Army’s official history of the campaign criticized 

MacArthur and Willoughby, noting that they believed the marshy ground unable to 

support extensive Japanese fortifications.  The two refused to provide Harding’s division 

with the requisite supporting arms.  “Without armor or heavy artillery and air support,” 

the official history concluded, “infantrymen could only crawl up to each bunker and jam 

hand grenades into firing slits, a process both slow and costly in casualties.”  The attacks 

failed until Harding’s relief, Lt. Gen. Robert L. Eichelberger, received tanks and artillery 

support to systematically destroy the Japanese fixed fortifications.86 

During the interwar period, Army and Marine officers had gained little 

inexperience with commanding large units, corps-sized and above.  This condition was 

never rectified prior to the outbreak of the Second World War, even after the Army’s 

Louisiana and Carolina corps and army-sized maneuvers.  When the war began, these 

officers relied upon a collective body of knowledge developed in their service schools, 

extrapolated from their experiences with smaller units, and a general consensus on how 

battles should be prosecuted.  Army and Marine officers faced an incalculable number of 

tasks in their quest to exponentially grow, sustain, and fight their organizations against 

the Axis powers that had recently acquired extensive experience in warfighting.  In both 

training and actual operations, they observed and borrowed from each other’s experience 

to efficiently solve problems. 

Doctrine, even during war, guides fighting forces’ training and combat 

performance.  As historian Adrian R. Lewis indicated in The American Culture of War, 
                                                

86 The U.S. Army’s official history of the campaign is Charles R. Anderson, Campaigns of World 
War II:  Papua, (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office), 7.  See also, Ronald H. Spector, 
Eagle Against the Sun:  The American War with Japan (New York:  Vintage Books, 1985), 214-17.  
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doctrine exemplifies organizational culture, and shared doctrine implies shared 

cultural tenets.  Thus the Army and Marine Corps’ continued sharing of doctrine 

demonstrated institutional connections far greater than a superficial acknowledgment to 

each other’s writings.  They were connected at the roots of their institutions’ intellectual 

foundations.  The importance of the infantry battalion during the war was significant.  

Both the Army and Marine Corps adopted FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion as the “Bible” of 

small-unit infantry tactics, the tactical principles of which were preserved in the doctrine 

superseding it.  FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion was the doctrinal manifestation of the 

American infantry way of battle.  It viewed war as an art where infantrymen used their 

intelligence to locate, close with, and destroy the enemy by fire and maneuver.  Deep 

penetrations, bypassing strong points and mopping them up with follow-on troops, 

shifting main efforts, reinforcing success, and defending in depth were all prescriptions of 

FM 7-5.   

The War Department’s effort to make infantry tactics, techniques, and procedures 

easier to read, understand, and execute may have went too far.  This “dumbing down” of 

the doctrine could have contributed to the poor performance of the Army’s infantry 

noncommissioned and junior-level officers, a topic that will be discussed in the next 

chapter.  The subtle doctrinal shift in small-unit, minor tactics highlights the beginning of 

the Army’s movement away from an interwar infantry way of battle that viewed war as 

an art, requiring agile, intelligent infantry employing combined arms units that were 

equally proficient at fighting as well as maneuvering on the battlefield.  It also sheds light 

on an institutional Janus-faced approach to the Infantry branch.  Despite the Army’s 

constant rhetoric that it was an infantry-dominated force throughout the war, the War 
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Department assigned men to the Infantry who were physically and mentally unfit for 

the job.  Although the Army recognized this problem, it was never fully corrected.  In 

contrast to the Army, the Marine Corps staffed the infantry with its best personnel.  

Towards the end of the war, it disbanded its “special” parachute and raider units to build 

new infantry divisions.  The next chapter will examine the latter years of the war, when 

the scope and depth of violence reached heights that the world had never seen, nor has 

seen since.  The infantry way of battle that dominated the interwar period waned, and a 

new, competing way of battle rose from the destructive forces of the battlefield.  It was a 

way of battle that focused on technology and the science of war, away from a human-

centric approach.  As the follow-on chapter will show, the infantry way of battle evolved 

to the conditions on the battlefield and remained the dominant warfighting cognitive style 

within infantry forces, but it lost its hegemonic position within the higher echelons of the 

military and state.   
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CHAPTER 9:  THE TECHNOLOGICAL TURN, 1944-1945 
 

Tactics of the squad and platoon, with particular emphasis on the squad and elements of the squad, must be 
repeatedly explained, demonstrated and applied in both day and night [jungle] training.  All this is 
applicable to training for war in any theatre but in jungle warfare because the individual and the small 
group are such important factors, it must be emphasized, if necessary to the exclusion of the unit training of 
higher echelons such as regiments and divisions.  If the squads are good, the regiments and divisions will 
be good. 
       
      Lt. Col. Samuel B. Griffith, II, U.S.M.C. in the  
      “Jungle Warfare” manuscript sent to Marine Corps  

Schools in 19441 
 

The final two years of World War II were arguably more destructive than all 

previous armed conflicts put together.  War was waged on a global scale on land, in the 

air, and on and below the seas.  This placed unprecedented pressures on the belligerents, 

making combat increasingly ferocious.  Materiel resources were strained to the breaking 

point.  The manpower requirements of modern battle climbed ever higher, forcing states 

to send increasingly younger and older men to the front with decreasing amounts of 

combat training.  Desperation hung in the minds of winners and losers alike, for even 

though victory may have been assured for the Allies, its associated cost in lives and 

treasure was still very much unknown.  According to historian Adrian Lewis, 

technological advantages grew increasingly important for the U.S. Army as the war 

passed through its final years, challenging its “traditional” warfighting paradigm where 

“man is the dominant instrument on the battlefield; that new technologies and doctrines 

only enhance firepower; that war is much more than simply killing; and that, at the end of 

the day, when total war stripped a nation bare of its resources, it was the adaptability, 

spirit, and character of men that would make the final decision on the survival of a way of 

                                                
1 Lt. Col. Samuel B. Griffith, II, “Jungle Warfare,” (manuscript, Folder “Jungle Warfare,” Box 

“Studies/Reports, 1921-1944,” Marine Corps Schools Collection, Marine Corps University Archives, 
1944), pp. 15-16. 
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life, if not the people.”  Airpower and, eventually, atomic weapons forced America’s 

premier ground combat force to question its strategic reliance on infantry.  Lewis 

lamented the Army’s contradictory cultural approaches to war in 1945:  “While the 

Army’s most basic tenet was that man was the ultimate weapon on the battlefield, ground 

combat was the least desirable form of combat power.  American beliefs about manhood, 

battle, and war were at odds with the value placed on young American lives, a value that 

compels Americans to expend every resource, almost unconditionally, to remove man 

from the battlefield.”  In contrast, Lewis argued that the Corps’ limited single-theater 

experience allowed it to maintain without challenge the “most fundamental tenet of 

Marine Corps culture … that man is the dominant instrument on the battlefield.”2   

It was at this critical moment between 1944 and 1945 that the infantry way of 

battle encountered its greatest challenge, and a more techno-centric way of battle 

emerged that placed a premium on materiel answers to most problems on the battlefield.  

This chapter will examine this technological turn, and how it affected infantry forces in 

different theaters of war.  It will demonstrate that the infantry way of battle did 

incorporate technological developments, but only to enhance the capabilities of man.  In 

1941, the Infantry Journal staff described the Army’s pursuit of technology:  “If we in 

the Army will continue to stretch our imaginations so that we visualize the application of 

mechanization in every possible direction, and then call upon the full effort of American 

technical minds to produce the needed ‘gadgets’ they will unquestionably be developed 

for the fighting man to use.  Our imaginations are already surging far out in these 

                                                
2 Adrian R. Lewis, The American Culture of War:  The History of U.S. Military Force From 

World War II to Operation Enduring Freedom (New York:  Routledge Press, 2012), 41, 60, 64. 
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directions, and we are already astonished more than once by the result.”3  This trend 

was not new, and, most would argue, advocating technological advances to reduce 

casualties was a fundamental responsibility of any American naval or military officer.  

Combat conditions, however, often negated those advances, forcing infantry forces to 

rely on the tenacity of individuals and small units to adapt and overcome battlefield 

obstacles to accomplish their missions.  Army and Marine officers sought a delicate 

balance between technological developments and the conduct of battle.  Sometimes the 

technological answer was not the most casualty averse.  After America entered the war in 

1942, the Infantry Journal editors warned of a nationol tendency towards an over-

reliance on technology.  “The longer this war goes on the more it appears that there is no 

safe and easy way to win it with machines,” it argued.  There would be no “machine-

made solution” providing a panacea for victory.  To accomplish the mission, the editors 

suggested that only the “army with the toughest, best-equipped non-armored ground 

forces” operating in a team of manned machines could win.  The editors lamented, ‘There 

is no easy, relatively bloodless mechanical way.”4  Over time, the infantry way of battle 

lost its hegemonic position within the American way of war.  It did not disappear 

completely.  Rather, it became “one among many” cognitive warfighting styles that was 

present in postwar Army and Marine Corps infantry forces.  

Across the theaters of war, echoes from the battlefield in the form of “lessons-

learned” and “observers’ reports” reiterated two things – tactical doctrine was sound, but 

its successful application varied considerably.  To a large extent, the level of training and 
                                                

3 “Off the Record,” Infantry Journal 49 (July 1941):  65. 

4 “No Easy Way to Win,” Infantry Journal 51 (September 1942):  6-9. 
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experience of troops accounted for that variation while environmental conditions and 

the enemy’s actions comprised other factors affecting combat performance.  According to 

a 1944 War Department publication, “regardless of terrain or other conditions our basic 

infantry doctrines are sound,” and that, “Success is attained by modifying technique to fit 

the special conditions encountered.”5  In an article originally published in the Marine 

Corps Gazette and reprinted in the June 1944 issue of Infantry Journal, a Marine captain 

explained how success in combat was not gained by “throwing away the book,” but by 

using “its basic principles so well” that they could be adapted to any type of terrain or 

situation.6  Marine Lt. Col. George O. Van Orden’s 1944 Infantry Journal articledrew on 

the author’s combat experience when it advised, “First-class jungle fighters of the Army 

and Marine Corps … ‘live by the Book,’ and by the Book they mean Field Manuals 7-10 

[Rifle Company], 21-45 [Protective Measures, Individuals, and Small Units], 23-5 [Basic 

Field Manual, U.S. Rifle, Caliber, .30, M1], and the rest, with only time factors and 

increased space factors decreased to fit the jungle.”7  Although there were many problems 

with the troops’ execution of the doctrine, Army Col. Ingomar M. Oseth’s “Infantry 

Observer Report” for the Philippine Islands campaign stated, “Street fighting in Manilla 

was normal and advanced no principles or tactics not already covered in FM 31-50.”8   

                                                
5 Combat Lessons, Number 4, Rank and file in Combat:  What they’re doing, How they do it 

(Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1944), 46. 

6 William H. Whyte, Jr., “Throw Away the Book?,” Infantry Journal 54 (June 1944): 35-6, 
originally published in the March 1944 issue of Marine Corps Gazette. 

7 George O. Van Orden, “Marksmanship in the Jungle,” Infantry Journal 54 (July 1944):  31. 

8 Col. Ingomar M. Oseth, Infantry Observer, Operations of Sixth Army, 27 February 1945, Folder 
“Infantry Observers Report,” Box “Philippines, Luzon, 1945,” Marine Corps University Archives. 
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That did not mean, however, that doctrine stagnanted throughout the war.  The 

specific tactics, techniques, and procedures were amended and adapted by the War 

Department, Headquarters Marine Corps, and units ranging from squads to army groups.  

But the general principles that guided those adaptations, for the most part, remained 

intact.  The editors of Infantry Journal warned against accepting the status quo:  “There is 

a risk, even in war, of getting into a rut, for we can get so busy learning and practicing 

our present effective fighting methods (or the last methods we learned) that we lose 

thought of possibly better ways.  We can follow the prescribed doctrines of tactics and 

technique so busily and eagerly that we form the habit of thinking there is only one right 

way, and even build up within us resistance to change.”  To rectify that tendency, the 

editors noted that these changes reached the ground forces through new editions of 

manuals, training circulars, and various War Department publications.  It was the unit 

commander’s responsibility to push this information to his troops because “no 

commander wants to fight last year’s war or even last week’s war.”9  Following this 

prescription, senior headquarters generated and disseminated a bewildering amount of 

information.   

Environmental conditions dictated tactical action, but American doctrine 

remained generally intact.  In a1944 Infantry Journal article, “Battle Narratives,” Col. 

John Ayotte highlighted the importance of grounding the “theory” of doctrine with real-

world examples, arguing that field manuals dealt in “generalities,” while the details were 

left to individual troops and small unit leaders to sort out.  Ayotte noted how in one of 

                                                
9 “All Echelons Must Know,” Infantry Journal 51 (October 1942):  7. 
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these battle narratives the “outstanding success achieved by good average American 

infantry, [was because it was] commanded by officers and noncommissioned officers 

who simply applied commonsense troop leading, based on field manual tactical doctrines, 

to the situation at hand.”10  Problems occurred, however, when commanders took 

principles and doctrine and applied them to particular situations without adaptation.  This 

was one of the concerns that Col. Charles Coates brought to the fore in his 1943 

observer’s report of the 16th Infantry Regiment, 1st Infantry Division:  “It is believed that 

we are too static in our principles, and seem too slow to adopt those which are new…. 

