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ABSTRACT

This study examines the relationship between destruction in war,
occupation after war, and the establishment of a better state of peace. In order to
better understand this relationship, case studies of wars in which high levels of
destruction occurred in the defeated state will be examined. The first is the
American Civil War, and more specifically the activities of General William T.
Sherman and his army in their famous “March to the Sea” through Georgia. The
defeat of the Confederacy demonstrates the importance of destruction during the
war, but the lack of resources dedicated to the economic, political, and socially
reconstruction created future issues for the country. Subsequently, the monograph
examines Japan during and after World War 1. This case highlights the
difficulties in how different cultures work together after a conflict to create
stability when the victor is willing to put forth resources and utilize the
opportunities created by defeat. Both of these cases represent highly mobilized
societies that supported war efforts until the end of the conflict. Eventually both
the American South and Japan made fundamental changes in their societies, but
they did so in different ways. Such case studies illustrate extreme examples in
unconditional surrender, the likes of which are rarely seen in more recent
conflicts. Therefore, this paper also looks briefly at more recent examples and
what relationship, if any, physical destruction has with peace building in conflicts
such as Iraq, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Irag. Finally, it offers an assessment regarding
how post-conflict society transitions away from pre-war behaviors, the ones that
ultimately led to the conflict, towards post-war behaviors focused on stability and
peace.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

To study war without taking into account the circumstances in which it is
fought and the peace to which it led is a kind of historical pornography.
Michael Howard

In the twentieth century, the United States paid a grave price in fighting two
world wars, the Cold War, and many other military conflicts. As the ancient
Greek philosopher Aristotle said, “We make war so that we may live in peace.”*
How do nations plan for peace in hopes of preventing future wars? The
relationship between war and peace is a complex and evolving phenomenon.
While there are tenable links between the conduct of a state during war, and its
effects in establishing peace, how that relationship plays out post-war varies
depending on the context of the conflict. As B.H. Liddell Hart observed, “History
shows that gaining military victory is not in itself equivalent to gaining the object
of policy.”? Therefore, destruction used as a means of eliminating the enemy’s
will to resist can also be viewed as the first step in sowing the seeds of peace.

Destruction and how states use and manipulate it is are valuable tools in
achieving political goals. Sometimes the simple act of threatening massive
amounts of destruction can force an enemy to surrender. Other times, threats are
insufficient, and substantial amounts of fighting are required to bring about a
surrender. The threat, and sometimes the use, of destruction against society is one
of the oldest strategies in war.

Ancient warfare featured a level of destruction hard to fathom today. For
example, the Third Punic War witnessed the Romans inflicting complete
destruction on Carthage. The three years that followed were plagued with
continued fighting, starvation, and death. The remaining 50,000 Carthaginians, a
small portion of the original pre-war population, were sold into slavery and

Carthage was left a pile of ashes—the result of systematic burning at the hands of

! Aristotle. Nichomachean Ethics (trans. Thomson) 10.7.26-27.
? Basil Henry Liddell Hart, Strategy (New York: Meridian, 1967), 351.



the Romans. They razed the city walls, its buildings, and its harbor, strewing salt
upon the ground in their wake.?

Such tactics continued into the medieval era. Prince Edward, known as
“The Black Prince” during the Hundred Years’ War (1336-1452), employed a
strategy that embraced societal destruction—the “chevauchée” strategy. His
strategy was brutal in that its sole focus was to target the people. The method he
chose to accomplish this brutality was the burning and pillaging of towns and
farms, often slaying the occupants. While seemingly in contrast to the chivalric
norms of the time, the strategy proved effective in accomplishing the goals of his
campaigns and weakening the unity and economy of France.*

Today, the wanton infliction of destruction on another society is often
viewed with distaste. Technological advances and innovation have made such
tactics unnecessary, and in fact often counterproductive, in modern warfare. This
change depends, in part, upon precision weaponry and the ability to wage war
without including the population as a target, a constant struggle for political and
military leaders. This laudable goal derives significant second and third order
effects, one of which is the stability of a post-conflict society. Another critical
component of war that is often overlooked is the physical occupation and
reconstruction of post-war society. What many fail to recognize is that post-war
societal interaction is as important as kinetically defeating the enemy. A well
planned and implemented post-war strategy is vital to long term stability and
peace. Conversely, the lack of adequate post-war planning can prove a major
obstacle to achieving an enduring peace. Since destruction and occupation serve
as constant reminders of defeat, the conduct of occupying forces and their
interaction with the defeated people are equally important. This paper will
examine the dichotomous relationship between societal behavior before and after
war. What transition occurs between the end of fighting and the post-war
occupation period that makes a state transform from a highly mobilized war

* See Paul Bentley Kern’s Ancient Siege Warfare pgs. 289-298.

*Foran expanded explanation of chevauchée, see Kelly DeVries’'s Joan of Arc : A Military Leader
(Gloucestershire, 1999); for more information on Prince Edward of Wales see Richard Barber’s
Edward, Prince of Wales and Aquitaine (London, 1978).



machine into a stable and peaceful society? Understanding this process can help
illuminate how the victor can use destruction not only as a means in war, but also
to influence the defeated state to change its behavior.

