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Abstract

LEADERSHIP OF THE OPERATIONAL COMMANDER: COMBAT MULTIPLIER OR MYTH? By LTC 
OaorgBP.R1ttar.USA.54pagBS

The axerctee of operaAloral leeitorshlp becomes Incraeslngly difficult as technolog/ makes the 
battlefield more lethal, as the pace of combat accelerates, and as combat forces became more 
joint and combined U.a Army senior level leadsrshfp doctrine states that hi^ level leaders 
exercise leadership throu^ indirect methods. This monograph answers the question: Is it 
possible for the modem, operational commander to exercise toadership as a combat multiplier, 
or have battlefield conditions made operational leadsrship a myth?

The monograph examines two case studies of operational commanders in the modern era 
General Erwin Rommel in the North African Campaign of 1941 -1942 and General Matthew 
Ridgway in the Koreen campaign of 1951. The case studies analyze the leadership, or lack of it, 
in terms of the four functions of leadsrship as described by U. a Army doctrine and expanded 
upon by U.S. Army Brigadier General Huba Wass de Czags: 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 defeat can be attributed to his failure to exercise 
leadership at the operationai level. In contrast. Ridgway's victory, in great part, was the result 
of his successful, operational leadership.

The monograph ooncludBS that operational leadership is a combat multiplier, but that the 
functions of leadership—as demonstrated by these two commanders—are not equal in 
importance to operational outcomei Establishing direction is the most imprtant function of the 
four and can have significant impact on sustaining force affectivaness. Provision of purpose 
must be consistant with that of the operational commander’s hi^ headquarters, and the 
generation of motivation must be accomplished at the operationel level; tactical mntiv8».ion alone 
is not sufficient for operational success.



lip 9f tk» Optretlmtl Cmanidw; OmM fliiltlplltr or Hytli?

HfTROOUCTiON

Ttw authors of ttwUnftad State Arm/skflymtont field nwnusI.FM 100-5 OparatlMB. 
dascrlbe iaadarship as *tha moat asaantial alamant of combat po«nr* and state thaTIn the final 
analysis and once the force is angagsd. superior combat ponvar drives from the oouraga and 
oompaianoa of soMiars... and atova an tha pteHty aT Uielr laaiarshlp [emphasis 
added].* ^ Tha draft revision of tha manual, repasts this stand on tha imprtanos of leadBrship in 

military operations and note that *ths personal influence of large joint and combined force, field, 
or PS. and division commanders have a meir bar ing on the outcomes of bottles and campaigns* 
and thr leadership is one of two components of command.^ Cter ly. from the position of currant 
United State Vmy doctrine, tedership is the most important alamant on tha bettlafiaid. but tha 
way in which commanders hove lad on tha bettlafiaid tm changed ovr tim&

Prir to tha 18th century, army commanders prfbrmed this leadership in t. face-to-face 

environment Commanders such asAlaxandr.Hannibai.CBSsr. Henry IV. Cromwell, and 
Mrlborough found that they could observe and personally lead most, if not all. of their forces on 

the battlefield These great commanders massed their rmies to get the most shock and firepowr 
effect of their weapons. Howevr.asthesizBsofrmteincreessd.asbattlefieidsbecamelargr. 
and as rmies dispersed, commanders lerhad that this face-to-face leadership was nearly 
impossible for them to execute.

In the late 19th and 20th centuries, armies were based on the popular/citizen model developed 
during the French Revolution. Armies of from one million to over five million men were not 
uncommon. Improved tachnoloi^ (&a the rifled miiskat and catmon, the railroad, mechmization. 
airpower. and weapons of mass dKtruction) made the battlefield a more mobile and lethal place.
As a result, armies dispersed or fought from fertificotions making the battlefield more *empty *
To maintain freedom of action, army oommandsrs 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 predecessors was extremely diffiouti The distances between 
units within their armies ware great; theoommandsrs were at great risk whan they came onto the

I



battlefield because of its increased lettnrtty; and battles progressed so quickly that commandsrs 
had difficulty keeping up with the tempo andjwith being able to lead at the critical place and time. 
Additionally > the armies were chtingirig innature.

Armies were now often composed of more than just ground farces from one nation. Forcestook 

on a joint and combined nature. Armies composed of soldiers, sailors, and airmen of diverse 
nations and the emplo/ment of naval arid air farces now became army commandars' 
responsibilities. These commandars also found that their professional experience, education, and 
training sometimes did not prepare Uwn for the responsibilities of naval and air force 
employment x fx coalition wxfare. All of these factors mads leading such forces more complex 
fx the modxn xmy commandx than fx his pre>industri8l-ravo1ution predacessx. In fact, not 
xly does United States Army doctrine see this problem of leadership as the most impxtant 
element on the battlefield, but doctrine also sees it as the greatest challenge on the battlefield of 
the futura^

The United States Army davotesa significant effxt in teaching leadership in its 
pre-commissioning training, in its military schools, and at its colleges. The U.S. Army's basic 
leadership manual desxibes leadership as *a process by which a soMix influences (rthers to 
accomplish the mission.'^ In its manual x senix level leadership, the U.S. Army states that 
leadership of the sxt that x operational level commandx might exercise 'is the xt of direct and 
indirect influence and the skill of creating the conditions fx sustained organizational success to 

achieve the desired result But above all. it is the xtof taking a vision of what must be done, 
communicating it in a wa/ that the intent is clexly understood, and then being tou^ enou^ to 
ensure its execution.'^ This. then, is the instfiutiona] definition of what the operational-level 
commandx must do.

Brigadix Seneral Huba Wass de (^ege^uthx of the 1986 version of FM 100-5 and founding 
directx of the United States Army's School of Advancedttllitary Studies, in his xticle titled 'A 
Oomprensive View of Leadership,' agrees with U.S. Army doctrine and writes that 'senix leaders 
rely more m indirect processes in proportion to their senkrity' and explains that leadership has 
fox functions: 'providing pxpoae, establishing direction, generating motivation fx unit 
actions, and sustaining the effectiveness of the xlt fbr future tasks.Here Wass de Czege 
attempts to break into components what the affective'leadx must do and how he does it

According to Wass de Czege, fx the effective leadx to provide pxpose, he must impxt 'a 
coherent picture of how the unit mission fits into the ‘big picture*... [to give his unit].. .a sense 

of impxtance of the tasks to be accomplished and how success x failure of the unit missix will 
affect the wxld beyond the unit'^ This view confxms to U.S. Army doctrine that states that fx 
the senix commandx to establish pxpose he must have ‘on ability to undxstand what is required 
of X organiration... [and].. a well-infxmed ability to oommxicate the intent clexly so that



It links the larger aims to the orgenlzatlonal mission... .*® The authxs of this doctrine write 
that the senior commander's ability to do this ‘is based on an appreciation of the strategic, 
operational, and tactical levels of war.'^ Clearly, then, an operational-level commander 
providing purpose 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 movinr that 
force from the starting point.

Establishing direction is the hjnctionof leadership that gives the force a way to accomplish its 
mission. “Setting goals and standards, developing teams, ensuring discipline, and training the 

orgenization are the means senior leaders and commanders use to chart organizational 
direction. “ ’ ^ wass de Czege goes further to describe this function:

Effective leaders provide unambiguous direction and guidance for action. They 
have a clear vision of what must be done, what is necessary to get the job done 
and how to proceed. They clearly articulate and assign objectives, missions 
and goals to subordinates. In addition to such direct guktanoe, they also 
provide indirect guidance. They promote values; set standards for 
accompHshment of tasks; enforce diKipline; establish standard operating 
procedures; ensure the training of soldiers and units in appropriate doctrine, 
methods ana techniques; and establish policies and regulations.''

It Is tirough this function of establishing direction that the operational commander develops his 

force as a machine to accomplish it'> purpose. The “fuel" that keeps this machine working towards 
its purpose, thouf^, is motivatien.

Oenerating motivation gives the operationel oommandr's force the impetus to act and 
maintains that force s momentum. Official Army doctrine states that “senior leaders and 

commanders are responsible for ensuring that the required motivation exists. They do this by 
developing the proper ethical perspective, sustaining a positive and progressivo command climate, 
and fostering a sense of unit that generates on unshakable organizational oohesion.“ ’ ^
Wass deCzege is more specific as to what the operational level commander must do to generate 
motivation. He cites “personal dlspl^ of courageous example, self-discipline, fairness, 
competence and force of personelity“ as being “occasionally necessary and effective,“ but states 
further that “a more complex systantof authority, mutual trust and conndence must be 

established“ between the led and the leader.*^ This “more complex system“ is necessary at the 
operational level because the majority of the force's soldiers must be motivated by a trust and 
confidence developed by the commander while unable phystcally to be near that majority of 
soldiers. The commander does this, according to Wass ds Czegs, by influencing “soldiers through 
le/ers 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 warrwts (but



usually with subortJtnflteamrnandBrs and Explicitly thara Is recognition that higher
level commanders exercise the leadership function of motivation not directly to soldiers, but 
through subordinates to these soldiers. However. It is the final function of leadership (sustaining 

the effectiveness of the unit for future ttexs) that makes possible the maintenance of effective 
organizations produced by the first three functions of leadership.

