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Foreword

William A. Taylor

In Creating the Modern Army: Citizen-Soldiers and the American Way of War, 
1919–1939, William J. Woolley, previous Victor and Carrie Palmer Chair of 
Leadership Values, Helen Swi� Nielson Professor of Cultural Studies, and long-
time professor of history at Ripon College, provides a comprehensive institu-
tional history of the U.S. Army from 1919 to 1939 based on decades of extensive 
and meticulous research. Woolley demonstrates that leaders, both civilian and 
military, worked in tandem to cra� the modern American army during this 
formative period of U.S. history. He lucidly shows that the central elements of 
this modern army—citizen-soldiers, professional o�cers, branch structure, and 
industrial armaments—�rst emerged with the National Defense Act of 1920, 
coalesced in the two decades that followed, and ultimately remained familiar 
foundations to the present day.

�is excellent study is a unique and pivotal addition to our understanding 
of the distinct origins of the modern U.S. Army—and its vital relationship to 
American society from its very design—during the interwar years a�er World 
War I and before World War II. �is signi�cant interval was an especially criti-
cal period for the army, which sought to integrate the concept of a citizen army, 
deployed successfully by the United States in World War I, into peacetime while 
transforming the small constabulary career-professional force of previous years 
into a larger modernized and industrialized military. �roughout this mean-
ingful story, Woolley illuminates the centrality of policy, especially the momen-
tous consequence of cra�ing a national military policy in the decades prior to 
passage of the National Defense Act in 1920. He reinforces the dynamic link-
ages between a government, the military that it forms, and the society within 
which these changes take place. Most important, Woolley shows that such 
civil-military relations, while absolutely signi�cant, are rarely uniform. To his 
credit, he reveals both high hopes for the modern army and he�y frustrations 
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with the accompanying results, ambitious yet somewhat naïve plans beset by 
the harsh realities of budget cuts fueled by political and social apathy about mil-
itary matters, and the potential bene�ts of careful preparation o�set by glaring 
shortcomings in the ultimate outcomes. �e result is that Woolley elucidates a 
critical lesson: militaries are rarely organizations unto themselves; instead, lead-
ers—both civilian and military—must forge and hone them within a particular 
society, even if they are beset by �ts and starts and endless challenges in doing 
so. Such a complicated process also imbues militaries with their own speci�c 
institutional culture, as was the case with the modern U.S. Army.

Military organization is a woefully understudied yet enormously consequen-
tial aspect of civil-military relations. �is thought-provoking history goes a long 
way toward rectifying this imbalance and shines a critical light on how a nation 
cra�s its military and why that very process informs not only its marshal prowess 
but also its social fabric. Woolley tells a worthwhile story and conveys it well. He 
de�ly bares the signi�cance of several of the most essential facets of civil-military 
relations writ large, namely how a nation organizes its military and the many 
hindrances of achieving e�ectiveness when military roles are in constant �ux 
due to political, technological, and social upheavals as well as countless vagaries 
about the future battle�eld for which it must prepare. �e end result is that 
Woolley exposes the delicate balance between the military, the government, and 
the broader society as each partner exerts in�uence—at times in concert and 
sometimes in opposition—when cra�ing military power. �e clear message is 
that civilian and military leaders dictate policies that shape armies within a spe-
ci�c social milieu. Such was the situation with the National Defense Act of 1920 
and the subsequent interwar period; it remains the case today. Overall, Creating 
the Modern Army is a valuable contribution to a nuanced understanding of the 
vast di�culties yet supreme importance of e�ective organization, not only for 
the military itself but also for the government and society that the armed forces 
seek to protect.
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Preface

�e modern American citizen army as we know it was largely created in the 
years between the two world wars. �e foundations for that structure were laid 
in the three decades before America’s participation in World War I. During 
that time, a new organizational structure based on a general-sta� system was 
created that essentially transformed the army from what had been primarily an 
administrative organization into a tactical one while endowing it with central-
ized leadership. In addition, the military created schools providing various levels 
of professional education, �tting them into a hierarchical structure correspond-
ing to the needs of an o�cer at various points in his career. More important, a 
new generation was taking over the army, o�cers who accepted the idea that 
successful leadership in war rested on an acquired professional education rather 
than on mere personal experience. And, �nally, o�cers in leadership positions 
increasingly accepted the idea that building a new army could not take place as 
a series of random developments but needed to be an enterprise guided by a dis-
tinct military policy that enjoyed the support of the nation. In short, the earlier 
period provided many of the elements out of which the modern U.S. citizen 
army would be built.

Yet the modern American citizen army itself was actually assembled in the 
1920s and 1930s, known as the interwar period. It began with the legislative rat-
i�cation of a long-sought military policy in the National Defense Act of 1920. 
�e act established the concept of a three-part military, with the professional 
Regular Army at its core, joined in times of emergency by one or both of two 
citizen components, the National Guard and the Organized Reserve Corps, and 
provided the basic blueprint for constructing that force. It organized the various 
professional schools into a single progressive system and carefully de�ned the 
jurisdiction of each element. �e National Defense Act �nished the transfor-
mation of the U.S. Army itself into a European-style mass army by completing 
the creation of the combat branches, which not only guided the further develop-
ment of those parts of the army under their competence but also took over from 
the regiment the task of socializing new o�cers into the culture of military ser-
vice. Finally, the army began the process of adapting itself to the opportunities 
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and challenges associated with the rapid industrialization of societies. In the 
interwar period this meant initiating the process of mechanizing �repower and 
movement. All of these—the citizen army with its three components, the pro-
gressive system of professional military education, the branch structure, and the 
creation of mechanized forces—remain the central features of the American 
army in the twenty-�rst century, were created between 1920 and 1939.

A modern army, even one that was as small as the U.S. Army in the interwar 
period, is a highly complex and multifaceted organization composed of a myriad 
of di�erent units. Any e�ort to carry out an encyclopedic history that would 
chronicle the changes experienced in every element of the army, especially in the 
detail needed to understand how those changes took place, would end up so mas-
sively detailed that no common thread could be seen. Hence, I have restricted 
this study to examining the development of what I consider to have been the four 
major characteristics of the modern American army:

1. �e creation of the citizen components of the new army.
2. �e development of the branches as the structural basis for organizing the 

army as well as the creation of the means to educate new o�cers and sol-
diers about their cra� and to socialize them into military culture.

3. �e creation of a rationalized and progressive system of professional mili-
tary education.

4. �e initial mechanization of the combat branches.

In addition, the army’s development in this period was greatly in�uenced by 
its interaction with the government and with American society, so this interac-
tion is discussed as well.

Although change is o�en best understood by means of a chronological nar-
rative, treating developments in each of these areas together in a single narrative 
proved impossible. Hence, I have broken this study down into four chronologi-
cal periods. �e introduction covers the period from 1878 to 1920, during which 
time the primary issue was the creation of a nationally accepted military policy 
upon which a modern army could be built. �at policy was �nally established 
by the National Defense Act of 1920.

Part I then covers 1920–25, when the principal focus was on the creation of a 
new national army based on the defense act and the development of the civilian 
components of a citizen army that was the centerpiece of the policy established 
by the act. �e army’s experience with this e�ort, along with its interaction with 
both the American government and with American society in this early period, 
was discouraging and disillusioning. �is, together with the fact that the work of 
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creating the citizen components was largely complete by 1925, meant that during 
the next four years the army tended to direct its attention and e�orts inward to 
building its own structure and culture. So, Part II, while continuing the story 
of the development of the citizen components as well as the army’s ongoing re-
lationship with the government, is primarily concerned with the development 
of the army’s branch structure during the years and the development of its sys-
tem of professional education. In doing this, I have focused only on the four 
main combat branches of the army—the infantry, the cavalry, the �eld artillery, 
and the coast artillery—since they best illustrate the changes being made and 
were the elements most involved with the development of the new citizen army 
and with mechanization. Chapter 6, devoted to the infantry, also illustrates the 
principal means by which branch structures as well as their culture and identity 
were developed in the 1920s. Chapters 7 and 8 then deal with the histories of the 
�eld artillery and the coast artillery, respectively, for the entire twenty-year pe-
riod. While these branches, especially the coast artillery, underwent important 
changes in this period, neither was signi�cantly involved with mechanization—
the focus of the last section—so it seemed best to treat their stories all at once 
rather than arbitrarily divide them among the sections.

Part III concentrates on the army in the 1930s and its main concern of the in-
terwar period—mechanization. Issues related to the further development of the 
citizen components are treated in chapter 10. �e �nal two chapters are then de-
voted to the two branches most involved with mechanization, the infantry and 
especially the cavalry. Since the cavalry was most involved with mechanization 
and responded to it within the framework of its own long-term development, its 
entire story during the period is told in chapter 12.

�is approach means that as a history of the army in this period, this work 
is scarcely encyclopedic. �e stories of the development of the air service (later 
air corps), then part of the army; the development of the many support services 
such as the quartermaster corps or the transportation corps so vital to the success 
of any military operation; and the massive e�orts behind the development of 
mobilization plans that consumed enormous blocks of the General Sta�’s time 
and e�ort are not covered. Fortunately, these aspects of the army’s history in this 
period have been examined elsewhere. Also, this story involves only the experi-
ence of o�cers, especially those in top leadership positions. �e U.S. Army was 
a top-down organization, with the basic changes being the result of decisions 
coming from its senior leadership. Lower-ranking o�cers then carried out these 
decisions. �e experience of enlisted men and, especially, noncommissioned of-
�cers is a story that has not been told and should be, no matter how challenging 
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it would be to construct. But, as important as all these topics are, they had little 
to do with the four-part development of the army. �e aviators in the air service/
corps were focused on establishing the autonomy of their arm as a means of 
carrying on strategic warfare based on long-range bombing rather than acting as 
tactical air support for other elements of the army, so they rarely interacted with 
the soldiers in the ground forces. One notices the virtual absence of any discus-
sion of the air service/corps in the branch-oriented professional military journals 
of that period. �e various service bureaus also had their own stories of change, 
but theirs are not particularly related to the issues that are central here. With 
those caveats in mind, it is my hope that this volume will provide a look at how 
the modern American citizen army was created and how it established itself in 
a period of almost revolutionary proportions in the ways wars would be fought.

Finally, I would like to acknowledge and express my appreciation to those who 
were helpful to me in this project over the course of many years. �ese include 
John Taylor at the National Archives and Richard Sommers at the archives of the 
U.S. Army Military History Institute as well as the archivists at the Command 
and General Sta� College and the State Historical Society of Wisconsin. I also 
wish to acknowledge my indebtedness to J. P. Clark, William A. Taylor, David 
Silbey, Brian North, Lieutenant Colonel Stephen F. Mowe, Richard Scamehorn, 
Stephen D. Woolley, and Eric P. Black, who read and o�ered valuable suggestions 
on all or part of my manuscript. In addition, I want to acknowledge my thanks 
to Joyce Harrison, Kevin Brock, Lisa Stallings, and the people at the University 
Press of Kansas who helped this work make its way to �nal publication, and to 
Michael Taber for producing the index. �eir contributions made the book a 
better one, any faults in it are my responsibility. Lastly, I wish to express apprecia-
tion for their ongoing encouragement and support to my family—Allen, Pamela, 
Jennifer, Stephen, Maria, Mindy, Eric, Brent, Michelle, and especially to my wife, 
Jean, who was my chief proofreader, editor, critic, and cheerleader.
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Introduction

�e Quest for a National Military Policy, 1878–1920

I n the last quarter of the nineteenth century, a small number of o�-
cers became aware of two major developments that would be of concern to 
the U.S. Army. �e �rst was the disappearance of the frontier and with it 

the disappearance of one of the military’s major missions, serving as the constab-
ulary force controlling relations between white settlers in the West and Native 
American residents. �e other was recent and dramatic changes in warfare that 
could a�ect American security. �e o�cers were especially in�uenced by the 
wars fought between 1866 and 1871 that led to the uni�cation of Germany. In 
these wars Prussia, although smaller and far less prosperous than its two major 
opponents, Austria-Hungary and France, quickly and decisively defeated each 
of them. For these o�cers, the Prussian successes stood in dramatic contrast to 
the prolonged and excessively bloody slugging match that was the American 
Civil War. Aware also that the new drives to imperialism also le� areas outside 
of Europe vulnerable, including the United States, they sought to reform the 
U.S. Army by organizing it along European, and especially German, lines. �is 
meant, in particular, creating a centralized control structure such as a general 
sta�, developing an o�cer corps that would be professionally educated, and cre-
ating a trained reserve force that could be quickly called up in the event of a war.

Two major factors, however, made this seem an almost hopeless task. One 
was that American public opinion was traditionally antipathetic, if not openly 
hostile, to regular armies organized by central governments. �is attitude was 
inherited from English experience with standing armies in the seventeenth cen-
tury under both the Stuart kings and Oliver Cromwell, during which the army 
was seen as an instrument of despotism and threat to liberty. �is attitude was 
then reinforced by Americans’ experience with the British Army immediately 
before and during the American Revolution. Hence, while those who framed 
the Constitution accepted the need for a regular army, they hedged it about with 
safeguards to prevent it from becoming a tool of despotism.
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Moreover, well before the Revolution the American colonists had already 
developed two other forms of military organization based on the principle of 
citizen-soldiers as alternatives to a standing army. �e �rst of these was the local 
militia, made up of citizens who maintained arms and underwent some degree of 
training. Headed by local o�cers who were o�en elected, these units were usually 
su�cient to maintain social order and to defend their communities from threats 
from Native Americans. �e second came in the form of ad-hoc volunteer forces 
usually formed to meet speci�c military exigencies. �ese units were usually re-
cruited in communities by prominent civilians who became their o�cers. A large 
number of such units fought in colonial wars and in the Revolution. �ey also 
played a major role in the Mexican War (1846–48) and, until conscription was 
introduced, made up almost entirely the Union and Confederate armies in the 
Civil War. Similar units, notably the Rough Riders, were still active in the Span-
ish-American War (1898). During the nineteenth century, civilian leaders of some 
of these units had received at least the rudiments of military education at a few 
private colleges, most notably Norwich Academy in Vermont. During and a�er 
the Civil War, many regular o�cers were suitably impressed with the �ghting 
quality of volunteers so that they sought to regularize the volunteer tradition. 
�e Morrill Act of 1862 that created the land-grant university system included 
a provision requiring these schools to provide some form of military training to 
students so they might later take on leadership roles in volunteer units if needed.1

One major problem for the reformers, then, was that any e�ort to reorganize 
the army along German lines would be highly unacceptable to an American pub-
lic that was not only deeply suspicious of regular armies but also felt that the two 
homegrown civilian-based alternatives were more than adequate for meeting the 
nation’s needs, especially since an ocean separated the United States from any 
major European power.

�e second major factor facing reformers was conservative resistance from 
within the army itself. �ere were two aspects of this. First, until well into the 
1890s, much of the army’s senior leadership was comprised of o�cers who had 
served in the Union army during the Civil War. Many of these o�cers entered 
the war as part of volunteer units. As historian J. P. Clark points out, having 
been virtually self-taught, this generation of o�cers saw little value in reforms 
that stressed professional military education. �e fact that the Union army had 
been victorious in the war seemed to vindicate their approach to military lead-
ership to the point that they saw no need to change.2 �e second aspect was that 
the major political power in the nineteenth-century American army lay with 
the chiefs of the bureaus, such as the Quartermaster Corps, that supported the 
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army. �ese senior o�cers, having lifetime tenure in their posts in Washington, 
had built up close relations with Congress. As James M. Hewes has observed, 
“Bureau chiefs in o�ce for life . . . had greater Congressional in�uence than pass-
ing secretaries or line o�cers.”3 As a result, during the 1800s, the bureaus had 
become virtually independent �efdoms within the army, and unsurprisingly, 
the chiefs were hostile to any reform movement that challenged their position.

�e reform movement was initiated by the e�orts of one o�cer, Lieutenant 
Colonel Emory Upton.4 One of America’s most in�uential military reformers, 
Upton, born in 1839, had graduated from West Point in 1861 just in time to par-
ticipate in the Civil War. In the eastern campaigns, he proved to be a brilliant 
and courageous o�cer, becoming a brigadier general of volunteers by the end of 
the war. Upton was greatly impressed by the �ghting quality of the volunteer 
soldiers in the army but was disgusted by what he saw as the ignorance of many 
senior volunteer o�cers. He attributed the latter to both the almost dominating 
role played by political in�uence in the selection of senior o�cers, especially in 
the state militias, and to the lack of any systematic military education.

A�er 1865, Upton began to develop a program of reform to address the prob-
lems he had seen during the war. He started by developing a new and simpli�ed 
system of infantry tactics more suitable for volunteer soldiers. �is was adopted 
by the army in 1867. A�er that he turned his attention to the issue of o�cer ed-
ucation. In 1875 he convinced General William T. Sherman, then the command-
ing general of the army, to send him to Europe and Asia to study military systems 
there. In Europe Upton was particularly impressed by the German army and its 
rigorous system for the professional education of its o�cers. Returning to the 
United States, he wrote a report of his trip, later published as �e Armies of Asia 
and Europe, in which, among other things, he lauded the Prussians’ progressive 
military-education system, their general-sta� system, and their reserve system.5

In addition, he proposed his own idea for raising an army based on volunteers, 
which he called National Volunteers since they would be trained by the Regular 
Army rather than by what he saw as the heavily politicized state militias. Regular 
regiments would then contain one or two skeletonized battalions of National 
Volunteers that, given the popular excitement typical at the beginning of hostil-
ities, would be �lled with new volunteer recruits.

Upton had also come to see that America’s major military failing was a lack 
of a distinct military policy to guide the development of its assets. �e objective 
of such a policy should be to have the nation prepared for war before hostilities 
started. Its major elements would be, �rst, that the Regular Army was to be free 
of political in�uences outside of those provided for in the constitution. Second, 
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the nation’s existing military force would be supplemented by volunteer soldiers 
trained by the Regular Army rather than the state militias. And third, the pro-
fessional o�cers would receive a progressive military education to prepare them 
for each level of command.

Upton’s ideas initially attracted little attention even in the army. Few o�cers 
saw any purpose in a progressive education system aimed at higher command in 
what was essentially a frontier constabulary force and in which few could expect 
to be promoted beyond captain. Frustrated, Upton planned a second book in 
which he would make his appeal for a modern European-style military policy 
directly to Americans rather than as a gloss on an o�cial report. �e new work, 
to be called “�e Military Policy of the United States from 1775,” was to excori-
ate the nation for never having developed such a policy while advocating his own 
ideas. Upton, however, died in 1881 before he could �nish it himself.6

Yet, within a few years of his death, Upton’s vision of an American Army led by 
a new breed of o�cers who identi�ed themselves primarily as educated military 
professionals began to attract a growing number of adherents. �ese men could 
be called the “new professionals.” A small trickle of such o�cers began to follow 
Upton in making trips to Germany to study its military system. Initially, the new 
professionals were just a tiny minority in the army, but their numbers grew, and 
their in�uence grew even faster. �at in�uence depended on their organization and 
their control of powerful positions in the army. �eir organization was founded in 
the new military schools and professional associations that they helped establish 
in this period. �e most important of these organizations was the Military Service 
Institute, founded in 1879. Headed by General Sherman, the institute gave respect-
ability to the idea of o�cership in the army as a learned profession, while its organ, 
the Journal of the Military Service Institute, became the major intellectual clearing 
house of ideas concerning reform. Other new professional associations, such as the 
Cavalry Association founded in 1885 and the Infantry Society founded in 1893, 
along with the journals sponsored by these groups, provided the new professionals 
with additional opportunities to form networks, read the ideas of others, widen 
their circle, and establish their reputations through publications.

�e in�uence gained by the new professionals by means of their leadership 
in these associations was then reinforced by their slowly taking control of the 
Adjutant General’s O�ce. Located close to the o�ce of the secretary of war, the 
Adjutant General’s O�ce was seen as the premier bureau in the post–Civil War 
army and the only one concerned with the overall direction of the military. As 
such it attracted reform-minded o�cers and, by the 1880s, became a center for 
institutional change.
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By the 1890s, this movement had coalesced to the point that its adherents 
could begin to articulate a program of reform largely based on Upton’s ideas. 
�e elements of this program clustered around the general idea that the Regular 
Army should be transformed from a western constabulary and garrison force 
into a small but compact European-style mobile striking force. �is would call 
for a number of major changes, including the reorganization and concentration 
of the army, then organized around regiments, into tactical units such as divi-
sions and corps; a shi� of focus in its leadership structure from administration 
to strategic direction; the development of a professional, educated o�cer corps; 
and the creation of a means by which the limited strength of the peacetime army 
could be temporarily augmented in time of an emergency by militarily trained 
civilian reserves.

Progress toward achieving these goals was made in several directions during 
this decade. In particular, the army began to systematize its professional-edu-
cation system. In 1890, o�cers below the rank of major were required to pass a 
written test before being considered eligible for promotion. To help prepare for 
this examination, authorities encouraged regiments to create “lyceums” as the 
basis for an informal junior-o�cer educational system. At the same time pres-
sure grew for creating more branch schools, such as the older School of Artillery 
at Fort Monroe, Virginia, while the existing School of Application for Infantry 
and Cavalry at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, was gradually upgraded into a more 
academic sta� college. Finally, some o�cers began to call for the establishment of 
an Army War College as a counterpart to the recently formed Naval War College.

�us, in the later 1890s, the new professionals began to feel con�dent that 
they had the organization, power, and articulated program necessary to carry 
out a major reform of the army along Uptonian lines. �ey were still a dis-
tinct minority, but the disaggregated structure of the army and its tradition 
of quiet loyalty deprived any opposition of a focal point to oppose the reform 
movement now emanating from the Adjutant General’s O�ce. �e reformers, 
therefore, were far more concerned with congressional and public apathy or 
even hostility to updating the military. While army leadership could carry out 
many reforms internally without the sanction of Congress, most major pro-
grams would require legislative action. Yet in the previous three decades, the 
army had enjoyed little success in getting reform measures through Congress. 
A major e�ort to make use of the rising war sentiment in 1897 to push through 
such legislation also foundered.

�e cause of the failure was opposition from the increasingly energized Na-
tional Guard, as the former state militias were now called, which underscored 
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the fact that it would now be necessary for army reformers to take this service 
into consideration in any plans for further development of a military reform 
program. As professionals, many o�cers in the Regular Army had little more 
than contempt for the Guard. Seen as both the institutional descendent of the 
American militia tradition and the product of state-centered political patron-
age, they considered the Guard to be the embodiment of military amateurism. 
Since such amateurism directly denied the value of the systematically acquired 
military education that the new professionals considered central, the Guard was 
anathema to most of the reformers. Finally, as Michael Neiberg points out, reg-
ular o�cers were suspicious of and prejudiced against the democratic character 
of guard units, with the election of o�cers and the familiarity inherent when 
o�cers and men came from the same community.7

�is contemptuous view of the National Guard was, in many respects, neither
fair nor accurate. While many guard o�cers did owe their position to patronage, 
many were also sincere military enthusiasts who sought to be as well trained 
and professional as time and resources would allow. And while it was still a state 
organization, the National Guard, as its new name implied, was also acquiring 
a sense of national identity, which was institutionalized by the creation of the 
National Guard Association in 1879. Finally, guardsmen saw themselves as the 
embodiment of the citizen-soldier, a military tradition they considered to be 
uniquely American, just as many felt that the European-inspired military vi-
sion of a professional soldier was distinctly un-American. �us, in early 1898 
the Guard was able to take advantage of its powerful state political backing and 
of its attractiveness to many in Congress as a truly American �ghting force to 
defeat the army’s reform plan, instead winning for itself the reserve role in any 
signi�cant war in the future. �is victory was an educational experience for the 
new professionals, who now understood the need to work in cooperation with 
the Guard in developing further reforms.

America’s experience with the Spanish-American War precipitated a major 
surge of military reform. While American arms had been gloriously victorious, 
the chaos that surrounded the mobilization for the war made clear how un-
ready the nation had been and still was for any signi�cant military emergency. 
Together with the support of President �eodore Roosevelt and a strong Re-
publican dominance in Congress, military reformers were able to secure a series 
of major changes in the period between 1901 and 1903 that gave them much 
of what they wanted. While Roosevelt’s secretary of war, Elihu Root, has been 
given the credit for these improvements, most of the legislation behind them 
was actually written by the reformers. �e so-called Root Reforms included the 
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Army Reorganization Act of 1901, which allowed for the expansion of the army 
to 89,000 men and called for the creation of the Army War College, providing 
the capstone to e�orts to create a system of professional education, starting with 
the regimental lyceum and ending at the War College. �e key reform, however, 
was the General Sta� Act of 1903. �is measure encompassed a nearly revolu-
tionary restructuring of the army. �e existing army had long been largely an 
administrative organization, providing a variety of military activities associated 
with controlling the frontier and guarding major coastal harbors, all of which 
was controlled by the administrative bureaus in Washington. �e General Sta� 
Act transformed it into a tactically organized military organization controlled 
by the General Sta�, to which the bureaus themselves would be subordinated. 
�ese reforms were made politically possible by the support of the National 
Guard, which, in turn, got the E�ciency in Militia Act of 1903, providing for 
the federalization of the Guard in a time of emergency and thereby o�cially 
making it the nation’s reserve force. Finally, in 1904, at the culmination of the 
reform process, Root published Upton’s �e Military Policy of the United States
as a tribute to the man credited with the vision upon which the entire reform 
movement was founded.8

�e Root reforms were both an end of one phase of the army reform move-
ment and the beginning of a new phase. �ey largely ful�lled the vision of 
the new professionals, but those aspirations were largely limited to the con-
cerns of the late nineteenth century and the strategic situation created by the 
Spanish-American War. And now with their agenda largely ful�lled, most of 
these o�cers retired from promoting further reforms during their careers.

�e new professionals were succeeded by a generation of military reformers 
who might be called the “young professionals.” �ese o�cers were largely the 
product of the new military schools, which gave them a core of similar ideas and 
created a sense of corporate identity, self-assurance, and superiority sometimes 
bordering on arrogance. Convinced that they had received the revealed word in 
modern military matters, they impatiently favored revolutionary over evolution-
ary change.9 Inspired also by the publication of Upton’s book, the young profes-
sionals made the establishment of a national military policy the focal point of 
their desired revolution. As their in�uence grew, this e�ort increasingly became 
the central long-term concern of reformers within the army’s leadership. As with 
Upton, the young professionals considered the purpose of a military policy was 
to prepare the nation for war by the systematic arrangement of all military orga-
nizations in the country around a single plan for mobilization. Despite the Root 
reforms, the country’s military matters were still handled on a piecemeal basis, 
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with the role of the National Guard as one of the most anomalous of the pieces. 
�is concern for the systematic organization of the nation’s military resources 
became far more acute a�er the Russo-Japanese War (1904–5). In this con�ict, 
as well as in the earlier Sino-Japanese War (1894–95), a small but well-prepared 
power quickly defeated a larger but unprepared power. Moreover, in �ghting the 
Russians, the Japanese were able to transport an army over water and still defeat 
them, a fact that seemed to demonstrate the actual vulnerability of the United 
States to an invasion by an overseas power. �is was followed in the United 
States by a brief war scare with Japan, provoked by the treatment of Japanese 
nationals in this country. �ese events created a concern that the mobile strik-
ing force provided for by the Root Reforms would be inadequate in the face of 
a maritime invasion.10 Many in the army began to visualize the United States 
as a wealthy but virtually unarmed plum ripe for the picking by any aggressive 
major power. For the young professionals, what was now needed was a way by 
which the country could quickly raise an army of 200,000–400,000 men. �us, 
a�er 1907, the question of how to create a reliably trained reserve force became 
the central issue of any discussion of a national military policy. �is again called 
into question the issue of the reliability of the National Guard while making the 
various reserve systems used in Europe, in which men were called to the colors 
for several years and then returned to civilian life to serve as a trained reserve, 
increasingly attractive.

�is movement began to coalesce with the appointment of Major General 
Leonard Wood as chief of sta� of the army in 1910. Wood was a dynamic, ener-
getic, and highly charismatic �gure who was ambitious to bring about dramatic 
change to the army. �is would have made him a natural ally of the young profes-
sionals. �is alignment, however, was slow in developing. While the major goal 
of the young professionals was the creation of a national military policy, Wood’s 
interest in that idea was tepid at best. He was, by temperament, far more an inde-
pendent crusader for projects rather than the creator of systems and organizations 
that could, �nally, restrict his own freedom of action. Hence, rather than estab-
lish a comprehensive national military policy, he preferred to create a Council of 
National Defense, made up of both civilian and military leaders, which would 
garner political support for his individual ideas for military change.11

Wood’s initial e�orts to go it alone, however, failed. A naïve plan to mobilize 
support for the creation of a Council of National Defense by releasing to Con-
gress and the press a secret report demonstrating the nation’s vulnerability to 
invasion blew up in his face due to his failure to consult with President William 
Howard Ta� ahead of time.12 �is was followed by an e�ort to increase the 
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military reliability of the National Guard by further federalization backed by 
drill pay.13 �is, too, failed when it was derailed by the powerful state adjutants 
general, who feared loss of control.14

Wood’s dalliance with the National Guard also strained his relations with the 
young professionals. �ey fully shared the Regular Army’s lack of con�dence in 
the military value of the Guard, and Wood’s failure contributed to a growing 
consensus among them to abandon the Guard as a reserve force and focus in-
stead on creating a European-style reserve system.15 Le� to themselves, the young 
professionals at the same time made further progress in de�ning the elements 
of their own reform agenda. In addition, the experience gained by working with 
various aspects of military policy in the General Sta� during 1911 increased their 
sense of con�dence that an actual national military policy could be formulated. 
�us, by the end of that year, Wood was in danger of being le� behind by the 
reform movement that he was supposed to be leading.

Wood and the young professionals in the General Sta� were brought together 
in 1912 in the face of a sudden political threat to the entire reform program. �e 
threat came primarily from growing hostility to their e�orts within the army. 
One source of this opposition came from the administrative and logistical bu-
reaus, whose accustomed dominance in the army was undercut by the General 
Sta� Act of 1903. Despite the provisions of that law, these o�ces still retained 
signi�cant power in Washington. Further resistance came from traditionalists 
who still made up the bulk of the o�cer corps. �eir major concern was the 
growing interest in the European-style reserve program. For them, the central 
and most attractive feature of the old army was that it involved working with 
long-term and highly trained enlisted men who remained satisfactorily defer-
ential to the o�cers. �e idea of these career soldiers being largely replaced by 
men enlisted for only a short term for training purposes seemed to imply a new 
culture that was neither comfortable, rewarding, nor even martial.16 Active op-
position from the traditionalists had largely been muted by the fact that they 
were disaggregated, voiceless, and traditionally at odds with the bureaus. But 
the growing evidence of Wood’s commitment to a program of far-reaching re-
form, as well as his own personal arrogance, began to draw these two sources of 
resistance together, making an e�ective resistance movement possible if a leader 
and an issue could be found.

Toward the end of 1911, that leader appeared in the person of the army’s ad-
jutant general, Major General Frederick C. Ainsworth. Adjutant general since 
1907, he had built a reputation as a reformer by making the administrative activ-
ities of the agencies he headed more e�cient. In addition, Ainsworth was highly 
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skilled at cultivating good personal relations with congressmen, who thought 
highly of him. He also deeply resented the fact that the General Sta� Act had 
ended the supremacy of his o�ce in the army. By 1911, he had become aware of 
the growing anger among the traditionalist o�cers regarding the reserve issue 
and saw that he could restore the leadership of the Adjutant General’s O�ce by 
using this discontent and his own relationships in Congress to overthrow the 
supremacy of the General Sta�.

In doing this, Ainsworth was also aware that the new Democratic majority 
that took over in the House of Representatives a�er the 1910 elections could 
easily be made sympathetic to his ideas. Taking advantage of the party’s interest 
in cost reduction, Ainsworth helped the Democratic chair of the House Mili-
tary A�airs Committee, James Hay of Virginia, develop a package of proposals 
that would constitute a speci�c Democratic military-reform program. While 
the proposals were suggested to Hay principally as a means of reducing costs, 
their real purpose was to reduce the power of the General Sta�. �e heart of the 
program was a consolidation of the bureaus and the General Sta� into a single 
o�ce dominated by the adjutant general. In addition, to gain the support of the 
traditionalists in the army the reforms also proposed increasing the initial enlist-
ment contract from three to �ve years, which would not only reduce recruiting
costs but also derail the development of any European-style reserve system.17 For
his part, Hay used committee hearings and questionnaires sent directly to �eld
o�cers to give them a chance to voice their opinions on the enlistment issue and 
to demonstrate that Wood did not speak for the army.18

Both Wood and the young professionals saw the dangers posed by the Hay pro-
posals to be introduced in Congress in December 1911, but they di�ered as to how 
to respond. Wood planned a multiple countero�ensive to undercut Ainsworth’s 
in�uence among the traditionalist o�cers while presenting Congress with his 
own cost-cutting program based on closing obsolete bases and creating a Council 
of National Defense.19 �e response of the young professionals, who had little 
enthusiasm for either closing posts or creating the council, was to develop and 
publish a statement of a comprehensive military policy that would demonstrate 
the ability of the General Sta� to take the lead in meeting the nation’s military 
needs.20 Sensing possible public-relations value in such a document, Wood ac-
cepted their idea and appointed a committee of four General Sta� o�cers—Col-
onel R. P. Davis from the coast artillery, Captain William Lassiter from the �eld 
artillery, Captain George Van Horn Moseley from the cavalry, and Captain John 
McAuley Palmer from the infantry—to undertake the project.
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�e three captains selected were among the most brilliant of the young pro-
fessionals then making their way through the General Sta�. Both Lassiter and 
Moseley eventually became major generals and played critical roles in the devel-
opment in the army in the interwar period. And although he only reached the 
rank of brigadier general during his military career, Palmer, the archetypical 
military intellectual, was by far the most in�uential o�cer in shaping the army’s 
ideas about military policy going into the 1920s and was responsible for the most 
important and innovative elements of the committee’s eventual statement.21

As a �rst e�ort to design a national military policy, the document prepared 
by the four o�cers, later published with the title Report on the Organization of 
the Land Forces of the United States (herea�er referred to as the Report), was sur-
prisingly successful. It provoked controversy but �nally received a reluctant and 
highly ambiguous acceptance by the General Sta�. Over the next eight years, 
it remained a major in�uence in further e�orts by both the General Sta� and 
Congress to formulate a military policy. Finally, its basic conceptual elements 
became part of the National Defense Act of 1920 and have served as the nation’s 
fundamental military policy ever since.

�e Report stated that the basis of any national military policy should be to 
provide a military force su�cient to defend the nation from a threat from any 
major European power or Japan without placing a major strain on the economy. 
�e proposed solution was to provide for an economically minimal Regular 
Army to meet limited needs, such as an expeditionary force, but that could be 
readily expanded to up to 300,000 or more men in the event of a national emer-
gency. �is would be achieved by the creation of a three-tiered force structure 
would be made up of the following:

1. A Regular Army organized in divisions and cavalry brigades and ready for
immediate use as an expeditionary force or for other purposes for which
the citizen soldiery is not available, or for employment in the �rst stages of
war while the citizen soldiery is mobilizing and concentrating.

2. An army of national citizen soldiers organized in peace in complete divi-
sions and prepared to reenforce sic the Regular Army in time of war.

3. An army of volunteers to be organized under prearranged plans when 
greater forces are required than can be furnished by the Regular Army and 
the organized citizen soldiery.22

�e bulk of the Report was devoted to how the “mobile army,” to be made up 
of Regular Army troops stationed in the country, would be tactically organized. 
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It was this part of the Report that attracted the most attention of other senior 
o�cers and was the source of the most controversy.

�e second and third tiers of the proposed force structure would be made up of 
two di�erent types of reserve forces. �e second tier was to be an organized man-
power pool available as a means of expanding the Regular Army from a somewhat 
reduced and skeletonized peacetime force to full wartime size at �rst and then 
providing replacements for losses incurred in the initial phases of a con�ict. In 
this regard, the Report followed the line favored in published discussions that this 
reserve force be raised in roughly the same way that the major European powers 
did. It proposed that the existing three-year enlistment be increased to six years, 
half spent with the colors and the balance as a ready reserve. Since enlistments in 
the U.S. Army were voluntary rather than compulsory as in Europe, the authors 
did not think American public opinion would oppose this plan.

�e other reserve force, the third tier, would be a large citizen army raised 
in response to a major war. �e idea of a citizen army was Palmer’s distinctive 
contribution to the report and the heart of what he considered to be a proper 
military policy for a democracy. In the reforms at the turn of the century, the 
National Guard had been given the role as the primary reserve force. For the Re-
port, however, Palmer analyzed exhaustively the constitutional limitations that 
restricted the usefulness of the Guard, especially in con�icts outside the borders 
of the United States and concluded that these limitations were not only prob-
lematic but also not easily overcome by further legislation. At the same time, 
he realized that any e�ort to create a large reserve force by means of rotating 
enlisted men through the Regular Army for their training would be toxic with 
the American public, smacking of European militarism. To be accepted by the 
public, he argued, any citizen reserve force would have to be seen as part of a dis-
tinctly American military tradition. As stated early in the Report, “�e practical 
military statesman . . . does not propose impracticable or foreign institutions, but 
seeks to develop the necessary vigor and energy within the familiar institutions 
that have grown with the national life.”23 �e Report then went on to point out 
that volunteers had been the traditional American means of augmenting the 
country’s small Regular Army in all the wars of the nineteenth century. �ere-
fore, the major reserve force should be a citizen army made up of volunteers, the 
insinuation being that this part of the proposal was nothing more than a codi�-
cation and institutionalization of traditional American practice.

But the authors then pointed out that current threats to the United States 
meant that this tradition had to be modi�ed in two ways. First, the volunteers 
would have to be more than a mere manpower pool upon which a reserve force 
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could be built when needed. Given the complexity and size of modern mili-
tary units, e�ectively mobilizing such a force would take far too long. Instead, 
the volunteer citizen force would have to be already organized on paper into 
its own tactically structured army, a virtual citizen army. Upon mobilization, 
each volunteer would report to his speci�cally designated unit headquarters for 
further training. �is post would already contain prepositioned supplies and 
munitions and a core of trained reserve o�cers. To augment the latter, the Re-
port suggested that the training ongoing in land-grant universities be organized 
and put under some degree of federal control to produce the desired military 
results, a foreshadowing of the Reserve O�cer Training Corps (ROTC) pro-
gram established later. With all this set up ahead of time, the Report con�dently 
predicted, a well-trained volunteer citizen army could be ready to take the �eld 
in just six months.

�e second modi�cation to the American volunteer tradition was trickier. 
For the citizen army to be ready to take the �eld in just six months, volunteers 
would need to have already had six months prior military training during peace-
time. So, creating this quick-mobilizing reserve army would involve the Regular 
Army providing military training for a large number of civilians in peacetime. 
Yet instituting any such training would again raise the specter of the army mili-
tarizing society, so the question of how the volunteers would receive prior train-
ing remained unanswered.

Finally, it should also be noted that while the Report itself was largely the 
result of the e�orts by the rising military professionals to reform the army along 
the lines proposed by Upton, there were other national forces working along the 
same line as well. As J. P. Clark has noted, the e�orts to rationalize the army’s 
structure was also in�uenced by the rising culture of progressivism in the United 
States. On a parallel track, James Hewes argues that the reforms were also the 
product of the e�orts of political and industrial leaders to reorganize the army 
along e�cient business lines.24

Meanwhile, the legislative battle over Ainsworth and Hay’s reform bill began 
in the House of Representatives in December 1911. �e �ght was tumultuous and 
bitter. At one point, Wood was able to push Ainsworth into a position that forced 
him to resign as adjutant general. �is served not only to increase the bitterness of 
the struggle in Congress but also to focus it on Wood himself; it became so per-
sonal that a move was made to include a description of the requirements for chief 
of sta� that would have made Wood ineligible. But with the patient intervention 
of both Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson and President Ta�, the situation was 
ameliorated, and a much modi�ed Hay bill �nally passed with little damage done 
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to the General Sta�. Yet it did include provisions that the enlistment contract be 
extended to four years so as to preclude the creation of a European-style reserve.25

�e work of Palmer’s committee played little role in all this, but its recommenda-
tions remained to serve as the basis for future reform e�orts.

With the end of the struggle over the Hay bill, the e�ort to create a national 
military policy entered a new phase that culminated in the summer of 1916 with 
the actual passage of a legislation creating such a policy. As before, Wood and the 
young professionals in the General Sta� tended to go their separate ways. But they 
remained committed to the overall project of basing America’s defense needs on 
some kind of citizen army and remained focused on the principal issue of creating 
a large pool of trained manpower available as a reserve. Yet their approaches were 
di�erent. While the General Sta� continued to seek a legislatively approved pol-
icy based on the concept of a citizen army, Wood sought to create the foundations 
of support for such a policy by popularizing both the army and military service.

�e general did this, in part, through a major public-relations campaign largely 
carried out by himself and aimed at convincing American elites of the value to 
society of the army itself and of providing military training for the country’s 
young males. He pursued a vigorous schedule of speaking at chambers of com-
merce, boards of trade, and university graduations. Yet his most signi�cant e�ort 
at popularizing military training was the idea of o�ering male college students 
voluntary military training at their own expense at summer camps at Plattsburgh, 
New York. While the original idea behind the camps was to develop a group of 
men with su�cient training to make them o�cers in volunteer units in the case 
of war, for Wood, the main goal was “planting in every university and college a 
true knowledge of what our military policy has been and what it should be.”26

Wood also worked to popularize the idea of universal military training. He 
had been interested in this idea from the beginning of his tenure as chief of sta�. 
�e concept was, indeed, beginning to gain acceptance among American elites 
who were concerned about the social rami�cations of the rapid urbanization and 
industrialization of U.S. society. �ere was particular concern that malnutrition 
and poor living conditions in cities was leading to a growing physical degenera-
tion, a concern that fueled the movement to place physical-education programs 
into the public schools. �ey worried, too, about growing urban unrest and the 
need to “Americanize” the massive in�ux of immigrants. Wood spoke to all of 
this in his e�ort to promote universal military training.27

�e general’s major concern in all of this, and one he shared with the General 
Sta�, was how to provide for a federally trained and controlled manpower re-
serve in the event of a major war. Although he did not share the highly negative 
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feelings prevalent in the sta� regarding the unreliability of the National Guard, 
he shared the fear that the organization could provide neither the troop numbers 
nor the assurance of quality performance that would be needed. Wood’s initial 
approach had been to create a trained reserve by using the European military 
method of short-term enlistments followed by long-term reserve obligations. 
But, as noted, the legislation supporting this idea became a casualty in the strug-
gle over the Hay bill in 1912.

�erefore, Wood, like Palmer, turned to the more traditional idea of volun-
teers. In the spring of 1914, he was successful in getting Congress to approve the 
Volunteer Act. �e chief purpose of this measure was to secure a recognized 
place for volunteers in U.S. defense e�orts in the event of a major war. While the 
act rea�rmed the position of the National Guard as the second line of defense 
in the event of such a con�ict, it provided a distinct provision for federal volun-
teers as a third line. While the law did not provide for any peacetime training 
of potential volunteers, it did legitimize for the �rst time the basic three-tiered 
structure upon which ensuing military-policy e�orts would be based. 28

While Wood had spent 1913 and 1914 popularizing both the army and universal 
military training, the General Sta� sought to pursue the development of a national 
military policy. �is task was given speci�cally to the War College Division of the 
sta�. �is unit was the chief planning body in the General Sta� and, as such, had 
a magnetic attraction to younger and more intellectual sta� o�cers convinced 
that the army needed radical change. So for the next four years, the War College 
Division became the center for the pursuit of a national military policy.

O�cers in the division initially intended to use the Report as its guide. But 
as they sought to translate its generalities into speci�c provisions, they began 
to lose con�dence in some of its basic premises. Overall, they increasingly felt 
that the main problem with the military policy outlined in the Report was that 
it sought to create a single mobile striking force out of two quite di�erent bod-
ies, the professional Regular Army and a citizen army or the National Guard, 
raised and trained on the basis of voluntarism. As military professionals grew 
more scienti�c in outlook, they became increasingly suspicious of the contin-
gent and more assertive in the demand that military policy be based solely on 
assured forces. By the fall of 1914, this concern, the outbreak of war in Europe, 
and collapsing army con�dence in the reliability of the National Guard or any 
other kind of volunteer force led the General Sta� to turn to the development 
of a new military policy. �e sta� developed a proposal that now suggested the 
reserve force, to be called the Continental Army, be recruited by conscription 
rather than by voluntary enlistment.29
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Yet both President Woodrow Wilson and his secretary of war, Lindley M. 
Garrison, were opposed to any policy based on raising armies by means other 
than voluntarism. So, from 1914 through the �rst half of 1916, the focal point of 
the e�ort to develop a national military policy was a struggle between the War 
College Division and Garrison over the issue of whether the major reserve force 
would rely on conscription or voluntarism.30 �ings initially went well for the 
division in this struggle. It was able to make use of Senator George Chamberlain, 
a Democrat from Oregon, who was chairman of the Senate Committee on Mil-
itary A�airs and an ambitious maverick with considerable interest in military 
matters, as a means to get independent access to Congress.31

�e confrontation between Secretary Garrison and the General Sta� came 
to a head in late 1914. �e sta�, now fully committed to abandoning the Report, 
called publicly for a new comprehensive military policy based on doubling the 
Regular Army to 205,000 men supplemented by a force of 300,000 reserves, 
trained through two to three years of service in the army, to serve as a manpower 
pool, with the National Guard relegated to an unde�ned secondary status.32

When Garrison failed to support this proposal and, instead, proposed to Con-
gress a minimum reform bill, the sta� turned to Senator Chamberlain, who 
successfully pushed for the defeat of Garrison’s proposal.33

�is was a bitter experience for Garrison and a warning that he was losing 
control of the army. As a result, the secretary suddenly reversed himself and 
sought to regain authority by taking over the leadership of the movement for 
comprehensive reform, with hopes of limiting its scope by de�ning the project 
himself.34 But the War College Division was no longer willing to be limited 
in any way in carrying out a project that represented an ideal long sought by 
army professionals. Moreover, by early 1915, the mood in the country was chang-
ing dramatically. �e unexpectedly titanic nature of the war in Europe and the 
size of the forces involved, as well as the sinking of the Lusitania by a German 
U-boat, created a sudden panic in the United States about its vulnerability. �is 
precipitated what was called the “preparedness movement” as well as a dramatic 
upsurge of public interest in universal military training, creating a political force 
that seemed to verge on becoming irresistible. Taking advantage of this, Briga-
dier General Montgomery M. Macomb, the head of the War College Division, 
had a committee prepare a dra� army-reorganization bill to be ready for the next 
session of Congress, with Chamberlain agreeing to sponsor it.35

But the critical question for both Secretary Garrison and the War College 
Division remained how the reserve pool of trained manpower would be created. 
While Garrison remained committed to the voluntarist approach also held by 
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President Wilson, the division had already given up on any idea of raising such 
a trained reserve force by any means other than conscription. In discussion with 
Garrison, Macomb pointed out that an earlier study had shown that the existing 
voluntary recruitment system could sustain an army of no more than 140,000 
men, thus additional men would have to be found outside any reserve system 
based on voluntary enlistment in the Regular Army.36

Garrison responded to this unwelcome news by reviving and remodeling 
an idea once entertained in the War College Division. �e secretary proposed 
that the remaining manpower requirements would come from a new voluntary 
citizen-soldier force, which he also came to call the Continental Army, to be 
independently recruited and trained by the Regular Army. He pressed Macomb 
and the division to accept it. But while the division had once favored a variation 
of this idea, there was now little enthusiasm for it, given its voluntarist basis. 
Instead, division members remained convinced about the need for conscription 
to raise a federal reserve force. But they were also aware that the political climate 
in the country was still dominated by a traditional distrust and hostility to any-
thing that could be seen as militarism. So, they hedged by tacitly agreeing to 
remain quiet on the issue while reserving the right to testify against a voluntary 
program if a change in public opinion allowed it.37

�en, in July 1915, aware of the growing pressure of the preparedness move-
ment, President Wilson called on both the secretary of war and the secretary of 
the navy to submit proposals to him to form the basis of any future prepared-
ness legislation.38 Garrison submitted a proposal prepared by the War College 
Division, but Wilson rejected it. In September Garrison instead recommended 
a policy statement he had dra�ed himself along far-more modest lines and based 
on his Continental Army idea.39

General Sta� members were so outraged by Garrison’s action that any possi-
bilities for further cooperation were all but ruined. �e secretary’s unilateral ac-
tion was not only an insult to their professional pride but had also torn their own 
plan to shreds. �eir anger only deepened as it became clear that the president 
would actually adopt Garrison’s program. As a result, Macomb and his division 
began to resort to a campaign of orchestrated leaks to the pro-preparedness press 
designed to discredit Garrison’s program, allowing the division to put forward 
its own military-reform legislation to bring the nation as close to conscription as 
the public would allow. �is campaign soon began to focus on the Continental 
Army, which everyone acknowledged was the most vulnerable element of Gar-
rison’s proposal and encapsulated his hopes that a modern military policy could 
be framed on the basis of voluntarism.40 �e division then looked to Senator 
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Chamberlain as the means of getting a General Sta� program before Congress. 
Chamberlain was willing to assist, but he and the division understood no pro-
gram tied to conscription could yet get a hearing. So, the War College proposal 
was divided into two bills, an army-reorganization bill that included no provi-
sions regarding citizen-soldiers, and a second bill, to be held back initially, that 
would commit the nation to some form of universal military training and the 
selective conscription of reserves.41

By early 1916, the situation for the division and its program looked decidedly 
favorable as the military-a�airs committees of both chambers of Congress began 
hearings on Garrison’s bill. Public opinion had turned against the Continental 
Army idea, leaving the secretary’s program in deep trouble. At the same time, the 
Chamberlain reorganization bill seemed to bene�t from its clear identi�cation 
with the General Sta�. �e testimony of the division members in both houses 
was so impressive that there was considerable hope that the program they advo-
cated could be passed.42

�e momentum that seemed to be gathering behind the division’s program 
was suddenly checked, however, by developments in the House. Congressman 
Hay, who was handling the Garrison bill, told President Wilson that he could 
not get it through unless he dropped the controversial Continental Army provi-
sions and provided the necessary citizen-soldiers by further federalizing the Na-
tional Guard. �is outraged Garrison, and, when he failed to get from Wilson 
a virtual pledge of unconditional support for his bill as written, he resigned.43

�en, at the moment of its triumph, the War College Division lost control 
of the issue in Congress. �e failure of Garrison’s Continental Army plan led 
not to acceptance of the division’s plan for a reserve based on universal military 
training as hoped, but to the use of the National Guard as the nation’s reserve 
force. With this, things moved quickly, and on June 2 Congress passed a bill 
that became known as the National Defense Act of 1916. �e measure provided 
for the gradual expansion of the Regular Army to 175,000 men over a �ve-year 
period and gave the role of the citizen-soldier reserve to the National Guard. No 
other citizen-soldier force was created, although there was a general statement 
noting the universal obligation of all men to serve that was said to be implied in 
the Constitution. But the act also created the ROTC, which would provide at 
least a pool of reserve o�cers who could serve as the nucleus for a major buildup 
of forces during an emergency.

Overall, the National Defense Act fell far short of what the o�cers in the 
General Sta� sought, especially with the National Guard being given the role 
of the citizen-soldier reserve and the continued reliance on voluntarism as the 
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basis for military service. Nevertheless, the army �nally had what it had sought 
for nearly forty years, a nationally accepted military policy. But it was not a pol-
icy that the military professionals were ready to accept as written, and they re-
mained committed to substantially remodeling it should the opportunity arise.

Two major opportunities to carry out such a remodeling seemed to appear 
almost immediately. �e �rst was the mobilization of the National Guard to 
deal with the Mexican border emergency during the summer of 1916. Pancho 
Villa’s raid on Columbus, New Mexico, created considerable excitement in the 
United States and led President Wilson to call up the entire National Guard to 
form a force capable of guaranteeing the security of the border while a Regular 
Army force pursued Villa into Mexico. �is mobilization initially seemed to 
be a success.44 But as the period became more prolonged, guardsmen began to 
complain. �e proponents of universal military training sensed this as an op-
portunity to demonstrate the Guard’s unreliability as a reserve.45 By December, 
the chief of sta�, Major General Hugh L. Scott, charged in hearings before the 
Senate that the mobilization had proven not only the de�ciency of the National 
Guard but also the bankruptcy of the entire volunteer approach and called for 
replacing the Guard with a citizen force based on universal military training.46

By then, Congress seemed ready to revise the National Defense Act by replacing 
the Guard sections with provisions likely to produce a more dependable and less 
politically vocal alternative.47

�e second and more signi�cant opportunity came with perceived changes 
in the public mood. While the national press was coming to favor universal mil-
itary training, there were indications that public opinion was changing, too. By 
late 1916, Scott sensed that it had shi�ed to such a degree that it made legislative 
consideration of universal military training a real possibility and decided to have 
ready a more compelling case for it if an opportunity arose. He called on the War 
College Division to prepare a new study of their previous policy recommenda-
tions. By early December, as it became clear that Chamberlain and others in 
Congress were planning to submit actual universal military training legislation, 
Scott gave the project the highest priority.48

One of the o�cers assigned to the project was Palmer, now a colonel, who had 
returned to the War College Division in 1916. As principal author of the Report,
he was unhappy that the General Sta�, in developing its program, had abandoned 
what he considered to be that work’s central feature—the citizen army. Being 
unable to do anything about it now, he, instead, turned his attention to the issue 
of universal military training. While his proposal for a citizen army in the Report
had been based on voluntarism, by 1916, Palmer had become one of the most vocal 
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military advocates of compulsory training. In doing so, he largely worked outside 
the army with civilian groups in the preparedness movement and, in particular, 
with the Military Training Camps Association (MTCA), which had taken the 
lead nationally in calling for a policy of universal military training.49

In the War College Division, Palmer was assigned to the committee designated 
to draw up the new report demanded by Scott. He soon found that his fellow 
members were favorable to the idea of a citizen army, which would now receive 
its preliminary instruction through universal military training. �e division was 
able to present the chief of sta� with a preliminary report in December, proposing 
a new military policy based on a worst-case scenario of an attack by two major 
powers and aimed at mobilizing an army of four million men. �is force would be 
structured as a Regular Army and a National Army. �e Regular Army would be 
given responsibility for garrisoning outlying forts, mounting minor expeditions, 
and training. �e National Army would have its own internal structure to allow 
for a rapid mobilization, as Palmer had advocated in his 1912 work.50

General Scott approved the program, demonstrating considerable interest in 
Palmer’s National Army concept, and called on the War College Division to 
produce a more detailed plan within little more than a month.51 �e commit-
tee, however, found it di�cult to meet this timetable. Since both the idea of a 
citizen army and a universal military training program were new concepts, the 
committee felt compelled to work each out in detail. As a result, even though the 
members worked on weekends and through the Christmas holidays, the detailed 
plan was still incomplete.

�e committee �nally �nished its plan on January 27, 1917 and circulated it 
for comment. It was based on three principles: “universal liability for training 
in peace and service in war, decentralization of administration in peace and war, 
and localization of organization.” Under the plan, all able-bodied males would 
be called up in their nineteenth year for eleven months’ training, to be followed 
by two weeks of training in their twentieth and twenty-�rst years. �ey would 
serve in a “First Reserve” for four years and one month, then in a “Second Re-
serve” for another seven years. A�er that, they would be part of an “Unorganized 
Reserve” until reaching the age of forty-�ve. Both the First and Second Reserves 
were to be fully organized in local units. O�cers were expected to be graduates 
of the newly created ROTC program. �e National Guard would, in the mean-
time, revert to its older status as a state constabulary.52

But by the time the proposal reached the new secretary of war, Newton D. 
Baker, in mid-February, the international situation had changed dramatically. 
Germany’s announcement that it would resume unrestricted submarine warfare 
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led to a crisis in its relations with the United States, making war imminent. �e 
emergency and subsequent hostilities became a fatal interruption in the growing 
momentum enjoyed by the universal military training movement just when it 
seemed to be on the verge of success. �e cause of this lay in three factors: the at-
titudes of Wilson and Baker toward the issue of universal military training, the 
particular framework of events leading to the decision to base wartime military 
policy on selective service, and the absorbing character of the war itself.

Neither Wilson nor Baker were philosophically opposed to the idea of war-
time conscription, but they were not at all enthusiastic about universal military 
training as a permanent program. As progressives, they were both attracted to 
ideas of rationalizing social-structural activities and saw the government as ca-
pable of doing good. Baker appreciated the military ethos of self-subordinating 
service and, even before the war, saw in army life a chance to provide youth with 
appropriate vocational, civic, and moral education.53

But both held major political and policy objections to universal military train-
ing as a permanent program. Despite the almost unanimous support given by the 
press for the policy in 1916 and earlier, Wilson and Baker could sense that garner-
ing actual political support for such a proposal was impossible.54 Moreover, both 
were convinced that the nation would balk at universal military training once the 
�scal cost was revealed. Nor were either of them convinced that the nation needed 
such massive protection.55 Finally, and most importantly, by 1916, Wilson had 
already developed the hope that the peace that would follow the war would be 
favorable to the creation of a new world order based on international cooperation. 
�erefore, he and Baker were opposed to the creation in wartime of any perma-
nent postwar military policy predicated on any sort of contrary global vision.56

By the time Baker forwarded the General Sta� bill to Congress, the issue was 
becoming moot. �e nation’s interest was rapidly shi�ing from preparedness 
in general to preparation for �ghting a speci�c war. Shortly a�er the February 
1 rupture with Germany, Baker ordered the General Sta� to prepare a plan for
raising an army of 1,000,000 men by means of expanding the Regular Army
and National Guard to 500,000 combined and supplementing that with a sec-
ond batch of 500,000 men—all to be raised on the principle of voluntarism.
�e General Sta�, however, was still determined to use the global situation to
establish a military policy based on compulsory training. It developed the plan
it forwarded to Baker on its own recently submitted universal military training
proposal while arguing strongly for the use of conscription rather than a volun-
tary system.57 �is did not satisfy Baker, who sent the sta� back to develop a plan 
based on voluntarism.
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With the president’s call on March 21 for a special session of Congress to meet 
on April 2, it became clear that war was inevitable. On March 23 Baker gathered 
a group of senior General Sta� o�cers into a special committee to create an army 
of 1,500,000 men, though still on the principle of voluntarism with a recourse to 
a dra� only if that failed.58 For a short while therea�er, the secretary continued 
to press for a mobilization plan based on voluntarism. But those hopes ended 
later that year with the passage of the Selective Service Act on May 18.

�e Selective Service Act and the rush to get ready for war e�ectively ended 
the hopes of the universal military training movement. Backers tried to remain 
hopeful and attempted to seize any opportunity to get the idea back on the na-
tional agenda but failed. Chamberlain and others in Congress again attempted 
to get universal military training bills onto the congressional agenda but also 
failed. By June 1917, it was clear to the War College Division that the issue was 
dead. �e service journals continued to hold out for a short while longer, seizing 
on any piece of evidence that suggested there was still public support for com-
pulsory training. Yet the situation was clearly hopeless, as Baker made it clear 
that the War Department would make no recommendation regarding a perma-
nent military policy until a�er arrangements for peace were concluded, hinting 
strongly that such a policy would in no case include universal military training.59

�is remained the policy throughout the war so that the task of �nally creat-
ing the long-sought national military policy based on a federally trained citizen 
army was postponed until a�erward.

�e sudden end of the war in November 1918 took the army and the General 
Sta� very much by surprise. Despite the great Allied battle�eld successes in the 
late summer and fall, as late as October the General Sta� was still expecting 
�ghting to last well into 1919. But by the middle of October, both Baker and 
the members of the General Sta� began to see the need to initiate planning for 
a postwar reorganization of the army. He and President Wilson were concerned 
about the likelihood of social unrest in central Europe a�er the war and sought 
to ensure that the United States had military forces necessary to secure the peace 
there until the desired League of Nations was established.

Leadership in the General Sta� was now in the hands of General Peyton C. 
March. He had come to the sta� in March 1918 to tighten the organization of 
its e�orts to support the American Expeditionary Force in France. Prior to this, 
March had had little experience with the sta� and was not part of the prewar 
e�orts of the War College Division to create a new military policy based on 
a federally trained citizen-army reserve. Instead, he favored the idea of a large 
and partially skeletonized Regular Army that could be expanded in wartime by 
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means of a dra�. �us, he and Baker easily agreed on an army-reorganization 
program that would lead to a military of 500,000 men.60 But while Baker and 
Wilson saw this army as only a transitional force, March saw it as part of a per-
manent military policy for the United States.

March worked out his basic concept for the postwar army quickly in concert 
with his assistant chief of sta� for operations and training, Major General Henry 
Jervey, Jr., in October 1918. Jervey then transmitted it in a terse and informal 
memorandum to Brigadier General Lytle Brown, who was then the director of 
the postwar successor to the War College Division, the War Plans Division, as 
“further reference to the study of plans for demobilization.” �e March plan 
based future U.S. military policy on the cadre principle, calling for

the permanent establishment in this country of a single Army complete in 
the framework of all divisional, corps, and army units, but at a reduced 
strength so that the total of the one Army would be 400,000 to 500,000 
men.” “�e idea,” Jervey went on to explain, “is to have a framework all 
ready for an immediate expansion in case of need but not to have too many 
individuals permanently in military forces.61

�e terseness of Jervey’s directive, together with a lack of further guidance 
from March, soon led to a signi�cant strain in the relations between the chief of 
sta� and the War Plans Division. For March and Baker, time was of the essence. 
For di�erent reasons, both wanted to get a reorganization bill to Congress as 
soon as possible. March wanted rather brief and general organic legislation that 
would leave the details to be worked out at the discretion of the president. �e 
o�cers in the War Plans Division, on the other hand, believing that the terseness 
of the directive gave them leeway to plan the long-desired military revolution
that would cap with complete triumph the long search for a national military
policy, chose to be thorough and meticulous in dra�ing legislation. Moreover,
the experience of the war and of the new weapons introduced in combat, to-
gether with the intention of actually carrying out a revolutionary break with
the past, meant that the division saw itself plunging into the unknown.62 As a
result, the project quickly blossomed into a massive undertaking, spinning o� an 
ever-increasing array of subordinate studies while the division o�cers stumbled
through nearly metaphysical discussions as to the nature of the knowledge upon 
which policy could be developed.

Meanwhile, March, who justi�ably feared that the mood in Congress would 
soon turn against the army, had directed that the division have a dra� of a bill 
presented to him by the beginning of January 1919. Given the complexity of the 
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project it had created for itself, the division was unable to give him much more 
than a hastily drawn up dra� of legislation based upon disconnected fragments 
of an incomplete study.63 Frustrated that he could not get anything like the leg-
islation he wanted when he needed it, March ignored the division’s proposal and, 
in early January, gathered a few top General Sta� o�cers and proceeded to write 
a reorganization bill himself. A�er he gained Secretary Baker’s approval, he sub-
mitted to Congress the dra� of what became known as the March-Baker bill.64

Members of the War Plans Division were deeply angered with the summary 
treatment accorded to their own proposals by General March. �ey were embar-
rassed by the fact that, at the end of December 1918, they still had only a highly 
fragmented and not altogether comprehensible study to show him and expected 
the very rough dra� to be returned with demands for revision, perhaps even 
disapproved altogether. �ey did not expect that both the division and its study 
would be ignored. �e division made further e�orts to gain March’s attention 
for a number of months until they �nally gave up in May 1919 and unenthusias-
tically worked in support of the March-Baker bill.65

March’s dra� bill met with almost immediate hostility in Congress so that 
a�er only a few days of hearings, Congressman Stanley H. Dent, Democrat from 
Alabama and chairman of the House Military A�airs Committee, told Baker 
that he doubted that the measure could be passed before the end of the term.66

Meanwhile, by May, the army no longer had the �eld of reorganization entirely 
to itself. Other groups in society with an interest in the issue had now had time 
to begin mobilizing political strength to make their voices heard.

�e most important of these was the National Guard. Most guardsmen who 
had fought in the war came out with a deep distrust and hostility toward the 
Regular Army. But they initially had little means of exerting political pressure 
on the formation of national military policy. �e mobilization for the war had all 
but destroyed the state organizations, and the army did little to help them recover. 
Congress’s summer recess, however, provided the Guard time to recover at both 
the state and national level and to begin to mobilize its own political forces. It 
soon began to turn its attention to the e�orts of the War Department to cra� a 
new national military policy, becoming deeply suspicious that the emerging leg-
islation would include no provisions for a National Guard. Such suspicions were 
entirely justi�ed. Many of the Young Turks in the General Sta� saw the “state 
troops” as an anachronism that should be swept away in the hoped-for postwar 
revolution within the army. And despite their many di�erences, the War Plans 
Division and General March were in at least tacit agreement in that the National 
Guard did not factor in their respective army-reorganization plans. As a result, 
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the Guard began to develop its own ideas about postwar army reorganization and 
to mobilize political support against plans developed by the War Department.67

�e congressional summer recess brought all legislative e�orts to a close. By 
the time Congress reconvened in August, control of the formulation of military 
policy appeared to have passed out of the hands of the General Sta�. �e dra� 
March-Baker bill was introduced into both the Senate and the House on August 
4. For the next four months, it underwent extensive hearings in both chambers 
that were marked by considerable hostility to both the bill and the General Sta� 
and by confusion and hesitancy on the part of many of the o�cers called upon 
to testify.68 While General Sta� members did not attack the bill, their obvious 
hesitancy and the tepidness of their support led to charges that they were being 
gagged by General March. By early October, the House and Senate Military 
A�airs Committees were su�ciently impressed by the opposition to the bill that 
both decided to abandon it and write their own legislation. But each decided 
on a di�erent approach to the task. By November, the House Military A�airs 
Committee began writing what would be essentially a series of amendments to 
the National Defense Act of 1916.69 �e General Sta� readily provided profes-
sional assistance to this e�ort, lending to the committee the services of Colonel 
�omas M. Spaulding and Colonel �omas Hammond.

�e Senate e�ort, headed by the chairman of its military-a�airs committee, 
Senator James W. Wadsworth, Jr, Republican from New York, had given up on 
the March-Baker bill in early October and decided to dra� legislation strikingly 
di�erent from that bill. Earlier, several General Sta� o�cers quietly suggested 
to Wadsworth that he call on Palmer to testify regarding the March-Baker bill. 
�e colonel appeared before the committee and electri�ed it by announcing 
his near total opposition to the proposal and outlining the ideas he had been 
advocating within the General Sta� for over a year, and had originally outlined 
nine years earlier in the Report. In this case, however, Palmer put heavy empha-
sis on two essential points. His �rst was that any national military policy had 
to be based on universal military training. His second was that U.S. military 
policy should be based on a truly citizen army. He then spelled out the essential 
characteristics of his vision of a citizen army as one in which citizen-soldiers and 
o�cers who would largely be self-trained would occupy all the positions in the
army from bottom to top.70

In all this Palmer was immensely successful. Committee members were 
charmed by his manner, delighted by his opposition to the General Sta� line, 
and impressed by his broad vision of military policy that seemed so congruent 
with their own outlooks. Over March’s angry objections, Palmer was detailed to 
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the Senate committee, �nding considerable freedom to write his own ideas into 
prospective legislation without General Sta� opposition.

Once the hearings were over, both military committees decided to write their 
own bills, leaving that task to subcommittees. �is meant, in fact, that the actual 
dra�ing of legislation was le� largely in the hands of the military advisors to the 
committees, Spaulding and Hammond in the House and Palmer in the Senate. 
In this arrangement the three military advisors were able to work cooperatively. 
�e result of all this was two bills that, as they were emerging, were becoming 
increasingly similar in detail while still divergent in principle and structure.71

Of the three o�cers, Palmer on the Senate subcommittee enjoyed far more 
freedom in dra�ing its bill than did Hammond and Spaulding on the House 
subcommittee. �e colonel had won the con�dence of Senator Wadsworth 
and the subcommittee members, who saw his ideas as re�ections of their own 
and le� him largely free to write the bill he wanted, forwarding it section by 
section to Wadsworth for approval. In the House, the dra�ing subcommittee 
was chaired by a Republican, Daniel R. Anthony of Kansas. While Anthony’s 
district included Fort Leavenworth, he was not friendly to the army and was far 
more concerned with creating an atmosphere that would favor the revival of the 
National Guard. Hence, he was hostile to both universal military training and 
to any army reserve organization that would rival the Guard.72 �erefore, as both 
dra� bills were reaching conclusion, the o�cers in the General Sta� began to 
unite in support of the Senate version.73

While army leadership slowly united behind the provisions in Palmer’s dra�, 
the legislation itself began to face increasing opposition from outside the army. 
�e result is that the legislative history of the bill from early February of 1920 
until it’s �nal consideration in conference committee was dominated by outside 
forces. �e opposition was primarily focused on two interconnected issues—
universal military training and the National Guard—and military supporters of 
the dra� bill, especially Palmer, found most of their time consumed in a largely 
losing struggle over these.

�e most controversial of the two was universal military training. Overall, 
the end of the war and of the preparedness movement meant that public support 
for the idea was rapidly fading. Hostility to the proposal was already so strong 
that House Democrats in caucus voted overwhelmingly to make opposition to 
universal military training a party issue. With that, support for it collapsed.74

In the Senate, debate on its version of the bill was delayed by consideration of 
the Paris peace treaties and did not begin until April 1920. By then, the political 
current against universal military training was so strong Colonel Palmer feared 
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that a move to delete those provisions from the bill would also root out the 
provision for the Organized Reserve, which was the heart of his citizen-army 
plan. As a result, he countered an anticipated motion to delete universal military 
training by drawing up a set of amendments making such training voluntary 
rather than compulsory. His plan worked. Some senators grumbled that vol-
untary military training made as much sense as voluntary taxation, but it was 
di�cult to vote against voluntarism. Palmer’s amendments passed, saving the 
Organized Reserve.75

�e second issue was the National Guard. �e Guard was continuing to mo-
bilize its adherents and political support to ensure that it would not be ignored 
in any future military legislation. �is actually took Palmer by surprise. As was 
the case with the March-Baker bill, the colonel’s proposed military policy had no 
provision for the Guard. While having come out of the war sharing the respect 
held by many other senior regular o�cers for guardsmen as soldiers, he still saw 
the state organizations and their hierarchies as political and patronage organiza-
tions rather than genuine military units. He naïvely assumed that what he called 
“the best element of the old National Guard” shared his views and would prefer 
to serve in his planned Organized Reserve. �us, by the time Palmer realized 
the extent of the Guard’s growing in�uence, its political position had become al-
most unassailable. It threatened to bring this political power into opposition to 
universal military training unless the Guard itself was made part of the national 
defense policy and given the role of second line of defense. With this, Palmer 
and his Senate allies capitulated and wrote the Guard into their policy proposal.

�e �nal legislative problem was that army reorganization legislation had 
been treated in the House as an update of the National Defense Act of 1916, 
so the House bill was written as a series of amendments to that law. �e Senate 
bill, on the other hand, treated army reorganization as an entirely new piece of 
legislation. For Palmer and the rest of the enthusiasts in the General Sta�, the 
“revolutionary” character given to the legislation, making 1920 year one of an 
entirely new military policy, was vastly superior to the “evolutionary” charac-
ter given to the House legislation. But that cause was lost as well in conference 
committee, and the �nal legislation was written as a series of amendments. It was 
then passed by both chambers on June 4, 1920.