One important note about the scope and purpose of this monograph: it is
not intended in any way as an advocacy piece for wanton destruction. Its purpose
is to examine what connection exists between physical manifestations of war,
destruction and occupation, and the state of peace after a conflict. Furthermore, it
does not address the moral or legal implications inherent in the use of force.
Those issues are extremely important to the debate on how and when to use
military force as a destructive element, but they are not discussed in this paper.
Rather, 1 will look at what historical connections might exist between destruction
and occupation and the resulting state of peace. Chronologically, this study
examines conflicts from the mid-19" century through current conflicts.

Comparing Germany Post WWI1 and WW!1I

The difference between post World War | Germany and post World War 11
Germany serves as an example on how destruction and occupation influence the
better state of peace after the conflict. Separated by two decades, there is a
striking contrast between the two German post-war societies. Both wars were
similar in that they featured a highly mobilized modern society in full support of
the national war effort; however, the outcomes were vastly different.
Germany in WWI

The differences between the two cases lie in the perceptions of defeat.
Many post WWI Germans refused to internalize and accept defeat. The pristine
conditions of German towns and the return of German combat units with bands
playing and battle flags flying, provided little evidence that a horrific war had just
ended badly for the Fatherland. Other than the soldiers, the German population
never witnessed visual cues to the contrary. Yes, WWI carnage was immense;
however, German civil society was insulated from seeing this horror, because
they did not witness the devil’s hand in war as they did during WWII. Not having
to witness war’s horrors provided German society a much different experience

than the French or Belgians in WWI, whose countryside was forever scarred by



the trench line. In fact, German armies had been apparently triumphant until the
last three months of the war.®> The German people felt dishonored and did not
accept the guilt for the war that the Versailles Treaty thrust upon them.
Therefore, German society was favorably disposed to any policy that promised to
pursue the strengthening of their military and the restoration of national honor,
which ultimately set the stage for follow-on conflict.

Upon returning home, German soldiers were initially met with a hero’s
welcome by the military, civilian authorities, the Workers” Councils, and
employers.® The Prussian War Ministry asserted in preparation for their return,
“Qur field-grey heroes return to the Heimat undefeated, having protected the
native soil from the horrors of war for four years.”” However, German society
had a difficult time reconciling the acceptance of the soldiers as heroes in the
shadow of their overall defeat in the war. Thus, their unwillingness to accept
defeat had further damaging effects on what was to be Germany’s first
democracy—for if the soldiers were not to blame, who was responsible for the
tribulations of the post-war years? The German defeat and poorly constructed
peace settlement following WW!1 can be blamed on two parties, the generals who
chose to continue a blood soaked war of attrition, and the politicians who failed to
implement a lasting peace, or even exercise control over the war policy.
Unfortunately, German society refused to reflect on the war’s outcome in this
manner.®

In the 1920’s and 1930’s, the collective memory of German society
morphed from a vision of a grateful public who welcomed the soldiers back into
society, to the perspective of a demobilized hero returning home to an
unappreciative, disrespectful, and scornful home front.® In fact, many
demobilized soldiers joined the paramilitary Freikorps, another threat to the
stability of the new democracy. This was also exacerbated by a struggling
German economy; many soldiers returned home to find no jobs available. This

> Michael Howard, "When Are Wars Decisive?," Survival 41, no. 1 (1999): 132.

® Richard Bessel, Germany after the First World War (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 84.
7 Bessel, Germany after the First World War, 85.

8 Howard, "When Are Wars Decisive?," 131.

o Bessel, Germany after the First World War, 260.



fueled the idea that the military was stabbed in the back by unpatriotic political
movements, by Jews and Communists, and it was the home front that had failed.
This thought further played on the German public’s guilt—the idea that millions
of German soldiers were killed while the rest of society enjoyed the relative safety
of the Reich.

Even more important than the German people not accepting the defeat and
the terms outlined in the Versailles Peace Treaty was the absence of a much
needed mental shift--the transformation from a society at war to a society at
peace. There is a direct correlation between the number of occupation forces and
a society’s willingness to accept negotiated peace terms. Post WWI Germany
initially witnessed a large number of US occupation troops waiting on the border
to take action, but after the Versailles Treaty these numbers quickly dropped. The
lack of substantial occupation troops meant there was no one physically in
Germany to enforce the peace treaty. Left to their own vices, Germans were
allowed to abandon their initial position as the defeated nation and stew in the
rhetoric of how wrongly they had been treated. The small number of occupation
soldiers physically present, according to the officer in charge of civil affairs,
Colonel Irwin Hunt, lacked adequate training and organization to perform their
duties.’® In his report on US military government in Germany after WWI, Hunt
stated, “The American army of occupation lack both training and organization to
guide the destinies of the nearly one million civilians whom the fortunes of war
had placed under its temporary sovereignty.”** This observation demonstrates the
importance not just of occupation, but of how organizing, training, and equipping
the occupation force is essential to post-conflict success.

Germany in World War 11
World War Il brought with it advances in technology, both on the ground
and in the air. These technological advancements, specifically regarding

airpower, introduced a level of destruction never seen before. In contrast to

Brian M. De Toy, "Turning Victory into Success: Military Operations after the Campaign," in
Combat Studies Institute Military History Symposium (Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: Combat Studies
Institute Press, 2004), 10.

" Earl Fredrick Ziemke, The U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany, 1944-1946 (Washington:
Center of Military History, United States Army, 1975), 3.