U.S. Army doctrine does not include In Its discussion of leadership imparatives at senior levels 
this final ftmctlon of sustaining the effectiveness the unit for future tasks. ^ ^ Wass de Czege, 
however, is quite specific about this important ftmctlon of higher level commanders. He writes 
that this function becomes more systematic and Institutionalized at higher levels. He Is also .«ry 

specific about what this function requires of operational level commanders. They must plan for 
the loss of key leaders, the impact of new weapons, and the ^ects of "a myriad of environmental 
changes effecting the health and effectiveness of their command. * ^ ^ Henca, 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 prdvisioh of purpose, t^e establishment of direction, and the 
generation of motivation continue to make the force effective ix the operational level commander. 
Yet In all this doctrint'l discussion, there are few examples of modern operational level 
commanders actually performing these functions. ^ ^

Is operationel leadership still possible as a combat multiplier or is It a myth, something made 

Impossible by the modern conditions faced by the operational level leadr? The monograph will 
examine hcwr two operational commanders (Oeneral Erwin Rommel ^ ^ In his North African 
campaigns of 1941 and 1942 andOanerat Matthew R1d(pifa/^^ in Korea during early 1951) 
exercised leadership in a combined environment and what, if any. Impact this leadership had on 
the success or fellure of their forces.

The case studies of Rommel and Ftidgway are significant and relevant bacause they both 
commanded armies In environments similar to those which U.S. Army/U.S. Unified Command 
Commanders- In-Chief nMy encouoter in the future. Each of these generals commanded a 
multi-national (combined) force and had to plan for the employment of naval and air forces (joint 
oper^ions). Each commander wasattheendofalonglineof communicatian from his sustainment 
base (requiring power prajection In terms of forces and logistks). Each commander was faced 
with the difficult situation of taking over command of forcas that diot been severely beaten by 
their opponents. Finally, each was oomniaMHng in a geographical setting different than any other 
in which he had fought before.

This monograph evaluatesthe methods and procedures these two commanders used ttt provide 
pirpose, establish direction, generate motivation, and sustain their organizations' effectiveness. 
These leadership functions are the basis of analysis because they are, according to doctrine and 

Wass de Czege's view, the fuctlons of leadership. Then the monograph will illustrate the results of



06ch commander's mefhods and proceduras through a look at the commander's force effectiveness. 
Because the objective of military leadership is a force that is effective on the battlefield, ihe 
criteria selected 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 opposing 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/campeigns for subsequent operations. The 
objective of this analysis, as stated above, is to determine if the leadership of a modern operational 
commander is a combat multiplier for his force and, if so, how does he make it sa

PR0¥IDiN6 PURPOSE

Mitchell M. Zais, a colonel in the United States Army, examined theater commanders for thoir 
key attributes and found two imperatives for success at this operational level: strategic vision and 
strength of will.20 This strategic vision, x a view of the largx goal to which a theatx 

commandx's campaign must lead, is the centerpiece fx providing pxpose to an orgxizatix.
Yet. having a strategic vision and strength of will cannot stand alone. The strategic visix must be 
one that is compatible with the strategy of the opxatkmal commandx's supxix command, 
whethx that be the national command authxity x a thoatx-of-wx commandx. If it is not 
compatible, the operational commandx ma/ set his force x a course that is inconsistxt with the 
course his natix x his ooalitix. In the coses of Rommel and Ridgway. both of these opxational 
commandars had strength of v ,11. Rid^^vo/•s strategic viston, though he did little to provide 
pxpose effectively to his foree, did fit into the strategy of his supxix. Oenxal MacArthur. 
Rommel's strategic viston. his provistonof pxpose, was purely his own, and it led to the 
evxtual defeat of Axis forces in Nxth Africa

Oxing 1940, the British 8th Army hod soundly defeated the Italix 10th Army in Nxth 
Africa oftx the Italians had attempted x invasix of Egypt frx. Libya At the conclusix of this 

defeat, Brnish forces pursued the Italians back throu^ Libya and thx established a thin defense 
line in xdx to reconstitute forces and rtwva them to othx theaters of opxatix (i.a the Balkxs 
and Sudx), This Italix defeat was a thorough in Adolf Hitlx's mind that he feared the ultimate 
collapse of his ally in North Africa and the ultimate endangxing of Vichy French Tunesto. In x 

effxt to shxe up the Italians, he sxt two Oxmx divisions xdx command of one of Oxmany's 
fastest rising general offtoers and a hero in the bimriag defeat of France: Lieutenxt Oenxal 
Erwin Rommnl. In his role, Rommel was to be subordinate to the Italix Commandx in Chief, 
Marshall Grazixi.2*



Prior to travelling to North Africa. Rommel received his Instructions from the 

oommandr-in-chief of the German army. Field Marshal Walther von Brauchitsch. Von 

Brauchitsch reiterated that Rommel was to come under the command of Granani. but was to have 
direct command of the German Afrika korps composed of 5th Light Division and 15th Panzer 
Division, both of whom would soon be enroute to the theater of operations HewouWal^) commmd 
the remains of the Italian Motoriaed Corps that that been so badly defeated by the British. In 
essence, he was to become an army commandr though officially he was still a corps commander in 
terms of the German units that he oommandal “Rommel was further instructed not to assume the 

offensive mtil after the arrival of all German units Rommel listened but apparently did not take 
these instructions very seriously, particularly the part about being under the command of the
Italians “22

Upon arrival at Tripoli on 12 February 1941. he found that GrazianI had turned over 
command to his chief of staff. General Gariboldi. Rommel soon learned that Gariboldi was not In 
favor of his plan to defend in vicinity of the Gulf of Slrte.23 Then Rommel made his first decision 
to violate the strategic instructions that he received from the Germw High Canmarrt

I had already decided, inviewof the tenseness of the situation and 
sluggishness of the Italian oommand, to depart from my Instructions to 
confine myself to a raoonnaissance and to take tha command at tha front into 
my own hands as soon as possible.... General von Rintelen. to whom I had 
given a hint of my intention in Rome, had advised me against It... .2^

He than went to inspect the Italian regiment defending the SIrte position, and he determined that 
the one regiment was Insufficient for defense; three dsys later he was rushing the first of two
German units to arrive In theater (the 3rd Rconnaissanoe Battalion and an antl-t»k battalion) to 
tha llna. 25

In ordr to provide purpose to a force according to arrant U.S. Army doctrine, the operational 
commander must ansire that his force (‘at toast two echelons below“) understands how It fits Into 
the big picture.* understands the priority of the tasks before it. and umtorstanris “iww or 
failure of the organization will impact on the world beyond the unil‘25 Heinz Werner Schmidt, a 

member of Rommel's staff, relates how tha Desert Fox did just that when addressing the officars or 
the newly arrived 5th Ll^t Division. Rommel clearly Informed this subordinate unit of the 
purpose of their presence In North Africa: they were to “restore the confidence of the Italiw 
people In their arms and to bolster up the fi^^ting spirit oT the Italians. Additionally, he strongly 
emphasized that they “must save Trepolltania from the attack of the British Army. We must hold 
theml“27 There is every indication here that Rommel stayed with the strategic goal he received 
from tha German High Command. Clearly, his purpose Is one of oparattonal defense; the Germw 

forces were to “save Trepolltania* and “hold* the British. Nothing is Indicatedof an operational



offense. Ourlng Rommel's trip to Fuehrer Heedquerters on 19 Merch, 1941. von Breuchitsch 
reiterated those Instructions and told Rommel that "the High Command had no Intention of 
launching a majx offensiva In North Africa, ... no further Oerman divisions would be sent to 
Libya after the 15th Panzer,.. .[and that] Rommel was not to risk even a minor advance until all 
elements of the Afrika Kxps had xrlvel*^^ Rommel had already decMed to disobey those 
Instructions.

By the end of March, Rommel sensed a weakness In the British lines and sent his Afrika Kxps 
(without the yet-to-xr Ive 1 Stir Panzx Olvlslx) forward In the attack. By the end of Apr II, his 

forces had pushed the British all the way back to the bordx of Egypt and laid selge to the fxtress 
of Tobruk. In June Rommel's tired units held off the British attack called Opxatlon Battleuxa 
Hailed as gigantic success fx Oxman and Italian xms (though most of the sxious fighting was 

accomplished by the two, now complete, Oxman divisions, and the British wxe nowhxe nex as 
strong as they had been five months exlix), this opxatlon nevxtheless expended irreplaceable 
Oxman and Italian soldiers, tons cf ammunftion, and massive amounts of fuel. All of these assets 
were scarce commodities In Nxth Africa due to the Inability of the Axis to supply their forces 

across the Medltxranean, due to the long land supply route required to bring supplies forward If 
they did xrive In Nxth Africa, and due the theatx's low prixity from the Oxman High 
Command as It was prepxing fx the Invasion Of the Soviet Union. Its strategic main effxt.