You cannot say never do a particular thing in war; one must say almost never … many 

more will fail in modern combat who are wedded to static principles.”11  Combat became 

the ultimate promoter of innovation, a phenomenon discussed at length by historians such 

as Michael Doubler, Peter Mansoor, and Russell A. Hart.12 

Some within the Army thought that too many “lessons” were in circulation.  So 

much so that units could not process them.  Coates reported negatively regarding the 

training manuals, and thought they were “definitely too voluminous and unnecessary.”13  

The War Department, however, continued to create training manuals, training circulars, 

and other publications to inform the Army’s swelling ranks of citizen-soldiers.  As late as 
                                                

10 John U. Ayotte, “Battle Narratives,” Infantry Journal 54 (January 1944):  27. 

11 Col. Charles H. Coates to Observers Board, ETOUSA, “Report No. 31,” 24 September 1943, p. 
14, Folder “Observations of Infantry Regiment in Combat,” Box “Studies/Reports, 1921-1944,” Marine 
Corps University Archives. 

12 Michael Doubler, Closing With the Enemy:  How GIs Fought the War in Europe, 1944-1945 
(Lawrence:  University Press of Kansas, 1994); Peter R. Mansoor, The GI Offensive in Europe:  The 
Triumph of American Infantry Divisions, 1941-1945 (Lawrence:  University of Kansas Press, 1999); 
Russell A. Hart, Clash of Arms:  How the Allies Won in Normandy (Boulder:  Lynne Rienner Publishers 
Inc., 2001). 

13 Ibid., 7. 
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1944, an Army officer denounced the practice, and questioned whether anyone even 

read the material.14  The enormous amount of written material obscured important subtle 

language changes within the doctrine.  These indicated an institutional shift in focus for 

the Army from being solely an infantry dominated force to one where infantry was one 

cog in the machine of war.  One such change between the FM 100-5 Field Service 

Regulations (FSR), Tentative, 1939 and FM 100-5 FSR, 1941 demonstrates the 

significance.  FSR, Tentative, 1939 stated:  “The Infantry [italics in original] is charged 

with the principal mission in battle.  It is essentially the arm of close combat.  This role, 

rather than the nature of its armament, distinguishes the Infantry as an arm.”  As the 

manual stressed, “Infantry is capable of independent action through the employment of 

its own weapons.”  The FSR, 1941, by contrast, decreased the status of the Infantry 

branch by omitting only a few words while changing others:  “The Infantry [italics in 

original] is essentially an arm of close combat…. Infantry is capable of limited [italics 

added] independent action through the employment of its own weapons.”  That same 

language was retained in the FSR, 1944.15  For the Marine Corps, it continued to follow 

the Army’s doctrinal path, and fully embraced combined arms warfare as the FSRs 

espoused, although the infantry remained the dominant arm of the service.16  The reality 

                                                
14 “GI-G2,” Infantry Journal 54 (March 1944):  62. 

15 FM 100-5 The Field Service Regulations, 1939 (Tentative) (Washington D.C.:  U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1939), 5-6; FM 100-5 The Field Service Regulations, 1941 (Washington D.C.:  
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1941), 5; FM 100-5 The Field Service Regulations, 1944 (Washington 
D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1944), 6-7. 

16 The Marine Corps Command and Staff School continued to use the Army’s FSR’s and lesser 
doctrinal manuals as the academic foundation for its courses throughout the war.  See, “Operations & 
Training Notebook,” Folder “Command and Staff School, 1944-1945,” Box 2, Personal Paper Collection, 
Marine Corps University Archives.  
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of combat in World War II challenged the prowess of infantry as the dominant 

branch.  Infantry was powerless to move on the modern battlefield unless a combined 

arms approach was taken.  Even though the First World War demonstrated the need for 

the infantry-artillery team, it was not until the Second World War that the need for a 

combined arms approach to warfare that included not just the supporting arms of artillery, 

aircraft, and tanks, but the infantry’s organic weapons, such as mortars, flamethrowers, 

and machine guns, became obvious even at the infantry-squad level.  Employing tanks, 

artillery, and to a lesser extent, close air support were essential for attacking and 

defending successfully.  This proved to be the case in all theaters of war, although how 

those supporting arms were used varied considerably due to terrain and enemy 

dispositions.  As Colonel Coates put it in his infantry observer’s report:  “The application 

of ideas in combat depends on variable features of terrain, climatic conditions, and enemy 

actions…. Any conclusions based entirely on one theater of operations are unproved.”17 

The strategic and operational differences between the Mediterranean, European, 

and Pacific Theaters were significant.  The vast oceanic distances, comparatively small 

battles, and the nature of the enemy encountered in the Pacific contrasted dramatically 

with conditions across the Atlantic.  These differences did not go unnoticed by 

contemporaries.  In an effort to help shift the Army’s focus towards Japan after Germany 

surrendered on May 8, 1945, the editors of the Infantry Journal put together a special 

issue to familiarize soldiers with warfare in the Pacific.  One article, “Combat 

Differences,” explained that Japanese forces were fanatical, and almost never surrendered 

                                                
17 Coates, Observers Report No. 31, 24 September 1943, p. 14, Marine Corps University Archives. 
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unlike thousands of Germans.  In Europe, seizing key terrain that forced the Germans 

to withdrawal was a metric for success, but not in Pacific Island warfare.  Since the 

Japanese tended to reject surrender, “Success is measured mainly by the number of Japs 

killed.”  It highlighted how in Europe tanks were used en masse, and massive motorized 

troop convoys were employed in a war of movement.  In the Pacific, “maneuver by large 

units is a rarity,” and individual squads and platoons employed tank-infantry tactics on a 

much smaller scale to destroy fixed, permanent, fortified Japanese.  The “nature of the 

enemy” was much different than the German equivalent, and the European veteran “must 

first realize that he is up against a stubborn, tough, fanatical foe who will neither give nor 

ask for quarter.  He will find that he must fight an enemy who has no equal for cruelty, 

cunning, deceptiveness, or patience.”  Most importantly, the article concluded, the war in 

the Pacific was waged with far fewer supplies and support than in Europe, and that 

created hardships that European war veterans did not encounter.18   

Noting the differences, historian Adrian Lewis opined that although combat in the 

Pacific theater was much more primal, overall the Japanese remained a second-rate army, 

and American divisions did not have to contend with the combat power of German 

divisions.  Due to this, Lewis continued, Marine divisions were not designed or organized 

to fight the Heer.  Thus they would not have been effective in Europe.19  Lewis’s 

declaration that Marine divisions were not designed to fight “Western” armies was 

absolutely correct.  Marines never envisioned themselves maneuvering corps, armies, and 

                                                
18 Janus [pseudo.], “Combat Differences,” Infantry Journal 57 (August 1945):  23-5. 

19 Adrian R. Lewis, American Culture of War:  The History of U.S. Military Force from World 
War II to Operation Enduring Freedom (New York:  Routledge, 2012), 61. 
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army groups across continental landmasses.  Lewis’s corollary that Marine divisions 

could not generate as much combat power as the Army, however, becomes increasingly 

blurred when examining the micro-tactics of the infantry squad, platoon, company, 

battalion, and regiment.  Marine divisions in the Pacific were able to generate enormous 

amounts of combat power at the small-unit level.  The Marine Corps, as an institution, 

may not have fielded divisions identical in structure to the Army’s in Europe, but it 

fought in a different theater and that dictated a slightly different table of organization.   

To drive this point home, Lewis tallied the days Marine divisions served in 

combat, and revealed that they were considerably fewer compared to their Army 

counterparts.  Nevertheless, comparing the performance of infantry units in terms of days 

“in combat” without regard to environmental conditions and enemy tactics can be highly 

problematic, particularly when examining small infantry units.  Based on Lewis’s 

assessment, one would assume that the fighting in the Pacific was not as difficult as it 

was in Europe, and that the Marine Corps was not capable of generating the same combat 

power as that of the Army’s various types of combat divisions.  Surprisingly, however, 

Marine divisions of the “F-Series” that attacked Okinawa in 1945 with the U.S. 10th 

Army had on average 4,000 more troops than an Army infantry division.20  These were 

not riflemen, but artillery, service, and support troops required to sustain an F-Series 

division in prolonged combat.  A tank battalion was also organic to Marine divisions, not 

                                                
20 “Tenth Army Action Report,” Chapter 11, p. 4-9, World War II Operational Documents Digital 

Collection, U.S. Army Combined Arms Research Library, 
http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/landingpage/collection/p4013coll8 (Accessed November 2015); Bruce I. 
Gudmundsson, Battalion:  An Organizational Study of the United States Infantry (unpublished manuscript 
in author’s possession), 94-104. 
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attached, something for which Army leaders in all theaters wished.21  Unlike Army 

infantry divisions, which “pooled” such resources at higher echelons, Marine Tables of 

Organization (T/O) and Tables of Equipment (T/E) made them organic to the division.22  

Did the Marine Corps still rely on Army and Navy support?  Absolutely.  That, however, 

did not diminish its capacity to accomplish its operational mission.  Marines saw their 

ability to leverage other services not as a liability, but as an aspect of efficiency and 

economy of force.  Similarly, Army infantry divisions operating in Gen. Douglas 

MacArthur’s Southwest Pacific zone of action continually relied on the support of other 

services.  In Europe, Army units required naval gunfire support to withstand German 

counterattcks at Salerno.  Marine units were attached to Army formations in every major 

operation executed under MacAruthur’s command.   

 Among scholars and laymen, there is a general belief that Marine tactics were less 

sophisticated, more manpower intensive, and much bloodier than the Army’s.  Aaron B. 

O’Connell’s Underdogs illustrates this characterization:  “From the Marines’ perspective, 

success was best achieved by a continuous assault:  landing quickly and pushing through 

the defenses, even when it meant confronting the enemy’s strongest positions.”  

O’Connell’s conclusion rested on two false assumptions.  The first was that Army troops 

in both theaters fought a slow, methodical battle that destroyed all in its path before 

moving forward.  They relied on overwhelming artillery support and would not advance 

                                                
21 Harry Yeide, The Infantry’s Armor:  The U.S. Army’s Separate Tank Battalions in World War II 

(Mechanicsburg:  Stackpole Books, 2010), 1-14. 

22 At the beginning of the war, under the direction of Gen. Leslie J. McNair, commanding general 
of Army Ground Forces, the Army “pooled” its service and support troops at higher command echelons to 
maintain sleeker, fighting formations. 
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unless the enemy positions were pulverized.  This was a characteristic of 

“continental” warfare.  The second assumption was that Marine commanders used frontal 

attacks to overwhelm the enemy with manpower while using supporting arms 

inefficiently.  No matter what the defensive position, Marines never stopped the forward 

movement of the attack to wait for adequate supporting fires.  This caused high 

casualties, but brought about swift conclusions to battles that allowed the Navy to “cut 

anchor” from the beach, and move its fleet to more protected waters.  To do this, Marines 

“bypassed” centers of resistance in pursuit of speed without regards to the cost in 

casualties.  According to historian E. B. Potter, “Army tacticians pointed out that 

bypassing pockets of resistance was an excellent way to get shot in the back.”  Speed was 

absolutely essential, and demanded by every Marine commander.23  Over time, as 

historian Allan R. Millett argued, this trope evolved into an entire belief system, one that 

could be boiled down to the following:  “They [Marines] took what appeared to be 

excessive casualties because of their aggressiveness and poor use of supporting arms.  

They [Marines] seemed to measure success by their own dead, not the enemy’s.”24   

These notions were reinforced by contemporary accounts, such as Marine senior 

commander Lt. Gen. Holland M. Smith’s autobiography, Coral and Brass, where he 

blurted from its pages:  “I have advocated aggressiveness in the field and constant 

offensive action…. Give the enemy no rest, no opportunity to consolidate his forces and 

                                                
23 The quote is from Aaron B. O’Connell, Underdogs:  The Making of the Modern Marine Corps 

(Cambridge:  Harvard University Press, 2012), 49; see also, E.B. Potter, Nimitz (Annapolis:  Naval Institute 
Press, 1976), 274; and Lewis, American Culture of War, 61. 

24 Allan R. Millett, “Why the Army and the Marine Corps Should Be Friends,” Parameters 
(Winter 1994):  33-4. 
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hit back at you…. Marines were trained along these lines for their job in the Pacific 

and they responded to leadership of officers indoctrinated in the principle of short, lively, 

intense campaigns.”25  Another piece of evidence used by scholars was then-Col. Lewis 

B. “Chesty” Puller’s continued frontal attacks that destroyed the 1st Marine Regiment on 

Peleliu.26  The Corps elevated Chesty to iconic status, despite his incompetence as a 

regimental commander during that campaign.  Many supporters of these 

mischaracterizations point to one battle in particular that drew a clear line between the 

Army way and Marine way of fighting – the battle of Saipan in 1944.   

The invasion of Saipan was the first major land engagement in which two Marine 

divisions landed abreast, and was the largest island the Marines had encountered thus far.  