WWI, this war introduced every German —man, woman, and child--to the horrors
of war. Almost every city and the people who lived there became intimate with
death. In January 1943, at Casablanca, Allied leadership decided the objective of
the strategic air forces was the “destruction and dislocation of the Germany
military, industrial, and economic system and the undermining of the morale of
the German people to the point where their capacity for armed resistance is fatally
weakened.”*? The Allied strategy brought the war directly to the doorsteps of the
German people. The amount of destruction throughout Germany was immense.
According to the United States Strategic Bombing Survey Summary Report:

Official German statistics place total casualties from air attack --
including German civilians, foreigners, and members of the armed
forces in cities that were being attacked -- at 250,253 killed for the
period from January 1, 1943, to January 31, 1945, and 305,455
wounded badly enough to require hospitalization, during the period
from October 1, 1943, to January 31, 1945. A careful examination
of these data, together with checks against the records of individual
cities that were attacked, indicates that they are too low. A revised
estimate prepared by the Survey (which is also a minimum) places
total casualties for the entire period of the war at 305,000 killed
and 780,000 wounded. More reliable statistics are available on
damage to housing. According to these, 485,000 residential
buildings were totally destroyed by air attack and 415,000 were
heavily damaged, making a total of 20 percent of all dwelling units
in Germany. In some 50 cities that were primary targets of the air
attack, the proportion of destroyed or heavily damaged dwelling
units is about 40 percent. The result of all these attacks was to
render homeless some 7,500,000 German civilians.*?

Prior to World War 11, this level of destruction throughout a whole country
was unknown. In contrast to World War |, the Germans could not escape
evidence of their nation being at war, it simply surrounded them and

wreaked havoc on their lives. As stated in the US Strategic Bombing
Survey, “It [air power] brought home to the German people the full impact

12 United States Strategic Bombing Survey, The United States Strategic Bombing Survey: Summary
Report (European War) (Washington: U.S. G.P.0., 1945), 5.
By rvey, The United States Strategic Bombing Survey: Summary Report (European War), 15.



of modern war with all its horror and suffering. Its imprint on the German
nation will be lasting.”**

Strategic bombing also played a major role in lowering the morale of the
German military. Air attacks instigated fear and insecurity in the minds of the
German troops. Colonel General Alfred Jodl, the German high command’s chief
of operations, reported that, “The troops from the forward lines to the rear
echelons always “griped’ about enemy air attacks . . . the question always arose,
“‘Where is our air force?’”**> The heavy bombardment of the German home front
also had further effects on German troops’ morale. A letter from a German
soldier in mid-1942 to his mother reveals this tension: “It is no use for us to
destroy the Russians here, while the English destroy our homes.”*®

Post-WWII Germany looked nothing like post-WW!I Germany. The
Allied soldiers who occupied German territories in 1945 witnessed scenes of utter
devastation. German cities lay in ruins, and basic services such as water, sewer,
electricity, and telephones were non-functional. The governmental infrastructure
fell victim to war’s destructive force, and the police force was nothing more than
a ragtag operation struggling to hold on.*” Physical reminders of defeat were all
around. No German civilian could ignore the bombed cities or the destruction
brought by the invading forces. Contrary to WWI, with very few Allied forces
ready to occupy the defeated country, on V-E Day there were 61 US divisions,
1,622,000 troops in Germany, and 3,077,000 in Europe.™® These troops’ primary
responsibility was to establish population control measures, such as imposing
roadblocks and curfews, and conducting security patrols.*® The large number of
troops available as occupation forces allowed the military to exercise control over

all parts of occupied Germany. In addition to providing security and squelching

¥ United States Strategic Bombing Survey, The United States Strategic Bombing Surveys:
European War, Pacific War (Maxwell AFB: Air University Press, 1987), 37.

B Survey, The United States Strategic Bombing Survey, vol. 64b (Washington U.S. G.P.O., 1945),
38.

®sy rvey, The United States Strategic Bombing Survey, 41.

7 Kenneth O. McCreedy, Winning the Peace: Postconflict Operations (Fort Leavenworth: U.S.
Army Command and Staff College, 1994), 8.

1 Ziemke, The U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany, 1944-1946, 320.

9 McCreedy, Winning the Peace: Postconflict Operations, 9.



any resistance, the totality of this occupation was meant to demonstrate to the
Germans that they were defeated and their country subjugated by Allied troops.

The level of planning for the post-war conflict is another important factor
differentiating the two post-war societies. In the case of WWII, the US
anticipated Germany’s surrender and invested two years preparing for post-war
occupation. By the time of the German surrender, the staff at Supreme
Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Forces and Army Group headquarters had
invested considerable resources into Operation ECLIPSE.?’ Within three months
of surrender, the formations had disarmed and demobilized German forces, cared
for and repatriated 4 million POWSs and refugees, restored basic services to
devastated cities, created local governments, reestablished police forces and
courts, and discovered and suppressed insurgent threats.?* This forethought was
critical in shaping how the post-war German population would view their defeat
and their willingness to accept Allied authority in governing and reestablishing
societal order.

Securing and rebuilding German infrastructure was accomplished by the
army’s tactical units, mostly at the company level. These units, after restoring
and maintaining order, enlisted the help of locals and worked alongside them in
rebuilding the cities.?> These troops guarded frontiers, key installations, bridges,
banks, utilities and established rapid-reaction forces to respond to disturbances.?®
They also emphasized the need to quickly rebuild German infrastructure.
Engineer units rebuilt and repaired roads, bridges, electric plants, sewage
treatment facilities, and waterworks. For example, the capture of Bonn
highlighted the huge impact the engineer units had on civil morale. Bonn was
transformed from a war ravaged city to one having gas, water, and light services
reestablished in the majority of the city within days of its occupation.