InAuffjstof 1941, Rommel's command was designated a panzx (roup, and he now had control 
of two Oxman xmored divisions (the 15th and the renamed 5th Light, now called the 21 St); the 
Oxman 90th Light (fxmed from resources In Nxth Africa and composed of only fox Infantry 
battalions, three artillery battaltons, and anti-tank battalion, and a battalion of 88 mm gims); and 
the six weak Italian divisions of the XX Motxlswl Oxps (of which ♦hree were Investing Tobruk and 
one was serving gxrleon duty.29 in Novembx. while Rommel was In Oxmany on leave and 

consulting with the High Command about anothx assault on Tobruk, the British launched 
Opxatlx Crusadx with seven divisons which Initially pushed thtAxIs forces nexly 100 miles 
back toward Tobruk, but which Rommel blunted at SidI Rezs^. Then Rommel launched his raid 
Into Egypt and the rex of British forces Again, Rommel had stopped the British xd Initiated a 

dxingopxational offensive, but the costs hod been great fx the Desxt Fax, so great that when the 
British began to add reinfxcaments to their attacking fxmatlons In Decembx. the exhausted Axis 
fxmatlons had to withdraw. They did so all the way back to the Oazala line where they had been In 
April.

At this point In the campaign, Rommel should have realized that his purpose of making this 
theotx a strategically offensive one was doomed. Even he admits that the Qermx Hi^ command 
would nevx make his theatx a strategic prIxIty:

Ox demands fx additional fxmatlons wore refused on the grounds that with



the huge demend for transport which the eastern front was making on 
Germany's limited productive capacity, the creation of further motxised 
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' and 
that any large-scale investment of material and troops In that theater would 
pay no dividends.

There can tn no doubt here that Remmel, as theater commander, knew that his campaign would not 
get the support that he needed to moke It a successfully offensive one. Yet, on 1 June 1942, his 

divisions were on the attack again, and this time they would take him to the capture of Tobruk and 
promotion to Field Marsha?!, all the way into Egypt to the outskirts of a small desert town called El 
Alamein, and eventually to tTieir own defeat.

The Battle of El Alamein and the subsequent ratreat of Axis forces was a defeat from which 
Rommel's units never recovered. By 9 November 1942. Rommel's panzer army numbered but 
7,500 fighting troops, ^5 anti-tank guns, 24 anti-aircraft guns, no more than 75 field guns, and 

but 21 tanks. Killed in action numbered 3,000, and wounded numbered 5,4000; nearly 28,000 
Axis soldiers had been taken prisonor.^’ Rommel's forces were bock at Solium, still retreating, 
eventually to Cyrenaica and iiiially in Tunesia, trapped between the Americans in the west and the 
British in the east By 13 November, even Rommel knew that the fi^t was nearly over. In a 
letter to his wife, he wrote:

The bottle 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 en^ superiority. The army is in no way to blame. It 
has fought magnificently.^^

The army had indeed fou(^t 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 Vichy French Tunesia; the army was to ‘hold’ the British, instead, Rommel's 
purpose became the destruction of the British Army and the conquest of North Africa to Include 
Egypt, and it was a purpose that was clearly inconsistent with what the German High Command 
would accepl The German strategic main effort was Operation Barbarossa, the Invasion of the 
Soviet Union. To accomplish Rommel's purpose would hove diverted resources away from this 
main effort, and OKH and OKW would have nothing of it. The result was that Rommel's offensive 
efforts, **ven his magnificently successful ones, did nothing more than wear down his own forces, 
forces that he could not reconstitute effectively.

The world will never know for sure if Rommel could hove acoompliahed the defensive purpose 
of the German H1^ Command, even with his supply difficulties; however, even when outnumbered
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on the battlefteld (as during BattleeKeor O'usader), Rommel's fxces were tactlcaHy defensive 
winners with a supremacy of anti-tank weapons, an inltalty large amount of Infantry suited fx 
defense, and a sense of tacticat mobility that fx outpaced every British x Amxican opponent that 
Rommel faced. Hence, while no cempeign failure Is the result of xly one factx, Rommel’s failure 
to provide a purpose to this force that was consistent with the strategy of the Oxman High 

Command definitely was at least one contributing factx to his defeat This commandx's 
continuous press fx the attack and the destruction of the British in Nxth Africa exhausted his 
forces to the point of being incapable of effective defense. Ten years latx and x the othx side of 
the wxld, anothx Lleutanant Oenaral—this time w Amxican"took command of a coelitix xmy 
that was also X the verge of total defeat Only In this case, the xmy commandxwx.

Bytheendof Decembx 1950, United Nations Forces in Korea had bex soundly defeated by the 

invading, combined forces of the Nxth Korex Peoples Army (NKPA) and the Commxist Chinese 
Army(CCF). TheU.S. Eighth Army had retreated nexly 150 miles down the penninsula, leaving 
tons of military supplies and abandoned weapons In its wake and suffxing thousands of casualties. 
The XCxps.x the eestxn side of Korx, had bax severely mauled by the enemy and forced to 
re-embxk aboard ships to be transpxted south to )oin Eighth Army. Thx,x23 Decembx.the 

commandx of UN forces in Korx, Liwtenxt General Waltx Walkx, wx killed in a jeep 
accktont His raplacamxt wx Lieutenxt General Matthew B. Ridgivay, x Amxicx pxatroopx 
and fxmx commandx of x airbxne divisix and corps In WxW Wx 11.

Flying from Washingtx, Genxal Ridgwa/s first stop wx at the headquxters of Genxal 
MacArthx, Ridgway's immediate commandx. At this Initial meeting. Ridgivay asked MacArthur If 
he wxld have any Xjectix to Ridgomy's attacking, givx the situatlx wx acceptable MacArthur 
replied. The Eighth Army isyoure Do whet yx think best.0n26Decambx,R1dg<vaysxt8 

Genxal Ordx to the Eigtith Army chief of staff that wx to;

... be read X sox X practicable by every officxaxigned, attached to, X 
serving with Eighth Army; and that x ciromistanox pxmit, its text be made 
known to x many of the mx x may be practicable, and made available to 
members of each of our foreign language United Notions oontingxts.
General Ordx: I have with little notice assumed heavy responslbllltlx before 
In battle, but nevx with greater oppxtxltx fx service to our lovX onx 
andour Natkm in beating back a wxld menace which frxmx cannot tolerate.

It is X honored privilege to share this servix with yx and with our 
comrades of the Navy and Air Force. Yx will hove my utmost I shall expect 
yours.

In this first message to his xmy, Ridgway wx providing pxpose; ’Imating bock a wxld



menanca’ Clearly, this general did not Intend to stay on the defensive, but a much more detailed 
attempt at provision of purpose was yat to come.

Oeneral Ridgway arrived in Korea on 27 December and after meeting with South Korean 
President Rhee and assuring him that UN Forces were not going to withdraw from Korea in retreat, 
Rid(^ifay begun a tour of corps and division headquarters. At each command post *R)d;^ay would 
jump from the jeep before it came to a full stop, give a hH^ salute, and say, 'I am not here to get 
real estate—don't give a damn for that I am here to defeat the enemy,' and pointing his finger at 
thegroup infrontofhim.headded.'andyouaregoingtodoit.nowi’ According to Lieutenant 
Colonel Paul Smith, who accompanied Ridgway that day: This performance did not impress most 
of the viewers.Fx the next four days he travelled thorom^wut his command; with every 
opportunity, he emphesized his purpose of pushing the enemy beck, of going on the offense: 'I 
don't want your plans fx defense," was his famous retxt to officers who had fallen into the mood 

ofthetima ‘I want to see yox plan for attack.*^ He spoke with the enlisted men also. What he 
heard from these men drove him to believe that‘this was a bewildered xmy, not sure of itselfx 
its leeders, not sure of whet they were doing hare, wondxing whan they would hex the whistle of 
thethomeboundtranspxt'^^ Whet he hed found was an xmy without knowlege of pxpose and 
definitely not of the splr it needed to launch an offensive.

By 8 January he had completed his initial tox of the command posts and io a lettx to Oenxal 
Lawton Collins, the U.S. Army Chief of Staff, he reported that all his cxps and division 
commanders were of the same mind ‘any meix offensive action x ox pxt would fail and 

probably with heavy losses.... [ Hal concxred in that estimate and put aside the hope... of 
offensive action to inflict losses and gein the initiative. In ordr to restore the confidence of 
his xmy. Ridgway needed to provide it with success, but to get success it needed to fighL At this 
mommt, the Eighth Army had neithx the spirit (motivation) x the skills (direction) to do sa So 
Deneral Ridgway stxted at the foundation: he decided to give it a pxpose.

