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Abstract

LEADERSHIP OF THE OPERATIONAL COMMANDER: COMBAT MULTIPLIER OR MYTH? By LTC
George P. Ritter, USA, 54 pages

The exercise of operational leadership becomes incressingly difficuit as technology makes the
battlefield more lethal, as the pace of combat accelerates, and as combat forces become more
joint and combined. U.S. Army senior level leadership doctrine states that high level leaders
exercise leadership through indirect methods. This monograph answers the question: Is it
passible for the modern, operational commander to exercise leadership as a combat multiplier,
or have battlefield conditions made operationsl leadership a myth?

The monograph examines two case studies of operational commanders in the modern era:
General Erwin Rommel in the North African Campaign of 19411942 and General Matthew
Ridgway in the Koresn campaign of 195 1. The case studies analyze the leadership, or lack of it,
in terms of the four functions of leadership as described by U. S. Army doctrine and expanded
upon by U.S. Army Brigadier General Huba Wass de Czege: providing purpose, establishing
direction, generating motivation, and sustaining force effectiveness. To determine the
effectiveness of these functions as exercised by Rommel and Ridgway, the analysis uses battle
outcomes, casualty/loss rates, and condition of forces at the conclusion of operations. The
evidence cited shows that much of Rommel's defest can be attributed to his failure to exercise
leadership at the operational level. In contrast, Ridgway's victory, in grest part, was the result
of his successful, operational leadsrship.

The monograph concludes thet operational leadership is a combat multiplier, but that the
functions of leadership--as demonstrated by these two commanders--are not equal in
importance o operational outcomes. Establishing direction is the mast imprtant function of the
four and can have significant impact on sustaining force effectiveness. Provision of purpose
must be consistant with that of the operational commander's higher headquarters, and the
generation of motivation must be accomplished at the operational level ; tactical mntivation alone
is not sufficient for operational succsss.



Leader ship of the Operationsl Commandsr: Combat Multiplier or Myth?

INTRODUCT ION

The author's of the United States Army's keystone field manual, FM 100-S Qperations,
describe leadership as "the most essential slement of combat power " and state that “in the final
analysis and once the force s engaged, superior combat power derives from the courage and
competence of soidiers . . . and sbove all the quelity of their leedership [emphasis
added].*! The draft revision of the manual, repeats this stand on the importance of leadership in
military operations and notes thet “the personal influence of large joint and combined force, field,
corps, and division commanders have 8 major bearing on the outcomes of battles and campaigns™
and that leadership is one of two components of command 2 Clearly, from the position of current
United States Army doctrine, leadsrship is the most important element on the battlefield, but the
way in which commanders have led on the bettlefield hes changad over time.

Prior to the 18th century, army commandars performed this leadership in « face-to-face
environment. Commanders such as Alexander , Hannibal, Cassar, Henry Y, Cromwell, and
Mar Iborough found thet they could observe and personally lead mast, if not all, of their forces on
the battlefield These great commenders massed their armies to gst the most shock and firepower
effect of their weapons. However, as the sizes of armies increased, as battiefields became larger,
and 8s armies dispersed, commandsrs learnad that this face-to-face leadership was nearly
impossible for them to execute.

In the late 19th and 20th centuries, armies wers based on the popular/citizen model deveioped
during the French Revolution. Armies of from one million to over five million men were not
uncommon. Improved technology (e.g. the rifled musket and cannon, the railrosd, mechanization,
sirpower, and weapons of mass destructian) mads the battlefield a more mobile and lethal place.
As a result, armies dispersed or fwi from fertifications making the battiefield more “empty.”
To maintain freedom of action, army commanders had to maneuver large masses of men over great ~-
distances and time: they had to become operational artists. Now army commanders found that the
face-to-face leadership of their predacessors was extremely difficult The distances between
units within their armies were grest; the commanders were at grest risk when they came onto the




battlefield because of its increased Tethality ; and bettles progressed so quickly that commanders
had difficulty keeping up with the tempo and with being sble to lead at the critical place and time.
Additionally, the armies were changing in neture.

Armies were now often composed of more than just ground forces from one nation. Forces took
on & joint and combined nature. Armies compossd of soldiers, ssilors, and airmen of diverse
nations and the employment of naval and air forces now became army commanders’
responsibilities. These commanders siso found that their professional experience, education, and
training sometimes did not prepers ‘them for the responsibilities of naval and air force
employment or for coalition warfare. All of these factors made leading such forces more compiex
for the modern army commander than for his pre-industrial-revolution predecessor. (n fact, not
only does United States Army doctrine see this problem of leadsrship as the most important
element on the battlefield, but dacirine also sees it as the greatest challenge on the battlefield of
the future.

The United States Army devotes.a significant effort in teaching lesdership in its
pre-commissioning training, in its military schosls, and at its colleges. The U.S. Army's basic
leadership manual describes leadership as “a process by which a soldier influences others to
accomplish the mission.™4 in its manual on senfor level leadership, the U.S. Army states that
leadership of the sort that an operational fevel commander might exercise “is the ar{ of direct and
indirect influence and the skill of cresting the conditions for sustained organizational success to
achieve the desired result. But above all, it is the art of taking a vision of what must be done,
communicating it in 8 way that the intent 1S clearly understood, and then being tough enough to
ensure its execution."S This, then, is the institutional definition of whet ths operational-level
commandsr must do.

Brigedier General Huba Wass de C2ege author- of the 1986 version of FM 100-5 and founding
director of the United States Army’s School of Advancartilitary Studies, in his article titled "A
Comprensive Yiew of Leadership,” agrees with U.S. Army doctrine and writes that “senior leaders
rely more on indirect processes in proportion to their seniority” and explains that leadership has
four functions: “providing purpose, establishing direction, generating motivation for unit
actions, and sustaining the effectiveness of the unit for future tasks.® Here Wass de Czege
attempts to break into components what the effective Teader must do and how he does it.

According to Wass de Czege, for the effective leadsr to provide purpose, he must impart “a
coherent picture of how the unit misston fits into the ‘big piciure'. . . [to give his unit] . . .a sense
of importancs of the tasks to be accomplished and how success or failure of the unit mission will
affect the wor id beyond the unit."7 This view conforms to U.S. Army doctrine that states that for
the senior commander to establish purpose he must have “an ability to understand what is required
of an orgenization . . . (and] .. a well-informed ability to communicate the intent clearly so that



it links the larger aims to the ormtzuﬂonal mission. .. .8 The authors of this doctrine write
that the senior commander's ability to db this “is based on an appreciation of the strategic,
operational, and tactical levals of war.*® Clearly, then, an operational- level commander
providing purpase to his force gives it a starting point in relation to the overall scheme of the war.
However , it is the function of establishing direction that provides the “how-to" in movino that
foree from the starting point.

Establishing direction is the function.of leadership that gives the force a way to accomplish its
mission. “Setting goals and standards, developing teams, ensuring discipline, and training the
organization are the meens senicr leaders and commanders use to chart organizational
direction.”'0 Wass de C2ege goes further to describe this function:

Effective leaders provide unambiguous direction and guidance for action. They
have a cleer vision of what must be done, what is necessary to get the job done
and how to proceed They cleerly articulate and assign objectives, missions
and goals to subordinates. In addition to such direct guidence, they also
provide indirect guidance. They promote values; set standerds for
accomp’ishment of tasks; enforce discipline; establish standard operating
procedures: ensure the training of soldiers and units in appropriate doctrine,
methads ana techniques; and establish policies and regulations. | |

IUis through this function of establishing direction that the operational commander develops his
force as 8 machine to accomplish its purpose. The “fuel” that keeps this machine working towards
its purpose, though, is motivation.

Generating motivation gives the operational commander's force the impetus to act and
maintains that force's momentum. Official Army doctrine states that “senior leaders and
commander's are responsible for ensuring that the required motivation exists. They do this by
developing the proper ethical perspective, sustaining a positive and progressive command climate,
and fostering 8 sense of unit that generates an unshakable organizational cohesion.” ! 2
Wass ds C2ege is more specific as to what the operational level commander must do to generate
motivation. He cites “personal displays of courageous example, self-discipline, fairness,
competence and force of personality” as being “occasionally necessary and effective,” but states
further that “a more complex system_of author ity , mutusl trust and confidence must be
established” between the led and the leader. '3 This “mare complex system" is necessary st the
operational level because the major ity of the force's soldiers must be motivated by a trust and
confidence developed by the commander while unable physically o be near that major ity of
soldiers. The commander does this, according to Wass de Czege, by influencing “soldiers through
layers of their subordinate leaders. They cultivate positive leadership among their immediate
subordinates and resort to face-to-face persuasion to bolster will as the occasion warrants ( but



usually with suborainate commanders and steffs).”! 4 Explicitly there is recognition that higher
ievel commanders exercise the leadership function of motivation not directly to soldiers, but
through subordinates to thess soldiers. However, it is the final function of leadership (sustaining
the effectiveness of the unit for future tas«s) thet makes passible the maintenance of effective
organizations produced by the firsi thres functions of leadership.

U.S. Army doctrine does not include in its discussion of leadership imperatives at senior levels
this final function of sustaining the effectiveness of the unit for futurs tasks.!> Wass de Czege,
however , is quite specific about this important function of higher level commanders. He writes
that this function becomes more systematic and institutionalized at higher levels. He is also vury
specific about what this function reguires of operational level commanders. They must plan for
the loss of key leaders, the impact of new weapons, and the effects of “a myriad of environmental
changes affecting the health and effectiveness of their command."'© Hence, this fourth function of
leadership seeks to ensure that the force can survive the present and remain prepared for the
future. It seeks to ensure that the provision of purpase, t*s establishment of direction, and the
generation of motivation continue to make the force effective ior the operational level commander.
Yet in all this doctrinel discussion, there are few examples of modern operational level
commanders actually performing these functions. ' 7

Is operational leadership still possible as a combat multiplier or is it a myth, something made
impossible by the modern conditions faced by the operational level leader? The monograph will
examine how two operational commenders ( General Erwin Rommel '8 in his North African
campaigns of 1941 and 1942 and General Matthew Ridgway ' © in Koree during eerly 1951)
exercised leadership in 8 combined environment and what, if any, impact this leadership had on
the success or failure of their forces.

The case studies of Rommel and Ridgway are significant and relevant becouse they both
commanded armies in environments similar to those which U.S. Army/U.S. Unified Command
Commanders-in-Chief may encounter in the future. Each of these ganerals commandsd a
multi-national (combined) force and had to pian for the empioyment of naval and air forces (joint
operations). Each commander was at the end of & long line of communication from his sustainment
bass (requiring power projection in terms of forces and logistics). Each commander was faced
with the difficult situstion of taking aver command of forces that that besn seversly beeten by
their opponents. Finally, each was commanding in a geographical setting different than any other
in which he had fought befors.

This monagraph evalustesthe methods and procedures these two commanders used to: provide
purpose, establish direction, ganerate motivation, and sustain their organizations’ effectiveness.
These leadership functions are the basis of analysis because they are, according to doctrine and
Wass de C2ege's view, the fuctions of leadership. Then the monograph will {llustrate the results of




each commandsr's methods and procedures through a look at the commander's force effectiveness.
Because the objective of military leadership is a force that is effective on the battlefield, the
criteria salected for this examination are the outcomes of battles and campaigns in which each
force participated (i.e. the ability of a commander to impose his will on the 0pposing commander
and force at the operational level), the number of battle and non-battle casualties, and the
condition of the force at the conclusion of battles/campaigns for subsaquent operations. The
objective of this analysis, as stated above, is to dstermine if the leadership of a modern operational
commander is 8 combat multiplier for his force and, if so, how does he make it so.

PRO¥IDING PURPGSE

Mitchell M. Zats, a colonel in the United States Army, examined theater commanders for thair
key attributes and found two imperatives for success at this operational level: strategic vision and
strength of will.20 This strategic vision, or a view of the larger goal to which a thester
commander's campaign must lead, is the centerpiece for providing purpose to an organization.
Yet, having a strategic vision and strangth of will cannot stand alane. The strategic vision must be
one that is compatible with the strategy of the operational commander's superior command,
whether that be the nationel command author ity or a theeter -of-war commander. If it is not
compatible, the operational commandsr may set his force on a course thet is inconsistent with the
course of his nation or his coalition. In the cases of Rammel and Ridgway, both of these operational
commenders had strength of v 11. Ridgway's strategic vision, though he did little to provide
purpase effectively to his fores, did fit into the strategy of his superior, General MacArthur.
Rommel’s strategic viston, his provision of purpose, was purely his own, and it led to the
eventual defaet of Axis forces in North Africa.

During 1940, the British 8th Army had soundly defestsd the Italian 10th Army in North
Africa after the Italians had attempted an invasion of Egypt from. Libya. At the conclusion of this
defeat, Brtish forces pursued the Italians back through Libya and then established a thin defense
line in order to reconstitute forces and move them to other thesters of operation (i.e. the Balkans
and Sudan). This Italian defeat was so thorough in Adolf Hitler's mind that he fearsd the ultimate
collapss of his ally in North Africa and the ultimate endanger ing of Yichy French Tunesia Inan
effort to shore up the Italians, he sent two German divisions under command of one of Germany’s
fastest rising ganeral officers and a hero in the bliitriasg defest of Francs: Lieutenant General
Erwin Rommal. In his role, Rommel was to be subordinate to the Italian Commander in Chief
Marshall Graziani.2!