The German government was rebuilt from the bottom up in that the first
priority focused on local elections and councils. Following this, attention was

20 Ziemke, The U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany, 1944-1946, 163.
2 McCreedy, Winning the Peace: Postconflict Operations, 18.
2 McCreedy, Winning the Peace: Postconflict Operations, 19.
2 McCreedy, Winning the Peace: Postconflict Operations, 19.



given to state level contests and once established, national elections were
considered.?* Concurrently, the German political structure and process were
highly regulated in attempts to prevent any resurgence of radicalism. This
physical military presence remained in place during the emergence of the Cold
War, and therefore, the resulting tensions afforded little opportunity for the
occupying forces to redeploy.

So What?

The differences between the two post-conflict states reveal the different
reactions of the same society to two wars. Two factors that stand out are the
amount of destruction and the quantity of occupation forces. After WWI, the
German population could not believe that it had been defeated. The message of
defeat did not match what they experienced. No part of Germany had seen the
physical signs of war. Its army had returned mostly intact, marching back to its
homeland. In their collective minds, their loss was not because they had been
defeated militarily, but because the politicians had given up. Thus, the German
population was fueled by revenge and the desire to win back what was lost.
WWII ended on much different terms. The message of defeat was seen through
destruction as well as the millions of occupying troops. There was little doubt
that Nazi Germany had been defeated militarily, politically, economically,
morally, and socially.

What is Victory?

Military victory does not always bring about lasting political effects.
Clausewitz states that, “at the highest level the art of war turns into policy—but a
policy conducted by fighting battles rather than by sending diplomatic notes.”*
History is replete with examples when military victory did not yield political
victory. Overall, strategic victory requires all the instruments of national power.
The discussion of a peaceful society is incomplete without understanding the
difference between tactical, operational, and strategic victory. According to Dr.

Robert Mandell, professor of international affairs, “strategic victory entails

* De Toy, "Turning Victory into Success: Military Operations after the Campaign," 10.
%> Carl von Clausewitz, On War, trans. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1984), 607.



accomplishing the short-term and the long-term, national, regional, and global
goals for which the war is fought. . . [It] is composed of interrelated
informational, military, political, economic, social, and diplomatic elements.”?
Because strategic victory also includes the non-military instruments of power,
how defeated societies react politically, socially, and economically must be
addressed. One measure of how effectively military action influences a defeated
society is the level to which that society rejects its earlier behavior and transforms
into a peaceful and stable society.

Michael Howard outlines two requirements for military force to be decisive:
“First, the defeated people must accept the fact of defeat, persuaded and realize
that there is no chance of reversing the verdict in the foreseeable future, whether
by military revival, skillful diplomacy, or international propaganda. Second, they
must be reconciled to their defeat by being treated, sooner or later, as partners in
operating the new international order.”?’ Destruction in war plays a crucial role
in filling these criteria. First, it is a visible demonstration of defeat to all
involved. Second, because the victor plays a vital role in the post-war security
and reconstruction, a partnership between the two is essential in laying the
framework for the future. Additionally, it also forces the defeated people to turn
to the victor and depend on the resources they offer in a way that encourages a
working relationship between the two societies.

Physical destruction is not the only way to influence a society. In the mid-
1960’s Thomas Schelling spoke of the importance of influence and coercion via
deterrence and compellence. Instead of focusing solely on physical destruction,
the threat of force is another way of persuading the other side to accept political
or military terms. Schelling notes that, “If surrender negotiations are successful
and not followed by overt violence, it is because the capacity to inflict pain and
damage was successfully used in the bargaining process.”?® From the perspective
of the victor, a post-war occupied society is not immune from violence. Instead,

violence and the threat of violence is still effective when used skillfully, not spent

*® Robert Mandel, The Meaning of Military Victory (Bolder: Lynne Reinner Publishers, 2006), 16.
7 Howard, "When Are Wars Decisive?," 132.
%% Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008), 31.



solely in inflicting punishment.?® A credible post-war deterrence focused around
the threat of a use of force is powerful in influencing societal behavior.
Deterrence is only effective if the other side believes you will carry through with
your threat. This is very difficult to measure.

Contrary to popular belief, most wars are decided at the peace table rather
than the battlefield. By itself, military victory only provides a political
opportunity for the victors. Even then, there can be limitations on those
opportunities by circumstances beyond the victor’s control.*® The stability or
outcome of the conflict is usually based on the willingness of the vanquished to
accept the verdict of battle.®* This means that three main “audiences” of a state
must accept or internalize the defeat: the political elite, the military, and the
people. The use of military force can be used to influence all three. However,
since each has different motives, it is important to realize that physical destruction
will affect each differently.

To understand the conditions that best prepare post-war society for a
peaceful transition, it is important to differentiate the two stages of war: “war

winning” and “peace winning.”*?