�e �nal form of what became known as the National Defense Act of 1920 
was, obviously, a major disappointment to Palmer and many other upper-level 
army o�cers. Without a provision for universal military training, the citizen 
army—the heart of the colonel’s proposal—survived only as a hollow shell made 
up solely of reserve o�cers. Moreover, this force had to face the National Guard 
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as a politically powerful rival citizen component in the army. Yet while Palmer 
and his colleagues failed to get the national military policy they wanted, they 
did succeed in getting the rest of the army, as well the U.S. government and the 
nation, to accept the idea of a citizen army rather than a Regular Army as the 
basis of U.S. military policy.

What was important about the National Defense Act of 1920 was not so 
much its separate parts as how it was perceived. While the fact that it was writ-
ten as a series of amendments to the 1916 act made it di�cult to see the concep-
tual basis, its central features were clearly visible. �e revised act provided for a 
national army to be made up of three components: the U.S. (Regular) Army of 
280,000 men and o�cers; the National Guard, which was expected to eventu-
ally reach 435,000 men; and a reserve force made up of the O�cer Reserve Corps 
to serve as a skeletal organization that could be rapidly expanded in the event of 
war. Finally, the details for the actual reorganization of the army were le� to the 
president, giving the General Sta� the virtual freedom to reorganize the army 
within the guidelines set by Congress.

�e perception of the 1920 act is more di�cult to discern but a far more im-
portant matter. If the envisioned citizen army were to succeed, the revolutionary 
character of this measure had to be understood and accepted by the army, the 
government, and the nation. But the disaggregated form of the act as a series of 
disparate amendments made it extremely di�cult to perceive. During the rest 
of the 1920s, Colonel Palmer worked tirelessly to help both the army and the 
American public understand this. He was aided by the fact that General John J. 
Pershing, who succeeded General March as chief of sta�, understood and warmly 
supported the concept. In addition, the o�cers in the General Sta� who had 
worked for years to establish this new military policy understood it as well. Fi-
nally, with all its drawbacks, many in the army saw su�cient positive features in 
the 1920 legislation, leading them to embrace it. For all army o�cers, the nineteen 
months between the end of the Great War (or World War I) and the advent of the 
National Defense Act of 1920 had been a di�cult period marked by confusion 
over demobilization, the end of wartime promotions, and what seemed to be a 
growing lack of public interest in the army. In this regard, they were eager to see 
the act as the beginning of a new period of stability and development.
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Disappointment and Disillusionment

�e Army and the Nation, 1920–1925

D espite the disappointments felt about the National Defense 
Act of 1920, it was still greeted with signi�cant enthusiasm in the army, 
both for the provisions it contained and for the hopes it o�ered in terms 

of �nally providing stability and the legislative, political, and popular founda-
tions on which to begin a process of rebuilding a�er the demoralizing experience 
of the immediate postwar years. Far more important, the act provided the army 
with a major new mission—training the civilian components of the new citizen 
army. �is seemed to promise not only to be highly satisfying professionally but 
also to provide the military widespread support from the American public.

�e army’s experience in the �rst �ve years of the 1920s tested these hopeful 
expectations. �ese years were dominated by two developments: the experience 
of organizing the civilian components and the e�orts to establish a positive re-
lationship with the government and with the American public. Regarding the 
latter, the hopes of widespread governmental and popular support were cruelly 
shattered. �is disillusionment came quickly and dominated the army’s �rst two 
years a�er the act’s passage. Indeed, these initial years of the new order turned 
out to be one of the most dismal periods in the history of the interwar army.

�e major problem at this time was that the political and popular landscape 
had undergone an immense change a�er the war, especially as the new decade 
opened. �e Republicans’ landslide victory in the 1920 election made them the 
dominant party in Washington throughout the decade. While the party had 
almost always been friendlier to the army than the Democrats, the postwar Re-
publicans were highly focused on instituting government e�ciency and econ-
omy that could result in tax reduction. At the same time, the public was becom-
ing increasingly isolationist and had little interest in building an army suitable 
for �ghting another major international war. As such, Americans began to look 
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on the army as, at best, a necessary evil, the expense of which ought to be reduced 
at every opportunity. Many in Congress were all too happy to cater to this mood.

Given that the primary reason for the deterioration of the army’s relation-
ship with Congress rested on the issue of �nancial support, the confrontations 
were chie�y focused on the annual appropriations bills. In that regard, Congress 
made it clear as early as the fall of 1920 that it did not feel bound to support the 
personnel levels of 18,000 o�cers and 280,000 men authorized in the National 
Defense Act. Even before President Wilson signed the act, Congress passed an 
appropriation bill providing funding for only 175,000 men and 17,000 o�cers.1

Secretary of War Baker thought that the defense act allowed him to continue 
to recruit the army to the levels authorized.2 �is led to an immediate confron-
tation with Congress in which Baker was called before House Military A�airs 
Committee to explain why he was recruiting an army in excess of that allowed 
in the appropriations act.3 �e secretary gave in, while an angry Senate debated 
as to whether he had violated a law.4 �en, in July 1921, a new appropriations 
act reduced the army further to 150,000 men and 14,000 o�cers.5 �e follow-
ing year, operating in the warmth generated by the success of the Washington 
Naval Disarmament Conference, members of the military subcommittee in the 
House were ready to cut the army again. �is led to a bitter �ght, but in the end 
Congress passed an appropriations bill reducing the army to 125,000 men and 
fewer than 12,000 o�cers.6

On top of this, in 1921, lawmakers passed the Budget and Accounting Act that 
called on the government to submit to them a single uni�ed budget and created 
a new bureaucrat, the director of the budget, to carry this out. In addition, Con-
gress reorganized its committee structure to ensure that it would produce a coher-
ent budget. In the past, matters concerning the army in the annual appropriations 
bill were handled in the military-a�airs committees. �ese panels traditionally 
attracted congressmen and senators with a distinct interest in military matters, 
so that members were usually knowledgeable about and, on balance, friendly to 
the army. Under the new arrangement adopted in early 1921, all matters dealing 
with appropriations went to the appropriations committees in both chambers, 
which then had military subcommittees deal with army matters. Appropriations 
committees tended to attract congressmen interested in economy in govern-
ment; thus, those assigned to military subcommittees were less interested in and 
knowledgeable about matters other than �nancial.7 As a result, the army suddenly 
found its budget estimates facing scrutiny �rst by an economizing director of the 
budget and then by congressional subcommittees prepared to be hostile.
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�e 1922 reduction came as a shock to the army. Beyond the actual reduction 
of o�cers, it also speci�ed the number to remain in each grade, thus requiring 
the separation or demotion of nearly 2,300 o�cers. Overall, this crisis was dev-
astating for army morale. Nearly one out of eight o�cers was a�ected, and many 
more felt threatened. Moreover, this was the third personnel reduction su�ered 
by the army in eighteen months. All of this seemed to dash any hope that the 1920 
National Defense Act was going to provide any stabilization or a chance to build 
a new force. Both Secretary of War John W. Weeks and Chief of Sta� General 
Pershing stressed the negative e�ect on morale in their annual reports, and pro-
fessional journals viewed the act as monumental in consequence.8 �e army ex-
ploded in anger over the measure. While most of this was contained in the service 
publications, some expressed interest in taking political action while Pershing 
learned that servicemen in Congress were beginning to organize as a bloc.9

�e impact of the three reductions between 1920 and 1922 went beyond the 
need to force o�cers and enlisted men out of the army. Each led to a consequent 
reorganization. �ese restructurings o�en wiped out a year’s building e�orts 
within organizations, leaving them in worse shape than before and with consid-
erable internal frustration. �is sense of growing destabilization was aggravated 
by the e�orts already underway to reorganize the army in accordance with the 
National Defense Act, which involved an unusual number of reassignments and 
transfers. Moreover, concurrent e�orts to reduce transportation outlays shi�ed 
some of the associated cost burdens of such moves to the o�cers themselves. 
Finally, reductions in military personnel were more than matched by those in 
the army’s civilian workforce, increasing the duties for o�cers and men already 
overworked. On several occasions, senior o�cers making surprise post inspec-
tions found lieutenants having to take turns at evening guard duty. �e budget 
reductions of 1921 and 1922 set the pattern for the relationship of the army with 
the president and Congress for the remainder of the interwar period. As Wil-
liam Odom points out, “the tiny appropriations for military activities largely 
shaped the history of the interwar army.” �en, in his conclusion, he charges, 
“First and foremost, budget limitations explain the army’s failure to develop ade-
quate doctrine in the interwar years.”10 Finally, on a day-to-day basis, as Secretary 
of War Weeks noted in his annual report for 1922, “economy has literally become 
the primary consideration of every departmental undertaking.”11

�e highly negative consequences of these reductions on morale was aggra-
vated by issues outside of appropriations. Living quarters were a major prob-
lem. �e postwar policy of concentrating units in the regional division canton-
ments built during the war meant that o�cers and men had to live in structures 
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generally meant for temporary use. As these buildings rapidly deteriorated 
during the ensuing years, housing issues became increasingly demoralizing. Of-
�cers seeking to live o� post with their families o�en found options limited and 
rents unexpectedly high. �e massive personnel turnover in the army since 1918 
also put a severe strain on its internal cohesiveness. By the summer of 1922, the 
old army that existed prior to America’s entry into the First World War had all 
but disappeared. Seventy-�ve percent of current o�cers had joined the military 
during or a�er the con�ict, while the bulk of enlisted men had joined postwar. 
Normal socialization processes were seriously disrupted. �e homogeneity of 
thought and outlook developed over a long period of time by means of shared 
education and experiences was all but lost in the o�cer corps, only a small per-
centage of whom shared a West Point training in common.

�is internal dysfunction was aggravated by personnel issues, the most sig-
ni�cant of which was implementation of the single-list promotion system called 
for by the National Defense Act. Prior to 1920, promotions occurred within 
individual branches and bureaus, a system that worked to the advantage of of-
�cers in the bureaus and to the disadvantage of those in the combat branches. 
�e new system placed all o�cers on a single list by date of rank, thereby ending 
the latter’s disadvantaged position. While the single list was favored by many, 
its implementation was a source of bitter controversy. Position on the �nal list 
was, of course, vitally important, hence all o�cers were personally interested in 
the process by which sequence was determined. Unfortunately, given the anom-
alies regarding the composition of the o�cer corps in 1920, producing a list that 
would satisfy everyone as fair proved to be extremely di�cult. �e necessity of 
collating the o�cers of a number of di�erent branches, each with its own partic-
ularity; the war, which had resulted in a vast in�ux of new o�cers under variety 
of circumstances; numerous cases of o�cers departing a�er the war and then 
returning; and a perception of sloppy recordkeeping made the development of 
a seemingly fair system for recognizing longevity of service all but impossible.12

�e result was myriad cases of o�cers who were increasingly outspoken over pre-
sumed injustices. By April 1921, dissatisfaction over promotion had reached the 
point that some lieutenants and captains began organizing to protest to Con-
gress.13 Other o�cers took to the courts to bring suits regarding the single list.14

�e most important outside cause of low morale, however, was the growing 
perception that Americans were uninterested in the army or even hostile toward 
it. When Colonel Palmer submitted America in Arms, a revised edition of an 
earlier book, to his agent in 1924, the man could �nd no publisher for it, report-
ing to his client, “interest in the Army . . . is at its lowest ebb.”15 �e perceived 
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promise that the army would be accepted as an integral part of society seemed 
inherent in the military policy of the National Defense Act 1920, causing many 
o�cers to receive it enthusiastically. Signs that traditional antimilitary attitudes 
were reasserting themselves, therefore, threatened the entire myth structure sur-
rounding that legislation, creating a further source of depression.16 More import-
ant, any military policy under the defense act would work only with su�cient
public interest to ensure a solid stream of volunteers into the civilian compo-
nents. As Pershing said in a public speech, “�e success of our National Defense 
plan depends on the quality of our citizenship.”17 Hence, evidence of public in-
di�erence to the army was more than a major disappointment in regard to the
act’s promises, it could also spell doom for the policy on which the act itself was 
based. Yet many in the army could sense that public interest in the military was
continuing to fade. By 1923 and 1924, articles warning citizens to wake up to
the need for preparedness once again appeared in professional journals, while
those discussing how pursuit of the military policy established in the National
Defense Act would end the army’s isolation diminished.18

�e General Sta� tried several ways to counter this perceived indi�erence or 
to explain it in a manner that would preserve con�dence in the defense act. One 
such approach was to argue that this apparent indi�erence was actually a failure 
in the army’s public relations. �us the solution was for the army to become 
more savvy and develop additional publicity. Articles appeared in professional 
journals discussing how commanders could get items into the local press and 
encouraging o�cers to go out and spread the army message to service clubs and 
other organizations.19

Some blamed this indi�erence on rising materialism in the United States, 
arguing that opulence eroded citizen interest in the common good.20 But by far 
the favored response was to blame public apathy on alleged conspiratorial activ-
ities of dissidents, particularly communists and paci�sts, to deliberately mislead 
Americans. While military journals generally stayed well clear of political issues, 
beginning in 1920 their interest in dissident activities, increasingly interpreted as 
being aimed at undercutting citizens’ respect for and interest in the army, began 
to blossom in a way seen neither before nor a�er this period.

�e army had always identi�ed with conservative and institutional forces 
in society and was never particularly tolerant of political dissidents. Even be-
fore the war, professional journals had occasionally voiced criticism of dissi-
dent movements while praising patriotic movements. �ere were, however, two 
major changes in the thinking of army personnel, both of which followed the 
reductions forced by Congress, though not linked to them directly. One was a 
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new tendency to connect the emergence of the Soviet Union and Bolshevism to 
American dissidents as part of an international conspiracy of native dissidents 
funded and directed by Moscow. As the editor of Infantry Journal put it, “�is 
is the boring from within process that we have heard so much about.”21 �e 
second was a rising concern with the threat posed by organized paci�sm. �is 
was precipitated by the 1921 Washington Naval Disarmament Conference, so, 
the concern in the army initially was limited to countering the idea of disarma-
ment rather than paci�sm itself.22 �is e�ort to explain public apathy or even 
hostility to the army on alleged communist conspiracies or paci�st agitation 
continued well into 1923, then slowly died as relations between the army and the 
Congress improved.

Overall, outside of the con�ict with lawmakers over appropriations, the major 
sources of army discontent in 1921 and 1922 were clearly temporary in nature and 
largely the product of reorganizations. By late 1922, the army worked out most, 
though not all, problems as it had found ways to cope with them. Yet while tem-
porary, the disruptive issues were intense and o�en mutually reinforcing, pro-
ducing deeply felt frustration and widespread pessimism. As a result, the initial 
enthusiasm generated by the presumed opportunities of the National Defense 
Act was severely dampened.

In 1923 the situation of the army began to improve. In his annual training 
message to the army in January, Chief of Sta� Pershing admitted that the past 
year had “been one of uncertainty, hardships, and disappointments.” He then 
declared, “we have entered a new year of great promise” and listed numerous rea-
sons for his hopeful prognosis.23 Pershing was not alone in this optimism. It was 
also voiced in service journals, and indeed, they were right.24 �e situation for 
the army did begin to improve markedly toward the end of 1922, so that the next 
two years, 1923 and 1924, could be seen as a kind of golden age for the National 
Defense Act army. It appeared that the great promise of the 1920 legislation �-
nally seemed to be coming true. �is sense of well-being was the product of three 
quite noticeable trends. First, relations between the army and Congress visibly 
improved. While these relations continued to center on appropriations, the 
wording of the budget act as accepted and interpreted in both Congress and the 
army meant that the legislative process itself no longer stirred discontent, even 
though they di�ered on the level of funding required. Second, the long-awaited 
stability had arrived. In 1922 the army underwent its last mandated reductions 
and subsequent reorganization. Hence, the military could now focus its atten-
tion on carrying out its assigned missions in the defense act, especially training 
the civilian components. By 1924, the army had developed a training cycle, with 
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a focus on summer camps. While exhausting, the annual cycle and camps pro-
vided o�cers with considerable satisfaction with their accomplishment and an 
overall sense that the army had de�nitely entered a stabilizing building period. 
�ird, e�orts were being made to reduce the remaining sources of discontent, 
including poor housing. So, the 1923–24 period was seen as one of growth, sta-
bility, purpose, and hope.

�e most visible, if not most signi�cant, of these characteristics was the im-
provement in relations with Congress. �is was due largely to both the army 
and, especially, Congress reaching a modus vivendi regarding the new budget 
system. Under the system, all branches of government submitted estimates of 
appropriations to the director of the budget, who then �t them into the pres-
ident’s overall budget programs. �e services were then requested to support 
the �nal budget proposal before Congress. While the army followed the sys-
tem in the fall of 1921, many lawmakers refused to be bound by it, feeling that 
Congress still had principal control over the purse strings. �us, in the appro-
priations for �scal year 1922–23, the army had to go through the humiliation 
of seeing its estimates cut twice, �rst by the director of budget and then by 
Congress, with the latter resulting in the painful reductions of 1922. By the fall 
of 1922, House members had been brought into line on the issue of the budget 
process, and the army was reassured that they understood that the estimates 
submitted were the president’s, not the War Department’s, resulting in little 
likelihood of further drastic cuts.25

In the meantime, patterns of activity within the army were also regularized in 
a way that provided a signi�cant number of o�cers and troops with a focus for 
activity in areas that seemed rewarding and constructive. �e main focal point 
was the training of citizen components in summer camps. �ese began for some 
of the component units in 1921 and spread and expanded therea�er, with the 
rhythm of the army year beginning to develop around them. In the fall, the Gen-
eral Sta� would draw up overall training regimens for the civilian components 
based on its own plans as well as on anticipated appropriations. �ese would 
be disseminated along with tentative appropriations to corps-area commanders 
during the winter. �e corps-area commanders would select camp commanders 
and sta�, assigning them speci�c training duties, as well as o�cers and troops 
to assist. Camp commanders and their sta� would develop training plans for 
each group assigned to them. Shortly before the citizen units showed up, o�cers 
and troops assigned to assist in training would arrive. By mid-summer, when 
this training was in full swing, 50 percent or more of the combat troops on duty 
with the Regular Army in the United States would be involved in instruction. 
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At the completion of the camps, camp commanders compiled reports and rec-
ommendations for improvement in subsequent years. �ese were combined with 
feedback from the chiefs of branches on training and served as a major input in 
the General Sta� development of training plans in the fall as the cycle began 
again. Within this cycle, all other events, including school programs within the 
Regular Army and personal leaves and transfer dates for o�cers, were �xed by 
the schedule of summer camps.

�e good years ended with a major e�ort to invigorate public interest in the 
vision of the citizen army. �is e�ort was a so-called Defense Test held in Sep-
tember 1924. Ostensibly, the purpose of this exercise was to test mobilization 
plans and the ability of civilian components to meet objectives by having an 
actual one-day test mobilization. It was intended to be highly visible, having 
been scheduled for September 12, 1924, the sixth anniversary of the Battle of 
Saint-Mihiel and, more than coincidentally, the day prior to Pershing’s retire-
ment as chief of sta�. As such, it was basically planned to be a nationwide patri-
otic fete to honor the army and Pershing as well as a symbolic proclamation that 
the structure called for in the defense act was now in place.26 Much of the army’s 
activity in 1924 was based on making the defense test a success. All �eld-training 
activities outside of summer camps were canceled in preparation. Much of the 
planning for the test focused on community involvement so that the day on 
which local units mobilized would be marked by parades, patriotic speeches, 
and other forms of public manifestations of support.27 �e announcement of 
the test aroused signi�cant opposition from paci�st groups. �is delighted the 
army, anticipating that it would give the defense test additional signi�cance as a 
public victory over paci�sts.28

�e day itself was a great success. Community committees, headed by local 
notables and supported by local social organizations and industries, planned 
parades and ceremonies. Local National Guard and O�cer Reserve units mo-
bilized conspicuously, with public displays of weapons in a holiday atmosphere. 
Nationwide, the army estimated that nearly seventeen million people in over 
6,500 communities participated in the festivities in some way or another.29

Looking over the results, Pershing remarked with satisfaction, “I believe it has 
come to stay,” and plans were made to hold a similar defense test annually.30

But, like many of the other e�orts to portray the integration of the army with 
the people inherent in the National Defense Act, the defense test was only an 
illusion. Americans were willing to take a paid day’s vacation from work to cel-
ebrate victory in the world war and to cheer on their friends and neighbors in 
the National Guard and organized reserves. But they were not willing to do it 
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annually. �e defense test held in 1925 was a dismal failure in this regard; plans 
for a defense test in 1926 were quietly dropped.

�us, while the golden age of the new citizen army ended in an apparent 
public triumph, that success was—like much of the rest of the golden age—an il-
lusion, leaving the army's con�dence in its relationship with the American public 
fragile and highly vulnerable to its �rst encounter with reality. �e major source 
of fragility was the o�cers’ considerable doubt that Americans really wanted the 
citizen army they were attempting to build. While e�orts in Congress to reduce 
the Regular Army’s size ended in 1922, o�cers could �nd precious little evidence 
anywhere else that the public was interested in cooperating with the military in 
building an adequate defense structure based on citizen-soldier components. As 
a result, the stabilization of 1923–24 did little to reassure them that there was 
any real purpose in their enterprise. Further strain from additional evidence of 
public indi�erence could easily lead to a state of crisis, as the army would lose 
con�dence in the military policy to which it had committed.

�e experience of the army in 1925 produced that strain, creating a near cri-
sis of disorientation and con�dence as the military policy seemed to be failing. 
Morale again sagged. �e number of o�cer resignations, which had been declin-
ing in the past several years, rose by 10 percent in �scal year 1925 and by nearly 
30 percent in �scal year 1926, while desertions among enlisted men followed a 
similar trend.31 Some of the causes of the problem were familiar, with money at 
the top of the list.32 But others were new. �e court-martial of air advocate Brig-
adier General Billy Mitchell was a source of discomfort to those involved and 
a source of division in the upper circles of the army.33 �ere were also growing 
complaints about the extraordinary and exhaustive e�ort required annually to 
run the summer training camps. For enlisted men, these meant long marches to 
and from the camps, four-to-six-month separations from family, hard physical 
labor, and long periods of living in tents.34 Moreover, other units, already skele-
tonized by personnel reductions, were drained further by the needs of the camps. 
For o�cers, they meant major annual disruptions of both their professional and 
personal lives, as their own training and that of their units had to take place in 
less-desirable periods. In 1924 all summer leaves were canceled to provide o�cers 
for the camps.35 As a result of all this, one military journal editorialized at the 
end of 1925 that e�orts to carry out the mission of training civilian components 
were “wrecking” the army.36

But the major problem that dominated the army’s experience in 1925 was, 
again, its relations with the government. In this regard, there was signi�cant 
disorientation caused by the fact that friends and enemies seemed to change 
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places. Traditionally, the army tended to see itself as part of the executive branch 
of government, so that the president, as commander in chief, was an ally. Con-
gress, on the other hand, as the parsimonious controller of the purse strings, was 
the enemy. In 1925 the two seemed to switch roles. One main reason for this was 
the 1921 budget act, which, as interpreted by the president, the director of the 
budget, and Congress, made the director, as an agent of the president, the true 
controller of the purse strings. While this had been apparent in 1923 and 1924, 
it was not a source of antagonism since the army had not demanded of the pres-
ident more than he was sure to grant. So, once Congress had accepted the new 
budget system, little was le� for Congress and the army to contest.

As was the case earlier in the 1920s, the primary factor in the 1925 crisis was 
again the budget, but this time the dispute was between the army and the pres-
ident. Tensions were precipitated by demands from the new president, Calvin 
Coolidge, for more signi�cant cuts in the army budget. �e dispute was dis-
tressing not only because Coolidge’s demands threatened the army with new 
reductions and destabilization reminiscent of the reductions of 1921 and 1922 
but also because they came from the president. While the army had learned, to 
some extent, how to deal with a querulous Congress by referral to the president’s 
policy and appeal to public opinion, it was at a loss as to how to deal with a seem-
ingly unreasonable president.

�e situation was complicated by two other factors. First, ever since the pas-
sage of the National Defense Act of 1920, the army had, to some extent, been 
living beyond its means. While it carefully kept expenditures within limits set 
by annual appropriations, it was still able to draw freely on a large store of sur-
plus uniforms, supplies, and munitions le� over from the war. �ese le�over 
materials were particularly useful in subsidizing the training of civilian compo-
nents. But this practice carried with it the danger that, when these stocks were 
exhausted, the army would need a sudden increase in appropriations to maintain 
the same level of training. Beginning in 1924, Secretary of War Weeks included 
in his annual reports a warning that the exhaustion of stocks would necessitate 
an increase in expenditures in hopes that this would make such a future increase 
more acceptable.37

�e second factor was increasing anger in the army over the nature of budget 
practices, which seemed designed to shield those who were making the cuts, 
including the president and Congress, from having to take responsibility for 
them. Under the new guidelines issued by President Coolidge, the army was 
to keep secret the estimates it sent to the director of the budget. �e direc-
tor would then cut the army’s estimates and send his recommendation to the 
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House Appropriations Committee, still under the wrap of secrecy. In the mili-
tary subcommittee, the army was restricted to testifying in support of the bud-
get director’s proposal, with all such testimony given in secret. �e substance of 
the hearings and subcommittee budget recommendations were then sent to all 
House members in massive volumes only a few days before the scheduled vote. 
But if the subcommittee made no substantial cuts, the �gures were said to rep-
resent all that the army asked for. Hence, if the budget passed as presented, the 
army bore the responsibility for living within the appropriations approved.38

During the winter of 1924–25, the navy attempted to revolt against the system 
by having a friendly congressman on the House Naval A�airs Committee de-
mand an end to the secrecy of these procedures, but the administration success-
fully squelched the initiative.39

�e major crisis in the relations between the army, the president, and the 
director of the budget came in the summer of 1925. In May the budget direc-
tor, Herbert M. Lord, noti�ed the army that the president wanted to cut taxes 
and so was calling for another reduction in spending.40 �e War Department 
responded that, due to the near exhaustion of surplus items, it would actually 
require a $16 million increase over the amount appropriated for �scal 1926. Lord, 
in turn, demanded a list of all training activities, both for the Regular Army 
and for the civilian components, with the intention of slashing them in half. He 
threatened to reduce the army school system, the value of which he did not see.41

�e General Sta� was outraged that the budget director had now taken upon 
himself the power to determine army policy. In the face of this uproar, the presi-
dent backed down. Instead, Coolidge sent a letter to the secretary of war calling 
on the War Department to propose reductions in its own budget amounting to 
$35 million over three years.42

�e president’s request created a crisis in the General Sta�, seen in two weekly 
meetings of its Legislative Committee.43 �e need for $16 million just to stay 
even and Coolidge’s demand for an eventual $35 million reduction, together with 
Lord’s cavalier attitude toward the training of civilian components, brought the 
General Sta� to reconsider seriously for the �rst time its support of the National 
Defense Act and even its traditional loyalty to the president. In wide-ranging dis-
cussions, some members of the committee proposed severe reductions in the ci-
vilian components to save the Regular Army. Others proposed a rebellion along 
the line of that taken by the General Sta� in 1915 against Secretary of War Gar-
rison. �ey would propose a budget based on the 13,000-o�cer, 150,000-man 
army that re�ected the sta�’s professional opinion as to the minimum necessary 
to carry out the missions assigned by the National Defense Act. If this was cut by 
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the director of the budget, a member of Congress would call upon the General 
Sta� for a report as to the army’s ability to carry out the military policy in the 
National Defense Act. Such an inquiry would then allow the army to avoid the 
rule of secrecy imposed by the administration.44 A�er a period of indecision, 
the committee decided to take a far more moderate path, developing a budget 
recommendation that included an increase, although not the full $16 million it 
felt was needed.45 Rumors then surfaced that Lord proposed cutting even that 
budget by $7–8 million, sending the leadership of the General Sta� into a new 
round of meetings. �ey were, again, divided between one group who looked for 
new ways to economize and save as many Regular Army personnel and civilian 
components as possible and a second, more radical group that called for deeper 
cuts in personnel coupled with a proposal that Congress repeal the National De-
fense Act, since the army could no longer carry out the mission that law assigned 
it.46 In the end moderates again carried the day, leading the War Department to 
further reduce costs by suspending recruiting in the National Guard, reducing 
the size of the Regular Army to 115,000 men, and trimming allotments to other 
components.47 While this measure ended the immediate budget crisis, the expe-
rience le� army leadership angry with the Coolidge administration and with a 
signi�cantly reduced sense of commitment to the defense act.48

While it may have seemed disorienting to be in con�ict with the executive 
branch in regard to the budget, this was, in fact, only one area of such con�ict. 
Individual o�cers and servicemen also found themselves for the �rst time at 
odds with several executive agencies, including the Internal Revenue Service and 
the newly created Comptroller General, whose �scal policies appeared in the 
army to be capricious and arbitrary.

What was probably most disturbing to army o�cers was the sense that they 
had been abandoned in the face of a new foe. As professional agents of the gov-
ernment, and especially its executive branch, o�cers felt they had a right to pro-
tection by that branch from outside attacks. In the past, the president had o�en 
come to the army’s aid when it was beleaguered, especially by Congress. �e fact 
that the president now was unwilling to protect the military from his own ad-
ministrators, leaving o�cers to �ght in their own defense by means of test cases 
in the courts supported by round a�er round of contributions to legal funds, le� 
many feeling abandoned.

Army o�cers responded to this demoralizing situation in several ways. One 
was a reappearance of some forms of conspiracy theory and renewed attacks on 
paci�sts. Antipaci�st agitation had all but disappeared from the professional 
journals by early 1925.49 It began to appear with increasing frequency in the 
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second half of that year a�er Coolidge’s budget battle with the army. Moreover, 
the nature of the attacks had changed. �e old vision of paci�sm as a dupe of an 
international communist conspiracy had all but died. Instead, paci�sm now was 
linked with materialism and e�orts at economy.50

But the most important response, although in line with others, was a nota-
ble decline of interest in and enthusiasm for the National Defense Act and its 
military policy. Colonel �omas Hammond, one of the o�cer architects of the 
defense act and other legislation surrounding it, was still speaking in its behalf at 
the end of 1925. Infantry Journal reprinted part of one of his speeches in Novem-
ber 1925.51 But that was the last article favorable to the act to appear in the pub-
lication for a long time. Elsewhere, army o�cers in public addresses and articles 
were beginning to show a real skepticism of the military policy of the National 
Defense Act. Major General John L. Hines, as deputy chief of sta�, stated to a 
supportive audience at the national convention of the National Guard Asso-
ciation in December 1924: “I consider the National Defense Act of 1920, . . . a 
splendid piece of legislation. It is good, however, only to the extent to which it is 
backed up by the people of the United States. Otherwise, it is a dead letter and 
worth no more than the paper on which it is printed.”52 Editorials in many of the 
service journals made the same argument, that the military policy of the defense 
act, however desirable it may have been, was dependent on popular support for 
its success. Yet that backing was nowhere visible.53

�ere was also, in speeches and articles, a noticeable return to the vision of the 
military profession as one isolated from the public. �is was seen a bit in the fall 
of 1922, a�er the o�cer elimination and demotion crisis. In 1925, articles began 
to appear with signi�cant references to the nation’s traditional unwillingness to 
adopt a realistic military policy.54 By late 1924 and throughout 1925, this outlook 
started to become common in speeches by military leaders and in articles in 
military journals.55

�us, while the Regular Army began the project of organizing the new citizen 
army called for by the National Defense Act of 1920 with the happy expectation 
that it would enjoy the full support of the both the American government and 
people, by 1925, it was clear that there would be no such support. �is was a 
severe disappointment, leaving the army and its leadership with the question 
of whether to continue with these e�orts or to give up and return to basing 
U.S. military policy on the traditional model of a Regular Army that could be 
expanded in time of emergency by means of volunteers or conscripts.
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Ch a pter 2

�e Heart of the Policy

Creating the New Citizen Army

T he National Defense Act of 1920 was all but revolutionary in that 
it changed the mission and character of the Regular Army. Instead of 
serving as the professionally trained ground force in the nation’s defense 

structure, the military took on as its most basic mission the education and train-
ing of the civilian components of the new citizen army, making it, in Pershing’s 
words, “a great institution of military instruction.”1 During the entire interwar 
period, the Regular Army continued to regard this mission as its chief and de�n-
ing responsibility, even at the expense of its own training and development.

�e defense act called for the creation of a citizen army, to be called “�e 
Army of the United States,” that would be made up of the existing Regular 
Army and four civilian components: the National Guard, the O�cers’ Reserve 
Corps (ORC), the Reserve O�cers’ Training Corps (ROTC), and the Citizens’ 
Military Training Camps (CMTC), the last of which had an anomalous rela-
tionship to the entire program. Creating this new citizen army involved reor-
ganizing the Regular Army, developing the citizen components, and properly 
assembling them into the Army of the United States.

Once the National Defense Act had been passed, it fell to General March and 
the General Sta� to reorganize the existing army along the new lines required 
by the act. While the defense act was passed in opposition to his own plans 
for reorganization, once it became law, March moved immediately and loyally 
to implement it. Most of the conceptual planning and actual reorganizational 
work was carried out during the remaining portion of his tenure as chief of sta�, 
leaving it to his successor, General Pershing, and the new secretary of war, John 
Weeks, to complete these preliminaries and begin implementation.

In his annual report, submitted just weeks a�er the defense act was signed, 
March indicated the General Sta�’s full support of building a citizen army, 
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stating with enthusiasm, “In the furtherance of this end the �eld open to the 
Army is one of great possibilities.” He noted his approval that the new law meant 
that the army’s traditional separation from society would come to an end.2 More-
over, the o�cer who would be most responsible for implementing the program, 
the director of the War Plans Division, Major General William Haan, had long 
been a genuine and enthusiastic supporter of the legislation. Haan, who in the 
war had commanded the 32nd Division, composed of National Guard units, 
was a �rm disciplinarian with a rigorous professional outlook. Yet his duty with 
the 32nd had led him to appreciate the citizen-soldier, and his temperament led 
Haan in the direction of cooperation and conciliation rather than domination. 
�e result was that, in the same way the character of General March had shaped 
the centralization of authority in the General Sta� in the war’s �nal months, the 
character of General Haan largely shaped the work of establishing the founda-
tion of the military policy under the National Defense Act.

Once the defense act was signed, Haan created a committee involving major 
interest groups, including the General Sta�, Pershing’s sta�, the general-service 
schools, and the Infantry School. �e panel soon addressed concerns on the 
basic concepts. From there, two major committees of the War Plans Branch of 
the War Plans Division carried the work forward. An Organization Commit-
tee worked on the tactical structure of the Regular Army and the tactical units 
that would make up the Army of the United States. Its members found their 
e�orts frustratingly interrupted by the force reductions ordered in the 1920 and 
1921 Army Appropriation Acts so that much of their work had to be redone. A 
Committee on War Department and Defense Projects carried out most of the 
plans regarding the integration of the National Guard, the Organized Reserve, 
and the Regular Army into the uni�ed citizen army and allocating units of each 
to the new corps areas. �ese corps-area commands replaced the older territorial 
departments on September 1, and within three weeks they received instructions 
on the overall development of the U.S. Army. �e plan for restructuring the 
National Guard was published in October 1920. and in February 1921 the basic 
organization of the Organized Reserve was completed, with unit allocations sent 
out to corps-area commanders shortly therea�er. �e entire plan was then ex-
plained to state governors in a letter sent out at the beginning of June.3

�e plan was quickly accepted. �e goal of the General Sta� was to develop the 
framework for a citizen army of 2,000,000 men that could be mobilized quickly 
in the face of a great emergency such as the past war. �is force was to be made 
up of six �eld armies of three corps each, with six divisions in each corps. Of the 
requisite ��y-four divisions, nine would come from the Regular Army, eighteen 
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from the National Guard, and twenty-seven from the Organized Reserve. �e 
280,000 men allocated to the Regular Army would allow the creation of nine 
divisions at full strength. �e National Guard was to be expanded to 424,800 
men by 1924 and would be organized into the eighteen divisions, all to exist at full 
strength. �e Organized Reserve units, on the other hand, would be skeletal orga-
nizations only, consisting of reserve o�cers and a few enlisted specialists. Reserve 
units were formed on the assumption that, in an emergency, the manpower to �ll 
them would come from a dra� and that they would initially be mobilization and 
training commands. All units in this “Six-Army Plan” would be localized. �e 
Regular Army divisions would be stationed in World War I cantonments in each 
corps area. �e National Guard and Organized Reserve divisions were broken 
down into myriad local units that could be mobilized within the corps areas at 
the outbreak of a war. For less than a major emergency, only Regular Army and 
National Guard units would be mobilized, while minor emergencies would be 
handled by an expeditionary force made up of regular units only.4

In the meantime, the General Sta� itself was reorganized along lines similar 
to those used by Pershing in France during the war.5 On September 18 the chiefs 
of branches o�ces for the combat arms were created. At the same time, the basic 
organization of subordinate units, such as branches, arms, and services, was stan-
dardized.6 As a result, at the end of �scal year 1921, as both March and Haan were 
ready to step aside for their successors, the military was tactically organized into 
a single Army of the United States comprising three basic components. In some 
respects, all that was le� to do was to organize and �ll the citizen components.

Pershing’s �rst major concern when he became chief of sta� was to �nish the 
work of reorganizing the General Sta� along the lines of the Allied Expedition-
ary Force (AEF), which he had commanded in France, with a nucleus general 
headquarters to support him as commanding general. Within a week he had 
a board of senior o�cers, organized under Major General James G. Harbord, 
to carry out this reorganization.7 �e basic structure of the General Sta� was 
altered to conform to that of Pershing’s AEF sta�, with the same titles and the 
same G1 to G5 designations.8 Moreover, this new organization was to be used as 
a model for the corps-area commanders’ sta�s. Otherwise, the basic structure of 
the General Sta� created by March remained largely unaltered. �e War Plans 
Division (G5) was organized so that it could serve as a nucleus of a general head-
quarters but was otherwise an integral part of the General Sta�, sharing in its 
work. �us, the resulting arrangement retained much that existed under March. 
Moreover, it was clear that the General Sta� would continue to supervise the 
bureaus; the goal of the reform was to make it better able to do so.
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Pershing’s real in�uence on the General Sta� in the �rst years as chief of sta�, 
therefore, was not in reorganization, as much as that might have interested him, 
but in the process of implementation of the National Defense Act by setting 
up the civilian components of the Army of the United States. As noted ear-
lier, much of the preliminary conceptual and organizational work for this had 
already been accomplished during March’s tenure. �e major contribution of 
Pershing and his sta� was the decentralization of the program by placing the 
major responsibility for its execution on the shoulders of the new corps-area 
commanders. Based on the Six-Army Plan, the country was divided into nine 
corps areas, each with its own commander responsible for much of the military 
activity therein, including the training of the civilian components. By the time 
Pershing had become chief of sta�, much of the initial work establishing the 
corps areas was already completed. �e corps areas themselves were designated 
and the Regular Army units assigned to them for training the civilian compo-
nents as well as the assignment of the Organized Reserve units.9 What remained 
was to organize the corps-area training structure, especially the training centers. 
�e governing instructions to corps-area commanders regarding their training 
responsibilities were issued in September 1921. �ese instructions were brief, 
leaving much room for the commanders’ initiative, pointing out only the work 
to be done and calling for “brief ” monthly reports on progress.10

With the organization of the corps areas already completed, the General 
Sta� under Pershing turned its attention to the creation of the training centers. 
Each was to be the corps-area commander’s headquarters and planning center. 
Regular Army recruits assigned to corps area would be trained there, as would 
Organized Reserve and National Guard units when appropriate. Regular units 
responsible for training civilian components would be stationed at each as well. 
Finally, in a war, the training centers would function as mobilization centers 
for the corps area. Basic instruction and regulations for the organization of the 
training centers were issued to corps-area commanders in October. While as-
signment of regular units was signi�cantly disrupted by the three reductions 
in the army, most training centers had su�cient units assigned to allow them 
to begin full-scale summer training in 1922.11 Once the corps-area training 
structure was in place, Pershing and the General Sta� le� it alone and involved 
themselves with policy issues in regard to the civilian components, including 
educating the Regular Army that their training was now its central mission.

Pershing also took an interest in aspects of the further development of the 
civilian components themselves. In November 1922 a general policy was devel-
oped regarding the length of tours and the responsibilities of reserve o�cers 
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serving on duty with the General Sta� as required by the National Defense 
Act.12 Initially, reserve o�cers were concentrated in the Personnel Division and, 
especially, the Operations and Training Division, since those sections dealt with 
most of the policies regarding the National Guard and Organized Reserve. A�er 
a year, Pershing changed this policy so that reserve o�cers were assigned for 
orientation purposes to all branches of the General Sta�.13 He also intervened 
personally in National Guard and Organized Reserve matters regarding o�cer 
assignments to ensure that the Regular Army’s best o�cers served in training 
components. �e chief of sta� also pushed the general-service schools to develop 
career courses for guard and reserve o�cers so that they could gain access to the 
General Sta� Eligible List and serve on the sta� in wartime.

But Pershing’s main concern with the civilian components at this time was 
to convince o�cers in the Regular Army to accept what was then called the 
“one-army” spirit. As he explained to one correspondent even before he had be-
come chief of sta�, this meant “that all o�cers whether of the Regular Army or 
of the Organized Reserve should be for the Army of the United States as a whole, 
and not mere partisans of the branch of the service to which they may belong.”14 At 
the same time, he told the chiefs of branches that he expected them to promote the 
“one army” spirit when visiting their units and supported the creation of the Army 
Association of the United States as an organization representing the “one-army” 
idea.15 Pershing also relied heavily on Colonel Palmer to propagandize the “one-
army” spirit. At Palmer’s request, the general appointed him aide-de-camp with 
few duties other than to speak and write on behalf of the “one-army” vision of 
the National Defense Act.16 For the next year, Palmer wrote articles for popular 
and service journals and spoke to citizen and military groups as well as contacting 
those in Pershing’s broad network of friends and acquaintances.17

Finally, all o�cers were encouraged to advocate for the “one-army” idea as 
well. �e requirement that they clear any articles with the War Department 
before publication was dropped. Instead, it was made clear that o�cers were 
not only allowed to publish but also encouraged to do so, especially if the work 
would acquaint a wide audience with the War Department’s “one-army” policy.18

By early 1922, articles on the topic began to appear in service journals. By Octo-
ber, the War Department was emphasizing that o�cers were expected to take 
an aggressive role in promoting the “one-army” idea to any audience available.19

Although Pershing’s commitment to the citizen army was vigorous, it was, 
nevertheless, less than complete. It was one thing to urge the General Sta� and 
Regular Army o�cers to adopt the “one-army” spirit and to demand that army 
attention be focused on training of civilian components. It was another matter, 
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however, to sacri�ce units, promotion, and morale to this policy. �is problem 
was evident even before Pershing became chief of sta�, as it became clear that 
the Regular Army was to be reduced from 280,000 to 175,000 men. A�er several 
exchanges between the Operations and Training Division and the War Plans 
Division on how to e�ect such a reduction, they reached a tentative decision in 
favor of demobilizing �ve divisions in order to save the training centers.20 Nev-
ertheless, opposition to this approach developed within the General Sta�, while 
the chief of infantry also opposed it, favoring, instead a skeletonizing of all divi-
sions.21 Although the Operations and Training Division proposal was accepted, 
concessions were made to the opposition.22 Palmer saw that another reduction 
would lead to pressure to save as many units as possible through the sacri�ce 
of the training centers and their mission. He sought to avoid this by building 
sanctions against it. �e colonel dra�ed a general order by which the secretary 
of war indicated that his interpretation of the National Defense Act was that the 
focus of Regular Army activities was to be on building the citizen components, 
the number of o�cers authorized in the act having been made purposely high 
for the express purpose of carrying out this training.23

Palmer then continued to plump for the idea in speeches and publications. 
Nonetheless, all of this was to no avail in the face of the 1922 reductions. Palmer 
urged Pershing to reduce and eliminate the number of divisions in the Regu-
lar Army in order to save the training forces. But since that likely meant the 
further elimination of some o�cers and the demotion of others, most in the 
General Sta� opposed this idea. Hence, Pershing agreed instead to carry out 
the 1922 reductions by abolishing the newly created training centers, making 
the remaining partially skeletonized forces responsible for training. Given the 
disastrous state of o�cer morale in the summer of 1922, this was probably a 
wise policy and probably had less disruption on the training of components 
than Palmer feared. But it showed the degree to which outside pressures could 
place signi�cant strain on the commitment of the Regular Army to its new 
training mission. Even so, as William O. Odom has pointed out, the Regular 
Army continued to support the citizen components even at the sacri�ce of its 
own training and development.24

While the work of organizing the Army of the United States and reorganiz-
ing the Regular Army was carried out chie�y by the General Sta�, the creation 
of the individual citizen components required the development of a cooperative 
relationship between the sta� and those units themselves. �is was achieved, 
though in some cases not without some initial di�culty. �e process of devel-
opment was also hindered by the turmoil and stress that beset the army in the 
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�rst half of the 1920s. As a result, although the process of developing the citizen 
components was virtually completed by 1925, its success varied between the com-
ponents themselves.

�e National Guard

Despite the acrimony existing between the National Guard and the Regular 
Army up to 1920, the two organizations were soon able to build a working re-
lationship that became all but cordial by 1925. �ey also succeeded in building 
a new guard organization and �tting it into the National Army structure envi-
sioned in the National Defense Act. But, by 1925, critical de�ciencies began to 
appear in the Guard with regards to recruiting and, especially, in training that 
led to a growing concern as to whether it could actually carry out its assigned 
wartime mission.

�e immediate foundations upon which the collaborative reestablishment of 
the National Guard as a civilian component of the Army of the United States 
was to be built were scarcely auspicious. Relations between the Regular Army 
and the Guard were already strained to the utmost on the eve of World War I. 
�en the experience of the Guard during the war severely aggravated this strain. 
Guardsmen were dra�ed during the war to serve as individuals rather than being 
allowed to volunteer as entire units, as Pershing and other army leaders decided 
that divisions formed pursuant to existing American military policy were too 
light to be e�ective and needed to be increased in size. As a result, many guard 
divisions and smaller units were broken up to form new and larger multistate 
divisions.25 �ese were then given numerical designations that in almost no way 
indicated state or guard origins. While the War Department expressed regret at 
the damage done to unit and state pride, guardsmen were outraged.

During the war, many senior regular o�cers who fought in close association 
with guard units emerged with a profound respect for them. Guardsmen, on 
the other hand, found far less reason to change their minds about the arrogant 
and narrow-minded professional intolerance they found in many regulars, es-
pecially rapidly promoted �eld-grade o�cers on sta�s, some of whom became 
legendary in their repeated expressions of contempt for the Guard.26 Finally, the 
war all but destroyed the guard units and organizational structure remaining in 
the country. �e dra� in 1917 took the younger men out of most units, and the 
extension of the dra� age to forty-�ve years old in August 1918 stripped most 
units of all but a few older men.27 Moreover, the National Defense Act of 1916 
and the Selective Service Act of May 18, 1917, provided that guardsmen who had 
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been dra�ed into federal service lost all guard identity and, at the end of the 
emergency, would be discharged as civilians rather than returned to the Guard.

�e immediate postwar experience of the National Guard aggravated the 
strained relations with the Regular Army even further. �e Guard, or what was 
le� of it a�er war and demobilization, was fearful that it might not even have 
a future. While it was certain that any �nal military policy adopted by Con-
gress would continue provisions for a regular army, there was no such certainty 
that the Guard would not be reduced to the role of a state constabulary. �e 
March-Baker bill included no provision for the organization. Colonel Palmer, 
in drawing up legislation for the Senate Military A�airs Committee, explicitly 
omitted the Guard. In this atmosphere, the Guard became increasingly restive, 
using its political in�uence to exert pressure for the preservation of its clauses 
from the 1916 defense act. �eir e�orts found much support in the House of 
Representative and were responsible for many of the provisions in National De-
fense Act of 1920 under which the Guard would be reorganized.

Outside of the legislative issue, relations between the Guard and the Mili-
tia Bureau, the agency within the General Sta� with responsibility for Guard 
matters, were also strained by the perception that the bureau was doing little 
in terms of reconstructing the Guard. During the interwar period, it consisted 
of four guard o�cers and twenty-six regular o�cers.28 Although the regulars 
o�en shared the prejudices of many of their colleagues toward the Guard, they
were still closer to guard personnel and more in sympathy with them. Hence,
even without policy guidance, the Militia Bureau sought to encourage states to
reconstruct their guard units while o�ering whatever support it could. At the
same time, it also pushed the War Department toward a military policy that
would include provisions for the Guard. Lacking in�uence within either the
General Sta� or the War Department, however, the Militia Bureau was initially 
able to do relatively little to support guard reorganization.

Outside the bureau, however, state pressures began building in the spring of 
1919 to push the General Sta� toward a commitment to reestablish the position 
of the National Guard as the main reserve force. By the middle of May, Secretary 
of War Baker grudgingly accepted the idea that the Guard was to be reconsti-
tuted at the federal as well as at the state level with the National Defense Act of 
1916 as its basis.29 By June, the Militia Bureau had worked out a provisional pol-
icy for the Guard that took into account the legal provisions of the 1916 defense 
act, the tactical experience of the war, and the special conditions under which 
the Guard operated. In so doing, it raised most of the issues that dominated the 
guard experience in the interwar years. While the 1916 act allowed the Guard a 
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strength of 424,800 troops, or 800 men for each congressman and senator for 
each state, the Militia Bureau anticipated that Congress presently would not 
fund such a large force, nor could such a force be organized immediately. �us, it 
suggested that the army initially plan the organization of the Guard on the basis 
of 200 men per congressman and senator. It also suggested that it be organized 
on the same tactical basis as the Regular Army to avoid any repetition of the 
wartime reorganization that had proved so painful in 1917. On the other hand, 
it was clear that guard units could never be recruited to the strength of regular 
units. Many communities were too small to support such numbers, and most 
armories were built to accommodate smaller organizations. Hence, the Militia 
Bureau recommended that guard companies be given federal recognition and 
support at a level of 65 men and that a National Guard reserve be maintained 
su�cient to raise companies to 100 soldiers in the event of war.30

Meanwhile, elements in the Guard hostile to the Regular Army and, es-
pecially, to the General Sta� gained control of the nearly moribund National 
Guard Association. �ey worked to mobilize guardsmen to �ght for their in-
terests in the fall of 1919 as Congress began to consider military-policy legisla-
tion. �is political mobilization was di�cult since it lacked a target. As a result, 
anger was actually channeled against the Militia Bureau, which was unfairly 
subjected to a variety of criticisms aimed to show that an agency headed by a 
Regular Army o�cer could never understand or meet the needs of the National 
Guard.31 So, during the fall of 1919, as Congress considered military policy, the 
Guard’s two main political objectives were preserving the Guard provisions of 
the National Defense Act of 1916 and placing one of its o�cers at the head of 
the Militia Bureau.

By then, however, the anti–General Sta� radicals began to lose control of the 
National Guard Association to moderates who advocated a more cooperative 
relationship with the sta�. Recruiting for the Guard had not been successful, es-
pecially in the summer and fall of 1919.32 Cooperation in this area then began to 
pay dividends. In the spring of 1920, the Regular Army began to assist the Guard 
in recruiting while publicizing plans to give guardsmen some summer training. 
As a result, enlistment numbers began to rise rapidly.33 A more cooperative spirit 
also helped in Congress, where there was still much support for a version of a 
military-policy bill that would leave the guard provisions of 1916 intact and for 
placing a guardsman at the head of the Militia Bureau.34 As a result, even though 
the Guard and the army remained in opposition on many issues related to the 
pending national defense legislation in the spring of 1920, their relationship be-
came increasingly cordial and cooperative.
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As completed, the National Defense Act of 1920 contributed to this growing 
cooperation by providing compromises on major issues that were satisfactory to 
both sides. It required the Militia Bureau to be headed by a guardsman, but it 
gave the General Sta� considerable control over the selection of that o�cer. It 
called for the appointment to the General Sta� of guard o�cers to deal with is-
sues speci�cally related to their organization. �e Guard was also allowed a tem-
porary variance of 10 percent in the requirement for a minimum of 65 men a unit 
to qualify for federal support. Moreover, units were given a year to reach this 
standard; in �scal year 1920–21, units needed to contain only 50 men to qualify. 
Finally, since the Guard was to play a role as a reserve available for immediate 
use, it was generously allowed the authorized strength of 800 per congressman 
and senator as provided in the 1916 act.

With the passage of the National Defense Act of 1920, the focus of attention 
in both the General Sta� and the National Guard was on building the new 
Guard within the framework provided by the new law. Over the next �ve years, 
this centered on three major issues: recruiting, organization, and training. But 
as would be expected, in the �rst years the focus was on recruiting and orga-
nizing. �e provisions of the defense act had given the Guard nearly all it had 
asked for, including a critical mission and an ambitious recruiting goal. �is 
fostered a new spirit of cordiality and cooperation that increasingly seemed to 
infuse relations between the Guard and the Regular Army, creating an initial 
euphoric enthusiasm in the Guard as it set out to recruit under the act. �is 
e�ort then met with at least the appearance of impressive success. During �scal 
year 1921, the size of the Guard increased by over 100 percent, from 55,883 to 
113,640 men, and the Guard enjoyed another 42-percent growth in �scal year 
1922 to 159,658 troops.35 �is increase was matched by expanded breadth for 
the organization. In June 1920, only thirty-four states had units. At the end of 
�scal year 1922, only Nevada lacked units, and twenty states had organized all 
the units allocated to them.36

Yet the statistical results masked several basic problems. Despite this initial 
rapid growth, army leaders began to question whether the National Guard 
would be able to recruit much above its prewar levels. For the pessimists, the 
initial surge in guard enlistments in 1921 was seen as a response to the end of 
uncertainty and other matters that had depressed recruiting earlier. Moreover, 
most of the growth came from the development of new units rather than the 
expansion of established ones. By July 1921, it was necessary for the chief of the 
Militia Bureau to request a one-year extension of the special provision that gave 
tentative recognition to units with as few as ��y men per company.37 A similar 



�e Heart of the Policy 53 

request was made in 1922.38 Finally, as Congress began cutting budgets, it be-
came increasingly less willing to fund the rapid expansion of the Guard.39

�e recruiting problem reached a crisis stage in 1922 with the army reduc-
tion called for by the Congress. O�cers in the General Sta� and elsewhere had 
always been skeptical as to whether the National Guard could ever recruit the 
authorized 424,800 men and felt that a force half that size was adequate.40 By 
the end of 1921, General Sta� leadership was convinced that a severe reduction 
was needed and hoped the Guard would take the lead, not wanting the reduc-
tions to appear to be an anti-Guard action on their part.41 Early in 1922, the 
situation became more critical as it became increasingly clear that Congress 
would again reduce existing o�cer strength, which led to e�orts to �nd ways 
to economize on the use of o�cers. �e General Sta� began to consider vastly 
reducing recruiting by the Guard. Secretary of War Weeks took the lead in this. 
A�er Congress passed the 1922 army reduction, Weeks assembled a committee 
of guardsmen and members of the General Sta� to suggest appropriate action. 
�e panel began meeting on November 13 and had a recommendation ready by 
January 15, 1923. It called for a reduction of the �nal overall size of the National 
Guard to 250,000 troops, which would still provide for enough men to sta� the 
eighteen infantry and four cavalry divisions called for in the Six-Army Plan at 
maintenance rather than full strength.42

Most guardsmen considered the new goal reasonable in the light of national 
and state economic-retrenchment policies, the growing recruiting problems, and 
the reduced size of the Regular Army. Yet the reduction all but enshrined the 
65-man rather than the 100-man company as the standard National Guard unit. 
In an emergency, these companies would have to be expanded to a war strength 
of 200. It had been anticipated originally that much of this expansion would be 
carried out by units of National Guard reserve, men who had been trained and 
still attended summer camps but belonged to no distinct unit. Yet that program 
was a total failure, with less than a thousand enlisted. �us, while it was never 
admitted, the reduction of the �nal objective meant that in an emergency, Guard 
units would be so diluted by a massive input of untrained volunteers or dra�ees 
that their immediate �ghting power would be negligible. �is, in turn, meant 
that the Guard would never really be capable of meeting its mission as an imme-
diately available combat-ready force.43

�is decision, however, was vindicated by the results of recruiting e�orts 
in 1923. Major General George C. Rickards, chief of the Militia Bureau, had 
called for appropriations to provide for a nearly 20-percent expansion of the 
National Guard, from 159,658 to 191,000 men, but by the end of the year, guard 
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membership was up by less than 1,000 men to 160,598.44 Several factors explain 
this unexpected collapse in recruiting. For one, by 1923, the three-year enlist-
ment of nearly 15,000 guardsmen who had signed up in 1920 expired, and most 
le�. Moreover, curtailing the manpower objective meant that many states re-
ceived no new allotment of units. Finally, budget retrenchments in many states 
made legislators less willing to invest in armories. �ese factors tended to dimin-
ish the number of new units created, and new units had always been the major 
source of increased numbers for the Guard.45

Underlying these external factors, however, was an internal problem. �e Na-
tional Guard was losing its overall attractiveness. �e fact that the total number 
of guardsmen remained level between July 1, 1922, and July 1, 1923, at the same 
time as the number of units increased meant that average unit membership ac-
tually fell. �ere were several reasons for this. Twenty years earlier, the Guard, 
with drills, uniforms, and parades, was one of the more exciting preoccupations 
o�ered in many communities.46 By the early 1920s, movies, organized sports,
and other activities had appeared as rival forms of public entertainment. Labor
remained hostile to the Guard, so union members rarely joined. On top of this,
life in the Guard was rather demanding and boring. In the early 1920s, training
concepts in the Guard were still fairly primitive and focused on parade drill, so
training seemed more like useless work than military instruction. On top of the 
one and a half hours of drill each week, most o�cers were expected to put in
another hour and a half without pay to complete paperwork and plan for future 
drills, not to mention several additional hours a week on a correspondence course 
for professional advancement. �us, many found the time commitment eating
up two to three nights a week. As a result, guardsmen began to lose interest
and dropped out when the opportunity presented itself. Turnover rates in many 
units in 1923 approached 50 percent, creating problems in stability and training.

�e recruiting crisis of 1923 was overcome to some extent in 1924 as measures 
were taken to increase public interest. As a result, the National Guard enjoyed 
a 15-percent expansion in �scal year 1924. �e enthusiasm created by this ex-
pansion was, however, dissipated early in the next �scal year when economic 
retrenchment in Congress limited available funds, and the Militia Bureau was 
forced to suspend recognition of new guard units, leaving enlistments nearly 
static.47 Even before this freeze, however, many in the General Sta�, and in the 
Militia Bureau, began to regard the prospect of even reaching the reduced goal 
of 250,000 guardsmen by July 1926 as unlikely.48

On the other hand, even though the organization of the National Guard into 
tactical units that would �t into the overall Six-Army Plan was a massive job, it 
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was handled smoothly in a manner that continued to maintain the con�dence 
of both regulars and guardsmen. �e problem was fraught with political di�cul-
ties. While dividing the corps allotted to the Guard in the National Defense Act 
into speci�c divisions and allocating units of each to states was relatively easy, 
getting the states to go along with this was di�cult because the process would 
necessarily involve an amalgamation of some traditional units while extensively 
changing the functions of others. In addition, while the General Sta� had to 
plan the organization of a 424,800-man Guard, the schedule for reaching that 
strength stretched over four years, so unit allocations had to be introduced incre-
mentally to preserve the Guard’s overall balance during this expansion.

Despite the massiveness of the undertaking, the initial organization was done 
rather rapidly. By the middle of July 1920, a committee in the General Sta� had 
worked out the basic policies along which the National Guard would be recon-
structed. Following the War Department’s commitment to decentralization, the 
plan gave corps-area commanders broad authority in local reorganization, leaving 
the sta� and the Militia Bureau responsible only for policy development and ad-
ministrative oversight.49 �e task of distributing the units among the states was 
far more complex, but that was worked out chie�y by the Guard itself. Palmer had 
insisted that this be worked out by a board on which guard and reserve o�cers 
would predominate. By December, a�er initial discussions with state governors, 
this board, acting through the chief of the Militia Bureau, distributed major 
allotments to individual states. �en state boards, made up almost entirely of 
guard o�cers, distributed allocations of company-size units to localities.50 �e 
task of supervising the formation of local units and recognizing them belonged 
to corps-area commanders. Even though this process involved the distribution 
of over 2,500 units in a ticklish political setting, it went surprisingly smoothly.

A�er the initial organization of the National Guard, the only major orga-
nizational problem remaining to be worked out centered on the relationship 
of the Militia Bureau with the corps-area commanders. Much of this problem 
stemmed from fears in the General Sta� that, with a guardsman at its head, the 
bureau would soon become the headquarters for an increasingly autonomous 
Guard. Such concerns were aggravated by overall anxieties regarding decentral-
ization and by personality clashes. Rickards, who became the �rst guardsman 
to serve as chief of the Militia Bureau, came to his post with a long and distin-
guished career and signi�cant backing within the Guard. He also viewed him-
self as an advocate for the Guard, which introduced further strain between his 
o�ce and the General Sta�. �e result was an ongoing struggle between the 
bureau, which wanted to keep as much control over the Guard in its hands as 
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possible, and the sta�, which sought to delegate as much authority as possible to 
corps-area commanders.51 �e issue was �nally resolved by a committee of regu-
lar and guard o�cers who worked out a compromise that shi�ed more authority 
to the corps-area commanders, making the local guard units so dependent on 
them that the development of an autonomous Guard became virtually impossi-
ble. Rickards protested the decision but lost.52

Despite this source of rancor, the General Sta� and Chief of Sta� Pershing 
made major e�orts to further the development of cordiality and trust in the 
relations between the National Guard and the Regular Army. Recruiters were 
encouraged to cooperate with the Guard and were recognized when they did 
so. Finally, and most important, Pershing insisted that o�cers serving with the 
Guard be among the best in the army and be informed that the army considered 
such duty to be of the highest importance. He also ordered the compilation of a 
roster of these o�cers so that everyone on it with an e�ectiveness rating of less 
than average could be relieved. He then went through the list himself, checking 
o� names of o�cers he wanted released from service with the Guard.53

Organizational developments between 1923 and 1925 were far less discourag-
ing than the recruiting e�orts. Indeed, the slow growth in recruiting was one 
of several factors that led to a sense of stability in the National Guard by the 
end of 1925. At the same time, histories of the Militia Bureau began to appear 
in professional journals, signaling that the o�ce was becoming accepted as part 
of the army leadership structure.54 Guard regulations were revised as were those 
for mobilizing its units. At local levels, the bureau encouraged guard units to 
write their own histories and apply for coats of arms as a means of creating a 
sense of permanence and unit identi�cation. At the same time Congress autho-
rized commissions in the Army of the United States for the Guard, which gave 
guardsmen a better sense of belonging to a single whole, as did its participation 
in the defense test in 1924.55

While the growing sense of stability in the organization to some extent bal-
anced the more volatile and depressing situation in terms of recruiting, both 
issues were old problems that o�cers in the National Guard and the Regular 
Army could understand if not entirely control. Yet by 1925, a new problem began 
to appear in the Guard that became a growing source of concern among regulars, 
since it called into question the basic ability of the Guard to ful�ll its primary 
mission. �e trouble was with training. To ful�ll its mission to serve as a force 
immediately ready for emergency combat situations, the better part of the Guard 
would have had to have undergone a signi�cant degree of both individual and 
unit training. �is was a challenge.
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In the initial years of reconstructing the National Guard, little attention 
was given to training since the problems of recruiting and organization were 
so immediate and compelling. Moreover, many assumed that the ranks of the 
Guard would be �lled by war veterans who had already undergone considerable 
training. �is, however, failed to happen, with new recruits increasingly being 
younger men without military experience. By the summer of 1921, 80 percent 
of guardsmen had no previous military training, which meant that the Guard 
had to provide them training to make its units immediately available in case of 
war.56 Observers saw the issue largely as one of time. A guardsman trained only 
an hour and a half a week and ��een days in the summer. Even if he attended 
every drill, this would provide less than two hundred hours of training a year, 
scarcely enough to prepare a man or a unit for combat, many believed.57 For 
several years, hope was that the problem would be solved by a rapid expansion 
of CMTC, which at least would provide the Guard with a source of partially 
trained manpower.58 �is, however, failed to happen.

As these initial expectations dissipated, problems associated with training 
became clearer in both character and complexity. Time remained a critical issue, 
but there was also the question of who would carry out the training. Palmer en-
visioned a citizen army as self-trained, with the more able and ambitious moving 
ahead in rank by training themselves to a point that they would take charge of 
instructing others. �e assumption that the National Guard would train itself, 
however, proved �awed in several ways. First, it put too heavy a burden on the 
leadership. O�cers needed to spend time not only in supervising the one and a 
half hours of drill one evening a week but also in preparing training programs 
on both an annual and weekly basis. In addition, they had to work on the cor-
respondence courses necessary for their own professional advancement. While 
some guard o�cers had a sense of professionalism and commitment su�cient 
to inspire them to devote this time and energy, many others did not. Moreover, 
even those willing to put in the time to do the job right o�en lacked the experi-
ence needed to develop a compelling training program. �is was aggravated by 
the fact that, due to the high level of turnover, a typical National Guard unit 
consisted of both veteran noncommissioned o�cers (NCOs) and raw recruits. 
Such variations in experience meant that the unit could not train together but 
had to follow several di�erent training plans simultaneously. Finally, although 
the Guard was furnished with regular o�cers and NCOs to assist with training, 
the regulars o�en lacked the understanding, patience, and tact needed in work-
ing with part-time volunteers. �e result was o�en not just friction but also fre-
quent e�orts by the regular o�cers to take over the job of training themselves.59
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�rough the summer of 1922, the General Sta� limited itself to supervising 
the conduct of summer camps, where almost all e�orts were focused on recruit 
training. �e army also made spaces in its own special-service schools available to 
the National Guard in an e�ort to provide training for its o�cers, while Persh-
ing attempted to get curricula for regular o�cers in special summer schools re-
vised to include more instruction related speci�cally to guard training.60 By 1923, 
it was clear that, to provide an adequate system of training for the Guard, the 
General Sta� would have to coordinate the supervision of the entire training 
year so that summer camps supplemented rather than duplicated the work done 
in armories during the year.61 �e Operations and Training Division, therefore, 
began to coordinate e�orts by publishing an annual training directive focused 
on the objectives to be met in both the Regular Army and the summer training 
camps.62 While dissemination of the plan in 1923 was too slow and the plan 
itself too rigid to in�uence instruction in armories that year, the distribution of 
the following year’s plan was speeded up, and the plan itself made more �exible, 
providing unit commanders basic training objectives to serve as the focus for 
their own preparations.63

But while the General Sta� and the National Guard had developed a com-
prehensive training system by 1925, there was still growing skepticism within 
the Regular Army that the Guard was getting the necessary training to ful�ll 
its mission. �is pessimism was seen in a sudden rash of articles on training 
that appeared in the professional journals in 1925. While their tone was always 
positive and dealt with problems solved, the articles also discussed in detail 
the problems yet unresolved and with an undercurrent of doubt. Few saw any 
answers to the time problem, compounded as it was by the high turnover rate. 
�is meant that most guard units were deeply involved with recruit training 
and could rarely be counted on at any given moment to be ready for immediate 
combat. In addition, while most guard o�cers needed to carry on their own 
professional training through the correspondence-school system, many took 
little interest in the courses.64

Finally, in the minds of many regular o�cers, the training de�ciency and high 
turnover in individual units greatly aggravated the dilution problem inherent in 
mobilizing National Guard units by �lling them to war strength with untrained 
conscripts. Considering that, at any given time, a signi�cant number of the men 
in typical guard units were themselves recent recruits, �lling a sixty-�ve-man 
unit to its war strength of two hundred by adding raw dra�ees meant that far 
more than just two-thirds of the men in a unit would be untrained.65 And, since 
even the members of the more experienced cadre had only about 150 hours a year 
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of training themselves, it seemed highly questionable whether, in an emergency, 
they would be able to train the newcomers while still functioning as a readily 
available combat unit. Hence, while the ethos of the “one army” spirit made it 
virtually unprofessional for regular o�cers to openly criticize the Guard, the 
sudden interest they expressed in the issue of guard training in 1925 would in-
dicate that the Regular Army’s traditional skepticism that the National Guard 
had the ability to carry out its mission was rapidly returning.

�e Citizens’ Military Training Camps (CMTC)

Of the four citizen components for which the army took responsibility under 
the National Defense Act 1920, the most anomalous was the Citizens’ Military 
Training Camps. �ese were authorized under section 47(d) of the defense act, 
which, while it was quite precise in �scal matters, was rather vague as to the pur-
poses of the camps. �is vagueness was largely due to the fact that the impetus for 
the CMTC came from two sources. Narrowly interpreted, the obvious intention 
was to provide for a continuous source of reserve o�cers and noncommissioned 
o�cers, especially a�er the veterans of the war surpassed the age of useful service. 
But the concept of summer training camps had its own history that suggested to 
many a far broader purpose for the CMTC. �e idea was tied to General Wood’s 
Plattsburgh experiment and through it to the preparedness movement and the 
e�ort to establish universal military training. For many of its supporters, section 
47(d) was to be the wedge that would reopen the way to the establishment of 
universal military training. Pursuit of both the narrow and the broader objectives 
made the camps a distinctly ambiguous undertaking. �e thirty-day events were 
expected to turn out o�cers and noncommissioned o�cers for the Organized 
Reserve in the way that wartime o�cer-training camps had, yet, at the same time 
they were to provide civilian attendees with an exciting experience that would 
popularize military service to the point that the country would accept it. In short, 
camp commanders were not altogether certain whether they were to emphasize 
the “military training” or the “camp” aspect of the CMTC.

�is anomaly became apparent as the army prepared to hold its �rst set of 
camps in the summer of 1921. �e key structural device masking the ambiguity 
of the camps’ purpose was in the organizational focus around three di�erent 
courses—the “red,” the “white,” and the “blue.” While the color scheme sug-
gested that all three were meant to be part of a greater whole, such was not actu-
ally the case. �e red course was for the civilian initiate, focusing on boys in their 
late teens and basically organized to be an enjoyable introductory orientation 
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and indoctrination program. �e white course was developed to produce non-
commissioned o�cers, while the blue course aimed to produce reserve o�cers. 
Hence, while the CMTC color scheme suggested that it was a three-year pro-
gram of instruction in which candidates would pass from the red to the white to 
the blue over time, actual cases of such progression were, in fact, rare.

Moreover, while a few o�cers such as Palmer had hoped to see the program 
emphasize the white and blue courses as the means to build up the Organized 
Reserve, the General Sta� opted to emphasize the red course almost to the exclu-
sion of the other two.66 �e overall objective behind this was to popularize the 
idea of military training by spreading the exposure to a special CMTC version of 
such training as widely as possible. �is was explained clearly to corps-area com-
manders before the camps opened in 1921 in a General Sta� directive that stated, 
in part, “it should consistently be kept in mind that the purpose of the camps 
is not so much to give 10,000 men 30 days of practical military instruction as it 
is to demonstrate to the country the merit of these camps.”67 When it became 
clear that Congress would likely appropriate no more than $1 million for the 
program, these plans were modi�ed to ensure the widest possible distribution 
of camp experience, with each corps area given a quota and orders to promote a 
broad geographic representation in the camps.68

At the same time, while those in charge of the camps received explicit instruc-
tions on subjects to be taught, they also understood clearly that the main mea-
sure of success would be “the enthusiastic approval” of those attending.69 While 
the schedule developed by the General Sta� included �ve hours of instruction 
in military matters each day, a lot of time was still le� for physical training and 
athletics. Prospective attendees were promised a wide range of sports activities.70

Movies, vaudeville performances, or talks about the war were scheduled for most 
evenings.71 �e military training itself was to be rigorous but not exhausting, 
and camp commanders were warned to ensure that no campers were injured.72

Training included a heavy emphasis on the ri�e and on marksmanship, perceived 
by the General Sta� as being popular among teenage males. Finally, camp com-
manders were instructed to pay attention to the quantity and quality of the 
food and to ensure the presence of adequate medical personnel.73 Overall, the 
four-week experience was intended to be quite a bit more like a camp getaway 
than actual military training.