Prior to travelling to North Africa, Rommel received his instructions from the
commandar - in-chief of the German army, Field Marshal Walther von Brauchitsch. Yon
Brauchitsch reiterated that Rommel was to come under the command of Graziani, but was to have
direct command of the German Afrika Korps composad of Sth Light Division and 15th Panzer
Division, both of whom would soon be enroute to the theater of operations. He would alsn command
the remains of the Italian Motor 128d Corps that that been so badly defested by the British. In
essencs, he was to become an army commander though officially he was still & corps commander in
terms of the German units that he commanded. “Rommel was further instructed not to assume the
offensive ntil after the arrival of all German units. Rommel listaned but apparently did not take
these instructions very seriously, particularly the part sbout being under the command of the
Italians. "22

Upon arrival at Tripoli on 12 February 1941, he found thet Graziani had turned over
command to his chief of staff, General Gariboldi. Rommel soon learned that Geriboldi was not in
favor of his plan to defend in vicinity of the Gulf of Sirte.23 Then Rommel made his first decision
to violate the strategic instructions that he received from the Ger-man High Command:

| had already decided, in view of the tenseness of the situation and
sluggishness of the Italian command, te depart from my instructions fo
confine myself to 8 reconnaissance and to take the command at the front into
my own hands as soon as possible. . . . General von Rintslen, townm}l had
given a hint of my intention in Rome, had advised me against it . . . . 4

He then went to inspect the Italian regiment defending the Sirte position, and he determined that
the one regiment was insufficient for defense; three deys later he was rushing the first of two
German units to arrive in thester (the 3rd Rconnaissance Battalion and an anti-tank battalion) to
the line. 25

In order to provide purpose to a forca according to current U.S. Army doctrine, the operational
commander must ensure thet his force ( “at lesst two echelons below") understands how it fits into
the “big picture,” understands the priority of the tasks befors it, and understands “how success or
failure of the organization will impact on the wor1d beyond the unit.“26 Heinz Werner Schmidt. a
member of Rommel's staff, relates how the Desert Fox did just that when addressing the officers of
the newly arrived Sth Light Division. Rommel clearly informed this subordinate unit of the
purposs of their presence in North Africa: they were to “restore the confidance of the Italian
people in their arms and to bolster up the fighting spirit of ™ the Italians. Additionally, he strongly
emphasized that they “must save Trepolitania from the attack of the British Army. We must hoid
them!*27  There is every indication here that Rommel stayed with the strategic goal he received
from the German High Command. Clearly, his purpose is one of operational defense: the German
forces were to “save Trepolitania“ and “hold" the British. Nothing is indicated of an operational
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offense. During Rommel's trip to Fushrer Headguarters on 19 March, 1941, von Brauchitsch
reiterated those instructions and told Rommel that “the High Command had no intention of
launching a major offensive in North Afries, ... no further Germen divisions would be sent to

| ibya after the 15th Panzer, . . .[and that] Rommel was not to risk even a minor advance until all
elements of the Afrika Korps had arrived “28 Rommel had already decided to disobey thase
instructions.

By the end of March, Rommel sensed a weakness in the British lines and sent his Afrika Korps
(without the yet-to-arrive 1Stir Panzer Division) forward in the attack. By the end of April, his
forces had pushed the British all the way back to the border of Egypt and laid seige to the fortress
of Tobruk. In June Rommel's tired units held off the British attack called Operation Battleuxe.
Hailed as gigantic success for German and italian arms ( though mast of the serious fighting was
accomplished by the two, now complete, German divisions, and the British were nowhere near as
strong as they had been five months earlier), this operation nevertheless expended irreplacesble
German and |talian soldiers, tons of ammunition, and massive amounts of fuel. All of thes: assats
were scarce commodities in Nurth Africa due to the inability of the Axis to supply their forces
across the Mediterranean, due to the long land supply route required to bring supplies forward if
they did arrive in North Africa, and due the theater's low priority from the German High
Command as it was preparing for the invasion 6f the Soviet Union, its strategic main effort.

In August of 1941, Rommel's command was designated a panzer group, and he now had control
of two German armored divisions ( the 1Sth and the renamed Sth Light, now called the 21st); the
German 90th Light (formed from resources in North Africa and composed of only four infantry
battalions, three artillery battalions, and anti-tank battalion, and a battalion of 88 mm guns); and
the six weak Italian divisions of the XX Motorised Corps (of which three wers investing Tobruk and
one was serving garrison mty.29 In November , while Rommel was in Germany on leave and
consulting with the High Command about another assault on Tabruk, the British launched
Operation Crusader with seven divisons which initially pushed the Axis forcss nesrly 100 miles
back toward Tobruk, but which Rommel blunted at Sidi Rezegh. Then Fommel launched his raid
into Egypt and the reer of British forces. Again, Rommel had stopped the British and initiated a
dar ing operational offensive, but the costs had been grest for the Desert Fox, so great that when the
British began to add reinforcements to their attacking formations in December, the exhausted Axis
formations had to withdraw. They did so all the way back to the Gazala line where they had been in
April.

At this point in the campaign, Rommel should have realized that his purpose of making this
theater a strateqically offensive one was doomed. Even he admits that the German High command
would never make his theater a strategic priority:

Our demands for additional formations were refused on the grounds that with
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the huge demand for transport which the esstern front was making on
Germany's limited productive capacity, the creation of further motor ised
units for Africa was out of the question.

It was obvious that the High Command's opinion had not changed from that
which they had expressed in 1941, namely, that Africa was a “lost cause™ snd
that any lr@-scgle investment of material and troops in that theater would
pay no dividends. >0

~ There can b2 no doubt hers thet Remmel , as thester commander , knew that his campaign would not
gst the support that he needed to meke it & successfully offensive one. Yet, on 1 June 1942, his
divisions were on the sttack again, and this time they would take him to the capture of Tobruk and
promotion to Field Marshall, all the way into Egypt to the outskirts of a small desert town called £
Alamein, and eventually to tiwir own defest.

The Battle of E1 Alamein and the subsequent retrest of Axis forces was a defest from which
Rommel’s units never recovered By 9 November 1942, Rommel's panzer army numbered but
7,500 fighting troops, 35 anti-tank guns, 24 anti-aircraft guns, no more than 75 field guns, and
but 21 tanks. Killed in action numbered 3,000, and woundsd numbered S,4000 ; nearly 28,000
Axis soldiers had been taken prisonor.3 | Rommel's forces were back at Sollum, still retreating,
eventually to Cyrenaica and finally in Tunesia, trapped betwean the Amer icans in the west and the
British in the sast. By |13 November, even Rommel knew that the fight was nearly over. Ina
letter to his wife, he wrote:

The battle in [French] North Africa is nearing its end. This will put the odds
even further against us. Here, too, the end will not be long for we're being

simply crushed by the anggy superiority. The army is in no way to blams. It
has fought magnificently.

The army had indeed fought magnificently, but it had fought with the wrong strategic purpose.
Its stated purpose had been to keep the Italians from being destroyed in North Africa with the
subsequent loss of Yichy French Tunesia; the army was to “hold” the British. Instead, Rommel's
purpaese became the destruction of the British Army and the conquest of North Africa to include
Egypt, and it was a purpose thet was clesrly inconsistent with what the German High Command
would accept. The German strategic main effort was Operation Barbarossa, the invssion of the
Soviet Union. To accomplish Rommel's purpose would have diverted resources away from this
main effort, and OKH and OKW would have nothing of it. The resuit was that Rommel's offensive
efforts, aven his magnificently successful ones, did nothing more than wear down his own forces,
forces that he could not reconstitute effectively.

The wor'id will never know for sure if Rommel could have accomplished the defensive purpass
of the German High Command, even with his supply difficulties; however , even when outnumbered



on the battlefield (as during Battieaxe or Crusader), Rommel's forces wera tactically defensive
winners with a supremacy of anti-tank weapons, an initally large amount of infantry suited for
dsfense, and a sense of tactical mobility that far outpaced every British or American opponent that
Rommel faced. Hence, while no campeign failure is the result 61 only one factor, Rommel's failure
to provide a purpose to this force that was consistent with the strategy of the German High
Command definitely was at lesst one contributing factor to his defest. This commander's
continuous press for the attack and the destruction of the B~itish in North Africa exhausted his
forces to the point of being incapable of effective defense. Ten years later and on the other side of
the wor1d, snother L ieutenant General--this time an Amer ican--took command of a coalition army
that was also on the verge of total defest. Only in this case, the army commander won.

By the end of December 1950, United Netions Forces in Korea had been soundly defeated by the
invading, combined forces of the North Koreen Peoples Army ( NKPA) and the Communist Chinese
Army (CCF). The U.S. Eighth Army had retreated nesrly 150 miles down the penninsula, leaving
tons of military supplies and abandoned weapons in its wake and suffering thousands of casuaities.
The X Corps, on the esstern side of Korea, had been severely mauled by the enemy and forced to
re-embark aboard ships to be transporied south to join Efghth Army. Then, on 23 December, the
commander of UN forces in Koree, Lieutenant General Walton Walker , was killed in a jeep
sccident. His replacement was Lieutenant General Matthew B. P.idgway, an American paratrooper
and former commander of an airborne division and corps in World War |1,

Flying from Washington, General Ridgway's first stop was at the headquarters of General
MacArthur, Ridgway's immediste commander. At this initial meeting, Ridgway asked MacArthur if
he would have any objection to Ridgwey's attacking, given the situstion was acceptable. MacArthur
replied, “The Eighth Army is yours. Do whet you think best."S> On 26 December , Ridgway sent 8
General Order to the Eighth Army chief of staff thet was to:

... be read as soon as practicable by every officer assigned, attached to, or
serving with Eighth Army; and that as circumstances permit, its text be made
known to as many of the men as may be practicable, and made available to
members of each of our foreign language United Nations contingents.
General Order: | have with little notice assumed heavy respoisibilities before
in battle, but never with grester opportunites for service to our loved ones
and our Nation in beating back a worid menace which free men cannot tolerate.
1t is an honored privilege to share this service with you and with our
cnmru?oﬂhaNavymAirFm You will have my utmost. | shall expect
yours, °4

In this first message to his army, Ridgway was providing purpose: “beeting back & worid




menance.” Clearly, this general did not irtend tdétaymtrnmfu\sive. but a much more detailed
attempt at provision of purpose was yet to come.

General Ridgway arrived in Korea on 27 December and after mesting with South Korean
President Rhee and assuring him that UN Forces were not going to withdraw from Kores in retreet,
Ridgwsy begun 8 tour of corps and civision headguarters. At esch command post “Ridgway would
jump from the jeep before it came to a full stop, give 8 high salute, and say, ‘| am not here to get
real estate--don't give a damn for that. | am here to defeet the enemy,’ and pointing his finger at
the group in front of him, he added,'and you are going to do it, now!" According to Lieutenant
Colonel Paul Smith, who accompanied Ridgway thet day: “This per-formance did not impress most
of the viewers,">4 For the next four deys he travelled thoroughout his command; with every
opportunity, he smphasized his purpose of pushing the anemy back, of going on the offense: "I
don’'t want your plans for defense,” was his famous retort to officers who had fallen into the mood
of the time. I went to see your plan for attack.">° He spoke with the enlisted men also. What he
neard from these men drove him ‘o believe thet “this was a bewilderad army, not sure of itself or
its leaders, not sure of what they were doing here, wonder ing when they would hear the whistie of
tmmmmvmt'“ What he had found was an army without knowlege of purpose and
definitely not of the spirit neadsd to launch an offensive.

By 8 January he had completed his initial tour of the command pasts and in a letter to General
Lawton Collins, the U.S. Army Chief of Staff, he reported that all his corps and division
commanders were of the same mind: “any major offensive action on our part would fail and
probably with heavy losses. . . . [He] concurred in that estimate and put aside the hope . . . of
offensive action to inflict losses and gain the initiative."37 In order to restare the confidence of
his army, Ridgwsy needed to provide it with succsss, but to get success it needed to fight. At this
moment, the Eighth Army had neither the spirit (motivation) or the skills (direction) to do so. So
General Ridgway started at the foundation: he dacided to give it a purpose.

In General Ridgway's memoirs, he writes:

There was still one grest question thet lurked in the minds of the troops,
and it was basic. That question was simply this: Why do we fight at all?
What the hell are we doing hers, in this God-forgotten spot? Back in the
States some commentator had said that in Korea we were fighting the wrong
war in the wrong placs against the wrong enemy, and that glib generalization
had made a deep impression on the men of Eighth Army. One night in my room
| sat down, and oyt of the desths of my own greet faith in our cause, |
tried to answer.>8 [emphasis added)

Eighth Army allegedly sent this statement out to all commanders with instructions that “all men in
all ranks should be given a chance to see it."39 General Ridgway makes some interesting points in
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thi- memorandum. He writes that the UN Forces are there “because of the dacisions of properly
constituted author ities of our respective governments.” 40 |n other words, the UN Forces are
there becauss they were ordered there. This is, at the least, a simplistic argument, and at the
worst, acircular one. As to an answer to the question of "What are we fighting for 2" Ridgway
offers a seven-paragraph statement that, sfter much rhetoric and emotional appesl, comes down to
the conclusion that UN Forces are fighting for individual freadom vs Communism. When questioned
about the terseness of his General Order announcing his assumption of command a few weeks
earlier, General Ridgway had responded “American soldiers do not like rhetoric. They react with
either ridicule or indifference.”4! One wonders at the reaction of the soldiers in Eighth Army to
this rhetoric-filled statement of purpose?