Although Saipan offered Marines an expanded battlefield, it did not have enough space to 

maneuver units of divisional size.  Even had the island been slightly larger, the terrain 

and Japanese defensive works still would have negated any such movement.  The 2nd and 

4th Marine Divisions landed on Saipan on June 15, 1944.  The Army’s 27th Infantry 

Division went ashore as a corps reserve several days later.  Lt. Gen. Holland M. Smith, 

the overall commander, conceived of the battle as a mechanized amphibious assault with 

amtanks and amtracks pushing inland for up to 1000 meters before unloading its troops.  

It was the first attempted movement of its kind, and, as with most things “new,” the 

concept outpaced technology, causing the plan to be scrapped almost immediately.  What 

ensued was a fight where Japanese soldiers had to be blasted, burned, or sealed into their 

                                                
25 Holland M. Smith, Coral and Brass (New York:  Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1949), 17. 

26 Jon T. Hoffman, Chesty:  The Story of Lieutenant General Lewis B. Puller, USMC (New York:  
Random House, 2001), 271-98. 
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underground, mutually supporting defensive works.  The intensity and layered 

construction of the defense featured the use of natural caves, and relatively well 

coordinated artillery fire.  Although some of these techniques were seen previously in 

other battles, the scope, depth, and conduct of the Japanese defense was unlike anything 

Marines and soldiers had encountered before.  In describing Japanese defensive tactics on 

Saipan, Army Lt. Col. R. C. Williams, Jr., determined that the massive underground 

fighting positions were a “radical alteration of their defensive doctrine.”27   

Operational control of the joint Army/Marine III Amphibious Corps was entrusted 

to Marine Lt. Gen. Holland Smith.  Smith had seen long service with the Corps, and was 

an early advocated of the amphibious warfare operational mission.  He was the first 

Marine officer graduate of the Army’s General Staff College in Langres, France, during 

World War I.  He then served as a critical supporting arms liaison officer within Army 

brigades and ended the war as the assistant operations officer within the headquarters of I 

Corps, First Army, American Expeditionary Forces.  Smith’s wartime staff experience 

and subsequent tenure as a student and instructor at the Naval War College led to his 

appointment as the first Marine officer on the Joint Army-Navy Board Planning 

Committee.  When war broke out in 1939, he was tasked with the amphibious warfare 

training of Marines and soldiers in a joint Army/Marine command that was of corps-size.  

After helping Army commanders with the recapture of the Aleutians, Smith received an 

operational command, and oversaw amphibious operations during the Gilbert Islands 

campaign.  His nickname was “Howlin’ Mad” Smith, and he became known for his 

                                                
27 Lt. Col. R. C. Williams, Jr., “Jap Defensive Tactics,” Infantry Journal 57 2 (August 1945):  28-
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aggressiveness and cantankerous relationship with many Army and Navy officers 

during the war.28   

The battle for Saipan was infamous for the “Smith verse Smith” controversy.  At 

the end of June 1944, Holland Smith (now a lieutenant general) relieved Army Maj. Gen. 

Ralph Smith, commander of the 27th Infantry Division, for failure to keep pace with the 

2nd and 4th Marine Divisions.  Controversy ensued immediately upon Major General 

Smith’s relief.  Based in Pearl Harbor, Lt. Gen. Robert Richardson, commander of Army 

Forces in the Pacific, convened a board of officers to investigate how and why a Marine 

officer relieved an Army division commander.  Richardson was already well known for 

his highly critical views of the Corps, and his desire for an amphibious corps command in 

place of H.M. Smith.  It was something he made known to Commander-in-Chief Pacific 

Ocean Area,  Adm. Chester W. Nimitz, on several occasions.29  The unofficial title of the 

gathering was the Buckner Board because Lt. Gen. Simon B. Buckner, U.S. Army, 

chaired it.  The Buckner Board concluded that H.M. Smith was well within his authority 

as a corps commander to relieve Ralph Smith, but the causes for the latter’s ouster were 

unfounded.  This led to criticize the Corps for its lack of large-unit command experience, 

and its casualty-intensive tactics.  Army Maj. Gen. Sanderford Jarman, who took over the 

27th Division, declared shortly after the Saipan operation that Army and Marine “basic 

concepts of combat are far removed [from each other].”  He was adamant that “the 

                                                
28 For a complete discussion of Holland M. Smith, see Harry A. Gailey, Howlin’ Mad Vs. the 

Army:  Conflict in Command, Saipan, 1944 (Novato:  Presidio Press, 1986), and Anne Cipriano Venzon, 
From Whaleboats to Amphibious Warfare:  Lt. Gen. “Howling Mad” Smith and the U.S. Marine Corps 
(Westport:  Praeger, 2003). 

29 Potter, Nimitz, 285. 



 

 

314 

amalgamation of Marine Divisions and Army Divisions into a cohesive corps [is] 

almost an impossibility.”30  At the time, newspapers picked up on the quarrel and ran 

with it.  One journalist suggested, “Excessive loss of life [was] attributed to Marine Corps 

impetuosity of attack.”31  The repercussions of the Buckner Board, the internal political 

battles that ensued, and the subsequent bashing of both services by the news media is 

beyond the scope of this chapter.  Several points of the controversy, however, bring to 

light some of the misconceptions concerning the Army and Marine Corps’ way of 

fighting. 

At Saipan, as elsewhere in the Pacific, the Corps’ critics charged it with 

sacrificing men in frontal attacks whose objectives could have been better achieved using 

maneuver, or more supporting fires.  These charges, however, ignored how much terrain 

narrowed Marine tactical options.  The 4th Marine Division’s intelligence section 

acknowledged the restrictive terrain, noting the division had “little or no room for 

maneuver.”32  Army Lt. Col. W. M. Van Antwerp described the action against the 

Japanese as “unpleasant, but not novel.”  The underground defensive works on Saipan, 

however, existed on a much grander scale than those on Tarawa, Makin, Kwajalein, and 

Eniwetok.33  The 4th Marine Division’s 25th Marine Regiment recounted in its after action 

                                                
30 Maj. Gen. Sanderford Jarman to Brig. Gen. R.E. Blount, 12 July 1944, Folder, A16-3, Box 334, 
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32 “4th Marine Division Operations Report, Saipan, 15 June to 9 July 1944,” Annex B 
“Intelligence,” p. 1, World War II Operational Documents Digital Collection, U.S. Army Combined Arms 
Research Library, http://cgsc.cdmhost.com/cdm/landingpage/collection/p4013coll8 (Accessed November 
2015). 

33 Lt. Col. W. M. Van Antwerp, “Saipan Caveman,” Infantry Journal 56 (February 1945):  16. 
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report none of the tactics the Japanese employed were new, except for the use of 

caves.34  On an island of that size, divisions, regiments, and battalions could not 

maneuver around the Japanese defensive fortifications, but companies, platoons, and, 

most importantly, squads could and did. 

Lieutenant Colonel Antwerp explained how infantry on Saipan reduced cave 

fortifications “in the same way as the pillbox, but more ingenuity [italics in original] is 

required.”  “Frontal attack,” he said with utmost clarity, “was frequently impossible.”35  

Just as frontal attack was never an option, the infantry did not attack without supporting 

arms.  In most cases, artillery, naval gunfire, and close air support were ineffective 

against the Japanese positions.  Supporting arms, however, included the vast array of 

weapons organic to infantry units.  Tanks, assault guns, anti-tank guns, tank destroyers, 

81mm and 60mm mortars, flamethrowers, and demolitions were all used to great effect.  

H.M. Smith’s G-3 section noted after the operation,  “There was little place for the 

orthodox small arms base of fire and movement.”36  The 25th Marine Regiment’s after 

action report explained in painstaking detail how every weapon organic to the infantry 

was employed to reduce these cave complexes.  It was combined arms warfare in its 
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smallest conceptual form.37  Months later on Peleliu, where Marines and soldiers 

experienced a much more extensive cave fortification system, Marine Lt. Gen. Roy S. 

Geiger, commander of III Amphibious Corps, described the techniques his men used 

against enemy defenses:  “Every conceivable and practicable method of reducing these 

positions which was available was tried, but it might be said with truthfulness that the 

infantry was confronted with a defense against which no single supporting weapon at its 

disposal could be brought effectively to bear.  This posed a problem the only solution for 

which was a slow, methodical, and relatively costly operation for their final reduction.”38  

Geiger did not just report on the 1st Marine Division’s efforts, but those of the Army’s 

81st Infantry Division as well.  Marines and soldiers continually improved these 

techniques throughout the rest of the war. 

Historians Jeter A. Isely and Philip A. Crowl in U.S. Marines and Amphibious 

War explained that after Saipan the Corps was criticized for its practice of circumventing 

centers of resistance, leaving Japanese troops to cause disruptions in the rear that delayed 

forward progress.39  The assumption that bypassing strong points was purely a Marine 

tactic, however, was untrue.  It was also stipulated by Army doctrine.  The 1940 FM 7-5 

The Rifle Battalion described the execution of an attack on a fortified position: 

The attack usually starts with preparation by artillery and infantry 
supporting weapons.  The troops, at times preceded by tanks, execute a 
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quick drive into the hostile position.  After the initial assault, the fight 
within the hostile position becomes a series of local combats.  The 
attacking echelons push on to their objectives without detailed search of 
communication trenches or the terrain.  They are followed by special 
detachments, designated in advance and provided with special equipment, 
which mop up any resistance passed over in shelters, trenches, or 
emplacements.  These detachments are usually assigned specific areas; at 
times stubborn fighting is necessary in the execution of their mission.40 

 
When FM 7-20 The Rifle Battalion replaced FM 7-5 in 1942, it perpetuated the same 

directives:  “Hostile entrenchments supporting the fortified points are attacked by the 

leading rifle companies only when necessary to assist the assault detachments or to 

permit their own advance.  Otherwise, entrenchments are by-passed and left to be 

mopped up by the battalion reserve.”41  The FSR, 1944 warned, “Any halt is dangerous 

because of speed with which a local hostile counterattack can be organized and 

launched…. Small isolated resistances which have been passed over are reduced by 

special mopping-up detachments from general supports and reserves.”42 

It was standard operating procedure for infantry divisions operating in both 

Europe and the Pacific to go around strongpoints to maintain an offensive posture.  Col. 

W.H. Goodrich, an antiaircraft artillery officer in France, mentioned these tactics when 

he explained the operations of his unit after the Normandy invasion.  Goodrich said, “The 

rapid, slashing attack of our infantry and armor has bypassed many enemy centers of 
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Printing Office, 1942), 147. 

42 Field Service Regulations, 1944, 221. 



 

 

318 

resistance,” and caused support troops to act as infantry in mopping up operations.”43  

The War Department Pacific Warfare Board’s Report No. 10, “Battle Experiences 

Against the Jap,” quoted the XXIV Corps’ operations report from the October-December 

1944 Battle of Leyte.  Here infantry units, “Knif[ed] through rapidly along 

communications routes, by-passing and neutralizing by fire, strong positions and strongly 

held areas and gaining control of communications centers by maneuver and use of armor 

proved highly successful on Leyte.  It was found that the Jap was highly susceptible to 

flanking and turning movements.”44  The Tenth Army on Okinawa, where Marines and 

soldiers encountered one of the most formidable static defenses of the Pacific war, made 

sure to include similar observations in its after action report: 

The fighting throughout this operation was characterized by the efforts of 
small groups, acting semi-independently, feeling out weak spots, pushing 
forward, seeking to envelop local strong points, and striking them from the 
flanks and rear.  A certain amount of mopping up was necessary even 
where by-passing was not deliberately planned; such mopping up must be 
properly organized and systematically carried out by reserve units.  In 
addition to by-passing small pockets of resistance, every possible effort 
was exerted to maneuver around the flank or flanks to get in behind the 
main defensive position and to reduce it by means of relentless pressure 
from the front, flanks, and rear.  In order to accomplish this, frequent 
changes in direction of attack were necessary, and boundaries were 
quickly changed as the situation warranted to take full advantage of such 
enveloping action.  The hill mass in each of the three strongly defended 
areas was such that advances directly against the center were almost 
impossible while the enemy’s flanks were secure.45 
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 Holland Smith’s scheme of maneuver envisioned Saipan as a “battle of 

movement” where his forces would advance by “by-passing strong points of resistance 

for mopping up by reserve elements, in order to press the attack to better ground, to reach 

and destroy the enemy, and to prevent him from utilizing the terrain to its best 

advantage.”46  Smith thought his planned mechanized amphibious assault with troops 

moving rapidly inland would allow him to press the attack.  Patrolling to clean out these 

pockets of resistance was expected.  In similar amphibious assaults in the Southwest 

Pacific on relatively large landmasses such as the landings in New Guinea and New 

Britain, the attacking forces quickly pushed forward, established a defensive position, and 

entered into a patrolling phase.  Lt. Gen. Walter Krueger, Sixth Army Commanding 

General, reported to the War Department how these operations unfolded:  “The assault 

phase of each landing operation was relatively short.  In every case this phase was 

followed by a long period devoted almost entirely to patrol activities against scattered 

and isolated enemy groups.”47 

Although H.M. Smith’s tactics may have been doctrinally sound and supported by 

combat experience, it remains unclear whether any of his subordinate commanders above 

the regimental level grasped the nature of the fight.  Both Army and Marine regimental 

commanders questioned the speed at which they were expected to advance, and the lack 

of time to prepare once the received orders from their parent divisions.  Interestingly, the 

4th Marine Division commanded by Maj. Gen. Harry Schmidt received the harshest 
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Army Combined Arms Research Library. 