War-winning involves states engaging in
military actions and is completed when one side forces the other to concede.
Peace-winning occurs when a state attempts to benefit from war activities in the
final settlement. This includes stabilization, reconstruction, and post-conflict
transition.®® Frequently, military planners spend most of their time planning
phase one operations. This is because the military is structured to excel in the
planning and execution of direct military action. On the contrary, stage two
operations are a little more blurred and in addition to the military, a myriad of
additional players are introduced. They include members of a state’s diplomatic,
economic, informational, and judicial instruments, in addition to working with the

defeated state’s corresponding institutions. Unfortunately, introducing these

2 Schelling, Arms and Influence, 30.

30 Howard, "When Are Wars Decisive?," 130.

* Brian Bond, The Pursuit of Victory: From Napolean to Saddam Hussein (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1996), 61.

32 Mandel, The Meaning of Military Victory, 16.

** Mandel, The Meaning of Military Victory, 13.



additional players introduces an environment plagued with miscommunication,
inefficiencies, and most importantly, different agendas. The failure to capitalize
on opportunities presented in both of these stages, war-winning and peace-
winning, is why history is littered with examples of a state winning the military
fight but losing the strategic one.

Samuel Huntington notes that a society with a highly active and mobilized
public and a low level of political institutionalization often finds itself falling
victim to instability, disorder, and violence.®* Following defeat, a society’s
relationship to its government and institutions is highly volatile and chaotic. For
that reason, the environment that exists immediately after a war is often ripe with
uncertainty. Because war changed the pre-existing social and political norms,
society is presented with an opportunity. How they choose to react to these new
challenges, specifically the absence of the relationships and structures that
previously provided stability, proves vital in reconstruction and future of their
post-war society.® This susceptibility to rapid change presents both threats and
opportunities.

If handled correctly, a victor can use these as opportunities to set the stage
for a more stable and peaceful society. Ultimately, war is an act to compel our
enemy to do our will.*® This study tries to uncover the relationship between
destruction and its role in compelling the defeated society to accept defeat and
participate, and later maintain, a stable and peaceful post-conflict society.
Additionally, the physical presence of an occupation force serves two purposes.
First, it is essential to provide security and protect the citizens. Second, and most
importantly, it is a constant reminder to the defeated that their country has been
vanquished, a direct result of their government’s inability to provide for its

citizens.

** Samuel P. Huntington, Political Order in Changing Societies (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1968).

*Ha rry R. Yarger, Strategy and the National Security Professional: Strategic Thinking and
Strategy Formulation in the 21st Century (Westport: Praeger Security International, 2008), 33.

36 Clausewitz, On War, 75.



Organization of the Case Studies

In order to better understand this relationship, case studies of wars, in
which high levels of destruction occurred in the defeated state, will be examined.
The first is the American Civil War and, more specifically, the activities of
General William T. Sherman and his army in their famous “March to the Sea”
through Georgia. This hotly debated military operation was the first foray of the
Union Army deep behind Confederate lines to attack what General Sherman
considered to be the real strength of the South, the people empowering the war
effort. The defeat of the Confederacy demonstrates the role destruction plays, but
the lack of resources dedicated to the economic, political, and social post-war
reconstruction created future issues for the country. Subsequently, the experience
of Japan during and after World War Il will be examined. This case highlights
the difficulties in how different cultures work together after a conflict to create
stability, when the victor is willing to put forth resources and utilize the
opportunities created by defeat. Both the Civil War Confederacy and WWII
Japan represent highly mobilized societies that supported war efforts until the end
of the conflict. However, while both populations were war weary and utterly
defeated, their reconstruction was very different because of the level of post-
conflict involvement by the victors. Eventually, both the American South and
Japan made fundamental changes in their societies, but they did so in different
ways.

Such case studies illustrate extreme examples of unconditional surrender,
the likes of which are rarely seen in more recent conflicts. Therefore, I will also
look briefly at more recent examples and what relationship, if any, physical
destruction has played with peace building in conflicts such as Irag, Bosnia,
Kosovo, and Irag. The case studies are presented in three sections, addressing
policy, military actions, and post-conflict society. The policy section addresses
issues that influence strategic decision making and the history of policy in each
conflict. Next, it examines the specific military actions that were taken and how
they contributed to destruction, target selection, and restrictions placed on military

action. Finally, it offers an assessment regarding how post-conflict society



transitions away from pre-war behaviors, the ones that ultimately led to the

conflict, towards post-war behaviors focused on stability and peace.



Chapter 2
Hard Hand of War: Sherman’s March to the Sea

We are not only fighting hostile armies, but a hostile people, and
we must make young and old, rich and poor, feel the hard hand of
war. We cannot change the hearts of these people of the South, but
we can make war so terrible, and make them so sick of war that
generations will pass away before they would again appeal to it.
Major General William T. Sherman