Roy S. Appleman, a rtired Army lieutenant colonel, veteran of the Korean war and author of
an extremely well-reseu cliéc o=l authoritative four volume history on the war | interviewed
hundreds of soldiers and officers during and after the war, and he reported that a “high-ranking
officer” told him that he “never saw the document,” Appleman believed that “i( is doubtful if most
men fn Eigth Army knew of it.” When asked about ihe memo, General Ridgway replied “It was not
a long-studied carefully written statement. It was dictated within a few moments during a quick
visit to my reer echelon command post . . . .It was dictated in about ten minutes."42 This seems to
conflict with Ridgway's earlier words that the statement came “out of the depths of my own great
faith in our couse.” Was this statement of purpose & seriously thought-out, deeply felt
foundstional document, or was it a ten-minute dictation? This is an important questior in order to
determine the seriousness of Ridgway's attempt at providing purposs to his army. The very
ambiguity of how much effort and seriousness Ridgway put into this statement and the doubt that
many, if any, men in Eighth Army ever saw this document, lead to the conclusion that the
statement was not a provision of purpose to the UN Forces in Kores, because it never resched
them. How then did General Ridgway, once he cams to the conclusion that “beating back & worid
menace” was no longer an option, provide purpose to his force? There is no evidence that he ever
did

These two case studies illustrate thet providing purpose as a function of leadership is, with the
exception of some insignificant or ineffective speeches and documents, neither commander made
any effective attempt to provide a purpose to his total force that was consistent with that set by
higher strategy. In Rommel's case, he provided a purpose that, in effect, brought about the dsfeat
of his force because that purpose ( the offensive destruction of the British Eighth Army and the
conquest of Egypt) was at odds with the strategy of the German High Command. In the case of
Ridgway , once he realized that his force was not capable of “besting back & wor id menace” he made
an attempt to formulate a purpose for that force through mass distribution of a memorandum: it
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apparently never got down to the wlm;rs and, hence, he never did effectively provide purpose.
However , he was ultimately successful. By the time of his change of command four months later .
UN Forces had indeed “beaten back the menace,” and a defensive line north of the 38th Parallel
stands today as the border between South and North Kores, a border that, in fact, is north of where
it was when the Korean War began. In an analysis of how he established direction for his army
there is an answer as to how leadership was the combat multiplier that helped him win.

ESTABLISHING DIRECTION

The traditional view of the Desert Fox is one of a sand-covered, bold, desert commander,
forward with the combat troops, captured dust goggles high on his het and always urging his panzer
troops forward in innovative, sweeping, and successful attacks against the slow moving and
conservstive British. Though not far from the truth, this view misses some significant aspects
about the way the Erwin Rommel led his army.

Much of Rommel's iactical success was due to his ability to establish tactical direction: he
assigned missions to subordinates with clar ity and force, he promoted & set of battlefield values
through an example of personal courage, he enforced discipiine with a strong hand, and develioped
new desert fighting techniques, such as turning the 88 mm. anti-aircraft gun into the most feared
anti-tank weapon of World War |1. However, he failed to establish gperational direction asa
resuit of his need to assume personal command of subordinate units on the battlefield, his tendency
to relieve commanders who did not meet his gosls and his failure to provide training to his forces.

General Alfred Geuse, Rommel's chief of staff during much of the North African campaign,
wrote thet “as a matter of principie [Rommel] directed operations personally from the area of the
main effort and based his decisions on his own observations . . . basic decisions on the field of battle
he left to no other person ... [and]. .. he never allowed any slack in ttmmiwsofem'utrozal.'43
Geuse described Rommel leading panzer attacks from the foremost line in a clearlty marked
command car, setting the pace and direction of the attack by the speed and direction of his vehicle,
and making any desired change by instructing the “nearest tank commandsr to radio the
appropr iste compass direction or some other brief order."44 This presmpting of local
commanders by Rommel was common. Of his successful attack to occupy Cyrenaica in
March-February of 1941, Rommel wrote: “| intendad, as soon as the situation permitted, to go up
to the forward units myssif, take over command and personally lead the advance on Timini or
Mechili.” In fact he did so, taking command of the operation on the afternoon of S April.45 In
Rommal’s wide-sweeping attack at Gazala in May he “personally led supply and fuel trucks threugh
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aminefield gap that he had discovered the day before, and steered them to 15th Panzer north of
Rigal Ridge. He taok personal command of Afrik: Xorps to get his scattered formations together
agein."4® Again, on 31 May Rommel personally led the forward infantry platoon into the British
Box at Sidi Muftah, and on S June, to beat back a British counterattack, Rommel personally led a
task forcs of 88 mm. guns and tanks that “thundered north from Bir el Harmat . . [and] . ..
overwhelmec the single battalion of 1ight infantry posted as a British left flank guard. 47 What
is readily apparent here is pot a commander who believes he <hould just be present at the paint of
main effort to give advice or assist with resources while, st the same time, ensuring that the rest
of the operational force is proceeding ss directed; it is a commander who believes he should be in
command st the main effort.

This method of establishing direction through personal command of subordinate units reflects
a commander who lacked trust in his subordinates to accomplish missions given them or lacked
patience in their accomplishment of the missions. It is 8 method that leads to subordinate
commanders being frustrated or perhaps even unsure of the operstional direction required and
results in a force that may be unable to fight operationally effectively in the absence of the
operational commander. “He often exasperated his officers by such changes. He did not know how
to delegate author ity ; he not only wanted to do everything himself but he wanted to be
everywhere. “48 Even Geuse, a loyal subordinate, recognized “that the method described here was
inconvenient for some subordinate commanders because Rommel used to interfere in the control of
individual units if he thought it nmy.'49 One of Rommel's aides writes that “his subordinate
commanders found this a real thorn in the flesh, and resented it bitterly.'so Even at the highest
levels of the German High Command (OKW), this difficuity caused by Rommel's methods was
apparent. David Irving, an suthor noted for his criticism of Rommel, quotes General Boderwin
Keitel, the OKW Chief of Personnel:

But in the Afrika Korps there is quite apother burden toa: that is the
general’s personality, and his way of expressing it and of giving orders.”
Indeed, Rommel frequently fssued impassible orders--which nabody could
take seriously--and then revoked them immediately. He thought nothing of
insulting senfor commanders like Kirchheim. Courts-martial ordered by
Rommel mostly acquited the officers he charged. "It is remarkable that in the
case of one officer , a battalion commander in the Fifth Panzer Regiment,”
Bodwewin Keitel commented, “a recommendstion for the Knight's Cross, 8
cowwwg?rvw and his dismissal followed one andther in the briefest
interval.

Dismissal, Iike Rommel‘s personal assumption of command of subordinate units at the front, was
also not an unusual event.

It did not take much to bring Rommel's ire down upon a subordinate. Officers, even generals,
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could find themseives relieved for even the smallest infractions. Once, finding a subordinate
general still at breakfast at 6:30 AM, Romme! relieved him and sent him home to Germany. “The
number of commanders who failed to meet his standards was, at the beginning, very high, and their
turnover was grest. ~52 Following the failed first attempts to take Tobruk, Rommel set to
relieving many unit commanders and staff officers. Mitcham writes: "Shortly afterward, both the
Sth Light Division and the Sth Panzer Regiment had new commanders. Indeed, there were almost
wholesale firings in the higher ranks of the Afrika Korps. “53 Thess relieved commanders had led
Rommel’s forces from arrival in theater to the gates of Tobruk , and yet, when they failed to take
this fortress, Rommel relieved them. Kenneth Macksey sees mast of Rommel's ~elief actions as an
attempt to shift blame: “[He] i11-trested or abused close collegues and subordinates; and, on too
manty occassions, he sought to find scapegosts rather than shoulder the blame himseif.“4 Failure
can be the fault of subordinates, but in battle it is more Iikely the result of a iack of training in
these subordinates. Relieving them does not solve that fault.

Erwin Rommel's best known quotation is= “The best form of welfare for the troops is
first-class training, for this saves unnecessary casusities. -55 Yet, this thought is more likely 8
lesson that he learned in North Africa, than one he demonstrated there as an operational
commander. He writes: “Unfortunately, | had not had the opportunity of training my formations
personally before the raid through Cyrenaica, otherwise we would have meesured up much better
to the tasks which faced us st Tobruk."56 Yet it was Rommel who launched the operation through
Cyrenaica, despite the instructions of German High Command. !t was Rommel who took the
opportunity for training away from his soldiers.

The results of Rommel's failures to establish operational direction were many. As a result of a
lack of training prior to the first assault on Tobruck, the Sth Light Division, losing much of its
infantry, suffered considerably, and the fortress remained a thorn in Rommel's side until June of
1942 when he finally seized it. Cclonel General Halder , of the German General Staff wrote in his
diary on 23 April: "Reports from officers coming from this thester , as well as a personal letter ,
show that Rommel is in no way equal to his tesk . . . . By overstepping his orders, Rommel has
brought about a pasition for which our present supply capabilities are fnsufficient. "5 7 Had he
taken the time to train his forces prior to rushing into the offensive in March of 1541, he might
have been able to take Tobruk in 1941, at the end of his initial attack (as he did later after
extensive training and preperation of his forces). With Tobruk in hand, thres of his six Italian
infantry divisions ( instead of laying seige to the fortress) would heve been fres to participste
the defense against the British Crusader and Battleaxe operations ( thus reducing British gains and
resulting German losses); the captured supplies in Tobruck would have served to replace those
lost or needed as a result of his long attack ( thus eliminating s German culminating point) ; and
Romme! would have had a port much closer to the front thei wouid have permitted faster and more
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efficient resupply of hisarmy.

The result on the battiefield of Rommel's relief of commanders is hard to determine. He did
receive replacements that were mors satisfactory to him, but there is no evidence that the
porfor-mance improvement of the army was a result of these changes in command. Moreover, the
indications are thst these changes in key leadership, all coming at the same time, may have had &
negative impact on the forcs. Immediately following most of these reliefs from command ( after the
failure to teke Tobruk), the British launched their successful counter -offensives that sent
Rommel's forces reeling back to Gazala.

The impact of Rommel's near !y constant presence on the battlefield and his taking over
personal command is relatively eesy o assess. On the tactical level, these actions had extremely
positive impacts (especisily on motivation, discussed in the next section of this monograph); in
nearly every case when he personally interevened at the tactical level, German forces were
successful. However , success at the operational level suffered. Field Marshal Kesselring, visiting
the Gazala battle, criticized Rommal for being always at the front, unable to be reached , and
influenced too much by local events. 58 In Cordier's view, “leading from the front had its
drawbacks. The impact of local successes or failures upon Rommel‘s decisions we often way out of
proportion to the total battlefield picture. “S9 Another negative impact of this presence on the
battlefield was, ironically, that “every unit commander and every man knew that in the most
difficut situstions, and no matter how heavy the fire was, Rommel would appear in person and
would master the situation."60 The irony is thet the tactical elements of the Panzer Army begen to
depend on Rommel for success no matter how difficult the battle or operation. It is not suprising
thet the grestest succasses of the British, therefore, commenced when Rommel was unable to be on
the bettlefieid due to absences in Germarny or sickness (i.e., Operation Crusader, the Battle of Alam
Halfa Ridge, and Montgomery's offensive from E] Alamein). Perhaps no one described this
situation better than Rommel who, in 8 S March 1941 letter thet is eerily prescient, wrote to his
wife: “Too much depends on my own person and my driving pomr.'é' Like Rommel, Matthew
Ridgway also had “driving power,” which he used to establish direction in his army so that it could
win.

0f the four functions of leadership, providing direction was definftely the one function at
which General Matthew Ridgway excelled. As seen in the preceading analysis of how Ridgway
sttempted to provide purpase to his force, an attempt on Ridgway’s part to restore the fighting
spirit through formal methods ( 1.e. memorandums or general orders) or informal meens (i.e. pep
talks, etc.) was ineffective. “General Ridgway adopted a different approach. Disciplined,
well-trained men, he thought, who took a professional pride in their toughness and ability to fight,
needed little in the way of ideological inspiration . . . 62 |n order to get that "toughness and
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ability to fight,” he ensured a command presance on the battlefield without giving up operational
command and control, established standard tactical operating procsdures, and directed that
operations take place so that there was low risk and high pay-off in ground gained and low
casualties.