47 Combat Lessons Number 4, Rank and File in Combat, 46. 



 

 

320 

criticisms.  The 165th Infantry Regiment, 27th Infantry Division, fell under the 

operational control of the 4th Marine Division early on during the battle, and its 

complaints afterward were almost identical to those of the 4th Marine Division’s units – 

the 23rd, 24th, and 25th Marine Regiments.  The 165th Infantry reported that 

reconnaissance and artillery coordination could not be properly conducted in the time 

between attacks.  Terrain was never given proper considerations within attack timelines.48  

The 23rd Marine Regiment objected to the same practices of the 4th Marine Division’s 

headquarters.  The regiment cited throughout its report on Saipan how the division staff 

did not appreciate the terrain restrictions, the strength of Japanese positions, and, overall, 

how, “Time and space factors were never given full consideration by the higher 

echelon.”49  The 24th Marine Regiment similarly complained that its unit commanders 

and staff officers could not conduct pre-battle reconnaissance.  Due to this, battalion and 

company commanders failed to “properly organize their supporting units or adequately 

brief their infantry prior to the attack.”50  The regimental staff recommended that division 

staff officers see the terrain for themselves to understand the difficulties involved.  The 

25th Marine Regiment did not submit as detailed a report as the 23rd and 24th Marines, but 
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that document insisted, “Final plans and orders for future operations should be issued 

to subordinate units in sufficient time to permit proper execution thereof.”51  In a more 

subtle fashion, the 4th Marine Division headquarters deflected these condemnations, and 

directed them towards Smith’s corps command.  The division staff recommended that a 

division liaison group be situated at the corps command post to “expedite the 

transmission of corps’ basic planning decisions.”52 

 It is also questionable whether the Corps, as an institution, embraced the need for 

high-speed operations regardless of situations on the ground.  If this were a Corps-wide 

phenomenon, then why were all the regimental commanders in the 4th Marine Division 

such vocal critics of the practice?  If they were indoctrinated in such techniques, then 

they should have never questioned the demands placed upon them by divisional 

headquarters.  Additionally, was the “need for speed” purely a fetish of the Marine 

Corps?  There were countless examples of battalion, regimental, and division 

commanders in all theaters of war who were relieved for failing to launch attacks, or 

being unable to keep pace with adjacent units.  General MacArthur’s relief of the 32nd 

Infantry Division’s commander, Maj. Gen. Edwin F. Harding, during the Papua, New 

Guinea operation resulted from Harding’s inability to press the assault against a strongly 

held Japanese defensive position, even though his division did not have any tank or heavy 

artillery support.  Tenth Army commander, Lieutenant General Buckner constantly 
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pushed for more progress from his frontline Army and Marine divisions on Okinawa.  

According to Buckner’s diary, he told Marine Lt. Gen. Roy S. Geiger, III Amphibious 

Corps commander, to “get the 1st MarDiv off its tail,” and that he was “dissatisfied with 

its progress” so much so that he “sent [Marine Deputy Chief of Staff] O.P. Smith down to 

investigate.”53  One wonders whether the same criticism concerning operational speed 

would apply to Lt. Gen. George Patton’s Third Army in Europe.  Patton’s famous war 

speech, which he gave to his troops as well as to other audiences, featured a near-

fanatical obsession with the offensive: 

I don't want any messages saying, ‘I'm holding my position.’  
We're not holding a Goddamned thing.  We're advancing constantly and 
we’re not interested in holding on to anything except the enemy’s balls.  
We’re going to hold on to him by his balls and we’re going to kick him in 
the ass; twist his balls and kick the living shit out of him all the time.  Our 
plan of operations is to advance and to keep advancing.  We’re going to go 
through the enemy like shit through a tinhorn. 

There will be some complaints that we are pushing people too 
hard.  I don’t give a damn about such complaints.  I believe that an ounce 
of sweat will save a gallon of blood.  The harder we push, the more 
Germans we kill.  The more Germans we kill, the fewer of our men will be 
killed.  Pushing hard means fewer casualties.  I want you all to remember 
that.”54   

 
Even the fortress complex at Metz, France, did not stop Patton from pushing his 

subordinate commanders for quick, decisive results.  
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 The Corps’ attempt to “Europeanize” Pacific battlefields was not confined to 

Saipan.  On Iwo Jima, the 3rd Tank Battalion’s after action report described its training 

with the 9th Marine Regiment as being “highly developed” by using “Armored Force 

tactics.”  Initially, tank-infantry-artillery training problems focused on the systematic 

destruction of fortified positions, but intelligence revealed that Iwo Jima abounded with 

open terrain, prime country for tanks to be employed in mass.55  The 9th Marine 

Regiment’s report on Iwo Jima noted that the tactics of tank-infantry teams against 

fortified positions were “discarded in our pre-operation training in favor of open terrain, 

tank-mass tactics.”56  Unfortunately, Iwo Jima’s actual terrain and the Japanese defenses 

immediately destroyed any notion of the Marines employing such tactics.  The 3rd Tank 

Battalion reported:  “One of the outstanding doctrines to be considered is that this theatre 

of operations – recognizing terrain and Japanese tactics – does not foster sustained 

‘panzer attacks.’  Even though the occasion does not deny an echeloned tank drive, a 

sufficient reserve must be maintained to support the infantry in the close-in, inch-by-inch 

advance into which every Marine Corps Amphibious Operation in the Pacific has 

ultimately resolved itself  [underline in original].”57  On Okinawa, Marine officers 

appeared proud that they could execute a “war of movement” during their initial attacks 

toward the northern portion of the island.  Marine Brig. Gen. Oliver P. Smith, the Marine 
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Deputy Chief of Staff for the Tenth Army, accordingly lectured a group of Army, 

Navy, and Marine officers that same year:  “The campaign in the north should dispel the 

belief held by some that Marines are beach-bound and are not capable of rapid 

movement.  The 1st Marine Division moved rapidly over rugged terrain, repaired roads 

and blown bridges, successively opened new unloading points, and reached the northern 

tip of the island, some 55 miles from the landing beaches, in 14 days.  The III PhibCorps 

[Marine III Amphibious Corps] killed some 3,000 Japs, rounded up 75,000 civilians, and 

sustained 1100 battle casualties enroute.”58 

Thus the question becomes:  Was there really a difference in Army and Marine 

basic fighting philosophies?  The evidence suggests not.  In the end, instead of Saipan 

being the campaign that highlighted how antithetical the Corps’ way of battle was to the 

Army’s, it indicated that Marine tactics and operational schemes were direct adaptations 

of Army procedures.  Conversely, did the Army really have a “continental” style of 

warfare?  According to historian John Costello, “American generals like [Chief of Staff 

Gen. George C.] Marshall had been schooled in continental military strategy, which 

emphasized quick victory by frontal assaults employing massive armies.”59  This does not 

sound like the continental style of slow, methodical battle that Army formations 

supposedly practiced in the Pacific.  Army and Marine units did not fight identically, but 

their tactics and concepts of operations came from a common core, the infantry way of 
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battle.  Tactical execution, as in any wartime situation, varied according to the unit 

commanders’ leadership, ability of the troops, enemy action, and the terrain encountered.   

The infantry squad, or rifle squad, was an integral part of the American infantry 

way of battle.  According to historians John A. English and Bruce I. Gudmundsson, the 

most lasting American contribution to the Second World War was the development of the 

rifle squad.60  One Army corporal asserted, “The rifle squad leader has the toughest job in 

the Infantry and the most dangerous in the platoon with the possible exception of his 

platoon leader and his first scout.”61  When the war began, the Chief of Infantry increased 

the squad from eight soldiers to 12, making the squad leader a sergeant, with a corporal 

as an assistant squad leader.  The squad was divided into combat groups that were to 

support each other by using fire and maneuver tactics.  The Army’s final wartime version 

of the squad featured three teams built around three different combat functions – an 

“Able team” of scouts (two basic riflemen), a “Bravo team” for establishing a base of fire 

(a Browning Automatic Rifle team), and a “Charlie team” for maneuver (basic riflemen).  

The squad was a triangular organization, meaning it had three sub-units just like Army 

divisions.  In training and on paper, the Army squad could perform fire and maneuver 

tactics as well as fire and movement tactics.  Many in the Army thought the organization 

allowed for intelligent initiative at the tip of the fighting spear. 62  As the war progressed 

and casualties rose, the number of soldiers available for duty in squads shrunk 
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substantially, and that unit’s ability to break into mutually supporting groups was 

virtually destroyed.63   

Although both the Army and Marine Corps acknowledged the infantry small 

unit’s significance, only the Marine Corps made its development an institutional priority.  

Headquarters Marine Corps was intimately involved in improving small-unit tactics, 

techniques, procedures, organization, and weaponry while the War Department largely 

left tactical and organizational changes to individual unit commanders, particularly 

division commanders.64  In comparison to the Corps, the Army was enormous – 

8,267,958 soldiers, including the Army Air Force, to 474,680 Marines in 1945.  The 

Army was also fighting across the entire world whereas the Marine Corps fought only on 

the islands of the Pacific.  Invariably, the individual needs of infantry units were too vast 

for Army-wide solutions, and required decentralized adaptations at the small-unit level.  

Historian Michael Doubler argued that American commanders in Europe referred to city 

fighting as “a corporal’s war.”  Doubler further explained that small units often made 

changes to their organization when fighting in towns.65  Interestingly, city fighting bore a 

certain resemblance to the jungle battles raging in the Pacific.  War correspondent 

Richard Tregaskis, best known as the author of Guadalcanal Diary, wrote of the Battle of 

Aachen in 1944:  “Windows are bushes, houses are trees.  Every one of the thousands of 
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windows, like every tropical bush or plant in the jungle, is a potential source of 

danger.  And every house in a city, like every tree in the jungle, must be checked for 

enemy soldiers – probed by high explosive or an American foot soldier.”66 

The jungle warfare experience of the Corps early in the war had profound 

consequences on its organizational development.  Already a small service with a legacy 

of jungle combat, the war’s initial battles reinforced its emphasis on the importance of the 

individual and small-unit leader.  S.L.A. Marshall highlighted this effect of terrain in Men 

Against Fire:  The Problem of Battle Command.  “The physical characteristics of the 

Central Pacific atolls were such that the disintegration of the unit (the splitting of the 

body into unconnected fractions) happened very quickly,” Marshall asserted, “whereas on 

the fields of Europe the process was more gradual.”67  Reports from the field confirmed 

this institutional tendency.  One Marine regimental commander at Guadalcanal wished he 

could have trained his unit better in individual and small unit fighting techniques.68  After 

Guadalcanal, Cape Gloucester, and the Bougainville jungle operations, then-Lt. Col. 

Samuel B. Griffith sent a draft manuscript on jungle warfare to the commandant of the 

Marine Corps Schools.  His vivid description of jungle fighting, which stressed the 

importance of the infantry small unit, shed light on how the Corps, as an institution, 

emphasized the infantry small unit:  “This fighting is in the main done by small groups, 

by squads, parts of squads, automatic weapon teams, patrols and platoons.  Battalions, 
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regiments, and division commanders because of lack of observation, difficulty of 

movement and far from perfect communications cannot hope to retain close control of an 

action.”69  Griffith emphasized the importance of squad and individual Marine training 

with fetish-like zeal: 

Tactics of the squad and platoon with particular emphasis on the squad 
and elements of the squad, must be repeatedly explained, demonstrated 
and applied in both day and night training.  All this is applicable to 
training for war in any theatre but in jungle warfare, because the 
individual and the small group are such important factors, it must be 
emphasized, if necessary to the exclusion of unit training of higher 
echelons such as regiments and divisions.  If the squads are good, the 
regiments and divisions will be good [italics added].70 
 

In 1944, the Marine Corps Schools published Griffith’s manuscript with little revision as 

Jungle Warfare, 1st Edition, thus giving his prescriptions official sanction.  The new 

manual varied significantly from its 1943 predecessor, and featured almost no carry-overs 

in organization or content.71  The assaults on Tarawa and Peleliu reaffirmed the Corps’ 

thoughts on the significance of the infantry small unit, and Marine Corps Schools 

published its first manual dedicated solely to the squad, The Marine Rifle Squad in 

Combat.  The manual contained a prominent departure from existing Army doctrine 

when it introduced a new rifle squad composed of three “fireteams.”72 
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Until 1944, the Marine Corps officially used the Army’s T/O and T/E for its 

rifle squad.  Adaptations within field units, however, went on constantly.  Headquarters 

Marine Corps embraced these experimental configurations and assessed them.  On March 

27, 1944, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, General Alexander A. Vandergrift, 

approved the new T/O of the rifle squad to consist of 13 Marines organized into three 

fireteams under a squad leader.  Each four-Marine fireteam had its own leader, an 

automatic rifleman, an assistant automatic rifleman, and a scout armed with a rifle 

grenade launcher. 73  In the same month that the Marine squad’s T/O became official, 