�e General Sta� initiated the program with a massive recruiting e�ort for 
the 1921 camps at the national, state, and local levels. It aimed to ensure not 
only that they would be able to recruit a social and geographic cross-section 
of American male teenagers, but also to put pressure on Congress to increase 
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appropriations for future summer camps by demonstrating their popularity. 
Corps-area commanders were encouraged to recruit attendees vigorously: “No 
mark is too high and it will not be inappropriate if there are at least ten eligible 
applicants for each accepted position.”74

�e 1921 camps appeared to have been a tremendous success. �e publicity 
campaigns, together with the e�orts of recruiters and civilian groups, produced 
the much-hoped-for oversubscription of applicants. Over 130,000 males ex-
pressed interest, of whom over 40,000 actually applied and 11,202 were �nally 
selected, with 10,681 actually attending the camps.75 Soothing letters went out to 
the unsuccessful applicants, promising preferred treatment in the competition 
for the 1922 camps.76 Moreover, the actual participants were extremely pleased 
with the experience. Numerous letters arrived from parents happy with the no-
ticeable growth in physical and personal maturity of their sons, while the army 
itself proudly noted that the campers had, on average, gained an inch in height, 
2.75 pounds in weight, and an inch in chest expansion during their camp expe-
rience. State governors were canvassed on their response to the program, and 
thirty-seven of thirty-eight gave it an enthusiastic endorsement.77

Counting on the 30,000 unsuccessful candidates as a backlog and expecting 
the popularity of the camps to create a word-of-mouth campaign that would 
bring in a host of new applicants, the army was con�dent that the CMTC pro-
gram was headed in a direction of rapid expansion.78 But while there was enthu-
siastic discussion in the General Sta� of expanding the program participation 
to 50,000 campers in 1922 and up to 100,000 in 1924, this was dampened by a 
realization that Congress would not appropriate the necessary funds. As a result, 
the army �nally requested appropriations for only 30,000 campers in 1922.79 �e 
apparent success of the 1921 camps also had other rami�cations. It �xed for the 
next two decades the dominance of the red course as the quintessential feature of 
the CMTC program. While the white and blue courses debuted in 1922, they re-
ceived little attention outside of the cavalry and �eld artillery participants. In the 
infantry camps white and blue participants were used as NCOs for the red course.

With con�dence in the assumed popularity of the CMTC program, the army 
entered 1922 focused chie�y on the issue of how to carry out the anticipated rapid 
expansion of the camps that summer. Congress had generously doubled the ap-
propriations for the camps for 1922, but the army hoped to triple enrollments. 
�is led to a search for economies. �e most important issue, however, was to en-
sure the camps’ popularity. Directives from the General Sta� emphasized “the ne-
cessity for making instruction popular and maintaining enthusiasm in the daily 
work.”80 At the same time, the War Department noti�ed congressmen of the 
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intention to expand enrollment in the camps to 30,000 and reminded them that 
the popular program had attracted many more applications than that in 1921.81

�is con�dence was abruptly shattered in late spring, as recruiting reports 
began to indicate surprising indi�erence to the program. By May 1, 1922, with 
the army halfway through a sixty-day recruiting campaign, only 4,000 boys 
had applied.82 A variety of factors contributed to this sudden and totally unex-
pected decline, but the most important was that the army fell victim to its own 
oversubscription campaign. �ose rejected from the camps in 1921 were quite 
alienated by that, and few reapplied. Moreover, the high rejection rate that year 
discouraged others from applying the following year. It also angered and dis-
couraged many of the civic groups and individuals who had worked hard in 1921 
to encourage recruits.83

�is emerging enrollment crisis was seen as an extremely serious matter by the 
army, stretching well beyond mere embarrassment. �e underlying purpose of the 
CMTC program was to prove that military training would be both popular with 
young American males as well as bene�cial, thereby building public support for 
the eventual introduction of universal military training. An enrollment failure in 
the second year would destroy that perception. Understanding the importance of 
the crisis, Pershing and the General Sta� gave it their full attention. All corps-area 
commanders were called upon to invigorate recruiting and to cooperate with sup-
porting civilian groups. At the same time, President Warren Harding was urged 
to call on the governors of all the states to aid in the recruiting push.84 All these 
e�orts, together with a ��een-day extension of the application period, led to a �nal 
enrollment of 28,000 boys, 6,000 of whom failed to show up at the camps.

�e army put the best face possible on the results, emphasizing in its reports 
that the 22,000 boys who actually attended marked a doubling of the program 
in just one year. But o�cials were shaken by the experience. �is failure, together 
with the far more important reduction in the size of the o�cer corps ordered 
by Congress, made the summer of 1922 a real nadir in the army’s experience and 
in its self-con�dence. �e sense of despair was heightened by a General Sta� 
study, conducted in the spring of 1922, that concluded that the need to replace 
the aging world-war veterans with new reservists would require that the camps 
be expanded immediately to 100,000 participants a year.

�e General Sta� responded to this by increasing the control of civilian or-
ganizations over the camp enterprise.85 While e�orts were made to include a 
number of such organizations in this e�ort, reliance was placed chie�y on the 
MTCA, which was given even greater control over the program, especially in 
recruiting. Leading members of the MTCA were now to be designated as “War 
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Department Civilian Aids for Military Training” and given special access to 
corps-area commanders regarding recruitment.86

�e introduction of the white and blue courses in 1922 posed other problems 
for the program. Since graduates of these courses would hold NCO rates and 
reserve-o�cer ranks within their respective branch, the branch organizations had 
considerable in�uence in the activities of those camps. �ey also became increas-
ingly critical of the red course for not o�ering enough training to allow graduates 
to enter the white course. One result was that the red course was divided into 
two separate portions, a thirty-day basic course, which remained focused on the 
objective of popularizing military training, and a thirty-day advanced course, 
which aimed at preparing campers for the white course the following year.87 �e 
result of this, and the sharp discouragement over enrollment in 1922, was that 
the CMTC program slowly began to shi� its emphasis a bit from popularizing 
military training to serving also as a four-year program to produce reserve o�cers.

Despite the setback in 1922, the army adhered to its goal of reaching a train-
ing level of 100,000 in the CMTC camps, as this was now seen as necessary to 
produce the number of reserve o�cers needed to support current mobilization 
plans. At the same time, it stepped up recruiting e�orts for the camps. New 
publicity ideas, including a nationwide contest in which teenage females wrote 
essays on “Why the young man I know should attend a CMT Camp” and an 
o�er from Babe Ruth to give an autographed baseball to the outstanding boy 
in each camp, were introduced.88 �is new campaign was a smashing success. 
While the General Sta� had planned for 30,000 campers, it stretched funds in 
every possible way to accommodate the 33,000 who actually attended. Within 
the sta�, hopes for reaching the goal of 100,000 reignited.

Despite this success, however, by 1925, the CMTC program began to feel the 
pain of the army’s deepening budget crisis. �e general depletion of war sur-
pluses that plagued the ROTC also a�ected the CMTC. �erefore, while the 
General Sta� planned only a modest increase in camp attendance to 35,000 in 
1926, it was clear that even this �gure could be achieved only with drastic econ-
omies. �us, the initial hopes that the CMTC program would reinvigorate the 
prewar public enthusiasm for universal military training began to dim rapidly.

�e O�cers’ Reserve Corps (ORC)

Even before the World War, General Sta� o�cers concerned with formulat-
ing a military policy based on a citizen army were aware that this new force 
would require a reserve o�cer pool made up of men who had at least a signi�cant 
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modicum of military training. �erefore, in planning the creation of a military 
policy a�er the war, both General March and the General Sta� agreed on the 
need to create a large O�cers’ Reserve Corps. �e existence of such a corps was 
already sanctioned in National Defense Act of 1916. Yet the structure and future 
of any such military force remained disturbingly unclear in the year and a half 
during which the National Defense Act of 1920 was being developed. �us, re-
cruiting and organizing an ORC in this period was di�cult.

Almost immediately a�er the war, the army began recruiting o�cers leaving 
active service to join the ORC, taking advantage of the demobilization process. 
By early February 1919, March could report that over 10,000 o�cers had applied 
for reserve commissions.89 On the other hand, the army’s goals for the ORC were 
even more ambitious. March and the General Sta� tentatively decided that the 
country’s future military policy should be based on raising a citizen army in 
times of emergency of 2,000,000 men. �at would require an ORC of 150,000 
o�cers, half of whom, it was hoped, would be signed up by the end of Decem-
ber.90 Happily, recruiting reserve o�cers at this time was not di�cult. Many had 
a positive feeling about their wartime experience and were eager to continue a 
military connection. Moreover, an o�cer’s commission still conferred status in 
many areas of American society. Hence, the recruiting goal of 75,000 reserve 
o�cers was met by December 1919, with the expectation that, by the completion 
of demobilization, 82,000 more would join.91

�e more di�cult problems were associated with organizing the ORC in a 
period of uncertainty and, more importantly, building a tight institutional bond 
between it and the Regular Army. Organization problems initially included cop-
ing with the paperwork involved with an organization that was attracting four 
hundred applicants a day at a time with the army itself rapidly diminishing in 
size. �e Personnel Section of the General Sta�, which had the responsibility 
for approving applications, was swamped.92 But the greatest problem by far was 
binding the ORC to the Regular Army and to the War Department. Since these 
were without a military policy, while they might be able to form an ORC, they 
could give it little in terms of a mission or other ways to provide activities that 
would establish bonds.

As feared, reserve o�cers did come to feel abandoned and responded by form-
ing chapters of a Reserve O�cer Association (ROA) on a local, then a state, and, 
�nally a nationwide basis.93 �e General Sta� was unhappy about this, arguing 
that “Reserve O�cers should feel they are a part of the Regular Army, not a 
separate and distinct class.”94 But by then the damage had been done, and the 
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development of a separate corporate identity among reserve o�cers would re-
main a persistent aspect of the character of the ORC for the interwar period.

�is period of confusion and perceived neglect came to an end in June 1920 
with the passage of National Defense Act. It provided not only a role and mis-
sion for the reserve o�cers but also, in fact, made them the heart of the new 
military system. While the Regular Army and National Guard were designed, 
in part, to provide forces to be used in minimal exigencies, the central purpose 
of the new system, as the act’s authors and supporters tirelessly reiterated, was to 
provide the structure, planning, and machinery to allow the huge citizen army 
that fought the Great War to be mobilized again in the future if needed, only 
more quickly and more e�ectively. �e key to this accelerated mobilization was 
having the tactical structure of a fully organized army already in place in the 
form of paper units sta�ed by reserve o�cers and a few key enlisted men. �e 
role of these o�cers in an emergency would be to receive, arm, and train recruits 
raised by selective service. �erefore, they were no longer thought of as auxilia-
ries to be called up to �ll out the Regular Army as it went o� to �ght the nation’s 
wars; instead they were to be the leaders of the citizen army that would �ght 
the wars. As a result, the success of the national defense program created by the 
act rested, in large part, on the ability of the army to recruit and train a force of 
reserve o�cers su�cient to create such a citizen army.

Although the formation of the reserve o�cer units was critical for the success 
of this new program, little apparent e�ort was made in terms of actually organiz-
ing such units for over a year. As with the case of the reorganization of the army 
itself, creating a vast new military organization such as the ORC required a great 
deal of preliminary planning to be carried out before e�orts could begin in cre-
ating any actual units. For instance, all major decisions about the size and char-
acter of the overall Army of the United States, of which the Organized Reserve 
would be a part, had to be worked out in advance, as did principles upon which 
reserve units would be based. �us, much of �scal year 1920–21 was consumed 
with drawing up blueprints for the ORC. While this delay is understandable, 
it led to further discontent among reserve o�cers, as recruiting levels fell and 
several thousand �nally resigned.95

Even the development of the planning process was di�cult. According to the 
National Defense Act, all plans regarding the formation of the ORC were to be 
worked out by committees composed of both regular and reserve o�cers. As a 
�rst step in the development of the Organized Reserve, the War Department 
solicited recommendations from governors of reserve o�cers in their states who 
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might be suitable for service on such committees.96 �ese panels, once formed, 
began working in September 1920 to write tentative regulations to govern the 
foundations of the ORC as well as distribution tables that would list its various 
branch units and assign them to paper divisions spread throughout the United 
States.97 A preliminary dra� of Special Regulations 46, dealing with the orga-
nization and administration of the Organized Reserve, was completed and dis-
tributed for comments on December 1, 1920.98 A�erward, the �nal regulations 
were released on February 16, 1921.99

�ese regulations were designed to allow the Organized Reserve to ful�ll 
both explicit military objectives and implicit political objectives. �e military 
objectives involved the creation of su�cient paper units to create twenty-seven 
divisions, three in each corps area, as well as cavalry, headquarters, and other or-
ganizations. While much of this work was mechanical, the War Department was 
concerned about reserve units being able to build a sense of unit cohesion and 
esprit de corps. �erefore, they were given divisional and regimental numbers 
designating them as units that had actually fought in the war to provide a sense 
of organizational history.100 Finally, the implicit political objective of the Or-
ganized Reserve was to create a tangible link between Americans and the army 
by providing local reserve organizations with which the local population could 
identify and in which they could take pride. �erefore, developers took great 
care, insofar as possible, to form divisions and especially tactical units within 
state lines while assigning subordinate units to distinct regions within a state, 
seeking to establish an organized reserve presence in every part of the country.101

�e work of assigning units to locations began in April 1921. Corps-area com-
manders received copies of Special Regulations 46 as well as tables indicating 
divisions and other units assigned to them.102 �ey, in turn, created boards made 
up of reserve o�cers for each state in their area to work out the distribution of 
units within states. �ese panels also included a regular o�cer, who came to 
meetings equipped with a distribution proposal, leaving the boards with the 
duty of largely approving the plan worked out by regulars in corps-area head-
quarters.103 �e corps-area plans were then sent in June to the War Department, 
where they were carefully scrutinized and the necessary modi�cations worked 
out with each commander by the end of the month.104

With organization plans completed, the War Department was ready in July 
1921 to begin the actual organization of the ORC units. While corps-area com-
manders were responsible for organizing the units in their areas, they were as-
sisted by special teams of regular o�cers sent in for this purpose. Forty-two 
such support groups were created, consisting generally of a colonel, three other 
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�eld-grade o�cers, and several sergeants to carry out the clerical work.105 Despite 
the care taken in the initial planning, these teams usually found the situation 
facing them chaotic. With no funds authorized for renting o�ce space, they had 
di�culty establishing an actual headquarters. Nor was adequate information 
provided. Most teams were given only a list of names and addresses of reserve 
o�cers, o�en inaccurate, from which to select o�cers for the reserve units. As 
a result, personal-quali�cation �les had to be built slowly using questionnaires. 
Attitude problems hampered all e�orts, as it was o�en di�cult to get local re-
servists to take the idea of creating an Organized Reserve seriously. Correspon-
dence with local reserve o�cers was answered slowly, if at all.106 Nevertheless, 
by December 1921, the initial organization of all twenty-seven infantry divisions 
had been completed, and recruiting programs were underway in most areas.

�e organization of units also demonstrated quickly that the military and po-
litical objectives of the Organized Reserve program were, to some extent, at odds 
with each other. As state and local boards continued to create subordinate tacti-
cal units throughout the summer and early fall of 1921, the War Department dis-
covered that corps-area commanders and state boards were concentrating units 
in and around large urban centers for e�ciency in terms of administration and 
training. As a result, many rural areas were le� with no Organized Reserve rep-
resentation at all. While the War Department had sympathy with the consider-
ations that led to such concentration, o�cials felt that the “opportunities for the 
creation of and development of local community interest” took precedent, and 
they called upon corps-area commanders to give the “maximum distribution of 
subordinate units” high priority.107 To reinforce this call, the War Department 
sent back those organization plans that called for such concentration of units.108

By the beginning of 1922, the initial development of the ORC had proceeded 
to a point that most of the major problems had been overcome. �e General Sta� 
felt it could now turn its attention to recruitment and to addressing new issues 
within the reserve component as they emerged.109 Recruiting for the ORC had 
slowed precipitously at the beginning of 1921 as demobilization came to an end 
and persistent inactivity within the component reduced morale. By February 
1921, the ORC had a reported strength of only 70,000 o�cers. While the War 
Department reduced its initial recruiting goal to 100,000, there was growing 
concern as to whether even that goal would be reached and, even if achieved, 
maintained.110 �e recruiting e�ort during demobilization had already brought 
into service the most willing o�cers, those who had highly positive feelings 
about their service in the war and were eager to continue that service in some 
way. �e army now had to approach those veteran o�cers who, for one reason 
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or another, had not chosen to join when demobilized. �is phase was slow in 
results.111 At the same time, the army reductions that began in 1921 reduced the 
number of o�cers available for recruiting duty.112

Toward the end of 1922, another major problem began to emerge, as units re-
quested funding for headquarters and for supplies such as ri�es, uniforms, and 
other equipment. As far as the War Department was concerned, the ORC was a 
purely paper organization. A local company might consist of a handful of o�cers 
with headquarters in the living room of the company commander, who would 
likely maintain �les in his personal desk or �le drawers. �eir duties were to train 
personally for responsibility during mobilization and to lead units a�erward. �e 
bulk of this training would be carried out through correspondence courses. As 
such, units were not expected to have much need for proper headquarters space, 
let alone weapons and uniforms. Initial requests, therefore, were viewed skepti-
cally by the General Sta�.113 But o�cers in the Operations and Training Division 
defended the requests, arguing that o�ce space and equipment were vital to help-
ing tiny independent units overcome a sense of isolation and to give them a feeling 
that the ORC really existed, that they were a real unit in a real organization. In 
short, a headquarters with racks of ri�es and �ags would provide the morale and 
sense of esprit necessary for widely dispersed, largely paper organizational units to 
survive and maintain individual training. As a result of this argument, weapons 
were allocated and funds found for renting space for headquarters.114

�e most important single problem in the reserves, however, was the issue of 
summer training. From the beginning, the heart of the reserve program was to 
be a ��een-day summer training camp. �e ostensible purpose of this training 
was to keep o�cers current on new weapons and doctrinal developments as 
well as to give them instruction and experience in the mobilization and train-
ing duties they would face in an emergency and in the combat leadership they 
would face a�erward.115 Summer training sessions were organized to do this. 
Early camps included terrain exercises, focusing on problems in minor tactics, 
along with drills and demonstrations of new weapons. Later, as training became 
more sophisticated, three types of camps emerged for reserve o�cers. �ese 
were branch training camps for instruction in combat leadership; unit camps, 
in which an entire unit would train for the mobilization duties for which it 
was responsible; and reserve leadership camps to train reservists for wartime 
duties as regular o�cers. �eoretically, by attending each of these camps, a re-
serve o�cer could have signi�cant training and experience in the three major 
dimensions of his assignment.116
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But training was only part of the reason for camps. In some respects, the 
main purpose was to boost the morale of reserve o�cers by letting them put on a 
uniform and be o�cers in the �eld for two weeks, demonstrating that the ORC 
really existed and that their volunteer service in the reserves was appreciated 
and mattered. Hence, those who ran the camps understood that it was more 
important that the reserve o�cers enjoy their experience than that they gain the 
maximum training possible.117 �us, while authenticity was achieved by the lure 
of tent encampments, the routine was not demanding, especially physically, with 
emphasis placed on the social side.118 Major General John L. Hines, while he was 
commanding general of the Eighth Corps Area, understood this when he wrote 
to Chief of Sta� Pershing informally about the reserve o�cers camps in his area 
in 1922: “We made them comfortable and had a very good mess for them. We 
gave them a reception and dance, and I believe the schedule of instruction was 
very good considering that it was the �rst one and, therefore, perfection could 
not be expected.  .  .  .  I made it plain to all o�cers engaged in the work that I 
thought it absolutely essential that these o�cers go home feeling that they have 
been treated with every consideration.”119

Given the personal value of the summer camps both in terms of training and 
morale, the War Department considered it essential that each reserve o�cer be 
able to get to them at least once every three years. Yet Congress never allocated 
anywhere near enough money to allow a third of the ORC to go to camp during 
a summer. In 1922, the �rst year for the camps, the House of Representatives 
struck their appropriations out of the budget entirely, and the Senate could re-
store only enough to allow 4,500 reserve o�cers to go for summer training.120

While Congress was more generous in later years, the goal of reservists attending 
a camp once every three years never came close to realization.

�e General Sta� was aware of the danger that, without su�cient experience 
of serving with the Regular Army to create bonds of a�nity, reserve o�cers 
would fail to identify as part of the single Army of the United States and would, 
instead, develop a separate corporate identity similar to that of the National 
Guard. Since Congress did not provide even a minimum opportunity for camp 
attendance, the army tried other approaches. When possible, representatives of 
the General Sta� would meet with reserve o�cers in an area for one-or two-day 
conferences whose subliminal theme was the necessity for those in the ORC to 
identify with the army as a whole.121 On a more symbolic level, the sta� amended 
uniform regulations so as to remove the “R” from the “U.S.R.” that the reserve 
o�cers had worn on the collars of their uniforms, thereby making the reserve
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uniform insignia indistinguishable from that of the regular o�cers.122 Finally, 
the Army Association of the United States and Reserve Arms was formed, 
which, it was hoped, would provide a means to include guard and reserve o�cers 
with regular o�cers in a single professional organization.

None of these e�orts, however, proved su�cient to stem the development of a 
sense of individual corporate identity within the ORC. During 1921, chapters of 
the ROA sprang up at local and state levels. �e following year, the state ROA of 
Nebraska called for the formation of a national organization. Despite its misgiv-
ings, the War Department did not attempt to stand in the way.123 �e founding 
congress of the national ROA was held in Washington on October 2-4, 1922. 
Once formed, it began calling for the creation of special federal o�ce for reserve 
a�airs, a step opposed by the General Sta� as leading to the further development 
of a separate corporate identity within the ORC.

Starting in 1923, the General Sta� began to shi� its attention from recruiting 
and organizing units towards individual o�cer training and giving the ORC a 
more professional tone. �e central focus of this e�ort was to encourage volun-
tary training largely through correspondence courses, expecting that those with 
the interest and ability to carry out such self-training would emerge as the lead-
ership of the Organized Reserve. In addition, it was felt that the Organized Re-
serve would never be accepted by regular o�cers unless reserve o�cers achieved 
a respectable level of professional development. Finally, while the ORC at that 
time consisted almost entirely of veteran o�cers from the war, the General Sta� 
always saw this as a temporary situation that would come to an end as the veter-
ans aged out. To function as an ongoing citizen army, the ORC had to create a 
leadership structure out of ROTC and CMTC graduates who could not draw 
on previous wartime experience but had to rely entirely on the voluntary training 
program.124 �e �rst step to produce this new emphasis on professionalism was a 
revision of the regulations for the ORC. �e principal focus was to create a more 
speci�c and stricter set of quali�cations needed for promotion. Overall, the two 
basic quali�cations required were completion of the requisite correspondence 
courses and, especially, “demonstrated ability to command.” �e latter quality, 
of course, could basically be manifested only in summer training camps.125

Along the same line, there was growing concern in the General Sta� that 
ORC units not become top heavy in rank. In fact, sta� o�cers hoped that, in 
the event of an emergency expansion, there would be enough positions open in 
the upper levels of Organized Reserve units to allow for the insertion of a few 
regulars and the rapid promotion of proven junior o�cers.126 �is attitude grew 
stronger as the �rst mobilization plans began to reach �nal shape in late 1923 and 
early 1924. �is new emphasis on maintaining room for expansion in the upper 
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ranks was soon felt within ORC units. In 1921 and 1922, when emphasis had 
been on recruiting o�cers for the reserves and creating actual Organized Reserve 
units, the War Department was somewhat liberal on questions of assignment of 
o�cers. �e policy then was, if a unit had a vacant position in which an autho-
rized table of organization called for an o�cer of a certain grade with certain
quali�cations and it could �nd no o�cer of that grade with those quali�cations 
in its area, then it could assign an o�cer of a di�erent grade with nearly those
quali�cations.127 In short, colonels could �ll positions reserved for captains.
Late in 1923, the General Sta� reversed itself and began to follow a new policy
whereby the only o�cers who could be assigned to a position in a unit were those 
holding both the requisite quali�cations and the requisite grade. Others might
be allowed to �ll vacant positions for which they were otherwise disquali�ed on 
the basis of grade, but they would be listed only as being “attached” to the unit,
not “assigned” to it. Furthermore, each unit was to be allowed a distinct quota
of o�cers in each grade, and any unassigned o�cers in excess of that quota were 
to be listed as “surplus.” To give emphasis to the distinction between “assigned,” 
“attached,” and “surplus” o�cers, unit commanders were required to submit re-
ports listing those in their units in each category.128

�is policy change, which was seen as forcing older and more senior o�cers 
out of the reserves, produced enormous anger in the units. “Attached” status 
was seen as derogatory, and many senior o�cers who had played major roles in 
their units now either lost interest or displayed their anger openly.129 By the fall 
of 1924, the growth of discontent and demoralization was seen as signi�cant 
enough that the General Sta� began to reconsider its policy but found they it 
di�cult to discover a formula that would satisfy the reserve o�cers while keep-
ing unit organization within the dictates of the mobilization plans.130

As with the other components of the army, 1925 was a year of crisis for the 
Organized Reserve. In this case, however, budget issues were less important. 
While �scal constraints further reduced the number of reservists who could 
participate in summer training, the emerging crisis was growing doubt as to 
the viability of the entire Organized Reserve program. �is was created by two 
major issues. �e �rst was growing tension developed between the reservists 
and the General Sta� regarding the demand for speci�c reserve o�cer repre-
sentation in the War Department. �e second was increasing evidence that 
reserve o�cers were not undertaking the self-training needed to perform their 
roles in the event of an emergency. By 1925, these had ripened to the point that 
many in the army saw in the reserve project yet another reason for doubting the 
validity of the entire citizen-soldier concept upon which the military policy of 
the National Defense Act was based.
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�e movement among reserve o�cers for speci�c representation in the War 
Department or on the General Sta� had two principal aspects. One was the grow-
ing consciousness among reservists that they formed part of a speci�c component 
in the Army of the United States with a speci�c mission that was distinct from 
that of the Regular Army. Second, this sense of corporate identity was strong 
enough to cut across branch lines to the degree that most reserve o�cers thought 
of themselves as “reservists” far more than as “infantry” or “cavalry.” Hence, they 
wanted matters related to their training and administration to be handled by 
o�cers speci�cally devoted to the reserves rather than by branch chiefs.

A�er 1922 this movement began to build momentum. In 1923 the national
ROA, acting chie�y as a political lobby for reserve o�cers, still focused its e�orts 
on getting Congress to authorize more money for summer camps.131 But by 1924, 
it renewed the call heard two years earlier for a distinct representation of the 
Organized Reserve in the War Department on a similar basis as the National 
Guard. But now the organization speci�ed that it wanted the creation of a new 
post in the General Sta�, the assistant chief of sta� for reserve o�cers, to be 
headed by a general from the Organized Reserve.132 By March 1925, the ROA 
submitted a formal request to the secretary of war for the creation of a speci�c 
bureau for the reserves, similar to the Militia Bureau, that would give the Orga-
nized Reserve its own distinct national leadership.133

While leaders in the General Sta� were somewhat aware of the pressure build-
ing within the Organized Reserve for a more autonomous existence, they were 
still surprised and shaken by this demand. From their point of view, this struck 
at the heart of the military policy established by the National Defense Act. �e 
defense act provided for a single Army of the United States made up of several 
components, in which the mission and role of the Regular Army was to provide 
the professional guidance in training and development of all components. �e 
task of the General Sta� was to deal with the concerns of all components, not 
just those of the regulars. It was this conception of the sta� that had prompted 
such bitter opposition among regular o�cers in the War Department to putting 
a National Guard o�cer at the head of the Militia Bureau, which they looked at 
generally with some hostility. �e purpose of the bureau, from the point of view 
of the regular o�cers, was to provide professional guidance to the development 
of the National Guard as a component of a single U.S. Army, not to serve as 
the political representative of a military organization in competition with other 
components. Regular o�cers now saw in the demand to create a reserve bu-
reau a similar threat to give the General Sta� an increasingly political character 
while limiting its ability to guide and control the development of the Organized 
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Reserve. Were such developments to continue, the whole idea of the Army of the 
United States as a cooperative union of three components could be threatened, 
as each would then be driven into a competitive stance in relation to the other 
two. And in such a contest, the Regular Army would be not only the smallest 
component but also the only one without outside political leverage. All these 
considerations led Brigadier General Hugh A. Drum, then the assistant chief 
of sta� for operations and training to conclude somberly, “while considerable 
experience has been had with the Reserve project, positive conclusions as to its 
future development cannot be made at the present time.”134

Drum sought a solution for the problem that would still re�ect what he and 
other o�cers in the General Sta� saw as the “one army” spirit of the policy upon 
which they felt the National Defense Act was based while also satisfying the 
growing demand within the ROA for some form of visible corporate represen-
tation. �e key to his plan lay in the few National Guard and Reserve O�cers 
already assigned to the General Sta� in compliance with the defense act. In the 
past, no policy had been developed for the use of such o�cers on the sta� so that, 
while occasionally called together for consultation on reserve matters, particu-
larly in drawing up regulations, they were otherwise merely assigned to work as 
needed. Drum suggested that these o�cers instead be assigned primarily to du-
ties clearly associated with the Organized Reserve in a way to give them greater 
visibility. �is, he hoped, would satisfy the demand for representation while 
demonstrating the idea that the General Sta� was made up of and represented 
the Army of the United States as a whole.135

Drum’s idea did not win immediate acceptance in the General Sta�, where 
most o�cers doubted that merely giving the reserve contingent greater visibility 
in roles directly related to their component would satisfy the dissidence re�ected 
in the ROA.136 �e reservists actually on the sta� also felt it was inadequate, so 
the issue lay unresolved throughout the summer of 1925.137 But by September, the 
sta� had come to support Drum’s plan, with the additional provision that the 
War Department would seek appropriations to increase the number of reserve 
o�cers on the sta�, some of whom would be sent to the o�ces of branch chiefs
so that, over time, they would develop greater branch identity as a counter to
their corporate identity with the reserves.138 While this solution seemed to put
the issue to rest at least temporarily, it contributed to a further erosion of con�-
dence among regular o�cers on the General Sta� regarding the viability of the
Organized Reserve project.

�e issue of reserve o�cer training also seemed to come to a head in 1925 
and signi�cantly furthered that erosion, carrying it well beyond the ranks of 
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the General Sta�. At issue was not so much the training that took place at sum-
mer camps as the inactive training regarding the correspondence courses reserve 
o�cers were expected to carry as the heart of their professional development. 
�e sta�, working together with army schools, had created an elaborate sys-
tem of correspondence courses and sub-courses to allow for this self-paced and 
self-directed professional development. �e courses were geared to allow any 
o�cer willing to devote about two hours a week to their study to complete the 
educational work needed for promotion by the time it was due.139

By 1925, this issue of inactive duty training was becoming critical. For one 
thing, it was understood that in the next decade, the character of the Organized 
Reserve would undergo a major change as the World War veterans gradually 
retired, to be replaced by graduates of ROTC and CMTC who lacked wartime 
experience. Hence, with the rise of a new generation of reservists who could 
no longer rely on such experience, a successful inactive-duty training program 
was vital if the reserve program were to produce o�cers with even a minimal 
competency to lead a citizen army in war. Yet it was becoming clear by 1925 
that the correspondence-course system was not working. As early as 1923, the 
commanders of summer training camps complained that many reserve o�cers 
who attended were unready for training since they had not completed rele-
vant courses.140 By 1924, Drum was directing commanders of corps areas to put 
special emphasis on inactive training of reserve o�cers.141 By the fall of 1925, 
concern about the low level of participation in the correspondence courses had 
extended well into the army itself. In its September issue, Infantry Journal,
which almost always avoided printing anything critical of any army component, 
published a scathing critique of the entire reserve program, pointing to the fact 
that only 12 percent of reserve o�cers were even enrolled in correspondence 
courses, with only 6 percent �nishing them.142 At the same time, Pershing, in a 
gentler tone, reiterated that the Organized Reserve was “something more than 
a social organization, something more than an organization in which a man can 
occasionally wear his uniform. It is an organization that demands an interest, 
that demands study.”143

While Drum and others sought ways to improve reserve o�cers’ participation 
in the correspondence courses and to reduce their sense of isolation, con�dence 
in the Organized Reserve reached a low by the end of 1925. In an otherwise posi-
tive address to the ROA at its annual convention in October 1925, Major General 
Hines, having succeeded Pershing as chief of sta�, admitted to being discour-
aged by the overall progress of the reserve project.144 Moreover, by the end of the 
year, it was becoming increasingly clear that the allocation of Organized Reserve 
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units developed in 1921 under the principle of localization was unrealistic for 
carrying out an actual mobilization based on a dra� of available manpower.145

While it was likely that a major reallocation of units could solve the problem, 
this would involve shi�ing some units from one state to another, a process that 
would considerably disrupt the development of Organized Reserve. While the 
problem was not insurmountable, it was still just one more indication that the 
program and the citizen-soldier concept on which it was based seemed to be at 
an apparent crisis point at the end of 1925.

�e Reserve O�cers’ Training Corps (ROTC)

Of all the civilian-component training activities undertaken by the army in the 
period between 1920 and 1925, none was as popular or seemingly as successful as 
the Reserve O�cer Training Corps. �ere were several reasons for this. O�cers 
could readily see that the viability of a military policy based on a skeletonized re-
serve force would depend on securing a large, well-trained ORC. Moreover, the 
students in the ROTC program would train within branches, so that a branch 
identity and bonding would develop in ways that it did not form within the 
other civilian components. Finally, the program was popular with the admin-
istrations of many universities and colleges. Administrators were both eager to 
have it on their campuses and highly supportive of it. �us, for regular o�cers, 
the experience of developing the ROTC program provided far greater satisfac-
tion and was far closer to what was expected from the National Defense Act 
than the experience with the other civilian components.

�e tradition from which the ROTC sprang, that of the self-trained volunteer 
o�cer who served in emergencies, was far older in America than the more visible 
tradition of the professionally trained regular o�cer. And while regular o�cers 
in the nineteenth century began being trained at West Point, some citizens inter-
ested in leading volunteer military units began to look for their military training 
from colleges with established military credentials and cultures such as Norwich 
College, Virginia Military Institute, and �e Citadel. By 1862, the �rst year of 
the Civil War had demonstrated the value of these college-trained volunteer of-
�cers so that Senator Justin Morrill included a requirement for military training 
in his bill establishing the land-grant colleges.146

�e impetus for major change in this form of amateur military training in 
colleges in the early twentieth century came from two sources. One was the ed-
ucational institutions themselves, many of which were seeking to rationalize and 
modernize their curricula and wanted to give more coherence and purpose to 
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the mandated elements of military instruction. �e second was the army’s rising 
interest in establishing a reserve system based on federally trained volunteers. 
Articles in military journals concerning reserves up to 1907, however, were lim-
ited to the issue of expanding the army for the purpose of �tting out expeditions. 
But a�er a brief war scare in 1908, authors began viewing the reserve problem 
from the perspective of meeting a national emergency arising from an invasion 
by a major power. As a result, the estimates of the size of the reserve force needed 
began to expand rapidly. Many of these assumed that reserve o�cers would be 
drawn from the graduates of land-grant and other colleges o�ering federally 
sponsored military-training programs.

Early in 1915, as the War College Division of the General Sta� was for-
mulating its plans for a national military policy, it turned its attention to the 
military-training programs in the land-grant schools. By midsummer, it had 
worked out a fundamental scheme based on centralizing control of all military 
education at civilian institutions into a program to be called the Reserve O�cer 
Training Corps. By November, its plans were su�ciently clari�ed and detailed 
that the sta� could dra� a bill to establish the ROTC.147 �is legislation was 
then included in the �nal military-policy bill passed as the National Defense Act 
of 1916. By March 1917, the enthusiastic reception of the program by colleges and 
universities led the adjutant general to suggest that its expansion be halted until 
September, since the number of schools that had accepted the program already 
would place considerable strains on available manpower. But before this issue 
could be discussed, the United States was at war.148

�e world war severely disorganized the nascent ROTC program but did not 
end it. In June 1917, Secretary of War Baker rejected a suggestion that students 
enrolled in ROTC be given dra� deferments until their o�cer training was 
completed. By early 1918, however, it was becoming clear that, along with a sys-
tem of controlled and rationalized industrial mobilization, the nation needed a 
system of rationalizing personnel mobilization that would assure a steady supply 
of o�cers for the anticipated campaign of 1919 while ensuring that the dra� 
would not prove economically devastating to the nation’s colleges.149

Out of this concern was born the Student Army Training Corps (SATC). 
�e plan was to allow students in colleges or special technical-training programs 
to enlist in the army and receive signi�cant drill and training but to remain 
in school until their education was complete. Chief of Sta� March agreed to 
the idea in late April 1918 and created the Committee on Education and Spe-
cial Training (COEST) to draw up plans. By September, four hundred of the 
just under six hundred colleges in the nation had accepted SATC units.150 �e 
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program, however, lasted only six weeks. On November 12, Baker ordered it dis-
continued, and students enrolled under it returned to civilian life.

With the end of the war and the SATC program, the War Department rap-
idly bent its e�orts toward reestablishing ROTC, and within ten months the 
program was again fully functioning. Attention then shi�ed from the problem 
of reestablishment to problems of administration. During this ten-month pe-
riod the most visible characteristic of the reestablishment e�ort was the vigorous 
leadership of COEST and, especially of Frank Morrow, its chairman. Morrow 
sought to take advantage of what was seen as a momentary window of opportu-
nity created by speci�c postwar conditions to create a program that would be far 
more expansive than that provided for in the National Defense Act of 1916. �e 
result was that ROTC was reborn in an environment of great enthusiasm that 
favored its successful reestablishment despite the incubus of growing popular in-
di�erence to all things military. At the same time, the enthusiasm generated by 
its rapid expansion precluded any signi�cant reconsideration of the program and 
its initial inconsistencies. Consequently, problems that were just barely visible 
in the program’s brief life in 1916–17 returned in more magni�ed proportions in 
the 1920s as funding diminished.

As the war came to an end, schools that had participated in the SATC pro-
gram saw the value of ROTC, especially in terms of �nancial support of stu-
dents, and expressed the hope that the program would be continued.151 War 
surplus equipment and uniforms meant that the resources for a rapid expansion 
in 1919 were at hand. Morrow, therefore, felt that, with energetic action, an ex-
panded and popular ROTC program could be established in the nation as a 
fait accompli before Congress even began a consideration of military policy. He 
easily sold his idea to both the General Sta� and to Baker, who authorized the 
program’s reestablishment in November 1919.152

Morrow’s plans for a rapid and massive reestablishment of ROTC were ex-
tremely successful. By the end of December 1919, all colleges that had had units 
in the prewar period had applied for the reestablishment of those units, while 
applications were also received for the establishment of nearly two hundred new 
units.153 One of the major reasons for this rapid expansion, as Michael Neiberg 
points out, was the popularity of the program with college and university pres-
idents who saw it as providing much needed discipline, patriotism, and moral 
guidance for the students involved.154

By this time, however, there was growing opposition within the General Sta� 
to Morrow’s policy of rapid expansion of the ROTC. Some questioned the wis-
dom of creating units when there was no assurance that Congress would provide 
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the means to support them.155 Concerned o�cers appealed to the chief of sta� 
to halt the expansion until the War Department had a better sense of the future 
military policy of the country. �is appeal was successful, and Morrow’s expan-
sion project was slowed considerably. With this, it was clear that COEST’s days 
were numbered, and it was disbanded at the end of August 1920. Nevertheless, 
before COEST disappeared it had expanded ROTC into a program with over 
50,000 students enrolled and within easy reach of Morrow’s goal of 100,000 par-
ticipants. By the beginning of the fall semester, the program had been adopted 
in 191 colleges and 128 secondary schools, with applications pending for 151 more 
units. ROTC had also conducted its �rst summer camp.156 While all this put a 
strain on the army in terms of �nding o�cers to support these units, it gave the 
program a �ourishing start when such a popular success was vital to the army. 
At the same time, this activity le� the structure of ROTC unexamined and 
the army with a program for producing reserve o�cers that was unnecessarily 
cumbersome and expensive.

By September 1920, ROTC seemed to be well established, involving at least 
enough students that initial enrollment goals were met.157 It also followed the 
lines provided for in the 1916 National Defense Act. �ere were two levels of 
the program, a junior version for high schools and a senior version for colleges 
and universities. �e main, though unspoken, objective of the junior program 
was to serve as another opening wedge for universal military training. At each 
institution at the senior level, there were two sequential courses. �e �rst was 
the basic course, a two-year mandatory program for all male students. Its objec-
tives were to prepare them for the subsequent advanced course and to popularize 
military training and the army. �e second was the advanced course, which was 
open to selected volunteers from the basic course and, upon completion, led to a 
commission as a reserve o�cer.

With ROTC established, attention was turned to the immediate, numerous, 
and varied problems associated with the initial organization of such an enter-
prise. �e next three years of the program revolved chie�y around the e�orts to 
resolve those issues as they appeared. As a result, ROTC in this period seemed 
to be dominated by troubles. As one observer wrote in the fall of 1920, “�e 
outstanding feature of the R.O.T.C. situation is that its problems are far from 
settled.”158 In perspective, these di�culties, while numerous, were basically of a 
minor and transient nature that ought to have been expected in the initiation 
of so vast and novel an enterprise. Indeed, given the fact that, by the fall of 1920, 
ROTC involved well over 100,000 students in over 300 institutions nationwide, 
and that it o�ered the o�cers of the army their �rst cooperative venture with 



�e Heart of the Policy 79 

civilian institutions and vice versa, it is surprising that the problems were so 
few and, with several exceptions, so minor in character. �e most signi�cant 
fact related to ROTC in this period was that, despite its initial hasty and pos-
sibly overextended origin and subsequent growing pains, it continued to thrive 
during years of federal budgetary retrenchment.

�e problems in the program at this time were generally experienced at two 
levels. �e �rst was with the individual college or university, regarding di�-
culties related to organizing the program and integrating it into the academic, 
social, and cultural life of the institution. �e second was at the national level, 
where the problems centered on the management of the entire program and in-
tegrating it into the other programs and priorities of the War Department. Of 
the two, the issues at the lower level were easier and more transient, although it 
is likely that they did not appear to be so to the harried and frustrated professors 
of military science and training (PMS&T) who faced them constantly. On the 
campuses the problems generally fell into two categories. One included those as-
sociated with maintaining the program itself, which initially involved matters of 
supply, the maintenance of uniforms and equipment, and personnel matters. �e 
other included the greater problems associated with creating a new educational 
program and integrating it into those already established at the institutions in a 
way that was acceptable to both sides.

In regard to program maintenance and personnel, the most signi�cant issue 
by far was uniforms.159 Cadets were expected to wear them to class and drill, 
which o�en meant that they were worn two or three days a week. Hence, the 
individual units, the host institutions, and the cadets all wanted uniforms that 
were impressive in appearance and �t well. �ese, of course, were expensive. In 
planning for the rapid expansion of the ROTC, Morrow and others counted on 
being able to use existing stocks of war surplus uniforms.160 Yet this assumption 
was ill-founded. Wartime uniforms were cut to �t a male population between 
twenty-one and twenty-�ve years old. But including the junior units in the high 
schools, the ROTC population ranged in age from thirteen to twenty-one, and 
many of the uniforms were just too large to be used and few were suitable for 
younger cadets. Moreover, wartime uniforms were meant for �eld service and 
made cheaply, o�en �tting poorly and seldom making the impressive public 
appearance sought by the units and the cadets. Finally, many military schools 
had their own distinct uniforms and did not want to switch to the use of army 
surplus regardless of quality.161

�e army initially responded in 1919 by allowing institutions that so desired 
to purchase tailored uniforms for ROTC cadets on campus, with the provision 
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that they would be reimbursed by the government for all or part of the cost.162

But by 1922, repeated budget cuts made these commutations a luxury so that 
further extensions of the provision were made very sparingly.163 At the same 
time, the War Department slowly shi�ed to issuing new uniforms of its own 
order rather than using war surplus, which overcame some, though not all, of 
the di�culties, though requests for commutations continued to be received 
well into 1924.164

Along with the problem of uniforms, there were other initial supply troubles. 
�ese were caused by a variety of factors, including the shi� in the responsibility 
for supplying ROTC from COEST to the Adjutant General’s O�ce, the declin-
ing availability of clerical sta� due to rapid demobilization, and confusion in 
the use of the nation’s railroad system as it was returned from temporary public 
administration back to private operations.165 �is produced repeated frustra-
tions that were compounded by other changes in administrative responsibility. 
All of these problems le� institutions confused as to whom to contact regarding 
repeated and lengthy delays in getting equipment.166

�e most di�cult of the supply related issues, however, was the matter of 
accountability for equipment. Taking the view that ROTC was essentially a 
college program that the army supported, the War Department required that 
a school o�cial sign for and accept responsibility for all equipment used in 
training and be bonded against loss and breakage.167 School o�cials, however, 
tended to see ROTC as a War Department enterprise that was merely hosted by 
educational institutions. �ey resented the requirement that they take responsi-
bility for army equipment. �e issue provoked continued interchange between 
the institutions and military o�cials.168 Given the basis for the requirement in 
existing legislation, however, neither side was able to do much about it, leaving 
it as a source of lingering irritation.169

On the academic side, a number of problem areas emerged in this period. 
One was the overall relations between the War Department and the colleges and 
universities, especially during a time of great �ux for the army. College leaders 
expected to be personally consulted on matters related to government programs 
on their campuses. �e army tried to meet these expectations as well as it could, 
at least at the national level, introducing no major legislation and initiating no 
major policy changes without at least consulting representative groups, such as 
the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities. At lower levels, how-
ever, o�cers were o�en more abrupt and peremptory in their dealings with insti-
tutions. Moreover, the period 1920–22 saw rapid changes in policies in the army, 
with o�cers frequently shi�ing from one position to another, and a permeating 
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sense of demoralization resulting from the demotions and reductions in o�cer 
strength mandated by Congress. All this led to problems of con�dence, as aca-
demic o�cials began to wonder if the army could be trusted to keep its prom-
ises.170 Again, these problems tended to work themselves out over time, especially 
a�er 1922, as the army’s situation became more stable.

�e ROTC curriculum also provided opportunities for collisions between 
host institutions and the army. Desiring that ROTC education be standardized 
as much as possible, the War Department had highly speci�c and detailed ideas 
regarding the curriculum of military-science programs.171 As a result, this curric-
ulum at any given institution was developed through negotiations between the 
army’s professors of military science and tactics and school faculty members in 
an e�ort to revise existing courses in a manner that would �t army speci�cations, 
with the promise that they would then be included in the ROTC curriculum.172

Another major area of academic di�culty was instruction. Although the 
o�cers assigned to duties as professors and their associates rarely had either ad-
vanced degrees or any experience with college teaching, they had to teach in sit-
uations where they would be compared to academic professionals. Indeed, much 
of the issue of course credits revolved around the question of the quality of the
instruction given in military-science classes. �is problem was aggravated in the 
early years by the frequent transfer of o�cers.173 In addition, much of ROTC was
structured to be self-taught. Military drill, for instance, was largely conducted by 
the cadets themselves, with upperclassmen in the advanced course conducting
the drilling of lowerclassmen in the basic course. �is practice became the source 
of considerable criticism regarding the level of professionalism in the instruction 
of military-science students.174

Despite all these problems, many on the campuses recognized almost imme-
diately that ROTC was making positive contributions to college life. Students in 
the advanced course received �nancial assistance in terms of commuted rations. 
�e physical condition of these students improved, a matter of great concern to 
educators at that time.175 Finally, ROTC added new features to the social and 
recreational life on campuses by sponsoring dances, especially an annual military 
ball, and athletic teams.176 As a result, while the harried military professors may 
have seen the program in terms of a continuous diet of problems and troubles, on 
the whole, their e�orts led to widespread acceptance of ROTC as a permanent 
and positive part of the educational program on collegiate campuses as well as a 
further development of that program elsewhere.

On the national level, the main ROTC challenge for the General Sta� was 
creating an administrative structure that would allow centralized control of 
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the program so it could be directed toward agreed-upon goals. Structurally, the 
ROTC program was organized around three levels of control. At the top, direc-
tion and guidance came from the General Sta�, in particular from the ROTC 
Branch of the Operations and Training Division. At the next level, supervision, 
support, and oversight of individual units was in the hands of the corps-area 
commanders, all of whom had sta� o�cers responsible for ROTC. At the bot-
tom were the professors of military science and tactics at individual institutions, 
who were responsible for the direction and administration of their campus units.

While this structure seemed simple in the abstract, making it work in practice 
was harder. At the top, branch chiefs also wanted some control over the units 
in their bailiwicks. In addition, the adjutant general and the assistant chiefs of 
sta� for supplies also had some jurisdiction over ROTC. All of this led to some 
initial confusion as to who reported what to whom and to an increased tendency 
for those at the top and bottom of the structure to ignore normal army lines of 
communication and to correspond with each other directly. �is problem was 
�nally ended by 1922, as the linkages in the system were �nally worked out and 
clari�ed.177 As for guiding the actions of individual units, the General Sta� re-
lied on the traditional means of o�cial regulations and inspectors.

While the ostensible purpose of the inspection system was to ensure that 
the operations of individual units were in conformity with the applicable reg-
ulations, the system soon took on a life of its own in terms of directing ROTC 
activities. �e idea of controlling ROTC units principally by means of periodic 
inspections arose in COEST, with its division of the country into twelve ROTC 
inspection districts, each headed by a district inspector who reported directly to 
Morrow.178 Initially, the purpose of inspections remained largely organizational 
and intended to be supportive in character. Inspectors were, therefore, charged 
to be constructive in their approach, acting more as advisors than critics.179 Later, 
however, inspections became increasingly oriented around competition between 
units to be recognized as either a “Distinguished College” among senior units or 
as an “Honor School” among junior units.

Along with giving programs direction and control, the General Sta� also ad-
ministered summer camps. �e army tended to see the summer-camp experience 
as the keystone of the ROTC program, providing cadets with both practical 
training and an adventurous experience that would bind them more closely to 
the army. As a result, the General Sta� was eager to o�er this to as many ROTC 
students of both its junior and senior levels as possible, making it mandatory for 
those in the advanced course. �e �rst camps were held in the summer of 1918; 
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even amid a war, the army made sure to �nd the time and resources to conduct 
camps for nearly 7,000 ROTC cadets.180 Camps were then held in 1919 and 1920.

�e army’s experience with ROTC camps in the early 1920s followed the lines 
of its experience in other ROTC-related areas. Yet the fact that, by 1919, the army 
already had considerable experience with summer o�cer-training camps meant 
that, by 1920, it had already developed a good sense of what these should be like. 
Hence, there were far fewer problems with the camps than with other areas of 
ROTC, and those that existed were minor and speci�c.

�e most signi�cant ongoing issue was the division of control and respon-
sibility for the camps. Direct responsibility for developing and administering 
the programs for each one fell on the commanding o�cer of the camp and on 
the corps-area commander. �ey were guided and supported in this by the Op-
erations and Training Division of the General Sta�, which was responsible for 
policies regarding the conduct of the camps, for distributing funding to support 
their activities, and for setting general guidelines for the training o�ered there. 
At the same time, the camps themselves were organized by the branches, which 
meant that there were distinct infantry camps, cavalry camps, and so forth. 
Branch chiefs took responsibility for developing the speci�c training programs 
for each. Despite the army’s commitment to decentralization, guidance from 
above in terms of both policies and programs of instruction was o�en quite 
detailed and rigid.181 Otherwise, this division of responsibilities produced re-
markably little friction. �e only signi�cant ongoing con�ict was between the 
tendency of the branches to make the experience at their camps unique and the 
desire of the General Sta� to standardize them.182

By 1922, the camps were governed by a well-developed administrative rhythm. 
In December, the General Sta� would submit an overall summer training plan 
to all of the components, including ROTC, that outlined general goals and al-
located funds.183 Chiefs of branches would use this to develop speci�c programs 
for the ROTC camps under their jurisdiction.184 All of this would then be sent 
to corps-area commanders and, through them, to the commanding o�cers of 
the camps. At the end of his camp, the commanding o�cer reported on the 
experiences and made recommendations for changes. �is information made its 
way back to the General Sta� and was fed into the development of the plan for 
the subsequent year. By the end of 1922, the training-camp program was basically 
set and had largely become a matter of routine. �is pattern was upset only by 
the intrusion of outside issues, most of which originated with e�orts to econ-
omize induced by budget restrictions. Otherwise, the camps worked smoothly 
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and successfully. Enrollments grew, as did student satisfaction, so that even in 
this early period the camps were already a source of pride for the army.185

�e most signi�cant outside issue a�ecting ROTC was the budget. As the 
army was hit with demands for economy, ROTC funding was reduced from 
$4,000,000 for 1920 to $2,900,000 for 1922. Finally, in early planning for the 
program, it was assumed that much of the materiel supplies would come at no cost 
from war surplus. But it was soon discovered that these could not be used as much 
as expected. So, by the spring of 1921, the General Sta� faced the possibility of a 
shortfall in the 1922 budget for ROTC by as much as $700,000.186 Although it 
took a number of measures to reduce the shortfall, the army still had to institute 
a variety of economies in the program. �e major victim of these was the junior 
ROTC level. Its �nancial support diminished to the point that the program was 
soon limited to units in private military academies.187 With this change, the old 
prewar idea of using federally sponsored military training in the high schools 
to popularize universal military training died, a victim not only of the drive for 
economy but also of the increasing antimilitary climate in society in the 1920s.

But while the three-year period between 1920 and 1922 was �lled with prob-
lems and challenges for the ROTC program, it was, overall, a period of growth 
and success. �e program, both at the national and unit level, acquired its basic 
form and largely worked out the problems of jurisdiction and administration. It 
was popular and grew rapidly. Units were gradually accepted as integral parts of 
their host academic institutions. �us, while 1922 was calamitous for the army in 
many other ways, it could still look to the ROTC program as a success.

Moreover, the next two years were seen as happier and more stable time than 
the earlier period. Articles in professional journals concerned themselves less 
with problems and more with celebrating achievements or with describing 
ROTC as if the institution and its activities had become permanent �xtures. 
Enrollments in the program continued to grow at better than 10 percent an-
nually; the rate of growth in the number of advanced-course students was even 
greater. Other statistics, such as camp attendance and number of graduates 
commissioned into the Organized Reserve, grew as well, though more slowly.188

Problems continued to exist, and indeed, some signi�cant issues of a more per-
manent nature began to appear. Yet this did not seem to cloud the happier over-
all perception that the di�culties that had plagued ROTC in its early postwar 
years were now coming to an end, that the program had been stabilized, and that 
it was entering an era of constructive growth.

Problems, of course, continued to exist but were diminishing. On campuses, 
the major single remaining problem for units was uniforms. �e General Sta� 
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agreed that measures of economy required that ROTC continue to rely on war 
surplus uniforms until the supply was exhausted in 1925 or 1926. And although 
there was a brief �urry of interest in developing a distinct ROTC uniform, 
the costs were considered too high, the use of regular stock uniforms contin-
ued.189 On the other hand, the old question of accountability for equipment 
was resolved at the end of 1923, when the responsibility was transferred from 
the institutions to the military professor.190 ROTC instructors had been frus-
trated by the fact that no textbooks had yet been published to cover the courses 
they taught. By the end of 1924, however, this problem was partially resolved 
by reorganizing ROTC courses around existing training regulations.191 At the 
same time, temporary regulations for the program were revised and issued as AR 
145-20, indicating that ROTC was now governed by normal army regulations.192

By 1924, two more-ominous and long-term problems began to appear, threat-
ening the vision that the program was, or could continue to be, successful. One 
was whether ROTC could produce the number of reserve o�cers called for by the 
mobilization plans linked to the National Defense Act. As such, the problem had 
two dimensions: �rst, whether the total number of reserve o�cers provided annu-
ally would be su�cient to maintain the Organized Reserve at an adequate level, 
and, second, whether the balance of reserve o�cers among the branches would 
be adequate for existing war plans. �e Six Army Plan required enough o�cers in 
the Organized Reserve to provide for twenty-seven divisions upon mobilization 
as well as enough to help the Regular Army and National Guard provide their 
assigned divisions. Original planning presumed that the maintenance of such a 
manpower pool would require commissioning 10,000 new reserve o�cers annu-
ally, with the bulk coming from ROTC and a far smaller number coming from 
CMTC. By 1923, this estimate was reduced to 7,000 annually, with 80 percent 
coming from ROTC. Even though the program’s enrollments were rising at an 
encouraging rate, it was clear that, with the limited number of regular o�cers 
available for support duty, this expansion would soon reach a virtual limit that 
would still be far short of the capacity needed to produce the 7,000 reserve of-
�cers annually.193 �e second issue was that the production of reserve o�cers in 
certain branches, particularly �eld artillery, was well below the numbers needed 
to maintain the balance among the branches in the mobilization plans. Since in-
fantry units were far cheaper than others in terms of equipment, ROTC was soon 
unbalanced in favor of that branch. Now, due to �scal and personnel limitations 
as well as direct legislative prohibitions, this imbalance was all but baked in.194

�e other longer-term problem was the older issue of budget limitations. Ini-
tially, this did not seem overly serious. ROTC remained popular in Congress 
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so that, a�er the initial decrease in funding experienced in the period 1920–22, 
appropriations began to increase substantially in 1923–24. �e program’s major 
�scal problem in this period was the longer-term concern of the diminishment 
of war surplus materials it had used for free in the past. When these were �-
nally exhausted, ROTC budgets would have to absorb new costs. As a result, 
during 1924, increased emphasis was placed on economy wherever possible. Even 
the possible elimination of summer camp for students in the basic course came 
under consideration.195

By mid-June 1924, it was becoming clear that ROTC was headed for a major 
�scal crisis. �e rapid exhaustion of surplus stocks meant that future appropri-
ations would have to be raised dramatically just to allow ROTC to continue 
its current level of activity. Yet this was still less than adequate to produce the 
reserve o�cers needed for the Six-Army Plan. Unless ROTC was expanded by 
50 percent, the army would have to accept the conclusion that the Six-Army 
Plan as unviable, an admission that could, in fact, call into question the ability 
of the National Defense Act citizen army to provide an adequate defense for the 
United States.

During 1923–24, Congress and President Harding had been remarkably gen-
erous with ROTC, increasing appropriations by 35 percent (from $2,8000,000 
to $3,800,000) at a time when �scal retrenchment was otherwise the order of the 
day. But Harding’s successor, Calvin Coolidge, was far more committed to bud-
get austerity, making it highly doubtful that such a generous rate of expansion 
of appropriations could be expected in the future. Yet by June 1924, estimates 
indicated that the need to make up for the exhaustion of surplus supplies and 
to expand the program to meet the needs of the Six-Army Plan would require 
an increase in the ROTC appropriation for �scal year 1926 of $3,250,000, an 
85-percent jump, while �nal exhaustion of stocks a year or two later would call 
for eventual appropriations of $9,250,000, a 240-percent increase over current 
levels.196 Since it was extremely doubtful that budget increases of this magnitude 
could be wrung out of Coolidge, ROTC went into 1925 headed for a new �scal 
crisis that could undermine the army’s faith in the entire citizen-soldier concept.

Super�cially, 1925 still seemed to be shaping up as a banner year for the 
ROTC. Enrollments continued to rise, while the closing down of several weak 
infantry units provided means for a badly needed expansion of �eld-artillery 
units.197 In fact, however, 1925, a crisis year for the entire army, also saw the pre-
cipitation of a major crisis in the ROTC program. As with the military itself, 
this crisis was largely budgetary. Despite the problems arising from the depletion 
of surplus stocks and the need to expand o�cer graduations to meet the needs 
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of the Six-Army Program, the Coolidge administration made it clear to the War 
Department that there would be no appropriations increase at all for ROTC for 
�scal year 1926. �is put the General Sta� into a major quandary. On the one 
hand, the sta� recognized that ROTC required an annual increase to produce 
the number of reserve o�cers needed for the Six-Army Plan. On the other hand, 
due to increased costs arising from the depletion of surplus stores, it would be 
di�cult to maintain ROTC even at its existing level with the appropriations 
allowed. Hence, a�er much controversy, the Operations and Training Division 
decided that the least disruptive course would be to limit the level of ROTC 
enrollments for �scal year 1926 to that of �scal year 1925.198

While the division �nally accepted this solution in mid-April, it still had con-
siderable di�culty getting other parts of the General Sta� and the chief of sta� 
to go along, so this dragged on without resolution until June. �ere was then 
further delay as the directive went out to the corps-area commanders that they 
had to maintain overall enrollments at the same level as in 1925, although they 
were allowed wide discretion in how they were to do this. �ese o�cers appre-
ciated the discretion but not the assignment. Nor were they clear as to what was 
wanted, leading to a further �urry of correspondence. As a result, the command-
ers did not begin informing their local ROTC professors of the order to limit 
enrollment until late July and early August. �e professors, in turn, spent a few 
weeks mulling over how they might implement the limitation on their campuses 
before going to the president of their respective host institution with the news.199

�e chiefs of branches in Washington heard about the limitations at the same 
time the corps-area commanders did. Major General Frank W. Coe, chief of 
the Coast Artillery Corps, and Major General William J. Snow, chief of Field 
Artillery, wrote separate letters denouncing the decision. Snow characterized it 
as “a catastrophe.” He agreed with Coe’s conclusion that, a�er the two had urged 
colleges for so many years to bend every e�ort to expand the program, to order a 
halt to that expansion on the eve of a new academic year, with students already 
enrolled in the program, would “destroy the con�dence of college authorities in 
the War Department’s policies.”200 College presidents reacted to the news with 
equal outrage. �e president of Cornell University wrote angrily of his embar-
rassment with having to drop 129 students who had been accepted in good faith 
into the advanced program the previous spring.201 �e General Sta� was further 
vexed in dealing with this correspondence by the fact that it was both impol-
itic and professionally disloyal to place the blame for this predicament on the 
president’s stringent �scal policies. Yet by the end of 1925, their sense of profes-
sional loyalty toward Coolidge was diminishing rapidly and many o�cers found 
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private channels to communicate to college and university presidents the sta�’s 
view of the real cause of this dilemma. As a result, the concluding resolution of 
the annual meeting of the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities, 
held in Chicago in mid-November, soundly blamed the president and Congress 
for the situation of ROTC.202

In truth, however, the army itself deserved much of the blame for the 1925 
ROTC crisis. From the time of its creation, ROTC had always been a rapidly 
expanding program that had existed well beyond its means. �e rapid expansion 
of the program and its dependence on surplus stores made it vulnerable to crisis 
at the �rst major �scal-retrenchment program. It is, indeed, doubtful that any 
U.S. president would have found it politically possible in the 1920s to provide 
ROTC with the resources needed to sustain the size and rate of growth it had 
achieved by the beginning of 1925. At that point at least, a more modest program 
might have experienced a more stable and happy development.
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Ch a pter 3

Stabilizing the Relationship

�e Army and the Nation in the Era of Stability

T he situation for the Army of the United States improved consid-
erably in the second half of the 1920s. Although its work and concerns 
were similar throughout the decade, the spirit that characterized its 

work changed a great deal a
er 1925. �e �rst half of the decade was character-
ized by experiment and building in an o
en emotionally heated atmosphere, 
while the second half was marked by stability and calming routine. �e nation 
itself also seemed to be entering a more stable era beginning in 1926. �e interna-
tional turmoil that had followed in the wake of the Great War had largely disap-
peared, and the international community seemed committed instead to building 
security by means of cooperation and disarmament. �e apparent threats posed 
by domestic social and labor unrest, so prevalent early in the decade, also seemed 
now to be receding quickly. At the same time, the spreading economic prosperity, 
the new cultural world opened by �lm and the radio, the new personal freedom 
o�ered by the automobile, and the growing sense of personal liberation emerging
from moral changes during these years created a climate of self-indulgence and
lack of concern for matters related to the national community. In this environ-
ment, President Coolidge’s unspoken promise of an administration that would
do as little as possible �t perfectly.

�e army appeared to share in this stability, leading to a sense of a return to 
better times. Relations with both the president and Congress improved rapidly. 
Coolidge made it clear that while he would permit no increase in the size of the 
army, neither would he countenance any further decrease. He was seconded in 
this by Congress, and the size of the Regular Army was �nally stabilized at about 
12,000 o�cers and 112,000 men. Both the president and congressmen became 
friendlier toward the army, with the tone of dialogue between the two parties 
becoming far more cordial and mutually supportive. At the same time, the army 
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became increasingly reconciled to apparent public apathy, and the concern re-
garding the failure of public opinion to support the army began to disappear 
from service publications.

Internally, the Regular Army remained committed to the basic principles 
of the National Defense Act of 1920, although the enthusiasm associated with 
building that force and the rosier hopes of the �rst half of the 1920s were now 
largely replaced by an approach more routine in nature and tone. �e principal 
focus of the army remained the training of the civilian components, with more 
than half of its strength devoted to that mission and the rhythm of the �scal year 
dominated by its administration. �e service journals also paid considerable at-
tention to the civilian components, and relations between regulars and reservists 
and guardsmen remained good despite occasional strains. At the same time, the 
new professional-education system worked well, producing a growing profes-
sional homogeneity and sense of military competence within the o�cer corps.

�e chief basis for feeling that the army had entered a period of stability was 
the improved relations with the administration and Congress. �e most appreci-
ated aspects of this were the stabilization of the overall size of the army, the sup-
port given by both Coolidge and Congress to national defense and the services 
in general as well as to a number of programs that the army considered import-
ant, and the moral integrity of the administration, which restored public con�-
dence in the government and the services. Coolidge’s announcement in August 
1927 that he would not run for election to a second full term was, therefore, met 
with genuine regret within the military’s upper circles. Although the president’s 
insistence on economy in government had created early strain in his relationship 
with the army, relations quickly improved once the military adopted a budgeting 
plan that brought estimates into line with the president’s program. Coolidge, on 
the other hand, provided the War Department with a “continued de�niteness 
of policy” that was credited with creating a greater sense of stability and the 
capacity to engage in long-range planning.1 He supported the army’s program 
to improve housing and the recommendations of the Morrow Board that kept 
the emerging air corps under �rm army control while he opposed any further 
reductions in the o�cer corps. �e support provided by Coolidge’s secretary of 
war, Dwight F. Davis, in these areas was also appreciated, leading the Army and 
Navy Journal to state “there never has been a more attractive man personally in 
the o�ce of Secretary of War than Dwight F. Davis.”2

�e improvements in relations with Congress were more immediately no-
ticeable. By January 1926, several service publications were already commenting 
on this new atmosphere. In particular, many members of Congress signaled a 
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willingness to go beyond the recommendations of the Bureau of the Budget if 
the army could make its real needs known to them. While army witnesses in 
budget hearings had to be careful that they did not transgress the law requiring 
them to support the president’s budget, the readiness of members and senators 
to go beyond those limits as well as congressional interest in housing and other 
matters of military concern was very much appreciated. By May of that year, the 
Army and Navy Journal claimed that Congress had set new records in its support 
of the army’s legislative program and that nearly all legislative proposals submit-
ted by the War Department had received some degree of positive support.3 �is 
new attitude was the product of several things. �e army made a dramatic exposé 
of the terrible housing conditions prevailing for o�cers and enlisted. �e issue 
drew popular attention, and congressmen hastened to demonstrate their con-
cern for proper army housing and for the army in general. Several visited army 
bases to see conditions for themselves.4 At the same time, army leadership also 
made it clear that it accepted the president’s demand for economy in operations. 
Under Hines’s leadership, it began studying and incorporating business practices 
in its operations and cutting costs even further, allowing a well-publicized return 
of over $5 million in savings to the Treasury at the end of the �scal year.5

�is improvement in relations was not immediately noticeable. As the po-
litical season opened in the fall of 1925, Coolidge demanded that the services 
absorb another 10-percent budget reduction, leading to increased militancy and 
opposition within both the army and navy. Determined to oppose the new cuts 
politically, the General Sta� prevailed upon ailing Secretary of War Weeks to 
allow it to complete a study begun a year earlier, which argued that the military 
was unable to carry out its assigned missions under the National Defense Act 
of 1920 on even a minimum basis with a strength of less than 165,000 men and 
14,000 o�cers. Davis, Weeks’s successor, refused to recommend these conclu-
sions to the president. But he did pass the plan on to the chairman of the House 
Committee on Military A�airs and indicated that he personally felt that an 
increase to 150,000 men and 13,000 o�cers would be desirable.6

�e army also began to resort to the political mobilization of the civilian 
components. State ROA conventions voiced anger about the proposed cuts 
and issued resolutions in support of an expanded budget, especially for reserve 
training. As the national ROA convention in Kansas City approached, it was 
clear that it would issue similar resolutions, with delegates beginning to plan 
a coordinated political campaign with the National Guard. �e attempt to 
mobilize the Organized Reserve and the Guard in opposition to the proposed 
budget cuts angered the Coolidge administration. �e director of the budget 
noti�ed the General Sta� that o�cers planning to attend the ROA National 



Stabilizing the Relationship 93 

Convention in October were to avoid speaking in any way about the budget.7

Coolidge himself �nally entered the fray in a public speech to the American 
Legion National Convention, warning that, “any organization of men in the 
military service bent on in aming the public mind for the purpose of forcing 
Government action through the pressure of public opinion is an exceedingly 
dangerous undertaking and precedent.” 8 At the same time, however, he began 
to retreat on the issue, especially as it was seen that the reservists had gathered 
considerable public support already. His warning was somewhat o�set by news 
that he intended no further cuts in o�cer personnel in the forthcoming bud-
get. And, while the �nal Bureau of the Budget estimates actually did involve an 
overall cut, it was less than 4 percent rather than 10 percent.9 Congressmen, on 
the other hand, were quite friendly to the army, and many encouraged o�cers 
to make the services’ true minimum needs known.10 �e House then added over 
$1 million to the army budget, while the Senate, where Wadsworth gave the 
army an especially friendly reception, added another $3.5 million, erasing the 
cuts made by the budget director. Overall, in the eyes of the Army and Navy 
Journal, Congress had “dealt as generously with the Army as it could under the 
Administration’s general economy program.”11

A
er this near collision with the president, Chief of Sta� Hines and others 
in the General Sta� consciously dropped any further e�orts at political mobili-
zation on behalf of the army and adopted instead a strategy of cooperation with 
Coolidge. �is policy paid o�, as the following �scal year saw an even greater 
improvement in relations between the army, on the one hand, and Congress and 
especially the president, on the other. �e main di�erence between the two years 
was the absence of mobilized agitation from the civilian components. Hines, in 
his last year as chief of sta�, made the loyalty of the army to the president’s pro-
gram clear, and Coolidge, in turn, became even more solicitous of the needs of the 
army. As a result, even though the �nal legislative session of the 69th Congress 
was a brief one, its results were impressive, leading the Army and Navy Journal to 
label the year as the military’s best since the passage of the National Defense Act.