Ridgway established direction not by iak ing command of subordinate units, as Rommel did, but
rather by ensuring thst his subordinate commanders knew the standards expected and by ensuring
that those subordinates maintained those standerds down the chain of command:

The leadership | found in many instances sadly lacking, and | said so out
loud. The unwillingness of the army to forgo certain cresture comforts, its
temer ity about getting off The scanty roads, its reluctance to move without
radio or telephone contact, and its lack of imagination in deeling with & foe
whom they soon outmatched in firepower and dominated in the air and on the
surrounding seas- - these were not the fault of the GI but of the policy makers
at the top. g'm afraid my language in pointing out these faults wes often
tmpolite.6

He ensured that his corps and division commanders knew the standards by teliing them face to face.
He spent most of his day out with them and during this time he passed to them his standards;
subsaquent visits allowad him to check to see if thase commanders were meeting the standards. For
example, on 4 February 1951, he convened a corps commanders' conference in which he again
emphasized the nead for continuous training of the troops, better coordination of artillery fire
beween adjacent units, and more emphasis on the taking of high (rt:umi64 These were some of the
things he had been trying to establish in units for the past month, his first month of command.
After telling his subordinates about the standards, he ensurad that they got out on the ground and
enforced them too. He wanted division commanders “up with their forward batialions, and corps
commander's to stay with their engaged regiments.“6° The important difference between this and
Rommel's situation s that here the commanders were check ing and enforcing standerds, not taking
command of the subordinate units and thus interrupting the chain of command. More important
than this command presence, though, were the standards that Ridgway enforced in the Eighth
Army, for these led to success in combat for soidiers, unit confidence on the battlefield, and,
ultimately, Army success in the campaign.

One way to ensure that units mest standards and comply with directions is to observe units
personally, as Ridgway did much of the time. However, Ridgway realized, as perhaps Romme! did
not, that he could not let this personal observation gat in the way of his requirement to monitor the
entire Army's compliance with directions. Initially, he could not accomplish this because of the
poor quality of this reporting:

This sort of slipshod reporting, indicative of complacency, or inedequate
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supervision, or insufficient staff visits to front-line units was unforgivable
in my book. If | was fo maintain proper control of this army, reports to my
headquarters were 0 be complete, truthful, and specific, with no glossing
over of unpleasent facts and with sufficient dstails included to enable me to
draw swift and proper conclusions. 66

In order to get the information he needed, one of the first standards that he directed was that the
division and corps commander's give him reports thet would “be specific in giving the locations and
movements of all friendly units. Yague and carelessly worded reports, without dates, without
times, without circumstancial details. . .could lead to foul-ups s serious as any that might be
caused by enemy action."67 Through these directed, accurate reports, then, Ridgway could
continue to maintain his presence on the battlefield and maintain control over his army.

The second standard upon which Ridgway insisted was mutual support beiween units. At the
time he had two corps (| and IX Corps) on the ground and one (X Corps) still sfioat. His
assessment was that the corps were working independently rather than cooperating; in order to get
that he directed “intimate contact, patrols and everything [ because] the lack of cooperation
between adjacent units was tholortmle.68 While he recognized that he did not have sufficient traop
strength to “man & solid line across the peninsuls,” he did believe that he could get mutual support
between divisions and corps through the use of interlocking, long range howitzer fires and through
the tieing in of these units with communications or with aggressive patrols when communications
failed 59 Besices the tactical and operational defensive benefits such procedures provided, there
was & cohesion that developed under such circumstances, a tesmwork thet built spirit and led to
motivation.

The third standard procedure that Ridgway directed was the securing of high ground. Far too
often in the last month of 1950, U.S. units were under constant fires from CCF and NKPA forces on
the numerous ridges that paralleled the rosds on which U.S. forces invariasbly sttacked or more
frequently, were forced to retreat. Ridgway directed that an attacking unit would “seize the high
ground along its route . . .[take] advantage of it . . .[and) get off its bloody wheels and put shoe
lesther o the earth to get into the hills and among the scrub and meet the enemy where he
lived."70 This direction, while it siowed attack speed and forcad tactical attacks against small
enemy units with an initial terrain advantage, was a much more secure way of operating for large
units (battalfon and higher): it reduced risk to the formation from ambush and facilitated the
tieing in with adjacent units that were attacking in parallel formations, and thus concentrated
friendly operational strength.

In order to increase operational secur ity and build confidence, Ridgway directed that units
develop defended pati ol bases from which patrols reinforced with quad-.S0 caliber machinegun
anti-aircraft weapons “ranged far and wide in pursuit of North Koresn units and guerrilias and
gradually destroyed them in the rear and flank aress of the X Corps in the central corridor” of
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Korea. ’! Besides the obvious tactical ...urity that such operations provided, there was a training
role that these patrols filled Guerrillas typically did not stand and fight organized regular forces
that had an advantage in firepower. By pitting these reinforced patrols, operating in friendly
territory, against less capable enemy forces, Ridgway was in effect “scrimaging” much s a
fcotball team does in practice before a gama. As the patrols won firefight after firefight and as
soldiers saw the benefits of sacuring high ground and using their inherently superior firepower,
the soidiers became more confident and tougher physically. They became reedy for “the big game: "
the push north.

The first "push” might more likely be characterized as a “small shove,” for it was designed as
a large reconnaisance in force in | Corps but at basically regimental strength. Ridgway called it
Operation Wolfhound. More importantly, however , Ridgway designed this operation as a low risk
mission that would ( 1) get his forces moving north; (2) keep his enemy off balance; (3)
demonstrate some of the tactical principles he had been directing; and ( 4) build confidence in his
troops and commanders. He preceedad ihe aperation with air support from twenty-four B-26
bombers and |26 fighter planes for a period of forty minutes prior to the movement of forces, and
of significant note ars his instructions to the commandar of | Corps who would supervise this first
offensive mission of Ridoway's command

| expect thet by dark today [ 1S January 1951], or st the lateston 16
Janugs v, this operation will be completed and partictpsting forces pulled back
to within close supporting assistance of your corps.

| desire to caution you against permiting & situation to develop which
would demand commitment of additional major elements to extricate your
forces. The preventative for this is reconnaissance, ground and air, but
particularly ground. bm sacale exploitation, if opportunity occurs, will be
on Army order only.7

These are not the ordars that might be expected from Rommel in his initial operation. Instead,
Ridgway wants to ensure success with minimum risk, and success is what he gol. | Corps reported
that the Wolfhound Task Force had moved to the southern edge of Suwon and returned with only
four friendly killed and six wounded. In contrast, enemy casualties numbered 195 killed and S
prisoners from ground action and 1,180 killed from air action. /> Ridgway’s procsdures of using
coordinated firepower , mutual support of units, seizure of high ground, and accurate reporting
had worked at the tactical level, but would they work to ensure success at the operational level?
Ridgway and Eighth Army were about to find out.

Operation Thunderbolt was to be an aperation similar to Wolfhound but on a much larger
scale, and the forces: used wers to stay in position once they resched their objectives. Both | and IX
Corps were to participate, beginning on 25 Junuary, with an armor -reinforced infantry division




and attached Republic of Korea (ROK) regiment from each corps. Ridgway planned Thunderbolt as
a coordinated operation in which army firepower would cover the advancing infantry as they
sscured each of their osjectives in turn and push the enemy out of their prepared positions and
into the open where air support would kill them. /4 Within six days, this reconnaissance in force
turned into an all-out attack that had taken back twenty miles of terrain in moderate fighting that
cost the Chinese dearly. Initially, the CCF had been screening south of the Han River with only two
divisions; as they saw the UN forces begin to move north, they reinforced south of the Han with
five more divisions. /> By 9 February UN forces were at the Han River , over looking the
approaches to Seoul, between forty and fifty miles from the starting point of Operation
Wolfhound /6

Two important aspects of Thunderbolt are valuable for this study of operational leadership.
First, not only had Ridgway's establishment of direction through training and standards brought
success at tactical level, but it had now brought success at operational level. Second, the units
that brought about this success were, for the first time under Ridgway's command, truly combined
units: the Turkish Brigade, and the Greek and French battalions fought slongside of Amer ican and
South Koreen soldiers. Ridgway had definitely established diraction at the operational level.
Donald Knax and Alfred Coppel described Thunderbolt as “an enormous, deedly snow plow” with
which “the UN was serving notice that it had regained the initiative and intended to keep it."7
However , in the central corridor of Korea, the situation was not going quite as well for X © rps.

Unknown to General Ridgway at the beginning of February, the Chinese were planning their
own offensive in the central corridor as he was with X Corps. Planned in conjuction with the
execution of Operation Thunderbolt, the UN operation was called "Roundup,” and the X Corps was
to conduct the major action with "ROK 8th Division on the left (west). . .to attack from the
Hoengsong area northward to Hongchen; the ROK Sth Division on the right (east) . . . to attack
loward the same objective.” Supporting these two ROK divisions would be tank - infantry-artillery
teams from the U.S. 2d and 7th Infantry Divisions. This would be the first time that American
units wou'd be attached to ROK divisions and under their command. 78

On the evening of 11 February and earty morning of 12 February, the Chinese struck the
advancing ROK 8th Division with four divisions from three different CCF armies. Within four
hours the ROK 8th Division was destroyed, and further to the east the ROK Sth and 3d Divisions
wers hit hard alsa. /9 Most of the heavy fighting was in the vicinity of the town of Hoengsong. Un
losses between 11 and 13 February numbered 18,360 soldiers (including 112 from the
Nether lands battalion and its commander), forty-seven howitzers, six tanks, and hundreds of
trucks.80 According to an investigation directed by General Almond, commander of X Corps, “the
cause for the heavy losses in equipment and personnel from the forces provided by the 2d Division
.. .was the sudden and complete rout and disintegration of the 8th ROK Division which came with
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litle or no warning. . . ." The investigation further recommended that “no US units be intermingled
with ROK units in the future.“3! But neither General Ridgway nor General Aimond could take
time to be worried about the future; the Chinese atiacks had pushed back the X Corps fiftesn miles
and had cut off and surrounded the 23d Regimental Combat Team (RCT) and the French Battalion at
& town called Chipyong-ni.

Appleman sees the battle at Chipyong-ni as the turning point for X Corps in its attempts to
regain the initistive. Four bettalions of the 23d RCT and the French Battalion were surrounded snd
sttacked between 13 and 15 February by ‘he CCF 126th, 12Sth, 119th, and 1 15th divisions
while the CCF 1 16th ¢ivision attacked a task force from the Sth Cavairy Regiment trying to
relieve the encircled force. 52 The commander of the 23d RCT, the commanding general of 2d
Division ( 23d RCT's parent division), and General Aimond all wanted to withdraw the 23d RCT;
General Ridgway refused to allow it. “Ridgway said he was determined to hold Chipyong-ni, tre
hinge between X and X Corps, even if he had to send all of Eighth Army reserves and part of the IX
Corps into the battle there to do 5083 Ridgway's refusal to withdraw the 234 RCT should not have
come 8s & supr ise to anyone; for weeks Ridgway had been directing thel units work hard to remain
tied in or their flanks. If he had allowed the withdraw! of the 23d RCT, he would have opened a
huge gap between two of his corps and invited the Chinese to penetrate his main line of defense, Jet
into the reer of IX and/or X Corps and perhaps bring about the final destructin of Eighth Army.
Now that he nearly had operastional initiative, Ridgway could not afford to permit such a defeet.

The 23d RCT and its French Battalion, supported by & battalion of 10S mm howitzers, &
battery of anti-aircraft machineguns, a battery of 155 mm howit2ers, 8 Ranger company, 8
platoon of the 2d Medical Company, and B Company of the 2d Engineer Battalion, conducted
agressive patrolling to locate enemy forces, closely coordinated their units’ defensive fires, called
on air sorties for both supply and fires, and held out until 16 February when the beseiged force
was finally relieved Ridgway supported them with countless airstrikes and gave X Corps
additional maneuver forces, to include the 1st Marine Division, to put pressure on the
surrounding Chinese. in the end, Ridgway's decision proved correct: UN losses for the battle
numbered but 404 of all kinds; Chinese losses numbered “on the ordar of 5,000 casualties in
killed or wounded. "84 But there is more of significance to this battle than body count. The Battle
of Chipyong-ni demonstrated that Ridgway's standards of closely coordinated units, aggressive
patrolling, and use of massive indirect fire support matched with confidence could win tactically
and maintain the operational initiative against even overwheiming Chiness odds. Eighth Army's
units did not have to run south now when facing the Chinese, even when they were in strength.
Indeed, north was the direction in which Eigth Army would continue to move.

Ridgway's next major operation was Operation Killer. It began on 21 Februsry in the midst of
cold rains and a lot of mud. The plan called for three divisions from the IX and X Corps to attack to
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envelope and destroy enemy forces in 8 pocket fortimed by cities of Hoengsong, Pyongchang, and
Wonju. Ist Marine Division would attack on the left, and US 7th Division would attack on the right.
The US 2d Division would attack then in the center while the ROK | Corps and ROK 11 Corps would
protect the right and left flanks, respectively.55 One of Ridgway's last messages to his two
participating corps commanders was to warn them that “they must not bypass any hostile force of
sufficient strangth to jeapardize the safety of your forces."36 By 4 March the attacking divisions
had reached their last objectives. The mud and rain hed siowed their attack appreciably, and some
of the enemy had escaped north, “but for the first time since the UN forces begain fighting in
Korea, they had a solid line, with no gaps, no appreciable guerrilla resistance behind them, and no
soft spots. 87 Now Ridgway had, at the operstional level, what he had been directing his tactical
commanders to develop: secur ity of the force through coordinated positions and fires, but it is
important to note how ha had gotten it through a series of operations that were sequentially more
difficult with each operstion.