In deneral Ridihva/s memoirs, he writes:

There was still one greet questtan that Ixked in the minds of the troops, 
and it was basic. That questix was simply this: Why do we fight at all?
What the hall are we doing here, in this Dod-forgottan spot? Back in the 
States some oommentatx had said that in Korea we were fitting the wrong 
wx in the wrong place against the wrong enemy, and that glib generalization 
had made a deep impressixx the men of Eighth Army. One night in my room 
I sat down, and ^ of the deaths of ay own greet faith in ox cause, I 
tried to answx.^^ [emphasis added]

Eighth Army altegedly sent this statement out to ail commanders with instructions that ‘all men In 

all ranks should be given a chance to see iL‘^^ General Ridgway makes some interesting points in



thl** 'Tiemorandum. He writes that the UN Forces are there ‘because of the dscislons of properly 
constituted authorities of our respective governments.' In other words, the UN Forces are 
there because they were ordered there This is. at the least, a simplistic argument, and at the 
worst, a circular one As to an answer to the question of "What are we fighting for?" Rldgway 

offers a seven-paragraph statement that, after much rhetoric and emotional appeal, comes down to 
the conclusion that UN Forces are fighting for Individual freedom vs Communism. When questioned 
about the terseness of his General Ordsr announcing his assumption of command a few weeks 

earlier. General Rldgway had respondBd: ‘American soldiers do not like rhetoria They react with 
either ridicule or Indifference ’ One wonders at the reaction of the soldiers In Eighth Army to 
this rhetoric-filled statement Of purpose?

Roy S. Appleman, a rrtired Army lieutenant colonel. veteran of the Korean war and author of 
an extremely well-reaetr^fAi 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 "l( Is doubtful if most 
men In EIgth Army knew of It" When asked about the memo. General Rld^/ replied: ‘It was not 
a long-studied carefully written statement It was dictated within a few motmwts during a quick 
visit to my rear echelon command post... .It was dictated In about tan minutes.‘ ‘^2 y^is seems to 

conflict with RIdgwey's earlier words that the statement came "out of the depths of my own x«t 
faith In our cause." Was this statement of purpose a seriously thought-out. deeply felt 
foundational document, or was It a ten-minute dictation? This Is an important question In order to 
determine the seriousness of RIdgway s attempt at providing purpose to his army. The very 
ambl^ilty of how much effort and seriousness Rldgway put Into this statement and the doubt that 
many. If any. men In El^th Army ever saw this document, lead to the conclusion that the 

statement was not a provision of purpose to the UN Forces in Korea, because it never reached 

them. How then did General Rldgway. once he cams to the conclusion that‘beating back a world 
menace" was no longer an option, provide purpose to his force? There Is no evidence that he ever

These two case studies Illustrate that providing purpose as a function of leadership is. with the 
exception of some Insignificant or Ineffective speeches and docwnents. neither commander made 
any effective attempt to provide a purpose to his total force that was consistent with that set by 
hi^ strategy. In Rommel’s case, he provided e purpose that. In effect, brought about the defeat 
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 Hlt^Qommand. Inthecaseof 
Rldgway, once he realized that his force was not capable of "beating back a world menace" he made 
an attempt to formulate a purpose fx that force through mass distribution of a memorandum: it



«
apparently never got dtMm to the soWlers and, henoe, 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 'Iwaten back the menace,' and a defensive line nxth of the 38th P«-allel 
stands toda/as the border between South and North Korea, 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 hmv leadership was the combat multiplier that helped him win.

ESTABLISHIN6 DIRECTION

The traditional view of the Desert Rk is one of a sand-covered, bold, desert commander, 
forward with the combat troops, captured dust goggles high on his hot and always urging his panzer 
troops forward in innovative, sweeping, and successful attacks against the slow moving and 

conservative 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 tactical success was due to his ability to establish tactical direction; he 
assigned missions to subordinates with clarity and force, he promoted a set of battlefield values 
through an example of personal courage, he enforced discipline with a strong h»id. «id developed 
new dssart fighting techniques, such as turning the 88 mm. anti-aircraft gun into the most feared 

anti-tank weapon of World War II. However, he failed to establish offlaUigial direction asa 
result of his need to assume personal command of subordinate units on the battlefield, his tendency 
to relieve oommandSTs who did not meet his goals and his failure to provide training to his forces.

General Alfred Oause, Rommel's chief of staff during much of the North Africw campaign, 
wrote the* "as a matter of principle [Rommel] directed operatioTS 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 the reigns of control.
Oause described Rommel leading panzer attacks from the foremost line in a clearly mwked 

command car. sotting the pace and direction of the attack by the speed and direction of his vehicle, 
and making >*ny desired change by instructing the "nearest tank commander to radio the 
appropriate compass direction or some other brief order. This preempting of local 
commanders by Rommel was common. Of his successful attack to occtqjy Cyrenaica in 

liarch-February of 1941. Rommel wrote: "I intended, as soon as the situation permitted, to go up 
to the forward units myself, take over command and personally lead the advaraa on Timini x 
Mechili." In fact he did so. taking command of the operation on the afternoon of 5 April.“^5 |n 

Rommel's wide-sweeping attack rt Oezala in May he "personally led supply and fuel trucks through



a minsfteld gap that he had dtsoovered the do/before, and steered them to 15th Panzer north of 
Rtgel Ridge. He took personal command of Afrik <orps to get his scattered formations together 
again.Again, on 31 Ma/ Rommel personally led the forward Infantry platoon into the British 

Box at Sidl Muftah, and on 5 June, to beet back a British counterattack, Rommel personally led a 

task fxce of SB mm. guns and tanks that thundered north from Bir el Harmat.. .[and]... 
overwhelmed the single battalion Of light Infantry posted as a British left flank guard What
Is readily apparent here Is qqL a commander who believes he <4nuld just be present at the point of 
main effxt to give advice x assist with resources while, at 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 at the main effxt

This method of establishing direction through personal uxnmand of subordinate units reflects 
a commander who lacked trust In his subordinates to accomplish missions given them x lacked 
patience in their accomplishment of the missions. It Is a method that leads to subxdlnate 

commanders being frustrated x pxhaps even unsure of the opxatlonal direction required and 
results in a force that may be unable to fight operationally effectively in the absence of the 

operational commandx. *>10 often exasperated his officers by such changes. He did not know how 
to delegate authxlty; he not xly wanted to do everything himself but he wanted to be 

everywhere.*^ Even Qause, a loyal subordinate, recognized "that the methoddesxlbedhxe was 
inconvenient fx some subordinate commanders because Rommel used to Intxfere in the control of 
Individual units If he thou^t It necessary.One of Rommel's aides writes that "his subxdlnate 
commanders found this a real thorn In the nesh, and resented It blttxly."^® Even at the hl^ 
levels of the Gxman Hl<^ Command (OkW), this difficulty caused by Rommel's methods was 
apparent David Irving, an authx noted fx his xitlcism a( Rommel, quotes Genxal Boderwin 
Keitel, the OKW Chief of Personnel;

But In the Afrika Kxps there Is quite aoothx burden ton that Is the 
general's personality, and his way of expressing it and of giving orders."
Indeed. Rommel frequently issued impossible orders—which nobody could 
take sxiously—and then revoked them immediately. He thought nothing of 
Insulting senlx commanders like Klrchhelm. Courts-mxtlal ordered by 
Rommel mostly aoqulted the officers he charged "It is remxkable that in the 
casec^oneofficx, a battalion commandx in the Fifth Panzx Regiment,"
Bodvewln Keitel commented, "a recommendation fx the Knight's Cross, a 
cowardice charge and his dismissal followed one andthx in the briefest 
interval.®'

Dismissal, like Rommel's personal assumption of command of subordinate units at the front, was 
also not on unusual event

It did not take much to bring Rommel's ire down upon a subordinate. Officers, even genxals.



could find themselves relieved for even the smallest Infractions. Once, finding a sutiordlnate 

general still at breakfast at 6:30 AM. Rommel relieved him and sent him home to Germaiy. ’The 
number cf commanders who failed to meet his standards was, at the beginning, very high, and their 
turnover was great. '52 Following the fallod first attempts to take Tobruk, Rommel set to 

relieving many unit commanders and staff officers. Mitcham writes: “Shortly afterward, both the 
5th Light Division and the 5th Panzer Regiment had new commanders. Indeed, there were almost 
wholesale firings In the higher ranks of the Afrlka ICorps."^^ These relieved commanders had led 
Rommel’s forces from arrival In theater to the gates of Tobruk, and yet, when they foiled to t*e 
this fxtress, Rommel relieved them. Kenneth Macksey sees most of Rommel’s -ellef actions as an 

attempt to shift blame: iHe] ill-treated x abused close collegues and subordinates; and, on too 
many occasslons, he sou^t to find scapegoats rather then shouldr the blame himself.Failure 

can be the fault of subordinates, but In battle It Is more likely the result of a lack of training in 
those subordinates. Relieving them does not solve that fault

Erwin Rommel’s best known quotation Is- “The best fxm oX welfare fx the troops Is 
first-class training, fx this saves unnecessary casualties.‘55 yet. this thought Is more likely a 

lesson that he lexned In Nxth Africa, than one he demonstrated there as an opxatlonal 
commandx. He writes: “Unfxtunetely, I hod nit had the oppxtunlty of training my fxmatlons 
personally before the raid through Cyrenelca, otherwise we would hove measured up much bettx 
to the tasks which faced us at Tobruk.“55 yet it was Rommel who launched the opxatlx through 

Cyrenalca, despite the Instructions of Oxman Hlt;h Oommanl (t was Rommel who took the 
oppxtunlty fx training away from his soWlars.