Meanwhile, the recurring budget confrontations and responses to cuts had a 
signi�cant in uence on the way the General Sta� carried out planning. E�orts to 
tighten control over and reduce spending led to greater prioritization, which, in 
turn, gave the sta� greater control over the budgetary process in the army. It also 
had a clear potential to increase interbranch disharmony and political in�ghting. 
Branch chiefs sought to ensure that any new economizing measures would not 
reduce their own degree of budgetary autonomy. �e sta� response to this was to 
rely more heavily on long-term planning. Five-and ten-year projects were created 
in each major command of the Army of the United States, including the Regular 
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Army, the National Guard, the Air Service, and others. Annual increments of all 
the projects were then organized each year as the army’s budgetary “program.” 
�is system created more predictability in the process while eliminating much of 
the grounds for intra-army budgetary scu�es. But it also made the process more 
rigid, allowing little room to add new “projects” such as mechanization. Above 
all, however, all documents associated with the budget emphasized: “�e War 
Department Budget is that of the President. �e needs he approves will be fully 
supported, but no reference to others will be volunteered.”12

Yet even with the commitment to support the president’s economy program 
and the new budgetary planning process, annual appropriations remained a 
source of strain in the relations between the army and the Coolidge adminis-
tration. �is became obvious in 1926. �e appropriations for that year included 
funds to support an enlisted force of no more than 118,750 men. But predicting 
the cost of maintaining such a large number of enlisted men was di�cult, espe-
cially when it had to be done almost two years in advance and since a number 
of variables, such as prices, reenlistment rates, and cost of retirement payments, 
were hard to control. On the other hand, the army was under pressure to keep 
expenses down, so the calculations as to the cost of the enlisted portion of the 
army were pared to the bone.

In the spring of 1926, it became clear that the appropriation for that year would 
be inadequate to maintain the army at an average of nearly 118,750 men, leaving 
the General Sta� with a choice between reducing the number of troops tempo-
rarily or asking Coolidge for supplementary legislation to cover a de�cit of close 
to $800,000. �e president disliked asking Congress for such additional funding 
since it was contrary to both his economy program and to what he considered 
good business practice in government. Nevertheless, Davis asked him for the leg-
islation, and Coolidge reluctantly agreed, adding, “with regard to the next �scal 
year, I expect that the enlisted strength of the Army will be so regulated so as to 
avoid any possibility of a reoccurrence of a de�ciency of this nature.”13 Unfortu-
nately, all the economic factors that produced the shortfall in �scal year 1926 re-
mained in place for the next year, so that by September, it was clear that the army 
would face a de�ciency of nearly $2 million. Recalling Coolidge’s injunction, 
Hines opted this time to meet the de�ciency by reducing the size of the enlisted 
force to an average of 110,900 troops. Recruiting was halted in late September 
and resumed on a limited basis only in November. By this time, the �nancial 
news worsened still, and a cut to 110,000 men was contemplated as a necessity.14

�e news that the army was preparing to draw down to 110,000 men caused 
considerable unhappiness in the ranks. Commanders complained that their 
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units were already so skeletonized that this latest cut could severely undermine 
their capacity to carry out meaningful training or even maintain their posts. In 
addition, such a reduction brought back depressing memories of the cuts made 
in the early 1920s. Finally, there was fear that even a temporary reduction could 
become permanent as economy-minded politicians might justify further spend-
ing cuts on the basis of the army having gotten along with only 110,000 troops.15

Despite this demoralization, Chief of Sta� Hines refused to go to the presi-
dent to request de�ciency legislation. Instead, he set the General Sta� to restudy 
the entire budget to see if money could be found anywhere to make up the de�cit 
while making it clear in the press that the funding problem arose from the dif-
�culty of making estimates rather than the action of the president or Congress. 
At the same time, however, Coolidge stated in a speech that he had no intention 
of cutting the army below 118,750 men. Later he indicated that, while he had not 
been o�cially noti�ed about the its problem, he had sympathy for the di�culty 
the military faced and quietly let it be known that he would support the neces-
sary de�ciency legislation. With that, the problem was resolved.16

�e relationship between the army and Congress also improved in this period. 
In large part this was due to the activism of several members of the House, par-
ticularly W. Frank James, Republican from Michigan, who took a real interest in 
the army and pushed through a number of bills favorable to it.17 �is new mood 
of active sympathy for the army led to a shi
 in the focus of military legislation 
from appropriations to other issues such as housing, the air service, and promo-
tion. While these were sometimes di�cult matters in which many o�cers had 
deep personal and emotional investments, they were not ones that pit Congress, 
Coolidge, or the army against each other the way appropriations did. �e air ser-
vice and promotions, in fact, tended to promote divisions within the army, allow-
ing Congress to play the role of an interested and sympathetic uni�er. �e extent 
of this shi
 of focus and its import was clearly visible during the �rst session of the 
70th Congress, which began in December 1928. Congressional action on appro-
priations was extremely disappointing, yet this was hardly noticed in the service 
press, which instead focused on issues such as housing and promotion. And while 
presidential leadership and congressional performance in these areas were less 
than hoped, the disappointment was attributed to the complexity of the issues 
involved, so service attitudes toward Coolidge and Congress remained positive.

�is growing harmony between the army and the government began to un-
dergo strain, however, during the �rst �scal year of President Herbert Hoover’s 
administration. On the surface, 1929 seemed to be for the army very much like 
those under the Coolidge administration except far more disappointing. �e same 
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issues were still discussed in much the same way, employing much the same rheto-
ric. Yet many could sense that, below the surface, major changes were beginning to 
happen. �e atmosphere in which the army operated became heavily charged with 
anxiety as the stability enjoyed under Coolidge seemed to be crumbling.

Although the new chief of sta�, Major General Charles Summerall, had occa-
sionally been mentioned as a dark-horse candidate for the Democratic nomination 
for president in the 1928 election, the army still generally favored Republicans and 
was particularly partial to Hoover as Coolidge’s apparent heir. Democrats tended 
to be associated in the minds of many o�cers with paci�sm and internationalism, 
while Hoover was seen as having a sober awareness of the realities of international 
conditions. �e Army and Navy Journal even went so far as to say of him, “no 
sounder advocate of preparedness has ever come into the White House.”18 A
er 
Hoover’s inauguration, things seemed to continue in the fashion that had become 
familiar in the past several years. �e army put the personnel issues of pay, promo-
tion, and housing alongside appropriations at the top of its legislative agenda and 
began preparations for the �rst regular session of the 71st Congress with the usual 
optimism.19 Hoover, however, immediately poisoned the waters by �rst agreeing 
to participate in new naval disarmament talks in London and, almost simultane-
ously, announcing that he would create a special commission to carry out a thor-
ough analysis of the army to look for programs that had become obsolete “through 
the advancement of science and war methods” and others whose development 
could be further spread out over time. His goal was not so much greater military 
e�ectiveness as it was economic e�ciency. As with Coolidge before him, Hoover 
sought to improve the business climate in the country by further tax reduction.20

�e president’s announcement was naive and maladroit. �e idea that the 
army could shi
 to a mechanized system of warfare and save large amounts of 
money at the same time demonstrated that the new president understood mil-
itary realities far less well than his army boosters had believed. �e suggestion 
that “obsolete” activities would be targeted created a mood of defensiveness 
within the entire army, especially within the cavalry and the coast artillery. �e 
progress made in the past decade by aviation and, more recently, by mechaniza-
tion and armor, had already raised the specter of branch obsolescence that would 
dominate the army in the 1930s. Hoover’s announcement seemed to legitimize 
the long-dreaded idea of army modernization through civilian pressure. As such, 
it aroused latent anxieties and professional defensiveness.

Hoover tried to so
en the threatening aspect of his announcement by al-
lowing the army itself to carry out the study. But he also insisted on absolute 
secrecy, which allowed rumors of all sorts to  ourish throughout the �scal year. 



Stabilizing the Relationship 97 

Summerall took the mission of the study seriously and, in December, presented 
two plans, one that involved a signi�cant expansion of the army, and another 
that provided for maintaining the status quo with only a modest increase in 
appropriations.21 Hoover quietly ignored the plans but refused requests to have 
them published, allowing them to remain hanging as a source of continuing 
anxiety within the army.

Within this atmosphere, army leadership still tried to carry out its activities 
in Washington along the patterns learned under Coolidge. Anticipating a presi-
dential call for continued economy, Secretary of War Davis indicated in January 
1929 that the budget estimates to be submitted in late summer would be based 
on the appropriations made the preceding year. But he allowed the General Sta� 
to request an increase in the size of the enlisted component to accommodate the 
nearly 5,000 men transferred to the air service. He also set a limit of $350 million 
on the entire budget.22 �e heart of the army’s legislative program that year, as 
in the several previous years, lay in the personnel issues. Pay now emerged as the 
issue of major concern. Army personnel had not had a pay raise since 1922, so 
that the bite of in ation was increasingly felt. For o�cers, pay was also seen as re-
 ecting social respect; for them, the comparability of an army salary with those 
of other professions was important. Finally, unlike promotions, where there was 
yet no consensus within the army as to a solution, both the army and navy, along 
with four other groups of government employees, had agreed on an equitable 
solution. All that was needed was for Congress to agree to this. By 1929, congres-
sional failure to grant a pay increase had made the issue an emotional one in the 
army, which many now equated with the question of congressional evaluation 
of individual o�cer’s or soldier’s worth.

Although the �rst session of the 71st Congress lasted well into July 1930, 
it produced few gains for the army. Most importantly, it passed no legislation 
in the area of pay. �ere were several reasons for the disappointing progress. 
But the main reason was the fact that the pay bill came with a heavy price tag, 
which no one in the administration or in Congress was willing to pay. As a re-
sult, the �rst session of the 71st Congress ended with only another housing bill 
passed. �e anger within the army was seen in numerous letters to the editor 
in the service press, in a call in the Army and Navy Journal for a new political 
mobilization on the issue of pay, and in Summerall’s annual report for 1930, in 
which he protested against misperceptions of the army budget.23 �us, as the 
1920s ended, the onset of the Depression brought new strains to the army’s 
relationship with Congress and the administration, signaling that the era of 
stability was coming to an end.
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�e Civilian Components in the Era of Stability

F or all four of the civilian components of the army, the second half 
of the 1920s was characterized chie
y as a welcome period of stability in 
comparison to the contentious volatility of the previous years. Budgets 

stabilized, and the components had learned to live within them. �e various 
problems involved with getting them established and through their growing 
pains had, for the most part, been worked out as well. Some problems remained 
and new ones appeared, but these were far less important to those involved in the 
components than was the sense of stability and progress. �is, in turn, produced 
a greater sense of satisfaction both in the civilian components and with Regular 
Army o�cers associated with them.

�e Reserve O�cers’ Training Corps

�e sense of stabilization within the ROTC program came about more quickly 
than might have been expected, given the outrage within the colleges and univer-
sities over the 1925 decision to cap enrollments at the previous year’s level. More-
over, while growth was now limited, it did continue at a pace satisfactory to the 
parties involved. By the middle of the decade, the established goal of the program 
was the commissioning of 5,000 o�cers a year to sustain the Organized Reserve. 
�e actual production during this half of the decade more than met that goal.

�e program’s administration had stabilized as well now that it was estab-
lished. Corps-area commanders and the General Sta
 monitored ROTC via 
inspections and other means, doing a bit of 	ne-tuning in terms of both the 
development and administration of its curriculum. �e most signi	cant inter-
nal problems in this period were related to budget expenditures and a growing 
branch imbalance, with an overproduction of o�cers in infantry and cavalry at 
the expense of 	eld artillery and coast artillery.

�e main problems facing the program in the latter 1920s came from out-
side ROTC and the army. �ese came from two sources, although they were 
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somewhat interrelated. One was growing criticism of the program from college 
and university administrators. �e other, and most visible if not most signi	-
cant, came from attacks by paci	st groups in society. Although the threat from 
these groups was probably never very serious, it still became a bit of a force shap-
ing ROTC’s development.

�e character of outside attacks and the army’s response were formed as a re-
sult of a decision by the University of Wisconsin in 1923 to end mandatory partic-
ipation in the ROTC basic course, which had been required for all male students. 
�e Department of the Interior, which administered the federal support program 
enjoyed by the land-grant colleges under the Morrill Act, had accepted the uni-
versity’s decision. �e fact that the government had accepted this ruling embold-
ened organized opponents of military training on campus. In 1925 a number of 
these organizations came together to form the Committee on Militarization in 
Education (CME). Its leaders saw in the compulsory basic-course requirement 
for all male students the most vulnerable aspect of the entire program, o
ering 
the CME its best opportunity to mobilize support against ROTC as a whole.1 By 
early 1926, the CME had published and distributed a pamphlet by Winthrop D. 
Lane. In it Lane pressed the main argument of the CME, that ROTC training 
led to militarization of students by emphasizing and excoriating the brutality of 
the program’s instruction, noting, in particular, bayonet training on campus.2

Shortly a�erward, Republican congressman George A. Welsh of Pennsylvania 
introduced a bill to eliminate the compulsory status of the ROTC basic course.3

�e General Sta
 was stung by the Wisconsin action, which it viewed as part 
of a growing movement against ROTC in the country. Noting the existence and 
activities of the CME and other paci	st organizations, o�cers in the General 
Sta
 and elsewhere quickly came to the opinion that this apparent rising tide of 
opposition toward ROTC was the product of paci	st propaganda and agitation.4

Moreover, the sta
 considered preservation of compulsory basic-course partici-
pation essential to the program. Experience with ROTC in schools una
ected 
by the Morrill Act, and where participation in the basic course was an elective, 
showed that only about 40 percent of the males would sign up while the number 
of students attending the advanced course was also lower.5

�e General Sta
 initially considered dealing with this problem by a counter-
attack on the paci	sts themselves.6 By December 1927, however, it had concluded 
that the best course for the army was to stay out of the issue altogether. During 
the hearings on the Welsh bill, the administrations of land-grant colleges and 
universities continued to voice support for the compulsory status of the basic 
course. Most university presidents were proud of their ROTC units and wished 
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to see them prosper. Many also saw ROTC training as educationally and physi-
cally bene	cial. �at being the case, General Sta
 o�cers now felt that the issue 
ought to be le� to the schools and local legislatures to decide rather than have 
federal authorities play into the hands of the paci	sts by making it appear that 
the War Department was dictating to the schools on the matter of compulsory 
ROTC.7 Consequently, a�er 1927 the issue began to die down. �e Welsh bill 
failed to get out of committee, so that the CME began to 	ght the ROTC battle 
at the state level but, again, with little success.8

Overall, the CME and other paci	st organizations were never a serious threat 
to the ROTC in the 1920s. While their publications annoyed army o�cers and 
friends of the army, they were published in only a few thousand copies and were 
seldom in
uential. In addition, the CME itself was small, with a peak strength 
of no more than 2,500. As its ventures in Congress proved, the group was no 
match against the friends of ROTC, especially since the prestigious Association 
of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities favored the program so strongly. Two 
things were important about this issue and the army’s response to it. One was 
the tendency of those in the military to blame campus unrest over ROTC on the 
agitation of paci	st organizations and thereby blind themselves to other more 
important causes. What was more signi	cant was that the basic course itself was 
growing unpopular. Male students disliked being dragooned into two years of 
drill and courses of no interest to them.9 �e army recognized this to some extent, 
as seen when it quietly ended bayonet practice on campus in 1928.10 But otherwise, 
the paci	sts became a convenient scapegoat that allowed both the army and the 
university administrators to ignore many of the real problems facing the program.

�e other important aspect of this is the degree to which the army was still 
beset by political paranoia. O�cers were still bewildered and hurt that the mil-
itary was not accepted or respected by the public it served. �e basic, though 
unspoken, ideological basis for making the basic ROTC course compulsory was 
universal military training. To a signi	cant degree, both ROTC and CMTC 
were organized to convince the American public that such training would 
be both valuable and appreciated by those who went through the experience. 
Hence, the army went to great lengths to convince itself that ROTC was not 
only good for students but also an experience that most students appreciated.11

Finally, for o�cers, enlisted men, and cadets involved in the program, the real 
life of ROTC was lived on the campus and in the training camps. �e experience 
was largely a local one, dependent for its particular color on the nature of the col-
lege or university involved and its administration as well as on the intelligence, 
character, and energy of the o�cers assigned, particularly the military-science 
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professor. To the extent that a local unit had contact outside of the campus it was 
usually with the area-commander’s sta
 rather than with Washington. For the 
campuses themselves, the ROTC programs during the second half of the 1920s 
enjoyed a period of building and stabilization. �e major goal of the General 
Sta
 was to provide an institutional climate that would optimize the oppor-
tunities for local o�cers to build their units. It was their success on the various 
campuses that made the program increasingly popular and virtually invulner-
able to outside criticism, despite the unpopularity of compulsory participation 
in the basic course. And it was their success that allowed the bonds between the 
host institutions and the army to be stronger by the end of the decade, despite 
the strains that arose in 1926 and 1927.

�e National Guard

By early 1926, it had become clear to the leaders of the National Guard that 
the second half of the 1920s would be quite di
erent for the Guard than the 
	rst half. While they acknowledged that the new budget restrictions would 
be a major constraint on its development, most guard members also saw the 
latter 1920s in a generally positive light. Even with the constrictions, for most 
guardsmen, the period was seen as one of a welcome stabilization that allowed 
them to improve the Guard’s professionalism by working on organization and 
training. From his post as chief of the Militia Bureau, Major General Creed C. 
Hammond, took the leadership in this e
ort during most of this period. He 
was happy to report annually on the improved condition of the Guard. �us, 
for most guardsmen, the second half of the 1920s was still, in tone and feel, a 
continuation of the “golden age” they had begun to experience in 1923.

A longer-term cause of the stabilization was that most guardsmen were basi-
cally happy with the provisions made for the National Guard by the defense act 
and found professional satisfaction in this. As a result, annual conventions of 
the National Guard Association (NGA) were generally positive celebrations of 
progress. E
orts such as those in the ROA to mobilize militant support behind 
major issues were almost nonexistent in the NGA. Instead, nearly all resolutions 
of the association focused on technical matters of 	ne-tuning.

In addition, unlike the ROA, the NGA tended to act as a stabilizing rather 
than a disruptive force. In part, this moderation was due to its structural aspects. 
�e NGA was nowhere near as strong or as well organized as the ROA. It had 
no national headquarters, no permanent sta
, no journal, and no grassroots or-
ganizations. Although it did have a president and an executive committee, these 
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rarely acted on their own authority. Instead, the central organ of the NGA was 
its annual three-day convention, the resolutions of which provided the annual 
agenda for the association leadership.12 Moreover, unlike the Organized Reserve, 
the National Guard was essentially a state organization, so its national represen-
tation could be no more than confederative in character. In addition, the Militia 
Bureau also acted as a national leadership body for the Guard. �e access to the 
General Sta
 enjoyed by the bureau gave it an ability to act e
ectively on behalf 
of the Guard that severely diluted any perceived need for another national body. 
Overall, then, this was a period of improving morale and greater attention to 
building the organization that guard leaders found professionally satisfying both 
in terms of the work involved and the results achieved. �e outcome was not 
only a signi	cant improvement in the training readiness of guard units but also 
a further federalization of guardsmen’s attitudes and professional identi	cation.

�e stabilization was also aided by 	nding a resolution to the expansion of 
the National Guard. Earlier, in 1923, feeling that the Guard would never be able 
to expand to number 424,800 men as set out in the National Defense Act, the 
War Department temporarily set aside those provisions and, instead, called on 
the Militia Bureau to plan for an expansion to 250,000 guardsmen. �en, in 
1924, responding to Coolidge’s calls for economy, the department suddenly an-
nounced the end of recognition of any new units, thereby all but freezing guard 
development at 183,519 men.13

Initially, this suspension of new units seriously eroded guard morale. Not only 
could it be seen as something less than a vote of con	dence in the organization, 
but it also disoriented the working goals of the Guard and its leadership. Up to 
that time, the Guard had been developing toward the organization prescribed 
in the defense act and the 1923 modi	ed plan. �e 1924 suspension, however, 
provided no new set of goals.14 Hence, for several years, guard leadership saw 
the suspension as a temporary matter to be overcome by pressure on Congress.

�e Militia Bureau, being closer to the General Sta
 and to political realities, 
was not so sanguine. Instead, under General Hammond’s leadership, the bureau 
moved to 	nd a way to live under the new budgetary regime. Hammond’s solu-
tion was twofold. First, he continued to adhere to the 1923 modi	ed plan and 
still build the divisions it indicated, albeit on a skeletonized basis. �e 250,000-
man modi	ed plan had been based on maintaining guard units involved at au-
thorized peacetime strength levels. But the Militia Bureau thought that those 
operating at barely above what was called “maintenance levels” could still carry 
on the training needed to enter an emergency on a combat-ready basis. Units 
at 110 percent of maintenance levels were only two-thirds as large as units at 
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authorized peacetime levels, making the achievement of the modi	ed plan al-
most possible within the 183,000-man limit established in 1924.15

A�er a year of study on this issue, Hammond slowly began to put his plan 
into action. On July 31, 1925, a War Department directive established 110 percent 
of maintenance level as an upper limit for unit expansion, although units above 
that threshold were not required to discharge personnel. On January 9, 1926, 
Hammond asked the secretary of war for a small extension of the initial limit 
to 185,730 to allow the Guard to create the new units necessary to round out 
battalions still being formed. By April, the Militia Bureau had created a priority 
list for units still needed to create the balanced and combat-ready force of the 
eighteen divisions called for in the modi	ed plan.16

In 1927, in a continuation of his rounding-out program, Hammond success-
fully pressed for an expansion of the National Guard to around 190,000 for 	s-
cal year 1930.17 �is success whetted the appetite of guard leadership for further 
expansion. Many guardsmen came to the 1928 NGA Convention convinced that 
the Guard should be given yet another 10,000-man increase. Hammond and 
other leaders were dubious that such an increase would be approved and con-
vinced the NGA to trim the 	gure to 5,000.18 Following a resolution from the 
convention to that end, Hammond submitted a new request on November 21, 
1928, for a further expansion of Guard numbers to 195,000 men.19 �is request, 
however, was not successful, and leadership decided to wait for the inauguration 
of the Hoover administration before any e
ort was made in behalf of further 
expansion. �e NGA appeal to Hoover’s secretary of war, however, was also re-
jected. Shortly a�erward, Hoover initiated his request that the General Sta
 
consider ways in which its budget could be further reduced. With this, hopes 
for further guard increases in the immediate future died.

Although enlistments stagnated in the second half of the 1920s, what was 
most important to guardsmen and leaders was that they could see appreciable 
improvement in their units as well as in the Guard overall. Nationwide, the 
building of the basic structure for the National Guard force of eighteen divisions 
was nearly completed.20 �ere was also a major improvement in the available 
level of supplies, equipment, arms, and ammunition. Building on work already 
done, the Militia Bureau promulgated a new table of equipment for guard di-
visions in 1926 that put them on the same footing as divisions in the Regular 
Army. �is was supplemented later by a new table of supplies. Together, the two 
new tables provided local guard leadership with clear outlines as to the equip-
ment and supplies they should order. At the same time, this allowed a major 
decentralization of the process since corps-area commanders were authorized to 
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issue supplies and equipment authorized under the tables without getting fur-
ther authorization from the Militia Bureau. All this also reinforced the new idea 
that the primary objective of guard activity now was building up readiness.21

At the same time, inspectors found the quality of National Guard units 
was improved, while the number of units rated “unsatisfactory” declined to a 
“very small” number. Several reasons explain this improvement. �e fact that 
few new units were being recognized made communities more supportive of 
existing ones, which felt themselves existing in a more competitive environment. 
With numbers stabilized, it became much harder to get into a unit, and the 
Guard could be more selective of its o�cers. In addition, by 1929, the Guard had 
begun to purge its own deadwood.22 But the greatest reason for better units was 
improved o�cer quality, resulting largely from the reduction of turnover. �e 
annual o�cer turnover rate fell from 45 percent in 1924 to 15 percent in 1928. At 
the same time, o�cer attendance at drills and summer camps increased to the 
point that there was fear of a need to cut the number of drills in order to avoid 
a budget overrun.23 �us, o�cers were more experienced, more interested, and 
more involved with their units.

But despite the gains and progress made in organization in the second half 
of the 1920s, the most-visible area of progress, and from which o�cers and 
guardsmen gained the most professional satisfaction, was training. Annual re-
ports from Chief Hammond, from the Operations and Training Division of the 
General Sta
, and from the chief of sta
 in these years unanimously agreed that 
the training readiness of the Guard had never been higher. Even giving some 
allowance for the kind hyperbole that makes its way into such o�cial reports, 
the unanimity and the focus on training, along with similar recognition from 
regular o�cers writing in professional journals, indicated that the Guard had 
not only made notable training improvements but also made training more cen-
tral to the experience of guardsmen.

�e chief causes of this improvement lay in changes initiated in the National 
Guard training program, beginning in 1924 and 1925 but especially those im-
plemented in 1926 and subsequent years; the opportunity to focus on training 
a
orded by the end of unit expansion a�er 1924; and to Hammond’s leadership 
of the Militia Bureau during this period. �e general was not so important in 
the initiation of the early stages of the new program, but he was responsible for 
its successful implementation and further development.

�e training program developed by Hammond and the General Sta
 evolved 
in three rather distinct phases. �e 	rst centered on a shi� in training objectives. 
Earlier in the decade, the principal training objective of the National Guard 
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was “to prepare [the] command for e�cient active 	eld service.” Yet given the 
extremely limited time available for training and the extremely high rates of 
personal turnover then, the results of progressive training programs built around 
these goals continually fell woefully and frustratingly short.24 In late 1924 the 
General Sta
 decided that, under given conditions, guard units should initially 
focus on a more intermediate goal of providing “basic training,” the instruc-
tion a soldier would likely receive during his 	rst three months of service. �e 
change was made under the assumption that the global geographic position of 
the United States would allow time a�er the declaration of an emergency to 
complete training; thus, the intermediate objective of basic training would meet 
the obligations of the Guard under the defense act. At the same time, the sta
 
felt that the goal of providing basic training was more capable of being achieved, 
thereby providing greater satisfaction within the units.25

Starting with the 1925–26 training year, the Militia Bureau and the General 
Sta
 began to insist on the organization of both armory training and two weeks 
of 	eld training around the objective of basic training. In this new program, the 
objective of each year’s armory-training program was to prepare for the summer 
	eld-training program. In the armories enlisted men were to learn the basic ele-
ments of military behavior and discipline, weapon maintenance and marksman-
ship, and basic small-unit drill. Field training, then, centered on some further 
instruction in these areas and their application to simple 	eld problems. It took 
several years of insistence on the part of Hammond and the General Sta
 before 
this new program focused on “basic training” was understood and accepted.

By 1927, Hammond reported that he was satis	ed with the growing ac-
ceptance and success of the new, more limited training program and began 
to turn his attention to the instruction of guard o�cers, especially that of se-
nior commanders and their sta
s. Up to 1926, these men had focused most of 
their attention at 	eld training on camp administration and the supervision 
of training their units. Starting that year, however, Hammond began to insist 
that these o�cers devote at least half of each day at camp to their own train-
ing.26 �is requirement ran into initial opposition from senior guard o�cers 
who were concerned with commanding their units or who feared that tactical 
problems would be too di�cult for them. But with experience, most found 
the command-post exercises, tactical walks, terrain exercises, and map prob-
lems they faced at 	eld training stimulating and professionally satisfying.27 �e 
professional training of more-junior o�cers was also given increased attention 
with the requirement for setting up schools for o�cers and NCOs in armory 
summer 	eld training.28
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By 1928, Hammond began to extend sta
 training to the idea of basing guard 
training on the division level, rather than the regiment or battalion, as had been 
done so far. Division training, he and others argued, would promote greater 
large-unit bonding and esprit while o
ering division commanders and sta
s 
limited opportunities at large-unit maneuvers, which would be bene	cial for 
junior o�cers and guardsmen as well.29 �e main problem here was that twelve 
of the eighteen existing National Guard divisions were made up of units located 
in two or more di
erent states, making their assembly di�cult and expensive.30

Nevertheless, by carefully monitoring transportation costs, Hammond was 
actually able to hold 	ve divisional camps in the summer of 1928, including 
one for a multistate division. �e results were so encouraging that additional 
division-level training was planned for the summer of 1929.31

In addition to the development and implementation of this new program, 
Hammond sought to improve guard training in other, less noticeable ways. He 
created a board to draw up a general program for the development of camp-
sites and target ranges.32 In 1927 he began to press for the modernization of 
guard training in regard to chemical warfare, dealing with attacks by aircra� 
and tanks, and the motorization of units. In all these areas he pressed to make 
available to the Guard the ideas and doctrines being currently developed by the 
Regular Army.33 Hammond was also concerned over the lack of training equip-
ment, his annual reports increasingly given over to requests for more modern 
arms and equipment for training.34

It is fairly clear that by focusing armory training on speci	c goals related to 
	eld training in the summer, by orienting both armory and 	eld training around 
a realizable goal, by getting senior and junior o�cers more involved in their own 
training, and by focusing 	eld training increasingly on the division—the unit 
that would actually be mobilized in case of war—Hammond’s training program 
provided an experience in the National Guard that was increasingly satisfying 
professionally. �is increased satisfaction may have been one reason for the de-
cline in o�cer attrition by the end of the decade. In addition, 	eld training, in 
particular, allowed guard o�cers greater contact with regular o�cers to the ex-
tent that it was increasingly identi	ed as a professional-mentoring process, with 
the regular o�cer transferring his up-to-date knowledge and skills to the guard 
o�cer.35 Hence, attaining the professionalism of the regular o�cer became the 
goal of many of the more dedicated guard o�cers. Hammond’s training pro-
gram o
ered most of them a realistic means of getting a sense of progress toward 
achieving that goal. At the same time, the professional identi	cation served to 
strengthen bonds between the guard and regular o�cers.
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Along with improvements in organization and training, this period also wit-
nessed a resolution in full or in part of two major issues that troubled the relation-
ship of the National Guard with the Regular Army and the War Department. 
�e 	rst of these was the position of the Militia Bureau in relation to the General 
Sta
. �e source of the issue was a growing sense in the bureau that the sta
 was 
intruding increasingly in its a
airs. Article 81 of the National Defense Act of 1920 
rather explicitly limited General Sta
 involvement in guard a
airs to matters of 
organization, training, and distribution of units, while the Militia Bureau was 
concerned with matters of administration. Over time, however, bureau o�cers, 
and especially the chief, felt that the sta
 was increasingly intruding into admin-
istration while limiting the bureau’s capacity to communicate with corps-area 
commanders or other o�cers and organizations regarding guard matters.

�e issue came into the open in 1924 with the secretary of war’s decision 
to suspend further recognition of new guard units. Some guardsmen saw the 
policy as one in which their resources were being redirected to the bene	t of 
the Regular Army. As a result, the 1924 and 1925 national conventions of the 
NGA passed resolutions calling for War Department a�rmation of the Militia 
Bureau’s jurisdiction over all administrative matters related to the Guard. �e 
failure of either the department or the General Sta
 to respond to these resolu-
tions exasperated the NGA. At its January 1926 convention, it voted to bring the 
issue to the attention of the Congress if e
orts to negotiate a settlement within 
the War Department failed.36 �e idea of appealing to Congress for a legislative 
remedy had been discussed among guard leaders and in the Militia Bureau, and 
Hammond reluctantly had dra� legislation drawn up that would amend the 
National Defense Act in ways to give the bureau primary jurisdiction in areas of 
administration, 	nance, and communication.

Although NGA leadership was not enthusiastic about a legislative solution, a 
National Guard o�cer serving in Congress introduced the proposed bill himself 
into the House, where it received a surprisingly warm reception.37 �is got the 
attention of the General Sta
, whose o�cers roundly condemned it as a violation 
of the “one army” idea upon which the Army of the United States was based. On 
the other hand, sta
 members admitted, with some reluctance, that many com-
plaints about their intrusion into guard a
airs were justi	ed. Greater sensitivity 
on the part of General Sta
 o�cers was needed to avoid having both the Guard 
and the Organized Reserve “form their own sta
s under the Secretary of War.”38

�e issue was given to Assistant Secretary of War Hanford MacNider to re-
solve. A�er consulting with the executive committee of the NGA, MacNider 
sought a resolution of the situation based on a revision of the War Department’s 
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General Order 6, the basic document governing the relations between the Mili-
tia Bureau and the Regular Army establishment. �e revision, however, proved 
to be a major disappointment since it seemed to change little. A far better reso-
lution appeared in midsummer, when it was announced that the new assistant 
secretary of war for air would also be given formal authority over matters related 
to both the National Guard and the Organized Reserve. �e fact that the Guard 
now had direct access to the War Department did much to alleviate the sense 
of anger over the issue.39 But the real resolution was a
ected without new regu-
lations or organization. �e 
are-up and threat of legislative action had gotten 
the attention of the General Sta
 and demonstrated the need for its o�cers not 
only to be more sensitive to the Guard but also to treat the bureau in a more 
cooperative basis. By the fall of 1926, Hammond was able to report with pleasure 
to the annual convention of the NGA that relations between the bureau and the 
General Sta
 were now carried out cooperatively with no basis for complaint.40

�e willingness of the Guard to settle for an informal resolution regarding 
the authority of the Militia Bureau in relation to the General Sta
 indicates that 
its interest in that issue was diminishing. �is continued to diminish for the rest 
of the decade, as evidenced by the small 
ap generated in 1929 over the possible 
reappointment of Hammond to a second term as chief of the Militia Bureau. His 
term as chief was set to expire on June 29, 1929. By then, he had become highly 
regarded in both the Guard and the General Sta
, and a movement developed 
among guard leadership to have him reappointed.41

�is placed the General Sta
 in a quandary. Although the sta
 had come to ap-
preciate Hammond’s abilities and policies, his reappointment would con
ict with 
a widely published policy in force since 1926 that precluded the reappointment 
of o�cers as branch chiefs. �e purpose of the policy was to prevent the bureau-
cratization of branch o�ces by having their chiefs remain in Washington long 
enough to build entrenched power through cultivation of political and military 
connections. On the other hand, some in the General Sta
 feared that a failure to 
reappoint Hammond could risk a rupture in relations with the Guard, which had 
become cooperative during his tenure as chief. �is possibility was aggravated by 
the fact that the National Defense Act speci	cally provided that the chief of the 
Militia Bureau could be eligible to succeed himself.42 A�er considerable delay, the 
secretary of war announced on June 28 that, in strict conformity with the policy of 
rotation of o�cers, Hammond would not be reappointed as chief. In doing so, he 
emphasized that this was a matter of policy only and not a re
ection on his service, 
since Hammond had performed his job “with distinction” and was immediately 
being o
ered the post of auditor of the Philippine Islands.43
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�e decision against reappointing Hammond generated resentment in the 
National Guard, though no explosion. A�er consultation with the executive 
committee of the NGA, its president, Ellard A. Walsh, announced at the 1929 
convention that the issue was one in which the association had no o�cial inter-
est.44 �is virtual acquiescence of the NGA to an action by the General Sta
 that 
many considered almost illegal indicates the great value members of the Guard 
had come to place on maintaining a cooperative relationship with the Regular 
Army and its leadership.

�e second major organizational issue facing the Guard at this time was its 
legal relationship to the Army of the United States as created by the National 
Defense Act. According to the act, the Army of the United States consisted of the 
Regular Army, the Organized Reserve, and the National Guard when in federal 
service. �e problem was with the status of the Guard when not in federal service. 
Although this had no practical consequences, the problem was a matter of profes-
sional status and identity. Guardsmen wanted their service to have recognition as 
professional military activity at a national level. �e idea that they would enter 
federal service only by being dra�ed was humiliating individually and seemed 
to accord no recognition of the status of the Guard in overall national defense.45

Early in the decade, the NGA proposed allowing o�cers to take commissions 
in the Organized Reserve along with their commissions in the National Guard. 
�is would allow them to be called up without being dra�ed.46 �e idea proved 
popular and quickly spread.47 Still, for many guardsmen, the dual commission 
was not a satisfactory solution to the problem in that it still failed to accord the 
Guard itself any professional status within the Army of the United States in 
peacetime. Guard o�cers did not want to achieve this status via a commission in 
the Reserve; they wanted it by virtue of their service in the Guard. Hence, pres-
sure for another solution grew, and the issue became one of the major problems 
to preoccupy the Guard. Indeed, Colonel John W. Gulick, the longtime deputy 
to the chief of the Militia Bureau, declared, “the di�culties which have arisen 
over the problem of giving National Guard o�cers a commission in the Army 
of the United States have given the Militia Bureau more trouble and caused it 
more worry than any other subject that has come up during my experience.”48

In response to resolutions passed at both the 1925 and 1926 NGA conventions, 
a committee of guardsmen drew up a report in which they proposed a solution 
based on federalizing the Guard and making it a permanent reserve force in the 
Army of the United States, but doing so without injuring state control in any 
way. �is was legally complicated, envisioning the simultaneous existence of dual 
National Guards made up of the same men. �e 	rst would be the traditional 
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Guard raised under the militia clause of the Constitution; the second would be 
a federalized Guard created under the power to raise and support armed forces 
clause of the Constitution.49

�e proposal was discussed for some time at all levels of the National Guard 
and then presented to the 1929 NGA Convention. �ere, a�er further discus-
sion, a resolution was passed to propose to Congress amendments to the Na-
tional Defense Act of 1920 to create “the National Guard of the United States 
as a part of the Army of the United States.”50 Although the Guard hoped for 
favorable congressional action in the spring, that action was delayed until pas-
sage of the 1933 National Guard Act. Nevertheless, the resolution adopted by 
the 1929 convention demonstrated the degree to which the Guard had become 
federalized in its outlook and self-image in the past four years.

�e Organized Reserve

For the Organized Reserve, the second half of the 1920s was also a period ap-
parently characterized by stability and success. But those appearances camou-

aged growing internal problems and doubts that led to an increased, though 
largely unspoken, sense of tension and anxiety among reservists and Regular 
Army personnel regarding the continued viability of the entire reserve program. 
�e success of the program continued to be seen largely in the visible and quan-
ti	able areas of size, level of activity, and internal organization. �e size of the 
Organized Reserve continued to grow throughout this period, with vital partic-
ipation in summer training programs growing even more rapidly. In addition, 
reservists themselves were better organized thanks to the rapid development of 
the ROA. Membership grew rapidly from 17,331 in 1926 to 32,685 by the end of 
1929, and it gained in organizational strength, 	nancial stability, and level of 
organizational activity.51 Subscribers to �e Reserve O�cer could see this devel-
opment as their journal grew from six pages in 1926 to sixteen pages per issue 
in 1929. Finally, there were major, though less visible and quanti	able, improve-
ments in the programs for ongoing professional training provided by the army 
for reserve o�cers. Participation in correspondence courses increased, as did 
course-completion rates, which were improved by the introduction of a confer-
ence system that allowed students to meet and discuss assignments in regular 
meetings, sometimes with a regular o�cer in attendance. Major changes in the 
summer training camps, including more training as units and, at the end of the 
period, making reserve o�cers responsible for much of CMTC training, were 
all seen as dramatic improvements.
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Relations between the reservists and the regulars remained warm and positive 
despite growing tensions. �e basic sources of strain were, on the one hand, the 
skepticism of many regular o�cers as to the military ability and professional 
commitment of reserve o�cers and, on the other, the suspicion on the part of 
the reservists regarding the commitment of the regulars to the reserve program 
as well as to the spirit of the 1920 National Defense Act itself. Still, each side saw 
its need for the other and found many aspects of the experience of cooperation 
gratifying. Reserve o�cers genuinely appreciated the military professionalism 
of the regular o�cers with whom they worked and valued the opportunity to 
train with them to build con	dence in the authenticity of their own military 
professionalism. Regular o�cers, on the other hand, understood the vital role 
played by the Organized Reserve in mobilization for future war. �e un
ag-
ging political support from the ROA was also appreciated. On a more individual 
level, regulars found in their contact with reservists an appreciation of their own 
professionalism that was rarely seen among other civilian groups.

In this period, the most signi	cant crisis facing the reserve program came 
from within the ranks of the reserve o�cers themselves. Although there were 
numerous internal troubles in the program, most were part of two interrelated 
sets of problems slowly rising from the reservists themselves as they began to 
change in their character, organization, and professionally inspired self-identity.

�e 	rst of these problems was a perceived decrease in interest in military 
activities among reservists in general. It was initially discussed as a “deadwood” 
problem and focused on the issue of the low rate of reserve o�cer participation 
in correspondence-course training. �eoretically, a reserve o�cer was expected 
to carry out his training largely on his own initiative using the correspondence 
courses that the army had been making available since 1922. Reserve o�cer par-
ticipation in the courses grew rapidly from around 6,000 in 1922 to over 18,000 
in 1926.52 But while many in the General Sta
 were satis	ed with this progress, 
others in 1926 were appalled that less than a 	�h of all reserve o�cers were en-
gaged in the expected self-training, with some claiming that over a third of all 
reserve o�cers were “no more than addresses on a roster.”53

�e deadwood issue was a dynamic one in that the nature of the problem 
changed as the character of the reserve o�cers themselves changed. In 1926 
the Reserve was still largely made up of o�cers who had fought in the war and 
agreed to continue their connection with the army. Many of these veterans 
maintained their interest in the reserves but were su�ciently con	dent of the 
military skills acquired during the war that they saw no need to participate in 
correspondence courses. Moreover, over time, many found their lives changing, 
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and their interest in things military declined. �is natural decline in interest 
was reinforced by the lack of means of maintaining interest. �e units to which 
o�cers were assigned existed only on paper, and members met only if they took 
the initiative to do so. Hence, reserve o�cers rarely had the experience of being 
a part of something that seemed to really exist. In addition, the summer train-
ing that provided that sense of belonging and served to build interest was open 
to only a fraction of reserve o�cers. Later in the decade, as the makeup of the 
Reserve began to shi� from veterans of the war to o�cers commissioned in the 
ROTC and CMTC programs, the problem regarding lack of interest began to 
shi� with it. �ese newly minted reserve o�cers lacked the experience of the 
war to draw them into active participation in the Reserve. Instead, they o�en 
saw it as an additional burden on their time and 	nances, with little in the way 
of compensating bene	ts.54

Several initiatives were undertaken at all levels to deal with this interest 
problem. �e conference system, which allowed reservists to meet and discuss 
correspondence-course assignments, was introduced locally beginning in 1924 
and 1925 largely at the initiative of the regular o�cers assigned to duty with 
the Reserve as regimental executive o�cers. �e conference system enlivened 
interest in the courses while serving to bring together some of the o�cers in a 
unit. In the area of summer training, the most signi	cant change came at the end 
of the decade, when the War Department began using reserve o�cers to train 
the CMTC. While the change was not popular with members of the military 
training camp movement, it gave reserve o�cers leadership experience with men 
similar to the recruits they would be handling in a real mobilization.

�e deadwood issue, however, also led to a controversy between reserve o�-
cers, as represented by the ROA, and the General Sta
. Although the controversy 
quickly ended, it produced considerable, even if only momentary, anger between 
the reservists and their regular colleagues, revealing a great deal about the con-
tinuing tension in their relationship as well as problems among the Organized 
Reserve itself. �e Regular Army’s concern about deadwood in the Reserve was 
shared by many reservists themselves, although its basis was quite di
erent for 
each group. Among regulars, and especially in the General Sta
, the concern was 
focused on two issues: inequities in promotion and the military e�ciency of the 
Reserve. For regular o�cers, promotion continued to be an emotional raw nerve, 
and they o�en tended to feel that their reserve counterparts had gotten tremen-
dous advantages in promotion due to e
orts to build up the corps rapidly. �us, 
while regular o�cers had su
ered several bouts of reduction in rank, those in the 
Reserve had not, even enjoying a promotion rate more rapid and assured than 
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the regulars. �is situation not only was demoralizing but also soon produced a 
top-heavy o�cer structure in the Reserve.55

Regarding the e�ciency of the reservists, the General Sta
 saw the develop-
ment of the ORC entering a new phase during the second half of the decade. 
While the major goal of the project in the 	rst half of the decade had been to 
build up the Reserve as rapidly as possible to meet the quotas set by the Six-Army 
Plan, it began to appear in 1926 that the number of reservists had reached a 
midlevel optimum in terms of the capacity of the Regular Army to carry out 
training. Given the current limited size of the regular o�cer corps, it would have 
been di�cult to expand the summer-training opportunities for reserve o�cers 
regardless of the amount of money appropriated by Congress. Moreover, the 
size of the ORC had reached a level that would allow the Army of the United 
States to carry out at least the 	rst phase of its planned mobilization. �us, the 
General Sta
 saw this as a time to shi� the program’s orientation from quantity 
to quality, which led to new attention being given to getting rid of deadwood.56

Although reserve o�cers shared some of these concerns, they looked at the 
deadwood issue primarily in terms of the existence of the reserve program and the 
aspect of individual self-interest. �e concern here was that the deadwood o�cers, 
concentrated as they were in the middle and upper ranks, were blocking junior 
reserve o�cers from valuable summer-training opportunities, important assign-
ments in reserve organizations, and, most importantly, promotion.57 Hence, unit 
commanders and senior members of the ROA were interested in the deadwood 
issue primarily to provide the opportunities for training and advancement that 
could keep the next generation of reserve o�cers interested and involved.58

�e o�cers in the ROA took the initiative in resolving this issue by passing 
a resolution at its annual convention, held in late October 1926, to allow reserve 
unit commanders to request the transfer of their “apathetic o�cers” to an un-
assigned status, making them ineligible for either training or promotion.59 �e 
War Department followed up on this by inviting senior ROA o�cials, including 
the newly elected president, Brigadier General Roy Ho
man, to Washington to 
discuss the principles upon which such a reform would be carried out. �en, in 
January 1927, a�er consultation with senior reserve leaders including Ho
man, 
the General Sta
 issued a set of new policies regarding promotion in the Reserve 
that tended to follow the ROA principles. Promotion would require active par-
ticipation in correspondence courses and the devotion of a signi	cant amount of 
time to reserve work and training. O�cers who were up for reappointment a�er 
	ve years but were not meeting the requirements for promotion would be redes-
ignated to “unassigned status” and be ineligible for training and promotion.60
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�e announcement of the new policies set o
 an unexpected 	restorm of 
criticism among reserve o�cers, most of it reaching ROA leadership in terms of 
petitions, resolutions, and angry letters.61 A panicky delegation of the National 
Council of the ROA met with Secretary of War Davis in March to request de-
laying the implementation of the new policies a year while reserve o�cers stud-
ied them carefully.62 While the General Sta
 refused to consider this, it noted 
that the policies would not go into e
ect until January 1928, giving the ROA 
breathing room.

A committee of reserve o�cers headed by Ho
man met from mid-April until 
early May 1927 and developed a set of changes in the proposed policies that they 
hoped would mollify the disgruntled reserve o�cers.63 While the General Sta
 
initially refused to consider any changes, Chief of Sta
 Summerall took the 
more political position that maintaining good relations between the War De-
partment and General Sta
 and the Reserve, as represented by the ROA, was 
more important than the minor dilution of the purity of the policies introduced 
by the sta
. He, therefore, advised a more than agreeable Secretary of War Davis 
to accept many of the modi	cations proposed by Ho
man’s committee.64

�e new policy had only limited direct e
ect. By May 1929, only 3,135 reserve 
o�cers had failed to qualify for reappointment under it, though it is likely that
many more chose not to reapply at the end of their 	ve-year appointment. �e
signi	cance of the episode was what it revealed about the fragility of relations
between the Organized Reserve and the Regular Army establishment and, pos-
sibly more important, the internal divisions and insecurity that lay beneath the
thin patina of success making up the outer image of the ORC.

�ese internal divisions and insecurities became even more apparent in a sec-
ond dispute between the ROA and the General Sta
. Reserve o�cers demanded 
to have bureaucratic and personal representation in the General Sta
 in a way 
similar to that of the National Guard. �e resulting dispute lasted longer and 
became more acrimonious than the controversy regarding promotion policy for 
several reasons. First, reservists were frustrated in this quest both in the War De-
partment and in Congress. Second, and more important, reservists themselves 
were severely and divided on the issue. �is split was not so much a di
erence 
over policy or even philosophy, but rather a matter of di
erences in the develop-
ment of a professional self-image.

�e hybrid term “citizen-soldier” suggests the nature of the reservists’ di-
lemma about identity. It was not so much a question of whether one was a “citi-
zen” or a “soldier,” but whether the hyphen joined or separated the two identities. 
Was the reserve o�cer primarily a “citizen” or a “soldier”? To Colonel Palmer 
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and others, the answer was always clear: the hyphen split the terms. �e reserve 
o�cer was a “citizen” who had also become a “soldier.” And while leaders in 
the Regular Army might compliment the reserve o�cer on his patriotism and 
his highly developed sensitivity to his duties as a citizen, nevertheless, they still 
thought of him and judged him solely as a soldier. �is professional military 
identi	cation more than satis	ed many reserve o�cers. �ey saw themselves as 
having both a distinct civilian and a distinct military persona and enjoyed the 
opportunity to put on their uniform and become a soldier, however transitory. 
As such, they valued military training of all sorts that might help them become 
better military professionals. It was this element among the reserve o�cers that 
was so contemptuous of those o�cers who took no interest in the military side 
of their citizen-soldier identity, the “deadwood.”

For other reservists in the 1920s, however, the terms “citizen” and “soldier” 
were joined, not split, as a self-image of “soldierly citizens” began to emerge. 
�is can be seen in an o�cial statement of the ROA, “Object and Mission of 
the Reserve O�cers’ Association of the United States,” in which it claimed its 
members had two sets if obligations. One set involved “military obligations,” 
which meant “they should maintain and increase their military knowledge and 
skill.” �e second was “Civilian Obligations, such as to familiarize the nation 
with the need for preparedness . . . and . . . to bring home to our representatives 
in the Government the need for support to [sic] National Defense.” �e ROA 
then went on to point out, “the civilian function of the Reserve O�cer is as 
important as the military one.”65 Indeed, many saw the civilian function as 
the more important one. Ho
man referred to that function alone, claiming, 
“As Reserve O�cers you are part of that great body of patriots who foster and 
uphold the institutions of Government, and this is the obligation of your citi-
zenship.”66 �e in
uence on this internal division between reservists regarding 
the deadwood issue was obvious, for it meant that a signi	cant portion of the 
reserve o�cers considered the citizenship side of their activities as relevant to 
their service as reservists even if their attention to their military professional-
ism was less than desired.

Despite these controversies, as with the case of the other civilian components, 
the chief aspect of duty with the Organized Reserve in the second half of the 
1920s was the growing sense of stability and improvement. �is, in turn, led to 
an increased sense of satisfaction with the program by all who were working 
with or in it. And while this sense of satisfaction led many to pay less attention 
to major underlying problems, it also provided a basis for the program’s ability 
to weather the downturns that arose in the 1930s.



116 chapter 4

�e CMTC

Of the four civilian components of the Army of the United States, the one that 
enjoyed the most stability in the second half of the 1920s was the CMTC. It 
faced no serious problems or challenges in these years. As a popular program, its 
relations with Congress remained good. Indeed, when the Bureau of the Budget 
sought to reduce appropriations for the program in 1925, congressmen quickly 
restored them.67 It also received generally positive coverage in the press while 
attracting no hostile attention from paci	st organizations. �e CMTC enjoyed 
generally positive support in the Regular Army, which viewed it as the last ves-
tige of the hope of getting the American public to accept the idea of universal 
military training. So, even though reports showed that well less than 1 percent 
of CMTC graduates went on to enlist in the army, a General Sta
 o�cer noted 
on several occasions that the production of reserve o�cers was only “incidental” 
to the mission of the program.68

�ere were, in this period, only two signi	cant changes made to the program. 
�e 	rst was to standardize the basic red course, which took up the 	rst year of the 
program. �e CMTCs were carried out at facilities under the jurisdiction of the 
various branches, each of which sought to tailor the courses to 	t their own needs 
in producing possible reserve o�cers or NCOs for their branch. Yet as the basic 
course at almost all facilities had little military content outside of marksmanship, 
the General Sta
 decided to standardize this part of the program, a move that 
met with little opposition from the branches.69 �e other change was to turn the 
administration of the camps over to reserve units in order to give more reservist 
o�cers an opportunity for summer-camp experience. A�er an initial experiment
with this idea in 1928, it was used throughout the program the following summer. 
From the point of view of camp administration, the results of this innovation were 
so dismal that 	ve out of the nine corps-area commanders recommended that it be 
discontinued.70 But the General Sta
, and particularly Chief of Sta
 Summerall,
remained committed to the idea of using reservists to administer the CMTCs, so
e
orts were made to solve the problems rather than end the practice.71

Finally, the army faced a racial issue as African Americans sought to attend 
the CMTCs. �e problem was quite minor in terms of its immediate e
ect on 
the army and the program, but it was a di�cult one that continued to grow in 
signi	cance over the next decade. �e army was aware of the issue and, in early 
1923, sought to deal with it on the basis of providing what could be considered 
separate-but-equal opportunities for African American (then referred to as “col-
ored”) boys to attend the camps. Under this policy, the army agreed to provide a 
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separate “colored” summer camp if applications in a corps area could be expected 
to result in 	�y actual camp attendees. Later this policy was modi	ed to require 
only 	�y applications. Under these policies, “colored” camps were actually held 
in Arizona in 1924 and 1925. �e results, however, were discouraging, with low 
turnouts that seemed to justify decisions against continuing them.

During the second half of the 1920s, however, there were sporadic e
orts 
from African American communities for policy changes that might enable 
more members of those communities to attend the CMTCs. Surprisingly, the 
NAACP was not involved in the attempts to change it. Instead, such e
orts 
came from individuals and veterans’ organizations. While these individuals had 
no political power, their demand that African Americans be treated equally and 
fairly placed the army in a delicate and potentially embarrassing moral posi-
tion. Finally, by 1929, a few advocates for African American participation in the 
camps began to reject the separate-but-equal policy followed by the War Depart-
ment and to demand the right for their young men to participate in integrated 
camps.72 �is forced the General Sta
 to try to defend the policy of segregation 
in the CMTCs. �e sta
 at that time took a “best interest of the boys” approach 
in its response. Major General Frank Parker, then assistant chief of sta
 for op-
erations and training, formulated the General Sta
’s response, arguing: “�e 
experience of many years has proven that segregation without prejudice is the 
solution to the problem most satisfactory to all concerned. . . . �e morale factor 
in military training requires that trainees have congruent association and live in 
harmony with themselves. For this reason, it would be distinctly unfair to assign 
boys from one race to units or camps largely composed of boys from the other 
race.”73 �e onset of the Depression seemed to end this controversy for a while, 
but it would reappear more vigorously in the 1930s.



118

Ch a pter 5

Creating Orthodoxy and Predictability

Professional Military Education in the Army, 1919–1939

E ducation was easily the most important professional activity 
carried out by the army in the interwar period, engaging a major com-
mitment of time from most o�cers. In any given year, 2,300 o�cers, or 

one-��h of the entire o�cer force, was engaged in some form of professional mil-
itary instruction either in the Regular Army or with the civilian components.1 In 
addition, many o�cers who were assigned to other duties were involved during 
the summer with instruction of civilians in camps. Finally, all o�cers assigned 
duty with troops were also involved with the training of their men. Professional 
education was recognized as being virtually the only means by which o�cers 
could gain the experience needed to function in a wartime situation. Moreover, 
the skeletonizing of the army meant that very few o�cers had the opportunity 
to train with units anywhere close to combat strength. Hence, even before 1939, 
army leaders had already made the creation of professional schooling one of the 
military’s highest priorities.

E�orts to reestablish the prewar professional-education structure began al-
most as soon as the war came to an end. Initiated with a mild sense of enthu-
siasm emerging from the experience of a war, which seemed to vindicate the 
army’s professional training, most of the planning was completed by the fall 
of 1919. �e system as it emerged had three main aspects. �e �rst and most 
obvious one was structural. As before the war, the system was shaped around 
the educational needs of the o�cer as he advanced through his career, intended 
as something analogous to the systematic and progressive education seen as 
the educational basis of other professions. �erefore, it was built on the four 
tiers of formal training composing the prewar system, namely, West Point, unit 
schools, special service schools run by the branches, and general service schools 
controlled by the General Sta�.
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Of these four tiers, army leadership was chie�y concerned with the last two: 
the branch-level special service schools and the army-level general service schools. 
�ey did little to change West Point a�er the war. Jorg Muth, in his highly crit-
ical analysis of military education in the United States in the interwar period,
gives Douglas MacArthur, who was superintendent of the Military Academy
from 1919 to 1922, credit for initiating far-reaching changes in the curriculum.
But Muth also notes that many of these reforms did not survive his departure.2

Unit schools were based on the garrison schools of the prewar army and con-
ducted as part of the on-the-job training that new o�cers received.3

�e special service schools were originally designed to educate an o�cer newly
assigned to his branch and to train him to be pro�cient in all duties associated with 
the branch up to the battalion level. �ese schools generally had two levels, a basic 
course for new o�cers and an advanced course, taken a few years later, aimed at 
acquainting o�cers with all the duties of their branch.4 Later, the advanced course 
also took responsibility for preparing o�cers for the general service schools. �e 
special service schools were under the control of the chiefs of branches and would 
obviously emerge as the centers for inculcating branch identity. �e educational 
program o�ered by the individual special service schools will be treated at greater 
length in the chapters devoted to the development of the four combat branches.

Prior to the war, there had been two principal general service schools, one for 
majors and lieutenant colonels at Fort Leavenworth, which aimed at training for 
sta� and command assignments within multibranch divisional structures, and 
the Army War College in Washington, which was to prepare o�cers for duty 
with the General Sta� and for command at the highest levels. A�er the war, it 
was anticipated that there would be two schools at Fort Leavenworth: the School 
of the Line, which would train o�cers in the use of all arms and services at the 
divisional level, and the General Sta� School, which would train o�cers to func-
tion as sta� members at the divisional level and for higher command.5 Both were 
a year in length. �e entering class of the School of the Line was limited to two 
hundred, while the General Sta� School was made up of the top one hundred 
graduates of the School of the Line. Under this arrangement, it was assumed 
that an o�cer headed for senior command would spend two years at the two 
Fort Leavenworth schools, followed by a year with troops in a unit outside his 
branch, and �nally a year’s education at the Army War College. �is four-year 
cycle would, presumably, break an o�cer’s primary identity with his original 
branch and focus it on the entire army instead.

�e second aspect of the system as reinstituted was that its goal was to in-
culcate in the students “a uniform tactical doctrine approved by the War 
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Department.”6 Indeed, o�cer-students were also expected to learn the means of 
instruction so they could teach the same tactical doctrine to others. �is need 
to ensure the unity of doctrine was considered to be extremely important and 
shaped much of the organization of the system. School administration was re-
organized, giving the commandants complete control over the curriculum. At 
the same time, all schools were expected to follow General Sta� directives and 
to submit annual reports and curriculum to the sta�, which would monitor ad-
herence to tactical doctrine. On the other hand, the content of that doctrine 
was to be worked out in the schools. All senior o�cers were convinced that the 
experience of the war would be primary in shaping all new doctrine. As a result, 
instructors from the army schools set up in France during the war were used as 
the core of the new educational system in the United States. �ese instructors, 
in turn, were encouraged to throw out old texts and to develop new ones them-
selves based on the doctrines developed by the AEF in France.7

Finally, there were e�orts made to accommodate the citizen-soldier provisions 
of the National Defense Act of 1920. �e new mission of the educational system 
included the need to provide for “a reserve of trained o�cers quali�ed for organiz-
ing and developing to its maximum capacity the potential military power of the 
nation in accordance with approved war plans.”8 At the same time, mission state-
ments for special service schools included references to the need to instruct o�-
cers for service connected with training National Guard and Organized Reserves.

Once the schools in the overall system were established, they rather quickly 
began to become competitive, with each expanding the scope of its coverage 
into the domains of others. By the beginning of 1921, there were complaints that 
the unit schools being created by corps-area commanders were moving into the 
educational realms claimed by the special service schools by o�ering specialized 
courses of up to four months in length.9 At the same time, the special service 
schools seized on the mission to prepare graduates for the general service schools 
to expand their curricula into areas claimed by the Fort Leavenworth schools.10

Chief of Sta� Pershing heard of this growing overlap and competition at 
the same time that he was becoming aware that Congress had no intention of 
supporting the army at the level of the 280,000 men promised in the National 
Defense Act. �e increasingly apparent duplication created by this competition 
therefore attracted his attention both because it seemed to be leading to in-
creased chaos and because it seemed to be a wasteful extravagance at a time when 
economy was needed.11 Hence, in February 1922, looking for ways to reduce 
costs, Pershing created a politically high-powered board chaired by Major Gen-
eral Edward F. McGlachlin, then the commandant of the Army War College. 
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He directed McGlachlin and his board to study the entire military-education 
system, “with a view to its simpli�cation by such consolidation and concentra-
tion of schools,” and to end the competition among schools by “delineating the 
exact role to be played by each school in the complete system.”12

A�er some internal scu�ing, the board produced a report with a number 
of recommendations. �e two most important suggestions were, �rst, that the 
two one-year courses o�ered at Fort Leavenworth be condensed into a single 
year and, second, replacing the basic course for new o�cers at the branch special 
service schools with a course for company o�cers, attended several years into an 
o�cer’s career. Overall, this meant reducing the years an o�cer spent in formal
schools from �ve years (two in special service schools, two at the Fort Leaven-
worth schools, and one at the Army War College) to four.13 Finally, the board
was successful in bringing an end to the competition between schools and the
unrest this caused in military education within the army. �e lines of demarca-
tion it established were accepted, and the schools began to act, as Pershing had
hoped, as integrated parts of a single system.

Although no one spoke of the special service schools and the general service 
schools as competitors, the board’s recommendations indicate that the former 
had already gained greater support in the army than had the latter. �is may 
have been due, in part, to the idea that the special service schools were designed 
for all o�cers, while the general service schools were only for those selected as 
having the potential to become generals.14 But in the comments by o�cers on the 
schools, it is clear that they valued the special service schools for socializing the 
new o�cer into the culture of the branch, which was, itself, increasingly becom-
ing recognized as the primary means by which one established his professional 
identity within the army. As Brigadier General William D. Connor, assistant 
chief of sta� for supply, argued, “One of the great functions of the special service 
schools is to set the tone and �x the esprit of o�cers in their own arm.”15 �e 
members of the McGlachlin Board agreed that the special service schools were 
central to the creation of a branch culture, indicating that one of the major fac-
tors in their considerations was the “recognized necessity for one master school 
where policies can be enunciated and standardized methods of training and pro-
�ciency can be maintained.”16

�e settlement created by the board was generally accepted, becoming a kind of
constitutional foundation for the army’s military-educational system and stabiliz-
ing it for the remainder of the interwar period. As a result, except for working out a 
few of the problems within the system created by the report, the focus of attention 
in military education shi�ed to developments within the schools themselves.
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�ree issues continued to trouble the system, although they caused no signi�-
cant controversies. �e �rst of these was that many leaders felt that the reduction 
of the program at the Command and General Sta� School at Fort Leavenworth 
from two years to one was wrong. �is feeling persisted so that the program at 
Fort Leavenworth would shi� back and forth between one-and two-year courses 
during the entire interwar period.

�e second problem was what to do with newly minted second lieutenants
now that the basic course at the special service schools had been changed into a 
company o�cers’ course o�ered several years into an o�cer’s career. �e board 
report recommended that the burden of providing these o�cers with their 
basic orientation to the army and their branch would fall on the unit or “troop 
schools” operated by post and tactical commanders. �is decision was met with 
some reservations in the General Sta�, as the troop schools were seen as ad-hoc 
organizations upon which one could place little con�dence.17 �e army re-
sponded by having the sta� organize the educational program to be followed by 
the troop schools to ensure that attending o�cers graduated with the pro�cien-
cies sought in the special service schools’ basic course.18 �e program was gener-
ally accepted as satisfactory, and the troop-school basic course became the new 
second lieutenant’s introduction to the army for the rest of the interwar period.

�e third problem involved ensuring that o�cers attended the courses at the 
special service schools at the appropriate time in their careers. �e ideal set by 
the board was that one be sent to the company-o�cer course by his fourth year in 
service and to the appropriate advanced course by his twel�h year.19 Yet almost 
none of the branches were able to come even close to meeting that goal, as desir-
able as it seemed. A major cause of the problem was the high o�cer-turnover rate 
during and immediately a�er the war. In terms of o�cers, there was very little 
continuity between the prewar army and the army of 1920. Moreover, many of 
the new men had little formal military training, having come in during the war 
or immediately therea�er. Many had not been to West Point, and a surprising 
number even lacked a college degree.20

Army leadership was anxious that this large mass of new o�cers be accul-
turated and socialized by means of attending the special service schools. Yet 
facilities and appropriations limited average entering classes at these schools to 
a number not signi�cantly greater than the annual incoming class of new o�-
cers into the army. Hence, huge backlogs quickly built up. By 1923, the General 
Sta� began to keep track of the backlog by branch, but it could not �nd any 
solution.21 By 1929, however, one began to appear by possibly merging the com-
pany o�cers course with the advanced course into a single one-year o�ering.22
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As the combined course would be available for a far larger number of o�cers, 
it o�ered a way of reducing the backlog. Moreover, many argued that the origi-
nal two-year course was originally intended to deal with the mass of untrained 
o�cers in the immediate postwar period, a problem that, by 1929, had largely
disappeared. Even so, nothing was done until 1932. At this time, the economic
pressures generated by the Depression �nally forced the army to cut the annual
school quotas by 50 percent.23 �is reduction meant that the backlogs would
now last for decades, with many o�cers facing the prospect of never getting to
a service school during their entire career.24 With this, the General Sta� �nally
consolidated the two courses into one.25

Overall, in looking at the general developments within the army’s profession-
al-education system, one is struck with how stable it became a�er the imple-
mentation of the McGlachlin reforms. Indeed, the term “stagnant” seems more 
appropriate, as the system changed far less than perhaps it should have. Indeed, 
one of the main problems or weaknesses of the military-education system in the 
interwar period may have been that it lacked any machinery to ensure change 
when appropriate. Like all institutions, the schools had an inherent inertia that 
was, perhaps, aggravated by the constant turnover in administration and sta�. 
Yet they faced no competition nor other stimulus to change. Finally, there was 
no other force within the army that could promote change.

One reason for this was that, despite the importance of the program for both 
the army and its o�cers, neither the army’s leadership nor its o�cers took much 
interest in it once it was in place except as it concerned them personally.26 Com-
mandants of the various schools continued to be concerned with their own insti-
tutions, but there was little interest in the system as a whole a�er 1926.27 In short, 
the army entered the postwar era with full con�dence in its traditional system 
of military education and with the approach to instruction taken by the o�cers 
who taught in it. Hence, even though it was criticized by some of the o�cers it 
served, the system underwent little change during the interwar period.28 �is 
was due largely to the fact that the educational approach produced not only the 
orthodoxy and consistency desired but also a professional self-image that con-
sistently conformed to the culture and cosmology of the army itself, leading to 
few internal tensions to foment any major demand for change.

In regard to what actually went on in the classrooms themselves, the founda-
tion of the army’s approach to instruction in the interwar period was referred 
to as the “applicatory method.” Not all of the courses taught in the professional 
schools used this method, but most did, including the all-important courses in 
tactics. It had been developed before the war and was well established and well 
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understood by the 1920s. �e approach was designed to teach tactics but was 
quickly adopted to teach most other subjects as well.

�e applicatory method was based on the belief, dominant in the U.S. mili-
tary in the early twentieth century, that military activity should be treated as a 
science. �is meant that, as in the case of other sciences, all military knowledge 
could be structured around a few basic principles considered universally appli-
cable throughout all time. Success in war, therefore, depended on the correct 
application of these principles. While it was repeatedly claimed that the prin-
ciples adopted by the U.S. Army were derived from a long and careful study of 
military history, they had actually been developed recently by  I.F.C. Fuller, a 
British major general. Fuller’s set of eight principles had been adopted by the 
British Army a�er the war and were then adopted by the U.S. Army, with the 
addition of a ninth principle, in 1921 and published in Training Regulations 10-5. 
�roughout the entire interwar period, education in the army schools was per-
meated by a faith that the secret to success in all military activity was based on
the correct application of these principles. As General Drum, who served as �rst 
commandant of the general service schools during their reestablishment a�er
the Great War, said, a sound course of professional military education consisted 
of “teaching the basic principles and illustrating their applications.”29 In addi-
tion, basing an o�cer’s professional education on principles and applications
seemed to provide the answer to the problem of teaching him the army’s doc-
trine while providing him with the intellectual ability to respond to situations
by the exercise of individual initiative. �eoretically, at least, an o�cer who un-
derstood how to apply the appropriate principles correctly to any situation could 
be counted on to do the right and expected thing.

�e concept of principles and their application was the heart of the applica-
tory method. Yet, it tended to be used di�erently at the special service schools 
than at the Command and General Sta� School. At the special service schools, 
a course was divided into units that were centered on learning a speci�c thing, 
such as a maneuver, or the use of a speci�c weapon. �e unit would be intro-
duced by linking it to what the students had already learned. �e new thing 
would then be introduced by a demonstration, if possible. �is might be live, if 
dealing with a weapon or an uncomplicated maneuver. Otherwise, it might be 
depicted on a chalkboard. �is introduction would be followed by instruction in 
the principle involved and its appropriate application to the issue under discus-
sion. �ere would then be another demonstration, a�er which students would 
attempt to perform the action themselves. �en, at the conclusion of the unit, 
the instructor would, again, point out the principle involved.30
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But at the Command and General Sta� School, the focal point of the ap-
plicatory method was the “map problem,” which concluded each unit dealing 
with tactics or associated subjects. As one observer noted, “�e entire scheme of 
military education as we have evolved rests on the map problem.”31 Most of a stu-
dent’s grade in a course and standing in the school—and by extension, career—
rested on performance in the map problems. Each was a four-hour test involving 
a tactical problem linked to several of the issues covered earlier. A student was 
given the problem at 8:00 in the morning and was expected to have worked out 
on a map a suitable tactical solution and to have written the appropriate orders in 
the appropriate manner by noon.32 �e student’s performance on the map prob-
lem would then be evaluated on the basis of whether or not his solution violated 
any fundamental principles.33 �is meant, in fact, that responses were scored on 
the basis of whether or not they conformed to a speci�c “school solution,” which, 
in the words of one commandant, “properly apply the principles and doctrines 
upon which the art of war is founded.”34

�ere were several rami�cations of this approach. First, the applicatory
method, especially as it was practiced by less experienced instructors, and the 
emphasis placed on the map problem produced some confusion in the minds of 
students. While Drum may have seen the purpose of the approach as teaching the 
principles underlying the successful conduct of war, many students saw the focus 
of instruction instead in the approved solutions to the map problems. Hence, 
they spent their time studying back �les of map problems, trying to learn the 
approved solutions, and o�en emerged from the school experience feeling that 
the doctrine they learned resided in those o�cial solutions.35 In addition, the 
applicatory method, with the emphasis on the school solution and the need to 
avoid violation of principles, promoted orthodoxy in all thinking. Indeed, the 
primary focus in teaching and learning was to avoid errors. Instructor comments 
centered on pointing out errors, while class critiques of student performance were 
also expected to focus on such fault �nding.36 Overall, students were told that 
success in school was to be gained as much by a high grade point as by uniform 
and consistent marks, so that their chief goal became to avoid making mistakes.37

One recent historian, Jorg Muth, has been highly critical of the army’s ed-
ucational system and, especially, the Command and General Sta� School. He 
criticizes the school’s program on a host of issues, including not being trans-
parent or even consistent in its selection system; its faculty being dominated by 
AEF veterans, who remained committed to the doctrines of the war and almost 
indi�erent to modernizing trends, were o�en poorly informed about their sub-
ject matter, and were boring instructors to boot; and focusing on map problems 
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rather than on outdoor tactical-command exercises using virtual units. But most 
of all, Muth condemns the focus on using student adherence to school solutions 
as the measure of ability.38 He concludes: “�e U.S. Army’s professional educa-
tion system produced for World War II an average o�cer who knew the basics 
of his trade in theory because he had run through a number of schools that had 
taught him that. He generally longed for doctrine and prepared solutions and 
tried to ‘manage’ rather than command.”39

Indeed, in regard to the Fort Leavenworth school, this “average o�cer” may 
have actually been the desired product. As Brigadier General E. L. King, speak-
ing as commandant to the Command and General Sta� School, told incoming 
students in September 1926, “�e purpose of the school is not to develop Al-
exanders, Napoleons, and Fochs, but to raise the general average of ability to 
produce a team that a Foch, a Napoleon or a Pershing may be able to use.”40 Such 
teamwork would be possible only if students were taught to set aside their own 
ideas and accept totally the doctrines taught by the schools. �e principal role 
of military history as taught was to convince students that the military doctrine 
taught by the school was not just valid but the only possible valid doctrine.