The first offensive operation that Ridgway conducted was Operation Wolfhound, which was
essentially one regimental combat tesm conducting a short reconnaissance in force and returning
to its start point. The next operation was “Thunderboit.” Here, Ridgway directed two divisions,
one each from | and IX Corps to do a much stronger and more agy-essive reconnaissance in force
that became an all-out attack. After Operation Thunderbolt, came the abortive "Roundup” which,
under its original conception was, even without the disasterous sttachment of US Forces to ROK
divisions, even more complex because in Roundup, two divisions were converging on exter ior lines
to envelcpe an enemy force. However , even “Roundup” provided success at the operational level as
a result of the battle of Chipyong-ni. Operation Killar was Ridgway’s next ef{ort and his most
complex todste. Here were three U .S. Divisions (one a Marine Division) operating on exterior
lines to envelope and destroy an enemy force while allied corps protected the flanks of the
operation. Through this seq antial incresse in complexity, Ridgway was training his army and
accomplishing his operational gosls, much as a prizefighter’s manager puts his charge against
increasingly tougher and better boxers. With each effort, the contender gains in know ledge and
experience without being too damaged to continue his quest for the championship. For Ridgwey and
Efghth Army, the championship fight was about to begin: the crossing of the Hen River and the
retaking of Seoul.

The crossing of the Han River by Eighth Army and the retaking of the South Koreen capital,
were, in themselves, not the reasons for Eighth Army’s success in Kores. However, they were the
results of that success. The retaking of Seoul, while not operationally important, was politically
important, for its capture would symbolize of the return of the South Koresn government to
control. The crassing of the Hen River was significant both militarily and psychologically because
it was the final physical barrier for Eighth Army in its return to its starting pasition at the
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beginning of the war. The Eighth Army had made up all the ground it had lost, regained, and then
lost again. For Ridgway, thess two actions were the summit of the leadership mountain he had
begun to climb upon his arrival in Korea three and 8 half months eerler:

| had planned this action [Operation Ripper] personally on Sunday evening,
February 18 . .. and had outlined it to the Commanding Generals of the US IX
and X Corps and of the 1st Marine Division. It may be noted that this
resumption of the offensive was the final implementation of the plan | had
nourished from the time of my taking command of the Eighth Army--and had
done so, it may be said, Inﬂnfudaretraot-pgg:nlowﬁntmedtowe
seizad every commandsr from the Chief on down.

The operation was joint, combined, and operational. While traditionally, crossings of the Han had
cccured northwest of Seoul, this time the crossings, by the 25th Division of | Corps, would be
fourteen to eighteen miles east of the city. The remainder of | Corps would “carry out deceptive
actions in the Kimpo peninsula area west of Seoul simulating preparations for a crossing there. At
the same time, naval forces would demonstrate in the Chinnampo ares to prevent the enemy from
moving reinforcements south. . . .and serial attacks were made in coordination with other deceptive
actions."89 The operation began with the ROK 1st Division making assault crossings as
diversionary feints west of Seoul while the 24th Infantry and the Turkish Brigade sent recon
patrols across the river. The operation lasted from 6 to 16 March with the 25th Infentry
Division and its supporting artillery and armor forces doing mast of the major fighting. “The
division had 58 men killed, 333 woundad. and 7 missing in action for a total of 398 combat
casualties. During the same period there were more than 3,000 countad enemy dead and an
estimated 8,338 enemy casualties overall in the 25th Division sactor. %0 Despite heavy Chinese
and North Korean resistance across the rest of the Korean Peninsula, Operation Ripper went much
the same way. By 11 April, UN Forces, in a continuation of their advance, now called Operation
Rugged, had reached and crossed the 38th Parallel to establish a solid line of defense at what
Ridgway called Phase Line Kansas and what was essentially the farthest north UN Forces
progressed by intent. It was that day that General Ridgway was made Commander in Chief Far East
Command, to replace the relieved General MacArthur.

Much of General Ridgway's operational success was the result of his ability to establish
direction for his force. While spending a lot of time with subordinates, he never supplantad them
by taking personal command of their formaticns. He recognized that he had to set new standards in
his army, and he did so. Then, through his monitoring of performance, he ensured axecution of
those standards. Finally, building on the results of the establishment of those standards, he
directed a series of sequentially more complex and difficult operations that built upon success to
gain perational abjectives and ultimately success for his force.
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Clearly, the establishment of diraction as a leadership function was important to the
operational success of Ridgway's army. For Rommel's forces, his techniques of establishing
direction were primarily oriented at the tactical levels where they were successful. However, by
their very nature of short term, tactical success, they predicated long-term, operational failure.
Hence, it is clear from these two case studies that the establishment of direction is an important
function of operational leadership, for it evidently directly drives success or failure of the
operational force.

OENERATING MOTIVATION

Sir John Hacket, in the introduction to Wo'i Heckmann's book , Rommel's War In Africs, wrote
that Rommel “could inspire troops to follow him to a degree few have equaled. . . and no one was
more willingly followed by troops. They understood him as thoroughly as he understood them. He
led, &s a1 good leaders [do] , from the fnside.”!  According to U.S. Army doctrine the function of
generating motivation st senior levels is one that creates moral force through a proper ethical
perspective, a postive command climate and a sense of unit thet brings about an “unshakable
cohesion."92 If Rommel was such an inspirational leader and leadership is such a power ful
combat multiplier, then how could his army lose? This occurred because, while Rommel was
indead & most effective tactical motivator through his personal contact with soldiers and the legend
that grew up around him, he failed to develop a solid cohesion with the Italians, and his command
climate, especially with his subordinate commanders, was not sufficiently positive to reinforce
the motivation he genersated by his personal presence. !n short, he did not generate motivation at
the operational level.

Rommel led almost totally by example. He ste the same food as his men, travelled in an open,
tracked command vehicle, slept under a canvas, and placed himself in the “beaten 2one” along with
Pis soldiers. Quoting a wer reporter, David Irving provides a stiring portrait of Rommel's
relationship with his soldiers: Rommel radiates a “strangs magic strength,” meets his soldiers
“man to man” using their language, praising them , encouraging them, offering suggestions, and
making “complicated subjects essily comprehensible to them.“93 This neerly constant and
familier presence on the battlefield with his men produced a rapport with them: Garman soldiers
under his command were inspired to a devoted loyaity end s fierce pride in battle, whether win,
lose, or draw."9% This was the result of seeing Rommel as one of themselves. In doing that, they
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saw thet if a Field Marshail could survive an a dangerous battlefield, could best the enemy when
outnumbered or suprised, could even lose but come back to win, and do so all while eating the same
rations that they ate and living in the same conditions that they lived, then they could survive and
winalso! In some small, inexplicable way they became “field marshalls” too:

His commanders might grumyle, but his troops loved him. They were not 8
hand-picked elite, but somehow he gave them the feeling that they were.
Msjor Friedrsich Wilheim von Mellenthen, the amiable cavairy officer who
was his new intelligence officer, put it 1ike this: “Between Rommel and his
troops there was that mutual understanding that cannot be explained and
snalyzed, but which is the gift of the gods . . . .The man knew that ‘Rommel’
was the last man Rommel spared; they saw him in their midst, and they felt
‘This is our leader!’ He knew how to make them feel somehow immortal.” 95

However , soidiers are not immortal, and units can lose battles, especially when there is no
operational-level leadership.

Apparently the Italian soldiers felt for Rommel much like his own German soldiers did. In
fact, 8 general such as Rommel was a rarity for the Italisns: they rarely saw any sort of general
officer on the battlefield, yet here was a Field Marshal coming onto the battlefield. “They relished
the brusqueness with which he trested thase of the porky and indifferent Italian generals who fell
sfoul of him.” 96 Not only did he disliks the Italian generals he had in his panzer army, but he
aliso refused to accept that he was under the command of the Italian Supreme Command, and he had
little time for conservative, command-from-the-rear Italian generals who, from Rommel's
perspective, had done nothing to prosecute the campaign succesfully. Yet it would be those
generals who would direct his Italian divisions when he was not present with them, and it was the
Itsifan high command who controlled of supply priorities for his thester of opaerations. “The
Panzer Army contained approximately two Germans for every one Italian (82,000 to
42,000).[yet] during the month of August [ 1942] the German element of the Panzer Army
received 8,200 tons of supplies (32 £ of requiremants) while the Italian elements of the Panzer
Army, the Italian troops in Libya and the civilian population recefved 25,700 tons ( 800 tons of
which were for civilian neads)."97 If an operational commander is fighting as part of a coalition,
he must ensure a cohesive entity that includes his coalition partners. Rommel evidently did that
on the tactical level with Italian soldiers. However, there is no evidance that he did so with more
senior officers at the operational level, and some evidencs that he did or said things that made such
cohesion extremely unlikely with harmful results for his campaign. In Kenneth Macksey's view,
effective leadership at high levels of command requires “the ability to get on well with all kinds of
people. . . and it is because Rommel fell short in these requirements that he was eventually
ruined."%8 In his decision to abandon Cyrenaica in the winter retreat of December 1941 -January
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1942, Rommel totally split with his Italian Allies. In Macksey's view, Rommel's “acrimonious”
relationship with his allies was one of his “failings in high command™ that negatively affected his
army.%2 Rommel fell short not only with his allies, but often also with his own officers.

This monograph has already discussed Rommel's actions of relieving commanders who failed to
execute according to Rommel's desires, instead of Rommel's developing or training them.
However , this attitude toward officers may have been much more pervasive. |t may have been one
thet did not permit officers to have their own persona, but rather required them to be nearly
clones of Rommel himself: "He could not tolerate subordinates who were not as enthusiastic and
active as himself, and he was merciless in his trestment of anybody who displayed lack of
initiative. Out! Back to Germany they went at once.”' 00 Kenneth Macksey also cites L ieutenant
Colonel ( later Lieutenant General) Siegfried Wcstphal, who served as Rommel's operations
officer, in the relation of an annecdote when Rommel refused to permit the medical transfer of one
of his officers for a doctor -certified heart problem: “That is out of the question. You are looking
all right and standing upright. This theetrs of war will only be left in a horizontal position on a
stretcher.* 101 Ygt Rommel, himself, would leave North Afrrica for medical attention on at least
two separate occasions. Certainly, such demonstrated lack of consideration for subordinates--
along with the threat of immediate relief if failing to execute as Romme! desired and if promulgated
over time--would do nothing to develop or sustain a positive and progressive command climate.

Hence, while Rommel was a superb tacticsl motivator of soldiers, he lacked the ability to
generate motivation at the operational level. Did this failure result in his defest? Again,
attributng his operational defest to one factor is probably an overstatement; however , it is clear
thet his failure to produce an effective working relationship with the Italian High Command and
their generais in the theater probably sffected the prioritization of supplies that came into the
theater. Additionally, the command climate that he established with his own subordinates, while
effective in the short term, did not contr .bute to a lasting loyalty or support of his aims if he was
not present. As an example, note the words firom a letter written by Rommel's aide to his wife
describing his visit to the 10th Panzer Division after their victory at Kasserine against the
Americans:

You should have seen their eyes light up as he suddenly appeered, just like the
old days, among the very foremost infantry and tanks, in the midst of their
attack , and had to hit the dirt just like the riflemen when the enemy's
artillery opened up! What other commander is there who can call on such
respect? Rommel’s leather coat was covered with mud, he was wet and weery,
but he was happier than at any time since Langarone: it was like being &
platoon leader all over again.

Inexplicably, he now turned and drave back to Kasserine Pass. Without
Rommel on the scene, all the fire and impetus went out of the Tenth Panzer's
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advance. 02

That was the problem: for Rommel, leading was “like being & platoon leader all over agein.”
Without his presencs, leadership failed, and st the operational level of leadership, Ror\mel was
hardly ever “present. “ Matthew Ridgway, however , was present at the operational level.

Throughout much of Matthew Ridgway's army career, he had little experience with troops and
units thet lacked spirit and motivstion. U.S. Army parstroopers are cheracteristically motivated
by their very nature. However, when he arrived in Korea, he found an army that was dispirited;
“having been defested so decisively by the Chiness, the Eighth Army's unit commanders now talked
of retrest and even withdrawal” from Korea altogether. 103 s discussed above, one of Ridgway's
initial techniques at establishing direction was an emphasis to his subordinate commanders on
attacking the Chinese rather than running from them. "But the oid feeling died hard. When Colonel
[william] Kelleher, commanding the 3Sth Infantry, said to his men, “We are going to attack " the
comment from many out of his hearing was, ‘Bull_____, who does he think he is kidding?" 104
Clearly this was an army that lacked a lot of things, and motivation was definitely one of them.
General Ridgway generated motivation in Eigth Army by making a thorough assessment of his army
and its leadership, developing cohesion within his force, maintaining a obvious physical presence
on the battiafield, and by being very careful about how he relieved subordinates who clearty could
not function effectively. In following this process--in conjunction with his efforts to establish
direction--General Matthew Ridway, aimost totally by himself, produced a fighting spirit in his
soidiers and their commanders and & driving motivation in the Eighth Army that brought it all the
way back to the 38th Parallel and beyond.

General Ridgway knew, like all men who ivave been in combat, thet “fighting spirit is not
something that can be described or spelled out to you. An experienced commander can feel it
through all his senses, in the pasture, the manner, the talk, the very gestures of thc men on the
fighting front.” 105 |n orger to get & sense of this fighting spirit, he set out to visit every major
unit in his army, to include the allied units, and he did so in the first two weeks of his command.
Everywhere he went he found “the same sense of lost confidence and lack of spirit. The leaders,
from sergeant on up, seemed unresponsive, reluctant to answer my questions. Even their gripes
had to be dragged out of them and information was provided glumly, without the alertness of men
whaose spirits ars high.” 106 Kis gssessment became cleer: the Eighth Army lacked the motivation
necsssary to take the fight to the enemy and win. Now his job was to restors that motivation.