The results cX Rommel’s failures to establish opxatlonal direction were many. As a result of a 
lack of training prlx to the first assault an Tobruck, the 5th Light Division, losing much of its 
Infantry, suffered consWarably, and the fxtress remained a thxn In Rommel’s side until June of 
1942 when he finally seized 11 Colonel General HaWx, of the Oxman General Staff wrote in his 

diary X 23 April: 'Rapxts from officers coming from this theatx, as well as a personel lettx, 
show that Rommel Is In no w^ equal to his task.... By overstepping his orders, Rommel has 
broo^t about a posltlx fx which ox present supply capabilities ore lnsufflclanL“57 Had he 

tokx the time to train his forces prkr to rushing Into the offensive In March of 1941, he might 
have been able to take Tobruk In 1941, at the end of his Initial attack (as he did latxaftx 
extensive training and preparation of his forces). With Tobruk In hand, three of his six Itallx 
Infxtry divisions (instead of laying selge to the fortress) would hove been free to pxtlclpote 

the defense against the British Crusadx and BattleeDce operations (thus reducing British gains and 
resulting Gxmx losses); the captured supplies In Tobruck would have served to replace those 

lost X needed as a result of his long attack (thus eliminating a Gxman culminating point); and 
Rommel would have had a pxt much closx to the front thet would hove pxmitted fastx xd more



errtctent resupply of ms-army.
The result on the battlerield of Rommel's relief of commanders Is hard to determine. He did 

receive replacements that were more satisfactory to him, but there is no evidence that the 
perfot'mance improvement of the army was a result of these changes in command. Moreover, the 

indicsttons are that these changes in key leadership, all coming at the same time, may have had a 
negative impact on the force. Immediately following most of these reliefs from command (after the 
failure to take Tobruk), the British launched their successful counter-offensives that sent 
Rommel's forces reeling back to Oazaia.

The impact of Rommel's nearly constant presence on the battlefield and his taking over 
personal command is relatively easy to assess. On the tactical level, these actions had extremely 
positive impacts (especially 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 Oazaia battle, criticized Rommel for being always at the front, unable to be reached, and 
influenced too much by local events.^ In Cordier's view, ’leading from the front had its 

drawbacks. The impact of local successes or failures upon Rommel's dscisions wr often way out of 
proportion to the total battlefield picture.Another negative impact of this presence on the 
battlefield was, ironically, that ’every unit commandsr and every man knew that in the most 
difficult situetions, and no matter how hem^ the fire was, Rommel would appear in person and 
would master the situation.’^ The irony is that the tactical elements of the Panzer Army began to 
depend on Rommel for success no mattr how difficult the battle or operation. It is not suprising 

that the greatest successes of the British, therefore, commenced whan Rommel was unable to be on 
the battlefield due to absences in Osrmany or sickness (i.&, Operation Crusader, the Battle of Alam 
Haifa Ridge, and Montgomery's offensive from El Alamein). Perhaps no one dsscribed this 
situation beHer than Rommel who. In a 5 March 1941 letter that is eerily prescient, wrote to his 
wife Too much depends on my own person and my driv'ng power.Like Rommel, Matthew 
Ridgway also hod ’driving power,’ which he used to establish direction iu his army so that it could 
wia

Of the four functions of leadership, providing direction was definftely the one function M. 
which General Matthew Rid;^lr8yeKcslled. As seen in the proceeding analysis of how Ridgway 
attempted to provide purpose to his force, an attempt on Ridgwa/s part to restore the fighting 
spirit throui^ formal mathods (i.& memorandums or general orders) or informal means (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 \outfvness and ability to fi^, 
needed little in the way of ideological inspiration... .’^2 order to get that ’tou(^mess and



abMtty to fight,* he ensured a command presence on the battlefield without giving up operational 
command and control, established standard tactical operating procedures, and directed that 
operations take place so that there was low risk and high pay-off in xmmd gained and low 
casualties.

Rid(pva/ established direction not by taking command of subordinate units, as Rommel did, but 
rather by ensuring that his subordinate commanders knew the standards expected and by ensuring 
that those subordinates maintained those standards down the chain of command

The leadership I found in many instances sadly lacking, and I said so out 
loul The unwillingness of the army to forgo certain creature comforts, its 
temerity atxxit getting off the scanty roads, its reluctance to move without 
radio or telephone contact, and its lack of imagination in dealing with s foe 
whom they soon outmatched in firepower and dominoed in the air and on the 
surrounding sees—these were not the fault of the 61 but of the policy makers 
at the top. I'm afraid my language in pointing out these faults wos often 
impolite.®^

He ensured that his corps and division commandsrs knew tha standards by telling them face to face. 
Hespentmostof his day out with them and during this time he passed to them his standards; 
subsequent visits allowed him to check to see if those commanders were meeting the standards. For 
example, on 4 February 1951, he convened a corps commandsrs' conference in which he again 
emphasized the need for continuous training of the troops, better coordination of artillery fire 

beween adjacent units, and more emphasis on the taking of high ground.^"^ These were some of the 
things he had bean trying to establish in units fx the past month, his first month of command 
After telling his subordinates about the standards, he ensured that they got out on the ground and 
enforced them too. He wanted division commanders *up with their forward battalions, and corps 
commanders to stay with their engaged regiments.The important difference between this and 
Rommel's situation is that here the commanders were checking and enforcing standards, 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, fx these led to success in combat fx soldiers, imit confidence an the battlefield, and, 
ultimately. Army success in the campaign.

One way to ensure that units meet standards and comply with directions is to observe units 

personally. «Rldgwa/did much of the time. Howevx, Ridgwa/realized, as pxhaps Rommel did 
not, that he could not let this personal observatkin get in the wa/ of his requirement to mxitx the 

entire Army's compliance with directions. Initially, he couM not accomplish this because of the 
pox quality of this repxting;

This sxt of slipshod reporting, indicative of complacency, x inadequate



supervision, x Insufficient staff visits to front-line units was unfxglvable 
In my book. If I was to maintain proper control of this army. r:;ports to my 
headquarters were to be complete, truthful, and specific, with no glossing 
over of unpleasent facts and with sufficient details Included to enable me to 
draw swift and proper conclusions.®®

In xder to get the Infxmatlon he needed, one of the first standards that he directed was that the 

division and corps commanders give him reports that would 'be specific in giving the locations and 
movements of all friendly units. Vague and carelessly worded reports, without dates, without 
times, without circumstanclal details.. .could lead to foul-ups as serious as any that might be 
caused by enemy action.Through these directed, accurate reports, then, Ridgwe/ could 
continue to maintain his presence on the battlefield and maintain control ovx his army.

The second standard upon which Rldgway insisted was mutual support between units. At the 

time he had two corps (I and IX Corps) on the ground and one (X Corps) still afloat. His 
assessment was that the corps were working Independently rather than cooperating; In order ta get 
that he directed “Intimate contact, patrols and everything [because] the lack of cooperation 
between adjacent units was deplxable.^® While he recognized that he did not have sufficient tr(»p 
strength to 'man a solid line across the peninsula,' he dW 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.Besides the tactical and operational defensive benefits such procedures provided, there 
was a cohesion that developed under such circumstances, a teamwork that built spirit and led to 
motivation.

The third standard procedure that Ridgway directed was the securing of high ground Fx 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 roads on which U.S. forces Invariably attacked or mxe 
frequently, were forced to retreat Ridgway directed that an attacking unit would 'seize the high 
ground along Its route...(take] advantage of It.. .(end) get off Its bloody wheels »d put shoe 

leather to the earth to get Into the hills and among the scrub and meet the enemy where he 
lived“70 This direction, while It slowed attack speed and forced tactical attacks against small 
enemy units with on Initial terrain advantage, was a much more secure way of operating fx Ixge 
units (battallx and higwr): It reduced risk to the fxmatlon from ambush and facilitated the 
tIeIng in with adjacent units that wore attacking In parallel fxmations, and thus concentrated 
friendly opxatlonol strength.