Finally, instruction at the Army War College was quite di�erent from that 
of the special service schools and the Command and General Sta� School in 
several critical ways. �e mission of the War College a�er 1918 was essentially 
twofold: to prepare o�cers for duty with the General Sta� and to prepare them 
for military command at the highest level. To carry out this mission, the col-
lege’s educational approach di�ered from that practiced in the lower schools in 
three major ways. First, students worked in small groups or committees rather 
than as individuals. �ese committees were given major problems related to ei-
ther the planning or the conduct of a war for which they developed group solu-
tions. �e group solutions were then reported to other student groups and the 
faculty. Second, while the faculty provided some lectures, they acted chie�y as 
mentors to the groups rather than as instructors. �ird, each group’s solutions 
were discussed with faculty members and other student groups but not given 
formal evaluations. Nor were they critiqued on the basis of conformity to an 
accepted application of the principles of war—there was, in short, no school 
solution.41 In addition, even though some o�cers �nished the college’s program 
without gaining the desired designation of “General Sta� Eligible,” almost no 
one actually failed. �e distinctiveness of this program was based, apparently, 
on the belief that both sta� work and high command were matters of teamwork 
rather than the exercise of genius. Also, the sense of certainty in military activity 
promoted by a belief in eternal principles of war and approved school solutions 
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was signi�cantly replaced at the War College by an acceptance of the ambiguity 
and contingency involved in actual warfare.42 �us, as an historian of the War 
College noted, like the Command and General Sta� College, the goal of the 
War College was not to produce a genius or original military thought, but “to 
produce competent, if not necessarily brilliant, leadership that could prepare the 
Army for war and �ght a war successfully if it came.”43

Overall, outside of dissatisfaction with the marking system associated with 
the map problems, o�cers in the army were generally satis�ed with its system 
of professional military education. If the experience was more comfortable 
than challenging, o�cers still le� thinking they had learned a lot. �e fact that 
the schools had produced uniformity and standardization of thinking and ap-
proaches to problem solving within the o�cer class was considered positive. In 
speaking about the army’s educational system, General Hines, as deputy chief of 
sta�, was proud to be able to point to “a growing homogeneity in the instruction 
methods, in the subject matter taught, and in the principles and doctrines laid 
down,” which, he noted, was leading to a “consequent standardization of meth-
ods and ideas.”44 Even critics of the education system applauded the fact that the 
o�cers it graduated were reliably consistent in performance of their duties.45 Fi-
nally, the vision instilled in o�cers that they operated in a physical and military 
universe governed by a few fundamental principles that remained immutable in 
character and promised success when followed correctly provided them not only 
with assurance but also a cosmology focused on authority, which was congenial
with the military mindset. �e fact that the applicatory method was also the
approach used by the o�cers themselves to train their soldiers reinforced its
legitimacy and made their own education part of the overall army culture.
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Ch a pter 6

Building a �rone for the Queen

Infantry Branch Organization and Branch Culture in the 1920s

T he infantry emerged from World War I as by far the dominant 
combat branch in the U.S. Army. Its centrality was the foundation of 
American military doctrine as later enshrined in the army’s postwar 

governing publication on doctrine, the 1923 Field Service Regulations: “�e coor-
dinating principle which underlies the employment of the combined arms is 
that the mission of the Infantry is the general mission of the entire force. �e 
special missions of other arms are derived from their powers to contribute to the 
execution of the infantry mission. . . . Infantry alone . . . possesses the power to 
close with the enemy and ensure the decision of battle. Its forward movement is 
the indispensable condition of victory.”1

�is dominating position was not just the result of the experience of that 
war but was also the basis of army doctrine prior to the con�ict and the result 
of several historical forces. First, all during the nineteenth century, the army, 
and Americans in general, had idealized the sharpshooting individual soldier 
and his ri�e as the heart of the American military experience. He personi�ed 
the individualism, aggressiveness, and self-reliance that were seen as the basic 
characteristics of Americans. Second, as army o�cers began to professionalize 
during the late nineteenth century, they looked to western Europe for guidance. 
European armies were dominated by the ideas of the French o�cer Ardant du 
Picq, who in his classic work, Battle Studies, lionizes the individual soldier, see-
ing the man rather than the weapon as the key to victory. Du Picq was adopted 
by the U.S. Army and taught in all the military schools formed in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth century as well as at West Point. Finally, as Mark E. 
Grotelueschen has pointed out, while about a third of army o�cers in 1917 had 
combat experience from service in the Spanish-American War, the Philippine 
War (1899–1902), or the Mexican Punitive Expedition in 1916, these con�icts 
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involved small-group encounters dominated by ri�e-carrying infantry that bore 
no resemblance to the war then being fought in Europe.2

During the relatively brief U.S. participation in World War I, this mystique 
of the American way of war had been translated into a tactical doctrine called 
“open warfare.” �is doctrine was not so much a detailed outline as it was a 
general sense of how war should be fought based on a number of shared beliefs. 
Its central principles were the primacy of the o�ensive, of the infantry, and of 
the human element in combat. And, as a corollary to the last, the doctrine also 
assumed the superiority of the American �ghting man, particularly in terms of 
aggressiveness and ability to utilize individual initiative in combat situations. 
�us, reduced to a tactical principle, open warfare envisioned an o�ensive assault 
carried out by infantry who were covered by voluminous, well-aimed ri�e �re to 
smother enemy resistance, and who, by their aggressive spirit, determination, 
and individual initiative would force the enemy into the open, where the defend-
ers would be destroyed. In this scenario artillery could be helpfully supportive, 
but was not considered essential.3

�e U.S. experience in the war did almost nothing to change this view. Amer-
icans were involved in major combat for only a few months, at a time when 
German resistance was weakening and the war itself had, in fact, become more 
open. �e �nal German capitulation in November 1918 came as a surprise to the 
Allies, who had expected the con�ict to go on well into 1919. �is success a�er 
only a limited engagement meant that U.S. military leadership saw the rapid 
success of their arms as a vindication of the doctrine of open warfare. While 
General Pershing created special boards of o�cers who carried out extensive 
studies of the American experience in the war, those concerned with the in-
fantry quickly accepted the fundamentals of open warfare as proven. And with 
that, the ri�e-carrying infantry “doughboy” became the icon of the American 
military experience in World War I.

As a result, during nearly the entire interwar period, infantry leadership saw 
little need to change or even examine the actual validity of its doctrine, having 
little incentive to modify an approach to warfare that gave the branch its domi-
nating position in the army. Moreover, other factors during the ensuing two de-
cades further stulti�ed any ability to consider change. �e fact that, within a few 
years, army budgets were reduced to near-starvation levels meant that little was 
le� in the way of resources for technological research. Far more important, the 
army’s commitment to training the civilian components, especially during the 
summer camps, proved to be an enormous distraction. Finally, the severe skele-
tonizing of army units, their dispersal throughout the country, and the large 
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commitment to overseas garrisons meant that most infantry units were too small 
to engage in the kind of training that would lead to any sort of challenge to the 
existing doctrine.4 As a result, the infantry tended to tinker with the system, es-
pecially in terms of incorporating new weapons, such as machine guns, mortars, 
and the tank, into its doctrine. It was not until the late 1930s, when increased 
funding, expansion of the army, and a growing awareness of the implications of 
technological changes in warfare, that any signi�cant challenges to its doctrine 
began to appear. Even so, as William Odom has observed, the 1939 edition of 
Field Service Regulations was still almost totally committed to the basic princi-
ples of open warfare as described in the post–World War I 1923 edition.5

Instead, in the interwar period, there was more interest in the infantry in 
building up the internal organization of the branch. �e infantry’s develop-
ment as a branch had made substantial progress before and during the world 
war. Branch consciousness among o�cers around the turn of the century had 
developed to the point that the Infantry Society, which formed in 1893, had 
become the Infantry Association. In 1904 it began publication of �e Journal of 
the United States Infantry Association, with the title being shortened to Infan-
try Journal in 1910. By then, the editorial policy of the Journal began to re�ect 
the “Queen of Battles” self-vision developing within the branch. Although the 
Journal experienced some bleak days during its �rst decade, it went on to �our-
ish during the war. �e explosive buildup in the army in 1917–18 led to a rapid 
increase in subscriptions, allowing the Journal to continue publication during 
those years without interruption, a luxury unavailable to other branch journals.6

�is progress toward branch development accelerated during the war, as com-
bat experience in divisions and larger units broke down traditional regimental 
identi�cations, leading o�cers to look increasingly to the branch as their source 
for organizational identity. Led by the Journal, the infantry took the leadership 
in the quest to establish chiefs of branches a�er the war, with discussion leading 
to widespread agreement on the desired role of the chief of infantry in the post-
war development of the branch. Overall, therefore, the infantry emerged from 
the world war and subsequent army reorganization with its branch organization 
already well structured as well as the centrality of its mission in warfare all but 
universally accepted.

�erefore, having its agenda largely completed and its position as the Queen 
of Battles acknowledged, the infantry had, understandably, far greater incentive 
to celebrate and preserve the status quo than to change it. During the rest of the 
decade, it was chie�y concerned with three, essentially internal, issues. �e �rst 
was the creation of the O�ce of the Chief of Infantry, which would direct the 
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development of the branch, oversee its administration, and represent it organi-
zationally and politically in relations with the War Department and the General 
Sta�. �e second, and far more important, issue was the development of the 
Infantry School at Fort Benning, Georgia. �e third was the development of a 
branch culture that would bond o�cers to the infantry and out of which they 
could develop a common and attractive professional self-image.

�e creation of the O�ce of the Chief of Infantry had been an important issue 
for o�cers before and during the war. �e primary reason for this was an aware-
ness of the advantages, real and imaginary, that the coast artillery was seen to 
enjoy, since it had branch chiefs serving on the General Sta� since the turn of the 
century. Hence, the inclusion of a provision for a chief of infantry in the National 
Defense Act of 1920 was received with enthusiasm. As with the case of other 
branch chiefs, the chief of infantry had an imposing list of responsibilities but 
somewhat limited means for carrying them out. He was to advise on all matters 
related to his branch, to direct all the special service schools and boards within his 
branch, to formulate tactical doctrine within the branch, and to supervise train-
ing related to infantry. In addition, he had control over the assignment, transfer, 
and examination of all o�cers within his branch.7 Yet the o�ce was a small one. 
Outside of the chief, it was sta�ed by just six to eight other o�cers and limited 
clerical help. Moreover, the chief controlled little outside the Infantry School. All 
infantry units were under the tactical and administrative authority of corps-area 
commanders. In Washington the chief had no direct access to the chief of sta� or 
to the General Sta�. He could o�en e�ectively oppose policies seen as harmful to 
his branch but was far less able to serve as advocate for desirable policies. Still, the 
fact that the chief of infantry was a major general who had behind him a distin-
guished career gave the o�ce considerable visibility and reinforced the vision that 
the infantry was a coherent organization headed by a powerful o�cer.

While the infantry had done a great deal to develop its branch structure even 
before the war, it lagged the other branches in building a program of professional 
education. �e School of Musketry had been formed at the Presidio of Monterey, 
California, in 1907. Beginning as primarily a school to teach marksmanship, it 
rather quickly began to o�er training in the use of other weapons as well as some 
tactics.8 �e school was moved to Fort Sill, Oklahoma, in 1913, but its further 
development was repeatedly disrupted by the demands for military forces on the 
Mexican border.9

American entrance into the world war then accelerated the development of 
infantry schooling. In 1918 a board was created to �nd a location where all infan-
try training could be combined in a modern facility with enough land to conduct 
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large-scale training with modern weapons. �e board �nally selected a large site 
about nine miles south and east of Columbus, Georgia. Although the end of the 
war cooled some of the government’s enthusiasm for the project, the �rst por-
tion of an expanse that would soon extend over 97,000 acres was purchased on 
March 11, 1919.10 To gain local support, the post was named Camp Benning a�er 
Confederate brigadier general Henry L. Benning, a native of Columbus. �at 
Benning had been a citizen-soldier linked the post to the spirit of the new Army 
of the United States that would emerge from the National Defense Act of 1920.11

�e �rst instructors arrived at Camp Benning on October 3, 1918, even be-
fore the land had been purchased. �ey had a bit over a year to plan the school 
that opened on November 1 the following year. Like the others, the Infantry 
School emerged as a blend of the two general forces that went into the special 
service schools’ creation. �e �rst of these was the growing professionalization 
of infantry as a branch, re�ected in a focus on weapons and their handling.12 It 
was the weapons that gave infantry its unique character and mission. �e other 
force was the world war. �e AEF had created a major school system in Langres, 
France, during its deployment. �e system’s purpose was not only to teach hast-
ily recruited citizen-o�cers the rudiments of war but also to instill in the rapidly 
expanding army a common American doctrine.13 Hence, this educational sys-
tem was doctrine centered rather than weapons centered, and its focus was on 
the entire army rather than on the branch.

In the early phase of planning for the new postwar educational system, the 
Langres school tradition seems to have been the dominant force in Washington. 
Early planning called for large, multibranch educational centers that would “se-
cure still better mutual understanding and cooperation between arms, to insure 
one doctrine being taught.”14 But branch in�uence quickly reasserted itself, so 
such plans, which would have ended the mission of Camp Benning even before 
it began, quickly died. By September 1919, General Order 112, which established 
the army’s school system, was barely able to avoid using the term “branch” when 
it speci�ed that the mission of the special service schools was “to develop and 
standardize the instruction and training of o�cers in the techniques and tactics 
of their respective arms or services.”15

Although a basic course for fresh second lieutenants was o�ered at Benning 
starting in the fall of 1919, the full program opened in November 1920. A�er 
that, the history of the Infantry School at Fort Benning falls into three periods. 
�e �rst of these lasted until the middle of 1922 and was characterized then 
and later as a pioneering period. �e most notable characteristic of Benning at 
that time was its primitive conditions. Housing for o�cers, both students and 
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instructors, was scarce, with much of the on-post quarters made up of abandoned 
and dilapidated structures used far earlier by tenant farmers.16 Most o�cers lived 
in rented quarters in Columbus and commuted to Benning either by special 
trains or by automobile in a half-hour drive over a bumpy nine-mile dirt road 
a�ectionately called the “Daily Risk.”17 Finally, most facilities within the post 
were reached by such primitive dirt roads. �e soil was poorly drained, so mud 
tended to dominate the memories of o�cers assigned to Benning in this period.

During those two years, the Infantry School o�ered three di�erent programs: 
the basic course for newly minted second lieutenants, the company o�cers’ 
course, and the �eld o�cers’ course. Each of the three courses was nine-months 
long and followed roughly the same curriculum, although the basic course tended 
to stress weapons, while the emphasis shi�ed more and more to tactical doctrine 
in the company o�cers’ and �eld o�cers’ courses.18 Together, they served nearly 
seven hundred o�cers, severely straining Benning’s primitive facilities, while 
the similarity in curriculum meant that there was considerable overlap in the 
educational program. �is was acceptable in the �rst years of the school, since 
the rapid turnover in o�cers during the war and a�erward required that as many 
of the new and uninstructed o�cers as possible be funneled through the school 
system as rapidly as possible to ensure the homogenization needed to create a 
cohesive o�cer corps committed to following a common doctrine.

By 1922, these pressures were receding while Congress, in demanding con-
strictions in the military budgets, put new pressure on the army to economize. 
In this environment the duplication inherent in the earlier curriculum was no 
longer tenable. In reforms that followed the recommendations of the McGlach-
lin Board, the basic course disappeared, with responsibility for the initial indoc-
trination of o�cers now falling on unit schools. At the same time, the �eld of-
�cers’ course di�erentiated itself from that for company o�cers, focusing more 
on tactics and in preparing students for the Command and General Sta� School.

During the dozen years that followed the McGlachlin reforms, the worst of 
the conditions characterizing early Benning were ameliorated, and special ame-
nities appeared that, in the face of smaller classes, created an ambience recalled 
later by student o�cers with considerable pleasure. As a result, the period be-
tween 1922 and 1934 stands out as a kind of “golden age” for the base and the 
school. �e housing situation remained grim but was ameliorated by a careful 
organization of the search for rental units in Columbus and by e�orts of mem-
bers of the permanent garrison to build their own units, using the lumber from 
the vast stands of yellow pine on the base grounds. In addition, major buildings 
were gradually rebuilt in brick.19
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Outside of housing, army personnel stationed at Benning began to build a 
set of amenities for the post, using funds raised locally and from contributions 
coming in from infantry o�cers elsewhere. �ese included Doughboy Stadium, 
a major facility seating 12,000 spectators and ranking among the top football 
�elds in the Southeast. Funds donated for its construction were so generous that 
Benning personnel were also able to build Dowdy Field for baseball. With these, 
Benning soon became a major focal point for athletics in the Southeast with 
Major League baseball games played at Dowdy Field and major college football 
teams taking on the Benning team at Doughboy Stadium. Later, local funds 
were raised to build a massive 50,000-square-foot swimming pool, a major rec-
reation center, a commodious o�cers club, and a separate hunting club. At the 
same time, the road between Benning and Columbus was paved, and regular 
bus service was established. �e main roads inside Benning were paved as well. 
Finally, local e�orts provided the base with a large post exchange, a commissary, 
a sizable hospital, a large laundry, and a school.20 As a result, even though living 
quarters remained somewhat grim, o�cers at Benning had access to amenities 
and activities that were superior to those on almost any other post in the army, 
providing a quality of life that might otherwise not have been available to fami-
lies in the social strata occupied by most o�cers. During this period, the curric-
ular program at the special service schools changed relatively little. �e schools 
attracted an excellent faculty, and o�cers attending between the years 1922 and 
1934 recalled the instruction there with pride and pleasure.21

In 1934 the Infantry School entered the third phase of its development. 
Due to pressures created by the Depression to reduce costs and an awareness 
that its courses could not accommodate the enrollment necessary to allow all 
the o�cers who needed them the opportunity to attend, the company o�-
cers’ course and �eld o�cers’ course were merged into a single one-year course 
to allow for a far larger enrollment.22 At the same time, Depression-related 
public-works money became available. As a result, Benning saw major con-
struction of houses and other buildings as well as the further paving of roads. 
�us, in the period between 1934 and 1940, much of what might be called the 
modern Benning emerged.23

�e reason most o�cers considered their experience at the Infantry School 
as highly positive was that the school and the base together were increasingly 
successful in endowing them with a highly satisfactory new and complex sense 
of professional identity. O�cers emerged from their experience at Fort Benning 
with a sense of pride in their membership in the infantry, with a con�dence 
that they had acquired a professional expertise worthy of respect, and with an 
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enhanced sense of self-assurance generated by association with athletic mascu-
linity that had traditionally been seen as the hallmark of a military leader of men.

As Steven T. Barry points out, one of the main reasons that the Infantry 
School, and, indeed, all of the special service schools, were successful was that 
student o�cers already had many years of experience in the army. �ey had been 
rotated through a variety of positions and duties, had served in several posts, 
were already more than familiar with current army weapons and equipment, 
and had already had signi�cant leadership experience. So, they understood the 
army and how it worked, having also already gained con�dence in themselves as 
o�cers.24 �e most important element in this was the educational program of-
fered by the school, which provided students with a learning experience that they
saw as challenging and professional but that never threatened them with the
possibility of failure. Student o�cers arriving at Benning immediately sensed
they were entering an academic setting like that of a university. �e classroom
buildings, once they had been rebuilt in brick in the mid-1920s, were impres-
sively academic in appearance. �e curriculum looked collegiate, with attention 
given to several di�erent subjects during the day. And, while students spent be-
tween 60 percent and 75 percent of their time in practical outdoor work, there
was enough classroom time to give Benning the feeling of being a university.25

Others compared the school to universities based on the reputation and quality
of the faculty and the professional interests and enthusiasm of the students.26

�e student o�cers at Fort Benning also had enormous respect for their in-
structors, who were admired not only for their military expertise but also for 
their teaching ability. As one observer put it: “We were soon impressed with the 
abilities of the instructors. �ey knew their subjects and they knew how to teach 
them.”27 �e school early on acquired the reputation as being able to bring the 
best o�cers available as instructors.28 In addition, that same observer noted, in 
regard to the teaching: “Authority was hardly perceptible, but cooperation was 
plainly in evidence. �e spirit of wanting to do rather than having to do was 
everywhere apparent.”29 Students found classes remarkably open in terms of dis-
cussion and freedom, while the teachers maintained their authority much more 
on the basis of personality than authority.30 As a result of this, one observer noted: 
“Benning is bound to be more than e�cient. Benning is human. �e result is the 
revival of a good deal of the charm that went with the army life years ago.”31

Much of this was due to George C. Marshall, then a lieutenant colonel, who 
was the assistant commandant at the Infantry School from 1927 to 1932. In these 
years Marshall modernized the educational program. He upgraded the faculty, 
giving great attention to teaching ability. He sought, when possible, to replace map 
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problems with �eld exercises and was noticeably skeptical of “school solutions” to 
problems. Instead, Marshall made a special e�ort to recognize imaginative student 
solutions to problems that di�ered from those approved by the school.32

Student o�cers also respected the Infantry School at Fort Benning because 
it clearly tried to remain up to date in matters of warfare, associating the infan-
try professionally with modernity in warfare. �at innovation was chie�y with 
weapons, and the school attempted to introduce new weapons into its teaching as 
soon as practicable, with tanks and aircra� being part of the curriculum almost 
from the beginning.33 But the most visible association with modernity in warfare 
was found in two organizations located in the Infantry School, although tech-
nically not part of it—the Infantry Board and the Department of Experiment. 
�e Infantry Board was created in 1919 as the branch structure was developing. 
During the interwar period, it was located at Fort Benning and comprised the 
commandant and assistant commandant of the school along with three to �ve 
other o�cers. �e function of the board was to “consider such subjects pertain-
ing to infantry as may be referred to the Board by the War Department and 
to originate and submit to the War Department recommendations looking to 
the improvement of Infantry service.”34 Although the board tended to be rather 
passive, spending most of its time responding to items sent to it rather than ini-
tiating projects on its own, its close association with the Infantry School, both in 
location and in leadership, lent an aura of modernity to the school itself.

But the organization far more on the cutting edge of modernization was 
the Department of Experiment. �e department was nominally headed by the 
commandant of the Infantry School and included around nine other o�cers 
and twenty enlisted men.35 Its function was to test weapons and other military 
equipment submitted to it by the Infantry Board and to make recommendations 
regarding their utility in the infantry. �e department was, initially, fairly con-
servative. It restricted itself largely to projects submitted to it by the Infantry 
Board and acting largely, as one member put it, as “a barrier to fantastic proj-
ects.”36 Still, its existence symbolized the openness of the infantry to new ideas 
from any source.37 Moreover, in the 1930s the department began to take on a 
more initiating role in the development of weapons. Several imaginative and 
charismatic young o�cers began to develop projects on their own, making the 
department a force in the development of new weapons.38

In addition, as Barry notes, to keep its graduates up to date and, to some de-
gree, to continue their education, the school also published the Infantry School 
Mailing List, with information about new weapons, tactical issues, and other de-
velopments in the branch.39 Finally, as Barry also points out, given that a company 
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commander’s primary responsibility was training his soldiers, there was at the 
Infantry School, just as there was at all of the special service schools, a heavy 
emphasis on teaching o�cers how to train. �e curriculum included major train-
ing-management modules with detailed instructions on di�erent types of train-
ing, how to carry out each, and how to plan and evaluate training exercises.40

But while the educational program at Fort Benning maintained from the be-
ginning an impressive aura of professional credibility and rigor, it was neverthe-
less highly accessible to the students assigned to it so that success for all students 
was all but guaranteed. Despite the professional aura surrounding the Infantry 
School, its academic program was far more technical than theoretical. �is was 
especially true in the company o�cers’ course, in which only about one-third of 
the classes were devoted to the study of tactics, while about the same amount was 
devoted to easily mastered, hands-on instruction regarding the use and main-
tenance of weapons. And even in the �eld o�cers’ course, weapons instruction 
took up a quarter of the time, tactics only a half.41 Other courses such as military 
history and psychology, which had an academic and theoretical appearance, were 
taught as practical matters related to leadership.42

�e technical nature of the education was reinforced by the applicatory 
system, which was aimed at developing competency in technique rather than 
theory. Lectures or conferences �rst introduced students to both weapons and 
tactics, followed by seeing the weapon or tactic demonstrated. Students were 
then called upon to try out the weapon or tactical operation themselves.43 While 
the Infantry School, like the Command and General Sta� School, saw itself as 
teaching principles to be applied in given situations rather than techniques to 
be memorized, that distinction was largely lost on students, who happily found 
the learning of technique easier and more relevant to their professional needs 
than learning theory.44

Finally, it became clear to all student o�cers early on that the goal of the 
school was to graduate them. �e work involved was neither taxing nor exhaus-
tive. One student characterized his year at Benning as “unhurried and unwor-
ried.”45 Another noted, “�e school takes up every subject from the beginning, 
so that even the least experienced o�cer has just as good a chance to cope as well 
as others who start with a good deal more knowledge.”46 Nor was the outside 
workload burdensome. �e same o�cer indicated that an hour to an hour and a 
half of work each evening would easily get a student through the program.47 Ex-
aminations were at a minimum and o�en of the “county fair” variety, in which 
o�cers observed an activity that was purposely being done incorrectly and were 
called upon to point out errors.48 Moreover, sensing that competition among the 
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students was distracting, the school sought to discourage it by replacing letter 
grades on all written work with a simple S or U.49 It did maintain more discrim-
inating records on student performance so that it could issue �nal e�ciency 
reports and a class rank, but this information was not published.

While the Infantry School o�ered students the highly satisfactory feeling 
that they were undertaking a professionally demanding and respectable edu-
cational program, the facility itself also provided the o�cers and their families 
with the sense of belonging to a self-contained military community. Since Fort 
Benning was the virtual home of infantry, this sense of the base as a military 
community gave the branch a human dimension. �e most notable aspect of 
the Benning experience for most o�cers, especially in the early years, was the 
poor housing. O�cers also lived in Columbus in rental units notable for their 
discomfort. Omar Bradley recalled trying to study at night during the winter in 
a small, unheated kitchen.50 While the school was unable to do much about the 
quality of housing, it did organize a Reception and Housing Committee to help 
with the hassle of trying to �nd a house.51 At the same time, the leadership of the 
school expressed concern about the ability of junior o�cers to meet the expenses 
of living o� post.52 All this attention was appreciated by the o�cers and their 
families, who saw the base administration as a caring and paternalistic body.53

E�orts were also made as soon as possible to make Fort Benning as much of 
a self-contained community as possible. One way was by providing a full social 
life, especially for o�cers’ wives. Among these activities were dances, including 
the weekly hop at the o�cers’s club. �ere was a glee club and a dramatic club that 
presented plays at the theater every month. A women’s club was active, o�en in-
viting notable authors and poets for readings or raising money for local projects.54

In this regard, base o�cials also made an e�ort to give social life there a sense 
of status. Many of the dances were highly formal; the weekly hop required a 
tuxedo.55 But central to this was an e�ort to cultivate activities oriented around 
horses. Trails were developed around the post, and riding was encouraged as an 
appropriate leisure activity.56 Fort Benning had a polo team and a polo club as an 
annex to the o�cers’ club.57 But the most signi�cant activity in this regard was fox 
hunting. �ese events were held once or twice a week, with most of the formalities 
observed, including a nonalcoholic hunt cup and a huge post-hunt breakfast.58

Along with creating the O�ce of the Chief of Infantry, to guide the develop-
ment of the branch and to represent it, and the Infantry School, to train o�cers 
as well as socialize them into the branch, the third concern of the infantry was to 
create a branch culture that would bond o�cers to the infantry and provide of-
�cers with a professional self-image to shape the character of their performance 
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of duty along lines desired by the army and the branch. During the early and 
middle 1920s, this aspect of branch building seemed to have been considered to 
be as important as the other two.

For much of the interwar period, army o�cers remained convinced of the du 
Picquian axiom that, in warfare, it was the moral quality of the soldier rather than 
the weapon that brought military success. Indeed, open warfare, the foundation 
of American tactical doctrine in the interwar period, was based on the belief that 
bold and aggressive action on the part of soldiers was the key to military success. As 
one o�cer stated in Infantry Journal, “man remains the fundamental instrument 
in battle and, as such, cannot be replaced by any imaginable instrument short of 
one more perfect than the human body including the human mind.”59 And, in 
glancing through the tables of contents in Infantry Journal issues throughout the 
1920s, one is struck by a seeming lack of interest in weapons. Hence, building an 
appropriate self-image in o�cers committed to exercising the qualities of character 
needed for leadership in such warfare was a major priority in the army, especially in 
the infantry—the branch most likely to see combat as human struggle.

In developing that self-image, the infantry initially drew heavily on the iconic 
doughboy of the world war. As one author claimed: “It has become the fashion 
these days in certain circles to call any uniformed Tom, Dick and Harry a dough-
boy.  .  .  .  Doughboy means an infantryman—the dust kicking, mud-slinging, 
sweating guy, who has nothing but his two legs and his grit to get him and his 
�ghting paraphernalia from one busy spot to another.”60 Others would add 
tough and aggressive masculinity along with dogged determination to the list 
of desirable qualities to be possessed by the ideal infantryman. �is became the 
heart of the professional self-image in infantry culture in the 1920s.

While the elements of this doughboy culture were already established at the 
end of the war, the concern was how to preserve it and, more importantly, how 
to socialize new o�cers into it. �e Infantry School, as well as the atmosphere at 
Fort Benning, was to play a large role in this. But there were other e�orts as well. 
One representative aspect of the e�ort to establish this culture was the campaign 
sponsored by the Infantry Association and the Infantry Journal to �nd an infan-
try song. In 1924 an editorial in the Journal declared, “�e Infantry should have 
a bugle march which will be accepted by our arm as distinctive.”61 By October, 
it was announced that the Infantry Association was sponsoring a contest for an 
infantry song.62 It was clear from the beginning that the song was expected to be 
a means of socialization of soldiers and o�cers within the branch.63 �e contest 
managers also had a fairly clear vision of the ideas they expected the winning 
entry to convey about the spirit and the character of the infantry.
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In one of the many articles about the contest, they indicated that the key idea 
it was to convey was that “the Infantry is recognized as the basis of the Army. 
Its stated fundamental doctrine is that it is never exhausted, that it can always 
advance one more step and shoot one more shot. . . . [T]he spectacular is not for 
the Infantry. �e Infantry’s lot is exhaustive marches, unlimited hardships and 
extreme physical danger.”64

But by far the most important e�ort to create and inculcate the doughboy 
culture in o�cers lay in athletics. During the war, competitive sport came to be 
seen as not only a valuable supplement to mass calisthenics in physical training 
but also as a means of training o�cers in leadership and in the development 
of teamwork.65 As a result, army leaders emerged from the war as enthusiastic 
supporters of organized athletics within the military.66

�e infantry followed this overall pattern regarding participation in athletic 
competitions. Initially, however, it was far more interested in participation in 
sports that were more easily identi�ed with the martial character associated with 
the doughboy image. A course in coaching was begun in 1919 at the Infantry 
School and in a few years expanded into a two-year program.67 But it was also 
the ambition of school leaders that Fort Benning should develop its own array 
of athletic teams, “which could compete successfully with the best in this broad 
land.”68 By 1921, the school had created football, basketball, and baseball teams 
and had been admitted into the Southern Intercollegiate Athletic Association. 
�e school then created an intramural-sports program as a feeder for the varsity 
teams. It also developed a boxing program that ran matches all year long and 
built a swimming pool with a one-hundred-meter straightway for races.69

Despite this variety, the king of sports for the infantry in the early and mid-
dle 1920s was football, which would show that the branch was made up of “real 
‘hemen’ in whose being �ows the red blood of courage.”70 �e enthusiasm for foot-
ball at Fort Benning reached its peak in the middle of the decade with the building 
of Doughboy Stadium. Conceived initially as a monument to the infantry dead 
in the world war, the stadium emerged as an e�ort to put into concrete form the 
vision of what was seen to be the essential spirit of the infantryman. As one o�cer 
put it, the stadium would provide “an opportunity to Infantrymen today to ex-
press in fullest terms the virility and sportsmanship of doughboy personnel. . . . [T]
he Infantry and athletics should move hand in hand, . . . a strong virile body is more 
necessary to an Infantryman than, perhaps, to any other soldier.”71

�e Fort Benning sports program was partially successful. Football spread 
throughout the infantry, with one regiment a�er another creating a team. Some 
of these teams played at the collegiate level, others in largely military circuits.72
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Several regimental teams were able to play to crowds that were big enough to 
make the athletic programs self-�nancing.73 Outside of football, infantry bas-
ketball, baseball, track, and boxing teams were active and o�en successful in 
military or intramural circuits.74

Nevertheless, by the end of the decade, the initial enthusiasm propelled by in-
fantry sports program in the 1920s seemed to dissipate, as polo and other eques-
trian sports associated with the upper reaches of American society became more 
popular among the o�cers. By the end of the decade, one o�cer observed, “there 
are few posts where polo, horse shows, . . . and pleasure riding do not form part 
of garrison life.”75

On the surface, the 1920s appeared to be largely static years for the infantry. 
Outside of an interest in tanks that began to grow rapidly toward the end of 
the decade, one searches in vain for any sense of direction of development in 
the military character of the infantry in this decade. Yet there were two major 
developments of signi�cance. �e �rst was the establishment of the Infantry 
School at Fort Benning. By the end of the decade, the school had provided its 
students with the con�dence that they had the necessary knowledge to perform 
the tasks essential to infantry leadership and an adherence to a common tactical 
doctrine. In addition, it also provided them with a common experience bonding 
them to the branch.

�e second development was in fostering the infantry o�cer’s professional 
self-image. Two somewhat minor developments in the infantry in the later years 
of the 1920s, the e�ort—and failure—to �nd an infantry marching song based 
on the image of the doughboy, and the rise of polo, point to what might be 
seen as a decline in the attempt to shape infantry o�cers’ self-image around the 
characteristics of the World War I doughboy. Indeed, the doughboy himself 
began to disappear from the Infantry Journal later in the decade. While this was 
not noted or discussed in the professional journals or service press, three devel-
opments may account for this. First, the educational program of the Infantry 
School was su�ciently successful that it provided its graduates with a self-image 
modeled on academic professionalism. Second, the appearance in 1927 of the 
fast tank and the excitement it began to cause in the infantry branch, as well as 
in the army as a whole, challenged the prevailing vision of warfare as essentially 
human combat. Finally, the rise of interest in polo in all of the combat branches 
may have indicated that o�cers increasingly felt that being seen as an integral 
part of society as a whole, and also as occupying a status level that corresponded 
to their vision of themselves as professionals, was an increasingly critical part of 
army o�cers’ emerging professional self-image.
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Both developments may have had a growing in�uence on the readiness of the 
infantry to undergo major modernization. First, the Infantry School, with the 
associated Infantry Board and Department of Experiment, provided the branch 
with a professionally accepted means of considering change, adopting it, and 
transmitting it to the rest of the branch. �e Infantry Journal reinforced all of 
this. Second, replacing the doughboy image of tough and athletic masculinity 
as the basis for the professional self-image of the infantry o�cer with an image 
based more on the attainment of the professional expertise taught in the schools, 
combined with the attainment of an appropriate social standing in American so-
ciety, may have begun the removal of earlier ideological barriers to major change 
in the infantry.
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Ch a pter 7

Branch Stagnation

American Field Artillery, 1919–1939

I n his branch history of the U.S. Field Artillery, Boyd L. Dastrup 
concludes his chapter dealing with the interwar period with the following 
assessment:

Consequently, with the exception of adoption of the M2 105-mm. howit-
zer and M1 155-mm. gun in 1940, the development of improved fuses, and 
the creation of the 	re direction center during the 1930s, the 	eld artillery 
had not changed much since 1918. On the eve of World War II, antiquated 
weapons and thinking characterized the 	eld artillery. Some progressive 
o�cers had tried to move the 	eld artillery forward, but conservatism, lim-
ited funds, and paci	sm overwhelmed them, limited serious reform and
rearmament, and le� the 	eld artillery poorly prepared, technologically
and tactically, to 	ght armies that were adopting the latest weapons and
innovative tactics.1

Low budgets and the demoralizing return of the apathy and even disdain 
toward the military that had become traditional in American culture were 
problems with which all the combat branches in the army were familiar. None, 
however, seemed so enervated by conservatism as the 	eld artillery. Some causes 
of this are obvious. Unlike the coast artillery or the cavalry, the 	eld artillery 
emerged from the world war with its mission vindicated and intact. Nor was its 
future signi	cantly threatened by either of the two technological wunderkinder
of the war, the airplane or the tank.

Another, less apparent, but still signi	cant factor shaping the mentality of 
the 	eld artillery was its particular position between two major and almost rev-
olutionary developments within it as a combatant force. �e 	rst of these was 
a technological revolution that transformed both the weapons and tactics of 
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	eld artillery to a degree that had not been seen in the past three centuries. �e 
second was a transformation of the service into a modern military profession. 
Both developments began in the United States in the early 1880s and were rad-
ically accelerated by participation in the world war. But, at the end of the war, 
the technological revolution had virtually come to an end, represented by a sta-
bilized weapon system, while the professional revolution was still in mid�ight. 
As a result, much of the dynamic and creative energies of the 	eld artillery in 
the interwar period were directed toward shaping its development as a corporate 
body along lines dictated by American military professionalism at this time.

Of the two revolutions transforming artillery worldwide, the more signi	cant 
was in weapons technology. �is was not only precipitated by the desire of mil-
itary leaders to have artillery capable of greater ranges and more rapid 	re but 
was also heavily stimulated by technological developments. �e most signi	cant 
of these included new steels and new propellants that led to weapons with far 
greater range, breech loading, and 	xed ammunition that allowed for a vastly 
increased rate of 	re.2

�e experience of the world war demonstrated that, taken together, these new 
developments created an artillery arm of fearsome power and lethality. �is, in 
turn, led to a revolution in tactics. Deserting a battle	eld that had now become 
too lethal for crews, guns were now located in 	re pits well back from the front 
lines. And since the guns were now well behind the infantry and their targets 
were also dug in, there was a movement away from direct 	re from standard guns, 
with their horizontal trajectories, to indirect 	re from howitzers, with their arch-
ing trajectories.3 More important, animal traction as the means of moving ar-
tillery began to give way to motor traction, principally in the form of tracked 
vehicles. �e impetus for this later change came from the fact that the new, larger 
artillery weapons were too heavy for animal traction. But as motor vehicles began 
to prove themselves more reliable, there was a move to motorize light artillery as 
well.4 By the end of the war, the technological revolution was all but completed, 
and artillery technology stabilized for the remainder of the century.

�e United States was not far behind Europe in the technological revolutions.
One reason for this was the leadership given by the Ordnance Department in the 
development of new weapons. By 1902, the department had developed a 3-inch 
rapid-	re gun to rival the French 75-mm gun. Other guns and howitzers soon 
followed.5 In 1913 the army bought its 	rst tractor to experiment with motoriza-
tion. Americans were also quick to follow European leads in developing tactical 
responses to the technology revolution.6 And they continued to adapt quickly 
to European patterns during the world war. �e army gave up the 3-inch gun in 
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1916 and accepted not only the French 75-mm gun but also the idea of designing 
guns on the metric system. Many artillerymen also became enthusiastic about 
motorization during the war, with some arguing in favor of a full transition as 
soon as possible.7 Finally, American artillerymen in France adopted the tactics 
of trench warfare and unobserved 	re.8 By the end of the war, American artillery 
o�cers had such con	dence in the basic weapons used in the war that they saw
no reason to do any more in the future than tinker with them.

On the other hand, while U.S. 	eld artillery was as advanced as any in the 
world by 1919, American artillery o�cers lagged signi	cantly behind their Eu-
ropean counterparts in terms of developing a branch structure. Although rec-
ognized as a combat arm for much of the nineteenth century, it was not an or-
ganized branch. “Artillery” itself was an undi erentiated term that applied to 
both heavy coastal guns defending harbors and light terrestrial guns supporting 
mobile 	eld units, with o�cers rotating between service in the 	eld and service 
in coastal forts.

In the 	nal decades of the nineteenth century, however, this situation began to 
change, and conditions emerged favorable to the development of 	eld artillery as 
a distinct branch. �is was due, in part, to the technological revolution. Serving 
the new artillery guns was increasingly seen as a science calling for a high degree 
of specialized knowledge. �ese currents were felt much more strongly among 
artillerymen in the coastal fortresses than among their brethren in the 	eld. 
Hence, the coast artillery led an e ort to divide U.S. artillery into two branches, 
a movement that reached its conclusion with the Artillery Act of 1907, which split 
artillery into coast artillery and 	eld artillery. In doing so this law provided all the 
institutions needed to form a branch to the coast artillery. �e chief of artillery 
(renamed the chief of coast artillery), the Artillery School, and the Journal of the 
United States Artillery all went with the coast artillery, leaving the remaining six 
	eld-artillery regiments as virtual orphans. Leadership within the six soon sur-
faced, however, to begin e orts to create a branch organization based on current 
professional models. By 1911, both a professional school, the School of Fire at Fort 
Sill, and a professional publication, the Field Artillery Journal, had appeared.9

Nevertheless, the branch organization of the 	eld artillery and the profes-
sional development of its o�cers was still weak as the United States entered 
the world war. �e mobilization for the con�ict, then, quickly tore apart what-
ever organization that existed, making the war a virtual born-again experience 
for the 	eld artillery. By the spring of 1917, there were only 275 o�cers in the 
	eld-artillery service with more than one year of experience. At the end of the 
war nineteen months later, that number had expanded by nearly 10,000 percent. 
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�e School of Fire was radically expanded to turn out artillery o�cers in three
months. �e result was a rapid expansion of the 	eld artillery’s o�cer corps at
the cost of a severe dilution of its quality and original identity.

A major step toward dealing with this confusion was made in February 1918 
with the appointment of Major General William J. Snow as chief of 	eld artillery. 
Snow, who had created and rapidly expanded the wartime School of Fire to train 
	eld-artillery o�cers, was able to bring some order out of the confusion, although 
he also had di�culties getting his authority accepted. �us, at the end of the war, 
the 	eld artillery emerged with a well-developed and well-accepted weapons sys-
tem, which seemed to need little more than 	ne-tuning, and with a branch struc-
ture that lacked acceptance and organization, which was 	lled with a mass of hast-
ily educated o�cers and had little in the way of tradition on which to build unity.

Almost as soon as the world war was over, the 	eld artillery, along with the 
rest of the army, began planning for its own postwar reconstruction. As with 
other branches and services, the 	eld artillery sought to base this on the lessons 
learned in the war. �is search for lessons, in turn, spawned the creation of spe-
cial boards that solicited testimony from many o�cers regarding their combat 
experiences. From that evidence, the panels developed recommendations for 
future development. �e recommendations of four of these boards provided 
the basis for much of the agenda for the 	eld artillery in the interwar period. 
�e most important of these were, 	rst, that the chief tactical mission of 	eld
artillery was to work in close cooperation with the infantry; second, that 	eld
artillery should be considered a system of “mutually dependent, light, medium,
and heavy pieces;” and, 	nally, that future weapons development be seen in
terms of both “ideal” weapons to be designed and deployed in the future and
“practical” alternatives that could be had immediately by modifying existing ar-
mament.10 Hence, as it entered the postwar period, the 	eld artillery had a rather 
clear three-part agenda before it. It sought to create an ideal armament mix, to
develop further its overall tactical doctrine, and to rebuild and strengthen the
cohesion of the branch as an organization.

During the 	rst six postwar years, however, the 	eld artillery was unable to 
give its attention to any of these objectives, as its leadership had to deal with 
the instability within the branch caused by demobilization and developments 
within the army in the 	rst half of the 1920s. �e demobilization process was 
particularly disruptive. In addition, reorganization e orts in the early 1920s led 
to frequent transfers of artillery o�cers, so few stayed long in command of units. 
As late as 1925, only sixty-nine captains in the 	eld artillery had been with their 
units for as long as two years.11
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Until the middle of the 1920s inadequate personnel levels among both o�cers 
and enlisted men was seen as the most serious problem facing the branch. Of the 
two, the shortage of o�cers was the source of greatest concern. A�er the 1922 
reduction, the authorized o�cer strength of the branch was 1,499. �is strength 
level, however, was 	nally achieved only in 1931, although the most serious de	-
ciencies were overcome by 1926. Moreover, the 	eld artillery also su ered from 
a shortage of enlisted men until 1925, as 	eld artillery was considered to be more 
work than service in other branches. As a result, soldiers in 	eld artillery o�en 
reenlisted in other branches at the end of their term. By the middle of 1923, the 
	eld artillery had only 14,504 of its authorized 16,771 enlisted men, the largest 
de	ciency of any branch in the army.12 By 1925, however, these personnel prob-
lems seemed to be coming to an end.

Field artillery in the 	rst half of the 1920s was also very much involved with 
the development of the civilian components. Having seen its experience with 
citizen-soldiers in the world war as generally positive, the 	eld artillery gener-
ally took its role in training the civilian components seriously. During the early 
1920s, it was quite positive toward the National Guard. �e chief of 	eld artillery 
took pains to select o�cers to serve as instructors in guard units who were noted 
for tact and patience.13 By the late 1920s, however, he was concerned that the 
high rate of turnover in guard units severely lowered their military value.14 Later, 
the chief ’s o�ce seemed to lose interest in the Guard, possibly feeling that the 
Militia Bureau had shut it out of any role in training that component.15

�e 	eld artillery was also aware of the value of the Organized Reserve in
terms of a wartime mobilization and lavished attention on it. With the pas-
sage of the National Defense Act of 1920, leadership quickly estimated that the 
branch would need 20,000 	eld-artillery o�cers in the Organized Reserve to 
meet the mobilization goals set forth in the legislation.16 A�er that, the major 
focus of 	eld artillery in regard to the Reserve was numbers, with progress mea-
sured by nearing the 20,000 goal.

Yet for the 	eld artillery, the darling among the civilian components was the 
ROTC. �e branch took an active interest in the ROTC almost as soon as the 
world war was over. One of the few o�cers in the O�ce of the Chief of Field Ar-
tillery was assigned almost exclusively to ROTC work. �is o�cer worked assid-
uously to establish 	eld-artillery ROTC units so that, by the time of the passage 
of the National Defense Act, twenty-two had already been created.17 A�er this, 
the chief of 	eld artillery continued to maintain great interest in them, with the 
designated o�cer still devoting most of his time to the ROTC units, inspecting 
many of them annually. �e chief also worked to standardize the curriculum 
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and summer camps. His greatest concern was lack of control, since ROTC units 
operated under the direct control of corps-area commanders.18

Although these issues were signi	cant distractions for the 	eld artillery in the 
	rst half of the 1920s, they did not halt the pursuit of an agenda created by war-
time experience and by the several boards convened a�erward. As noted earlier, 
this agenda had three parts: developing the tactical doctrine worked out during 
the world war, developing weapons to incorporate the ideas set by wartime expe-
rience, and continuing the development of the branch organization, which was 
disrupted 	rst by the war and then by postwar demobilization.

Of these three objectives, the easiest by far was the further development 
of tactical doctrine since 	eld-artillery o�cers emerged from the war largely 
satis	ed with the doctrine developed there. A�erward, little happened in the 
army or in the nation that challenged it, so little change occurred in the in-
terwar period. �e essence of 	eld-artillery doctrine was that the chief, if not 
sole, mission of artillery was to support the infantry. �e centrality of this was 
acknowledged repeatedly in the reports of the postwar boards as well as in the 
professional literature in the subsequent two decades.19 Infantry support was 
the basis upon which the tactical organization of 	eld artillery at the division, 
corps, and army-headquarters levels was based. Although the concept remained 
unexamined and unchallenged during the interwar period, there was a major 
initial controversy as to how it was to be carried out.

�e issue was whether American artillery doctrine was to be based on the ob-
served 	re of open warfare or the unobserved 	re of trench warfare. Prior to the 
American entrance into the world war, the doctrine had been based on observed 
	re. �en, as noted earlier, exigencies of the war led to American adoption of un-
observed 	re as taught by the French. As Richard Faulkner points out, since the 
training of artillery o�cers in the United States was so sparce, most American 
o�cers were trained by the French.20 �us, many came to see the French system, 
with its strong base in science and mathematics, as more advanced and superior
to the older American system, which some now even saw as obsolete.21 General
Snow, however, who remained the chief of 	eld artillery a�er the war, believed
otherwise, and by the end of 1919, he dictated that American 	eld-artillery doc-
trine would remain based on observed 	re.22 �e directive caused a major uproar
in the branch, as many o�cers considered it a major step backward, and protests 
appeared in the Field Artillery Journal.23 Snow defended his position in an arti-
cle appearing in the Journal at the end of 1919 by tying it to the basic American
tactical doctrine of open warfare, which the army itself was developing as the
basis for its conduct in any future war.24 And since Snow, as chief, controlled
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the Field Artillery School and the Field Artillery Journal, his view prevailed. 
�e opposition fell o  within a year as the branch united around observed 	re.

Of the three long-term goals of the 	eld artillery, the one that was the focus
of greatest attention was the development of modern materiel. For a number of 
years a�er the world war, there was nothing that united the o�cers in the branch 
as much as the vision of 	nally completing the revolution in weaponry that had 
begun twenty years earlier. Field-artillery o�cers before and during the war had 
come to see this as the hallmark of a modern professional artillery. Yet despite 
this attention, little actual progress was made in the modernization of weapons.

During the entire interwar period two major factors frustrated the e orts 
to modernize artillery weapons development. One was severe budget restraints. 
�e other was the huge inventory of artillery materiel le� over from the war.
�is surplus impeded the e ort to develop new weapons in a variety of ways.
While the surplus inventory was not as well balanced between light, medium,
and heavy ordnance as the 	eld artillery would have liked, it was still available
in a quantity necessary to supply a large-sized army.25 �us, as far as the chief of
	eld artillery was concerned, this meant that resources could be directed toward 
research and development of new weapons rather than the acquisition of more
materiel, however current.26 �e surplus also provided a means for at least a mod-
erate modernization by tinkering with existing materiel. On the other hand, and 
more ominously, the surplus reduced any sense of urgency in the government
regarding funding weapons development.

Following the model recommended by the postwar boards, with speci	ca-
tions for both practical and ideal weapons, development e orts proceeded along 
two lines. One was a pragmatic modi	cation of existing weapons to make them 
suitable to deal with short-term emergencies in the immediate future. �e other 
was to begin working on the ideal weapons speci	ed by the boards under the 
assumption that these would come into use in the event of a major long-term 
emergency.27 �e latter trend got the most attention in the branch, leading to 
a tendency to equate progress in materiel development with progress toward 
realizing the ideals.

In its e orts to modernize its weapons, the 	eld artillery moved in two gen-
eral directions: updating the guns and howitzers themselves and motorizing 
their transportation, which initially meant replacing horses with trucks and 
tractors but later also referred to the development of self-propelled artillery. Of 
the two, the e ort to modernize current weapons was of far greater interest in 
the branch. Field-artillery weapons were generally classi	ed as either heavy, me-
dium, or light. Heavy and medium guns and howitzers were usually assigned to 
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either corps or army units and were meant to attack forti	cations or to inter-
dict lines of communications behind enemy lines. Light artillery was assigned 
to divisions and was used primarily for close support of infantry. In general, the 
branch devoted most of its attention to the development of light artillery as it 
faced increasing competition from the air service over missions of interdiction 
and bombardment of strongholds.28

During the world war, divisional artillery had been made up of 75-mm guns 
with straight-trajectory 	re and 155-mm howitzers with arching-trajectory 	re. 
A�er the war, in line with the army’s overall focus on open, mobile warfare, the 
	eld artillery decided to replace the 155-mm howitzer with a 105-mm howitzer, 
as soon as a satisfactory model could be developed, and to modernize the 75-mm 
gun. By 1926, the branch had adopted the far improved M1 75-mm gun to replace 
its wartime predecessor. Yet the large supply of surplus weapons and budget con-
straints meant that the M1 gun was never procured, and the branch was le� with 
remodeling existing weapons. In the early 1930s the branch was able to mount 
the wartime 75-mm gun on a new carriage. A�er several tests, the 	eld artillery 
found this remodeled gun acceptable, and it was put into limited production in 
1936 as the M2; it remained in use well into World War II. A�er considerable 
e ort, the Ordnance Department developed the long-sought 105-mm howitzer, 
which was to be the companion to the 75-mm gun in the division. But by then, 
funds were so limited that few could be produced, forcing the 	eld artillery to 
fall back on the existing heavier 155-mm howitzer as the companion piece. By the 
late 1930s, when funds were more generally available, the Ordnance Department 
began developing a 105-mm howitzer that would be motor drawn. By 1940, it 
had developed an experimental model that went into production in 1941. Until 
then, however, the World War I mix of the 75-mm gun and 155-mm howitzer 
remained the standard for the army’s divisional artillery. Due to lack of funds, 
there was no greater success in the development of new medium and heavy ar-
tillery in the interwar period.

�e branch was a bit more successful in its e orts to motorize traction for 
artillery, but, again, its progress was not nearly as great as had been hoped by the 
postwar boards. While lack of funds was, again, the major cause, the e ort to 
motorize also faced considerable conservative opposition in the branch. Nearly 
all the controversy over motorization involved light artillery. Initially, there were 
concerns that tractor-type vehicles were still too unreliable and required logistic 
support that further complicated artillery action. In addition, the mission of 
light artillery was to provide close support of the infantry, which required �exi-
ble mobility, and many thought that horses were more likely to provide that than 
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the motorized vehicles then existing. Hence, there was a widespread feeling that 
the motorization of light artillery should be postponed until more reliable motor 
vehicles could be developed. �e budget cuts of 1922 then brought all such e orts 
to an end for the rest of the decade.

E orts were revived in the early 1930s chie�y due to the leadership of the new 
chief of 	eld artillery, Major General Harry G. Bishop. Bishop noted that Amer-
ican automotive companies had made great progress in designing four-and six-
wheel trucks and track-equipped tractors with cross-country abilities and highly 
improved reliability. At the same time, it was becoming clear that America’s 
horse population was declining. In 1933 Major General MacArthur, as chief of 
sta , committed the army to motorizing 50 percent of its 	eld artillery. Progress 
in this direction was still slowed by lack of funds and the need to develop a gun 
carriage suitable for motorized traction. By 1936, such a carriage was developed, 
and the War Department began to motorize light artillery despite some contin-
ued opposition. By 1940, 	�y-six of the eighty-one 75-mm gun batteries had been 
motorized, as were the batteries of the newly developed M2 105-mm howitzer.

As important as both the development of doctrine and the modernization of 
weapons were for the 	eld artillery, it was the third goal of the branch—the cre-
ation of both a branch structure and a sense of branch identity and self-image—
that was the area of greatest activity and greatest advancement. �e structure 
of the 	eld artillery was similar to that of other branches. Organizationally, 
it was headed by a branch chief, in this case the chief of 	eld artillery and his 
o�ce. �e two main institutions responsible for socialization into the branch
and maintaining cohesion and unity were its special service school, the Field
Artillery School at Fort Sill, and the Field Artillery Journal. A Field Artillery
Association also existed as the professional organ of the branch. Outside of
organizations and institutions, e orts were made to build a cohesive social life
and culture, which in the case of the 	eld artillery were centered heavily on polo 
and other horse-related activities as well as on the cultivation of the cult of Saint
Barbara discussed later.

�e O�ce of the Chief of Field Artillery was similar to other branch chief
o�ces. It was headed by a major general and contained nine to ten other o�cers. 
�e duties of the o�ce included responsibility for o�cer assignments within
the branch, research into material and tactical developments in 	eld artillery,
all training related speci	cally to 	eld artillery, development of new materials,
and participation in war planning. �e responsibilities of the o�ce and his rank 
and position meant that the chief of 	eld artillery was able to exercise an almost 
dominating in�uence within the branch. �is was especially true in the early
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and middle years of the 1920s when General Snow was the chief. Snow had been 
a colonel when the United States entered the world war. During the war he took 
charge of reestablishing the School of Fire at Fort Sill and expanded it rapidly. 
His success led to his being named chief of 	eld artillery, an emergency o�ce 
created at the beginning of 1918 to deal with the confusion in matters related 
to artillery prevailing in the War Department and General Sta .29 Snow was a 
proud and dominating 	gure who had no tolerance for either incompetence or 
dissent. He was a superb organizer and a tenacious combatant in interbranch 
struggles. Snow also tended to regard the 	eld artillery as a personal domain and 
was seen within the branch as the virtual father of the service.30

Along with the other major combat branches, the 	eld artillery had a pro-
fessional journal, the Field Artillery Journal. It was begun in 1910 as part of 
the e orts of o�cers to create a branch structure a�er the split with the coast 
artillery in 1907. �e 	rst few years of the Journal ’s life were precarious, but 
with America’s entry into the world war and the explosive expansion of the 	eld 
artillery, the Journal began to thrive.31 Like the other service periodicals, the 
Field Artillery Journal published articles related to technical and tactical de-
velopments and issues of professional interest to artillery o�cers. But it tried 
to widen its appeal by including pictures, articles of broader interest, and news 
items of interest to those o�cers, including a signi	cant amount of coverage 
of polo activities within the branch. �e Journal was published by the United 
States Field Artillery Association, a voluntary professional organization with 
its own set of o�cers.32 �e chief of 	eld artillery, to be sure, had some con-
trol over its contents, but a knowledgeable foreign observer was impressed with 
the openness of the Journal and its willingness to publish contrasting opinions 
on current and controversial topics.33 �e e orts made to solicit articles and its 
willingness to publish contrasting views indicates that, within limits, it tried to 
serve as a venue in which professional dialogues within the branch could take 
place.34 Overall, the Journal enjoyed widespread in�uence and support within 
the branch and among National Guard and Organized Reserve o�cers.

Yet as was also the case with the other combat branches, the most import-
ant institution within the 	eld artillery in terms of socializing o�cers into the 
branch and developing and maintaining cohesion and unity was its special ser-
vice school, the Field Artillery School at Fort Sill.35 At the beginning of the 
twentieth century, as 	eld artillery began to professionalize, Fort Sill, which 
o ered a large area for 	ring and maneuver, began to become a center of activity. 
In 1905, a 	eld-artillery regiment was stationed there to carry out experiments 
with newly developed guns and to develop tactics. In 1908, a�er the separation of 
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the 	eld artillery from the coast artillery, o�cials decided that to unify doctrine 
and practice, 	eld-artillery o�cers should be trained in a single school rather 
than in the various regiments. An o�cer was sent to France to study artillery 
training there, and with the advice of several French o�cers, he helped establish 
the School of Fire at Fort Sill in 1911.

�e School of Fire, along with most other army schools, was closed during the 
troubles on the Mexican border in 1916. It reopened in July 1917 a�er U.S. entry 
into the world war. Under the command of the energetic Colonel Snow, the 
school rapidly expanded until it was pushing two hundred prospective battery 
o�cers and one hundred prospective artillery observers through a twelve-week 
course, with a new class starting every week. Snow also initiated a building boom 
at Fort Sill, including a main classroom building modestly named Snow Hall. 
Even these structures, most characterized by cheap frame construction, failed to 
alleviate the crowded conditions characteristic of Fort Sill for a long period of 
time. �e wartime School of Fire was continued a�er the armistice for several 
more months, although with a rapidly dwindling number of students.36

By 1919, plans were almost complete for the creation of a new artillery school 
based on the perceived needs of the 	eld artillery in the postwar era. And even 
though it opened less than three weeks a�er the wartime School of Fire had 
graduated its last students, the educational program adopted was vastly di erent. 
From the beginning, it was clear that the major objective of the school would be 
to build a new corps of 	eld-artillery o�cers who would be united by adherence 
to a common tactical doctrine, a common professional self-image, and a com-
mon vision of 	eld artillery as a technically complex and highly professional 
organization.37 In developing its program to achieve this objective, the 	eld 
artillery was happy to follow the army’s overall original educational program, 
in which new o�cers were introduced to the military profession in the basic 
course and later in their careers taught the more complex tactical and material 
techniques of their branch in two more advanced courses.

Initially, the most important of the courses taught at the new Field Artillery 
School was the basic course. Snow also saw it as the major opportunity for him to 
shape the development of the branch and its o�cers. He valued the basic course 
chie�y because it would replace older garrison schools, which he saw as ine�-
cient and fragmented in their educational programs, since each was controlled 
by the regimental commander. �e basic course, in contrast, was to be under the 
control of the chief of 	eld artillery and would follow a curriculum developed by 
his o�ce.38 �e initial cohesion created in the basic course would then be rein-
forced in the battery o�cers’ course, which was to “disseminate throughout the 
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service a uni	ed doctrine for the handling of small units and the best methods 
for the instruction of such units.”39 A captain’s year in this course was followed 
by a year with troops to allow him to assimilate the common doctrines through 
practice to the degree that he “learned to become an expert in his .  .  . profes-
sion.”40 All of this was followed later with the advanced course.

�e two years a�er the opening of the Field Artillery School was a hectic
formative period in which the principal features of its educational program were 
established and the major problems facing it manifested in sometimes severe 
forms. One of these was that the three courses carrying out the branch program 
were physically separated. �e one-year basic course was o ered at Camp Knox, 
Kentucky; the battery o�cers’ course was o ered at Fort Sill; while the advanced 
course was o ered at Fort Bragg, North Carolina.

�e school was also plagued with infrastructure problems, the most crucial
of which was buildings for housing and classroom instruction. In each of the 
school areas these were inadequate in size, of poor and deteriorating quality, 
and scattered so that none of the separate courses had a real campus of any sort. 
At Fort Sill many buildings deemed “Unsuitable for O�cer Housing” were still 
used for student o�cer housing for years.41

During this period, both the curriculum and the school year were de	ned. 
It was initially decided that the basic and the battery o�cers’ courses would 
run for a year, from January to December. But within a year this was changed 
to a ten-month program running from September to June. �is new schedule 
not only conformed to the rhythms of army life, with summers devoted to 
training civilian components, but also allowed for the more theoretical por-
tions of the program to be o ered in the fall and winter, leaving the warmer 
spring months open for 	eld applications.42 At the same time, the basic cur-
riculum for the courses was established. While this underwent modi	cation 
during the next two decades, the basic concept and forms never changed. All 
programs and faculties were divided into four sections—tactics, materiel, gun-
nery, and equitation—with equitation given only half the attention devoted 
to each of the others.43 And, as was true in other branch schools, a balance was 
maintained between theoretical instruction and hands-on training, favoring 
the latter as much as possible.44

At the same time, the curriculum re�ected some of the current strains and 
developments within 	eld artillery. �e initial division between the “trench 
warfare” school and its “open warfare” counterpart was re�ected in the 	rst few 
years of the school as well, with instruction provided re�ecting both views. Over 
a relatively short time, however, open-warfare doctrines were given increasingly 
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greater exposure until they became the established orthodoxy.45 At the same 
time, the inclusion of a subsection of eighty-six hours on motors within the ma-
teriel section was indicative of early interest in motorization in the 	eld artil-
lery.46 On the other hand, while equitation was given a more modern gloss by 
being renamed “animal transportation,” it still represented the degree to which 
horsemanship was seen as one of the primary qualities of o�cer professionalism 
in the 	eld artillery.47

Along with the curriculum, the Field Artillery School quickly developed its 
own style and approach to teaching. While its program was grueling in terms of 
material to be covered and demands for precision, overall, the focus was on max-
imizing o�cer psychic comfort with the program and graduating candidates. 
Instructors were cautioned to base their courses on the “the slowest, not the 
quickest thinker.”48 Only 2 of the 140 student o�cers enrolled in the basic course 
in 1921 actually failed.49 As in the case of other branch schools, o�cer students 
were graded on how closely their solutions to problems conformed to the school 
solution. On the other hand, everything possible was done to relieve anxiety 
caused by grades. To avoid the competitive stress seen at some other schools, 
where a point or letter-grade system encouraged “	ghting for tenths,” work at 
Fort Sill was graded only as satisfactory or unsatisfactory. �e only 	nal grades 
in a course were “graduate” or “non-graduate.” Instructors were well respected 
for both the depth of their knowledge and the consideration given to students. 
Despite this, the curriculum was so packed with material that students o�en 
came away impressed more with a sense of their own ignorance rather than a 
sense of accomplishment.50 Perhaps for this reason, along with others such as the 
incredible inadequacy of housing, the Fort Sill experience may not have gener-
ated the same degree of enthusiasm among students and graduates that was seen 
at Fort Benning or even at the Cavalry School at Fort Riley, Kansas.51

As was the case with the other special service schools, the formative period for 
the Field Artillery School came to an end in 1922, with the reforms undertaken 
as a result of the McGlachlin Board. For the 	eld artillery, these wrought two 
unwelcome changes: the elimination of the basic course and the consolidation 
of all courses at Fort Sill. Snow opposed both vigorously.52 �e end of the basic 
course meant that the training of new o�cers was le� to troop schools, which 
were seen as reincarnations of the old garrison schools. Snow also deduced that 
consolidation of the Field Artillery School at Fort Sill would mean a contraction 
of school activities, whereas he was seeking an expansion.53

At the same time, the Field Artillery School sought to make itself the educa-
tional and even intellectual center for the branch. Its sta  members developed 
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correspondence courses for National Guard and Organized Reserve o�cers. 
�e school later published a “mailing list,” providing graduates with additional
problems as refreshers, and developed training regulations for the branch. All
this activity was carried out by o�cer instructors without the bene	t of extra
resources or even clerical support, leading to severe problems of overwork.54 On
the other hand, there was little change in the curriculum, especially in regard
to issues of modernization, although some tinkering did occur. More interest
in radio communication entered into instruction over time, while an advanced
course in motors was set up in 1929 to create quali	ed instructors for corps-area 
schools, though it attracted few students.55

During the rest of the 1920s, the school also worked to develop a sense of its 
own institutional identity and its role and position within the branch. A patch 
was designed linking it with the cult of Saint Barbara, which was becoming 
more deeply imbedded in the organizational culture within the 	eld artillery.56

�e school was also 	rmly committed to the horse culture so dominant in the
branch. A riding hall was built, containing an audience gallery that could seat
two hundred.57 Fort Sill also sponsored a fox hunt.58 At the same time, the school 
created an advanced equitation course to improve the level of horsemanship
within the branch.59

Finally, the issue of highly inadequate facilities for o�cer quarters and for in-
struction continued to worsen during the 1920s. Most of the facilities available 
were wartime emergency wood-and-beaverboard construction. Woefully inade-
quate to begin with, they rapidly deteriorated further over time. More important, 
they were highly susceptible to 	re. Between 1921 and 1929, nineteen major 	res 
occurred at Fort Sill. �ese seriously aggravated the already severe problems with 
facilities to the point that, in 1930, a board was convened to study the possibility 
of moving the school to another post, such as Fort Bragg. Ultimately, it recom-
mended against a move and suggested instead that a major building program be 
instituted to put the school in more-modern and more-	reproof facilities. In this 
way, and others, the school was poised in 1930 to enter a new era in its history.60

During the 	rst 	ve years of the 1930s, there was a growing sense that the 
Field Artillery School was entering a more positive and progressive chapter in 
its development. �e most visible evidence of this was an accelerated building 
boom. But it was also seen in the leading role the school was taking in the mod-
ernization of the 	eld artillery, which accelerated during the 	rst half of the 
decade, and in the increased authority it enjoyed within the branch. An ambi-
tious $11 million building program was drawn up and gradually implemented, 
in part with an infusion of Public Works Administration money. As a result, 
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by 1935, much of the housing crisis at Fort Sill had been alleviated. �e school 
also increased its interest and in�uence within the branch. It played an active 
role in the motorization program that Major General Bishop had prioritized, 
carrying out tests on other equipment as well, including radios, self-propelled 
guns, antitank guns, and other weapons.61 Finally, through its work in devel-
oping correspondence courses, texts for regular school courses, and the Field 
Artillery Manual, the school began to establish itself as the source and authority 
on 	eld-artillery doctrine.62 At the same time, the onset of the Depression was 
responsible for several major disruptions of routine. In 1933 Fort Sill was made 
a regional headquarters for the Civilian Conservation Corps, and its demands 
on the school’s o�cer personnel became so severe that the school had to close 
early in 1933. Moreover, budget constrictions forced all branches to curtail school 
activities by reducing enrollments by one-half, which meant merging the battery 
o�cers’ course and the advanced courses beginning with the fall term of 1934.

�e trends established at the Field Artillery School in the 	rst half of the
1930s continued into the decade’s second half, although the turbulence that 
marked the earlier years subsided. �e only signi	cant shi� during this period 
was that the school became a major force in the motorization of the branch. It 
not only carried out research on motors but also increasingly became an advocate 
of more thorough motorization.63

Overall, in the interwar period the Field Artillery School had the twin objec-
tive of building the 	eld artillery into a cohesive branch and to imbue its o�cers 
with a common doctrine re�ecting the state of military art at the time. �e 
school was, apparently, quite successful in achieving both goals. Like the other 
branch schools, it sought to weld the o�cers of the 	eld artillery into a cohesive 
corporate body by providing a set of common experiences and teaching not only 
a single uni	ed doctrine but also that success resided only within that system. 
Over time the school expanded its in�uence by means of its texts and extension 
courses, which brought the doctrine to o�cers beyond the school, including 
those in the National Guard and Organized Reserve. Finally, it represented the 
branch to the outside world, especially in the polo games and horse shows that 
remained central to American elites in the 1920s and 1930s. At the same time, 
the school remained highly aware of developments in 	eld artillery throughout 
the world even if the branch was limited in its ability to keep U.S. 	eld artillery 
in line with those advances.

On the other hand, the Field Artillery School, like the other U.S. special 
and general service schools, created a conservative outlook among the attending 
o�cers. By teaching orthodoxy, it inhibited imaginative or original thought, a
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tendency reinforced by the emphasis given to practical training and application 
of theory. Unlike the infantry and the cavalry, which had to deal with a revo-
lutionary weapons system in the tank and with a revolutionary doctrine in the 
mechanized force, the 	eld artillery and its school faced no such challenges to 
its comfortably evolutionary vision of change. But if it is true that the revolu-
tion in artillery weapons had already occurred and that its critical mission was 
in building a cohesive branch out of the agglomeration of o�cers in the 	eld 
artillery at the end of the world war, then the school’s focus on orthodoxy and 
its evolutionary approach to change may have been the best policy.