Infantry Journal published an article describing its capabilities, and highlighting its 

adaptability.  It also mentioned, “Before adoption, the Marines tried out the new squad 

under battle conditions in the Pacific theaters.  Army units in the same theaters have also 

experimented with similar squads.”74  For the Corps, the reorganization came about 

through a combination of efforts that began on the battlefield.  Various configurations in 

several units, including Marine Raider and Parachute Battalions, ultimately led to 

experimental maneuvers at Camp Elliot, California, with the 24th Marine Regiment.  All 

six Marine division commanders and their staffs reviewed the new squad T/O and T/E, 

and approved their implementation Corps-wide.75 

Many officers believed their innovations regarding the organization, tactics, and 

employment of the rifle squad stood among the Corps’ most important and lasting 
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legacies.  One immediate postwar chronicler asserted that the Marine rifle squad 

emerged from the Second World War as “the smallest and most powerful integral unit in 

modern infantry organization.”76  The fireteam has historically been seen as purely a 

Marine innovation, developed relatively free from any Army influence.  The Corps’ 

official history of the fireteam acknowledged the Army roots of the Marine rifle squad, 

but claimed that Marines severed those roots during the Second World War.  The history 

boasted:   

The beginnings of the “fire group” can be seen in the informal use 
of tactical units and patrols during many past Marine Corps operations.  
For example, in the Philippines, Dominican Republic, Haiti, and 
Nicaragua, the Marines were faced with terrain and situations not covered 
by conventional tactical formulas.  Sand, rocks, and jungle features, which 
caused troops to be trail-bound, forced Marines to undergo a change in 
their thinking about the use of fire power.  The jungle made it impractical 
for traditional deployment, minimized the use of the time-honored scout 
formation, and made the ancient attack formation completely useless.  It 
was under these conditions that the idea of the ‘fireteam’ had its earliest 
practical conception.77 

 
 Contrary to Marine parochialism, the Army’s influence on the Corps’ creation of 

the fireteam cannot be overstated.  Marine officers relied on Army doctrine before and 

during the war, and that doctrine clearly laid the foundations for the fireteam.  A 1943 

Infantry Journal article, “Battle Facts for Your Unit,” stated:  “There is no Infantry unit 

too small for battlefield maneuver.  Squads, platoons, companies – are all organized with 

the very purpose in mind of using their parts for simultaneous attacks from more than one 
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direction.”78  Lt. Col. Evans Carlson, who the Corps credited with originating the 

fireteam concept, reportedly said, “[I]f a triangular organization provided the flexibility 

of maneuver and fire for divisions, regiments, battalions, companies and platoons, it 

should provide the same at squad level.”79  Although Carlson may have been disposed to 

focus on the dilemmas of small units due to his time spent with the Chinese Communist 

Army, the triangularization of combat units came directly from Army thought and 

doctrine. 

Breaking the squad into smaller groups to allow it to fire and maneuver adhered 

directly to formal Army doctrine.  As FM 7-5 The Rifle Battalion prescribed:  “The squad 

may move as a unit or by half-squads.  In the latter case, each half-squad is led as a 

squad.”  During the firefight the “squad advances may take place rushes of the entire 

squad, rushes by groups of several men, or by advance of individuals.”80  FM 22-5 

Infantry Drill Regulations, 1941 required the 12-man squad be broken into three de facto 

teams, and to use those teams to support fire and maneuver tactics.81  These doctrines 

occupoied a prominent place in the curriculum at the intellectual center for infantry 

tactics – the Infantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia.  It is no secret that Marine officers 

went to the Army’s Infantry School and valued its teachings.  For example, Marine Capt. 

Gerald Thomas said of that institution, “It was the greatest school of weapons in the 

world.  Everybody in the world knew Benning.  Benning was number one, and I wanted 
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to go there.”  Marine Lt. Col. Robert E. Hogaboom recalled after the war that Marine 

Corps Schools instructors “took time out and went off to places like Benning and stole 

everything we could from Benning.”82   

What was unique about the Marine Corps’ fireteam was that it truly mirrored the 

triangular organization of higher units.  Every fireteam was identical, just like every 

infantry platoon, company, battalion, regiment, and division.  There was no specialization 

within the squad like the Army’s scout team, automatic rifle team, and rifle team.  The 

Corps’ squad, built around fireteams, allowed infantry squads to absorb casualties while 

still maintaining the ability to break into smaller groups to fire and maneuver.  Initially, 

the fireteam contained three Marines, not four.  The fourth Marine was added with the 

expectation that one or two men might be killed or wounded, and the two remaining 

fireteam members could still perform the team’s assigned task.83  In this light, the Corps’ 

fireteam was less revolutionary, and more evolutionary.  The fireteam was a natural 

extension of the American infantry way of battle, which put a premium on individual 

initiative, small-unit leadership, and fire superiority that allowed for the maximum 

amount of maneuver.  

Although individual Army units created ad hoc configurations of rifle squads that 

nearly matched the Marines’, the War Department never officially adopted them.  As the 

Army advanced across the battlefields of Europe and slogged its way through the islands 

of the Pacific, casualties among infantry units grew exponentially, particularly within 
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rifle squads, making effective small-unit combat leaders hard to find.  When 

casualties were taken, Army squads, often lacking strong combat leaders, could not break 

into two separate units – base of fire and maneuver.  In 1946 at a “lessons learned” 

conference held at the Infantry School, U.S. Infantry officers who had seen combat 

concluded that squads were incapable of breaking into smaller groups.  Additionally, they 

determined that the squad should be reduced to eight soldiers, the maximum number of 

men a single squad leader could control under fire.  They believed the infantry platoon 

was the smallest unit capable of performing both fire and maneuver missions.84  

Surprisingly, none of each Army officers in attendance were aware that the Marine Corps 

already added two Marines to the fireteam to compensate for casualties.  If these six men 

were subtracted from the 13 total in the Marine rifle squad, then seven were left.  That 

was similar to the Army’s proposed eight-soldier squad.   

The Army’s discussions concerning the mission and organization of the infantry 

squad are extremely important.  Here, the lines were drawn between two divergent 

philosophies that formed the very core of the infantry way of battle.  The prewar infantry 

way of battle placed almost its entire emphasis on individuals, and their ability to adapt 

and innovate under combat conditions.  Underlying this belief was a complete and total 

faith that American infantrymen would always overcome his fear of death, and do what 

was needed to perform his assigned task of attacking or defending.  An infantry way of 

battle wedded to this faith yielded tactics, techniques, and organizations that placed the 

decision of battle squarely on individuals and infantry small units.  Maneuvering around 
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and through defensive positions during an attack by individuals or groups of two or 

four required men using intelligent initiative to overcome their own fear and think 

through the problem.  On the other hand, firing and moving straight forward from one 

covered position to another until the objective was reached required only minimal 

thought, speed, luck, and, usually, a strong combat leader to force men to get up and 

move.  Thus tactical prescriptions and recommendations that promoted small unit 

maneuver indicated the recommender’s personal adherence to the prewar infantry way of 

battle. 

As the war progressed and the poorly trained citizen soldier came to dominate the 

ranks of infantry units, many Army officers lost their faith in the American infantryman.  

They no longer assumed that American soldiers would automatically overcome fear, 

think through battlefield problems, and artfully maneuver to close with the enemy.  At the 

heart of the Army’s squad organization was the fundamental realization that their soldiers 

were not capable of independent action without the direct supervision of a strong leader.  

Getting men to move forward from one covered spot to another was difficult.  Adding 

flanking maneuvers of groups of two to four was exponentially more so, and by the end 

of the war it was thought almost impossible with an infantry branch filled with 

conscripts.  An observers’ report of a regiment written in 1943 after the North Africa 

campaign noted:  “Fire and movement has always been the motto of the infantryman.  It 

was assumed by the best coordination of fire and movement an infantryman could always 

achieve success in battle…. On the modern battlefield there is need for the maximum 

amount of fire because the minimum amount of movement is possible…. The ability to 

maneuver under fire is definitely and distinctly difficult; it is almost impossible in 
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modern combat.”85  The destructiveness of modern weaponry made infantry 

extremely vulnerable when not under cover.  The Army and Marine Corps both designed 

infantry squads to employ the maximum amount of firepower to counter this, but they 

differed in their approach.   

At times, commanders became overly reliant on the ability of supporting arms to 

largely destroy any defensive position or attacking force, and evinced a general 

unwillingness to move aggressively.  A 1944 War Department publication concerning 

combat lessons that excerpted an operations report from an infantry regiment at Anzio, 

Italy, warned that there was a basic lack of will to employ the infantry’s organic 

weapons, opting instead to call for mortars or artillery fire.86  An infantry observer’s 

report of the Sixth Army’s operations on Luzon from November 26, 1944-February 27, 

1945, severely criticized Army infantry small units.  The comments made by its 

commander, Lieutenant General Krueger, were illuminating: 

In the smaller units, particularly platoons and squads, combat techniques 
observed were disappointing.  They were characterized by an apparent 
lack of resourcefulness and initiative on the part of individuals and the 
leaders of small groups…. A decided tendency for troops to consider 
themselves ‘pinned down’ by enemy fire was observed with little or no 
attempt at replying to such fire with organic weapons.  The usual practice 
in such cases was to halt in place, take cover and call for artillery or 
mortar support, followed by marked slowness in moving when these fires 
were lifted.  The usual explanation heard was that artillery and mortar 
ammunition was cheaper than human lives.  It appeared doubtful whether 
any saving in casualties resulted from these methods over those which 
might have been expected from vigorous and prompt maneuvering under 
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cover of fire from their own weapons.  In fact, the aggregate losses may 
even have been greater than would have resulted from the use of their own 
fire and maneuver as progress was greatly slowed down and opportunities 
afforded the enemy to get set in new positions.87 
 
The Marine Corps likewise experienced similar lapses with their small units – 

though on a much smaller scale.  The 24th Marine Regiment, 4th Marine Division, on 

Saipan attributed its Marines’ “lack of initiative, misunderstanding of orders, and a let 

down in the spirit to attack vigorously” to the “natural cause” of fatigue.88  In other 

instances, casualties caused a breakdown in Marine small units.  At Iwo Jima, the after 

action report of the 2nd Battalion, 9th Marine Regiment, 3rd Marine Division, admitted:  

“The battalion was exhausted [after the first phase of the attack] – almost all leaders were 

gone and the battalion numbered about 400 [Marines] including some 350 replacements.  

It was evident that the First Phase had taken the skilled leaders and the ‘drive’ [from the 

battalion].”89   

The combination of the pressures of war challenged the heart of the American 

infantry way of battle that man dominated war.  Institutionally, the Army looked towards 

scientific principles of management to solve many of its problems.  An excerpt from 

George W. Gray’s 1943 book, Science at War, that appeared in Infantry Journal 

described the relationship between “Science and the Warrior.”  Gray explained:  “The 
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modern soldier, sailor, and airman are in effect practicing scientists…. In war the 

enemy becomes part of the environment, and his efforts to isolate his opponents, starve 

him out, blast his defenses, burn his possessions, poison his air or riddle his body can 

only be regarded as the phenomenon of nature, like overflowing rivers, failing crops, and 

multiplying bacteria.”90  Historian Adrian Lewis argued convincingly that America has 

embraced Gray’s suggestion wholeheartedly since World War II.91  This technological 

reliance influenced the infantry way of battle in two distinct ways – the addition of 

weapons at the smallest echelons that generated massive amounts of firepower and the 

implementation of operational mechanisms that tended to dehumanize the battlefield.   

It is well documented that the personnel sent to the Army’s Infantry branch did 

not mesh with prewar writings or doctrines.  Upon mobilization, most, if not all, interwar 

officers were promoted to higher levels of command, or placed in higher headquarters.  

The Technical Services and Air Corps siphoned off the most intelligent draftees in the 

Army, especially when they actively recruited for their branches.  One infantrymen in 

1944 described how he “nearly made what would have been a grave mistake by falling 

for all the ‘propaganda’ put out by the Air Corps.”  All that propaganda had the opposite 

effect on him, however.  He said what turned him towards the infantry was “the same 

publicity that nearly claimed me as a victim [of service in the Army Air Forces].”92  

Another soldier lamented to the readers of Infantry Journal, “After several years in the 
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Army I am convinced that the poorest men, mentally and physically, are assigned to 

the infantry, probably because of the mistaken idea that all a foot soldier needs to do is 

walk and shoot a rifle.”93  The Army never figured out a system that could bring into 

balance the demands for quality across all its various branches.  An Army official history 

bemoaned the difficulty of placing high quality men in the infantry, emphasizing, “It was 

more difficult to predict how a man would react in battle as a rifleman from anything 

known of him at the time of induction, or even during training, however much the 

training might simulate combat.”94 

The Navy and Marine Corps’ ability to maintain higher physical and intelligence 

standards for their volunteers and draftees made the Army’s pool of qualified conscripts 

for the U.S. Infantry even smaller.  According to the Army’s official history, this gave the 

Navy and Marine Corps “the character of hand-picked organizations, a character 

preserved [throughout the war] to a large extent [by this practice].”95  The Marine Corps 

was also able to capitalize on its exponentially smaller manpower requirement, and be 

even more selective in obtaining infantrymen.  That said, historian Russell F. Weigley 

calculated, “Only about 5,000 men in each of eighty-nine Army divisions, 445,000 men, 

carried the principal weight of the Army’s ground combat strength at any one time, at a 

maximum.”96  The Corps peaked in 1945 with 474,680 Marines.  Pro-Army apologists 
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for their manpower policies, often cite the small size of the Corps, and never 

distinguish between ground combat Marines and those serving in any other capacity.  