General William T. Sherman’s March to the Sea has been exemplified as
one of the greatest examples of the indirect use of military force. Unlike many
other military commanders of his day, Sherman’s focus after capturing Atlanta
was to avoid force on force battles with the enemy army. As armies become
larger and weapons’ range greater, the desire and need to destroy an army
completely becomes less prevalent. Military theorist Sir Basil Henry Liddell Hart
argued that “to interrupt the ordinary life of the people and quench hope of its
resumption is more effective than any military result short of the complete
destruction of the armies.”* Beginning in November 1864, instead of seeking out
the enemy’s army, General Sherman sought a back door, an indirect way through
attacking the economic reserves of the Confederacy and its popular will.> As the
Commander of the Army of the West, Sherman aimed the brutality of war directly
at the Southerners supporting the Confederacy—the plantation aristocracy. The
destruction Sherman chose to employ was not deadly, because its aim was not
killing. Instead, Sherman sought to destroy anything and everything that could be
used to support the Confederate war effort. Sherman appreciated that “rude
personal contact with the hostile forces is necessary to awaken the enemy people
from these drugged dreams of unreality and to shock them into surrender.” 3
Unfortunately, before the war found its way into the heart of the South, years had
already passed and hundreds of thousands of lives were lost. To understand the
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type of war being fought, and the type of peace created, it is necessary to examine
the adjustments made to policy and military action. The role of destruction had a
direct impact on ending the American Civil War and demonstrating the futility of
continuing the conflict to Southerners. However, while civil warfare states has
not returned, the lack of systematic reconstruction following this highly
destructive conflict left remnants of racism and injustice in parts of Southern
society.
Policy

The war between the Union and the Confederacy pitted both symbolic and
actual brothers against each other, Northerners were fighting to reunify their
country, and doing so seemed to dictate a type of conciliatory policy. Yet the
Union armies were receiving devastating blows on the battlefield, which tempted
them to lash out in unrestrained violence.* This tension is reflected by the various
policies on how the Union viewed and treated Southern civilians transformed
throughout the war. In the beginning years of the war, Southern civilians were
viewed through a “conciliatory” policy lens that intended to placate or reconcile
the Southern civilian population. But eventually this evolved into a “hard war”
policy, which intended to bring the full weight of war to bear onto southern
civilians. The evolution in policy towards southern society took years and
requires some explanation. To the Union leadership the conciliatory policy was
attractive, because they assumed that most white Southerners were lukewarm
about secession, and would withdraw their support of the Confederacy if treated
correctly.® Therefore, the North sought to spare noncombatant white Southerners
the full consequences of the war. This meant that their constitutional rights were
left intact, their property respected, and even the institution of slavery, tied up as
it was with property rights, was not targeted. While the two strategies resided on
opposite sides of the spectrum, their goals were the same: detach Southern
civilians’ allegiance from, and undermine their support of the Confederacy.
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Conciliation policy focused on treating Confederate citizens with respect, while
hard war policy applied intimidation and fear.

While some disagreed, most Northern generals supported the policy of
conciliation through the initial stages of the war. The common belief was that
war should be restricted to the battlefield. The fact that the Union initially applied
a policy of conciliation is not surprising given their assumption that the majority
of Southern society did not fully support secession. For the military
professionals, all of their experiences were rooted in experiences that supported
the idea of winning a war happens on the battlefield between two opposing forces.
In such cases, civilian populations were spared and never targeted. The American
War of Independence, the Napoleonic wars, and the recent conflict with Mexico
were all interpreted as won or lost on the battlefield, where, it was believed, great
restraint had been used when dealing with the civilian population. Wars where
this was not the case—especially the Hundred Years’ War and the Thirty Years
War—uwere barbarous relics of a more primitive age.

Shift in Policy — Abandoning Conciliation

The Union started to abandon the policy of reconciliation in the summer of
1862. The Battle of Shiloh, fought in the spring of 1862 in Tennessee, served as
the first defining battle in changing future Union policy toward civilian
populations. Although it was a victory for General Grant and the Union, the cost
was great and forced reconsideration of US strategy. The North lost 20,000
soldiers—double the amount killed in Manassas, Wilson’s Creek, Fort Donelson,
and Pea Ridge combined and the South seemed ready to continue the war, despite
defeat at Shiloh.® This costly victory served as the turning point for Grant and the
North. Shiloh highlighted to Grant, who eventually served as the Commanding
General of the United States Army, that the only way to defeat the South was
through “complete conquest [because up] to that time it had been the policy of our
army, certainly of that portion commanded by me, to protect the property of the
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citizens whose territory was invaded, without regard to their sentiments, whether
Union or Secession.”’

Although there were Union victories in the west, in the east the failure of
General George McClellan and his Army of the Potomac to conquer Richmond
provided more ammunition for changing the Union strategy. Northerners
believed that Richmond, “the Confederate capital was the heart of the rebellion,
the lair of the ‘slave-holding aristocracy’ and ‘military oligarchy’ that had created
and sustained secession.”® Referred to as the Seven Days’ Battles, these actions
around Richmond were a series of six major battles fought over seven days, from
June 25 to July 1, 1862, between McClellan’s Army of the Potomac and
Confederate General Robert E. Lee’s Army of Northern Virginia. The result of
the six battles was almost 30,000 casualties, a number that equaled the number of
causalities in all the battles in the western theater during the first half of 1862.°
The increase in lethality of battle was difficult to ignore.