Branch building went on in the 	eld artillery outside of its o�cial organiza-
tions as well. Some of this extracurricular activity was encouraged and guided 
by branch leadership, but much of it came as a grassroots e ort from among 
the o�cers themselves. All of it was aimed chie�y at creating a distinct branch 
culture that would not only provide a near-tangible sense of existence for the 
branch but also de	ne for o�cers what it meant to be a “good 	eld artilleryman.” 
�e strictly professional side of this e ort came, in part, from the Field Artillery 
Association, a voluntary organization made up chie�y of 	eld-artillery o�cers in 
the Regular Army, National Guard, and Organized Reserve. Created in 1910 in
the wake of the Artillery Act of 1907, it not only provided the recently orphaned 
	eld-artillery units with a sense of their own branch existence but also was a de-
liberate e ort to replace the prevailing “battery spirit” with a more professional
branch spirit.64 It was modeled along lines of a professional association, with its
major function being the publication of the Field Artillery Journal. During the
interwar period, the Field Artillery Association held annual meetings at which
it sponsored professional research.65

�e e ort to create a branch culture also included well-developed informal
elements. One part of this was an expanding collection of songs. Branch songs 
were an important element in de	ning a sense of professional identity and char-
acter for the 	eld artillery as well as providing o�cers and enlisted men with a 
sense of community. �e songs were chie�y devoted to describing work and life 
in the 	eld artillery, characterizing the battery o�cer, and providing a branch 
ethos. �e “Caisson Song,” by far the best known of these, was composed in 
1908, the year a�er 	eld artillery came into existence, and extolled the toil and 
perseverance of artillerymen in keeping the caissons “rolling along.”66 Overall, 
	eld-artillery o�cers described themselves in their songs as vigorously mascu-
line, fun loving as well as martial, and tightly knit comrades.67

While all the other combat branches also had their professional organiza-
tions and songs, the 	eld artillery was unique in its possession of a patron saint. 
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�e cult of Saint Barbara was not just an oddity but a tradition that played an
increasingly important role in the development of the professional self-image of 
the 	eld artillery. �e association of Saint Barbara with artillery developed in
Europe a�er the 	�eenth century. American 	eld artillery o�cers picked it up
in France during the world war and brought it back to the United States, where
the tradition spread quickly among 	eld-artillery o�cers. Her position became
o�cially recognized by the branch with the inclusion of bolts of lightning in
the new seal created for the Field Artillery School. In 1934 a miniature replica
of a 	�eenth-century print of Saint Barbara began to appear on the frontispiece 
of the Field Artillery Journal. By the late 1930s, December 4 was celebrated by
	eld-artillery groups as Saint Barbara’s Day. Even though the cultivation of this
tradition within 	eld artillery was only a minor activity, it had some signi	-
cance. Mildly encouraged by branch leadership, it was, like the 	eld-artillery
songs, an activity that developed and spread at the grassroots level and served as 
a source of bonding and common professional identi	cation.

But the basic and central element of 	eld-artillery branch culture as it 
emerged in the 1920s and 1930s was the horse. �e horse was at least as central 
to the culture and social life of the 	eld artillery as it was to that of any other 
combat branch, including the cavalry. Even though horseback riding had only a 
small and diminishing role in anticipated combat activities, horsemanship was 
always clearly seen as one of the critical benchmarks of an o�cer’s military pro-
fessionalism. Horse-related activities dominated 	eld-artillery social life. While 
horse shows were an important activity in the branch, the most important 
horse-related activity was polo. �is game was highly popular among the o�cers 
and strongly encouraged by both army and branch leadership.68 As hard pressed 
as it was for funds, the 	eld artillery still poured resources into polo in order to 
upgrade its string of ponies and to free up its o�cers to practice and play polo on 
a semiprofessional basis.69 �ere were several reasons for the sport’s popularity. 
First, as was the case with the horse shows, polo was an upper-class activity in 
the United States, and participation allowed o�cers a chance for access to and 
social interaction with elements of society from which they would otherwise 
be closed o .70 More important, polo was popular because of its opportunities 
for competition. As was the case with the cavalry, the 	eld artillery was deeply 
involved in competitive polo in tournaments at the regional, national, and even 
international level. �e results of these tournaments were reported at length in 
a special section in every issue of the Field Artillery Journal. Field-artillery teams 
were increasingly successful, allowing o�cers to take pride in their branch and 
in the masculine attributes of professionalism celebrated in the game.71
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Overall, the 	eld artillery began the interwar period amid two revolutions, 
one in material and tactics and the other in the professionalization of o�cers 
and its restructuring into a combat branch. Of the two revolutions, by 1919, that 
in material and tactics was seemingly near the end of its twenty-year trajectory, 
leaving 	eld artillery around the world in an apparently stabilized situation. 
Much change was yet to come, especially in terms of motorization of units, yet 
it still seemed to amount to little more than tinkering, especially with budgetary 
constraints in the United States severely restricting widespread research or the 
procurement of more modern weapons. �is tinkering created some interest in 
the branch, but it did not arouse such passions as created by, for example, mech-
anization in the cavalry and infantry or the introduction of antiaircra� artillery 
in the coast artillery.

On the other hand, the revolutionary professionalization of o�cers and the 
development of a branch structure and culture for 	eld artillery was still in the 
middle of its trajectory at the end of the world war. By 1919, the branch was still 
only a dozen years removed from its separation from the coast artillery, and its 
institutions and means of socialization were less than ten years old. �e branch 
lacked traditions and a cadre of o�cers with long experience and authority to give 
it identity and guide its development. Hence, many o�cers, both in leadership 
positions and in the rank and 	le, may have tended to see matters of branch forma-
tion as more important than further re	nements in matters of material and tactics.

Hence, while 	eld artillery saw relatively little change in weapons design and 
usage, it underwent major changes in branch structure, with the foundation of 
a school system that quickly uni	ed the branch behind a common tactical doc-
trine; the rise of institutions such as the Field Artillery Association and the Field 
Artillery Journal, which gave tangibility to the existence of the branch and to the 
professionalism of its o�cers; and 	nally, the rise of a set of common traditions 
and activities that helped de	ne the professional character of its o�cers. As a 
result, regardless of the quality of the weapons with which it entered the World 
War II, the 	eld artillery entered that struggle with a solid organization made up 
of o�cers with common outlooks and the capacity to think and work together.
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End of the Big Guns

Mission and Branch Identity Crisis in the Coast Artillery, 1919–1939

O f the four major combat branches in the interwar army, the coast 
artillery proved to be, by far, the best able to respond to the challenges 
created by the enormous changes in warfare. It did so chie�y by all 

but reinventing itself from a service devoted to the defense of harbor cities to 
one devoted to antiaircra� defense. In doing so it demonstrated both the sur-
prising degree of elasticity in the interwar army as well as the �nal limitations 
on that elasticity.

As the United States entered the world war, the coast artillery was still the 
preeminent branch in the Regular Army. 
roughout the nineteenth century, its 
forti�cations defending major seaports were the backbone of America’s defense 
strategy so that its mission was well regarded by the American public. While 
�eld and coastal units were partners in a general artillery branch during the 
1800s, coastal units began to develop a sense of separate identity early in the cen-
tury. 
is development began with the founding of a special school for coastal 
artillery at Fort Monroe, Virginia, in 1824. In the post–Civil War era, in which 
an interest in a new professionalism based on education was rapidly developing, 
the school at Fort Monroe �ourished. Under the leadership of Emory Upton, it 
developed a more educationally respectable curriculum by replacing some highly 
technical courses with courses on military law, history, and strategy. But it re-
mained focused particularly on mathematics and engineering.1


e fact that American military policy in the nineteenth century rested on 
the defense of harbors by large, ri�ed artillery located in major forts made service 
at these posts preeminent in the army. Although those who served the big guns 
did not see themselves as a special branch originally, the nature of the guns and 
the forts began shaping the character of the military units that served them. 

e major problem with the big guns was �re control, so those who served them 
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and the school that taught them soon became preoccupied with this issue. 
is 
preoccupation created the perception that serving the big guns was essentially 
a scienti�c endeavor. 
e soldiers who served the guns thus began to fashion 
the character of their growing branch identity and their professional self-image 
along scienti�c and engineering lines. 
is developing mentality was re�ected in 
the Journal of the United States Artillery, which students at the Artillery School 
at Fort Monroe began to publish in 1892.


e preeminence given to harbor defense in national policy and the distinc-
tion gained by the Artillery School and by the Journal led those who served the 
big guns to develop a professional identi�cation tied to this specialization. 
is, 
in turn, led these units to gain recognition as a separate branch, a move that was 
partially achieved in the Army Reorganization Act of 1901, which recognized 
the coast artillery as a distinct entity while creating a new o�ce headed by a chief 
of artillery that was responsible for the further development of the big guns.2 
e 
movement toward creating the coast artillery as a distinct branch culminated in 
the Artillery Act of 1907.3 
e act split artillery into two branches, �eld artillery 
and coast artillery, and made the coast artillery the only branch in the army with 
its own chief.4 By 1911, that chief was a member of the General Sta�, giving the 
coast artillery a decided political advantage over the other combat arms.5 At the 
same time, its preeminence was indicated by the fact that 19,321 of the 69,525 
o�cers and men allocated to the army were assigned to coast artillery.6

Hence, in the years immediately prior to World War I the coast artillery had
emerged as a distinct branch in the army, albeit an unusual one. It had little of 
a distinctly military tradition upon which it could draw to develop an identity. 
While technically a combat arm, it identi�ed far more with the civilian world 
of the scientist and engineer than with the bloody world of battle�eld combat. 
Finally, preeminence, and the isolated nature in the service of the guns, gave the 
new branch an elitist sense of aloofness from the rest of the army.


e world war, however, was a disaster for the branch. With its mission based 
almost solely on the defense of major U.S. harbors, the coast artillery was ill pre-
pared to play any sort of signi�cant role in a European land war. Instead, it partic-
ipated in the con�ict chie�y by taking responsibility for developing railroad-and 
tractor-drawn heavy artillery and antiaircra� artillery.7 At the same time, there 
was a widespread feeling in both the army and the public that the war had demon-
strated that the days of the fort had passed. In short, the coast artillery now faced 
a “mission crisis,” as its very reason for existence was seriously called into question.

A�er the war, a widespread feeling developed in U.S. public opinion, in the army, 
and even in the coast artillery itself that the days of heavy artillery permanently 
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placed within �xed forti�cations had passed.8 Coast-artillery observers were im-
pressed with the power of the new 16-inch naval gun. 
e power and weight of its 
projectile and the nearly vertical trajectory of its fall on any target meant that all 
current coastal forti�cations in the United States were obsolete.9 Moreover, the 
fact that it could be �red by a ship from over the horizon seemed to present shore 
gunners with a nearly impossible �re-control problem, indicating to many that the 
new gun had given ships a permanent advantage over forti�cations.10 Finally, some 
noted that an attack on the United States could be made on almost any beach and 
a major port taken by the �ank with just such an invasion.11

Moreover, as con�dence in the forts and big guns was disappearing, both 
the navy and the new air service began to claim that they were better able to 
carry out the mission of coastal and harbor defense than was the coast artillery. 
Indeed, Brigadier General William Mitchell used the spectacular bombing of 
the Ost�iesland in 1921 to demonstrate the ability of the nascent air service to 
defend the nation from both seaborne and airborne threats. If accepted, this 
doctrine would give the air service a mission that could justify its elevation to an 
independent force alongside the army and navy.12 
e navy repeatedly urged its 
claim to sole responsibility for coastal defense all during the interwar period.13


e seriousness of this mission crisis was further demonstrated by the fate of 
the coast artillery a�er the war. 
e National Defense Act of 1920 shi�ed the 
focus of defense policy from the coastal forts to the mobile army. As a result, the 
size of the branch was reduced dramatically. While two of every seven soldiers 
in 1907 were in the coast artillery, fewer than one in ten was so assigned by the 
mid-1920s. Moreover, as Brian Linn notes, as a �nal manifestation of the of the 
coast artillery’s mission crisis, the topic of harbor defense was not even men-
tioned in the army’s service regulations for 1923.14

Finally, coast artillerymen sensed that the neglect of the branch and its mis-
sion as stated in the National Defense Act of 1920 was also re�ected in public 
opinion and even in the army.15 As one o�cer complained in 1923, “our service 
schools fail to emphasize the importance of Coast Artillery personnel and ar-
mament in coast defense problems.”16 As a result, there was a sense of discour-
agement within the ranks related to the diminished position of the branch that 
stood out even within the general discouragement prevailing in the army in the 
early 1920s. As the editor of the Journal of the United States Artillery claimed in 
1921, “No one can deny that there is some justi�cation for a feeling of discour-
agement among Coast Artillery o�cers.”17


e coast artillery, however, began responding to this mission crisis imme-
diately and continued to do so during the twenty years of the interwar period. 
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Its approaches were varied. First, as with the other branches, there was some 
degree of turning inward and building a cohesive sense of branch identity among 
its members. More important, however, the branch attempted to rede�ne its 
mission in ways that took advantage of its “big gun” heritage and scienti�c ex-
pertise. Moreover, the coast artillery also forsook completely its earlier elitist 
sense of aloofness from other branches of the army. Instead, it sought to de�ne 
its mission in ways that stressed its integration and its cooperative relationship 
with other branches. Apparently feeling that its seriously exposed position made 
cooperation with other branches a better strategy than competing with them, 
o�cers sometimes went to great lengths to emphasize the degree to which its role 
lay in supporting other branches and arms.

As did most of the other major branches in the army, the coast artillery made 
major e�orts to develop a sense of professional identity and solidarity that would 
lead to the creation of a cohesive branch identity. In doing so, it largely followed 
the approaches taken by the others. At the beginning of 1923, the name of the 
venerable Journal of the United States Artillery, a holdover from the time when 
both �eld-and coast-artillery units were part of the same branch, was changed 
to the more branch-speci�c Coast Artillery Journal. In addition, its o�cers fol-
lowed the lead of those in other branches by forming their own separate profes-
sional association, the United States Coast Artillery Association, in 1930. 
e 
association, however, did very little outside of holding an annual convention; 
giving awards to outstanding Regular Army, National Guard, and Organized 
Reserve units; and promoting subscriptions to the Journal. Even so, the associa-
tion and its local branches remained popular, possibly due to the opportunities 
it gave to coast artillerymen to get together.18


e truly important forces in developing a sense of professional branch iden-
tity in the coast artillery were the special services school at Fort Monroe and the 
Coast Artillery Journal. 
e Journal not only changed its name it also broadened 
its editorial policy so that while it continued to publish the highly technical 
articles that had characterized the older journal, it also published articles on 
history and issues regarding the branch itself. At the same time, it was careful to 
maintain its traditional policy of remaining open to all opinions so that it could 
be considered as the voice of the o�cers of the coast artillery. In the early 1930s, 
the chief of the coast artillery, Major General John W. Gulick, had an open letter 
published in the Journal rea�rming that it was not the o�cial organ of the o�ce 
of Chief of Coast Artillery but “the organ of the entire Coast Artillery person-
nel—Regular Army, National Guard, and Organized Reserve.”19
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Still, the major socialization force in the coast artillery, as in other branches, 
was the special service school at Fort Monroe. Although not every coast-artillery 
o�cer attended, enough did so that the school was able to provide the model of
professional identity in the branch. Most graduating o�cers le� convinced that
coast-artillery activities were based on the principles of a professionally respect-
able science that they had successfully mastered. 
ey also took with them a set of 
bonding experiences shared with colleagues from other year groups. Finally, they 
emerged accepting, by and large, the professional identity and self-image of the en-
gineer-soldier amalgam that had been traditional within the coast artillery since
the late nineteenth century. 
e school was successful in this regard for largely
the same reasons that the army’s other special service schools were successful: it
o�ered what seemed to be a rigorous but still accessible educational program,
an attractive lifestyle, and a sense of community that led graduates to accept the
values and outlooks of the branch. Like the others, the Artillery School’s main
o�erings were a battery o�cers’ course for junior o�cers and an advanced course 
for more senior o�cers. Both were small, with forty to ��y students in the battery 
o�cers’ course and twenty-�ve to thirty in the advanced course. With a faculty of 
around twenty, the school enjoyed a rich student–teacher ratio and allowed the
students a chance to bond in a small community.20


e curriculum, with a heavy dose of mathematics and science and an unabash-
edly competitive grading system, gave the school the appearance of intellectual 
rigor. 
is was reinforced by an associated school for advanced engineering and 
the research-oriented Coast Artillery Board as adjuncts to the Artillery School. 
But, as with the case of other special service schools, instruction aimed at student 
success, with courses presupposing no advanced knowledge. And while classes 
moved along rapidly; most were centered on acquiring technical knowledge rather 
than dealing with theoretical issues. Moreover, the map problems that so bedeviled 
students at the Fort Leavenworth schools were not a problem at Fort Monroe.21

Finally, as was the case in the other service schools, students were encouraged to 
accept the school solutions to problems rather than think for themselves.22

At the same time, the Artillery School o�ered several bonding and life ex-
periences in a community characterized by a common set of values and out-
looks. In early years, housing was inadequate and old. 
e most notorious was 
the bachelor o�cers’ quarters, referred to with humor as Old Sherwood, which 
was in an old frame nineteenth-century hotel.23 In the early 1930s, most of the 
older housing, including Old Sherwood, was replaced by rather spacious brick 
apartments with modern amenities.24
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In addition, ample provision was made for an active social and recreational life. 

e curriculum did not require work on the weekends, and e�orts were made to 
give Fort Monroe an attractive set of recreational facilities.25 While athletics were 
encouraged, there was nowhere near the emphasis placed on them as was found at 
the Infantry School. In line with the more sedate image of the engineer-soldier, 
athletics at Fort Monroe were purely recreational and not part of the more macho 
image initially being sought at Fort Benning. Hence, while the focus of athletic 
interest at Benning was Doughboy Stadium, at Monroe it was the beach house, 
with its modern dance �oor, that was most popular with o�cers.26

While the coast artillery was successful in building a branch structure, its 
chief concern by far was to resolve its mission crisis in a way that would ensure 
its continued existence. 
is was a di�cult challenge since any redesigned mis-
sion would have to be seen as clearly relevant to the nation’s defense needs in a 
drastically new environment while still one that depended on utilization of the 
traditional expertise of the coast artillery. Given these objectives, the branch’s 
initial responses tended to be evolutionary rather than revolutionary.


e most immediate response was to propose a new tactical approach to 
the old problem of harbor defense. Given the fact that most coast artillerymen 
who had seen active service in the world war were connected with heavy artil-
lery outside of �xed emplacements, the idea that permanent forti�cations had 
become obsolete was already widely accepted in the branch.27 Even Major Gen-
eral Frank W. Coe, the chief of coast artillery at the time, noted in 1920, “
e 
tactical undesirability of the �xed mount has always been recognized.”28 
e 
assumed obsolescence of masonry forts, however, did not mean that coast-ar-
tillery o�cers abandoned the mission of harbor defense. For a few years, the 
branch sought to form a collaborative relationship with the air service to de-
velop a joint defense strategy in which aircra� would join a coastal-defense ef-
fort by both attacking incoming �eets and providing radio spotting for gun�re 
from shore batteries manned by the coast artillery. But this approach died out 
a�er a few years.29

At the same time, many o�cers were also captivated by the idea of the mobile 
defense of ports using the railway-and tractor-drawn guns with which they had 
become familiar in the world war. Port forti�cation was now to be modeled on 
the dispersed �eld forti�cations seen in Europe, with the heavy artillery now 
being mobile rather than �xed. 
is mobility would be both tactical, with guns 
able to move from place to place as needed, and strategic, with guns from a wide 
area of the country able to use railroad transport to concentrate quickly at a 
threatened point.30
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is idea appealed to many in the coast artillery during the �rst years of the 
1920s but then began to fade in the face of realities. 
e U.S. rail system was 
not conducive to the strategic concepts involved. Railroad guns also had to be 
o�oaded and mounted before they could be used, signi�cantly limiting their
mobility. Nor could one guarantee the accuracy of guns placed on hastily built
platforms. More important, e�orts to place a 16-inch gun on a railway mount
proved unsuccessful, even though most coast artillerymen agreed that only that 
weapon would provide successful defense against a naval invasion force headed
by battleships armed with such guns.31

Other o�cers in the branch, sensing that the future of the army lay with 
the mobile forces, argued that the coast artillery should abandon the forts and 
harbors altogether and �nd a place within the mobile army. Based on the experi-
ence of the world war, many coast artillerymen felt that this role lay with mobile 
heavy artillery. Advocates of this idea, which included General Coe, saw such a 
concept as the natural extension of the branch’s wartime service. 
e basic idea 
was to amalgamate the coast artillery with the �eld artillery into a single artillery 
branch, with coast artillery being responsible for heavy artillery, while the �eld 
artillery retained responsibility for light divisional artillery.32 As Coe argued, 
during the war “the Coast Artillery was expanded to meet the artillery needs of 
the army, while the Field Artillery was expanded to meet the needs of the divi-
sion; both branches contributed to the artillery requirement of the corps.”33 
e
Coast Artillery Journal also expressed this idea, stating, “
e Coast Artillery has 
become in reality the Heavy Artillery of our military establishment and coast 
defense, . . . is only part of its mission.”34

A�er the war, General Coe took a vigorous lead in the e�ort to amalgamate 
the two artillery branches, proposing the creation of a single branch headed by 
a chief of artillery assisted by two deputies to head sub-branches for divisional 
artillery and heavy artillery. And, if amalgamation failed, Coe favored renam-
ing and reorganizing the coast artillery as “heavy artillery.”35 He continued to 
pursue this idea vigorously in the early 1920s.36 In 1921 the Coast Artillery Board 
published a pamphlet titled Tactical Employment of Heavy Artillery, which was 
hailed by the Journal of the United States Artillery as likely to become the coast 
artilleryman’s “Bible.”37 
ree years later the branch was reorganized along reg-
imental lines since, as it was explained, in time of war it was likely that coast 
artillerymen would “serve with artillery that is operating in the �eld.”38

While interest in this idea continued throughout the 1920s, it faded by the 
end of the decade. Field-artillery o�cers were opposed to a reuni�cation or any 
reorganization of the army that le� their branch with responsibility only for 
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light artillery serving with the division. Finally, although it was never stated, 
o�cers in the coast artillery may have thought that abandoning the big coastal
guns in favor of becoming the army’s mobile heavy artillery would mean giving
up a mission that was solidly part of their branch’s tradition and for which its
members had a clear expertise to adopt a role that was amorphous and for which 
it had no particularly legitimate claim. In any case, a�er 1925, the concept of
mobile heavy artillery was discussed less o�en in the Coast Artillery Journal, and
by the end of the decade, the chief of coast artillery assured his o�cers that he
was “not at all convinced that seacoast artillery has passed out of the picture or
even lost any of its importance.”39

Instead, during the second half of the twenties, the coast artillery returned to 
the coast to rede�ne its mission in terms that were more traditional. A new de�ni-
tion of the mission, “seacoast defense,” emerged, which encapsulated the branch’s 
traditional mission into a larger strategic concept in partnership with both the 
navy and the mobile army. 
is idea had its origins in a pamphlet published in 
1920, Joint Army and Navy Action in Coast Defense.40 
e pamphlet had been 
brought to the attention of members of the branch in 1923 in Captain 
omas R. 
Phillips’s prize-winning article in the Coast Artillery Journal. Phillips explained: 
“
e strategy of Coast Defense consists of a series of strong points protecting our 
naval bases, essential war industries and essential harbors. 
e naval bases are 
protected to insure the navy freedom for o�ensive action. 
e unforti�ed coast 
is protected by the naval coast defense forces and the mobile forces of the army.”41

Interest in the concept of seacoast defense spread quickly among those 
coast-artillery o�cers anxious to keep their branch mission focused on harbor 
defense. 
ey found the cooperative nature of the strategy appealing as a means 
to overcome the supposed limitations of the big-gun defense of ports as well 
as the perceived isolation of the branch. It also legitimized harbor defense, the 
traditional mission of coast artillery, by putting it into the context of an overall 
national strategy.42

By 1924, the idea had made its way into Fort Monroe, reaching both the re-
named Coast Artillery School and Coast Artillery Board, where it received a fa-
vorable reception.43 At the same time, the chief of coast artillery announced that 
the term “coast defense,” which had traditionally been used within the branch 
to designate a harbor command, would no longer be used in such a narrow con-
text.44 For the next several years, the board and the school examined closely that 
part of the 1920 pamphlet that dealt with the role of the army in coastal defense, 
an idea then called a “Positive System of Coast Defense.” By 1927, a consensus 
had emerged on the tactical and strategic doctrine that would govern such a sys-
tem. Although this doctrine was never published o�cially, its essence appeared 
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in a series of articles by Major Rodney H. Smith published in the Coast Artillery 
Journal. 
e key idea in Smith’s exposition was that coastal defense was to be a 
combined-arms operation involving several branches of the army, including the 
air service, as well as the navy. Within that combined operation, the coast artil-
lery was to take responsibility for harbor defense, using both mobile and �xed 
heavy artillery.45 By the end of the decade, coastal defense had been uno�cially 
adopted by the coast artillery as a guiding concept, and the debate over mission 
largely died out. During the 1930s, it remained the core of coast-artillery seacoast 
doctrine.46 But the concept generated little interest outside the branch, either in 
the rest of the army or in the public, and so provided no real answer for the coast 
artillery’s mission crisis.


e only successful answer was the development of an almost totally new mis-
sion, antiaircra� defense. At the time of the world war, antiaircra� artillery rep-
resented a virtually new form of combat. 
ere had been a few experiences before 
the war with e�orts to bring down aerial balloons with ground �re, but the expe-
rience of �ring on moving aircra� was new. 
e initial mission was entirely tacti-
cal. Antiaircra� artillery was to protect military forces from both attack and ob-
servation by hostile warplanes.47 
e coast artillery attacked the problem with the 
scienti�c and technological approach that was engrained in the mentality of the 
branch. 
erefore, coast artillerymen assigned to antiaircra� artillery saw their 
problem largely in terms of developing a weapons technology and an approach 
to �re control appropriate to the task. Since most e�orts during the war were in 
improvising a new form of artillery from existing weapons, the newly designated 
antiaircra�-artillery service within the branch emerged with an understanding 
of the kinds of weapons needed and how to approach the �re-control problem.48

While the postwar demobilization initially le� the antiaircra�-artillery or-
ganization in disarray, coast-artillery leadership immediately undertook e�orts 
to organize and control a postwar antiaircra� service.49 Final approval for its 
creation was given to the branch in October 1919 by the secretary of war; the 
creation of small antiaircra� units to be assigned to harbor defense began im-
mediately.50 
e organization of the new service then proceeded rapidly. By 1920, 
the commander of the Coast Artillery School at Fort Monroe created a special 
battalion to test new weapons and “to act as a nucleus which can be expanded 
and used in service with the mobile army when called upon.”51 At the same time, 
the branch began the publication of its mimeographed Bulletin, “devoted exclu-
sively to antiaircra� subjects.”52


e coast artillery continued developing antiaircra� artillery in the early 
1920s. Surprisingly, even though the branch was so reduced in size that it felt it 
could not carry out its basic tasks, there was little opposition to continuing to 



170 chapter 8

invest personnel and resources in antiaircra� defense.53 As a result, the service 
grew rapidly in size. In 1922 it had an allowance of just over 500 men. By 1923, it 
had 1,325 men, amounting to over 11 percent of the diminished allowance of the 
branch.54 
is development, nevertheless, was plagued by expressed skepticism 
for the project coming from all branches of the army, even from within the coast 
artillery itself.55 It also had to overcome public apathy and congressional neglect.56

Yet two other factors played by far the dominant role in shaping antiair-
cra�-artillery development during the 1920s. 
e �rst was the public reaction 
in 1921 to the success of the air service bombing the Ost�iesland as well as a 
simulated air raid on Philadelphia.57 A�er that, the focus of the unit shi�ed 
from defending military units in the �eld to defending cities from bombers. 

e second was the almost immediate and unchallenged assumption that the 
best way to defend nonmilitary targets from attack by bombers was to bring 
down the bombers. Early in the decade alternative methods of protecting mil-
itary units and cities from aerial attack, such as hampering and discouraging 
such strikes, were considered within the branch, especially since bringing down 
planes seemed to be so di�cult that many were dubious of success.58 But these 
alternatives were summarily rejected by the coast-artillery leadership. Why they 
were rejected is unclear, but it seems likely that two factors were important. 
First, the only way to sell the idea of antiaircra� artillery to the army and the 
public was by proving its e�ectiveness in hitting targets. Arguments in defense 
of antiaircra� artillery were almost invariably based on demonstrations of the 
ability of guns to make hits; the e�ectiveness of alternative strategies was hard 
to demonstrate in peacetime.59 In addition, although this idea was never stated 
explicitly, coast artillerymen had traditionally approached their mission of pro-
tecting harbors by designing guns, �re-control systems, and training methods 
that would result in ships being hit and sunk, which they now sought to adapt 
to hitting and downing warplanes. Any other approach to dealing with aircra� 
would likely have been di�cult to imagine and accept.60 In any case, as a result 
of the acceptance of this approach, the central focus of coast-artillery activities 
regarding antiaircra� artillery was developing guns and �re-control mechanisms 
that could allow some success in bringing down hostile aircra�.


e problems facing the branch in this regard were numerous and formidable. 
Much progress had been made during the world war in terms of providing the 
basic approaches and weapons, but the equipment that emerged was still largely 
unsatisfactory. Guns mounted on mobile platforms tended to vibrate so much 
when �red that crews were shaken o�, while the guns had to be continually 
releveled for �re-control purposes.61 Shrapnel ammunition proved unsuitable 
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since burst fragments were irregular in size, so new ammunition that provided a 
more uniform set of fragments had to be developed.62 Finally, traditional powder 
fuses were found to burn unevenly at higher altitudes and had to be replaced 
with new mechanical fuses.63

But by far the most di�cult problem was �re control. Antiaircra� artillery 
sought to bring down planes by shooting fused high-explosive ammunition that 
would explode close enough to the aircra� to do lethal damage to the plane. 
e 
di�culty in this was in calculating not only the range to set the fuse correctly 
but also, and far more important, how far the gun should lead the target. By 
1926, a redesigned 3-inch antiaircra� gun was developed bearing a set of instru-
ments that calculated range and necessary lead angles and then sent this data 
electronically, together with fuse settings, to the guns. Personnel then had only 
to aim their weapons by matching pointers with the directors and load the guns 
with shells containing preset fuses.64 A�er that, the focus of the branch was on 
training to eliminate, as far as possible, human error.65


e focus on protecting cities from aerial attack led to another set of prob-
lems. 
e experience of the world war had shown that cities would most likely 
be attacked by air at night. Again, the coast artillery emerged from the war 
with the basic technology and tactics for bringing down aircra� at night al-
ready set. Targets were to be illuminated by powerful searchlights, then at-
tacked and brought down by guns. 
e di�cult part was getting light on the 
target. Searchlight crews could not �nd targets merely by sweeping the sky, 
which produced only momentary glimpses of an aircra� as the lights swept 
by. Instead, crews had to be directed where to look. During the war, to �nd 
incoming planes, the Allies had developed instruments called sound locators. 
Manned by personnel with natural acute sensitivity to sound, the locators were 
designed to pinpoint the sound of aircra� engines within three degrees. 
ese 
would then give the probable position of aircra� to the searchlight operators.66

By 1926, branch o�cers felt that they had this problem under control as well, 
with some claiming that the antiaircra�-artillery service was now almost more 
accurate at night than it was during the day.67


e attention given by the coast artillery to antiaircra� defense changed dra-
matically at the beginning of 1930, when it received a new directive from the 
secretary of war.

It must be the normal mission of all Coast Artillery to serve antiaircra� 
guns. While the �xed defenses constitute the �rst line of defenses for the 
harbors on the coast against naval guns, the antiaircra� armament must 
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constitute the �rst line of ground defense against enemy aircra� at sensitive 
points and vital areas. 
is principle will be recognized and taught. In accor-
dance therewith all Coast Artillery will be trained to serve, skillfully and ef-
fectively, antiaircra� armament, instruments, equipment, listening devices, 
searchlights, �re-control, etc., in addition to the permanent assignments 
that units may have to �xed defenses, railway, or tractor drawn artillery.68


is order came out of a growing awareness on the part of the General Sta� 
of the rapidly increasing signi�cance of air warfare and the vulnerability of the 
United States to air attack. It was carefully articulated in a secret memorandum 
by Assistant Chief of Sta� for Operations and Training, Major General Frank 
Parker, in which he argued that the security of the United States from such 
attack required a coordinated air-corps and antiaircra�-artillery defense. But 
such a defense, would require a great reinforcement of the antiaircra�-artillery 
service, so Parker proposed an expansion of the army to provide that reinforce-
ment.69 
at increase did not happen. Instead, the antiaircra�-artillery capabil-
ity of the army was augmented by making every coast artilleryman available for 
such defensive service.

But even though the coast artillery had already made major strides in devel-
oping its abilities and investment in antiaircra� defense, the new order still had 
wide rami�cations. It caused major changes in the curriculum at the school at 
Fort Monroe, even including dropping the venerable courses in horsemanship 
to make room for more instruction in antiaircra� artillery.70 Signi�cant reorga-
nization occurred, as all personnel assigned to seacoast artillery had to be given 
wartime antiaircra�-artillery-unit assignments.71 
e order also caused morale 
problems that widened an already signi�cant schism between seacoast-artillery 
o�cers and antiaircra� o�cers, since many of the former felt threatened by the
mysterious new equipment used by the latter.72 But the most signi�cant con-
sequence was that the antiaircra�-artillery service rapidly became the primary
mission of the coast artillery.


e War Department order also reinforced a shi� in attention from weapons 
and techniques to tactics.73 Discussions of tactics had occurred during the 1920s, 
but the topic was rarely given focused attention, and discussions rarely achieved 
any degree of doctrinal sophistication.74 
is, however, was already changing in 
the late 1920s, as issues related to weapons and techniques began fading from 
sight, and tactics became the focus of attention. 
e O�ce of Chief of Coast 
Artillery initiated some studies of tactics regarding the defense of cities in 1928.75

Within a few years, the issue of tactics dominated antiaircra� artillery discussion.



End of the Big Guns 173 

For much of the 1930s, on a theoretical level, the antiaircra�-artillery service 
tended to look to Europe, speci�cally to Great Britain, for its guidance in the 
area of tactics.76 Although o�cers paid attention to all British developments, 
their chief source of inspiration was a book entitled Air Defense by E. B. Ash-
more, who had played a major role in designing the air defense of London during 
the world war. Ashmore’s book dealt with experiences not only from the war 
but also from the redevelopment of London’s air defenses up to 1928. It came to 
the attention of American o�cers in 1930 and was cited frequently in writings 
throughout the decade to follow. Tactics for the air defense of cities were mod-
eled a�er those described by Ashmore.77

E�orts to develop a speci�cally American tactical doctrine were based on 
joint tactical exercises with the air service, which began in 1925 at Fort Tilden, 
New Jersey. At that time, however, these and several subsequent joint exercises 
were directed more at testing equipment than in developing tactics.78 
e �rst 
set of exercises focused on tactics was held at Aberdeen, Maryland, in 1930, at 
which time fundamental ideas were tested for the �rst time.79 A far more sophis-
ticated maneuver was held at Fort Knox in 1933, in which an actual defense of the 
base was attempted against an attack from Dayton.80 A �nal exercise was held at 
Fort Bragg in October 1938, during which civilian cooperation and a blackout 
of cities was attempted.81

Actual tactical developments largely centered on two major sets of problems. 

e �rst was how to get su�cient warning of an approaching air strike so that 
guns could be manned and defending planes sent alo�. 
e service resolved this 
by borrowing the British idea of creating an intelligence network around a city, 
made up of civilian volunteers. 
e city was to be defended by two or three con-
centric circles of such volunteers, with the outer circle between 100 and 150 miles 
from the center. 
e most important phases of these exercises focused on testing 
this intelligence network, since its development was considered one of the most 
important tactical issues related to city defense. Several years were spent working 
out the appropriate communications linkages and procedures.82


e less technical and more di�cult tactical problem was how to coordinate 
the defense e�orts carried out by the antiaircra� artillery and air service/corps. 
In the early 1920s, while antiaircra� weapons and techniques were still in their 
infancy, there was a consensus in the branch that a successful defense of cities 
from hostile aerial bombardment would require the cooperative e�orts of the an-
tiaircra�-artillery service and the air service, with the former clearly subordinate 
to the latter.83 As an editor of the Journal of the United States Artillery wrote in 
1922, “
e anti-aircra� gunner will be the �rst to admit that the most e�ective 
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weapon of air defense is the aeroplane.”84 But by the middle of the decade, and es-
pecially by the 1930s, as con�dence in the e�ectiveness of weapons and techniques 
grew, the branch sought tactical approaches to city defense that gave antiaircra� 
artillery a more dominant if not the sole role in that mission. Since it was di�cult 
for planes and antiaircra� artillery to work together simultaneously, o�cers tried 
to solve the problem by setting out spheres for each arm. Early in the 1920s, it was 
suggested that aircra� be responsible for defense during the day and antiaircra� 
artillery take responsibility at night.85 In the mid-thirties, air-corps supporters 
began to claim that defense aircra� could �ght at night. 
is led to the idea that 
aircra� would defend zones ranging 100–150 miles outside the city while antiair-
cra� artillery would be responsible for dealing with aircra� close in and over the 
target.86 Finally, it was suggested repeatedly that the successful defense of a city 
required subordination of all forces to a single uni�ed command. Since the an-
tiaircra� service controlled the intelligence network that could direct defending 
aircra� to an incoming enemy raid, supporters of the branch argued that it would 
make sense that antiaircra� service should provide that command.87

By the end of the 1930s, however, some of the con�dence in the e�ectiveness 
of antiaircra� artillery began to fade, leading to concerns and challenges to some 
of the basic premises upon which the tactical structure created in the 1930s were 
built. For one thing, air forces were learning how to mu�e the sounds of their 
warplanes, seriously eroding the e�ectiveness of sound detectors.88 Pilots were 
also learning more about antiaircra� artillery, its tactics, and how to maneuver 
when under �re. One air-corps o�cer bragged that if a plane was not hit with the 
�rst burst, the pilot would be successful in avoiding the remainder.89 Pilots also 
learned that �ying during periods of moonlight or haze severely reduced the ef-
fectiveness of searchlights.90 Finally, o�cers claimed that bomber tactics, includ-
ing mass attacks on a single sector, would overpower any antiaircra� defense.91

All of this led to a degree of unraveling of con�dence in the antiaircra�-artil-
lery service, as seen by the emergence of challenges to some of the basic principles 
upon which it was founded. By 1939, a few o�cers within the coast artillery were 
challenging some of the basic elements of the service. In one article, an o�cer 
condemned the existing �re-control system as too bulky and too fragile to stand 
up to the rigors of combat, the existing regimental structure as being irrelevant 
to the new forms of air attack, and the lack of an overall air-defense program 
that included a civil-defense aspect.92 Another challenged the idea of protecting 
cities by shooting down or turning back all attacking planes before they reached 
their target, an objective he saw as impossible. He instead suggested tactics based 
on hampering attacking aircra�. 
e o�cer also condemned the branch for its 
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tendency to seek to solve problems by inventing new weapons or techniques and 
approaching tactical challenges “from a too narrow mathematical and mechan-
ical viewpoint.”93

With America’s entrance into World War II, the transformation of the coast 
artillery into the antiaircra� artillery was complete. Coast artillery was dissolved 
as a branch, its o�cers placed into antiaircra�-artillery units.

During the period from 1919 to 1939, the coast artillery as a branch had trans-
formed itself more than any other combat organization in the army. It managed 
to do so despite operating in an atmosphere of public apathy, congressional ne-
glect, and professional skepticism from colleagues. It also did so without indulg-
ing in the self-pity and hysterical fascination on subversion and conspiracies that 
was seen in other branches. Finally, it did so on the most meager of resources. 
Its success in this transformation was largely due to the speci�c character of the 
professional self-image and outlook of coast-artillery o�cers. 
eir engineering 
background and training le� them open to the introduction of new technologies 
and at peace with the mechanization of the society around them. 
e tradi-
tion of open mindedness that had been central to the coast artillery since the 
late nineteenth century also allowed a relatively easy acceptance of change. 
e 
branch was also fortunate that it had no object such as the horse to which it had 
developed an emotional attachment or played a role in its identity. Nor was it 
burdened with undue pride, so that all during the interwar period, it took the 
initiative in working with other branches. In these relationships, the coast artil-
lery also had no problem accepting a secondary and subordinate role.

At the same time, if the coast artillery demonstrated the degree to which 
branches of the army could change in the interwar period, it also demonstrated 
the limitations of change. First, it did not so much transform itself from the 
big-gun defense of harbors into antiaircra� artillery as it merely lost all its other 
missions. Second, while coast-artillery leadership was open minded, it was not 
imaginative. O�cers tended to work with borrowed ideas rather than develop 
their own innovations. 
ey spent the interwar period tinkering with the weap-
ons, techniques, and tactics developed in the world war, even though some of 
them, such as the sound locators or the huge intelligence networks with their 
ponderous communications systems, were clearly limited. 
e branch took little 
initiative in coming up with new ideas—including radar. In short, even amid a 
mission crisis, the coast artillery shared many of the conservative characteristics 
of other branches of the army.

In part, the coast artillery’s conservatism was the product of scarce resources. 
It was also engaged in the most conservative of objectives—self-preservation. 
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And, like other branches, it lacked institutional support for innovation. 
e 
Coast Artillery Board, like the boards of the other branches, was largely a reac-
tive body, solving relatively minor problems submitted to it rather than re�ecting 
on larger issues.94 In addition, despite its engineering tradition, the branch was 
less connected with the civilian scienti�c and engineering community than it 
had been before the world war. Finally, the coast artillery’s self-image as military 
professionals demanded that its members’ existing expertise be valued by them-
selves and by the public. As a result, change was di�cult. 
is was particularly 
evident in the case of seacoast artillery, where the radical idea of transformation 
into mobile heavy artillery was �nally rejected in favor of the doctrine of coastal 
defense—a return to the “normal mission” of the coast artillery.
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�e Army Besieged

�e Army and the Nation in the Decade of the Depression, 1930–1939

D uring the 1930s, the U.S. Army slowly undertook several major 
shi�s in direction. Its chief focus in the 1920s had been on creating 
the means to mobilize as e	ciently and as rapidly as possible a massive 

citizen army that could �ght another world war. In the 1930s, however, army 
leadership began to focus attention more on creating a smaller but more usable 
mobile force as well as following the trends elsewhere in the world regarding 
the mechanization of the combat arms. Both developments accelerated as the 
decade wore on, and by 1939, the vision of the army as to both its purpose and 
means had changed signi�cantly from what it was when the National Defense 
Act was adopted in 1920. But the actual development of a military structure 
that could ful�ll that original vision was severely slowed by the lack of sup-
port from both the U.S. government and the American public, both of whom 
focused their attention on the crippling Depression, which they thought could 
be cured only by means of �nancial austerity. �e result for the army was a 
decade of anxiety, anger, and frustration in its relationship with Congress and, 
especially, the president.

�e �rst years of the Depression were among the most di	cult for the army 
during the entire interwar period. Its pressures led to an immediate deteri-
oration in the relations between the military, the president, and Congress. 
Moreover, the army felt increasingly besieged not only by restrictions created 
by the Depression but by other forces as well. �e most signi�cant of these was 
the �nancial crisis created by the worsening economy. In the early 1930s, both 
political parties responded to the Depression by major e�orts to cut the budget 
to avoid a de�cit. �e army su�ered greatly from these cuts. Later, however, as 
international crises multiplied and as the administration of President Franklin 
Roosevelt moved in the direction of spending its way out of the Depression, 
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the perceived siege began to li�. Only a�er 1935 could the army begin a signif-
icant exploration of modernization.

But the initially recurring budget reductions were not the only problems 
facing the army in the 1930s. �e convening of the Disarmament Conference 
in 1932 created an international atmosphere re�ected in a rejuvenated wave of 
paci�sm and antimilitarism in the United States. Antiwar books, such as the 
widely read sensationalist expose Merchants of Death, published in 1934, and the 
e�orts of the Nye Committee in Congress between 1934 and 1936 to investigate 
possible connections between banks, the munitions industry, and the decision to 
go to war in 1917 were indicative of the prevailing sense of disillusionment and 
cynicism in the American public and of the strength of the antiwar sentiment in 
the country. David Johnson notes the claim that the American peace movement 
in the mid-thirties had “twelve million adherents and an audience of between 
forty-�ve and sixty million people.”1 Henry Gole observes that student o	cers 
engaged in war-planning exercises at the Army War College always paid con-
siderable attention to the antiwar sentiments in U.S. public opinion in working 
out solutions to the problems posed.2 �is movement became stronger as the 
likelihood of war in Europe increased in the second half of the 1930s. Congress 
passed three consecutive Neutrality Acts in 1935, 1936, and 1937 to ensure that 
the United States would not be drawn into another war in Europe, while a Gal-
lup poll taken in 1938 showed that 70 percent of American voters thought that 
U.S. involvement in the Great War had been a mistake.3

�e army began to feel pressures to reduce expenditures in response to the 
Depression early in 1930. To combat the economic downturn, President Hoover 
vowed to take $175 million from the budget for the following �scal year. Accord-
ingly, the secretary of war called on the General Sta� to draw up plans for budget 
reductions of between $10 million and $60 million.4 By the fall of 1931, however, 
the situation began to turn from discouraging to alarming. �e key development 
was Democratic victories in a series of congressional midterm elections that gave 
the party control of the House. �e Democrats, in general, were in favor of a far 
more aggressive approach to government cost cutting, with the army as one of 
their primary targets. �is situation was aggravated by the fact that the Dem-
ocratic victory made Congressman Ross A. Collins of Mississippi chairman 
of the Military Appropriations Sub-Committee of the House Appropriations 
Committee. Even before Democrats took control of the House, Collins had 
announced that he favored reducing the army’s o	cer corps by a third to eight 
thousand, making ROTC elective at colleges, and introducing a mechanization 
program that would eliminate all horses from the branches.5
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�e initial in�uence of the Democratic victory was an e�ort by Hoover and 
the Republicans to maintain control of the economy issue by developing their 
own program of spending cuts. In early December the administration unveiled 
a budget that included a 10.3-percent reduction in War Department appropri-
ations. Deep slashes were made everywhere. Even the air corps, long favored by 
Washington and the public, was hit with a 20-percent reduction. �e only bright 
spot was an increase in funds for housing, which was justi�ed as a means of 
boosting employment.6

By the beginning of 1932, however, this e�ort by Hoover and the Republicans 
had failed, as Democrats in the House launched an o�ensive to reduce govern-
ment expenditures by an additional $300 million. To achieve this, they proposed 
a number of drastic measures, many of which were aimed at the army, which now 
saw itself besieged, with attacks coming from every side. Aggravating this was 
the approach of the forthcoming international Disarmament Conference. Its 
imminent convening not only suggested that armaments and large war budgets 
were no longer needed but also energized paci�sts in all countries, including the 
United States. While it is unclear whether the increased level of paci�st agita-
tion in America had any e�ect on army legislation in Congress, it struck a raw 
nerve in the army itself, as seen by a dramatic reappearance of antipaci�sm in 
the service publications.7

By the spring of 1932, the army seemed to be under attack from all sides. In 
January, Collins introduced a bill in the House calling for a strength reduction of 
two thousand o	cers, temporary suspension of the CMTC program and ROTC 
summer training for a year, and the virtual elimination of the cavalry.8 �e pro-
posal precipitated a maelstrom of protests but was reported out of committee 
in May.9 �e War Department responded that the cuts would virtually end its 
ability to support the civilian components and would all but nullify the National 
Defense Act of 1920.10 Democrats also attacked the structure of the military. 
Congressman Joseph W. Byrns of Tennessee, who was chairman of the House 
Appropriations Committee, proposed combining the army and navy into a single 
department, a move he claimed would eliminate vast amounts of bureaucratic 
duplication and would save $100 million a year.11 �is idea was initially popular 
in Congress, gaining support even from some Republicans.12 But the enthusiasm 
for the bill declined as the actual savings were investigated, and the bill failed 
to get out of committee.13 Finally, Democrats also sought ways to cut army pay. 
�e House Appropriations Committee proposed a pay freeze that would end 
raises based on longevity.14 By March, it was considering an actual 11-percent pay 
reduction for all federal services, which it claimed would save $67 million.15 By 
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May, the committee was also considering ending retirement pay for any retired 
o	cer holding a job.16 Finally, Hoover himself proposed a furlough plan that
would amount to an 8.3-percent pay cut. While none of these proposals was ever
considered seriously, they contributed to the siege atmosphere felt by the army.

Despite all the attacks, the army got through this �nancial siege without 
su�ering any signi�cant damage other than reduced appropriations for �scal 
year 1933.17 �e army owed its success in all this to several factors. Chief of Sta� 
Major General Douglas MacArthur was skillful and convincing in testimony 
before both houses of Congress. �e opposition by labor unions to personnel or 
pay-reduction proposals was also important. Congress was also sobered by the 
news of Japanese military actions in Manchuria, which dampened the ardor of 
paci�st idealism. But the two most important factors in the army’s success were 
the Senate, which was still dominated by Republicans, and the support of Presi-
dent Hoover. Although the army had originally had problems with Hoover and 
his earlier economizing measures, by 1932, he was seen as the military’s best friend.

�e army, therefore, looked at the elections coming up in the fall of 1932 with 
real apprehension. Democrats campaigned on the claim that cutting the budget 
was the only way to end the Depression and that they would be far more ag-
gressive in making those cuts than Hoover and the Republicans. In this regard, 
everyone understood that the real threat came from the top of the Democratic 
ticket. �e Democratic candidate for president, Franklin Roosevelt, repeatedly 
claimed in public that the army had a billion-dollar budget that he intended to 
slash. Since its actual budget was less than a third of what Roosevelt claimed, this 
apparent grandstanding was a source of considerable worry, as was his repeated 
pledge that he would reduce overall national expenditures by at least 25 percent.

�e Democratic victory in November 1932 was, in fact, even worse than the 
army had feared. Not only was Roosevelt elected, but Democrats also gained 
control of the Senate, with several key senators who had been strong friends of 
the army defeated in their bids for reelection. Moreover, once Roosevelt came 
into o	ce, he intended to make his will felt and proceeded in earnest to carry 
out the 25-percent reduction in national expenditures pledged during his cam-
paign. In April 1933 he told his secretary of war, George H. Dern, that he in-
tended to cut the army’s budget by 25 percent, or $90 million, which would 
call for dismissing 2,000–3,000 o	cers as well as a one-year suspension or even 
elimination of CMTC and ROTC programs.18 �en, by executive order, the 
president reduced service pay by 15 percent.19 A�er this, Roosevelt attempted to 
reduce the size of the army. In April he asked Congress for authority to furlough 
3,000–4,000 army o	cers on half pay.20 �is plan, however, died in the Senate.21
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�e army, however, was less fortunate in terms of overall appropriations. Con-
gress reduced funding for �scal year 1934 by $33 million below the level for 193322. 
Two weeks later Roosevelt announced that he was reducing that appropriation 
another $80 million by eliminating the funding for all the civilian components 
except ROTC. By vigorous e�orts, MacArthur and Dern were able to reduce 
this executive cut to $52 million.23 Still, this brought the total budget reduction 
for the army up to the 25 percent that the president had campaigned on and 
pledged since coming into o	ce. While scrambling to see what could be saved 
of the seemingly besieged National Defense Act, army o	cers wondered what 
the next year of the Roosevelt administration would bring.

�e army’s situation continued to deteriorate in 1933. In December 1932, Con-
gress approved appropriations of $280 million for the army for �scal year 1934, 
a reduction of $65 million from the funding for 1933. Worse yet, the director 
of the budget proposed cutting that amount by another $80 million. With the 
greatest of e�orts, Dern and MacArthur got this additional reduction down to 
only $50 million.24 However, in September it was announced that, in response to 
a modernization program proposed by MacArthur and Dern, the Public Works 
Board was willing to allocate $25 million to the army for mechanization and 
development of the air arm.25 Roosevelt, however, indicated that he would not 
approve the release of any of these funds until the future of the Disarmament 
Conference was clearer.26 On the other hand, he did release $130 million to the 
army to be used chie�y for bases and housing, with only a fraction of that avail-
able for modernization.27

In addition, the army was asked by the president to take over the adminis-
tration of the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) program. �e CCC, which 
was authorized by Congress just three weeks a�er Roosevelt’s inauguration, was 
a relief program designed to provide work for over 250,000 unemployed young 
men. A�er the agency formed to manage the program failed to meet its goals, 
the CCC was placed under War Department control. It proved to be a mixed 
blessing. As William Odom has pointed out, the commitment to the CCC, 
which during 1933 and 1934 involved nearly 25 percent of the entire o	cer corps, 
cut in half the already inadequate number of o	cers responsible for training the 
citizen components while bringing training within the Regular Army to a vir-
tual standstill.28 At the same time, however, the program also brought the army 
some signi�cant bene�ts. MacArthur and other leaders felt that it made Roo-
sevelt more generous toward the army and may have saved it from a signi�cant 
cut in the strength of the o	cer corps.29 Moreover, as Steven Barry points out, 
participation in the program provided valuable training for the o	cers involved. 
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Working with the CCC gave them leadership experience in dealing with the 
kind of personnel that they would later �nd in the conscripted ranks of the army 
during World War II as well as with organizing and managing projects with a di-
verse labor pool in di	cult conditions.30 It also provided the army with practical 
experience in mobilizing large bodies of men, with MacArthur reporting that 
the military had done a better job in 1933 than it had done in the early months 
of 1917.31 Henry Gole also notes that many of the thousands of reserve o	cers 
who were brought in to administer the camps bene�ted from that experience 
and remained with the army a�er the outbreak of World War II.32

Moreover, during that year, there were also a few signs that the �nancial 
siege was beginning to li�, and the army began to fare better in Washington. 
Roosevelt and the Democrats were gradually being weaned from the illusion 
that budget cutting was the solution to the Depression and were turning in-
stead to spending in areas that would promote employment. At the same time, 
the army continued to bene�t from broad public support, especially from the 
unions, which were opposed to wage and salary reductions as means to �ght the 
Depression. Finally, by the fall of 1933, it began to look as if the Disarmament 
Conference was headed toward failure, seriously dampening the enthusiasm and 
in�uence of paci�sts and creating a growing sense of urgency around a rearma-
ment program. As a result, while the White House continued to cut the army’s 
budget, threats to reduce the size of the army or to restructure it in any major 
way began to dissipate.

By the spring of 1934, the situation had improved to the point that the army 
could begin moving away from a defensive posture and play an increasing role 
in setting the national-security agenda. And, as before, it was more successful 
in its relations with Congress than with the president. In January 1934 Roo-
sevelt submitted his budget for �scal year 1935 in which army appropriations 
were reduced slightly to $245 million, but that was more than Roosevelt had 
initially approved for 1934, and no further cuts were made.33 In April, as the Dis-
armament Conference was entering its death throes, Democratic congressman 
Clark W. �ompson of Texas introduced a bill to expand the size of the army 
to 14,000 o	cers and 165,000 men. Although it was introduced as a measure 
to deal with unemployment, the bill was quickly and enthusiastically endorsed 
by MacArthur, and the War Department continued to press vigorously for its 
passage for the rest of the year.34 But the central issues for the army in the spring 
of 1934 were restoration of the 15-percent pay reduction and promotion reform. 
Again, leadership in these areas was taken by Congress. When Roosevelt in-
dicated in January that he intended to extend the pay cut another six months, 
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he precipitated a revolt in the House, where a bill to overturn the decision was 
defeated by a narrow margin. �e Senate, however, passed a bill ending 5 percent 
of the pay cut.35 �is then passed the House in March. Roosevelt vetoed it, but, 
in a surprising setback, his veto was overridden in both houses.36

By the end of 1934, the siege seemed all but over. �e army was heartened in 
December by Roosevelt’s decision to extend MacArthur’s tour as chief of sta� 
for an inde�nite term, a move interpreted as meaning that even the president had 
become a bit more of a friend of the army.37 �is interpretation was validated by 
Roosevelt’s proposed budget for �scal year 1936, in which appropriations for the 
army were dramatically increased to $312 million, which was further increased 
by Congress to nearly $339 million, a �gure, the New York Times noted with 
approval, that represented the largest appropriation for the army since 1921.38

Meanwhile, a bill to increase the size of the army to 165,000 men moved easily 
through Congress and was signed by Roosevelt in April 1935.39 In June the pres-
ident signed into law a measure doubling the size of West Point and increasing 
the number of regular o	cers entering the army through ROTC. He also spoke 
and handed out diplomas at West Point’s commencement that year.40 Most im-
portant, MacArthur was able to cra� a promotion plan that enjoyed widespread 
support within the army, sending it to Congress with Roosevelt’s approval.41 �e 
resulting bill was �nally passed in July 1935, with the president signing it the very 
next day.42 �is seemed to mark the end of the siege and the beginning of a new 
era of cooperation between Congress, the president, and the military in building 
a new program for national defense.

While the army was relieved in 1935 that the siege of the past �ve years seemed 
to be over, the service actually enjoyed surprisingly little improvement in its over-
all condition in the second half of the decade. Despite rapidly growing public 
concern over the possibility of war in the Paci�c, Europe, or both and a growing 
sense of panic about the potential threat posed by air warfare, the army, and 
especially its ground forces, gained little in the way of additional resources or 
support. As before, it enjoyed far greater support in Congress, especially in the 
Senate, than it did from the president. All the way up to the outbreak of war in 
Europe in 1939, Roosevelt gave only grudging approval for increases for ground 
forces, while funds were lavished on the navy and the air service as well as, later, 
to harbor and antiaircra� defense. Elsewhere, Roosevelt still appeared to see 
the army as an area in which money could be saved, even in terms of niggling 
cuts. Congress was more generous. Although it was usually willing to follow 
the president’s lead, it o�en initiated proposals for greater army spending, once 
threatening a rebellion over what it called the president’s neglect of the military.
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While Roosevelt may have had a special fondness for the navy, he was, by and 
large, following public opinion. �roughout this period, both the American pub-
lic and its leadership were defensive in their outlooks and saw the prospect of war 
in terms of it being a threat to the country’s security. In 1935 the principal focus of 
this threat was Japan, which seemed to call for a naval buildup. Later, as the threat 
posed by Germany gained greater attention, the concern was with the danger 
of an airstrike, leading to a call for an explosive expansion of the air service and 
antiaircra� capability along with greater attention to harbor defense. By the late 
1930s, the fear centered on a possible airstrike launched from a Caribbean base 
seized by an enemy, with particular concern for the security of the Panama Canal. 
�e president’s shi� late in the 1930s to a strategy of hemispheric defense rein-
forced the emphasis placed on a rapid buildup of the navy and air service, along 
with a major reinforcement of the Panama Canal and Hawaii. For the most part, 
none of these fears provided much justi�cation for an increase in ground forces.

Nor had the army made much of a case for a more extensive expansion. Its 
preoccupation in the 1920s with the issue of mobilizing a massive army to �ght 
another European-style war stirred little support from a nation unwilling to be 
dragged into such a con�ict. In the 1930s, planning began to move slowly to-
ward the more realizable goal of the mobilization of a far smaller striking force. 
MacArthur’s concept of an “Immediate Response Force” that was imbedded in 
his Four-Army Plan was a step in this direction. His successor as chief of sta�, 
Major General Malin Craig, carried the idea much further with the creation of 
the Protective Mobilization Plan in 1938, aimed at an almost immediate mobi-
lization of a striking force of 400,000 men that could be used in the event of 
an enemy attempt to seize a threatening base in the Paci�c or the Caribbean. 
�e bedrock requirement for all these plans, however, was a Regular Army of 
14,000 o	cers and 165,000 men along with a National Guard of 250,000 and 
an enlisted reserve of 75,000. Hence, the army’s main political objectives in the 
late 1930s were the expansion of the Regular Army and National Guard, the 
creation of an Enlisted Reserve, and support for a more aggressive program of 
mechanizing the combat arms.43

Sensing an improvement in the atmosphere in Washington in 1935, MacAr-
thur began pushing for the expansion of the army to 165,000 men. Both his 
annual report and that of the secretary of war made strong arguments regarding 
the necessity of this. Both noted that with one-third of the army on duty in 
overseas garrisons and a signi�cant portion of the rest involved in overhead func-
tions, there remained only about 50,000 men and 3,000 o	cers in tactical units, 
most of which were so scattered that realistic training was all but impossible. 
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MacArthur also noted that veterans of the world war were now so old that they 
could no longer serve as a virtual reserve, so that the creation of an Enlisted 
Reserve force was necessary.44 In drawing up initial budget plans for �scal year 
1936, the General Sta� included $20 million for expanding the army. But under 
great pressure from the White House to keep budget estimates low, the sta� lost 
its nerve on this issue and submitted an estimate to the Bureau of the Budget for 
funding only the 118,750 men currently enlisted.45

Yet the fear of war grew signi�cantly in the United States in 1935. �e failure 
of the Disarmament Conference and Japan’s refusal to abide by the terms of 
the Washington Naval Arms Limitation Treaty, induced the �rst of the neu-
trality laws. Roosevelt announced plans to increase defense spending radically, 
while MacArthur held a secret but highly publicized session with the House 
Military A�airs Committee in which he outlined the need for more airplanes, 
more coastal defenses, increased spending on mechanization and motorization, 
and an eventual expansion of the army to 400,000 men.46 While the House 
was sympathetic and alarmed about the perceived threat from Japan, it voted to 
increase the army’s budget by only $50 million, of which half was to go to new 
planes and a quarter to end the �nal 5-percent pay reduction from the early 1930s. 
No expansion of the army was included, although the president was authorized 
to add funds to initiate an expansion to 165,000 men at his discretion. At the 
same time, the navy was to get an increase of over $100 million in its budget.47

�e Senate, on the other hand, where concern over the threat from Japan was 
much greater, removed the provision leaving the expansion of the army to Roo-
sevelt’s discretion and increased the army’s budget by another $20 million to 
fund the expansion.48 �e president signed the appropriations bill, apparently 
accepting the idea that the increase to 165,000 troops was needed to provide for 
“e	cient training and reasonable readiness” in peacetime.49

�e relative degree of success in Congress and with the president in the spring 
of 1935 created some optimism in the General Sta� as it began developing es-
timates for the �scal year 1937 budget. At the same time, it also became clear 
that the army’s needs were escalating rapidly. An awareness of the importance 
of technological developments in weaponry had led to the creation in late 1934 
of a separate research and development program to ensure adequate funding in 
that area, although only $7 million to $9 million were allocated to it. Leadership 
also decided that it was �nally time to replace all motor vehicles that were more 
than ��een years old, costing around $42 million. An acceleration in the aircra� 
procurement program would cost over $100, million.50 At the same time, the 
General Sta� was planning a recruiting campaign that hopefully would create an 
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army of 165,000 men by June 30, 1936.51 Aware that the president would still not 
accept a huge increase in the budget, the General Sta� slashed its own estimates 
by nearly 20 percent, which still le� MacArthur the task of defending an overall 
20-percent increase.52

But by late 1935, the apparent resurgence of the Depression meant that Roos-
evelt was far more interested in trimming federal expenditures than in expand-
ing them. In December the Bureau of the Budget announced that it was with-
holding half of the already appropriated funds designated for the increase in 
the size of the army.53 �en the president, in his message to Congress regarding 
the budget in January 1936, indicated that he would allow funding for an in-
crease only to 147,000 men, with a hope that the expansion to 165,000 could be 
achieved by 1939.54 At the same time, his budget provided the army with a mod-
est increase of $21 million, coupled with an executive order forbidding any o	cer 
in the army or navy from expressing any view in Congress in opposition to the 
views of the Bureau of the Budget.55 In the House, the president’s recommen-
dations were accepted, although an increase in the size of the army to 150,000 
was authorized. Following Roosevelt’s lead, the House also refused to include 
funds to support the �omason Act, which was aimed at giving one thousand 
reserve o	cers experience with active duty for a year. At the same time, funds 
for harbor defense were increased by nearly 700 percent to $8.5 million.56 �e 
Senate, however, balked at this and in March 1936, by an overwhelming margin, 
approved funding to increase the army to 165,000 men, paying for much of this 
by excising the increase in coastal-defense funds. Senators also voted to fund the 
increase in the number of reserve o	cers who could be called up for active duty 
under the �omason Act.57

�e success in getting authorization for expansion to 165,000 men 
and the atmosphere in Washington, where both international a�airs and 
Depression-related unemployment seemed more severe, meant that the army 
became less �scally ambitious in the later months of 1936. Yet with the expan-
sion to 165,000 men, the General Sta� turned its attention to improvements in 
the condition of enlisted personnel. An enlisted-promotion bill was passed in 
the spring of 1936 that allowed greater �exibility in the distribution of soldiers in 
grades and ratings, which meant there could be as many as 24,000 promotions 
in the ranks.58 But the most important issue was pay, which a�ected not only 
the economic well-being of the enlisted man but also the prestige and perceived 
standing of the army. �e salaries of the upper grades of NCOs was less than that 
of their counterparts in the navy. In addition, the daily pay of the average soldier 
was less than the starting pay for an unskilled laborer.59 But the most aggravating 
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aspect of enlisted pay was the reenlistment bonus. �e bonus was eliminated in 
the 1933 economy drive when the pay of all federal workers was reduced. By the 
second half of the decade, while these civilian reductions gradually came to an 
end, the reenlistment bonus was not restored. Roosevelt argued that it was not 
needed since the economic situation in the country meant that no inducements 
for reenlistment need be o�ered. But the army saw the bonus as part of the sol-
dier’s pay and considered it both unfair and humiliating that the troops were the 
only federal employees still su�ering from the pay cuts of the early 1930s.