In ordx to Increase operational security and build cxfidence, Ridgway directed that units 
develop defended potiol bases from which patrols reinforced with quad-.50 callbx machinegun 
anti-aircraft weapons ‘ranged fx and wide in pursuit of Nxth Korean units and guxrlllas and 
gradually destroyed them In the rex and flank areas of the X Cxps in the central cxrldx" of



Korea.^ ^ Besides the otivious tactical .M4jnty 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 as a 

football team does in practice before a gama As the patrols won firefight after firefight and as 
soWlers saw the benefits of secwing high ground and using their inherently superior firepower, 
the soldiers became more confidant and tougher ptrysicany. They became reedy for ’the big game: ’ 
the push north.

The first ’push’ mH^it more likely be characterized as a ’small shove,’ for It was designed as 
a large reconnaisance in force in I 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 belanca; (3) 
demonstrate some of the tactical principles he had been directing; and (4) build confidence in his 
troops and commanders. He praceedad the operation with air support from twenty-four B-26 
bombers and 126 fighter planes for a period of forty minutes prior to the movement of forces, and 
of significant note are his instructions to the commander of I Corps who would supervise this first 
offensive mission al Ridgway's command

I expect that bydark today [IS January 1951], or at the latest on 16 
Januai y, this operation will be completed and participating forces pulled back 
to within cloae supporting assistance of your corps.

I desire to caution you against permiting a situation to develop which 
would demand commitment of additional ma^or elements to extricate your 
forces. The preventative for this is reconnaissance, ground and air, but 
particularly ground Large :iacale exploitation, if opportunity occurs, will be 
on Army order only.

These are not the orders that might be expected from Rommel in his initial operation. Instead, 
Ridgmy wants to ensure success with minimum risk, and success is what he gt^. I Corps reported 
that the Wolfhound Task Force had moved to the southern edge of Suwon and returned with oniv 

four friendly killed and six wounded In contrast, enemy casualties numbered 195 killed and 5 
prisoners from ground action and 1, 180 killed from air action. Ridgway's procedures of using 
coordinated firepower. mutual support of units, seizure of high ground, and accurate reporting 
hod 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 Thimdarbolt was to be an operation similar to Wolfhound but on a much larger 
scale, and the forces: used were to stay in position once they reached their objectives. Both I and IX 
Corps were to participate, beginning on 25 Jimuary. with an armor-reinforced infantry division



and attached Republic of Korea (ROK) regiment from each corps. Rldguvay planned Thunderbolt as 
a ooxdinated operation in which army firepower would cover the advancing infantry as they 
secured each of their objectives In turn and push the enemy out of their prepared positions and 
Into the open where air support would kill them7^ Within six de^, 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 
dh isions; 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, overlooking the 
approaches to Seoul, between forty and fifty miles from the starting point of Operation 
Wolfhound‘s^

Two important aspects of Thunderbolt are valuable for this stud/ of operational leadership. 
First, not only had Ridgwa/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 brou(^t about this success were, for the first time under Ridgway’s command, truly combined 
units: the Turkish Brigade, and the Greek and French battalions fou^t alongside of American and 
South Korean soldiers. Ridgway had definitely established direction at the operational level.
Donald Knox and Alfred Coppel described Thunderbolt as 'an enormous, deadly snow plow' with 
which the UN was serving notice that It had regained the Initiative and Intended to keep It 
However, in the central cxrldor 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 Cxps. Planned In amjuctlon 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 Hongchan; the ROK 5th Division on the rH^t (east)... to attack 
toward the same objectiva' 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^^

On the evening of 11 February and early 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 5th and 3d Divisions 
were hit hard alsa^^ Most of the heavy fighting was In the vicinity of the town of Hoengsong. l!N 
losses between 11 and 13 February numbered 18,360 soldiers (including 112 from the 
Netherlands battalion and Its commander), forty-seven howitzers, six tanks, and hundreds of 
trucks.®® According to an investigation directed by General Almond, commander of X Cxps, 'the 
cause fx the heavy losses In equipment and personnel from the forces provided by the 2d Divisix 
. . was the sudden and complete rout and disintegratix of the 8th ROK Dlvisix which came with



Ittle X no wxnlng... .* The investtgrtlon further recommended that *no US untts be Intermingled 
with ROK units in the future.'®' But neither General Ridgwa/ nor General Almond could take 
time to be worried about the future, the Chinese attacks had pushed back the X Corps fifteen miles 
and had cut off and surrounded the 23d Regimental Combat Team (RCT) and the French Battalion at 
a town colled Chipyong-ni.

Appleman sees the battle at Chipyong-ni as the timing point fx X Oxps in its attempts to 
regain the initiative. Fox battalions of the 23d RCT and the French Battalion were sxrounded and 
attacked between 13 and 15 February by the CCF 126th, 125th, 119th, and 115th divisions 

while the CCF 116th olvision attacked a task force from the 5th Cavalry Regiment trying to 

relieve the encircled force.The commandx of the 23d RCT, the commanding genxal of 2d 
Division (23d RCT's parent division), and General Almond all wanted to withXaw the 23d RCT, 
Genxal Ridgway refused to allow it "Rid(pray said hie was detxmined to hold Chipyong-ni, tfie 
hinge between IX and XCxps, even if he hod to send all of Eighth Army reserves and pxt of the IX 

Cxps into the battle there to do sa Ridgway's refusal to withXaw the 23d RCT should not have
come as a suprise to anyone; for weeks Ridgwey had been directing that units wxk hard to remain 
tiedinx their flanks. If he hod allowed the withdrawl of the 23d RCT, he would hove opened a 

huge gap between two of his cxps and Invited the Chinese to penetrate his main line of defense, get 
into the rex of IX and/x X Cxps and pxhops bring about the final destructtm of Eighth Army. 
Now that he nexly had operational initiative, RMgway could not afford to pxmit such a defeat.

The 23d RCT and its French Battalix,suppxted by a battalion of 105 mm howitzers, a 
battery of xtl-airxaft machineguns, a battery of 155 mm howitzers, a Rangx company, a 
platoon of the 2d Medical Company, and B Company of the 2d Enginex Battalion, conducted 
agressive patrolling to locate enemy forces, closely coordinated their xits' defensive fires, called 
X air sxties fx both supply and fires, and held out xtil 16 February when the beseiged force 
was finally relievel Ridgmy suppxted them with countless airstrikes and gave X Cxps 
additional maneuvx forces, to include the 1st Mxine Divisix, to put pressure x the 
sxrounding Chinese. In the end, Ridgway's decisix proved cxrect: UN losses fx the battle 

numbered but 404 of all kinds; Chinese losses numbered 'x the ordx of 5,000 casualties in 
killed X wounded.*®^ But there is more of significance to this battle thx body count The Battle 
of Chipyong-ni demonstrated that Rid|^lray's standards of closely coordinated xits, aggressive 
patrolling, and use of massive indirect fire suppxt matched with cxfidance could win tactically 
and maintain the operationel initiative against evx overwhelming Chinese odds. Eighth Army's 

xits did not have to rx south now whx fxing the Chinese, evx whx they were in strength. 
Indeed, nxth was the directix in which Eigth Army would cxtinue to move.