They only point out the higher caliber of “selected” Marines over the Army Ground 

Forces draftee.  Therefore, if the two numbers are compared, approximately 445,000 

combat infantry soldiers with 474,680 Marines of supposed superior quality, then the 

inability of the War Department to “hand-pick” the best draftees for service in the Army 

Ground Forces becomes increasingly problematic, especially when the overall manpower 

end-strength of the entire Army was 8,267,958.   

Throughout the war, the U.S. Infantry experienced a general decline in its 

perceived prowess, particularly in Europe.  Although popular news outlets mindlessly 

proclaimed that the foot soldier won the war, the Army did not see how its personnel 

management system promoted the exact opposite.  The U.S. Army’s casualty replacement 

system in Europe is an example of the “technological turn” within the infantry way of 

battle, one that treated humans as “cogs in a machine” of war.  Even though historian 

Robert Sterling Rush was a stalwart proponent of the individual replacement system, he 

described the process as “a virtual assembly line of soldiers processed in and out of line 

companies.”97  The system was highly successful at keeping infantry divisions at full 

strength, but it exacerbated the problem of quality.  Army Maj. William H. Kelly 

critiqued his service’s personnel system after the war, saying, “Many of the infantrymen 

should never have been assigned to a combat unit…. Medical and administrative 

channels were ineffective in removing these men, largely because of scarcity of 
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replacements.”98  The replacement system was a constant problem for Gen. Omar 

Bradley in Europe, and it became a prominent sore-spot when he wrote his 

autobiography, A Soldier’s Story.99  Historian Eric W. Klinek supported Bradley’s 

concern when he argued:  “The War Department’s managerial approach to the utilization 

of military manpower was both inefficient and wasteful.  The army largely overlooked 

the impact of individuality, morale, psyche, experience, and training on a soldier’s 

performance.  Its insistence on rushing men to the line once combat operations began 

meant that it often neglected to train, orient, and equip replacements in a manner 

conducive to their favorable and effective integration into combat units.”100  The Army’s 

individual replacement system was inconsistent with the American infantry way of battle 

that stressed intelligent initiative, leadership, and manpower quality over quantity.   

Unlike the Army, however, the Corps sought to place its best personnel in the 

infantry, and, even disbanded its parachute and Raider battalions to create the 5th Marine 

Division.  That said, the Marine Corps confronted similar problems with its replacements 

during sustained combat operations.  In 1947, Lt. Col. Robert E. Cushman concluded, 

“The solution to this problem of casualties and lost momentum seems simple; just replace 

those casualties with men who have the same skills.”  Unfortunately, Cushman quipped, 

“If war were fought entirely by machines, such a method would be ideal.”  Since the 

Marine Corps was an amphibious fighting force, it enjoyed the luxury of long planning 
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and training periods between operations that permitted combat replacements to be 

integrated into their units prior to battle.  If replacements were required during actual 

combat, then they would be taken from the Shore Party Battalion and sent to line units.  

Ideally, this would occur when the battalion was rotated off the front, but, at times, 

replacements were fed into the line while it was still under fire.  Cushman noted how this 

condition ultimately caused many more casualties because the veteran non-commissioned 

officer often had to expose himself to fire more frequently due to the replacement’s 

combat inexperience.  He also recognized that the Army faced similar complications:  

“There was no chance for good integration of replacements with their [the Army’s] 

fighting team members except in rare instances when a whole division might be out of 

the line for a considerable period.”  “The problem,” according to Lieutenant Colonel 

Cushman was “universal among infantry forces.”101   

The only time the Corps integrated replacements on a scale similar to the Army’s 

was at the prolonged fights for Iwo Jima and Okinawa.  The casualty rate among these 

replacements was incredibly high, much like the rates in Europe.  George Lince, an 

enlisted Marine infantryman on Okinawa, spoke mournfully of “sending teenagers to the 

slaughterhouse.”  The lack of adequate training and integration into combat units before 

combat caused undue casualties.  An indication of the lack of training can be seen in an 

anecdote remembered by Lince.  He recalled a young Marine replacement “who threw a 

case of grenades all night long.  However, he never pulled the safety pin that allowed the 
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grenades to explode.”102  Marine veteran infantryman Eugene B. Sledge had similar 

experiences with replacements on Okinawa.  Towards the end of the battle, he 

recollected, “Among my friends in the ranks, the biggest surprise was the poor state of 

readiness and training of our newest Marine replacements, as compared to the more 

efficient replacements who had come into the company earlier in the campaign (they had 

received some combat training in the rear areas before joining us).”  The replacements 

came straight from stateside training depots.  As Sledge recalled, “Some of them told us 

[veterans] they had had only a few weeks training or less after boot camp.”  Sledge also 

revealed how common it was “for replacements to get hit before we even know their 

names.”103   

Army and Marine infantry forces subscribed to the same infantry way of battle, 

making their approach to tactical problems and operational schemes were compatible.  

The principles of their shared prewar infantry way of battle remained present throughout 

the war, but the realities of combat forced its modification.  The width of the infantry way 

of battle’s “technological turn” was unanticipated, and its reliance upon science and 

technology to overcome battlefield obstacles was never predicted.  According to historian 

Craig M. Cameron, by 1945 Marines had “harnessed their warrior image to the military 

machine, and in return that technology empowered” them.104  The demands of the 

grinding battles of attrition broke the systems designed to keep the ground fighting forces 
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staffed with physically and mentally qualified men, particularly in the Army.  Over 

time, Army officers lost faith that the American conscripted infantryman was capable of 

independent action, and embraced tactical organizations that offset this weakness.  

Marine officers, however, still remained confident in their men, and their ability to take 

the fight to the enemy.   

The Army and Marine Corps’ shared infantry way of battle served as the starting 

point for many wartime tactical innovations.  Those adaptations were derived from an 

existing body of knowledge developed in the interwar period.  Although interservice 

friction occurred at times, the two remained professionally connected for the most part.  

This was clearly noted in an Infantry Journal article written in 1945 by a 3rd Marine 

Division rifle company commander fighting in the Pacific.  The captain appealed to the 

U.S. Infantry to not let “some overzealous reporter” tear apart the intimate relationship 

the Army and Marine Corps developed in the crucible of war.  This captain insisted that, 

“the organization and mission of a Marine Infantry regiment as compared with a similar 

Army regiment” were almost identical.  Throughout, the Marine officer stressed the 

common bond of the infantry, and how, “An Infantryman respects another Infantryman 

regardless of his unit, color, or religion.”105 
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CHAPTER 10:  CONCLUSION 
 

However, the similarities [between the U.S. Infantry and Marine Infantry] are greater than the differences.  
First of all, we train from the same basic field manuals.  Our infantry tactics come from Benning, our 
artillery from Sill.  Our weapons, jeeps, DUKWs, and individual equipment are all Army issue.  Such 
things as extended order, arm-and-hand signals, close-order drill, physical drill and all are one and the same 
for both Dogface and Gyrene. 

Captain, 3rd Marine Division 
Infantry Journal, June 19451 

 
In the revisionist history, Pacific Blitzkrieg:  World War II in the Central Pacific, 

Sharon Tosi Lacey argued, “By the time it became necessary to integrate marine and 

army formations in World War II, everything that had previously made it possible to 

easily combine units from both services into a single entity had changed.  Unlike the 

Great War, the marines were no longer a small cog in a much larger army machine.”  She 

highlighted how Marine officers felt “it was now the army’s turn to conform to marine 

methods of warfare,” and how “army leaders were certain that with just a few 

adjustments their doctrine [for fighting in Europe] would prove effective in retaking 

Japanese-held islands.”2  Lacey contended, however, that the two organizations were able 

to overcome those vast structural, cultural, and doctrinal differences to accomplish the 

mission of defeating Japan.  Although her work challenged the historiography, it did so 

while still employing long-held tropes that accentuated Army and Marine institutional 

antagonisms.  According to the popularly accepted narrative, these antagonisms became 

the basis for parochial bickering during the defense unification fights between 1945-

1947.  In a 1994 article, Marine historian Allan R. Millett captured how Army and 

Marine officers perceived the “other” after the war.  He noted how Army officers 
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“believe[d], as Brigadier General Frank A. Armstrong, Jr., said in a speech in 1945, 

that the Marine Corps ‘is a small, bitched-up army talking Navy lingo.’”  Millett 

colorfully described Marine officers’ reciprocal disdain for their Army brethren:  “The 

Army officer corps talks as if it reveres Patton and the panzer generals, but the soul of the 

Army is artillery-red and thrills only as the barrels of massed howitzers begin to glow.  

The perfect campaign is one that can be fought with a few FIST [Fire Support 

Coordination Teams] and battalions of mobile artillery.  Marines think the Army really 

would like to fight a Verdun without the infantry.”3   

As the previous chapters demonstrated, that, quite simply, was not the case.  The 

Army and Marine Corps were bound together by a common warfighting paradigm, or 

way of battle, that centered upon infantry as the dominant combat arm.  All other arms 

and services were subordinated to the needs and requirements of the infantry.   Intelligent 

initiative, fire and maneuver by the smallest units, penetrating hostile defenses while 

bypassing strong points, and aggressive, not reckless, leadership were all salient 

characteristics of that shared infantry way of battle.  After World War I, Army and 

Marine officers constructed similar intellectual proposals concerning the ways to fight the 

next war.  Despite differences in organizational culture, the two services were more alike 

in their values system than historians have realized.  They exhibited mutual admiration, 

and targeted attempts to replicate the other’s combat thinking and spirit.  They prepared 

for battle by observing each other’s exercises, keeping track of developments in each 

other’s service schools, using each other’s doctrine, and sharing each other’s conception 
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of modern combat.  When preparation turned to execution, they created solutions for 

battlefield problems that evolved from a near-identical infantry way of battle.  A Marine 

captain who wrote into Infantry Journal in June 1945 described this relationship 

succinctly:  “However, the similarities [between the U.S. Infantry and Marine Infantry] 

are greater than the differences.  First of all, we train from the same basic field manuals.  

Our infantry tactics come from Benning, our artillery from Sill.  Our weapons, jeeps, 

DUKWs, and individual equipment are all Army issue.  Such things as extended order, 

arm-and-hand signals, close-order drill, physical drill and all are one and the same for 

both Dogface and Gyrene.”4 

There was good reason, however, for historians to subscribe to the 

aforementioned notions of institutional incompatibility.  After the Second World War, the 

defense unification movement caused all the services to entrench along parochial lines.  

Army and Marine partisans focused on the differences between the two organizations to 

highlight the unique contributions that each purportedly made to American national 

security.  They created conceptions of war that demonstrated only their service could 

provide the capabilities to fight and win in a post-World War II future.5  Defense analyst 

Stephen Peter Rosen suggested that each service fostered a distinct culture and 

intellectual approach fighting wars that was conceived in relation to the other service.  

Posturing to enhance resource allocation, prestige, and sometimes the very survival of a 

service generated arguments that “challenged the basic agreements as to how the services 
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should operate in peacetime.”6  Even before the conclusion of hostilities, the Army, 

Navy, and Marine Corps, in an effort to preserve their respective organizational integrity, 

purged their institutional memories of any connections between the services.  Instances of 

mutual collaboration and admiration, or demonstrations of subordination to the other 

were only discussed when it spotlighted the alleged hostility of another service.  

Commandant of the Marine Corps General Alexander A. Vandegrift’s famous “Bended 

Knee Speech,” which he delivered to Congress on May 6, 1946, exemplified such 

occurrences.  Vandegrift cogently described how Marines thought the War Department 

viewed the Corps after World War II: 

For some time I have been aware that the very existence of the Marine 
Corps stood as a continuing affront to the War Department General Staff, 
but had hoped that this attitude would end with the recent war as a result 
of its dramatic demonstration of the complementary and conflicting roles 
of land power, naval power, and air power.  But following a careful study 
of circumstances as they have developed in the past six months, I am 
convinced that my hopes were groundless, that the War Department’s 
intentions regarding the Marines are quite unchanged, and that even in 
advance of this proposed legislation it is seeking to reduce the sphere of 
the Marine Corps to ceremonial functions and to the provision of small 
ineffective combat formations and labor troops for service on the landing 
beaches.  Consequently, I now feel increased concern regarding the 
merger measure, not only because of the ignominious fate which it holds 
for a valuable Corps, but because of the tremendous loss to the Nation 
which it entails.7 
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Although this description of the War Department’s view may have been 

unduly harsh, the Marines’ suspicion was not unjustified.  Even President Harry S. 

Truman added to the service tensions when he confided to a congressman in 1950:  “For 

your information the Marine Corps is the Navy’s police force and as long as I am 

President that is what it will remain.  They have a propaganda machine that is almost 

equal to Stalin’s.  Nobody desires to belittle the efforts of the Marine Corps but when the 

Marine Corps goes into the army it works with and for the army and that is the way it 

should be.”8  The President was only echoing the sentiments harbored by many senior 

Army leaders.  During the unification fights, those opinions of the Corps resurrected 

criticism brought to light during the calamitous interservice feud at the Battle of Saipan.  