This strategic defeat at Richmond again forced Union leaders to rethink
their policy. Before the campaign, Northerners believed the war would end with
the fall of Richmond, and therefore, with mounting public pressure, the Lincoln
administration concluded that it needed a harsher policy. While the military
battles continued, political changes were also underway. Congress was passing a
bill to confiscate the property of Confederates, and President Lincoln was making
up his mind about the Emancipation Proclamation.’® These changes in policy
provided Union armies the ability to confiscate Southern property and opened the
door to use any and all resources needed to win. This change in policy was
welcomed by Union soldiers, who, up until this time, had felt restricted by the
conciliation policy.™

General McClellan opposed the change in policy and stood firmly to his
belief that conciliation was the morally preferable option. In his famous
“Harrison’s Landing letter” to President Lincoln in June 1862, McClellan argued
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that the government should conduct the war “upon the highest principles known
to Christian Civilization” and should focus its actions solely against “armed
forces and political organizations.”*? He also argued that private property should
be strictly protected, and if extreme military necessity demanded it be taken,
monetary compensation was required. Finally, he stated that “pillage and waste
should be treated as high crimes; all unnecessary trespass sternly prohibited; and
offensive demeanor by the military towards citizens promptly rebuked.”** The
debate over the conciliation policy represents one of the great tensions of the Civil
War. The goal of the Union was to reunite the country and re-assimilate the
Confederacy. However, a moral dilemma presented itself on which policy to
adopt: continue with a failing policy of conciliation or turn the fight to punish the
rebels and potentially drive a bigger wedge between the two sides. President
Lincoln understood that time had run out for the limited struggle envisioned by
General McClellan. This was a drastic change in strategy for the Union whose
main goal was reunification. This new policy aimed at society threatened the
post-war relationship between the North and the South.

In addition to the Battle of Shiloh and the failure to capture Richmond, the
Battle of Antietam, fought on September 17, 1862, was the first battle to take
place on Northern soil. The battle, fought near Sharpsburg, Maryland, remains
the bloodiest single-day battle in American history. Photographers arrived on the
scene shortly after the battle and were able to document the horrific images of
death, a battle that shocked many Northerners.™* In one day, after some 23,000
casualties, the Battle of Antietam and its massive carnage transformed how
Americans thought about war.*® President Lincoln capitalized on the victory at
Antietam by delivering the Emancipation Proclamation, an act that delivered the
final blow to the conciliation policy. The document outraged Southerners.

Previously they did not expect or believe that Northern soldiers would stand and

12 Grimsley, The Hard Hand of War: Union Policy toward Southern Civilians, 1861-1865, 75.
B Grimsley, The Hard Hand of War: Union Policy toward Southern Civilians, 1861-1865, 75.
 David J. Eicher, The Longest Night: A Military History of the Civil War (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 2001), 363.

 Eicher, The Longest Night: A Military History of the Civil War, 363.



fight for the cause of liberating slaves.'® In September 1862, President Lincoln
delivered a speech aimed at the leaders of the Confederacy stating that unless they
abandoned the war, Confederate slaves would be welcomed with everlasting
freedom on 1 January, 1863.1" Lincoln incensed Southerners and any hope of
swaying the remaining fence sitters was forever lost, driving an even deeper
divide between the Confederacy and the Union. The policy of conciliation was
ultimately abandoned as the chasm between the North and the South continued to
grow.

The year 1863 marked a change not only in the type of destruction the
Union troops inflicted, but also in the amount.*® In March of the same year it
became evident that the change in policy away from conciliation needed
clarification. General Halleck explained these changes with General Order 100,
commonly referred to as “Lieber’s Code.” Although Lieber’s Code is often
considered a humanitarian milestone, it also provided ethnical justification for a
war aimed at the destruction of the Confederacy. While it codified a change in
policy, it also marked a significant change in Union attitudes towards destructive
warfare. Instead of long, drawn out wars of attrition, war could be more humane
if it were quicker and more decisive. Article 29 states, “The ultimate object of all
modern war is a renewed state of peace. The more vigorously wars are pursued
the better it is for humanity. Sharp wars are brief.”*® Thus, the Union quickly
accepted that, in addition to the Confederate Army, influencing civilians via
destructive means was also required to bring about a more humane war by making
it shorter.

To avoid this new policy from opening the doors for Union soldiers to
wreak havoc on the South, numerous restrictions were put on Union troops. Most
Union army leaders were concerned how their troops would internalize this new

freedom afforded them. This concern forced a number of leaders to classify the
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type of person who might be subject to foraging by Union soldiers.”® Southerners
were separated into three groups; hostile, neutral, and Union sympathizers. Union
troops accepted these classifications and targeted and treated these groups
accordingly.

It is important to note that some form of conciliatory and hard war policies
existed in differing forms throughout the war. The type of warfare employed
varied by region and commander, but the majority focused on hard war policy
after the summer of 1862, or at least the pragmatic idea that the treatment of
civilians was important, albeit secondary, to the focus on battle. The first, and
most recognized campaign involving hard war policy, is General William T.
Sherman’s Savannah Campaign. Also known as Sherman’s March to the Sea, this
campaign started on 15 November from Atlanta and ended on 21 December,
1864. The march across Georgia took four weeks, but introduced the physical
destruction of war to a population untouched for the previous three-and-a-half
years.

Military Action in War
Sherman’s Logic

General William Tecumseh Sherman replaced General Ulysses S. Grant as
the Commander of the Union’s Army of the West in 1864. His campaign from
Atlanta through the Carolinas is perhaps the single best example of a military
using destruction to influence an enemy without engaging its fielded forces. This
grand strategy combined two different approaches: Sherman’s strategy was
directed against the enemy’s mind, while Grant’s was more focused on the
enemy’s fielded forces.?* In addition to hitting the Confederate people, Sherman
saw this as an opportunity to maneuver behind and contain General Lee. This
proved valuable because, up until this point, Grant’s armies found themselves in a
stalemate with Lee’s army at Petersburg, Virginia. Thus, by performing a

massive turning movement through Georgia and the Carolinas, Sherman could
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increase pressure on Lee and allow Grant the opportunity to break through, or at
least keep Southern reinforcements away from Virginia.