Rid^ivay's next majxoperatix wasOperatixKillx. It began x 21 February in the midst of 
raid rains and a lot of mud The pix xlled fx three divisions from the IX and X Cxps to attack to



envelope ml destro/ enemy forces in a pocket formed by cities of Hoengsong, Pyongchang. and 
Wonju. 1st 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 ROKI Oxps and ROK III Corps would 

protect the ri^t ml left flanks, respectively.®^ One of Ridgwa/’s last messages to his two 
participating corps commanders was to warn them that "they must not bypass any hostile fxce of 
sufficient strength to jeopardize the safety of your forces,"®^ By 4 March the attacking divisions 

had reached their last objectives. The mud and rain had slowed their attack appreciably, and some 
of the enemy had north, t>ut for the first time since the UN forces begain fighting in 

Korea, they had a solW line, with no gaps, no appreciable guerrilla resistance behind them, and no 
soft spots ^ Now Ridgway had, at the operational level, what hehadbeendirectinghis tactical 
commanders to develop; security of the force throu^ coordinated positions and fires, but it is 
important to note how he had gotten it throu^ a series of operations that were set^tially more 

difficult with each operation.
The first offensive operation that Ridgway conducted was Operation Wolfhound, which was 

essentialV one regimental combat team conducting a short reconnaissance in force and returning 
to its start point The next operation was "Thundarbolt" Here, Ridgway directed two divisions, 
one each from I and IX Corps to do a much stronger and more aggressive reconnaissance in force 

that becane » all-out attack. After Operation Thunderbolt, came the abortive ‘Roumkjp* which, 
under its original conception was, even without the dlsasterous attachment of US Forces to ROK 
divisions, even more complex because in Roundup, two divisions wore converging on exterior lines 
to envelope an enemy force. However, even "Roundup* provided success at the operational level as 

a result of the bottle of Chipyong-ni. Operation Klllsr was Ridgwa/s next effort and his most 
complex to date. Here were three U .S. Divisions (one a Marine Division) operating on exterix 

lines to envelope and destroy an enemy force while allied cxps protected the flanks of the 
opxatlon. Through this seqi 'vitlal inxeose in complexity, Rid»^ was training his xmy and 
accomplishing his opxational goals, much as a prizeflghtx s managx puts his charge against 
increasingly tou^ and bettx boxers. With eech effxt, the oontendx gains in knowledge and 
expxience without being too damaged to continue his quest fx the chempionship. Fx Ridgway and 
Ei^th Army, the championship fi^t was about to begin: the crossing of the Han Rivx and the 

retaking of Seoul.
The crossing of the Hon Rivx by Eighth Army and the retaking of the South Korean capital, 

were, in themselves, not the reasons for Eighth Army's success in Korea Howevx, they were the 

results of that success. The retaking of Seoul, while not opxationolly Impxtant, was politically 
impxtant, fx its capture would symbolize of the retxn of the South Korean govxnment to 
control. The crossing of the Hon Rivx was significant both militxlly and psychologically because 
it was the final physical bxrix fx Ei^th Army in its return to its stxting position at the



beginning of the war. The Eighth Army had made the ground It had lost, regained, and then 
lost again. For Ridgway, these two actions were the summit of the leadership mountain he had 
begun to climb upon his arrival In Korea three and a half months earler:

I had planned this action [Operation Ripper] personally on Sunday evening,
February 18.. .and had outlined It to the Commanding Oenerals of the US IX 
andXOxpsandofthe IstHarlneOlvIskn. It may be noted that this 
resumption of the offensive was the final Implementation of the plan I had 
nourished from the time of my talcing command of the Eighth Army—and had 
done so. It may be said. In the face of a retreat-f^chology that seemed to have 
seized every commander from the Chief on down.^

The operation was joint, combined, and operatlonel. While traditionally, crossings of the Han had 
Qccured northwest of Seoul, this time the crossings, by the 25th Division of I Oxps, would be 
fourteen to eighteen miles east of the city. The remainder of I 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 area to prevent the enemy from 
moving reinforcements south—and arlal attadcs were mads In coordination with other deceptive 
actions. The operation began with the ROK I stDIvIstan making assault crossings as 
diversionary feints west of Seoul while the 2^th Infantry and the Turkish Brigade sent reoon 
patrols across the river. The operation lasted from 6 to 16 March with the 25th Infantry 
Division and its supporting artillery and armor forces doing most of the mator fighting "The 
division had 58 men killed, 333 wounded, and 7 missing In action fx a total of 398 combat 
casualties During the same period there were more than 3,000 counted enemy dead and an 
estimated 8,338 enemy casualties overall In the 25th Division sector.^ 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 ai^ance, now called Operation 
Rugged, had reached and crossed the 38th Parallel to establish a solid line of defense at what 
Ridgomy called Phase Line Kansas and what was essentially the fxthest north UN Forces 
progressed by intent It was that day that Oeneral Ridgway was made Commander in Chief Fx East 
Commend, to replace the relieved Oeneral MacArthur.

Much of Oeneral Ridgway's operational success we the result of his ability to establish 
direction fx his force. While spending a lot of time with subordinates, he nevx supplanted them 
by taking personal command of their formaticns. He recognized that he had to set new standards in 
his xmy, and he did sa Then, through his monitxing of pxfxmanoe, he ensured oxecutlon of 
those standards. Finally, buildingx the resultsoftheastablishment of those standards, he 
directed a sxies of sequentially more compleK and difficult operations that built upon success to 
gain pxatlonal objectives and ultimately success fx his force.



Clearly, the establishment of direction as a leadership function was important to the 

operatlonol success of Ridgwa/'s army. For Rommel's forces, his techniques of establishing 

dlrectton were primarily xlented at the tactical levels where they were successful. Howevx, by 
their very nature of short term. tactical success, they predicated tong*term. operational failure 
Hence. It Is clear from these two case studies that the establishment of direction is an Important 
function of operational leadership, ior It evidently directly (b'lves success or failure of the 

operational force

0ENERATIN6 flOTIVATION

Sir John Hacket. In the Introduction to WoT Heckmann's book. Rommel's Wx In Africa, wrote 

that Rommel *could inspire troops to follow him to a degree few hove equaled, and no one was 
more willingly followed by troops. They understood him as thoroughly as he (mderstood them. He 
led, as all good leaders [do], from the inside. ^ According to U.S. Army doctrine the function of 
generating motivation at senior levels is one that (reates moral force through a proper ethical 
perspactiva, a postive command climate and a sense of unit that brings about an 'unshakable 
cohesion.If Rommel was such an Inspirational leader and leadership is such a powerful 
combat multiplier, than how could his xmy lose? This occurred because, while Rommel was 
indeed a most effective tactical motivator throu(^ his personal contact with soldiers and the legend 
that grew up around him, he failed to develop a solid cohesion with the Italians, and Ms command 
climate, especially with his subordinate commanders, was not sufficiently positive to reinforce 
the motivation he generated by his personal presence. In short, he did not generate motivation at 
the operational level.

Rommel led almost totally by example. Heotethesamefoodashis men. travelled in an open, 
tracked command vehicle, slept under a canvas, and placed himself In the 'beaten zone* along with 
Ms soldiers. Quoting a war reporter, David Irving provides a stiring portrait of Rommel's 
relationship with his soldiers: Rommel radiates a 'strange magic strength ,* meets his soldiers 
'men to man' using their language, praising them, encouraging them, offxi.'^g suggestions, and 
making 'compHcated subjects easily comprehensible to them.'^^ This nearly constant and 
familiar presence on the battlefield with his men produced a rapport with them: German soldiers 
under his command were Inspired to a devoted loyalty end a fierce pride In battle, whether win, 
lose, X draw.*^ This was the result of seeing Rommel as one of themselves. In doing that, they



saw that If 8 Flaid Marshall couW survive on a dangarous battlefield, could beat the enemy when 

outnumbered or suprlsed. oouM even lose but come bade 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 
win alsol In some small. Inexplicable way they became field marshalls” toa

His commandars might grumble, but his troops loved him. They were not a 
hand-picked elite, but somehow he gave them the feeling that they were 
Major Friedreich Wilhelm von Mellenthen. the amiable cavalry officer who 
was his new Intelligence officer. put it like this; “Between Rommel and his 
troops there was that mutual understanding that cannot be explained wd 
analy28d. but which is the gift of the gods... The men knew that Rommel' 
was the last man Rommel spared; the/ saw him In their midst, and they felt.
•This Is our leader!' He knew how to make them feel somehow Immortal.”

However. soldiers are not Immortal. and units can loae 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, a general such as Rommel was a rarity for the Italians: they rarely saw any sort of general 
officer on the battlefield, yet here was a Field Marshal coming onto the battlefield. They relished 

the brus^jeness with which he treated those of the porky and Indlfftrent Italian generals who fell 
afoul of him.” ^ Not only did he dlsllks the Italian generals he had In his panzer army, but he
also refused to accept that he was under the command of the Italian Supreme Command, and he had
little time for conservative, command-from-the-reer 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 
Italian hl^ command who controlled of supply priorities for his theater of operations. ”The 
Panzer Army contained approKlmately two Germans for every one Italian (82.000 to 

42,000)iyet] djring the month of August [ 19^2] the German element of the Panzer Army 
received 8.200 tons of supplies (32 X of requirements) while the Italian elements of the Panzer 
Army, the Italian troops In Libya and the civilian population received 25,700 tons (800 tons of 
which were for civilian needs).If an operational commander Is fighting as part of a coalition, 
he must ensure a cohesive entity that Includes his coalition partners. Rommel evidently dW that 
on the tactical level with Italian soldiers. However, there Is no evidence that he did so with more 

senior officers at the operational level. and some evidence that he did or said things that made such 
cohesion extremely unlikely with harmful results for his campelgn. In Kenneth Mackse/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.”9® In his decision to abandon Cyrenalca In the winter retreat of December 1941 -January



1942. Rommel totally split with his Italian Allies, in tlactcse/s view, Rommel's ’acrimonious" 
relationship with his allies was one of his "failings In high command* that negatively affected his 
army.^^ Rommel fell short not only with his allies, but often also with his own officers.