Restor ing the motivation of Eighth Army became even more difficult when, within five days of
Ridgway's arrival in Korea, the Chinase began their 3d Phase Offensive. Inside of eight days, the
Chiness had pushed the E ighth Army out of Seoul, across the Han River, and south neerly fifty
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miles. Ridgway realized that he had to bring his army together, to form it into a cohesive force
that had confidence. In fact, for Ridgway building that cohesion was central to restoring the
fighting spirit of his army, and in his mind, that cohesion had to come from below, not from above:

| was still much concerned with restoring the Army's fighting spirit, a
quality that cannct be imposed from above but must be cultivated in every
heart, from private on up. It is rooted, | beligve, in the individual's sense of
security, of belonging to a unit that will stand by him, as units on both sides
and in the rear stand by all other units too. Good training should help a
soldier get rid of that awful sense of alone-ness that can sometime overtake a
man in battle, the feeling that nobody gives a damn about him, and thet he has
only his own resources to depend on. Americans, | think, are often more
salf-sufficient than soldiers of other nations. But still they need help in
cultivating that assurancs that they belorﬂ)tg a group thet will return their
loyalty no matter what danger threatens.

To build cohesion in his army, Ridgway took several actions. One of the standards that he set and
maintained was the tiging in (through physical contact, communications, and overlapping fires) of
adjacent units. This brought about a physical cohesion. However , cohesicn is more than a physical
construct. Espectally in leadership, cohesion is an emotional construct as well.

Like Rommel, Ridgway commanded a coslition force. Unitke Rommel's force, though, this
coalition was much more multinational. Units ranging from brigade to company in size came into
Ridgway's army from all over the world: from Greece, Turkey, the Netherlands, Grest Britain,
France, Thailand, Austrailia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Belgium, Canada, India, and even
Sweden. These forces numbered 21,855 soldiers, and the ROK soldiers sugmenting US divisions
(.. KATUSA, which stood for Korean Augmentee to United States Army) numbered another
13,475.108 Hence, withtn Eighth Army proper, neerly twenty percent of Ridgway's soldiers
were not Americans. In order to build cohesion, Ridgway ensured that “these small allied combat
troop units were attached to the U.S. divisions which made them well overstrength. This filling out
of the Army, combined with Ridgway's infectious confidence made the big difference. . . Forces
came to regerd themselves as something far superfor to an emergency improvisation. 09 of
course, each of these units had their own special requirements (e.g. customs, diet, relationships
between officers and enlisted men), but Ridgway made it a major goal for himsalf and his staff to
ensure that the problems were fixed, the requirements handled, and that these muliti-national
units felt a part of the Eighth Army team. Even during times of crisis and important action,
General Ridgway took time out to ensure that this sanse of cohesion was maintained; “during the
heavy action at the beginning of Operation Ripper" he took time to attend the funeral of Lisutenent
Colonel den Ouden, the Nether lands Battalion Commander killed at Hoengson on 11 February. ! 10

20



In addition to these many smal! international contingents, Ridgway also had been given command of
all ROK units in Korea; these amounted to 249,815 soldiers, over haif of his total combat
power ' 11 Ridgway fully undarstood the significance of these numbers, and he mads sure that his
American corps commandsrs, who had been given ROK divisions as part of their corps, understood
the significance too: When Ridgway discovered “that the ROK comimanders of the ROK 8th, 3d, and
Sth divisions, which were attached to X Corps were very resentful” of their trestment in X Corps,
he gave a “heart-to-heart talk" tc the X Corps chief of staff, Colonel John S. Guthrie, and he
directed that General Almond correct the situation. ! 12 General Ridgway clearly was emphasizing
the importance of his coslition partners here, and this emphsis was all part of building cohesion.
Another part of generating motivation is the improvement of morale, and as was the cass of
Rommel, Ridgway's physical presence on the battlefield contributed to this also.

Like Rommel, when Ridgway went forward, his staff had to fill in for him on many problems.
But uniikc Rommel, apparently Ridgway could both spend time forward to exercise leadersh'p,
maintain control and know ledge of the averall picture ( through the accurate reporting that he
instituted and maintained), and complete his required administrative tasks (usually at night at his
tactical command post). General S.L.A. Marshall throughout his years of service witnessed
hundereds of commanders from all levels of command. Additionally, he was able through his
assignment &s a battle historian to interview thousands of soldiers after battles. His comments.
about Genersal Ridgway and motivation are revesling He described Ridgway as “a commander of
much more independent mind and personal magnetism than General Walker ,” as a leader who
“breathed a new spirit into his army" througii a neerly constant forward presence with his
divisions.! '3 Flying :n light observation planes and riding in an open jeep, Ridgway, like
Rommel, seemingly was everywhere. Unlike Romm:el, though, he was not there to take command;
Ridgway was there to encourage, to assist, sometimes even to prod a bit. At Munsan-nion 23
March, Ridgway was awaiting on the ground for the commander of the 187th Regimental Combat
Team (Airborne) as the 187th conducted a combat parachute assault. When the 187th's
commander , Brigadier Frank S. Bowsn, Jr. landed, it was in 8 deep mud puddle. “Sombody resched
down to help him up, and the tardy general was more chagrined than suprised to see it was the
Army Commander.' 14 During Operetion Ripper, Ridgway landed at least twice, once to walk with
lead elements of an infentry unit as it "worked its way up the valley of the Pukhan River " and
again at Chunchon where he accompanied a st Cavairy Division engineer pstrol checking out a
major bridge for enemy demolition charges. s Always carrying an extra pair of gloves to give to
some soldier who had lost his, Ridgway, with his battle harness on and a hand genade taped to it,
was a soldier's commander who, in the words of Brigadier General James Brittingham, the | Corps
Artillery Commander , was the “finest soldier | ever served with. [He)] had ability to inspire
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confidence.” ! 16

0f more significance are the words of two pareats of soldiers who served in Eighth Army and
who wrote to Ridgway. Mrs. Margerat Yisco described the improved morale of her son and the
better food and discipline of which he wrote her; Mrs. Yiolet Meyer wrote of Ridgway's being "such
& wonderful man to the boys, regardiess of what branch of the sa vice they were serving.*' 17
Any commander who has received such letters knows that he is doing the right thing when it comes
to leadership. If the morale of his soldiers is so good thet their parents can recognize it and feel
like they should write him, he knows that he is achieving success. Howevar, all did not always go
well in Eigth Army. Like Rommel, Ridgway had to relieve subordinates, but unlike Rommel,
Ridgway took a different tack when doing so.

Had it been Erwin Rommel taking over the Eighth Army in December of 1950, many, many
commanders and staff officers might have been on their way back to the United States in January.
In his own staff Ridgway found some of the strongest opposition to his attempts st establishing
direction and generating motivation; he had inftially decided to relieve his G3 for his pessimistic
and negative attitude, but decided to defer that action for 8 couple of months. ! 18 Thet was
probably the result of his philosophy on relieving officers, one that is considerably different than
that demonstrated by Rommel: “When you take over in an emergency like that you just can't sweep
them out, your effect may be devastating. So. .. the main thing to do [ is] to build confidence, and
then you allow it to grow.”! 19 His 63, by the way, was promoted to brigadier general two months
later. Ridgway did, in fact, relieve two division commanders, but only after personally observing
them over a length of time, ensuring the there would be no derogatory effect on the units they
commanded, and making sure that he had a better commander to place in charge. ! 20

How can one determine what the results of Ridgway's attempts at generating motivation in
Eighth Army? The results are more than the ground gained in the ser ies of offensive operations
that followed first three weeks of command. Roy Applemen, in the summer and autumn of 1951,

talked in Korea with hundreds of officers and men of ali ranks, about
Ridgway's influence on the Koresn war. Almost without exception, all who had
any opinion at all (and mest of them did) said that Ridgway made the
differencs in the outcome of the war--that he prevented the Eight!: Army
from marching out of Korea, that he had singlehandedly given it a new spir it
in two months after he assumed command and had turned it around to face the
enemy and then driven that enemy north out of South Korea. He led the
Amer ican troops in retrieving the military honor of the United States. ! <!

To do this Ridgway had to make an assessment of the army's motivation. What he found was that it

lacked the spirit needed to remain an effective fighting force. To improve that spirit, he sst about,
as he established direction, to build cohesion in the force, to be a physical presance on the
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battlefield to improve morale, and to construct a command climate in which subordinates had the
opportunity to learn and then dimonstrate that they wers capable of holding their positions. |If
they could not, he relieved them, but the most important factor was always the moraie and
effectiveness of his army.

For both Rommel and Ridgway , generating motivation was an important task , and they both
spent a lot of time forward with their soidiers and units doing so. For Rommel, however , that
motivation was at the tactical level, and he was a master of cresting it. ironically, because he was
S0 good at motivating soldiers st the tactical level, motivation at the operationsi level suffered. His
failure to develop a cohesive force that was supported by his Italian allies led to his ultimate
defest. Ridgway, on the other hand, went to grest efforts to develop cohesion in his army because
he saw cohesion as the basis of good morale and, hence, effectiveness on the battlefield. He did not
insist that his officers be a copies of himself or b~ relieved. Through Ridgway's aimost
singlehanded efforts and his ability to affect his army through his subordinate commanders, he
produced an effective and motivated army.

SUSTAINING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ORGANIZATION

In an analysis of Rommel's and Ridgway’s attempts tc sustain their armies’ effectiveness, that
neither man’s total effort was successful becomes clear. However , though most of Ridgway's
sfforts proved fruitiess, or even counter-productive, he was able to sustain force effectiveness
through the provision of direction in tactics. In Rommel's cass, the best that the evidence shows is
a benign negiect on the part of the Desert Fax for su. aining the effectiveness of his army.

General Geuse wrote that Rommel's “constant close contact with troops in combat enabled him
to recognize in time not only the limits of the units in action but also of the entire army and of the
entire military potential available in North Africa." 22 What the evidence shows, howsver , is
that Erwin Rommel paid scant attention to supply and failed to emphasize preventive medical
actions in his command. As & result, his forces consistently lost strength over time in relation to
their opponents and everitually became unable to win the campaign of North Africa. In Rommel's
mind, combat was the single most important aspect of war, and supply was simply something left
to his staff to figure out. The difficulty was that often his staff did not know what Rommel was
going to do next. 123 while changing the direction of an attack may be as simple as making & radio
call or directing the force to “follow me," the planning, coordinating, and moving of tons of
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supplies to support an army engaged in an operation takes time and are not actions easily changed
in the middle of an operation. Rommel may have understood this, but he certainly did not believe
that it was his responsibility to worry about it.

After the Comander in Chief of the German Army directed Rommel not to go on a major
offensive in North Africa, Romel replied that with two more panzer corps he could easily conquer
Egypt, the Suez, and East Africa, but when asked by Colonel General Franze Halder , the chief of the
General Staff, how he would supply and feed thss forces, Rommel replied “That's quite immaterial
tome. That's your pimnn." 24 |n reference to the campaign of 1942, Rommel admits that he
“had made tremendous demands” on his army but was unable to overrun Alamein not because of 8
lack of will but because his "sources of supply had dried up--thanks to the idleness and muddle of
the supply authorities on the mainiand."' 25 Rommel, as the aperational commander , failed to
think about the results of his "demands™ when it was clear that he would not have sufficient
supplies on hand to sustain his army's aperations over the long term. In fact, success did not
depend on will; it dependsad on an effective force, and a mechanized/motor ized force without fuel,
ammunition, food, and water was not an effective force to defeat the British Eighth Army of the
desert who had sufficient supplies. This neglect of the importance of supply was apparent to
Rommel's subordinates as weli as to thase men above him in the German chain of command.

During the first battles of Cyrenaica, the Sth Light Division reported to Rommel that it was
low on fuel and would have to psuse to refuel. Rommel told the division's commander to “sort it out
yourself. . . .| couldn't care less. We are not going to let the chance of a victory slip on the
rediculous pretext that you have no more fuel.” 126 This response is mind-boggleing coming from
an officer whom history notes as a foremost mechanized commander, and the comment would be
laughable were it not that throughout his own memoirs, Rommel blames his own operational defest
in North Africa on a lack of supply frem his higher command ( for which he sees himself not a
fault). 127 Yet, acommander is responsible for his force's effectiveness, and, if as Rommel did,
he continues to pursue objectives that his force cannot reach due to supply shortages, then he is to
blame for the result. Even more important to success than supply, though, are the men who use
these suppplies to win battles and to execute successful campaigns. If a force does not have
sufficient manpower to overcome its opponent, it will fail. The evidence shows that Rommel paid
even less attention to the health of his men than he did to their supplies.