For his part, the president was greatly concerned with the resurgence of the 
Depression and, again, sought to respond by paring government expenses. Yet 
while he called for a 10-percent cut throughout the government, his budget for 
the coming �scal year actually included an increase for the army of nearly $25 
million, an increase in troop levels to 165,000 men by June 30, and funds for at 
least �ve hundred �omason Act reserve-o	cer trainees and ��y new �om-
ason Act o	cers.60 Despite strong pressures to cut expenses, the House went 
along with Roosevelt’s proposals except that it trimmed the army expansion to 
160,000 men, a �gure then raised by the Senate to 162,000.61 Later, both houses 
also passed a bill providing over $25 million for military housing.62

�e army’s initial plans in 1937 for the upcoming legislative year continued to 
place emphasis on modernization and on equipment, especially antiaircra� and 
antitank weapons, rather than personnel.63 �e General Sta� was also placing 
�nishing touches on the initial dra� of General Craig’s Protective Mobilization 
Plan, growing increasingly concerned with the so-called war reserve. Much of 
the previous mobilization planning had assumed that the stocks of supplies and 
munitions le� over from the world war could be used for any future con�ict. 
Rapid changes in military technology along with the chemical deterioration of 
the munitions, however, made it increasingly obvious that this could not be the 
case. As a result, despite major e�orts to trim initial branch estimates, Chief of 
Sta� Craig still found himself having to defend a �nal War Department bud-
get estimate that represented a more than 15-percent increase over the amount 
authorized by Congress the previous year.64 Roosevelt, on the other hand, re-
mained unsympathetic to the army’s arguments and continued his policy of 
cutting expenditures whenever possible, even refusing to fund a small o	cer in-
crease voted by Congress the previous spring.65 But the outbreak of war between 
China and Japan and the signing of the Anti-Comintern Pact in November 1937 
alarmed him to the point that he responded at the beginning of January 1938 
with a defense-budget proposal totaling nearly $1 billion. As before, however, 
most of the increase was for the navy. Chief of Sta� Craig’s estimates were pared 
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dramatically, resulting in an increase of barely $20 million from the previous 
year’s budget, with half of this going for aircra�. �e size of the army was limited 
to 162,000 enlisted men, and funds were provided for only �ve hundred �om-
ason Act Reserve o	cers to be called to active-duty training.66

Roosevelt indicated, however, that further measures would be taken and that 
in late January he would send a supplemental appropriations bill for national de-
fense to Congress. Some in the army hoped that this bill would be more generous 
to ground forces than was the initial budget. Part of their optimism was based 
on signs of a growing rebellion in Congress over what was seen as Roosevelt’s 
neglect of the army.67 �e president’s new proposals, however, were a disappoint-
ment for the army, which received only negligible increases in a proposal that, 
again, chie�y bene�ted the navy.68 �e most notable feature of the supplement 
for the army was the creation of an Enlisted Reserve, which would allow for-
mer soldiers to put themselves on a retainer and be liable for call up, a program 
funded in its �rst year at $450,000.69

In 1938 the army again focused its attention on equipment, with even greater 
emphasis on antiaircra� and antitank weapons. In part, this re�ected e�orts 
by Craig and the General Sta� to respond to the public’s concern that mili-
tary preparations should be solely defensive in character.70 At the same time, the 
sta� was becoming increasingly concerned regarding the war-materials reserve 
and, particularly, for “those items of equipment which industry cannot produce 
until long, if not fatal, periods of time have elapsed.”71 Nevertheless, the sta� 
initially planned to o�er budget estimates that were as frugal as possible, asking 
for only 13,000 o	cers and increasing the research and development budget for 
the Ordnance Department by only $100,000. By late 1938, however, the interna-
tional situation seemed to change dramatically, giving rise to increased concern 
in Washington and throughout America. Events in Europe, especially those re-
lated to the Munich crisis, caused public and political attention to shi� focus 
from Japan to Germany and from a perceived naval threat to the threat of attack 
from the air. �e result of all this was a decision by Roosevelt to increase military 
spending radically, especially on aircra� and antiaircra� defenses, and �nally 
to adopt a hemispheric defense strategy. �e General Sta� became optimistic 
that the president’s increased concern with defense and public’s increased con-
cern would create an atmosphere conducive to a major expansion of the army’s 
budget. Hence, the sta� submitted ambitious budget estimates that included an 
expansion of the army to 180,000 men and 15,000 o	cers and a radical acceler-
ation in the procurement of equipment, using the Protective Mobilization Plan 
as well as its overall modernization program.72
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Initially, events seemed to ful�ll the General Sta�’s hopes. Within two weeks 
of the Munich agreement, Roosevelt announced that he had ordered a thorough 
examination of the nation’s defense needs, noting that while in the past budget 
concerns had played a controlling part in determining defense appropriations, 
such funding would now be based on the county’s needs.73 It was rumored that 
the president wanted a massive increase in the number of aircra� and a core army 
of 400,000 men, with the army and navy expected to receive funding increases 
of $150 million each.74

But soon, the army’s hope for increased ground forces began to dissipate as 
public concern about the nation’s vulnerability to an air attack rose to a pitch 
bordering on hysteria. As Henry Gole notes, by the late 1930s, the development 
of the B-17 as a bomber with transatlantic capabilities and news coverage of the 
devastation being caused by the bombing of cities in wars in Spain, China, and 
Ethiopia created an awareness among Americans of the nation’s presumed vul-
nerability to aerial attack.75 Roosevelt contributed to this by stating repeatedly 
that airstrikes were his principal concern. At his news conference on November 
15, 1938, when he announced the adoption of the policy of hemisphere defense, 
he emphasized that the possibility of an air attack was “in�nitely closer” than it 
had been �ve years ago and that one of his primary goals was to make the nation 
impregnable from the air.76 By that time, the army was already being inundated 
by requests from towns all over the country, including many far inland, for anti-
aircra� protection, while the panic caused by Orson Welles’s radio drama War of 
the Worlds at the end of October was testament to the level of American anxiety 
over a perceived vulnerability from the sky. By the middle of November, army 
leaders were expressing concerns that public panic would upset any rational plan 
for strengthening national defenses.77

Such anxiety initially seemed justi�ed. In early January 1939 Roosevelt for-
warded to Congress his proposal to boost defense spending by $300 million, a 
30-percent increase over the previous year’s budget. Again, nearly all of this went 
to the navy and the air corps; ground forces saw only $9 million of the increase.78

Even the hope that this year the army would �nally get the full complement of 
1,000 reserve o	cers promised by the �omason Act was disappointed, as the 
�nal bill allowed only for 650 such o	cers, an increase of only 150 over the 500 
that Roosevelt had provided earlier.79 But a week later, a�er a long conference 
with top military advisors, the president sent Congress a special message that 
included a request for a supplemental defense bill of $525 million. While $300 
million was to go for more aircra�, nearly $150 million was to go to ground 
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forces, including $110 million for the purchase of “items that could not be made 
quickly,” which included antitank guns, antiaircra� artillery, gas masks, and 
other similar equipment.80 While the president referred to the di	culty the 
United States had in mobilizing for the world war, he emphasized that he was 
not contemplating involvement in a new European war but, rather, wanted to 
ensure that the country had “armed forces strong enough to ward o� a sudden 
attack against strategic positions and key facilities essential to insure sustained 
resistance and ultimate victory.” He also made it clear that his major concern was 
the security of the Panama Canal Zone. Congress approved these sums almost 
without dissent.81 Later, it passed legislation doubling the size of the air corps 
and augmenting the size of the garrison in the Philippines. Chief of Sta� Craig 
was also informed that funding would be available to increase the army from 
165,000 enlisted to 200,000 men, a �gure inserted into the initial dra�s for the 
army’s budget estimates for �scal year 1941.82

�e army, in turn, began to adapt Craig’s Protective Mobilization Plan into 
a readiness posture commensurate with the president’s concerns for the security 
of strategic positions. In his annual report for 1939, Craig referred to a new ori-
entation of “forward defense” in an “outpost line of security” that would cen-
ter on the creation of a “small, hard-hitting division to seize or hold naval and 
air bases.”83 At the same time, Secretary of War Harry H. Woodring sought to 
“vitalize” the o	cer corps by calling on Congress to authorize new personnel 
policies for the army that would eliminate up to 2,300 o	cers deemed either 
overaged or physically un�t for their rank. While Woodring defended his policy 
in terms of getting rid of the “hump” that was still causing a demoralizing stag-
nation in promotion, he emphasized that his primary concern was getting rid of 
o	cers incapable of exercising �eld command in time of war. �erefore, his plan 
not only called for the forced retirement of general and �eld-grade o	cers above 
certain age levels but also intended to have all o	cers given a thorough medical 
examination to determine physical �tness for wartime duty. Nor was this pro-
gram restricted to the Regular Army, as the secretary called on the states to carry 
out similar examinations for o	cers in the National Guard. Polls taken by the 
Army and Navy Journal showed that Woodring’s proposal had the support of 
nearly two-thirds of all o	cers in the army.84 Nevertheless, it got bogged down 
in Congress, and action on it was postponed until the following year. �us, it 
was only as Europe moved into war at the end of the summer of 1939 that Con-
gress, and especially Roosevelt, �nally began to accept the army’s own minimum 
program for national defense.
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Stability amid Crisis

�e Civilian Components in the 1930s

T he civilian components had been the center of the army’s atten-
tion in the �rst half of the 1920s as the “new army” envisioned in the 
National Defense Act of 1920 was being created. By the 1930s, how-

ever, this degree of interest was beginning to fade. 	ere were several reasons 
for this. First, in the 1930s the army’s focus was beginning to shi� to the chal-
lenges of adapting to the problems and potentialities brought to warfare by 
the industrial revolution. In addition, the Depression exposed what appeared 
to be a continued, and possibly growing, lack of governmental and public 
interest in the concept of the citizen-soldier. At one point, in its cost-cutting 
zeal, Congress removed from an army appropriations bill virtually all funds 
to support the civilian components. On the other hand, by the early 1930s, the 
components had been in existence for over a decade, and most of the problems 
associated with them had been worked out. Finally, by the early 1930s, the 
AEF coterie that had dominated the General Sta� in the 1920s was passing 
into retirement. 	eir experience in the world war had led them to focus on 
the problems of mobilizing a mass army. 	e leadership emerging in the 1930s 
was less interested in mobilization and more concerned with the new and more 
mobile forms of warfare seemingly made possible by motorized vehicles, ones 
that seemed to depend more on smaller professional forces than on the large 
masses of quickly trained amateurs of the world war. But while the civilian 
components were no longer the center of the army’s attention, they continued 
to enjoy the growing stability that had begun during the latter half of the 
1920s while being shielded from much of the turmoil created by the cost-cut-
ting associated with the Depression.
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	e Reserve O�cer Training Corps

Of all the civilian components, the ROTC was a�ected the least by the Depres-
sion. Outside of a few small funding cuts, it su�ered no major damage to its pro-
gram in the 1930s except for a reduction in the length of summer camp from six 
to four weeks in 1934, resulting from the massive cut in appropriations made in 
the spring of 1933. 	e camps were restored to six weeks the following summer.1

	e army was heartened by the fact that the program continued to grow and 
basked in the strong support given to it by the administrators of participating 
colleges and universities, especially those in the land-grant system.2 On nearly all 
campuses, ROTC units were popular and well supported. Even in elite private 
universities, where male-student participation in the program was on a voluntary 
rather than compulsory basis, there was widespread involvement and strong sup-
port for the programs from the administration. At Princeton roughly 30 percent 
of the students participated, while the alumni at Yale provided the unit with an 
armory, stables, and a classroom building.3 Overall, experience with the program 
gave the army the pleasure of knowing that there was one segment in society that 
supported the citizen-soldier concept inherent in the National Defense Act and 
appreciated the role of the army in developing it. As a result, the main concerns 
with ROTC in this period were limited to modifying the program to meet needs 
and to respond to critics from other areas of society.

	e land-grant colleges and universities were the backbone of ROTC, and 
their administrations were among its strongest civilian backers. 	ey appreci-
ated the fact that the program meant that the army provided the resources and 
means to carry out the military-training mission required of them in the Morrill 
Act. 	ey were also aware that the �nancial support given to cadets in the ad-
vanced course acted as a form of scholarship aid for a substantial number of their 
students. Finally, many presidents and chancellors shared the idea, still popular 
among educators at the time, that military training was a valuable addition to 
the physical and moral development of their students. 	erefore, for most of this 
period, relations between the land-grant schools and the War Department were 
cordial, and the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities remained 
a constant supporter of the ROTC in the lobbies of Congress.4

Given the large degree of satisfaction with the program on the campuses 
and in the army, there were few e�orts made to change it. An ongoing problem 
that continued to be a source of increasing concern in the early 1930s was the 
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imbalance among the branches. Since each combat branch had its own set of 
ROTC units, with infantry units being less expensive than others and cavalry 
units seen as having more dash, schools tended to host these units in preference 
to the those belonging to the �eld artillery and coast artillery branches. As a 
result, the production of reserve infantry and cavalry o�cers exceeded the needs 
of mobilization plans, while a growing de�ciency continued to develop in the 
�eld-and coast-artillery arms.5 Since the War Department could not change the 
branch designation of units at host institutions and did not have funds to in-
crease enrollments in the artillery units, e�orts were made to manipulate quotas 
in enrollments for advanced courses and for summer training in such a way as to 
reduce this imbalance. 	is tinkering alleviated the disparity but did not end it.6

A major review of the entire ROTC curriculum resulted only in minimal 
�nal changes, pointing to the overall stability the program had achieved by the 
end of the 1920s and the large degree of satisfaction with it. 	e major force be-
hind the reexamination of the curriculum came from Charles Summerall in his 
�nal year as chief of sta�. 	e general was greatly in�uenced by an article written 
by Dr. Glenn Frank, president of the University of Wisconsin, that was highly 
critical of the ROTC curriculum, claiming that it was mostly basic drill and 
dull.7 On May 12, 1930, within days of reading this piece, Summerall called on 
the General Sta� to conduct a thorough examination of the ROTC curriculum, 
with an eye to reducing routine drill and introducing more instruction that used 
the applicatory methods then being followed at in the special service schools.8

Summerall gave this matter high priority and demanded quick action. While the 
sta� was initially skeptical as to the need for major changes in the curriculum, 
feeling that outside critics were likely members of “anti-defense groups,” it was 
also aware of criticism within the army that ROTC graduates lacked su�cient 
interest in military matters so that few seriously engaged in their obligations for 
further study as reserve o�cers.9 As a result, by the summer of 1931, the focus of 
the reform e�ort was on inspiring student cadets “with a desire to share in the 
Nation’s defense.”10 A curricular revision was �nally unveiled at the end of De-
cember 1932. But it dealt more with problems of coordination between the pro-
gram and the host institutions than with Summerall’s concerns. Subject matter 
in the program was reorganized so that courses of study more closely resembled 
college courses and were sequenced in a logical progression.11

	e major problem facing ROTC in this period was attacks on the program 
by paci�st groups. 	ese were strongly reinforced in the 1930s by the growing 
antiwar sentiment and excitement regarding the Disarmament Conference be-
tween 1932 and 1934. All this allowed anti-military groups su�cient prominence 
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to mount several signi�cant challenges to the program. As in the 1920s, they 
realized that, although the entire ROTC program was too popular to attack 
with any hope of success, it had one vulnerable feature—the requirement that 
participation in the basic course was compulsory for all males. 	is aspect was 
unpopular with students and many faculty members and was hard to justify in 
public.12 Hence, opponents focused their attention on this issue, lobbying for 
legislation at state and national levels to end the compulsory feature, agitating 
public opinion to force educational institutions themselves to drop the require-
ment, and assisting students’ individual opposition to it.13

	e War Department, on the other hand, had di�culty in formulating a 
consistent strategy to deal with these challenges. One major problem was that 
compulsory participation in the basic course was not supported by any national 
legislation, being mandated instead by either state legislation or the regulations 
of the land-grant schools themselves. Moreover, the department was hampered 
by the fact that no objections had been raised when the University of Wis-
consin ended compulsory participation in the basic course in 1923, creating a 
precedent that haunted the department for the next two decades. As a result, 
it responded to cases as they arose, fashioning a defense for each issue. Still, by 
1937, when the last of these challenges was raised, it had developed a roughly 
consistent approach.14

	e �rst challenge to the compulsory issue came in 1930 with the introduc-
tion of a bill by Congressman George Welsh, a Republican from Pennsylvania, 
that would prohibit schools from making participation in military-training a 
requirement. 	e War Department’s response was to allow the land-grant in-
stitutions to carry the �ght against this legislation while aligning itself in their 
support and encouraging them by noting that enactment of the Welsh bill could 
cause the program to withdraw units from many schools.15 At the same time, 
Summerall called on the General Sta� to develop countermeasures against such 
attacks. Although no such policy was developed, opposition from the land-grant 
institutions was su�cient to ensure that the Welsh bill never got out of commit-
tee. A similar bill introduced in 1935 also died in committee.16

	e issue of the basic-course requirement was raised again in 1934, when the 
Board of Regents at the University of Minnesota voted to make participation 
optional rather than compulsory. In this case the War Department was embar-
rassed by the 1923 Wisconsin precedent. It seriously considered withdrawing 
the three units training at Minnesota but �nally decided against it, feeling that 
the public would see the withdrawal as punitive, which would play into the 
hands of the ROTC opponents. Instead, a compromise was negotiated in which 
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only the infantry unit was withdrawn from the school, leaving the �eld-artil-
lery and coast-artillery units on campus.17

	e last challenge came in 1937, when the legislature of North Dakota passed 
a law that prohibited making participation in the basic course compulsory. 	e 
War Department found this challenge more di�cult since the action had been 
taken by a state legislature rather than by either of the two land-grant schools 
in the state, North Dakota University and North Dakota Agricultural College, 
whose faculties and administrations were strongly in support of the compulsory 
provision. To remove units from the schools would seem to be punishing loyal 
institutions for the actions of the legislature. 	us, even though the experience 
with Minnesota indicated that if participation in the basic course was made 
optional, enrollment in the advance course would soon drop to a nonviable level, 
the General Sta� decided to keep the units in place on a trial basis, with no 
further action taken.18

Finally, what is perhaps most surprising is not that some land-grant univer-
sities challenged the compulsory basic-course provision in the 1930s, but that so 
few actually did. Given the high degree of paci�st sentiment that built up in the 
country during the 1930s and the unpopularity of the requirement among male 
students, one might have expected a far greater degree of challenge. Indeed, as 
Michael Neiberg notes, by the mid-1930s, only twenty-one private schools not 
subject to legislation related to the Morrill Act had eliminated the compulsory 
basic-course requirement.19 	e fact that so few land-grant schools had chal-
lenged the provision is testimony to the high degree of value these institutions 
placed on the program.

Overall, despite these challenges and the e�orts made to tinker with the 
structure of the program, the dominating feature of ROTC in the entire 1930s 
was its stability and continued overall popularity. It was, in many respects, the 
army’s most successful civilian program. Despite the unrest in the nation at the 
time, challenges to the program from the outside were minimal and largely con-
�ned to Minnesota and the Dakotas. 	is stability and popularity were due 
to several factors, including the �nancial support given by the program to the 
participating institutions and many of their students. 	e War Department was 
also wise in decentralizing the ROTC program and giving host institutions a 
large degree of in�uence in developing the units on their campuses. O�cers as-
signed duty in the ROTC were encouraged to be active campus and community 
citizens; in fact, most were personally popular.20 Finally, the nation’s educators 
at the time were favorable to military training, seeing it as a valuable addition to 
the programs at their schools and a symbol of prestige.
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	e National Guard

	e chief trend in the development of the National Guard during the entire 
1930s was a growing stabilization of the program, allowing for continuous im-
provement in both performance and satisfaction. Even at the height of the De-
pression, the chief of the Militia Bureau was able to report: “With the strength 
of the National Guard remaining practically a �xed quantity in recent years, 
the continued increase in both armory drill attendance and �eld training has 
enabled instruction and training to proceed and advance beyond any previous 
record. 	e result is a standard and condition of all-round e�ectiveness never 
before attained.” He concluded, “the National Guard �nishes the year [1931] in 
the best condition of its long history.”21 During much of this time, appropria-
tions limited the Guard to around 190,000 men, nearly all of whom participated 
in armory drills and summer �eld training. Attendance at �eld training was 
remarkably steady, while turnover among o�cers tended to diminish during 
the decade. And while the Depression years provided signi�cant strain and chal-
lenge, the morale of the Guard remained high.

	e National Guard su�ered relatively little from the Depression itself. In 
1933 and 1934, allocations to the Guard were cut drastically, and pay reductions 
ordered for the Regular Army a�ected the Guard as well. But the Guard was 
still able to provide the customary forty-eight armory drills and ��een days of 
�eld training a year by drastically curtailing all other expenditures.22 Further 
reductions in appropriations in 1933 �nally forced it to cut the number of paid 
drills from forty-eight to thirty-six. 	e Guard, however, managed to weather 
this adversity with little damage to its stability. 	e reduction to thirty-six drills 
was almost academic, as most units continued to o�er forty-eight drills and most 
guardsmen attended all of them, even if they were only paid for thirty-six. And 
even drastically reduced appropriations still allowed the Guard to continue to 
motorize its artillery and modernize the force.

By far the most signi�cant development for the Guard in the 1930s was pas-
sage of the National Guard Bill in 1933. 	e initiative for this legislation was 
taken �ve years earlier by the NGA. At the association’s convention in 1926, 
the NGA called for amending the National Defense Act to grant the Guard 
federal recognition in peacetime.23 	e Militia Bureau established a committee 
to study the legal aspects of the proposal, and a �nal dra� bill was sent to Con-
gress, where it sat for �ve years. Under prodding from the NGA, Congress �-
nally took up the bill and passed it in the spring of 1933, with Roosevelt signing 
it on June 15. 	e act essentially gave existing Guard units federal recognition 
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so that they would be called up for service intact and would be released from 
service intact. It also o�cially changed the name of the Militia Bureau to the 
National Guard Bureau.24

In 1935 the National Guard began enjoying the same increases in appropri-
ations from Congress as the Regular Army so that the second half of the 1930s 
was seen as a period of constructive growth. In addition to greater overall appro-
priation, Congress began a program of slowly expanding the size of the Guard. 
	e General Sta� had long argued that the minimum strength needed by the 
Guard to discharge its duties under the National Defense Act was 210,000 men. 
But since 1930 its size had remained �xed at only 190,000 guardsmen. In 1935 
Congress embarked on a plan to increase the size to 210,000 in four yearly in-
cremental expansions of 5,000 men each.25

At the same time, the cooperation between the National Guard and the Reg-
ular Army continued to grow. 	e number of guard o�cers invited to attend 
Regular Army schools increased annually, with the intention that there would 
be one guard o�cer with Regular Army training in every unit. 	e Guard also 
began participating in Regular Army maneuvers in 1936 and 1939.26 All of this 
resulted in heightened morale in the Guard, evidenced by a rapid improvement 
in the retention rate among o�cers.

Organized Reserve

Although the Organized Reserve was, in many regards, the most critical of the 
four civilian components of the Army of the United States, and even though the 
Reserve experienced modest growth in numbers and improvement in training 
during the 1930s, the program was still the least successful and most frustrating 
of the four. All during the decade, it su�ered from a variety of problems, includ-
ing inadequate appropriations, internal apathy, and even confusion regarding 
mission and objectives. 	e response of the War Department and of the reserv-
ists themselves entailed a few small measures aimed at doing the best with what 
was available while taking advantage of opportunities as they came along.

Lurking in the background of all the other problems was some ambiguity as 
to the mission of the Organized Reserve. Generally, the problem was that the 
ORC program was meant to ful�ll two di�erent objectives that were not en-
tirely complementary. On the one hand, it was stated o�cially that “the training 
mission of the Reserves is to maintain in every unit of the Organized Reserves 
an e�cient cadre of o�cers, .  .  . which is individually and collectively compe-
tent to perform the duties required in mobilizing and training the unit at war 
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strength.”27 At the same time, it was also stated in the army regulations regarding 
the ORC, “	e ultimate objective in training units of the Organized Reserve in 
time of peace is to provide partially trained units which may be readily expanded 
to war strength and completely trained in time of emergency.”28 	e question of 
whether reserve units were to be chie�y concerned with mobilizing and training 
a conscripted citizen army or were to be contingents of a nearly ready combat 
force was never resolved in the 1930s, and reforms in training e�orts o�en shi�ed 
between one and the other of the two objectives.

	e issue of greatest concern to the army regarding the Organized Reserve 
was numbers. 	roughout the interwar period, nearly all thinking regarding 
the Reserve was dominated by the memory of the 1917 mobilization, which was 
seen as slow and haphazard. As a result, a great deal of the army’s energy and 
thought went into the preparation of detailed mobilization plans. 	e overall 
scheme developed in the early 1920s called for a mobilized army of ��y-four 
divisions, nine to be supplied by the Regular Army, eighteen by the National 
Guard, and twenty-seven by the Organized Reserve. 	e central problem for 
the reserve program, therefore, was to ensure that the ORC was large enough to 
support twenty-seven divisions. 	e mobilization plan developed in 1928 called 
for between 180,000 and 190,000 reserve o�cers.29 Yet in 1930 there were only 
a few more than 100,000 o�cers holding reserve commissions, only 80,000 of 
whom being carried on the “active assigned” list.30 	e ORC experienced only 
slow growth so that by 1936 the number of active assigned o�cers had risen to 
nearly 92,000. 	at expansion then accelerated toward the end of the decade 
when it reached 104,000 reserve o�cers.31

	e slowness in this increase was due to a number of factors. One was a large 
turnover in reserve o�cers coming out of the ROTC. Many had little interest 
in the army and did not apply for reappointment a�er their initial �ve-year com-
mitment. At the same time, the army was constrained by limited appropriations 
and personnel shortages so that it was unable to cope with a larger number of of-
�cers even if they had been available. Moreover, for most of the 1930s, budgetary 
constraints limited the number of reservists who could engage in the fourteen 
days of active-duty training o�ered each year to around 20,000. As a result, there 
was concern in the General Sta� that any signi�cant expansion of the size of 
the ORC would lead to further dilution of a training program that was already 
stretched too thin.

Along with limited numbers, the other major issue with the ORC program 
was training. 	e overall concern here was that this program was inadequate to 
produce o�cers who would be nearly ready to �ll wartime leadership positions. 
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For one thing, it was thought to be too skimpy. While reserve o�cers in the 
armies of most major military powers were given a full year of initial training 
supplemented by up to a month of annual training, the U.S. training program 
through the ROTC was calculated to be the equivalent to only four months of 
initial training supplemented by two weeks of active-duty training received, at 
best, once every three years.32 Most of the army’s attention in this regard was 
given to the two weeks of active-duty training. 	e fact that, for most of the 
1930s, appropriations restricted training to only 20,000 reserve o�cers meant 
that it was available to less than one-fourth of those on the active assigned lists.33

Limited funding, however, was not the only problem. Many reserve o�cers 
proved reluctant to give up two weeks of vacation time to take training. 	us, 
there were actually so few o�cers applying for active-duty training that a large 
number of those were able to take it every year while many others never received 
any training at all.34 	is situation was compounded by the fact that in the 1930s 
the character of the ORC began to change. Veterans of the world war, who had 
dominated the program in the 1920s, were now leaving, and the corps began 
�lling instead with graduates of the ROTC program. By 1931, these graduates 
became the largest single cohort in the ORC.35 Since none of these men had had 
any combat experience, the need to give them some form of active-duty training 
seemed imperative.

	ere was also concern with the inactive training in the program. In some 
cases, this was conducted using conferences and other forms of classes sponsored 
by reserve units and carried out, whenever possible, by the Regular Army o�cer 
assigned to support the unit. But the heart of the army’s inactive-training e�orts 
was made up of extension-school courses taken on a correspondence basis. 	e 
army had given great attention to developing and re�ning these courses in the 
1920s. 	e assignments were submitted to and corrected by the regular o�cer 
assigned to the reserve o�cer’s unit. Nevertheless, participation in the program 
was limited for most years in the 1930s to around 45,000 of the 80,000 reserve 
o�cers on the active assigned list.36 	ere was, in addition to this limited partic-
ipation, also considerable concern that, while the correspondence courses gave
an o�cer some understanding about the theoretical and technical aspects of his 
cra�, they o�ered no training in leadership or administration, considered to be
the most important skills needed by an o�cer, nor any opportunity to apply
the principals learned. As one o�cer observed, “A recent tour of duty with the
C.M.T.C. at which junior o�cers were expected to be able to carry on the re-
sponsibilities of their grade, proved clearly that o�cers educated solely by book
learning were useless when troops were to be handled.” 37
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Behind all this was a problem of apathy or lack of interest on the part of a large 
portion of the reserve o�cers enrolled. Many joined the ROTC programs in col-
lege for reasons other than an interest in military a�airs, and a signi�cant num-
ber of them graduated without having developed that interest. Also, those who 
did aspire to become military o�cers o�en found little in the inactive-training 
program to sustain that interest. 	ey rarely saw their fellow o�cers and rarely 
engaged in any activities that could generate or sustain motivation. Correspon-
dence courses seemed dull, and chances for active-duty training were remote 
even if one had the time or interest to attend. Eventually, reserve o�cers’ interest 
in military matters faded as they became absorbed in their civilian occupations, 
their families, and their communities. 	is lack of interest was seen not only in 
the low level of participation in extension courses but also in high attrition rates, 
with the majority of o�cers who accepted the �ve-year reserve appointment that 
came with commissioning in the ROTC program either failing to qualify for or 
even seek reappointment.38

	ese problems seemed so intractable that no major e�ort was made in the 
War Department in the 1930s to overcome them. Instead, especially in the �rst 
half of the decade, it tinkered with the program where possible to make small 
gains and sought to take advantage of any opportunity that came along to en-
hance reserve training. 	e result was a gradual improvement, with the numbers 
enrolled increasing slowly and the numbers engaged in extension courses rising 
as well. At the same time, this somewhat opportunistic approach to the problem 
also contributed to a continued lack of focus and coherence in the overall pro-
gram. 	e �rst signi�cant reform had come earlier, in 1928, in the e�ort to clear 
“deadwood” out of the ORC. In 1930 the rules regarding promotion were tight-
ened further to require the satisfactory completion of all extension-course work 
appropriate to the new grade. In addition, the candidate had to demonstrate both 
knowledge and military abilities by passing examinations and practical tests.39

Further, reserve o�cers were sent an outline of the military knowledge they 
were expected to master for promotion. 	e following year each one was sent a 
copy of the �eld manual appropriate for his branch. One short-term result of this 
was a dramatic rise in the number of o�cers enrolled in extension-course work.

Shortly a�er MacArthur became chief of sta�, the General Sta� engaged in a 
serious reconsideration of existing reserve-o�cer training policies. In the sum-
mer of 1931, the Operations and Training Division proposed a new approach. It 
pointed out that, while the long-held ideal for active-duty training for reserve 
o�cers was one period of training every three years, appropriations would not
allow this. 	erefore, the sta� suggested a new scheme for training that “would
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be based upon a system of priority in which money and energy would be ex-
pended on reserve o�cers in direct proportion to the urgency of their employ-
ment in war and in inverse proportion to the degree in which their peacetime 
occupation prepares them for war-time duties.”40 Although MacArthur did not 
accept the scheme, he still liked its emphasis on expanding the combat readiness 
of those reserve units that would be involved in the �rst phases of mobilization. 
	erefore, he asked the Operations and Training Division sta� to consider a 
training scheme that “would provide for placing all critical reserve units with 
commanders and key o�cers on active duty training every year with as much of 
their personnel as possible.”41

	e division responded with a modi�ed version of its original proposal.42 Al-
though MacArthur also failed to accept this revision, subsequent policy changes 
continued to focus on the training of reserve units that would be among the �rst 
mobilized and involved in combat. While the ideal that every reserve o�cer 
should get active-duty training once every three years continued to be the stated 
backbone of the War Department’s reserve-o�cer training program, actual pol-
icies increasingly favored combat units.43

	e War Department also sought to upgrade training at reserve units while 
reducing dependence on thinly stretched regular o�cers by sending more reserve 
o�cers to the army’s special service schools. Toward the end of 1930, Brigadier
General Edward L. King, who headed the Operations and Training Division,
suggested a program aimed at sending enough reservists to such schools to pro-
vide, over time, for one school-trained o�cer with each major unit of the Or-
ganized Reserve. He pointed out that, due to falling prices, the costs of sending
20,000 reserve o�cers to active-duty training for fourteen days had decreased
to the point that the savings could be used to pay for the increased numbers sent 
to the schools.44 A�er some discussion, the expansion was approved in 1932.45

Finally, as an additional alternative to the two-week summer training program 
during the 1930s, the Organized Reserve took over the training at the CMTCs 
as well as the administration of many of the CCC camps. 	is was controver-
sial, based on fears that it would lead to a serious diminution in both the camp 
experience and the prestige of the program.46 It was tried, therefore, in the late 
1920s on an experimental basis, with only a few reserve units involved. While the 
initial experiments did show that there was a diminution in the quality of the 
camps, most of the problems were ironed out in the next few years. At the same 
time, reserve units involved were enthusiastic about the experience, feeling that 
it provided valuable training in the skills that would be needed in any early mo-
bilization and training of a citizen army, a view shared in the War Department.47
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Surprisingly, the ORC bene�ted little from the somewhat greater attention 
given the army a�er 1935. 	e secretary of war continued to ask dutifully each 
year for funds to increase to 30,000 the number of o�cers provided active-duty 
training, which would allow them to receive training once every three years, but 
he did so with little enthusiasm and with seemingly little hope of receiving any 
kind of approval.48 Nor did the program change much in these years. Combat 
units involved in the earliest phases of mobilization and new ROTC graduates 
continued to be favored for active-duty training as were reserve o�cers who were 
actively pursuing inactive training. 	e emphasis on practical training was con-
tinued as well.49

	e one exception to this was the 	omason Act, which passed Congress in 
1936 and provided funds for giving one thousand reserve o�cers a year of ac-
tive-duty training, a�er which ��y would receive commissions in the Regular 
Army. Developing a training program for these o�cers provided a signi�cant 
problem for the army, since nearly all the 	omason Act reserve o�cers were 
recent ROTC graduates. 	e plan included an intense schooling program com-
plemented by assignment to units of the Regular Army. A�er a year’s experience, 
this training plan was modi�ed to give the reserve o�cers less time in school and 
more practical experience with troops.50 	e program proved popular. As Ed-
ward Co�man notes, the extra pay was an incentive during Depression years that 
brought highly talented o�cers into the program. Steven Barry points out that 
the provision to give the top ��y 	omason Act reserve o�cers regular commis-
sions brought into the army some of the highest-quality reserve o�cers available.51

Yet while the 	omason Act injected some life into it, during the 1930s, the 
Organized Reserve had hardly developed into the organization called for in the 
National Defense Act of 1920. It was neither the size expected nor led by o�cers 
with anywhere near the training needed. In fact, the overall training level of the 
Reserve probably deteriorated, as veterans of the world war were increasingly re-
placed by green ROTC graduates with no combat experience and only minimal 
experience with troops. In the spring of 1940, an o�cer despairingly described 
what he considered to be a typical reserve unit:

	is particular regiment has 104 o�cers. To start with it is short 2 �eld 
o�cers and 6 captains. Twenty seven have never had active duty, although
it has been available; 21 have had one 2-week tour and 16 have had two
tours. . . . Four lieutenants are 46 years of age or older. One o�cer is not
eligible for active duty because he is drawing disability compensation
as a World War veteran. Six had World War experience of one kind or
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another. Forty-four are studying an Extension Course. Twenty-one �rst 
lieutenants are over time in grade, i.e. have not done the courses required 
for promotion. Seventy-eight are R.O.T.C. graduates, four are graduates of 
the C.M.T.C.52

It is doubtful that this is what Colonel Palmer had in mind in 1920.

Citizens’ Military Training Camps

	e CMTC had never been much more than an auxiliary program in the army. 
It had been created a�er the failure to include provisions for universal military 
training in the National Defense Act of 1920 in the hope of popularizing mil-
itary training and to produce a few reserve o�cers and men trained to become 
NCOs in time of war. While the program was moderately popular in the 1920s, 
it never created the hoped-for groundswell of support for military training. By 
the beginning of the 1930s, the army had started to lose interest in it. Despite 
its increased popularity, the CMTC was somewhat neglected all during that 
decade.53 	e program was nearly cut from the budget entirely in 1934, being 
rescued only by Congress. In several other years it was not even mentioned in 
the annual reports of the secretary of war and the chief of sta�, nor was it im-
proved in any signi�cant way. 	e only major change was the policy of turning 
over a signi�cant portion of the training responsibilities in the camps to reserve 
o�cers, a policy designed to improve training in the Organized Reserve at the
expense of the quality of training o�ered by the CMTCs.

	e only issue of any signi�cance facing the program in the 1930s was the 
matter of race, which had already surfaced in the 1920s. As was the case in the 
late 1920s the demands were initiated by African American leaders of local or-
ganizations, especially the American Legion, with the strong support of local 
African American congressmen. As before, the main objective of the army in 
addressing the issue was to avoid controversy. 	e overall approach, again as in 
the 1920s, was to give the appearance of fairness by following a policy of o�ering 
separate-but-equal camps. 	is policy was reiterated in 1930 by Assistant Sec-
retary of War Frederick Payne: “	e policy of the War Department as promul-
gated authorizes corps area commanders to establish a colored Citizens Military 
Training Camp in their respective areas; �rstly, when applications are received 
from quali�ed and eligible colored applicants in a su�cient number to warrant 
the holding of such a camp; secondly, when su�cient funds and suitable person-
nel are available for training.”54
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	ere were signi�cant problems, however, in following this policy that led to 
strains between the War Department, which generally favored holding as many 
camps as possible, and corps-area commanders and other unit commanders 
where these camps might be held. 	e o�cers there were wary of the sympa-
thies and prejudices of local citizens as well as the impossibility of asking units 
of white soldiers to service camps made up of African Americans, which was 
responsible for the phrase “suitable personnel” in Payne’s statement of policy. 
In most cases the opposition of local o�cers was su�cient to block holding a 
camp. But there were a few instances when CMTCs were held. In 1931 an orga-
nizer in Saint Louis, with support from three congressmen, requested a camp 
be held in his area. Although he was unable to recruit the minimum number of 
applicants needed to justify the camp, the General Sta� indicated to the local 
corps-area commander that the minimum be regarded as “only a guide,” and 
the camp was held.55 In 1936 a CMTC was held at Fort Meyer, Virginia, a�er 
local opposition was overruled by the assistant chief of sta� for the Operations 
and Training Division.56 Finally, a highly successful camp was held on the West 
Coast in 1938 despite concerns of the corps-area commander regarding possible 
local opposition.57

Overall, this was not a serious problem for the army. 	ere were only eight 
documented e�orts to open CMTCs to African Americans in the 1930s. A few 
of these had the support of one or more members of Congress but little else in 
the way of political backing. But its reemergence was a harbinger of what was to 
come during and a�er World War II regarding race and the army. Otherwise, it 
was a sign of the success of the CMTC program’s e�orts to convince Americans 
that military training was good for their sons. 	e uncomfortable di�culties 
arose when African Americans understood and accepted this and sought these 
bene�ts for their youth as well.
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Ch a pter 11

Modern Weapons and Traditional Tactics

�e Infantry and Tanks, 1919–1939

A lthough the National Defense Act of 1920 awarded the infan-
try total control over the development of tanks and tank warfare, the 
branch failed to develop a realistic and tested means of integrating the 

new weapons system into its structure during the entire interwar period. As a 
result, while its vision of the combat use of tanks remained 	xed on the experi-
ence of the world war, the infantry had to watch with ill-concealed envy as the 
cavalry 	rst won the right to develop its own tanks in the early 1930s and then 
went on to become the dominant mechanized force in the army.

�is failure was not due to lack of interest. From 1920 onward, the Infantry 
Journal carried positive and even enthusiastic articles about tanks while review-
ing technological developments in Europe and recalling the army’s experience 
with them in the world war. Branch leadership was also positive in its interest. 
Nor did the infantry fail to develop a consensus regarding tank tactics. Instead, 
it accepted a tactical doctrine almost immediately, based on its wartime experi-
ence, which then remained virtually constant throughout the interwar period. 
Instead, two main problems were responsible for the infantry’s failure to become 
the predominant tank branch. �e 	rst was an inability to develop a consensus 
regarding preferred models compounded by strained relations with the Ord-
nance Department, which was responsible for the actual procurement of tanks 
once the infantry had supplied speci	cations. �e second was a lack of anywhere 
near adequate appropriations to support the program. Until late in the 1930s 
the infantry never had more than a few prototypes, which were not enough to 
develop and test its tactical doctrines.

Americans had used tanks during the world war and, indeed, had formed a 
nearly autonomous tank corps headed by Brigadier General Samuel D. Rock-
enbach. From this experience he, along with several other o�cers, became 
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enthusiastic about the future of tanks and hoped the corps would retain its 
autonomous status a�er the war. But several factors militated against that. 
During the war, tanks were primarily used tactically as infantry-support weap-
ons. Since the top speed of the two vehicles used, the light six-ton French Re-
nault FT-17 and the heavy forty-ton British Mark VIII, was 	ve or six miles per 
hour, there were few other roles they could play. More important, the army’s 
commitment to the principles of open warfare, which subordinated all other 
arms to the support of the advance of the infantry, made the existence of an 
independent tank corps all but super�uous. As a result, the 1920 National De-
fense Act made tanks part of the infantry.

Based on these factors, and on its experience in the war, the infantry contin-
ued to accept what had been the army’s wartime tactical doctrine for the use of 
tanks in combat. In an article entitled “Tank Tactics,” published in June 1920, 
Rockenbach outlined the basic concepts that remained the foundation of the 
infantry’s tactical doctrine for the next two decades. In his view, the tank was 
solely an infantry-support weapon. As was the case in the world war, the army 
would possess two types of tanks, heavy and light. He then elaborated on their 
roles: “�e heavy tanks precede the light tanks and the infantry, especially in 
the early stage of an attack on works, in order to secure passage and to cover the 
infantry and light tanks while they clean up. �e function of the light tanks is 
then to 	ght in immediate touch with the infantry, destroy machine guns, cut 
the wire, and break up other resistance retarding the infantry.”1

By 1922, the infantry had formally adopted this concept as doctrine while 
providing each division with a company of tanks (on paper).2 Outside of a few 
modest modi	cations, that doctrine remained intact for the remainder of the 
interwar period, successfully weathering all challenges. �e published works of 
British tank theorists Basil Liddell Hart and J. F. C. Fuller were well known in 
U.S. Army circles. Indeed, articles by both men were carried in military journals. 
Several of the army’s own tank specialists, among them Captain Sereno Brett 
and Major Ralph E. Jones, argued in published articles for a wider approach to 
tank tactics, including the use of massed formations, but to no avail.3 Within 
the doctrine, however, there was one notable change. In the early 1920s the focus 
was on the light “accompanying tank,” which was to 	ght in coordination with 
the advancing ri�emen. �e heavy tank was assigned to lead, though only by a 
few hundred yards, and clear the way by knocking out obstacles such as machine 
guns and wire. It was therefore considered a special weapon to be used only as 
conditions permitted and, as such, was the junior partner in an advance. In the 
teaching of the Command and General Sta� School in the middle of the 1930s, 
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on the other hand, that relationship began to change. Primary focus was increas-
ingly given to what were now called the “leading tanks,” whose objective was to 
break through to the enemy rear area, while “accompanying tanks” retained the 
traditional mission of coordinated combat with ri�emen.4 Yet while the infantry 
may have been evolving in the direction of using attacks by massed tank units, 
it balked at any idea that they would operate outside the control of an infantry 
unit. As the chief of infantry in 1937, Major General George A. Lynch cautioned 
the Infantry School: “While it is advisable to concentrate e�ective numbers of 
tanks against decisive objectives, this should not be taken as to imply that these 
tanks operate in one large group under separate command.”5 And as late as 1941, 
the chief of infantry was still arguing in his 	nal report that “tanks can e�ec-
tively lead the attack and prepare for the foot infantry advance by suppressing 
hostile resistance, in particular machineguns.”6

With doctrine set, the major issue for the infantry was the design of a set of 
satisfactory weapons. Unlike the stability that characterized the development 
of the tactical use of the tank, the e�orts to develop a satisfactory vehicle were 
turbulent and largely unsuccessful, with one pilot project a�er another failing 
to gain su�cient acceptance that would lead to the manufacture of a standard 
model. A part of the problem lay in the fact that responsibility for tank develop-
ment was dispersed among three agencies. �e 	rst was the O�ce of the Chief 
of Infantry, which was responsible for determining tactical and strategic roles of 
tanks in warfare and the types of tanks needed to ful	ll those missions. �e sec-
ond was the Tank School, whose personnel were the army’s experts on the design 
of tanks and their abilities. �e third was the Ordnance Department, which was 
responsible for the designing and engineering of tanks that ful	lled the infan-
try’s strategic and tactical speci	cations. �e boundaries of these responsibilities, 
however, were never clear, and each organization saw the tank from a di�erent 
perspective. In addition, the views of the chief of infantry shi�ed with changes 
of personnel. Finally, tanks and the process of their design were extremely ex-
pensive, and funding was extremely limited.

�e 	rst postwar ideas regarding tank development began in the Ordnance 
Department, which became interested in a new, fast medium tank being de-
signed in Great Britain. �is model would be used in an independent force 
and serve as an all-purpose tank, replacing both the six-ton light Renault and 
the forty-ton heavy Mark VIII. During the summer of 1919, the department 
began designing two di�erent medium tanks of its own. At the same time, it 
sought using arm guidance from the still existent tank corps. Rockenbach, 
as head of the corps, was enthusiastic about the medium tank, which 	gured 
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into his overall hope of maintaining the independence of his unit. O�cers 
who had experience with tanks in the world war were also enthusiastic about 
the idea of a fast, general-purpose medium tank. �ey considered it the only 
model needed by the army.7

�e tank they sought was to carry su�cient armor to protect it from.30-caliber 
armor-piercing bullets, travel cross-country at a speed of twelve miles per hour, 
carry a light cannon and two machine guns, and have a cruising radius of at 
least 	�y miles.8 By August 1919, a preliminary design had been created that 
won Rockenbach’s approval, and the Ordnance Department began to develop 
an actual pilot model, calling it the M1921. Later, inspired by British innovations 
in suspension systems, the department also began the development of a second 
pilot model, the M1922. By November, the M1921 was completed and ready for 
a shop test, which was successful.

Caught up in its own organizational issues, the infantry was slow to estab-
lish its leadership in tank design. It was not until March 1921 that the chief of 
infantry presented his recommendations to the War Department. He accepted 
the development of the medium tank, though only as a replacement for the old 
forty-ton heavy tank and as the junior partner in the two-tank doctrine.9 Based 
on this, the secretary of war issued a directive on April 3, 1922, to guide the 
further development of tanks. It agreed in principle with the recommendation 
to develop two types, but with priority given to the medium version. But due to 
the limited capacities of standard railway cars, of highway bridges in the United 
States, and of the pontoon bridges assigned to a division, the directive speci	ed 
that the medium tank should weigh no more than 	�een tons.10 �is created a 
serious problem. Both the M1921 and M1922 were designed to meet the tactical 
needs of the infantry, rather than the problem of strategic mobility raised by the 
War Department. �e M1921 weighed twenty-three tons, while it was expected 
that the un	nished M1922 would weigh twenty-	ve tons.11

Somewhat reluctantly, the Ordnance Department began work in early 1923 
on a design for a 	�een-ton medium tank, the M1924. �e work did not go 
smoothly, as those working on the new plans as well as o�cers in the Tank 
School felt that the features essential for a 	ghting tank were being sacri	ced to 
meet the weight limitation.12 Finally, in the early summer of 1924, the comman-
dant of the Tank School, in obvious frustration, wrote angrily to the chief of 
infantry: “I think that it is a matter of common knowledge that a Tank embody-
ing the requirements which have been laid down by your o�ce for a Medium 
Tank cannot be built within the limit of 15 tons, which has been imposed upon 
you by higher authority. . . . Under the present limitation of 15 tons, no Tank can 
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be turned out that will ful	ll the requirements either as to protection for crew, 
gun power, or performance.”13 He went on to suggest that work on the earlier 
M1921 and M1922 prototypes be continued. As the infantry was also develop-
ing new pontoon bridges capable of supporting eighteen tons, a compromise 
was suggested in the form of a medium tank that, when stripped down, would 
weigh only eighteen tons.14 By then, the War Department had already agreed to 
support the further development of the M1921 as long as further studies would 
be made for the possible future development of a 	�een-ton tank. In 1927 a 
pilot model of the redesigned M1921, which still weighed twenty-three tons, was 
completed and designated the T-1 medium tank. It was accepted by the War 
Department for standardization.

By then, however, attitudes in the Chief of Infantry’s O�ce had changed 
considerably. �e major reason for this was the appointment of Major General 
Robert H. Allen as chief of infantry in March 1925. Allen was convinced that the 
tank, particularly the light version, was the weapon that could restore maneuver 
to warfare and thus was more in line with the army’s prevailing doctrine. As he 
stated, “A light tank weighing approximately 5 tons and capable of being carried 
by truck is the tank for maneuver warfare under any and all conditions, and 
cannot be replaced by any tank that cannot be carried by a truck in the present 
state of mechanical development.”15 In contrast, Allen came to see the medium 
tank as a part of the old stabilized warfare of the world war and of no use in a 
war of maneuver.16 By August, he was already calling for a study of light-tank 
development by the major European powers.17

By the beginning of 1926, Allen moved to shi� the emphasis in tank develop-
ment to a light tank. In a memorandum to the War Department in early January, 
he stated that the twenty-three-ton medium tank was a suitable replacement for 
the old forty-ton heavy tank and that no further work was needed on it. Nor did 
he see any purpose in pursuing a 	�een-ton alternative. Instead, he sought to have 
the Ordnance Department focus on a light tank by either developing a means 
to remodel the existing six-ton model or designing a new 	ve-ton version.18 �is 
was followed later in the month with a set of speci	cations for a light tank drawn 
up by the Tank School and approved by Allen. Emphasis was again placed on a 
weight limit of six tons so that it could be transported in a standard, commercially 
available truck rather than in a specially designed carrier.19 In early March the 
War Department agreed to Allen’s proposal to study the possibilities of either 
remodeling the existing six-ton tank or developing a new 	ve-ton model. But it in-
sisted that work on both the twenty-three-ton and 	�een-ton designs continue.20
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In the Ordnance Department, both the Rock Island Arsenal in Illinois and 
departmental facilities in Washington undertook the design of the new light 
tank. By September, both groups had developed several concepts, with the major 
di�erence being that the Rock Island design had the engine in the rear of the 
tank, while the Ordnance Department design placed the engine in the front, 
thereby making it possible for the chassis to also be used for a cargo carrier. To 
resolve this placement con�ict, the department sought the advice of a group of 
twelve civilian automotive engineers. �is group studied the designs, especially 
the issue of the location of the engine and recommended in favor of locating 
the engine in the front of the tank.21 �is was accepted by the department in 
December, and work went forward toward building a pilot model.

Ironically, while the somewhat redundant e�ort to design the light tank in 
Washington was undertaken to improve liaison between the Ordnance Depart-
ment, the O�ce of the Chief of Infantry, and the Tank School, communications 
between the three bodies actually deteriorated. �e fault in this breakdown lay 
chie�y with Chief of Sta� Allen, who had made developing the light tank his 
own project. Captain George Rarey, the Tank School’s principal authority on 
tank design, was concerned about placing the engine in front and confronted 
Allen on the issue.

�e chief of sta� told Rarey emphatically that, “He [Allen] did not consider it 
a function of the Tank Board or any concern of theirs as to the design and draw-
ing of any of the vehicles.”22 In September 1927 a pilot model of the tank, made 
up of a metal chassis and a wooden tank house, turret, and guns, was shown 
to Allen and Rarey. �e general was enthusiastic about the model, while the 
captain was muzzled.23 �e Ordnance Department then ordered the building 
of four full prototypes of the tank. Based on the successful tests of these and on 
Allen’s enthusiastic support, the Ordnance Department recommended that the 
design be accepted by the War Department for standardization.

�e pilot models were completed at the end of May 1928 and subjected to a 
number of tests. �e performance of the new light tank, now labeled the T1-E1, 
was extremely impressive in terms of speed, range, armament, and durability, 
leaving most of the observers of the trials enthusiastic about it.24 One of the tanks 
was then sent to Fort Meade for a test by the Tank Board at the Tank School. 
�e board proposed several changes, one of which was to move the engine to the 
rear of the vehicle. �e chief of infantry approved the minor changes proposed 
by the board but vetoed moving the engine on the grounds that it would require 
an entirely new design. Based on the minor changes proposed a�er all the trials, 
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the chief of infantry and the Ordnance Department proposed building a new 
prototype, the T1-E2, in November 1928. It was completed in June 1929.

In the meantime, Allen’s term as chief of infantry ended in the spring of 1929, 
with Major General Stephen O. Fuqua succeeding him. While Allen had largely 
excluded the Tank School and Tank Board from the development of the light 
tank, both Fuqua and the War Department were solicitous of the board’s opin-
ion and sent them the new T1-E2 for tests and evaluation.25 A�er several days of 
trials, the board pointed out that placing the engine in front raised the tempera-
ture in the crew compartment to an unacceptable level and impaired the driver’s 
vision and the gunner’s ability to aim. Consequently, the board recommended 
that it not be adopted as a standard model and that no further development be 
undertaken of that design.26

�e Tank Board’s opinion was also in�uenced by the fact that it had found 
another tank chassis that it considered far superior to that used on the T1-E2. 
�is alternative frame was o�ered by a civilian entrepreneur and inventor named 
J. Walter Christie, one of the most colorful personalities in the history of the
army during this period. He was a largely self-taught mechanical engineer who
took an early interest in automobiles. During the world war, he designed mech-
anized weapons for the army. Some years a�erward, he set out to design a new
tank and in 1928 came up with the M1928. �e most attractive feature of the
Christie tank chassis was its strategic mobility. Tanks used in the war had ex-
tremely limited range since their treads wore out within eighty to one hundred
miles, especially when traveling on hardened roads. �is meant they had to be
carried to any mobilization point by truck or railcar. A force of 500 light tanks,
therefore, would also need 500 carriers, and any convoy of immobilized tanks
would be highly vulnerable to attack. Christie solved this problem by designing 
a chassis that ran on four rubber tires on each side while carrying its own treads. 
�is meant that the M1928 could travel by road to a mobilization point without 
a truck and then be converted to an overland tank by having its treads put on at
the last minute, an operation that took about an hour to complete. In addition,
due to a new suspension system, the Christie model could travel over roads at
almost unheard-of speeds of up to forty miles per hour.

�e Tank Board started testing the new M1928 in October 1928. �e tests 
uncovered several problems, however, and the chassis was returned to Chris-
tie, whose company dealt with the problems and resubmitted it to the board 
in June 1929. A�er new tests, enthusiastic board members declared, “this tank 
chassis is far superior to the chassis of any light tank which they have tested or 
of which they have any knowledge.” In August they recommended to Fuqua that 
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the Christie model be adopted and standardized.27 For the next three years, the 
infantry pursued a tortuously complex e�ort to have the M1928 developed as its 
light tank and produced in such numbers that tactical tests and doctrine could 
be developed. �ese e�orts were complicated by strained relations between the 
branch and the Ordnance Department and between the department and Chris-
tie, the di�culties of working with a civilian contractor within the framework 
of the army’s weapons-development system, fund limitations and the year and a 
half lead time between submission of proposals for budget allocations and actual 
receipt of such funding, the rise of the cavalry as a rival in tank development, and 
	nally, Christie’s own mercurial temperament.28

An e�ort by Fuqua to use funds already appropriated by Congress to pur-
chase 	ve or six T1-E2 tanks to buy fully armored Christie tanks instead was 
thwarted by the Ordnance Department. �e department was clearly angered 
that the infantry had rejected the T1-E2 and demanded that there be no large 
order of Christie tanks until it had tested them for reliability under service 
conditions. For this, it needed only one prototype vehicle, not 	ve or six.29 �e 
secretary of war deferred to the department, which then dickered with Christie 
over the price of just one tank until June 1930. Christie then failed to deliver the 
prototype until January 1931. �e outcome of the department’s testing did result 
in an order for seven tanks, which were delivered between October 1931 and May 
1932. Four of the tanks, designated the T-3, went to the infantry, and the other 
three went to the cavalry, which, to the consternation of Fuqua, was also already 
well into its own mechanization program. Receiving the four new tanks, Fuqua 
impatiently called for the T-3’s standardization only to be thwarted again by the 
Ordnance Department, which pointed out defects in the design and called for 
an extensive period of further tests.30

From then on, the situation deteriorated rapidly. Relations between Christie 
and the Ordnance Department became acrimonious. Moreover, by then the in-
ventor’s attention had become focused on yet another new tank design, and he all 
but lost interest in the T-3. At the same time, the cavalry dropped its interest in 
the Christie tank, 	nding it too heavy, too expensive, and its 	ghting compart-
ment too small. A directive from the War Department in favor of a lighter and 
less expensive tank then ended the infantry’s e�orts to standardize the T-3. But 
while the army’s contacts with Christie all but disappeared, the infantry contin-
ued to favor the convertible-tank idea until well into the second half of the 1930s.

In the meantime, the development of the T1-E1, along with developments in 
Great Britain, triggered a sudden �urry of interest in 1928 in a concept called a 
“mechanized force.” �e mechanized-force concept is discussed more fully in the 
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next chapter, but, brie�y, it involved the idea of creating a totally mechanized 
and largely autonomous combined-arms unit to be used for long-range missions, 
such as �anking movements or seizing and holding vital strategic positions for 
regular units to occupy later. In the United States an experimental mechanized 
force was created in 1928, but while it generated a degree of excitement, no funds 
were made available for further development until the middle of 1930. A mech-
anized unit was then created and stationed at Camp Knox, Kentucky, but was 
disbanded in May 1931 a�er Chief of Sta� MacArthur assigned the development 
of mechanization to both the infantry and the cavalry.

Fuqua initially took a positive attitude toward the idea of a mechanized force. 
Nearly all the personnel and equipment used by the experimental unit in 1928 
were loaned to the force by the infantry. Fuqua’s attitude remained positive when 
the new mechanized force was created in 1930. Yet by early 1931, he increasingly 
began to see it as a rival and a competitor. Initially, his major concern was that 
the existence of the mechanized force would make it even harder for the infantry 
to get the tanks he so desperately wanted. But as his sta� did further research, 
he began to see the force as a threat to the infantry’s control of tanks and their 
development. �us, beginning in March 1931, he began peppering the chief of 
sta� with protests regarding the existence of the mechanized force as an inde-
pendent organization that could gain control over tank development, stating 
in one communication, “It is unbelievable that a small contingent such as the 
mechanized force, equipped and trained for a special mission, should take over 
the development of types of equipment and weapons for the army at large.”31

During all this time, Fuqua continued to press for more tanks. He was frus-
trated no such funding for the infantry was included in the War Department 
budget for 	scal year 1931. He then asked that enough money be put into the 
budget for 	scal year 1932 to purchase twenty-four tanks, which would be 
enough to begin studying tactics. His request was disallowed by the War De-
partment. Fuqua then asked for at least 	ve tanks, enough to out	t a platoon 
that could carry out some tactical exercises, pointing out that if this was denied, 
the infantry would be unable to carry out any tactical exercises until 1934. But 
instead, the War Department ordered the seven T-3 tanks noted above, with four 
to go to infantry but only for further tests of the design.32 In addition, Fuqua dis-
covered in early 1933 that the Ordnance Department pointedly did not include 
any provision for infantry tanks in its 	ve-year plan for 1935–40.33

�ings then changed dramatically. At the end of April 1933, a�er the War 
Department 	nally lost con	dence in Christie, it ordered that all future devel-
opment e�orts be restricted to creating a light tank suitable for both the infantry 
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and the cavalry.34 �is demand was enthusiastically endorsed by Major Gen-
eral Edward Cro�, the new chief of infantry. Cro� was entirely opposed to the 
two-tank concept that the infantry had followed during the previous thirteen 
years. He saw the medium tank being of possible use in a mass attack carried out 
by an army command but felt that his branch should focus solely on the tank 
as an infantry-support weapon allotted to the division. Like Fuqua, Cro� was 
deeply concerned that the infantry was not getting any tanks. He felt that the 
main reason for this was a search for perfection that led to the production of 
one prototype a�er another but no production of tanks for the user arms. As he 
stated at one point, “�e impression that I have gotten through reading volumes 
on tank discussion—an impression which a�er six months in o�ce amounts al-
most virtually to a conviction—is that there has been entirely too much talk on, 
and too little getting of, tanks.”35 He hoped that the development of an adequate 
and inexpensive light tank could quickly lead to standardization and produc-
tion. Cro� was also aware of the developments in antitank weapons that were, to 
an increasing degree, shi�ing the balance of power on the battle	eld back in the 
direction of defense. Feeling that it was hopeless to try to armor a tank to meet 
these developments, he preferred to have a large number of inexpensive tanks 
and accept casualties. He also opposed the Christie wheel-and-track concept. 
Cro�, therefore, called on the Infantry Board and the Tank School to develop 
speci	cations for a light tank weighing seven and a half tons or less.36

�e board and school complied with the chief of infantry’s request, though 
only with the greatest reluctance. By the middle of August, the Ordnance De-
partment had sent Cro� a set of speci	cations for a new light tank, the T-2. 
�is, 	nally, precipitated a near-confrontation between the general and his tank 
experts at Fort Benning. Cro� had given the Infantry Board a long letter listing 
his reasons for focusing solely on a light tank. On August 25 the president of the 
board, Colonel F. L. Munson, responded with a detailed protest against both 
Cro�’s plan and the April directive from the War Department. Munson stated 
that the board still favored the two-tank concept, but if the budget allowed only 
one, they felt that it “should be the one that had been service tested and recom-
mended for standardization by the testing and using service. �at tank is the 
T-3 (Christie) Medium.” Munson then went on to refute the arguments used by 
the War Department against the Christie while emphasizing the importance of 
a medium tank in frontal assaults.37

�e quarrel widened in September. Cro� tended to blame the Infantry Board 
for the fact that the development of tanks seemed to lead endlessly from one pro-
totype to another because it continued to impose modi	cation a�er modi	cation 
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during and a�er the development of a prototype. �erefore, he declared that the 
responsibilities of the board were limited to providing speci	cations to the Ord-
nance Department, otherwise, infantry o�cers were not to interfere in the work 
of the department.38 �e board responded with a lengthy and detailed study of 
the entire history of tank development in the infantry, emphasizing the debacle in 
1928 when the T-1, designed without participation by infantry representatives, ap-
peared with the engine in the front instead of in the rear. Regarding collaboration 
with the Ordnance Department, the report stated crisply, “It is also reasonable 
to assume that no designer whose point of view is primarily that of a mechanical 
engineer can be expected to design a satisfactory tank without constant collabora-
tion with an associate who understands thoroughly the tactical features essential 
for its employment in combat.” �e report then went on to detail the desirable 
features of the Christie T-3 and refute objections to it.39 By the end of the year, 
the tank experts seemed to have prevailed, and the quarrel came to an end. Cro�’s 
o�ce issued a new policy paper regarding tanks, now embracing the two-tank
concept, calling for both a light and a medium tank, and endorsing the convert-
ible Christie model as the desired medium type.40

In April 1934 the situation regarding tanks for the infantry changed dramat-
ically in two interrelated ways. First, Congress approved a War Department 
request for well over $2 million to provide the infantry with thirty-six tanks, 
eighteen light and eighteen medium, enough for two tank companies. �at 
same month Cro� and other o�cers from his o�ce witnessed the test of several 
models at the Aberdeen Proving Grounds in Maryland. Cro� was su�ciently 
impressed with what he saw to push for getting more of the same tanks rather 
than losing more time with redesigns, arguing, “If the Infantry is to get tanks it 
is essential to get now what is available now.41

�ere were four tank models tested at Aberdeen: a version of the older Chris-
tie medium tank, now labeled the T3-E2; the T-4, which was also a convertible 
medium tank; the T-5, a tracked medium tank designed chie�y for the cavalry; 
and the T-2, a light tank. Of the four, Cro� favored the T-4 as a medium and the 
T-2, the only light tank tested. At the same time, the infantry was 	nally losing 
interest in convertible tanks, whose main advantage was strategic mobility. A 
track tank could not move great distances without wearing out treads, so that 
they had to be carried to combat locations on specially designed carriers. But 
when it began to appear that they could be transported by rail so that carriers 
might not be needed, the strategic issue began to fade. Greater emphasis was now 
given to tactical combat abilities, where, it was felt, the all-track vehicles had an 
advantage. Hence, by the end of the year, the infantry had come to favor the T-4, 
but only as an all-track vehicle.42
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�e following year, 1935, was even better for Cro� and the infantry. A test 
model of the new light tank was delivered in November 1934 and received Cro�’s 
enthusiastic approval. Its top road speed was between thirty and forty miles an 
hour, which approached that of the Christie tanks, and as a tracked vehicle, it 
was ready for immediate combat on arrival..43 A year later, in November 1935, 
the infantry was on schedule to receive 	�y-four light tanks and eighteen me-
dium tanks during 1936.44 �ere were, however, troubling concerns. �e branch 
was repeatedly reminded that tanks were expensive as was their maintenance, 
so units were requested to refrain from using them at maximum speed to reduce 
wear and tear.45 Far more important, there was concern that the armor, especially 
on the light tanks, was inadequate. Cro�, of course, felt that the pace of develop-
ment of antitank weapons was such that tanks would never have fully adequate 
armor. Yet he also adhered to the traditional view that the principal mission 
of light tanks was to assist the infantry in the advance rather than to lead the 
advance. �ese vehicles, therefore, would work in cooperation with advancing 
infantry units in cleaning up pockets of resistance, meaning they would be less 
likely to face anything but.30-caliber ri�e or machine-gun 	re. For all this, tanks 
that were light, fast, cheap, and plentiful were needed, while taking casualties 
was to be expected.46

�e 	rst eighteen of the new light tanks arrived at Fort Benning in late March 
1936. �e Infantry School had already been informed by Cro� that, upon their 
arrival, the school should give the highest priority to a study of the “organiza-
tion, drill, and tactics appropriate for this weapon.”47 By the middle of May, the 
Department of Experiment had thoroughly tested one of the T-2s, and while 
several problems were uncovered, both the department and the Infantry Board 
considered it suitable for infantry use. At the same time, the board began a full 
study that would allow it to create the regulations for tank use. Cro� hoped that, 
in doing so, the board could also start creating a body of men with signi	cant 
familiarity with tanks who could later be transferred to units getting tanks. But 
he was still concerned that a complete set of regulations probably could not be 
written until the infantry had a full battalion of 	�y-four tanks with which to 
conduct tactical training and experimental exercises. Such numbers were not 
expected until the end of the year.48

On the surface, 1937 also looked like a good year. By the end of October, the 
branch had 246 light tanks, either on hand or to be delivered, and eighteen of 
the new T-4 medium tanks.49 It also had a new chief of infantry, Major General 
George A. Lynch, who adhered to the traditional view of infantry leadership 
regarding tanks to an almost exaggerated degree. Within months of coming into 
o�ce, he told the commandant of the Infantry School that, in the instruction
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given in its courses, “the use of infantry tanks in close support of other infantry 
troops should be stressed.” Lynch then went on to add: “Tanks should be kept 
out of action until de	nite resistance has been located. �ey should be launched 
against de	nite objectives and promptly supported by foot troops. Upon the 
arrival of such foot troops the tanks should be withdrawn and assembled in the 
rear.” He also made it clear that infantry tanks were to be considered organic 
to infantry units and not be used for massed assault by a special organization.50

But 1937 became most notable for the setbacks confronting the infantry’s tank 
program. �e 	rst of these was continued and growing concern about the vul-
nerability of light tanks to evolving antitank weapons, a matter of critical con-
cern since infantry doctrine was based on light tanks. �e initial concern was 
that the 5/8-inch armor of the T-2 was su�cient against.30-caliber ri�e 	re but 
not against the.50-caliber machine guns increasingly being used as an antitank 
weapon. Moreover, by 1937, it was clear that newer and even more powerful weap-
ons were emerging to the point that the Ordnance Department estimated that 
three inches of armor would be necessary to o�er protection against these arms.51

Along the same line, the continuing experience of the Spanish Civil War 
(1936–39) produced disquieting concerns about the viability of the entire con-
cept of light tanks. In a major “restudy” of the role of tanks in warfare, called for 
by Chief of Sta� Craig, his assistant chief of sta� for operations and training, 
Brigadier General George P. Tyner, reported:

From the viewpoint of material, the light tank . . . armed only with a ma-
chinegun has been found to be not adapted to the attack of an organized 
defense position. In the contest between gun and armor, the antitank gun, 
for the present at least, has gained the upper hand. �e lesson which has 
been drawn from the operations in Spain is to increase the armor and ar-
mament of the tank rather than its speed.  .  .  . �e o�ensive power of an 
armored unit lies in the 	repower, speed, and armor protection of its vehi-
cles. . . . [O]f the three, 	re power is the most important, for it is 	repower 
that determines the outcome of combat not only against ground troops but 
also against other mechanized forces.52

�e Infantry Board was also coming to the same conclusion. While it believed 
that there were still uses for the light tank, by the fall of 1937, the board began to 
see the medium tank as infantry’s main armored weapon. Yet far earlier, in Feb-
ruary, the board, a�er considerable tests, determined that it could not endorse 
the new T-4 for standardization or for any use other than training. Fortunately, 
the Ordnance Department had already begun the design of a new medium tank, 
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the T-5, in 1936, and a wooden prototype was available in the summer of 1937. 
But a�er successful tests, that model did not reach production until 1939. So, 
at the same time that development of newer antitank weapons seemed to make 
the infantry’s T-2s obsolete, the fact that the T-4 was considered unsatisfactory 
meant that the infantry did not have a medium tank either.

Finally, the infantry began to face the threat of losing control of tanks al-
together with the major revival of the mechanized-force concept among the 
top leaders in the General Sta�. �is arose in 1935 when Craig, as chief of sta�, 
showed considerable interest in the idea. Army maneuvers in 1936 tended to 
reinforce this, prompting Craig’s assignment to Assistant Chief of Sta� Tyner 
to provide him with the “comprehensive restudy” of the role of tanks in warfare 
mentioned earlier. Tyner’s lengthy and wide-ranging report covered a variety of 
issues related to both tanks and aviation, including the mechanized force. Of 
that, Tyner observed: “�e concept of a mechanized force is generally accepted 
by all European Armies.  .  .  . All foreign armies have organized separate tank 
units under General Headquarters reserve for allotment to larger units to be em-
ployed on fronts where strongly organized resistance must be overcome in order 
to regain the momentum of the attack.” He then went on to argue, “Experience 
has shown that the older arms will 	ght in their traditional way and that except 
for the mechanized reconnaissance detachments of the Cavalry, mechanization 
can be carried on only through what is, in e�ect if not in name, a new arm.” 
Tyner also noted that some felt that the chief reason MacArthur had abandoned 
the concept in 1931 was con�ict between the branches and,especially, the oppo-
sition of the infantry to assignment of tanks to the new force.53

Despite Tyner’s rather obvious enthusiasm for the concept of a mechanized 
force, he did not go so far as to advocate creating one. He cited several problems 
the attempt would entail noting, also, that such an action would require legis-
lating an amendment to the National Defense Act, which could cause con�icts 
and open opposition from the “interested arms.” Yet he did recommend sev-
eral policy changes that would amount to a gradual move in the direction of a 
mechanized force. In particular, he proposed eliminating the tank companies 
assigned to infantry divisions and assigning them to a single infantry regiment, 
which would become a mechanized unit to eventually be equipped with medium 
tanks. In doing so, Tyner also expressed the growing lack of con	dence within 
the General Sta� in the light tank and the idea of it as an e�ective support for the 
infantry in its advance, which was the heart of the infantry tank doctrine. He 
also advocated the creation of a self-contained “mechanized division” comprised 
entirely of mechanized cavalry units. �is signaled the growing feeling in the 
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sta� that the tank was a cavalry rather than an infantry weapon.54 Few of Tyner’s 
recommendations were acted upon, but his “restudy” was a strong indication of 
the direction in which the wind was blowing.

During 1938 and 1939, the infantry, along with the rest of the army’s leader-
ship, watched developments in Europe closely. Earlier, Infantry Journal had pub-
lished two translated articles by German general Heinz Guderian on tanks and 
mechanized warfare.55 But most of the attention continued to be focused on the 
civil war in Spain. Given the small numbers of tanks employed there, observers 
found it hard to draw de	nite conclusions, which meant that existing doctrines 
still went largely unchallenged. It was reported in Infantry Journal, that massed 
tank attacks, an idea getting greater attention among U.S. military leaders, were 
not undertaken in Spain, while “on the rare occasions when tanks had to go it 
alone against machine-guns and heavy weapons . . . they have usually met with 
disaster.”56 �us, General Lynch continued to adhere to the traditional doctrine 
of tanks and infantry advancing cooperatively in two waves, with medium tanks 
leading to neutralize or destroy antitank weapons and light tanks following with 
the foot soldiers to knock out machine-gun emplacements, a position that still 
had expressed War Department approval.57

�ere was, instead, far greater interest shown in modifying tank design to 
cope with the increasing e�ectiveness of antitank weapons and with combat 
against other mechanized units. By early 1939, Lynch, responding to develop-
ments in Europe, began pressing the Ordnance Department to replace the.50-cal. 
machine gun that was the principal armament on the light tank with a 37-mm 
gun with armor-piercing capability. At the same time, the department had al-
ready begun developing a new version of the T-5, the T5-E1, that would carry a 
75-mm gun. At Lynch’s request, the Infantry Board studied the preliminary 
plans of the department and approved them with the stipulation that, following 
developments in Germany, the tank’s gun be mounted in a turret.58

During these last several years, the infantry also began giving more attention 
to the development of its own antitank weapons. Experiments were carried out 
with mines and guns as early as 1926.59 In 1928 General Allen, as chief of infan-
try, responded to the development of the fast tank by ordering tests of existing 
weapons for antitank defense. At that time, it was assumed that the 37-mm gun 
would be the army’s principle antitank weapon. With the assumption that war-
fare would be carried out by fast light tanks, the lightness and �exibility of an 
antitank gun and the training of men to hit a moving target rather than the 
armor-piercing capacity of weapons was the main concern.60

Interest in antitank warfare increased considerably in the second half of the 
1930s, with articles appearing on the use of mines and overall tactics.61 Only in 
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1937, however, was attention given to developing new weapons. By that time, the 
army was far behind other armies in the development of speci	cally designed 
antitank guns. Within a few months, the Ordnance Department had developed 
its 	rst speci	cally designed antitank weapon, a modi	ed 37-mm gun mounted 
on a carriage designed to facilitate shooting at a moving target.62 Although there 
was growing recognition that something more powerful was needed, given tank 
developments elsewhere in the world, the 37-mm gun remained the army’s main 
antitank weapon through 1939.63

By the end of the 1930s, the leadership of the General Sta� was rapidly losing 
patience with the seeming lack of progress in the development of tanks within 
both the cavalry and the infantry. With everyone’s gaze 	xed on Europe and the 
impressive development of armored divisions in countries there and elsewhere, 
it seemed increasingly imperative that the development of mechanized warfare 
in America be rapidly accelerated. �e creation of a speci	c armored arm seemed 
more promising than allowing the existing branches free reign to develop tanks 
and doctrines themselves. In his 	nal report as chief of sta�, written in the early 
summer of 1939, General Craig lamented what he saw as the disparate develop-
ment of mechanized forces in the United States, calling for a focus on a “pow-
erful mechanized organization to be used when opportunity o�ers a decisive 
attack element.” �is endorsement of using tanks in a massed attack was con-
trary to the infantry’s central doctrines.64 Lynch sensed this movement toward 
the creation of an armored force as virtually a separate combat arm. In an arti-
cle written for Infantry Journal just before the German invasion of Poland, the 
chief of infantry attacked the idea of a separate armored force: “�ere is much 
evidence to support the belief that in most cases tank corps had their origin in 
personnel di�culties. �ere was di�culty in adapting o�cers and men trained 
in non-mechanized infantry and cavalry operation to the needs of mechanized 
units. �is di�culty certainly no longer exists in our services.”65

But time ran out. �e impressive performance of German armored divisions 
in Poland in the fall of 1939, then again in the invasion of France in the spring of 
1940, as well as the performance of mechanized units in maneuvers in America 
convinced army leadership that armored development in the United States needed 
to be centralized in a single armored force. �is force was created in the spring 
of 1940, thereby ending infantry’s independent involvement with mechanization.

�e arguments in favor of creating the armored force tended to blame the 
infantry and the cavalry for the slow development of American tanks and mech-
anized warfare. In particular, branch rivalry and bickering, coupled with the 
tendency of traditional services to continue to 	ght in their traditional ways, 
were blamed for this slow development. �ere is some substance to these charges. 
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But while branch rivalry existed, it actually had little in�uence on the issue of 
mechanization except that infantry and cavalry opposed the development of the 
mechanized force in 1930 and 1931. Otherwise, the bickering between branches 
occurred mostly in the early 1930s and was occasioned chie�y by the extreme 
lack of 	nancial resources.

�e charge that the infantry clung to its traditional doctrines viewing tanks 
only as an accompanying weapon that assisted troops in their advance is closer 
to the mark. Infantry leaders were aware of the idea of using tanks in mass at-
tacks to break through enemy positions but paid little attention to them. �is 
meant that if the army wanted to develop armored divisions, it would have to 
do so outside the infantry. �ere were several causes for this conservatism on 
the part of the branch. �e concept of an armored division severely challenged 
infantry’s self-image as the Queen of Battles and the highly masculine self-image 
of its o�cers, for whom the weapon was always subordinate to the man. �e 
conservatism of the army’s schools, with their heavy emphasis on adherence to 
orthodoxy rather than innovation, was also likely a contributing factor. But the 
infantry was not alone in its adherence to traditional doctrine. Even in 1938 
and 1939, the sessions at the Command and General Sta� School dedicated to 
mechanized warfare taught infantry doctrine and were only beginning to adopt 
the principle of massed attack.66

On the other hand, it must be kept in mind that the introduction of mech-
anized weapons was a highly ambiguous development for which there was lit-
tle experience to act as a guide. �e experience of the world war was examined 
carefully but was of little value a�er the development of the fast tank. And it 
was highly unclear to U.S. military leaders what kind of war they might face in 
the future and the doctrines and weapons they would need to 	ght it. For most 
European powers, this was not a problem. While the American focus on a war of 
movement led to the emphasis on the development of light tanks, which proved 
to be a dead end by the late 1930s, most European countries also looked to devel-
oping light tanks. �e medium tank, which would be the principal weapon of 
an armored division, did not begin to appear until a�er the Spanish Civil War 
had proved the vulnerability of the light version. And while the infantry may 
have been conservative in its adherence to traditional doctrine, it made every 
e�ort to acquire tanks and incorporate them. Finally, the principal hindrance 
to tank development in the United States was the highly limited appropriations 
allocated to the army during the entire interwar period. It was not until very late 
in the 1930s that the infantry began to have enough tanks on hand that it could 
	nally begin a realistic development of doctrine.
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Ch a pter 12

Mounts or Motors?