In 1944, after Marine Lt. Gen. Holland M. Smith, III Amphibious Corps Commander, 

relieved Army Maj. Gen. Ralph Smith, commander of the 27th Infantry Division, many 

Army generals attempted to discredit the Corps by arguing its officers were untrained in 

the art of commanding large, corps-sized units and above.  Army Maj. Gen. Sanderford 

Jarman, who took over the 27th Infantry Division for Major General Smith, declared after 

the Saipan operation that Army and Marine “basic concepts of combat are far removed 

[from each other].”  He was adamant that “the amalgamation of Marine Divisions and 

Army Divisions into a cohesive corps [is] almost an impossibility.”9  Over time, this 
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evolved into Army officers and many historians believing as Millett wrote in his 

essay for Parameters, “They [Marines] took what appeared to be excessive casualties 

because of their aggressiveness and poor use of supporting arms.  They seemed to 

measure success by their own dead, not the enemy’s.”10   

Marine officers were no better than their Army brethren.  Turning to Vandegrift’s 

“Bended Knee Speech,” he reiterated how the Marine Corps was able to become more 

“specialized” and “efficient” when developing the art of amphibious warfare during the 

interwar period.  General Vandegrift made it clear that “specialties [such as airborne, 

armored, and amphibious warfare] do not flourish under our War Department.”  The 

Army, he argued, was stricken by institutional rigidity, which retarded its development of 

two of the most important combat formations necessary for prosecuting a successful land 

warfare campaign – airborne and armored forces.  Vandegrift questioned that if the Army 

could not develop these basic components of land warfare, how could the War 

Department make the case that it could execute the specialized missions of the Marine 

Corps?  Vandegrift publicly painted the Army as a big, lumbering organization unable to 

meet the demands of the nation that required a “force in readiness.”11   

At the time Vandegrift gave this speech, a group of Marine officers dedicated to 

preserving the integrity of the Corps had already established a political beachhead within 

Congress.  These officers became known as the “Chowder Society.”  According to 

historian Aaron B. O’Connell, Chowder Society members “worked in the shadows, 
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trusted no one, and concealed much of what they were doing, even from their own 

superiors.”  He described them as “insurgents inside the defense establishment … who 

used political pressure and asymmetric tactics to upset the status quo and delegitimize 

their larger, more institutionally entrenched opponents [mainly the Army and Navy].”12  

Surprisingly, some of these officers were cited in the previous chapters as admiring the 

Army.  One even bragged about how he was “Army trained,” and could handle the staff 

requirements of a Marine division because of it.13  A favorite tactic of the Chowder 

Society was to downplay the Army’s influence over the Corps.  It helped erase from 

institutional memory any recollection that Marines took almost all of their doctrine from 

the War Department, created a school and staff system identical to that of the Army, and 

extrapolated amphibious warfare tactics and techniques from those used for land warfare. 

 The defense unification fights that played out in dramatic fashion on Capitol Hill 

were the byproduct of two historical phenomena.  Unlike the aftermath of past American 

wars, the public realized the necessity of a strong defense establishment to maintain a 

global peace, particularly in the face of potential Soviet aggression in Europe.  For the 

first time in history, Army leaders believed they held an advantageous bargaining 

position in budget negotiations with Congress, and they did not want that status 

jeopardized.  The very existence of the Marine Corps represented a highly publicized, 

physical manifestation of the Navy’s intrusion into the Army’s authority over land 

warfare.  The Army did not own capital ships, so why did the Navy possess a land 
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fighting force?  Marine Lt. Col. Merrill B. Twining recalled an incident in 1942 when 

he was convalescing with his brother, Brig. Gen. Nathan F. Twining, U.S. Army Air 

Forces after Guadalcanal:  “The [Army] generals heatedly complained that the 

[Guadalcanal] operation represented ‘an unwarranted intrusion’ into the role of the U.S. 

Army involving a wasteful duplication of military resources.  They insisted that there 

could be no such thing as a ‘naval campaign’ and that the proper role of the navy was 

limited to the support of army forces ashore.”14  Gen. Omar Bradley echoed this 

sentiment in his memoir, A General’s Life:  An Autobiography.  Bradley described the 

thinking of senior Army leaders during the unification movement, “As I have written, Ike 

[Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, U.S. Army], Van [Gen. Hoyt S. Vandenberg, U.S. Army 

Air Force] and I, believing the Marine Corps was far too large (the equivalent of two 

reinforced divisions) and a wasteful duplication of the Army’s mission, had proposed 

deep cuts in its size.”15 

These high-level arguments between the services resulted in some respects from 

the egos of Army, Navy, and Marine leaders.  Interservice friction was often the 

consequence of a clash between senior officer personalities, not necessarily any doctrinal, 

cultural, or organizational differences.   Egoistic careerism was a constant theme among 

admirals and generals.  Although this syndrome was not new to history, the sheer mass of 

general officers created to run the American war machine greatly enhanced its effects on 

institutional change.  The personality of a single commander could jeopardize allied 
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coalitions or interservice partnerships on a scale previously unknown in the American 

way of war.  As Ronald Spector put it in the introduction to his seminal Eagle Against the 

Sun:  The American War with Japan:  “How successful these [Army, Navy, and Marine] 

officers were in modifying, or in some cases transcending, their service outlook and 

careerism would, in large measure, determine their success in the Pacific War.” 16  Lacey 

mentioned this phenomenon as well in Pacific Blitzkrieg.  She found that “a few hyper-

partisan generals were responsible for most of the interservice friction.”17  Although 

reporting on command relationships in the European and Mediterranean Theaters, Adm. 

Alan G. Kirk, the senior American naval commander at Normandy, captured the essence 

of this conundrum.  Kirk noted,  “A firm tradition of mutual trust and confidence now 

exists [between the Army and Navy], but this record could easily be marred in special 

instances by the personal incompatibility of two commanders of different services.”  

Elaborating on this theme, Kirk opined, “There is no effective guarantee of success – it 

takes one to command and two to cooperate.”  Kirk even went so far as to suggest that 

subordinates could act subversively, and undermine the initiatives of a commander.18  

Rather than institutional differences, individual commanders caused many of the inter- 

and intra-service rivalries that flourished. 

This is a premise permeates the historiography concerning the land campaigns in 

the Mediterranean and European Theaters.  David Irving’s The War Between the 
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Generals:  Inside the Allied High Command, G. Patrick Murray’s Eisenhower vs. 

Montgomery:  The Continuing Debate, and Jonathan W. Jordan’s Brothers, Rivals, 

Victors:  Eisenhower, Patton, Bradley and the Partnership that Drove the Allied 

Conquest in Europe chronicled the intense and bitter infighting that raged between 

American, British, and French generals.  These historians argued that combat branch and 

even national rivalries could have been overcome if it were not for a few headstrong 

individuals.  Senior officer personalities, at times, significantly affected the course of the 

war against Germany and Italy.19  In the Pacific Theater, however, historians have 

focused on Army and Marine Corps doctrinal and cultural incompatibility as the single-

most important factor in interservice strife.  Historian Aaron O’Connell succinctly 

captured this trope when he wrote:  “The [Marines’] greatest source of interservice 

friction was with the Army … [because of their] different tactics…. The Army found the 

Marines’ direct approach reckless and unimaginative; the Marines thought the Army 

lacked tenacity.  The differences were never resolved.”20  As the previous chapters in this 

dissertation demonstrated, there was no discernable difference between fighting styles, 

tactics, techniques, and procedures embraced by soldiers and Marines, only their tactical 

execution that varied according to individual Army and Marine units ranging from squads 

to divisions.   

                                                
19 David Irving, The War Between the Generals:  Inside the Allied High Command (New York:  

Congdon & Weed, Inc., 1981), 1-5; G. Patrick Murray, Eisenhower vs. Montgomery:  The Continuing 
Debate (New York:  Praeger Press, 1996), 1-19; and Jonathan W. Jordan, Brothers, Rivals, Victors:  
Eisenhower, Patton, Bradley and the Partnership that Drove the Allied Conquest in Europe (New York:  
NAL Caliber, 2011), 547-552. 

20 O’Connell, Underdogs, 49. 



 

 

354 

At this point, it is important to keep in mind that this dissertation does not 

argue that the U.S. Army Infantry and U.S. Marine Corps were identical organizations 

and historically interchangeable.  They were clearly distinct, and differed in many 

particulars.  Both services did, however, share an infantry way of battle that formed the 

nucleus for cooperation in the Pacific.  Their common infantry way of battle served as an 

evolutionary starting point for organizational and tactical innovations, adaptations, and 

reforms.  Although compatible, the Marine Corps’ organizational culture was 

significantly different than that of the Army’s all-draftee force.  The Corps’ culture is one 

of its most mythologized aspects.  Hyperbole aside, pride, swagger, discipline, and 

aggressiveness were very much part of Marine ethos.  With the exception of the more 

specialized Airborne and Ranger units, a similar ethos did not exist in the conscript U.S. 

Army.  This single characteristic hangs like a thick fog obscuring nearly every discussion 

concerning combat performances of soldiers and Marines.  Only late in the war, when 

combat replacements entered the line during the heat of battle did the Marine culture of 

aggressiveness faltered.21  

This does not mean that Army infantrymen did not perform bravely, or failed to 

accomplish their missions, but an analogous Marine culture of aggressiveness was not 

present within ordinary U.S. Infantry formations.  Specialized units such as Ranger 

battalions and airborne divisions, however, did have such a culture.  Throughout the war, 

the Army was unable to correct this lack of aggressiveness in their regular infantry 

division’s small units, most likely due to their reliance on the individual replacement 

                                                
21 Eugene B. Sledge, With the Old Breed at Peleliu and Okinawa (Novato:  Presidio Press, 1981), 

305. 



 

 

355 

system and poor personnel selection practices.  A memo circulated after the Army’s 

amphibious landings in North Africa, it was noted emphatically, “Small units must be 

aggressive and use maneuver for overcoming enemy defending groups [underline in 

original].”22  A 1943 after action report from the 16th Infantry Regiment in the vaunted 1st 

Infantry Division stated frankly, “It has been found on many occasions that we are 

lacking aggressiveness…. In modern war units must push the fighting always…. Too 

many leaders are too cautious.”23  In a combat report reprinted in the Infantry School’s 

journal, Mailing List, a division commander from Italy complained that officer 

replacements were woefully unprepared to served in combat divisions.  As the report’s 

author lamented:  “Many of the division’s officers and men too often waited to be told 

what to do next.  An infantry battalion (or any other combat unit) is not properly trained 

until every individual in the battalion can do his job over a considerable period of time 

without orders.”24  During the operation to liberate Luzon in 1945, a U.S. Infantry colonel 

commented that the combat performance of “larger units appeared to be very 

satisfactory,” but, “In the smaller units, particularly platoons and squads, combat 

techniques observed were disappointing.”  The colonel described their “apparent lack of 
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resourcefulness and initiative on the part of individuals and the leaders of small 

groups.”25 

U.S. Army infantry doctrine, training, tactics, and techniques were almost 

identical to that of the Marine Corps infantry.  With the exception of the fireteam, their 

infantry companies and platoons were organized similarly.  In prewar writings, it was 

Army officers who spoke of empowering the infantry squad leader on the battlefield to 

make intelligent, aggressive decisions.  There was one “infantry mind” for infantry 

officers of both services.  The same reverence for warrior values, and heroic conceptions 

of the infantryman were present in the U.S. Infantry and Marine Corps.  Why, then, was 

the U.S. Infantry unable to mirror the culture of aggressiveness found within the Marine 

Corps?  The manpower policies of the Army were largely responsible for the 

performance variations.  One structural variable that has been relatively neglected by the 

scholarship was the professionalism and the institutional status of noncommissioned 

officers.  In 2014, Army Chief of Staff Gen. Martin E. Dempsey emphasized the 

importance of the noncommissioned officer corps.  He decreed:  “Through the nature of 

their [the noncommissioned officers’] charge, our force’s mid-level enlisted corps bears 

tremendous responsibility for accomplishing the mission…. They are the frontline of our 

profession.  They represent our values, behaviors, and character to our most junior ranks 

every day.”26  If one couples Dempsey’s comment with Adrian Lewis’s description of 
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how culture “influences behavior by providing agents with strategies and establishing 

boundaries between the normal and the abnormal, between the permissible and the 

impermissible,” then the importance of noncommissioned officers becomes increasingly 

significant.27  U.S. Infantry and Marine noncommissioned officers were the “agents” 

most responsible for creating and maintaining the line between “normal” and “abnormal,” 

“permissible” and “impermissible.”  This begs the question, how did the U.S Infantry and 

Marine Corps noncommissioned officer corps affect the cultures of both institutions? 

Unfortunately, historians have largely left noncoms as a class untouched.  

Guardians of the Republic:  A History of the Noncommissioned Officer Corps of the U.S. 

Army by Ernest F. Fisher, Jr. is one notable exception.28  Fisher’s monograph adopted a 

wide scope, but it failed to provide the analytical depth required to understand the nature 

and evolution of the U.S. Army noncommissioned corps from 1918 to 1945.  In studying 

Marine culture, Craig M. Cameron’s American Samurai:  Myth, Imagination, and the 

Conduct of Battle in the First Marine Division, 1941-1951 fell far short of placing the 

Marine noncommissioned officer into the framework of Marine culture.  Cameron did not 

address the question:  How did their presence and cultural influence on the battlefield 

affect the combat behavior of junior officers and the Marines around them?  Similarly, 

during his discussion of Army and Marine interservice tensions, Cameron did not 

emphasize the noncommissioned officers’ role in fomenting and nurturing such conflicts.  