Ronald Bellamy and Craig Liewellyn, two retired U.S. Army doctors, have shown that
"Rommel’s inattention to the health of his command led to massive attrition of irreplacesble
seasoned veteran trooops and contributed significantly to his ultimate defeat.” ' 28 These two
retired colonels, who both served in combat, did extensive analysis of both German and British
records of the North African fighting. Their examination revealed that “a German soldier was 2.6
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times &s likely to become medically noneffective as his British opponent.” 29 In 1942, the yesr
of Rommel's initial victories and the battles leading up to his defeat at Alamein in October and
Nvember, “of the 40,867 German troops medically evacusted from North Africa. . . disease was
the cause in 28,488 cases.” ! 30 Bellamy and Llewellyn quote Colonel H.S. Gear, the British
Assistant Director of Hygiene in the Middie East: “Enemy defensive localities are obvious from the
amount of feces lying on the surfacs of the gound . . . . This contempt for hygiene became such &
menace to the enemy as to affect from 40 to SO percent of his front-line trops, as interragstion of
captured medical officers revealed "' 3! Hence, while Rommel “was dashing about the battlefield
performing the exploits for which he is now acclaimed, his army was literally rotting away." 32
But that was not the for the British.

Because the British were aware of the impact of the envire ment, they took actions to sustain
their force's effectiveness through an emphasis on preventive medicene and hygiene. The following
chart indicates the difference betweeen the Germans and the British as a result of sickness in
North Africa during the critical periods of Rommel's campaign.

Attrition Rates Due to Sickness'33
(per 1,000 men per month)

Period German British
October -December 1941 154 52
January-March 1942 95 S1
April-June 1942 10S 42
July-September 1942 158 67
October -December 1942 153 48
Average 133 52

As a result, by the end of 1942 Rommel's forees had been severely weskened by both the battles of
that yeer and by sickness. In fact, "in the two months preceeding the sacond battle of Alamein, the
German attrition rate excesdsd 200. More than one in every five Germans had become ill. No
wonder that elite units such as the 15th Panzer Division were terribly understrength (3,840
men versus a TOE . . . strength of more than 10,000)." 134 Moreover, it was not the case that
Rommel's failure to sustain his force's health was the result of ignorance of the situation.

Rommel clearly knew of the health problem in his command. On 2 August 1942 he wrots of “a
lot of sickness," the fact that "many of the older officers are going down now, ™ and "we've all got
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heat diarrhea now.” !S5 Rommel's papers often mention the fllnesses of his senior officers such
as Lieutenant Colonel Westphal ( his operations officer ), General Cruewell (appointed to command
Afrika Korps when Rommel became Army commander ), and L ieutenant General Bayer lin ( chief of
staff of Afrika Korps and later of Army Group Afrika). Yet there is no evidence that Rommel took
any actions to correct this significant problem in his command. Instead, his force and its
leadership continued to decreese in strength and effectiveness even as the German High Command
was teling him thet there would be few, if any, replacements. 136 Again, this was not the case for
the British, and Rommel knew it.

While we, on our side, had to fight every new action with the same
formations, the British had been able to taxe their battered divisions out of
the line for refitting, and to throw in fresh formations fully equipped and up
to full battle strength. My troops had remained in the fight. Their numbers
had grown continually smaller, while lo%fmm dead, wounded, and sick
(emphasis added] had steadily increased. !

Clearly Rommel was aware that he was not getting fresh formations to replace those that he had
worn out and knew that his force was getting steadily less effective due to sickness and battles, yet
he continued his attacks until he could not attack anymore, became overwhelmed by Allied
superiority in number, and was defeated.

Rommel's failure to sustain organizational effectiveness is definitely linked to his sarlier
failure to set an operational purpose for his army consistent with the strategy of OKH. His
disregard of OKH's guidance concerning the limited nature of North African operations led to the
conduct of a campaign that was unsustainable since German supply and replacement priority was
not to the North African theater. Additionally, Rommel's failure to do anything effective about his
command's serious health problems further exacerbated the losses his force experienced as a
result of his offensive campaign. In the end, his force became ineffective and the British defeated
it. Like Rommel, Matthew Ridgway's force fought in & harsh enviornment at the end of a long line
of communication and also exper ienced difficulties in supply and heaith, but unlike Rommel's
force, the Eighth Army in Korea sustained organizational effectiveness.

General Ridgway wrote in his memairs that “an army commander must be ambidexterous.
With one hand he must guide and direct his corps commanders as they fight their divisions. With
the other hand he must control the vast logistical comple which supplies the men in combat.” ! 38
These words reflect a distinct difference in attitude with Rommel, who believed that supply was &
quariermaster’s concern. Yet while Ridgway attempted tc sustain his army's effectiveness through
a focus on prevention of cold weather injuries, supply economy, and the establishment of a rest
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and recreation program, there is little evidence that any of these attempts at sustainment were
sucressful. Rather, Ridgway's efforts at establishing direction led directly to the sustainment of
force effectiveness.

in Ridgway's initial conference with Gerneral MacArthur, the Supreme Commander of the Far
East told the new Eighth Army Commander that his troops “were taking inadequate care of
themselves in cold westher." 139 |n Ridgway's first visits to units during the last week of
December, he found this assessment to be true. On 28 December he found one-third of the 24th
(US) Infantry Division to be without winter clothing. He immediately ordered it issued, and it left
depots in Koree for the division by S:1S PM that day. 140 |n most other units he visited, he found
that food “was often insufficient, not always on time, and not always hot."' 4! Ridgway's solution
was to order the kitchens closer and request an “immediate increase in the quality and quantity of
rations."! 42 Yet such orders can, and did, backfire at times.

A key component of the winter clothing he orderad issued was the Army's new, insulated
shoepac that soldiers soon found to contribute to, rather than prevent, cold westher injuries to the
feet, especially during energetic exercise such as combat or in situstions when they could not
frequently change socks. ' 43 In fact, in | Corps during the month of March (after three months of
Ridgway's command), non-battle casualties outnumbered battle casualties by 2,421 to 1,975. 144
By April, the situstion had improved somewhat, but non-battle casualties still amounted to over
thirty-four percent of total casuaities. | 45 Overall non-battle casualties for UN Forces in April
1951 were 12,522 of the total casualty loss of 53,917 or twenty-three percent of all losses. ! 46
These non-battle attrition rates excesd those of Rommel's forces during their worst period
(July-September 1942) when his rate was about sixteen percent. The differencs, though, is that
while Rommel was recefving few replacements, Ridgway was receiving sufficient personnel
(25,012 in April slone) to maintain a credible force. 147 14 supply this force, Ridgway focused
on supply economy because of the long time it took to get suppliies from the supply base ( the United
States). However, this attempt was especially difficult since American troops were apparently
throwing away supplies and equipment as fast as Ridgway was getting them to the troops.

During his first visits to his division, Ridgway emphasized to the soldiers that their supplies
had to come over & nine thousand mile supply line. He told commanders that he “didn‘t want to hear
of any more precious equipment being absndoned” and he said that “any man who lost or threw
eway or needlessly damaged any piece of equipment or property was going to be
courtmartialed” ! 48 The abandonment of equipment and supplies thet wers difficult to replace
was so pervasive that Chinese soldiers captured during January and February 1951 reported that
“while still in Manchur ia before lesving for Korea, they were told they could pick up abandonec
Amer ican weapons at the front™ and were often not even issued Chinese small arms. | 49 Further,
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many Chinese and North Korean soldiers favored Amer ican weapons “becauss it was eesier to get
ammunition resupply for these from that abandoned or discarded by Amer ican soldiers.” ' 50
Ridgway had to halt the waste of supplies and its resulting equipping of the enemy.

Despite Ridgway's threats and orders, the situation did not improve. A month and a half after
Ridgway's initial directives concering the problem, the X Corps Comander had to send 8 message to
his 2d (US) Infantry Division that: reported further use by the enemy of captured American
weapons; directed that investigations into lost equipment would not be satisfied by the conclusion
“loss due to enemy action”; required facts showing that the item was “in no manner lost by failure
to perform to the utmost to protect property”; and threstened “immediate and severe™ disciplinary
action against violators. 'S ! A few weeks iater , the commanding general of the American |st
Cavalry Division found that so many of hic men had thrown away their heimets, bayonets, web
gear , and entrenching tools, that he ordered his provost marshall to pick up any soidier found out
of proper field uniform.'S2 ‘When on 7 March General Ridgway ordered that “all troops in range
of enemy guns had to wear heimets” because of an increese in head wounds in the army, the 25th
(US) Infantry Division found that nearly 8,500 of its so'tiers had thrown away their
helmets. ! 53 On 23 March after three months of Ridgway's command, the 187th Regimental
Combat Team made its airborne as~wlt into Munson-r{ against light opposition. A week later, |
Corps had to divert the 1st ROK Division to “police the battlefield" of abandoned supplies and
equipment: 257 tons of all types of ammunition, two 7Sm.m pack howitzers and one 105inm
howitzer, 140 truck - loads of parachutes, an unstated amount of gasoline, 3,000 rations, and an
additional 97 tons of ammunition found in the 3d (US) Division sector to the eest of the 187th
RCT's drop 20e. ' 94 Ridgway was only four weeks away from his change of commend, but he had
been urab ie to solve this problem with his orders and directives. Another problem facing him was
the physical and mental exhaustion of his soldiers.

Combat in the mountains of Korea was hard, exhausting, and lonely duty. In order to provide
rest to these soldiers, Eighth Army instituted “a new program of five-day, Rest and Recuperation
(R&R) leaves to Japan, for which the lowliest GI and the highest officer were eligible . . . and it
soon became an extremely significant factor in the capacity of American and other UN soldiers . . .
to endure their assignments.”'S° However , this program that was intended to assist in sustaining
forcs effectiveness actually degraded the army’s effectiveness through an increass in sick rates.

As a result of the program “an epidemic of venereal disesse broke out in the troops returning from
R&R . .. . In Korea venereal disease had not been a major problem thus far.” ! 56 Hence, neither
the R&R program, nor Ridgway's efforts at cold westher injury prevention, nor his emphesis on
supply discipline were successful at sustaining force effectiveness as intended. Yet the army
remained effective on the battlefield and remaind prepared to fight and win.
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Ridgway sustained the effectiveness of his force by the way in which he used it. He never
permitted a subordinate commander to use up his units. For example, during the battle for Wonju
on 1S February, Ridgway directed the X Corps commander to pull out the French and Nether lands
battalions because he believed they might “be on the verge of becoming battle weary.”'S7
Additionally, Ridgway reslized that he had to ensure that his combat operations were essentially
cumplete by June because of the rains that would turn Kores into “quagmires of mud™ and increase
non-battle casusities. |58 Hence, he planned his operations to be complets by that time. Above all
other efforts to sustain force effectiveness, though, was his determination to ensure:

infliction of maximum damage on the enemy with minimum to ourselves, the
maintaining of all major units intact, and a careful avoidance of being sucked
into an anemy trap--by ruse or as a result of our own aggressiveness--to be
destroyed piecemeal. We ware to persue only to the point where we were still

able to provide power[sugl support or at least maonage a timely disengagement
and local witharaw! '

Here was the essence of how Ridgway sustained his forcs effectivenss. He did so by directing
cautious, mutually supporting, and secure operations with an eye on the future well-being of his
force, not on immediate gains in terrain or destruction of enemy forces. This monograph discussed
Ridgway's tactical and operational technique in detail in an earlier section ( Providing Dirsction)
and how it brought success on the battlefield in terms of wining engagements and operations. Here,
the technique orovided & force sustainment quality all its own that overrode all the other, rather
ineffective, sttempts on Ridgway's part to sustanin his force's effectiveness.

This case study of Rommel and Ridgway demonstrates that efforts by an operational commander
to sustain his force's effectiveness are important. Rommel failed to take responsibility and
personal action in supply matters and paid little or no sttention to the health of his command.
Thess factors contributed to his defest. Ridgway's order -oriented efforts at sustaining force
effectiveness ( in cold weather injury prevention, supply discipline, and rest and recuperation
programs) were ineffective at best and counter -productive at worst. However , he recognized that -
If he could direct his forces to fight in 8 specific way, the very naturs of those tactical
engagements and operations would, at the same time, inflict damgage on the enemy and conserve his
force for future endeavors. In doing this, he sustained the effectiveness of his army and kept it in
condition to win.
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CONCLUSION

The analysis of these two case studies has shown that leadership at the operational level is,
indeed, a combat multiplier. However, the relative importance of the four separate functions of
leadership varies. Provision of purpose at the operational level of leadership does have an effect
on the outcome of campaigns, especially if thet purpose is inconsistent with the purpose set by the
next higher level of command. Leadership efforts at sustaining the organizational effectiveness of
a force at the operational level are extremely difficult and for these two case studies, apparently
had little positive effect in a traditional sense. Generating motivation is significant as a combat
muitipiier only if the leader concentrates his efforts at the operational level. Establishing
direction, the fourth function of leadership, was the most significant factor of the operational
leader’s ability to influencs the outcome of his campaigns.

The provision of purpose is potentially a very powerful leadership function but one
apparently difficult to accomplish. In the negative sense, Rommel's failurs to set an operational
purpase of defense and assistance to his Italian allies- - instead of the offensive purpose to which he
set his forces--led to the failure of the Axis campaign in North Africa. Because the Axis' strategic
purpose for this theater was one of an economy of force, one thet did not envision extensive
offensive action, when Rommel put his army on an offensive courss, the Axis High Command could
not support Rommel's army logistically either in manpower or materiel. Ridgway, on the other
hand, made an assessment of his force's capabilities and decided that the operationally offensive
purpose that he initially desired was not pessible until he was able to generate motivation and
establish direction for his army. However, even when he attempted to provids a sense of that
purpase to the members of his army through a formal communicative process, he was apparently
unable to do so. This failure is {llustrative of the difficulty that operational commanders have in
communicating their idess throughout their force today due to the size of field armies, even with
the extensive communications capability available to the commanders. Just as an operational
commander s failure to provide a purpose consistent with the purpose of his higher headquarters
can lead to failure, so can a failure to sustain the organizational effectiveness of the operational
force.