General Sherman wanted to expose the inherent faults of Southern society
and slavery and felt a war focused solely on enemy forces was incomplete.
Rather, he saw the people that supported these forces as the center of gravity and
the turning point to the war. Therefore, he understood he needed to influence
these people by introducing them to the horrors of war. This is evident in his
letter to General Halleck. Sherman writes, “This war differs from European wars
in this particular: we are not only fighting hostile armies, but a hostile people, and
must make old and young, rich and poor, feel the hard hand of war.”?* The
campaign was similar to Grant’s innovative and successful Vicksburg Campaign.
Both understood that moving quickly reduced their need for traditional supply
lines and allowed them to achieve a speed previously unknown for an army of its
size. To make up for the absence of supply lines, they needed to live off the land.
Foragers, known as “bummers,” provided food seized from local farms, while the
Army destroyed the railroads, manufacturing, and industrial infrastructure of the
state. The speed of Sherman’s march was amazing in that he was able to move
62,000 men 10-15 miles every day, an unparalleled feat. Confederate leadership
did not understand this change in warfare. After the fall of Atlanta, Jefferson
Davis commented in a speech, “Sherman cannot keep up his long line of

23 Without question, Sherman was taking an

communication, and he must retreat.
enormous risk by restricting his reliance on communication and supply lines.
What Davis and other Confederate military leaders failed to recognize was that
Sherman adopted a new type of warfare, one characterized by speed and
autonomy, with hopes of exploiting the values of the Southern people.
Sherman’s concept of total war required a blitzkrieg type approach aimed
at destroying anything that could be used to support the war. His ability to move

troops so quickly and destructively through Georgia was shocking and
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psychologically damaging to Southern residents. Years later he reflected on the
transformation of this thinking:

I know that in the beginning, | too, had the old West Point notion

that pillage was a capital crime, and punished it by shooting, but

the Rebels wanted us to detach a division here, a brigade there, to

protect families and property while they were fighting . . . this was

a one-sided game of war, and many of us . . . ceased to quarrel

with our own men about such minor things and went in to subdue

the enemy, leaving minor depredations to be charged up to the

account of the rebels who had forced us into the war.”**
His new war strategy was founded on two beliefs, one psychological and the other
pragmatic. Destruction and foraging was a means to articulate to the Southern
population that they were not exempt from the horrors of war, and he also saw it
as a necessary evil. The evil being that it afforded his Army speed, autonomy,
and the absence of cumbersome supply lines.
What Sherman Targeted

Sherman recognized that in addition to the Confederacy’s military, another
center of gravity was its determined civilian population that continued to live
untouched and unperturbed in well-stocked farms in areas such as Mississippi,
Alabama, and the Carolinas.? Until Sherman’s march began, large industrial
cities such as Savannah and Macon were immune to the war.”® Sherman wanted
to take the fight directly to the civilian populace; however, he exercised caution in
his approach because he understood that Kkilling civilians could pose a serious
threat to future reunification. General Sherman wrote General Halleck on the eve
before his march, “This movement is not purely military or strategic, but it will
illustrate the vulnerability of the South. They don’t know what war means, but
when the rich planters of the Oconee and Savannah see their fences and corn and

hogs and sheep vanish before their eyes they will have something more than a
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mean opinion of the “Yanks.” ?’ In addition to wanting to win and end the war,
General Sherman saw his strategy as an investment. Sherman understood that a
strategy draped in destruction would deter any future desires of secession.
General Sherman’s army was not the murdering and plundering horde of
Southern mythology. On the contrary, his soldiers were well disciplined and as a
result only a few civilians were killed. General Sherman made sure of this by
providing clear rules of engagement when implementing his hard war policy. In
preparation for the Savannah Campaign, Sherman issued his Special Field Order
number 120, specifically outlining who was authorized to carry out military
actions. Field Order 120 follows the logic similar to the Lieber Code, that “war is
not carried on by arms alone. It is lawful to starve the hostile belligerent, armed
or unarmed, so that it leads to the speedier subjection of the enemy.”? For
example, the authorization to destroy mills, houses, cotton gins, and other
structures was only given to corps commanders. The cavalry and artillery were
permitted to appropriate horses, mules, and wagons; however, they were
commanded to discriminate between the rich, who were considered hostile, and
the poor, who were considered neutral or friendly.?® Furthermore, he
commanded, “In districts and neighborhoods where the army is unmolested, no
destruction of such property should be permitted; but should guerrillas or
bushwhackers molest our march, or . . . otherwise manifest local hostility, then
army commanders should order and enforce a devastation more or less relentless,
according to the measure of such hostility.”*® While the order allowed for the
foraging parties to take mules or horses to replace exhausted animals, it was not
heartless. All soldiers had to refrain from using abusive or threatening language,
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and furthermore, leave each family with a reasonable portion for their
maintenance.

Another strategic target for Sherman was transportation. His columns
spread more than sixty miles wide and destroyed every mile of railroad track,
railroad cars, bridges, and burned almost every train station.** Miles of railroad
was pulled up, and rails were heated up and twisted around trees to create
“Sherman’s neckties” and “Sherman’s hairpins.”*® This was critical in that it cut
off lines of communication to Southern towns, an act that further isolate