                                                
27 Adrian R. Lewis, American Culture of War:  The History of U.S. Military Force from World 

War II to Operation Iraqi Freedom (New York:  Routledge, 2007), 16. 

28 Ernest R. Fisher, Jr., Guardians of the Republic:  A History of the Noncommissioned Officer 
Corps of the U.S. Army (Mechanicsburg:  Stackpole Books, 1994), ix. 
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Most importantly, Cameron did not contemplate the role Marine noncommissioned 

officers played in maintaining the enlisted men’s aggressiveness.29  

Marine noncommissioned officer’s professionalism and institutional status stood 

in stark contrast to that of their U.S. Infantry brethren.  In the Army, company 

commanders promoted and demoted enlisted soldiers as they saw fit.  As Fisher put it, the 

noncommissioned officer was “essentially the company commander’s man.”  A senior 

Army officer during the interwar period wrote to the Chief of Staff, “The morale and 

discipline of a company are helped by reserving to the company commander the initiative 

in the appointment and promotion of all noncommissioned officers in his unit.”30  To 

preserve a company commander’s prerogative, any soldier transferred to a different unit 

was automatically reduced to the rank of private no matter the number of years in service, 

or whether he was a private first class, corporal, sergeant, first sergeant, or sergeant 

major.  An unintended consequence of this system was that noncommissioned officers 

rarely, if ever, transferred to other units.  Incoming company commanders, seeing the 

value in having experienced noncommissioned officers, kept them in grade.  Army 

infantry regiments became highly proficient between the world wars largely because 

noncommissioned officers stayed within the same company for sometimes well over a 

decade.  According to Fisher, they “functioned as a kind of quasi-permanent middle-

management group for each regiment.”  This informal system of professionalization 

                                                
29 Craig Cameron, American Samurai:  Myth, Imagination, and the Conduct of Battle in the First 

Marine Division, 1941-1951 (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1994), 130-65. 

30 Fisher, Guardians of the Republic, 234. 
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through stability completely collapsed when the U.S. Army underwent a hasty and 

massive mobilization during World War II. 

The ad hoc nature of the Army’s enlisted promotion system created a cavalier 

attitude towards noncommissioned officers.  Marine Brig. Gen. Frank D. Beans 

recounted the ease with which NCO rank came, went, and came again in the Army.  

Beans noted how Marine rank was permanent and only could be taken away through a 

legal process that was nearly identical to that of an officer’s court martial.  In an oral 

history interview after retirement, Beans recalled a discussion with a soldier who was 

recently demoted from sergeant major to private.  When Beans expressed sympathy for 

the soldier’s plight, the latter surprised him by saying, “Oh, I'll be back to sergeant major 

in a month or so, when the colonel gets over his madness.”31  Pvt. Don Evans who fought 

in North Africa, Sicily, France, and Germany in the Reconnaissance Company, 66th 

Armored Regiment, 2nd Armored Division, poked fun of the most junior 

noncommissioned rank of corporal, saying, “The Corporal got no respect.  He had no 

power, but he thought he did.  He was the butt of many jokes, and we often said that there 

was nothing thicker than a corporal’s head.”32  Fisher affirmed Evans’s recollection, and 

explained that the rank of corporal meant “very little in a line organization” even though 

he was a combat leader.  A survey performed by the War Department and quoted by 

                                                
31 Brig. Gen. Fred D. Beans, Oral History, interviewed by Maj. Thomas E. Donnelly, July 22 

1971, transcript, p. 29, Marine Corps University Archives. 

32 Don Evans, The Odyssey of an Iron Knight (Valley Forge:  Self-Published Manuscript, 2013), 
21. 
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Fisher noted that only 35 percent of soldiers thought their noncommissioned officers 

“were the best that could have been picked.”33 

Brigadier General Beans contrasted the Army’s enlisted promotion system with 

that of the Marine Corps.  Beans “thought our [Marine Corps] system was much better 

because it starts with boot camp.”  “A man comes in as a Marine,” Beans explained, 

“then when he makes sergeant he is a sergeant in the Marines, and no matter where he 

goes he is still a sergeant.”34  In contrast to the Army, the Marine Corps’ enlisted 

promotion system was highly bureaucratized, and centrally controlled at Headquarters 

Marine Corps.  The Corps did not have permanent infantry units, only permanent ship’s 

detachments, which were comparatively small.  When the need for infantry companies, 

battalions, and regiments arose, they were pulled from Marine shore barracks and sea-

bound detachments to create ad hoc units that could be disbanded once a crises passed.  

Marines constantly bounced between duty stations and ship’s companies.  An unintended 

consequence of this system was the permanence of enlisted men’s ranks.  

The Marine Corps Manual, 1940 prescribed a selection process for enlisted 

Marines’ promotions that paralleled the one used to procure officers.  Corps regulations 

stipulated that noncoms would be selected by an officer staffed promotion board, and that 

it would convene only when directed by the Major General Commandant at Headquarters 

Marine Corps.  The regulations ordered, “In all cases of promotion of privates, privates 

first class, or noncommissioned officers, the commanding officer of marines shall 

convene a board to conduct the required examination…. The local examining board shall 
                                                

33 Fisher, Guardians of the Republic, 253. 

34 Beans, Oral History, int. by Donnelly, p. 30. 
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consist, if practicable, of a field officer [major to colonel] and two other officers.”  

Testing for privates first class, corporals, sergeants, and platoon sergeants of line infantry 

units included paper examinations to determine literacy and familiarity with the Corps’ 

regulations, and practical application demonstrations of close order drill and basic 

infantry tactics and techniques.  For such occupational specialties as administrative 

clerks, paymasters, quartermasters, musicians, communicators, aviation mechanics, and 

cooks, there was further testing that focused on the applicant’s particular trade.  Once a 

Marine passed his examinations and was recommended for promotion to the next rank by 

the three officers on the Examination Board, he went on a promotion list.  According to 

the Marine Corps Manual, 1940, “Commanding officers [were] authorized to make 

promotions or appointments, within allowances, to fill vacancies in the ranks of sergeant, 

corporal, and private first class, for straight duty with troops, without reference to the 

Major General Commandant.”  If there were openings within the specialty fields, 

however, promotions could only be approved by the Commandant of the Marine Corps.35   

Marine noncommissioned officers were highly valued by officers and enlisted 

men alike.  As Major General Twining affectionately recalled in his memoir, “The 

Marine Corps has the finest sergeants in the world…. Over the centuries we [Marine 

officers] have found that some things in the Corps, such as the care and training of 

recruits, are best left to sergeants.”36  Eugene Sledge reiterated throughout his memoir 

that Marine NCOs were to be respected and obeyed.  One incident on Okinawa was 

                                                
35 Marine Corps Manual, 1940 (Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Government Printing Office, 1940), 182-

193; Quotations on pages 181, 182, 190. 

36 Twining, No Bended Knee, 31. 
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particularly telling.  A lieutenant told a corporal to have the Marines dig fighting 

holes five meters apart.  When Sledge began digging, his entrenching tool cut into the 

body of a badly decomposing, maggot infested Japanese soldier.  Retching, Sledge asked 

the corporal if he could move the hole away from the stinking, oozing grave.  The 

corporal denied his request, and Sledge was about to comply with the order when the 

officer in charge came over and told Sledge he could move.  Sledge’s willingness to obey 

the corporal’s order under these circumstances exemplifies the unthinking obedience 

Marines gave their NCOs.37  The power and authority of Marine noncommissioned 

officers even reached within Japanese prisoner of war camps.  Historian Gregory J. W. 

Urwin’s Victory in Defeat:  The Wake Island Defenders in Captivity convincingly argued 

that, along with the luck of occupying a more humane prison camp, Marine discipline 

proved a significant factor in their higher survival rates.  That discipline was maintained 

by Marine officers, but enforced by noncoms.  One private first class captive compared 

Marine leadership with that of the soldiers, stating, “We were more cohesive.  We stayed 

together as a group and recognized our senior NCOs as in charge.”38  Even the Army 

recognized how the professional Marine noncoms affected unit performance.  U.S. 

Infantry Lt. Col. Russell P. Reeder, Jr., concluded in his report on Guadalcanal: 

The leadership shown by the 5th and 7th Regiments of the U.S. Marines 
stands out because of their great wealth in experienced officers and 
NCO’s.  On the other hand the remark of Col. B.E. Moore, Commanding 
Officer of the 164th Infantry, emphasizes the great problems in the 

                                                
37 Sledge, With the Old Breed, 277-9. 

38 Gregory J.W. Urwin, Victory in Defeat:  Wake Island Defenders in Captivity (Annapolis:  Naval 
Institute Press, 2010), 345. 
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leadership which confronted a partially trained regiment which had been 
rushed to the combat zone.39 

 
Even with the exponential expansion of the Corps during World War II, 

Headquarters Marine Corps maintained a tight grip on the criteria for selecting and 

promoting noncommissioned officers.  Several “Letters of Instruction” were sent to all 

Marine commands throughout the war detailing the procedures for promoting all enlisted 

ranks, including privates to privates first class.40  Unlike the Army, battlefield promotions 

were not dictated by personnel shortages.  In the Corps, even though the official table of 

organization called for a sergeant or corporal to fill a billet, it did not mean a sergeant or 

corporal had to.  In some instances, corporals served as platoon sergeants and privates 

first class functioned as squad leaders and fireteam leaders.  Just because you filled a 

sergeant’s billet did not mean you were promoted to sergeant.  Marine combat veteran 

George Lince remembered there were “privates dying doing a sergeant’s job,” and, 

“Sergeants dying doing a lieutenant’s job.”41  Promotions to noncommissioned officer 

rank were controlled at higher headquarters, not the levels of battalion, company, or 

                                                
39 Lt. Col. Russell P. Reeder, Jr., “Close-Up of Guadalcanal: October-November 1942,” found in 

George A. Lynch Papers, United States Military History Institute, Carlisle Barracks, PA. 

40 Commandant of the Marine Corps to All Commanding Officers, 13 December 1943, File 
“Letters of Instruction,” Entry# P 11 “Letters of Instruction; 08/27/1941-09/27/1948,” Container # 3, 
Record Group 127 “Records Relating to United States Marine Corps Operations in World War II,” 
National Archives and Records Administration, II; Commandant of the Marine Corps to All Commanding 
Officers, 8 February 1944, File “Letters of Instruction,” Entry# P 11 “Letters of Instruction; 08/27/1941-
09/27/1948,” Container # 3, Record Group 127 “Records Relating to United States Marine Corps 
Operations in World War II,” National Archives and Records Administration, II; Commandant of the 
Marine Corps to All Commanding Officers, 16 February 1944, File “Letters of Instruction,” Entry# P 11 
“Letters of Instruction; 08/27/1941-09/27/1948,” Container # 3, Record Group 127 “Records Relating to 
United States Marine Corps Operations in World War II,” National Archives and Records Administration, 
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platoon headquarters.  That did not mean that promotions came slowly.  Many 

Marines advanced rapidly in rank in wartime promotion, but NCO promotion was still 

closely guarded and centrally controlled.  Consequently, the quality of Marine 

noncommissioned officers remained generally high throughout the war. 

One of the contributions this dissertation makes to the historiography is its 

delineation of the criteria for a “way of war” and a “way of battle.”  The way of battle 

analytic was created to add clarity to the vast array of “way of war” scholarship.  That 

historiography has grow voluminous, and too often lacks clearly defined parameters for 

the term, “way of war.”  Historian Antulio J. Echevarria II’s Reconsidering the American 

Way of War:  U.S. Military Practice from the Revolution to Afghanistan presented the 

most comprehensive summary of the way of war literature, but it, too, did not lay out a 

specific definition for that concept.  The first chapter of this dissertation attempted to 

clarify the historiographical discussion, and created the “way of war” and “way of battle” 

analytics.  By the end of World War I, a way of war could not be determined by 

examining tactical procedures, and extrapolating them upward.  War had become too 

complex and multifarious.  No longer could historians look solely at how America 

conducted battles to determine how it waged wars.  After 1918, many different ways of 

battle emerged, mostly along service lines, and when examined in toto that became the 

American way of war.  For this dissertation, the way of battle construct was created to 

add a layer of objectivity to an analysis of the development of American infantry forces. 

The previous chapters applied the way of battle analytic to the examination of the 

U.S. Army and Marine Corps’ infantry forces from 1918 to 1945.  That shredded the 

mythic shroud that covered deep institutional connections, exposing a shared infantry 
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way of battle was exposed.  The analysis of the infantry way of battle demonstrated 

that many Army and Marine tactical and staff organizations and practices were nearly 

identical to each other, only differing in their execution.  Organizational culture and the 

Marine professionalization of the noncommissioned officer corps played a large part in 

creating those differences.  The operational mission was also significant in distinguishing 

the Marine Corps from the U.S. Army.  The Corps’ operational focus was on short 

duration, quick amphibious assaults or long duration, small wars.  Overall, the Marines 

saw themselves as an expeditionary force in readiness that could adapt to any mission its 

civilian masters required.  In contrast, the U.S. Army between the wars prepared itself for 

total war against a “first class power.”  Both services, however, believed the infantry was 

the arm of decision in battle.  Ultimately, the Army and Marine Corps’ shared infantry 

way of battle became both a source of cooperation and contention.  The failure to 

recognize their commonalities would have negative consequences during the war, and 

prove almost disastrous afterward in the defense unification controversy. 
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