Both of the operational commanders in this study were unsble to sustain the organizational
effectiveness in the traditional ways associated with this concept. Rommel, as a direct result of
his failure to provide appropriste purpase, his lack of command concern over the mechanics of
supply, and his apperent disregard for the hesith of his command or the impact of the desert
environment, simply used up his force. Ridgway, was unable to impose a solution to the lack of

37




supply discipline in his army--and its resulting re-equipping of enemy forces--and efforts to
improve the heaith of his command appareatly did little good. However, fortunately for Ridgway,
he had a sufficient supply of manpower and materiel to make up for thess failures. Additionally,
he made a conscious decision in the way that he established direction for his force to conserve his
force and its effectiveness; he did not use it up as did Rommel. In essence, Ridgway circumvented
the traditionsl concept of sustaining forcs effectiveness ( through effective/efficient supply,
through maintenance of the command's hesith, etc.) with the effective use of another function of
leadership: establishing direction. The significance of this analysis is that for modern operational
commanders, sustaining the effectiveness of the force is important inasmuch as it permits the
accomplishment of the operational purpose. Howsever, at least in this case study--like the
instance of establishing purpose--this function of leadership is one that keeps the operational
force from failing, but does not clearly multiply its chances of winning. Additionally, there are
more than just the traditional ways of sustaining force effectiveness; clearly, the manner in which
a commander establishes direction and provides purpose impact on his ability to sustain the
effectiveness of his force. The way and the level at which both Ridgway and Rommel generated
motivation were also different.

The case studies in this monograph shot that the generation of motivation at tactical level
alone is not sufficient to put an army on the course to victory, but if done effectively at the
operational level, generating motivation can have significant, pesitive results when combined with
effective motivation at the tactical level. Rommel failed to generate motivation in his army at the
operational level; however, at the tactical level, he was an expert. This situation is filustrative of
the difficulty between generating motivation at these two levels. While both Ridgway and Rommel
were effective at face-to-face lesdarship, Rommel was best at it while at the tactical level; he did
not do well genersting motivation at the operstional level due to the relationships he failed to
cuitivate with his Axis partners and due to the poor command climate he established with many of
his subordinate commanders. Ridgway amply demonstrated that he could communicate with
soldiers at the tactical level as well as Rommel could, but Ridgway could also motivate
commanders very effectively at the operational level. Ridgway was able to build cohesion with his
coalition members and build teemwork among his subordinate corps commanders. The result was
an army that fought together and won. These are important lessons for leaders of the United States
armed forces who may find themselves as operational commanders in the future. They must
emphasize the generation of motivation at the operational level to ensure effective coslitions (in
both the joint and combined sense) and ensure that their commend climate is supportive of
subordinate commanders to ensure the effective execution of purpose and direction. The final
function of operational leadership, the establishing of direction, is also significant to future

38




operational commanders.

The studies of Rommel and Ridgway , as in the function of generating motivation, show that
the ~stablishment of direction is done at both tactical and operational levels. However, in order
for an operational commander's force to win its campaign, he must establish this direction at the
operational level. Rommel's battlefield performance shows many distinct instances when he
established direction at the tactical level with superb battlefield results. In fact, nearly all of his
tactical victories were the result of his presence and his personal directive action on the
battlefield Clearly, however, his army began to rely on his presence at the tactical level as a
combat multiplier in itself. However, because the operational field of conflict is so large and
forces are so dispersed, the operational commander cannot be physically present everywhere at
the same time. Both kommel and Ridgway recognized this, and both attempted to be at the “critical
point at the critical time" in the battle. Though this presence may bring tactical success at that
point, it does not guarentee operational success, nor is it possible if the commander is absent due
to sickness or enemy action that shifts the critical point faster than the commander can travel to
it. This is the significant difference between Ridgway and Rommel. Ridgway established direction
at the operational level so that despite his personal location, his subordinates understood his
standards, his desired procedures and policies, his methods, and the mission. In this way, Ridgway
did not have to be present to ensure success. It is an example of 8 much used definition of
discipline: discipline is knowing and doing what is expected without having to be ordered to do so at
the moment.

Operational level leadership is not 8 myth, and it can be a combat multiplier. U.S. operational
commanders of (he futurs must undsrstand that operational leadership is not the same as
leadership at the tactical level. In many respects operational leadersiip is more difficult due to
the “empty battlefield™ on which the operational force fights. The operational commander, Jespite
the wonder's of modern command and control technology, will still find it difficult to influence the
course of the campaion in a direct sense. He must rely on more indirect methods. He must provide
8 purpose that is consistent with that of his higher headquarters. Hence, in designing campaigns,
he must ensure that his campaign objectives match the strategic objectives set forth by the theater
commander or the national command authority. In the generation of motivation, the command
climate that he establishes must promote tesmwork and loyalty. The operational comander, no
matter how desireabie observing the visible results of generating motivation st the tactical level
is, must never sacrifice his efforts at generating motivation at the operational level for the more
enjoyable and, perhaps, easier task of walking and talking with soldiers, sailors, marines, and
airmen. Tactical motivation is important ; operational motivation is essential. Sustaining the
effectiveness of his force is one of the operational commander's responsibilities; he neglects it at
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the risk of failure. There is much more to sustainment than the traditional aspects of supply,
health, and other functions of logistices. At the operational level, how the commander uses his
force—-the direction that he establishes at the operational level to accomplish purpose--can be 8
very effactive way of sustaining his army. Amatures may talk tactics, and professionals may talk
logistics, but operational professionals talk both. Finally, the establishment of direction is the
most important of the four functions of leadership. The operational commander, even when he is
unable to communicate | is purpose to the forcs, can still win if he has established proper
operational direction. The establishment of proper direction can, in itself, lead to the generation
of motivation through success on the battlefield, first at the tactical level and, sequentially, at the
operational level. Additionally, proper direction can materially contribute to the sustainment of
the forcs, even wher: more traditional methods of sustainment are ineffective.

These are the lessons that the case studies of Rommel and Ridgway teach. The leadership of the
operational commander is not 8 myth. Operational leadership can be a combat multiplier if the
operational commander exercises it much as he would any other combat multirlier: ina
conscious, organized way, and structured toward providing purpose, sustaining force
effectiveness, generating motivation, and establishing direction in ordered way to win in the
operational theater.
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18 Born in 1891 at Neigenheim, Germany neer Ulm, Erwin Johhannes Eugen Rommel was
the son of a school master and was raised in a bourgeois background, in contrast to most of his
future contemporary general officers who came from aristocratic backgrounds. He joined the
German infantry in 1910 as a cadet and, after attending the War Academy st Danzig, received his
commission s a lieutenant of infariry in the 124th Infantry Regiment in 1912. During World
War |, he initially served near Yerdun where he was wounded, and after three months in the
hospital, returned for the First Battle of the Argonne where, as a company commander , he was
decorated with the Iron Cross, First Class, for valor. Returning to Germany, he joined the
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Wuerrtemberg Mountain Battalion as the commander of 2d Company and went to Rumania where
he took part in the battle for Gagesti Rumania. In 1917, the battalion moved to the Italian Front
wherg, during combat at Monte Matajur, Rommel's battie group of less than 600 men captured
two enemy brigades and other units totalling over 9,000 men and 81 pieces of artillery. For
this action, Rommel received the Pour le Merite, the “Blue Max," and much of his later
published book , [nfantry in the Attack, came about as a result of his experiences in this
mountain thester of operations.

Allowed to remain as one of 4,000 officers permitted in the restricted German Army as a
result of the WWI Armistice, Rommel spent the inter-war ysers in peacsful garrison duty and
as an instructor at the German Inantry School at Dresden. Promted to the rank of major,
Rommel went to Goslar to assume the command of the 3d Battalion of the 1 7th Infantry, where he
met Dr. Joseph Goebbels, Heinrich Himmler, and Adolf Hitler at a parade in Hitler's honor. By
1935 Rommel was a lieutenant colonel and an instructor at the German War Academy at
Potsdem. His book's popularity was immense, and even Hitler had resd it. By 1937, Rommel
was & colonel and the commander of the Infantry School at Wiener Neustadt, when he was
summoned to Berlin and the command of Hitler's personal bodyguard during the entry into the
Sudetenland and the invasion of Poland. He then requested and received command from Hitler of
an armored division (the 7th Panzer ) which he led in the invasion of Belgium in May of 1940.
During the campaign in France, Rommel's 7th Panzer earned the nickname of the Ghost Division
for its lightening fast attacks and seemingly invulnerability to Allied efforts. It also suffered the
highest casualties of any other division in the German Army during the campaign, and captured
the imagination of Gobbe!'s propagands writers who included it, and Rommel specifically, in

i 8 propagands movie about the conquest of Francs.

With Rommel's rise in national popularity, as much the result of Goebbel's propaganda
efforts as for Rommel's actual combat record, he received another promoation, this time to
lieutenant general and command of German Forces in North Africa. His initial successes not only
put of Italian defest, but also drove the British back into Egypt, Rommel's popularity rose even
higher, both with the German peopie and with Hitler. However , as Rommel began to suffer
defeats at the hands of 8 more strengthened Allied force, and as internal arguments with OKW
increesed, Rommel began to drop from the “limelight.” Brought home to Germany by Hitler,
decorsted, and sent to Italy, Rommel's assignment kept him out of combat. Then sent to
Normandy , first to inspect the Channel defenses with no comand author ity and subsequently as
commander of Army Group B, he again argued with his immediate superior, Field Marshal von
Rundstadt over the proper tactics for a defense of the western thester.

Barely a month after the successful Allied invasion of Normandy, a British plane strafed
Rommel's car. The resulting head wound (& quadrupal skull fracture) sent Rommel to the
haspitai and then to his home on convalescent lsave. While there, he was implicated by one of the
conspirators to Hitler's assasination attempt. On 14 October 1944, two German SS generals
appeered at Rommel's home. Given the choice of a trial by people's tribunal for tresson, an
ensured guilty verdict, and an execution in dishonor or the choice of suicide, care for his family,
the made-up story of s desth as a result of wounds, and a promised state funeral with full
military and national honors, Rommel drank poison that afternoon and died.

While there are several excellent studies on Rommel in North Africa, the best biography
remains The Remmel Papers edited by Liddel Hart (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1953).
Desmond Young has also written two books that have good analyses of Rommel's life: Rommel
(Athens: D. Ex Genicau, 1982) and Rommel; The Desert Fax ( New York: Harper Brothers,
1950). For an excellent , first person account of Rommel's North African experiencss from the

scidier’s point of view, see Hainz Werner Schmidt's With Rommel in the Desert ( London:
Herrups, 1951).

19 Matthew Bunker Ridgway, born on 3 March 1895 at Fort Monroe, Virginia, was the
son of 8 U.S. Army colonel. Attending and graduating from the United States Military Academy at
West Point, Ridgway received a commission in infantry in 1917 and served his initial tour of
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duty with the 3d Infantry at Eagle Pass, Texas. He then returned to West Point as an instructor
of tactics and athletics for six years. Subsequent assignments included a year in Tientsin China
with the 15th Infantry, 8 year with the 9th Infantry at Ft. Sem Houston, Texas, and three years
in Central America (one year with the Electoral Commission in Nicaragua, and two years at Ft.
Clayton, Panama with the 33d Infantry). He then returned to the Pacific as the United States
Army's liason officer to the Phillippine insular government in 1932 and personal advisor to the
United States Governor General, Theodore Rooseveidt, Jr.

Following two years at the United States Command and General Staff School, Ridgway
sarved first as assistant chief of staff for operations and training at 6th Corps and 2d Army in
Chicago, 11linois and then in the same position at the 4th Army Headquarters at Presidio,
California. Following his graduation from the Army War College, he then served in the War
Plans Division of the War Departement General Staff. Upon promotion to brigadier general, he
bacame the assistant division commander of the 82 Infantry Division and led it as its
commanding general through transisition to the U.S. Army's first airborne infantry division
within a year.

General Ridgway saw his first combat as the commanding general of the 82d as it went to
North Africa, Sicily, Italy, and France during Worid War [1. Assuming command of the XYIiI
Airborne Corps, Ridgway saw action as a corps commander during the Allied invasion of Holland,
the Battle of the Bulge,m the campaign for the Ruhr Pocket, and ended the war in Europe with the
crossing of the Elbe River and subsequent link-up with Russian forces. Brought back to the
United States, Ridgway and his corps prep-.~ed for the invasion of the Japanese home islands, but
when the war ended before this operation could take place, Ridgway was resssigned back to
Europe in command of the Mediteranesn Theater of Operations. While in this position he also
served as the personal representative of the Supreme Allied Commander , General Eisenhower , to
the United Nations Military Committe.

Returning to the States once again, Ridgway assumed the position of deputy chief of staff
for operations and administration in the Department of the Army until being ordered to assume
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