�e Cavalry and Its Response to Mechanization, 1919–1939

W orld War I caught American cavalry at an early stage of a 
major transformation. Although the branch had identi
ed itself 
in a general way with the traditions of European cavalry, it nev-

ertheless took pride in its own distinctiveness. From the U.S. point of view, 
European horse soldiery was a product of feudalism, which shaped it along the 
lines of heavy cavalry in the cuirassier tradition.1 American cavalry, on the other 
hand, was seen as having grown out of democracy and the needs of the fron-
tier so that it emerged within the dragoon tradition of mounted infantry. As 
such, its missions were focused on scouting, reconnaissance, and police work, 
and it was characterized militarily by mobility rather than shock. �is vision 
of cavalry was reinforced by the experience of the American Civil War. �en, 
during the late nineteenth century, American cavalry was largely stationed on 
the western frontier. While there, the horsemen functioned mainly as a frontier 
constabulary, their military activities continuing to stress mobility rather than 

repower or shock.

With the end of westward expansion at the end of the nineteenth century, 
cavalry began a rather dramatic change in character. �ese changes came slowly 
at 
rst, but as the army in general shi
ed its orientation from constabulary du-
ties to national defense against a possible invasion by European powers, the cav-
alry sought to change its role and character along the same lines. �e revised 
branch was to be a combat force, capable of delivering a decisive blow in battle. 
To do this, the cavalry began giving up its western orientation and outlooks and, 
instead, began remodeling itself along European lines. O	cers went to Europe, 
and especially to France, to study European techniques and bring them back to 
America.2 �e Cavalry School at Fort Riley was reorganized and renamed the 
Mounted Service School, with classes heavily devoted to European equitation 
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and modern methods of horse care.3 At the same time, there was a move to bal-
ance the emphasis on mobility with a new stress on 
repower. A
er some dis-
cussion, the traditional light carbine was replaced with a ri�e that would make 
the dismounted cavalryman the equivalent of the infantry soldier in terms of 
re 
e�ectiveness. Later, during the world war, the machine gun was introduced, fur-
ther increasing 
repower and reinforcing a growing tendency within the branch 
toward 
ghting dismounted.4

�e world war, however, was a disaster for cavalry, both in the United States 
and in western Europe. Although there were a few notable cavalry encounters 
in 1914 and later in peripheral areas in the Middle East, horse soldiers saw little 
action in the war on the western front. As William Odom points out, only one 
of the seventeen cavalry regiments in the United States in 1917 was actually sent 
to France, and it saw relatively little action.5 With the widespread feeling that the 
trench warfare of the western front represented modern industrial warfare and 
the pattern for future con�icts, this inactivity further contributed to a grow-
ing military and public perception that cavalry’s day was passing. �e Superior 
Board, which met a
er the war to evaluate the lessons learned during the con-
�ict, concluded that “the mounted combat of large bodies of Cavalry is probably 
a thing of the past.”6 �e army’s commitment to the doctrine of open warfare, 
as expressed in Field Service Regulations of 1923, clearly relegated the cavalry 
to subordinate roles: “Cavalry executes the missions of reconnaissance, counter 
reconnaissance, and security in the service of large units and delivers combat in 
the execution of these missions.”7

Cavalrymen were very much aware of the prevailing sentiment against their 
branch, which led to considerable demoralization and despair, especially in the 
years immediately following the world war. �e cavalry was reduced from seven-
teen regiments to fourteen, with just 20,000 men, by the National Defense Act 
of 1920 and then reduced again over the next several years to less than 10,000.8

Yet there was also a sense that it had greater problems and causes for concern 
than did other branches. In 1926 the chief of cavalry told the graduating class at 
the Cavalry School: “�ere is no doubt that Cavalry is on the defensive at the 
present time. .  .  . [W]e are 
ghting for our lives.”9 �e branch’s chief problem 
was the widespread public view that the last war had rendered it obsolete. �e 
opening line in a poem published in Cavalry Journal in 1922 put it succinctly, 
“Tis said that Cavalry is dead.”10

Much of cavalry development in the 1920s and 1930s was shaped by responses 
to, or at least an awareness of, this crisis. One path was for cavalrymen to ignore 
the reality around them and withdraw into their own professionally prescribed 
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world. A major part of this e�ort lay in reconstructing the experience of the 
world war in a way that either placed emphasis on the few areas in which caval-
rymen had been signi
cant contributors or to argue that the combat, especially 
on the western front, had been an anomaly and was not really representative of 
modern warfare.11 In addition, as David Johnson has pointed out, the branch 
stressed its service in patrolling the Mexican border, a mission for which horse 
soldiers were particularly suited.12

Surprisingly, the cavalry made little e�ort to recapture public support or re-
build its own morale with an enthusiastic embrace of the citizen army created by 
the National Defense Act. It did not ignore the citizen components. �e branch 
maintained eleven ROTC units and ten CMTC units, while around a hundred 
cavalry o	cers served with Organized Reserve units and another 

y with Na-
tional Guard units.13 But these activities attracted little attention within the 
branch. Part of the reason for this was the sense that personnel reductions of the 
early 1920s had made a focus anywhere di	cult.14 Perhaps the most important 
reason for its relative indi�erence to the citizen army was that, early on, the 
branch sought to be seen as the nation’s readiness force. As the editor of Cav-
alry Journal put it, “Practically alone, among all the land forces available at the 
outbreak of hostilities, the cavalry need not await an augmentation of her force 
to be e�ective.”15

Yet despite this persistent tendency by some cavalrymen to look inward and 
to deny outside reality, the major responses of the branch to the perceived exis-
tential threats were constructive and professional. Of these, two were most sig-
ni
cant in terms of shaping the organizational development of the cavalry and 
creating a more consistent outlook to build cohesion among its o	cers. �e 
rst 
of these, following the trends in the other services, was to build a new cohesive 
sense of branch identity oriented around both the concepts of the new academic 
military professionalism as well as a new set of tangible branch institutions. Cav-
alry had several of the latter which were, for the most part, similar in form and 
function to those of other branches but contributed to giving cavalry identity a 
particular character.

One of these institutions was Cavalry Journal. �is publication was the oldest 
by far of the military branch journals in the United States, having been estab-
lished in 1885. It was created by the Cavalry Association to be a “professional and 
scienti
c magazine” that was to support the overall objectives of the association, 
which were “to disseminate knowledge of the military art and science, to pro-
mote the professional improvement of its members, and to preserve and foster 
the spirit, the traditions, and soldiery of the cavalry of the Army of the United 
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States.”16 �e mild—and largely unseen—internal contradiction in this com-
mitment to modernizing the cavalry profession while preserving the character 
of its traditions continued to dominate the Journal all during the interwar years. 
It also illustrated what may have been the greatest challenge facing the branch 
in that period. �e Journal was published in the o	ce of the chief of cavalry. 
Although the chief felt free to suggest directions for it to develop and read over 
the articles selected for publication, the Journal remained reasonably open to 
diverse views, particularly in the sensitive area of mechanization.17 Yet it was 
also committed to building branch unity by disseminating among the faithful 
an optimistic vision of the present and future worth of the cavalry.

�e organization seen as most responsible for giving the branch its identity 
and direction of development was the O	ce of the Chief of Cavalry. �ere had 
been a growing demand within the branch for the creation of such an o	ce 
for nearly ten years, and the achievement of that goal in 1920 in a period of 
overall despair was greeted as a virtual deliverance.18 �e chief had a lengthy 
and imposing list of responsibilities but only limited abilities to carry them out. 
He was to advise on all matters related to his branch, to direct all of its special 
service schools and boards, to formulate tactical doctrine, and to supervise train-
ing. In addition, he had control over the assignment, transfer, and examination 
of all o	cers within the cavalry.19 Yet the o	ce was a small one. Outside of 
the chief himself, it was sta�ed by just eight or nine other o	cers and limited 
clerical help.20 Moreover, the chief controlled little outside the special service 
schools. Cavalry troops were under the tactical and administrative command 
of corps-area commanders. In Washington the chief had no direct access to the 
chief of sta� or to the General Sta�. He could o
en e�ectively oppose policies 
seen as harmful to his branch but was far less able to serve as advocate for those 
desired. Still, the fact that the chief of cavalry was a major general with a dis-
tinguished career as a soldier and a horseman gave the o	ce great visibility and 
promoted the idea that the cavalry was a coherent organization headed by a pow-
erful o	cer. As such, the o	ce was the source of much hope within the branch.

Outside of the O	ce of the Chief of Cavalry, there were two other com-
mands that were distinctly cavalry and served as focal points of activity related 
to the development of the branch. One of these was the First Cavalry Division 
at Fort Bliss, Texas. During the interwar period, the First Cavalry Division was 
the manifestation of the new commitment of the branch to an active and deci-
sive combat role. �e heart of this doctrine was that cavalry should act in large 
bodies such as divisions and even corps. �e role of the First Cavalry Division 
was to develop through experiment and application new tactical ideas of how 
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to act in this new concept. As such, it was the focal point for much attention 
within the cavalry, with its maneuvers attracting observers from all over the 
branch. Moreover, since the division dealt with experimental ideas and equip-
ment, it had its own panel, the First Cavalry Division Board, to organize such 
tests and report on results.21 Yet the division was also a tactical organization, 
which meant it was under the control of the Eighth Corps Area commander, 
so that the chief of cavalry had no command authority over it. Correspondence 
between the division and the chief traveled a long and circuitous route through 
the corps-area commander’s headquarters and the Adjutant General’s O	ce. 
As a result, cavalry activities at Fort Bliss, though highly visible, were not always 
well coordinated with those elsewhere in the branch.22

Despite the importance of the chief of cavalry and the First Cavalry Division 
in giving both direction and a sense of branch tangibility, the other command 
and the principal force shaping cavalry identity and fostering a common profes-
sional outlook among its o	cers was the Cavalry School at Fort Riley in Kansas. 
Like most of the other special service schools, it was successful in terms of imbu-
ing its graduates with respect for a common doctrine and with an enthusiasm to 
spread what they learned throughout the branch.23 �e reasons for the Cavalry 
School’s success were the same as at its army counterparts. �e academic program 
appeared to be rigorous but was quite accessible, Fort Riley o�ered students the 
support of a largely self-contained military community with an active social life, 
and the school guided student o	cers in the development of an attractive profes-
sional self-image linked to the cavalry. Where the Cavalry School di�ered from 
the others was that the horse was central to all aspects of that education.

Fort Riley was a western post, and its association with control of Native 
Americans gave it a distinct identi
cation with cavalry. In 1887, with the rise of 
the new professionalism in the army, General Philip Sheridan, as commanding 
general of the U.S. Army, ordered the creation of a School of Application for 
Cavalry and Light Artillery at Fort Riley. �e school opened in 1893, and its sub-
sequent history re�ected the developments within the cavalry as a whole. In 1901, 
as part of a movement to reorganize and professionalize the military-education 
system, it underwent a major transformation that made it clearly more pro-
fessional. As a school of application, it had been responsible for giving junior 
o	cers a basic orientation to their duties. �is responsibility was now rapidly
transferred to garrison schools, and the Fort Riley institution was mandated to
teach the new ideas regarding equitation prevailing in the armies of Europe. �is 
adjustment took several years, as graduates of the school were sent to Europe,
particularly to the Cavalry School at Saumur, France, to learn the new European 



228 chapter 12

techniques. �ese o	cers then returned to teach these methods at Fort Riley. 
To recognize this change, the school was renamed the Mounted Service School 
in 1907 and acquired its motto, Mobilitate Vigemus (we thrive by mobility). By 
then, its entire curriculum was focused on equitation and the various arts and 
cra
s associated with caring for horses. In 1916, under the pressure of the Mexi-
can campaign, the school was closed and remained shuttered for the world war. 
But by this time, it had earned an enviable reputation as a center for the most 
modern ideas about military riding and the care of horses in the country.24

When the school reopened in the fall of 1919 it underwent a second radical 
transformation, introducing a major academic component similar to that found 
in the other special service schools. It also underwent another name change, 
from the Mounted Service School to the Cavalry School. Administrators and 
faculty had to start from scratch in building the new curriculum, making the 

rst several years rather hectic.25 As was the case with the other special services 
schools, the Cavalry School was mandated to teach three major courses: a basic 
course for entering second lieutenants, a troop o	cers’ course for captains, and 
an advanced course for 
eld-grade o	cers. �is resulted in a student population 
many times larger than before the war.26 In addition, the students came from 
a variety of backgrounds, including recently promoted enlisted war veterans, 
many of whom were not convinced of the value or credibility of the school and 
did not take their academic work seriously.27 By 1922, however, most of these 
problems were resolved, and the Cavalry School had established an organization 
and curriculum that lasted the rest of the interwar period.

�e academic part of the program was rigorous, and the approach taken was 
more like that at the Command and General Sta� School at Fort Leavenworth 
than was the case in the other special service schools. It was dominated by the 
applicatory method.28 Grades were based on performance on map and terrain 
problems, and that performance was measured according to an approved school 
solution.29 At the same time, however, the courses were still taught in a way that 
made them readily accessible to students.30

And as was the case with the other special service schools, there was a Cavalry 
Board attached to the school associating the latter with progress in the branch. 
�e board was made up of the commandant of the school, the assistant comman-
dant, and three other o	cers. It was the o	cial clearinghouse for all new ideas 
regarding cavalry, especially equipment.31 In addition, the board, working with 
members of the faculty at the school, wrote dozens of training pamphlets and 
made recommendations on doctrine and organization. And even though it re-
jected four out of 
ve ideas presented to it, the panel was still seen as a modernizing 
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force.32 On the other hand, while the board and the school sought to be progres-
sive forces within the cavalry, they were also committed temperamentally and by 
their way of operations to an evolutionary vision of change.33 �e Cavalry School 
and the Cavalry Board may have been eager sponsors of modernization, but they 
were generally not proponents of anything like a revolution.

Furthermore, despite the commitment of the school to a modernization of 
the branch, the most dominating force at Fort Riley in terms of both the aca-
demic training and the professional ideals promulgated was the horse. Nearly 
half of the hours in the academic program were devoted to equitation and other 
issues related to riding or care of horses. A student o	cer could expect to be in 
the saddle for at least two or more hours each day and in stables for several more. 
In addition, on entering the school, students were given an unbroken horse that 
they were expected to turn into a trained cavalry mount by the time of gradu-
ation. Finally, graduation itself was preceded by a series of equestrian exercises 
and competitions called June Week.34

�e horse also dominated social life at Fort Riley. Unlike the situation at 
other schools, Riley had adequate quarters for o	cers so that poor housing was 
not a common bonding experience as it was at Fort Benning, Fort Sill, or Fort 
Monroe. Instead, the student-o	cer community there bonded around horses. 
�ey also enjoyed an active social life, with weekly dances, bridge games, and 
frequent dinner parties, most of which were formal.35 Even here, the horse was 
nearly always present. At parties, conversations were likely to be about horses.36

In addition, wives were given riding lessons, and on weekends families would 
o
en be found riding together.37 �e school itself was also active in promoting
this horse-centered social life, sponsoring several foxhunts each week. Finally,
the cavalry more than shared the same obsession with polo as the other combat
branches. Indeed, the sport was a passion that united and de
ned most Ameri-
can cavalrymen.38 �e Cavalry Journal devoted a separate section in each issue to
polo. All major posts had teams, and games were followed with great intensity.39

Yet it seems clear that, for most cavalrymen, polo was associated much more with 
horsemanship as an attribute of military professionalism than it was with horses. 
Many cavalry o	cers who were leaders in the move to mechanize their branch
were also passionate polo players.40

While providing cavalry o	cers with a common sense of branch identity and 
perspective was important in building the branch, the most signi
cant response 
to charges of obsolescence was the development of a new strategic and tactical 
doctrine to make cavalry clearly relevant to the conduct of modern warfare. �is 
was a di	cult task. �ere had been little cavalry action in the world war that 
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could give guidance in developing doctrine, while America’s cavalry tradition 
embraced an ambiguously wide range of missions. As a result, some discussion 
of alternative missions appeared in Cavalry Journal in the early 1920s, including 
ideas regarding deep raids, wide �anking movements, and others. But cavalry 
o	cers with wartime experience in France had developed their own recommen-
dations regarding doctrine, and these soon prevailed.41 �eir basic idea, and
the idea that would come to dominate branch doctrine for the entire interwar
period, was that the cavalry should form the arm of decision in combat. �is
did not mean that cavalrymen would be giving up any of their old roles, but it
did mean, as one in�uential cavalry leader put it in 1920, “to assist the infantry
and other arms to gain a favorable decision in battle is the most important use of
cavalry.”42 �is re�ected not only the branch’s movement in the direction of the 
heavy-cavalry tradition that was already well underway even before the world
war but also the cavalry’s inability to 
nd anything in the experience of the war
itself to suggest a change in direction.43

�e Chief of Cavalry’s O	ce took the lead in developing these new roles, some 
of which were at variance with the army’s prevailing infantry-based doctrine of 
open warfare. In dra
ing Training Regulations 425-105, the basic guide to cavalry 
tactics published in 1922, the o	ce provided cavalrymen with far more central 
combat roles. As the regulations stated, “Modern war emphasizes the fact that 
a mounted attack, exactly timed, is almost always successful and is less costly 
than a prolonged 
re 
ght.”44 Cavalry o	cers in general felt that the trenches in 
France were an anomaly to rather than the harbinger of modern war, especially 
any defensive war fought in the United States. Hence, as was the case with most 
in the army, much of their discussion of tactics assumed a �uid and open com-
bat situation. Nevertheless, the frontal assaults described in the Training Regu-
lations, including “mounted attacks with extended order formations across 
re 
swept areas,” indicated that the cavalry sought a decisive role in warfare involving 
extended fronts.45 A warning that commanders ought not fritter away their cav-
alry resources on numerous reconnaissance missions but save them for decisive 
opportunities showed that the branch was giving priority to its combat mission.46

�e combat mission envisioned, however, required not only a signi
cant aug-
mentation of 
repower but also the introduction of shock tactics, which had 
been almost foreign to the nineteenth-century American cavalry tradition. 
Much of the reforms of the 1920s and 1930s revolved around building up the 

repower and shock capacity of cavalry units. �e growing interest in shock 
quickly led cavalry o	cers to an interest in tanks. Although the National De-
fense Act relegated tanks to the infantry and the 1923 Field Service Regulations



Mounts or Motors? 231 

did not list them as a cavalry weapon, the 1922 Training Regulations included 
a special chapter on tanks. Although that chapter was careful to point out the 
limitations of tanks, the authors were clearly fascinated with their capacity to 
augment cavalry units: “Tanks are essentially o�ensive weapons, acting by shock 
and short-range 
re.” �ey then noted several times the utility of tanks in clear-
ing away wire, machine guns, and other obstacles to cavalry charges.47 Hence, 
given their ability to endow cavalry with the 
repower and shock capacity to 
carry out the decisive combat missions desired, tanks became of deep interest to 
the branch from almost the beginning of the 1920s.

Inherent in this concept that the cavalry’s chief role was to act as an arm of 
decision were three other ideas. �e 
rst was that cavalry was to operate as a 
mass unit at the corps, or at least at the division, level. Leadership resisted any 
e�orts to make cavalry units organic components of divisions or corps, hop-
ing instead that mounted units could operate as a separate corps organic to an 
army command. Second, the e�ectiveness of cavalry units would be enhanced 
by signi
cantly increasing their 
repower, even at the cost of some reduction in 
treasured mobility.48 �ird, cavalry should be prepared to 
ght both mounted 
and dismounted as well as in combined actions.49

E�orts by branch leadership to introduce the organization and weapons nec-
essary to make cavalry an arm of decision were paralleled by e�orts to translate 
the concept into strategic and, especially, tactical principles. �is was di	cult, 
since, again, the cavalry had played no such role in the world war. Nor did cavalry 
experience in the American Civil War provide much guidance, since it had rarely 
acted as a decisive force in combat. Hence, the branch had little experiential 
base other than that gained from maneuvers out of which new tactical prin-
ciples could be drawn. Still, the cavalry did begin to develop at least an initial 
conceptual basis for developing tactics for the new doctrine. �e key was that 
horsemen had the ability to carry out mounted combat, dismounted combat, or 
a combination of the two.50

�is �exibility was attractive but di	cult to translate into principles. For 
instance, the idea of cavalry units able to ride quickly to a point, dismount, en-
gage in 
re action, remount, and then move quickly to another point seemed to 
provide a means of restoring tactical mobility to the battle
eld. Yet the branch 
was unable to solve the problem of where to place the horses during dismounted 
action. Keeping them close to dismounted troops could expose them to 
re, 
while removing them a safe distance seriously reduced any advantages in tacti-
cal mobility.51 �e di	culties with mounted combat were even greater. While 
on a theoretical level mounted action seemed synonymous with decision, it was 
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a concept with which American cavalry had little experience and was hard to 
translate into viable tactical principles in modern warfare. �e mounted charge 
was a European shock tactic, and Americans had had little experience or pre-
vious interest in emulating it.52 Moreover, while o	cers were willing to argue 
that a man on a horse could cross an area under 
re more rapidly and, therefore, 
more safely than a man on foot, it was still hard to translate this into tactical 
principles. Instead, proponents had to admit that, under modern conditions, the 
frontal assault could be made only in dispersed formations, which then would 
rob the assault of most of its shock value. Moreover, horses would still be unable 
to deal with barbed wire.53

Finally, while 
ghting combined mounted/dismounted actions seemed 
to give cavalry tactical versatility, it was, again, hard to translate this idea of 
combining stability with mobility into tactical principles beyond the idea of 
dismounted troops providing covering 
re for a mounted assault.54 On a larger 
scale, advocates foresaw combined action in terms of dismounted troops engag-
ing and 
xing an enemy force while mounted units engaged in a �anking ac-
tion. �is approach was incorporated in the Cavalry Board’s publication Tactical 
Principles and Logistics for Cavalry and widely accepted in the branch.55

Overall, it began to become clear that it was the vulnerability of the horse 
that stood in the way of developing any realistic tactical approach to remodeling 
cavalry as the arm of decision. �is led a number of o	cers to the idea of giving 
cavalry a capacity for shock action by using tanks to make the frontal assaults 
carried out earlier by heavy cavalry units. Tanks would be impervious to 
re, al-
lowing them to form in the compact masses needed for shock; nor would they be 
impeded by wire.56 Yet this idea, which meant substituting machines for horses 
in carrying out what was meant to be cavalry’s major mission, would 
nally force 
the branch to face its long-brewing identity crisis linked to the horse.

Although the idea of its being the arm of decision was included in the teach-
ing at the Cavalry School almost from the beginning, it took some time to get 
the cavalry itself organized and armed for such a role. Original hopes to create a 
separate corps were dashed by the limited personnel allowed by the National De-
fense Act. Even then, it was thought that the cavalry would be able to create two 
divisions as the basis for an independent corps.57 But the personnel reductions 
that followed in 1921 and 1922 dashed those hopes as well, leaving the cavalry 
with horsemen enough for only one division. �us, the First Cavalry Division 
became the laboratory within the branch for creating a mounted force that could 
be decisive in combat. In addition, e�orts at modernizing the cavalry began to 
center more and more on transforming the division into a prototype of a unit 
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that would make the cavalry an arm of decision. �ese e�orts with the First 
Cavalry Division came to dominate the development of the branch for the rest 
of the interwar period.

�e e�ort to transform the First Cavalry Division into a more self-contained 
unit, possessing greatly increased 
repower and shock capacity with the capabil-
ity of independent action, began in the second half of the 1920s under the lead-
ership of a new chief of cavalry, Major General Herbert B. Crosby. �is project 

t in with the vision of the development of warfare held by Crosby, who became 
chief of cavalry in 1926, and his sta� in which the central combat role would be 
played by units such as the division he was designing. �is concept was stated 
most succinctly by one member of his sta�:

All the principal countries of the world are deeply concerned in reorga-
nizing their armies with the purpose of restoring to them that mobility 
of warfare which was largely lost during the World War on the western 
front, due to the fact that the development of all kinds of rapid 
ring arms 
outstripped measures to counteract them. Armored 
ghting vehicles seem 
at the moment to be one of the means of breaking through strongly en-
trenched positions and, once a break is made, the war of maneuver is re-
stored with full play for all the existing arms.58

Crosby’s interest in tanks was reinforced by the radical changes in design 
that the infantry and Ordnance Department had introduced in 1927. Observing 
these vehicles demonstrated, Crosby immediately saw their potential as cavalry 
weapons. He also attended the First Cavalry Division’s maneuvers in 1927 in 
Texas, where armored-car units were employed for the 
rst time, and he found 
them impressive as well.59 Hence, in 1928 Crosby formed the First Armored 
Car Troop and recommended inclusion of a light tank company as well as an 
armored-car troop and antitank weapons into the First Cavalry Division.60 His 
goal was to develop it into a division that would be “highly mobile” yet “power-
ful in battle.”61 And, while Crosby and others in the branch could see a number 
of ways of doing this, it was clear that the primary change would be to introduce 
armored 
ghting vehicles into the cavalry division.

Crosby was aided in all this by the determination of Major General Summer-
all, who began his tenure as chief of sta� in 1926. In 1928 Summerall expressed 
his dissatisfaction with what he considered the mere tinkering going on in the 
branches in the face of more radical changes elsewhere in the world. Given the 
possibilities o�ered by advances in science and industry, he called for an aggres-
sive and thorough modernization of the army.62
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With Summerall’s interest in modernization already apparent in Washington, 
Crosby moved quickly to take advantage of it. To do so, he worked in close part-
nership with Major General George Van Horn Moseley, commander of the First 
Cavalry Division and an o	cer with signi
cant personal in�uence in the General 
Sta�. By April 1927, a year before Summerall’s blanket call for modernization, 
and responding to directives sent to other branch chiefs, Crosby o�ered the chief 
of sta� a program for modernizing the First Cavalry Division. It included the 
replacement of the carbine with a semiautomatic ri�e, the creation of an air-ob-
servation squadron, and, most important, the adoption of both an armored-car 
and a tank unit in the division. Within the year, he received War Department 
approval for funding in the 1929 budget to put a tank unit in the division 63 Cros-
by’s work during the remainder of his tenure as chief of cavalry was focused on 
carrying out this major reorganization of the division. He reorganized his own 
sta�, creating a Tactical Development Section, which would be responsible for 
“developments in mechanization, particularly in regard to tanks, armored cars, 
and in the motorization of artillery.” And, even without the vehicles being as-
signed, he revised the division’s tables of organization to include them.64

Crosby’s program then faced a serious challenge with the rapid rise in the late 
1920s of army leadership’s interest in a new concept called the “mechanized force,” 
which was to be developed as an independent combined-arms organization out-
side of the traditional combat arms. �is interest was the product of two factors: 
the development of the fast tank in 1927 and experimental maneuvers by the 
British Army with its own recently created mechanized force at Aldershot later 
that year. Secretary of War Davis had attended the British maneuvers and was 
su	ciently impressed to call on the General Sta� to develop an American mech-
anized force for experimental purposes.65 �e sta� proceeded to do so by 
rst 
undertaking a major study of the concept, which was completed in March 1928.66

�is echoed the cavalry’s concept of a combat arm that would prove decisive on 
the battle
eld by the use of shock and 
repower to break through an enemy front.

Almost every major o�ensive operation studied in the light of the power 
of the defense in modern war, brings out some situation somewhere on 
the front of a large unit, corps or army, which could best be solved by a 
self-contained, highly mobile mechanized unit of great striking power and 
of limited holding power. . . . Viewed as a corps unit such a force must have 
su	cient size and penetrating power to strike, in an appropriate situation, 
the most important blow which is to be struck on the front of that army 
corps. It must be able to go through to a region beyond the placements of 
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hostile corps artillery, to disorganize and deny action to the hostile corps 
reserve. Its penetration must be of a depth and frontage which shall, as a 
result, facilitate and lead to the decided advance of the corps as a whole.

While declaring that a mechanized force would be a unique entity not tied 
to a branch, the study also noted: “�e employment of the force more nearly 
parallels that of cavalry than of any of the existing branches.  .  .  . �e cavalry 
viewpoint and characteristics of mind is essential to the proper development of 
such a force.”67

At the same time, the development of the new tank and the British experi-
ment inspired considerable excitement throughout the army. By the middle of 
1928, a �urry of articles appeared in service journals enthusiastically discuss-
ing aspects of the mechanized force and the potential uses of the new weapons. 
�ere were several reasons for this excitement, some personal and some insti-
tutional. Regarding the latter, some o	cers recognized that the United States 
had entered the machine age, and in the words of one o	cer, the “army must 
cut its cloth accordingly.”68 �e enthusiasm of the American press and public 
opinion reinforced this view. But what was most attractive about the idea of a 
mechanized force built around the new fast tank was the seeming promise that 
it would restore mobility to warfare.

�e General Sta� study and the discussions in the service journals covered 
the major issues associated with the use of fast tanks and a mechanized force, 
and there was consensus on most points. Nearly all agreed that the major asset 
of the new tank, its speed and mobility, would be wasted if it served merely as 
an accompanying weapon in infantry divisions. �ere was also agreement that a 
mechanized force should be organized as an independent and self-contained unit 
capable of using its mobility to seize and temporarily hold targets of opportunity 
or in �anking movements to harass an enemy’s rear areas. �ere was also general 
agreement that, for a mechanized forced to be an independent and self-contained 
unit, it had to be a combined-arms command with its own infantry, cavalry, artil-
lery, and support units, all of which being completely mechanized. �e only area 
in which there was less discussion and consensus was the issue of how such a force 
would 
t into the overall structure of the army. While there was considerable 
agreement that in operational terms the unit would best be assigned to a corps 
or even army command, the question of whether it would be a new force such as 
the air corps or instead would be developed under the auspices of one of the tra-
ditional combat branches was largely ignored. Only the General Sta� study dealt 
with this, noting gingerly that, while the National Defense Act of 1920 had given 
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the control of tanks to the infantry, the tactical and strategic missions for which 
a mechanized force would be best suited were those of the cavalry.69

�e Experimental Mechanized Force called for by the secretary of war came 
into o	cial existence on July 1, 1928, at Fort George Meade, Maryland. It was 
a combined-arms force made up of infantry foot units and two infantry tank 
battalions, an armored-car platoon lent by the cavalry, a 
eld-artillery battery 
pulled by trucks, an air-observation squadron, and units from the Signal Corps, 
the Medical Corps, and the engineers. While tasked with carrying out a variety 
of tests related to both minor tactics and performance of weapons, it had no 
budget support. At the time that Summerall ordered the creation of this force, 
he also ordered the creation of a board made up of representatives from all the 
combat branches that would “look at the creation of a mechanized force within 
the current budget.” �e board eventually concluded, “At the present time the 
development of tank and weapons has not progressed to the point where we 
could be justi
ed in asking Congress for funds to procure the number of modern 
tanks and weapons necessary for a test as extreme as the one contemplated.” �e 
report was shown to President Hoover with a request that funds be put in the 
1930 
scal-year budget, but the request was turned down. �e General Sta� was 

nally able to include a small sum in the 1931 
scal-year budget.70 �e delay in 
getting budget support meant that the development of any permanent mecha-
nized force was put on hold for over a year. �en, in the fall of 1930, a new unit 
was assembled at Fort Eustis, Virginia. �e life of this force was short, however, 
as opposition to it built up in the branches. �e infantry initially had supported 
the idea, but coming to see the mechanized force as a challenge to its monopoly 
on tanks and, like the air corps, as another competitor for scarce resources, it 
began to oppose the concept vigorously. Crosby, also, initially expressed support 
for the idea of a mechanized force but wanted to channel its development along 
lines parallel to his own e�orts to develop the First Cavalry Division as a force 
of decision. In doing so, he sought to identify the mechanized force with cavalry 
and to minimize its threat as a rival. When possible, Crosby also drew attention 
to the parallels between the Experimental Mechanized Force and the cavalry, 
cautioning against a radical mechanization.71

Crosby’s tenure as chief of cavalry came to an end in 1930. Like many other 
cavalry o	cers in the 1920s, he felt that the future survival of the branch was 
dependent on its transformation into a hard-hitting force that could be decisive 
in essentially �uid and mobile forms of warfare. His objective was to begin the 
transformation of the First Cavalry Division into such a force chie�y by ini-
tiating the process of mechanization. But mindful as well of the institutional 
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needs of the cavalry, he sought to carry out this initial makeover in a cautiously 
methodical and evolutionary manner that would leave the branch and the tra-
ditions holding it together intact.

Within the context of cavalry as a branch, Crosby’s evolutionary approach 
had much to commend it. But within larger contexts, the rapid mechanization 
of American and other Western societies and the military transformations else-
where made the pace of change generated by his e�orts to contain the process 
of mechanization within the cavalry too slow. �is had already become a source 
of frustration to many in the General Sta� in the late 1920s, and consequently, 
they began to consider means of mechanizing the army, such as the mechanized 
force, outside the constraints of existing branches. �e inherent tension between 
the imperatives to carry out mechanization in a timely fashion and the need to 
carry it out in a manner that would not be dangerously disruptive to branch 
organizations would come to a head in the ensuing decade.

Crosby was succeeded as chief of cavalry by Major General Guy V. Henry Jr. 
Henry initially planned to continue the main lines of Crosby’s e�orts to make 
the cavalry an arm of decision by reinforcing traditional horse units with mech-
anized forces. He also followed his predecessor’s policy of assuring an impatient 
General Sta� of the branch’s commitment to mechanization while pointing 
out the similarities between cavalry and the proposed mechanized force. In a 
personal letter to Chief of Sta� MacArthur, Henry stated, “�e general role of 
cavalry as conceived in America and that of an independent mechanized force 
is essentially the same, but for open warfare conditions neither arm can take 
the place of the other.” He then mentioned his intention to continue the devel-
opment of the branch in this direction by adding more armored cars and even 
greater 
repower to cavalry units.72

Henry also carried out several practical measures aimed at mechanization. 
He experimented with substituting trucks for horse-and mule-drawn wagons 
to speed up transport. He also continued the development of radio communi-
cations as introduced by Crosby.73 Most importantly, Henry sought to increase 
further the shock and 
repower of cavalry units. He continued to push the de-
velopment of an armored, tracked cross-country vehicle with a high degree of 
mobility that could serve with cavalry units.74 �e chief also began giving atten-
tion to the need for cavalry units to develop an antitank capacity, looking to a 
pack-mounted.50-cal. machine gun with armor-piercing bullets and new 37-mm. 
guns in the division pool as answers.75

But Henry soon realized that his hope that the cavalry and a mechanized 
force could coexist in some form of symbiotic relationship was unrealistic. More 
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and more cavalry o	cers were coming to see a separate mechanized fore as a 
dangerous rival that could threaten the very existence of their branch. Fears that 
cavalry would be seen as obsolete had existed since the end of the world war, 
but President Hoover’s e�ort in 1929 to reduce the federal budget by means of a 
drastic reform of the army in which, among other things, he suggested that “ar-
mored cars and motorization” could replace the horsemen caused many to link 
mechanization with the extinction of the cavalry.76 With the personnel losses 
occasioned in the mid-1920s to support the rise of a nearly independent air ser-
vice still a recent memory, it was not hard for o	cers to see the new mechanized 
force as a threat to the very existence of cavalry as a branch.77

Henry explained all this to MacArthur in March of 1931.78 Although the chief 
of sta� was anxious to accelerate the army’s �edgling mechanization program, he 
also became increasingly aware of the danger to the morale and coherence of the 
branches if that program were to be carried out by an independent force. Hence, 
on May 1, a month a
er receiving Henry’s letter, MacArthur announced his 
policy in which the �edgling mechanized force was dissolved and the infantry 
and the cavalry were each given control of mechanization e�orts within their 
respective branch.79 While the dissolution of the force was seen by many as a 
step backward, the emphasis in MacArthur’s policy statement was on accelerat-
ing mechanization, among other things, speci
cally calling for the creation of a 
fully mechanized cavalry regiment. And, even though he spoke reassuringly of 
the cavalry in the future being made up of both horse and mechanized units, it 
was clear that the emphasis was to be on the latter.80

To many, the mechanized force, like the new air service, seemed to o�er a rev-
olutionary new and more mobile form of warfare based on rapid wide, sweeping 
�ank movements that would replace the war of attrition seen in the world war. 
One of the leading proponents of this view was Lieutenant Colonel Adna R. 
Cha�ee, Jr. �e son of a highly respected cavalry o	cer, Cha�ee was brought up 
in western frontier posts, where he became an expert and enthusiastic horseman. 
He had joined the General Sta� in 1927 just as the project of creating the Exper-
imental Mechanized Force had been assigned. He became fascinated with the 
project, and for the next thirteen years, Cha�ee was the leading advocate of cre-
ating some kind of mechanized force. As a result, historians tend to portray him 
as a military revolutionary. He was, in fact, rather conservative. Like others in 
the cavalry, he feared for the future of his branch, especially a
er Hoover’s call in 
1929 that suggested its eventual elimination. Cha�ee saw the mechanized-force 
concept as a way to preserve the branch, even if horses might no longer be part of 
it. �us, he supported Henry in his e�orts to persuade MacArthur to terminate 
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the independent mechanized force and to assign the tasks of mechanization to 
both the infantry and the cavalry.81 With the end of the mechanized force, Chaf-
fee became a leader in the e�ort to mechanize cavalry. However, in doing so he 
sought to give mechanized cavalry the character of traditional American light 
cavalry, emphasizing those missions that depended on long-range marches and 
surprise. In that regard he was in opposition to the e�orts of successive chiefs of 
cavalry to remodel the branch as the arm of decision. Some other o	cers in the 
branch agreed with him so that, as Steven Barry points out, “a lively debate ex-
isted in the branch between the eyes-and-ears traditionalists and the 
ghters.”82

Finally, while MacArthur’s May 1 directive ended the mechanized force and 
placed responsibility for future such e�orts in the hands of the branches, it was 
still unclear how much control Henry, as chief of cavalry, would actually be al-
lowed in regard to carrying out the mechanization of cavalry units. As soon as it 
was decided that a mechanized regiment would be located at Camp (later Fort) 
Knox, the General Sta� also directed that the responsibility for carrying out the 
mechanization program within the regiment would rest with the commanding 
general of the Fi
h Corps Area, who reported directly to the sta�. �e role of 
the chief of cavalry would be limited to “the initiation of recommendations to 
the War Department . . . and with such inspections . . . as may be directed by the 
War Department.”83

Henry understood that MacArthur sought the complete mechanization of 
the cavalry and was appalled at the immensity of the project.84 Nevertheless, he 
accepted the challenge with genuine enthusiasm.85 Still, he was also aware that 
an accelerated mechanization policy posed two serious threats to the branch. 
First, a mechanized cavalry unit could easily be transformed into a new version 
of the mechanized force that would supersede the cavalry, especially since Henry 
had little control over the project. At the same time, the policy also threatened 
the integrity of the cavalry as a branch by aggravating a growing partisan strug-
gle between advocates of mechanization and defenders of the horse, thereby 
threatening the cohesiveness of the branch and its culture. Hence, in respond-
ing to MacArthur’s policy, Henry sought to gain control of the mechanization 
program by supporting it so actively that he could regain authority over it while 
also acting in ways that would reassure traditional cavalrymen that the horse still 
had a central role to play in the branch.

Cavalry mechanization began with the transfer of a regiment from Texas to 
Fort Knox, where it was to become the First Cavalry Regiment (Mech.) While 
the regiment was under the control of the Fi
h Corps-Area Commander, Henry 
used every means possible to stay in direct communication with the regiment and 
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exploited his own personal relationships with its o	cers to reinforce that con-
tact. At the same time, he directed the Cavalry School to include a large number 
of hours of instruction on mechanized units and associated tactics, even at the 
expense of instruction in horsemanship. In addition, Henry called for an experi-
mental reorganization of the Second Cavalry Regiment, stationed at the Cavalry 
School, that would make it a creditable force to counter mechanized units by 
including more armored cars,.50-cal. machine guns, and motorized transport.86

Most important, however, Henry and others in leadership positions in the 
branch continued to develop the new mechanized regiment into the kind of 
heavy 
repower shock force that Crosby and other cavalry leaders sought in the 
1920s. In describing mechanized units and weapons, the textbook on mecha-
nized cavalry developed at the Cavalry School in 1932 stated: “Mechanization, as 
applied to cavalry, seeks to transplant the cavalry characteristics of mobility, 
re-
power and shock to completely motor-propelled 
ghting units largely equipped 
with armored vehicles.”87 �is emphasis on shock was repeated throughout the 
text, frequently in the context of the use of tanks in helping cavalry units break 
through established positions.88 Elsewhere, Henry and others stressed the idea 
that mechanized cavalry was to be seen as cavalry mounted on machines instead 
of horses rather than as a new form of the mechanized force.89

At the same time, General Henry and others sought to placate those o	cers 
who viewed mechanization as a threat to the cavalry as they knew it, trying 
to convince them that there would always by a place for the horse. In doing 
this they followed the concept of “two cavalries”—one horsed, the other mech-
anized—as initiated by MacArthur in his policy statement on mechanization.90

Although in his vision MacArthur clearly relegated horsed cavalry to a minor 
role, Henry and other branch leaders talked about the two as complementary 
equals, each with its own sphere of operations but with many opportunities to 
work together. It is unclear whether Henry really believed that “two cavalries” 
was anything more than a brief transitional phase leading to the eventual com-
plete mechanization of the cavalry.91 Regardless, the concept did help soothe the 
anxieties of traditional cavalrymen who feared the disappearance of the horse, 
so Henry defended it as if it were permanent. �e concept remained the o	cial 
doctrine of his o	ce for the remainder of the 1930s.92

Overall, during his term in o	ce, Henry had succeeded in initiating the 
mechanization of cavalry without having it tear the branch apart. He did this 
by regaining as much control as possible of the project, then shaping the de-
velopment of mechanized cavalry along the lines of a shock force to act as an 
arm of decision, which was similar to Crosby’s goal in the 1920s. At the same 
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time, the “two cavalries” concept helped prevent a schism in the branch and a 
crisis in its culture. His e�orts to hold the branch together were also aided by 
his genial personality and personal ties with many o	cers on both sides of the 
mechanization issue. All this masked the fact that the stability of the cavalry 
during the mechanization of the 1930s was more fragile than it appeared. It was 
dependent on mechanization proceeding at an evolutionary pace within the ap-
parent context of ful
lling the long-term plans of becoming the arm of decision 
on the battle
eld. Any signi
cant acceleration of the pace of mechanization or 
indication that the project was no longer a cavalry program could threaten the 
branch with breakdown.

Henry was succeeded in 1934 by Major General Leon B. Kromer, who also 
sought to carry out the plan to make cavalry the arm of decision by increasing 
its 
repower and shock potential. Like Crosby and Henry, Kromer tended to 
see the value of the mechanization program in terms of its ability to transform 
the cavalry division into a force with shock, 
repower, and mobility. By the end 
of his 
rst year in o	ce, he had announced that the cavalry’s top priority was 
placing a mechanized regiment in every cavalry division.93 As he explained to 
the General Sta�, “�e Cavalry Division undoubtedly has a need for mecha-
nized shock vehicles and this fact was fully realized within the present table of 
organization for the Cavalry Division drawn up in 1920.”94 Moreover, Kromer 
sought to reorganize the mechanized regiment by increasing the number of 
tanks in it from thirty-six to 

y-six in order to increase its shock power while 
pushing the development of a combat car, or tank, especially designed for cav-
alry and more heavily armed.95 In addition, he added a battalion of self-pro-
pelled artillery to the mechanized regiment to further augment its 
repower. 
Kromer also rede
ned the mission of cavalry in the Cavalry Field Manual, pub-
lished in 1938: “Cavalry is that combatant arm of the Army organized primar-
ily to perform those missions of ground warfare that require great strategic or 
tactical mobility combined with 
re power and shock.”96 Much of the Manual
was devoted to tactical discussions emphasizing mechanized-unit engagements 
meant to be tactically decisive.97

But Kromer ran into di	culties with his program from two directions. �e 

rst came from o	cers with the First Cavalry Regiment (Mech) being devel-
oped at Fort Knox who, like Cha�ee, sought to develop mechanize cavalry along 
the lines of traditional cavalry, focused on reconnaissance and deep raids.98 �e 
other was from the General Sta�, which had never accepted the cavalry’s vision 
of itself as the arm of decision. Instead, it tended to limit that branch to aux-
iliary roles principally associated with reconnaissance.99 Moreover, interest in 
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the concept of an independent mechanized force outside the strictures of the 
branches was again rising in the General Sta�. By 1935, the sta� was beginning 
to see a mechanized force as a shock group serving as a reserve to be used at a 
critical moment. �us, it was increasingly suspicious of and opposed to Kromer’s 
e�orts to increase the shock capacity of cavalry units.

Kromer also found his ability to control the process of mechanization within 
the cavalry challenged by other forces. For one thing, mechanization had created 
a momentum of its own that sometimes forced him into unpalatable situations 
regarding his branch. In 1936, for instance, he was ready to begin the mechani-
zation of a second regiment, but political opposition made transferring a cavalry 
regiment from a current base to Fort Knox all but insuperable. �e only solu-
tion was to mechanize the �irteenth Cavalry Regiment, which was one of the 
two units stationed at the Cavalry School and thus under the direct control of 
the chief of cavalry. General Henry, who was now commandant of the school, 
protested vigorously that the loss of the regiment would cripple the school.100

But the most signi
cant problem faced by Kromer was maintaining cavalry 
control of mechanization. In this his challenge came from two directions. �e 

rst was from o	cers in the First Cavalry Regiment (Mech.) at Fort Knox. A 
number of leaders in the mechanization movement felt strongly that the process 
would proceed faster and better outside of branch control. Among them was 
Brigadier General Daniel Van Voorhis, commander of the First Cavalry Regi-
ment (Mech.), who had been deeply disappointed with the 1931 decision to place 
mechanization under branch control.101 As a result, there was always a degree of 
tension between Fort Knox and the chief of cavalry.102

As these tensions grew in mid-1937, Kromer attempted to tighten his control 
over Fort Knox by creating a mechanization board there that would be subordi-
nate to the Cavalry Board at Fort Riley.103 Van Voorhis objected strongly to the 
idea, setting o� a controversy with Kromer’s o	ce that lasted nearly two years.104

Aggravating the issue was the fact that Van Voorhis claimed a monopoly on 
mechanization and refused to cooperate with the Cavalry School to expand the 
mechanization instruction o�ered there.105 �ese disputes dragged on for nearly 
two years and into the 
rst year of Major General John K. Herr’s term as chief of 
Cavalry. Although most of them were resolved by compromises favorable to the 
chief of cavalry, the di	culties still served to increase Herr’s suspicions that any 
more-rapid mechanization would take place at the expense of the horse cavalry.106

However, the greatest challenge to the chief ’s control over the mechaniza-
tion of cavalry came from the General Sta�, elements of which sought to ex-
ercise that authority themselves. �e critical idea here was the old concept of 
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the mechanized force as a combat unit made up of elements from a number 
of branches but operating outside the control of any of them. �is would also 
be a force whose development would be controlled by the General Sta� rather 
than by the branches. Although MacArthur’s 1931 policy of mechanization de-
velopment throughout and within all arms negated the mechanized-force idea, 
it did not die. It emerged again in 1935. By then, the Seventh Cavalry Brigade 
(Mech.) had been formed with the mechanization of a second cavalry regiment. 
An attempt to add a mechanized 
eld-artillery unit to the brigade led to the 
suggestion from the General Sta� that this would then make the Seventh Bri-
gade a mechanized force.107 Shortly a
erward, reacting to a request by Kromer 
to increase the combat-car strength of the mechanized regiments from thirty-six 
to 

y-six, Major General John H. Hughes, the assistant chief of sta� for oper-
ations and training, registered his dissent, saying that “the organizational trend 
of the cavalry seems to be toward emphasizing shock and 
repower rather than 
the performance of truly Cavalry functions.”108

But the main e�ort to revive the concept of a mechanized force came in the 
middle of 1937. In a terse but angry memorandum, MacArthur’s successor as 
chief of sta�, Major General Craig, called for a complete reconsideration of the 
army’s program of mechanization. MacArthur’s preferred path, he claimed, had 
led to duplication of e�ort and did not allow for the development of a coherent 
policy. Noting that all the major nations in Europe were following a program 
based on the concept of a mechanized force, he argued that the U.S. Army 
should follow suit.109

�e result was a major policy memorandum from the Operations and Train-
ing Division focused on mechanization. It was clear in the paper that Craig’s 
main target was the infantry rather than the cavalry, as one of his main goals 
was to redirect tank development from light tanks toward medium tanks. Still, 
the memorandum fairly dripped with contempt for branches in general.110 In 
response, Kromer disagreed with the claim that mechanization could take place 
only outside the branches. In fact, he made his bid to stay in control of mecha-
nization by expressing a determination to outdistance even the General Sta� in 
regard to the pace of such modernization by recommending mechanizing a third 
cavalry regiment in order to form a mechanized division.111

Kromer’s gambit seems to have been successful. Craig’s policy thrust tended 
to dissipate in the e�ort to translate it into speci
c directives, especially regard-
ing the cavalry. Moreover, while Van Voorhis was able to block the branch chief ’s 
e�ort to create a mechanized cavalry division by the mechanization of a third 
regiment, Kromer found himself receiving General Sta� support in other areas. 
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In particular, the sta� accepted a tacit agreement allowing the chief of cavalry 
to circumvent the subordination of the Seventh Cavalry Brigade (Mech.) to the 
Fi
h Corps Area commander.112

Finally, there was also the problem of opposition to mechanization from tra-
ditionalists within the cavalry. Although these active opponents were highly 
vocal and le
 behind an impressive trail of paper, they were not organized and 
were never strong. Most were found among older o	cers and those stationed 
with regiments in the Southwest. O	cers who had been through the Cavalry 
School and/or who had any contact with mechanization were usually supportive 
of this modernization e�ort.113 Still, the sentiments of the opposition resonated 
well among many cavalry o	cers. �e arguments regarding the limitations of 
mechanized vehicles and the advantages of the horse were logical and convincing 
to those with little contact with the former. �e fact that mechanization seemed 
to be based on imagination and theory, none of which had ever been tested in 
combat conditions, troubled those whose culture was based on an empirical 
pragmatism and evolutionary change.114

Although opponents to mechanization based their arguments on analyses of 
the comparative suitability of horses and machines in carrying out the cavalry’s 
many functions, the issue that really united them was the horse. As noted ear-
lier, for many, the horse was central to the identity of cavalry as well as to the 
professional identity of its o	cers. It was what made the cavalry a distinctive and 
attractive way of life and provided the branch with a sense of elitism within the 
army and society. For many, cavalry without the horse was all but unthinkable. 
�us, in a period in which the cavalry was undergoing slow mechanization and 
most cavalrymen still rode horses, both General Henry and General Kromer 
had to be careful to avoid taking positions that could cost them the con
dence 
of many of the o	cers in their branch.

Despite the success of both chiefs in maintaining control of mechanization, 
the situation in 1939 from the standpoint of the cavalry was rapidly deteriorat-
ing and moving into crisis. One factor in this was General John K. Herr, who 
replaced Kromer as chief of cavalry in March 1938. Like his predecessors, Herr 
accepted and actively sought to promote the doctrine of the arm of decision.115

But he lacked the �exibility of mind of his two predecessors and was too much 
committed to the horse to make the sacri
ces that might have allowed cavalry 
to continue to control mechanization as a new world war started in Europe.116

�is situation was aggravated by the growing ri
 between horse and mech-
anized cavalry. Kromer’s plans for accelerated mechanization angered many 
horsemen.117 At the same time, belief in the principle of “complementarity” as 
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a guarantee of a continued place for the horse was breaking down.118 Advocates 
of the horse became ever more shrill in their denunciation of mechanization as 
both sides saw themselves entering into an “either/or” situation. And while the 
cavalry had been successful in fending o� Craig’s e�orts in 1937 to revive the 
idea of an independent mechanized force, the episode le
 behind a residue of 
suspicion and hostility against the General Sta� that approached paranoia.119

As a result of all this, although Herr entered o	ce willing to continue a mech-
anization program, including the creation of the mechanized division Kromer 
had suggested, he soon fell into the trap of seeing himself as the savior of the 
beleaguered horse cavalry.120 At the same time, the quick destruction of Poland 
in 1939, followed by France in 1940, created a new atmosphere in the army in 
which support for the mechanized-force concept skyrocketed. Herr, on the other 
hand, could do no better than move grudgingly from one compromise to an-
other, rapidly destroying con
dence in the ability of the cavalry to guide mech-
anization. On July 10, 1940, the creation of the Armored Force was announced, 
the name indicating that not only had the “force” concept been victorious but 
also that all connection of the cavalry with the history of “mechanization” had 
been repudiated.121

It has been argued that the cavalry lost control of mechanization, and with 
it survival in the industrial age, basically due to Herr’s unwillingness and even 
inability to deal with the crisis created by the perceived need for an accelerated 
mechanization of the army.122 �ere is something to be said for this. Yet there 
were larger structural issues involved that may have made the dilemma facing 
Herr all but irresolvable. First, there was an almost unbridgeable gap between 
the cavalry and the General Sta� in terms of understanding the mission of the 
cavalry. �e branch’s e�ort to reinvent itself as the “arm of decision” went largely 
unnoticed elsewhere. In a long eulogy to the cavalry published in 1929, General 
Summerall made no mention of its role as the arm of decision, while the General 
Sta� in 1937 ridiculed the idea of smashing through an enemy line.123 Finally, 
William Odom points out that the 1939 regulations, as the 
nal word in the 
development of doctrine in the interwar period, did suggest that mechanized 
cavalry had the ability “to intervene rapidly at a decisive point in battle” and 
stressed its 
repower and armored protection as much as mobility. Nevertheless, 
like the Field Service Regulations of 1923, its vision of doctrine was still domi-
nated by the principles behind open warfare, basically limiting modern cavalry 
to the traditional functions of light cavalry.124

More important, there was a larger problem inherent in the nature of the 
branch as an organization. In the interwar period the branch was called on to 
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socialize its o	cers into the military, not only educating them into their duties 
but also creating a cohesive corps held together by common outlooks, values, and 
allegiances. At the same time, branches were also responsible for modernizing 
their weapons, tactics, and doctrines. �e 
rst task called for traditions to be 
venerated; the second, for them to be abandoned. �e task of modernizing a 
force in the face of such a contradiction called for both �exibility and patience. 
To some degree the cavalry had the necessary �exibility so that its progress in 
mechanization accelerated during the 1930s while the traditionalist opposition 
to it, while becoming increasingly more shrill, declined. But such a transition 
took time. In 1939, as the war that had once been only imminent now became 
present, a sense of crisis developed that led the army’s leadership to lose patience 
with the branches and succumb to the siren call of the independent mechanized 
force that would centralize control of this modernization process in the hands 
of the General Sta�. Nevertheless, the new Armored Force proved ephemeral, 
and tanks entered World War II as the main armament of armored divisions, a 
military organization strikingly similar to what the cavalry had been trying to 
create during the interwar period.
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Conclusion

D uring a conference session in 1994 regarding the National 
Defense Act of 1920, one historian o�ered the opinion that the act was 
a project based on an almost stunning naïveté. In many ways he was 

right. Both the 1916 and the 1920 defense acts came at a highly unusual time in 
American history. In the years immediately prior to World War I and for a very 
short time a�erwards, the rapidly growing popularity of universal military train-
ing as an act of positive progressive social engineering, together with the near-
panic of the preparedness movement, gave the army a golden moment when it 
could get congressional approval of a military policy at least somewhat along the 
lines it desired. It was, however, a very short-lived moment. Indeed, the window 
was already rapidly closing just as the National Defense Act of 1920 was �nally 
legislatively approved and signed. Nevertheless, provisions that the army had 
managed to have included in the act indicate that its leadership may have mistak-
enly seen this temporary euphoria as a “new normal.” 
ree major assumptions 
along this line seem implicit both in the act and in the army’s actions a�erward. 
First, it was apparently assumed that the nation would embrace and support the 
citizen army enthusiastically. 
e importance given in the early 1920s to ensure 
that its units were spread throughout the country suggests an expectation that 
they would be popular. Also, the sudden spurt of articles in service journals later 
blaming its lack of popularity on various subversive or paci�st agencies implies 
this same expectation. Second, the provisions for the CMTC in the act indicate 
that it was felt that the nation’s young men would generally come to like military 
training. 
ird, the provisions for the Organized Reserve seem to have been 
based on the belief that a large number of more mature men would �nd military 
activity so attractive that they would be willing to dedicate a signi�cant portion 
of their leisure to a rigorous self-training program to make themselves nearly as 
pro�cient as their professional colleagues in the Regular Army.

Within a few years, each of these three basic assumptions was shown to be 
illusory, leading to such discouragement that, during the budget crisis of 1925, 
the General Sta� gave serious consideration to abandoning the citizen army. Nev-
ertheless, the leaders at that time and a�erward chose to continue to develop 
the program to the extent that allocated resources would allow, even in the face 
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of public and government antipathy. By 1939, they had much to show for their 
e�orts. Despite setbacks, the need to scale down unrealistic expectations, and 
ever diminishing budget allocations, especially in the early 1930s, the citizen com-
ponents of the Army of the United States were organized and gradually grew 
while gaining in competence and stability. 
e combat branch organizations were 
also organized, and each became increasingly successful in terms of socializing 
and training its o�cers, in creating a common branch culture, and in developing 
agencies to promote a modernization of weapons and equipment. Finally, the 
new army school system provided a rationally organized program of progressive 
military education to guide o�cers through their careers and to promote homo-
geneity in thought as well as adherence to a common doctrine. 
at all of this was 
accomplished despite extremely limited support and resources within a society 
that had become increasingly antipathetic was a truly impressive achievement.

Still, the citizen army created by the 1920 National Defense Act was signi�-
cantly �awed, as has been noted by its critics. 
e most frequent fault cited both 
during the interwar period and since then was the conservative character of the 
Regular Army. While William Odom has analyzed what he identi�es as doc-
trinal stagnation in the period, David Johnson has focused on the systemic fea-
tures of the interwar army that hindered technological development, especially 
regarding tanks. While there is no need to restate all their arguments. In brief, 
both claim that the army placed a higher priority on maintaining the maximum 
possible number of o�cers that appropriations would allow, at the cost of limiting 
funds for technological development.1 Since the main reason the army needed as 
many o�cers as possible was to support the training of the citizen components, 
they argue that the more limited degree of technological innovation, especially in 
the 1930s, was due in part to the commitment to the citizen components. To some 
extent, this is true, although Johnson tends to overlook the frantic e�orts made by 
the chiefs of infantry and the cavalry to get tanks. Yet it is also true that mechani-
zation was very expensive, and given the extremely limited funds appropriated for 
the army in the 1930s, it is hard to see how the relatively meager savings that might 
have been made available by abandoning the training of the citizen components 
would have made any signi�cant di�erence with the mechanization program. To 
have tried to keep pace with advances of the major European powers would likely 
have called for vastly greater appropriations than Congress, the president, and the 
American people would have been willing to make.

Another problem with the citizen army was its cost in terms of the Regular 
Army’s own training. During the summers, the best time of the year for out-
door training, every available regular o�cer was involved in training the civilian 
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components. Moreover, the summer training program was exhausting. Finally, 
in order to save as many o�cer slots as possible to provide for guard and re-
serve training, o�cials decided early in the 1920s to carry out the personnel 
reductions required by smaller budgets by radically skeletonizing existing units 
rather than eliminating some of them. 
is all but eliminated opportunities for 
training of any but small units. 
e army was not able to hold major training 
maneuvers until the summer of 1939.2 
at August, two sets of maneuvers were 
held, one in Manassas, Virginia, and the other in Plattsburgh, New York. Both 
demonstrated a surprising lack of readiness on the part of the Regular Army 
and, especially, the National Guard. Hanson Baldwin, military correspondent 
for the New York Times, wrote a highly critical report of the maneuvers, pointing 
out numerous de�ciencies, including the fact that more than half of the partic-
ipating men had never �red their weapons in any type of combat training. An 
article that appeared later in the Baltimore Sun quoted the opinion of unnamed 
army sources that the military was less prepared for war than it had been in 1917.3

Finally, all during the interwar period, it was reasonably clear that the cit-
izen components were not receiving the training necessary to be able to carry 
out their assigned functions should war occur. 
is was especially true for the 
Organized Reserve. According to the Six-Army Plan, the Reserve was respon-
sible for training selective-service inductees in twenty-seven divisions during 
a mobilization. Yet in 1939 only 100,000 reserve o�cers were available to do 
this, which was far too few for that purpose. Moreover, the reservists were es-
sentially self-trained by completing correspondence courses. As regular o�cers 
who worked with them pointed out, correspondence courses cannot teach 
leadership. A relatively few reserve o�cers were able to attend the two-week 
summer camps, but only a portion of this meager experience had anything to 
do with carrying out training related to mobilization. Many individual reserve 
o�cers did derive some bene�t from their leadership roles in summer CMTCs 
and later with CCC camps, but their units did not. Although reserve o�cers
were assigned to locally organized units that could meet and might even have
a small o�ce, training as a unit did not occur. Outside of the “Defense Test”
of 1924, which was ostensibly meant to test the ability to carry out the mobili-
zation plans but had far more to do with public relations, the army carried out
no mobilization exercises. Fortunately, the actual mobilization that began a�er 
the German invasion of Poland on September 1, 1939, was carried out slowly,
keeping deliberate pace with public opinion, and was carried out by the Regular 
Army. As a result, the original plan for the ORC to carry out the mobilization
role assigned to it was never implemented.
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Yet these de�ciencies were only partly due to �aws in the reserve system. 
e 
main problem with this system in the interwar period was that it was seriously 
lacking in support from the government and the Regular Army, both in terms 
of �nances and personnel. Palmer and others were naïve in their expectation 
that a large body of civilian men would take such a keen interest in military 
activity that they would willingly invest signi�cant portions of their leisure time 
in a self-training program to make themselves competent o�cers in the event 
of war. 
is was especially true in the 1930s, when the world war veterans in 
the Reserve were increasingly replaced by graduates of ROTC programs, young 
men who had not had any wartime experience to motivate interest in serving 
in the Reserve. In addition, most reserve o�cers found self-training through 
correspondence courses time consuming and uninteresting. To stimulate their 
interest in remaining in the program and actively pursue their training, reserve 
o�cers needed far more opportunities for interaction with regular o�cers and 
with each other in order to feel part of a real program achieving recognizable 
results. 
e early controversy over dedicated o�ce space with military accoutre-
ments, the creation of the ROA, and the enthusiasm with which reserve o�cers 
participated in the CMTCs and, later, supported the CCC program repeatedly 
demonstrated this. 
e army, however, had nowhere near the number of o�cers 
nor was it given the budgetary resources to supply this kind of support. On the 
other hand, the program did provide around 100,000 reserve o�cers in 1939 
who, while clearly nowhere near as competent as their counterparts in the Reg-
ular Army, still aided the military considerably in mobilizing and training the 
forces being raised in this period, a fact recognized repeatedly by the wartime 
chief of sta�, General George Marshall.4

Compared to the ORC, the National Guard appeared to have been somewhat 
better prepared for war, though it, too, had serious de�ciencies. According to the 
Six-Army Plan, on mobilization the Guard was to provide eighteen combat-ready 
divisions in thirty days. 
e National Defense Act allowed it an enrollment of 
424,800 to meet this goal. Soon, however, in the social environment of 1920s 
America, raising the Guard to that level through voluntary enlistments was not 
possible nor would the army’s consistently diminished annual budgets support 
it. 
erefore, for most of the interwar period, the strength of the Guard was less 
than 200,000 men. 
is number was then increased in the late 1930s so that by 
the time of Roosevelt’s piecemeal mobilization, it had reached 280,000 guards-
men. On August 27, 1940, Congress authorized the mobilization of the Guard 
units, which began to be called up from time to time for a years’ service. By June 
1941, the entire Guard had been mobilized. On December 31, 1941, the call-up 



Conclusion 251 

was extended for the duration of the war plus six months. 
ree months later 
eighteen of the twenty-nine divisions mobilized in the U.S. Army by that time 
had come from the National Guard.5

Yet while the Guard had met the quotas set by the Six-Army Plan, the mo-
bilization exposed major de�ciencies in its training. Senior regular o�cers, such 
as Lieutenant General Leslie McNair, who, as chief of sta� for General Head-
quarters, U.S. Army was responsible for mobilization and training, were openly 
contemptuous of the Guard. Critics of its performance in the Manassas and Platts-
burg maneuvers directed the bulk of their reproach at its o�cers.6 Finally, a�er 
a major set of maneuvers in Louisiana in the fall of 1941, McNair undertook a 
massive purge of senior o�cers, which fell hardest on the Guard and the Reserve. 
His major complaint was the “comparatively low training ceiling of the o�cers 
which le� them unable to maintain discipline.”7 Some of this antipathy may have 
re�ected remnants of earlier prejudices against the Guard held by older regular of-
�cers. 
e charge that guard o�cers were unable to maintain discipline re�ected a 
longstanding belief on the part of regulars that the local recruitment of these units 
meant that o�cers and men knew each other, leaving o�cers less able to treat their 
men with rigorous authority. Richard Faulkner notes that this attitude was quite 
observable among regular o�cers during World War I.8 But McNair’s opinion was 
also shared by Hanson Baldwin, the highly respected military reporter, who had 
observed the maneuvers.9 So there was a major de�ciency in the training of Na-
tional Guard o�cers that was clearly manifested in the maneuvers and elsewhere.

But, as the performance of the guard divisions in the ensuing war demon-
strated, these de�ciencies were not due so much to the nature of the Guard as an 
organization as they were to the conditions under which it was developed during 
the interwar period. As was the case with the Organized Reserve, Palmer and 
others basically saw the Guard as a citizen component that would largely train 
itself. While the Regular Army was committed to assist both the Guard and the 
Reserve in their training, the drastic personnel reductions in the opening years 
of the 1920s and the subsequent budget reductions severely curtailed its ability 
to do so. As many observers pointed out, all this put a heavy burden on guard 
o�cers, who had to plan and execute the training programs for their own units 
and complete the correspondence courses needed for their advancement, leaving 
little time for their own training. Nor did the army’s limited budget allow guard 
o�cers much opportunity for the kind of �eld exercises and maneuvers that 
would have given them both practical experience and training in leadership. 
e 
result was the brutal crash course in leadership training during the mobilization 
of 1939–41 that many in the Guard failed to survive.
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Early in June 2020 my wife and I had a special private dinner in our apart-
ment graced by one of the best bottles in my small cellar. It was June 4, and we 
were celebrating the 100th anniversary of the passage of the National Defense 
Act of 1920. It is quite possible that our dinner may have been the only obser-
vance of that centennial anniversary held in the country. If so, that is too bad, 
since even though that act has been followed by many more defense acts, the 
basic organization of the army it created has remained largely unchanged. 
e 
army is still a citizen military that includes the Regular Army and the three 
main civilian components—the National Guard, the O�cer Reserve Corps, and 
the Reserve O�cers Training Corps—that were given their formal place in the 
overall structure by the 1920 National Defense Act. 
e act also formalized the 
branch structure of the Regular Army. While the branches play less of a role in 
the organization of the army now than they did in the interwar period, they 
still very much exist and remain critical in orienting and socializing new o�cers 
into the army. Indeed, most o�cers will spend their entire careers within their 
branch. And while many new schools have been developed, the basic educational 
program set up in the 1920s under the act is still operating.

Moreover, the two-year period following the end of World War I was the �rst 
and only moment since the writing of the Constitution that the nation actually 
had the opportunity to choose the type of military organization responsible for 
providing its security. Two very di�erent options were clearly available. One, 
the March-Baker plan, would have given that responsibility to an entirely pro-
fessional Regular Army, which would be augmented in time of major emergency 
using a dra�. 
e other option was the citizen army proposed by Palmer and the 
reformers in the General Sta�. Brian Linn states this dichotomy succinctly, ob-
serving that the issue “was [would] the U.S. Army . . . be a small, highly trained, 
technologically sophisticated mobile elite or would it serve as the cadre for a 
large mass army such as the American Expeditionary Force in World War I.”10

From a strictly military point of view, the March-Baker plan may have been the 
superior policy. But Congress and the nation chose the citizen army, doing so 
because, regardless of its drawbacks, it was based on the nation’s traditions and 
values. As Palmer warned in the Report on the Organization of the Land Forces
in 1912, “
e practical military statesman . . . does not propose impracticable or 
foreign institutions but seeks to develop the necessary vigor and energy within 
the familiar institutions that have grown with the national life.”11

During the �rst �ve years of the 1920s, the Regular Army worked diligently 
to make a success of the new citizen army, but with discouraging results. 
e 
United States had not embraced the new citizen army as its own, as the skepticism 
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toward the military that had long been part of the American tradition returned. 
At the same time, the e�orts to create the citizen components were discour-
agingly less than successful to the point that leaders in 1925 were questioning 
whether to give up on the project. Moreover, alternatives to the citizen army 
soon began to look more attractive. 
e �rst of these was the cavalry’s e�ort 
to remake the First Cavalry Division into a new force that could be the arm of 
decision on the battle�eld by restoring mobility to warfare. 
is was followed by 
the introduction of the fast tank and, with it, the idea of a mechanized force that 
could carry out a new form of ground warfare that would replace the bloody and 
senseless attrition of the western front with open-war maneuvering and replace 
the mass armies of the world war with small, mobile, professional armies possess-
ing highly sophisticated arms. 
e subsequent experiments with the mechanized 
force raised enthusiasm among some o�cers in part because it seemed to make 
the return of maneuver to warfare a real possibility. 
is vision, and its accom-
panying enthusiasms, did not die with General MacArthur’s disbanding of the 
mechanized force before it was even established. 
e cavalry under Generals 
Henry and Kromer continued in the e�ort to create a mechanized cavalry force 
that would act as an arm of decision that would restore movement to warfare. 
At the same time, the General Sta� revived the idea of the mechanized force and 
�nally adopted it in 1940 with the creation of the Armored Force.


e dream then seemed to have been realized in 1939 and 1940, as the spec-
tacular initial successes of Germany’s panzer forces appeared to prove that highly 
armored and mobile forces based on combined arms could restore movement 
and maneuver to warfare. But the development of antitank weapons soon erased 
the momentary o�ensive advantage of tanks. By 1943, even in the vast plains of 
Russia, warfare had again become a slugging match, and the armored division 
that was supposed to open up the battle�eld was largely relegated to the role of 
exploiting breakthroughs created by the infantry. 
e American army that fought 
World War II was clearly a citizen army whose leadership was largely trained 
within the framework of the institutions created by the National Defense Act 
of 1920. 
e way it fought that war may have been less decisive and more costly 
in terms of lives and treasures than it should have been. But that army won the 
con�ict and thereby validated the citizen army as the American way of war.
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Abbreviations Used in Citations

ANJ Army and Navy Journal
AO Army Ordnance
CAJ Coast Artillery Journal
CJ Cavalry Journal
CW Chemical Warfare
FAJ Field Artillery Journal
FSR  United States War Department, General Sta�, FM100-5: Field 

Service Regulations (Washington, DC, 1923)
IJ Infantry Journal
JUSA Journal of the United States Artillery
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