This monograph has alreatV 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 ma/have been much more pervasive It may have been one 
that 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 treatment of anybody who displayed lade of 
Initiative. OutI Back to Qrmany they went at once."*®® Kenneth Macksey also cites Lieutenant 
Colonel (later Lieutenant General) Slegirled Wcstphal, who served as Rommel's operations 
officer. In the relation (tf an armecdote when Rommel refused to permit the medical transfer of one 
of his officers for a doctor-certified heart problem: That Is out of the questloa You are looking 
all rH^t and standing upright This theatre of war will only be left In a horizontal position on a 
stretcher. * * ® * Yet Rommel, himself, would leave North Africa for medicol attention on at least 
two separate occasions. Certainly, such dsmonstrated lack of considaratlon for st^dlnates- - 
along with the threat of Immediate relief If falling to execute as Rommel 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 tacticol motivalor of soldiers, he lacked the ability to 
generate motivation at the operatlonel level. Did this failure result In his defeat? Again, 
attrlbutng his operatlonel defeat to one factor Is probably an overstatement; however, It is clear 
that his failure to produce an effective working relationship with the Italian High Command and 
their generals In the theater probably affected the prioritization of supplies that came Into the 
theater. Additionally, the command climate that he established with his own stdxrdinates. while 
affective In the short term, did not contr.bute to a lasting loyalty or support of his alms If he was 
not present As an example, note the words fhom a letter written by Rommel's aids to his wife 
describing his visit to the 10th Panzer Division after their victory at Kasserlne against the 
Americans:

You should hove seen their eyes IH^t up as he suddenly appeared. Just like the 
old days, among the very foramost 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 weary, 
but he was happier than at any time since Langarone: It was like being a 
platoon leader all over again.

Inexplicably, he now turned and drove back to Kasserlne Pass. Without 
Rommel on the scene, all the fire and Impetus went out of the Tenth Panzer's



advance. 102

That was the problem: for Rommel, leading was “like being a platoon leader all over again.* 
Without his presence, leadership failed, and at the operational level of leadership, Roi:imel was 
hardly ever "present." Matthew R1d(^lm/, however, was present at the operational level.

Throughout much of Matthew Rid|^ray‘s army career, he had little experience with troops and 
units that lacked spirit and motivation. U.S. Army paratroopers are characteristically motivated 
by their very nature. However, when he arrived in Korea, he found an army that was dispirited; 
*having been defeated so decisively by the Chinese, the Ei(^th Army's unit commanders now talked 
of retreet and even withdrawal* from Koree altogether. ^ As discussed above, one of Ridgway's 
initial techniques at establishing direction was on emphasis to his subordinate commanders on 
attacking the Chinese rather than running from them. "But the old feeling died hard When Colonel 
[William] Kelleher, commanding the 35th 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?" ’
Clearly this was an army that lacked a lot of things, and motivation was definitely one of them. 
General Ridgwa/ 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 battlefield, and by being very careful about how he relieved subordinates who clearly could 
not function effectively. In following this process—in conjunction with his efforts to establish 

di'^ion—General Matthew Ridway, almost totally by himself, produced a fighting spirit in his 
sotdiers and their commanders and a driving motivation in the Eighth Army that brought it all the 
war back to the 38th Parallel and beyond.

General Ridgway knew, like all men who Iwve been in combat, that "fighting spirit is not 
something that can be described or spelled out to you. An experienced commander can feel it 
through all hts senses, in the posture, the manner, the talk, the very gestures of the men on the 
fighting front"' In ordr to get a sense of this fH^tting spirit, he sot 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 sergeanton up, seemedunresponsive, reluctant to answer my questions. Even their gripes 
had to be dragged out of them and information was provided glwnly, without the alertness of men 
whose spirits are hi^."*^^ His assessment became clear: the Ei(^th Army lacked the motivation 
necessary to take the fi(^t to the enemy and win. Now his job was to restore that motivation.

Restoring the motivation of Eighth Army became even more difficult when, within five days of 
Ridgway’s arrival in Korea, the Chinese began their 3d Phase Offensivei Inside of eight days, the 
Chinese had pushed the Eighth Army out of Seoul, across the Han River, and south nearly fifty



miles. RIdgws/ realized that he had to te*lng his army together, to form It Into a cohesive force 
that had confWenca In fact, for RIdgwa/ 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:

I was still much concerned with restoring theArmy's fighting spirit, a 
quality that cannot be imposed from above but must be cultivated in every 
heart, from private on up. It is rooted, I believe, 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 th^ nobod/ gives a damn about him, and that he has 
only his own resources to depend on. Americans, I think, are often more 
self-sufficient than soldiers of other nations. But still they need help in 
cultivating that assurance that they belonato a group thp* will return their 
loyalty no matter whet danger threatens.

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

LIkeRommel, Ridgway commanded a coalition force. Unlike Rommel's force, though, this 
coalition was much more multinational. Units ranging from brigade to company in size came into 

Rldgwa/s army from all over the world: from Greece, Turkey, the Netherlands, Greet Britain, 
France. Thailand. Austrailia, New Zealand. Uie Philippines. Belgium, Canada. India, and even 
Sweden. These forces numbered 21,855 soldiers, and the ROK soldiers augmenting US divisions 
(l.ft KATUSA, which stood for Korean Augmentee to United States Army) numbered another 
13.475. ’ Hence, within El(^th Army proper, nearly twenty percent of Rldgwa/s soldiers 

were not Americans. In ordr 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 regard themselves as something far superior to on emergency Improvisation.* * of 
course, each of these units had their own special requirements (ea customs, diet. reWionships 
between officers and enlisted men), but Ridgway made It a major goal for himself and his staff to 
ensure that the problems were fixed, the requirements handled, and that these multi-national 
units felt a port of the Eighth Army teem. Even during times of crisis and important action. 
General Ridgway took time out to ensure that this sense of cohesion was maintained; “during the 

heavy action at the beginning of Operation Ripper* he took time to attend the funeral of Lieutenant 
Colonel den Ojdsn, the Netherlands Battalion Commander killed at Hoengson on 11 Feoruary. ’ ^ ^



In addition to these many small internatlonat contingents, Ridgwa/ also had been given command of 
all ROK units in Korea; these amounted to 249,815 soldiers, over half of his total combat 
power. ^ ^ ^ Ridgwty fully understood the sigr ificance of these numbers, and he made sure that his 
American corps commanders, who had been given ROK divisions as part of their corps, understood 
the significance too; When Ridgway discovered “that the ROK commanders of the ROK 8th, 3d, and 
5th divisions, which were attached to X Oxps were very resentful' of their treatment in X Corps, 
he gave a “heart-to-heart talk' to the X Corps chief of staff. Colonel John S. Guthrie, and he 
directed that Oeneral Almond correct the situation.' ’ 2 general Ridjpiw/ clearly was emphasizing 

the importance of his coalition partners here, and this emphsis was all part of building cohesion. 
Another part cf generating motivation Is the Improvement of morale, and as was the case of 
Rommel, Ridgway's physical presence on the battlefield contributed to this alsa

Like Rommel, when Rldi^iwy went forward, his staff had to fill in for him on many problems. 
But unlik., Rommel, apparently Ridgway could both spend time forward to exercise leadership, 
maintain control and knowledge of the overall picture (throu(^ the accurate reporting that he 
Instituted and maintained), and complete his required administratfve tasks (usually at night at his 
tactical command post). Oeneral S.L A Marshall throughout his years of service witnessed 
hundereds of commanders from all leveU of command. Additionally, he was able through his 
assignment as a battle historian to interview thousands of soldiers after battles His comments, 
about General Ridgwey and motivation are revealing. He described Rldgway 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* thrombi a nearly constant forward presence with his 
divisions ^^ Flying !n light observation planes and riding In an open jeep, Rldgway, like 
Rommel. seemingly was everywhere. Unlike Romniel, thou^, he was not there to take command; 
Rldgway was there to encourage, to assist, sometimes even to prod a bit At Munsan-ni on 23 
March, Rldgway 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 
oommander,Brigad1er Franks. Bowen, Jr. landed, it was In a deep mud puddle. “Sombody reached 
down to help him up, and the tardy general was more chagrined than suprised to see it was the 
Army Commander “ * ’ ^ During Operation Ripper, Rldgway landed at least twice, once to walk with 
lead elements of an infantry unit as It “worked its way up the valley of the Pukhan River* and 
again at Chunchon where he accompanied a I st Cavalry Division engineer petrol checking out a 
major bridge for enemy demolition charges. * * ^ Always carrying an extra pair of gloves to give to 
some soldier who had lost his, Rldgway, 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 I Corps 
Artillery Commander, was the “finest soldier I ever served with. [He] had ability to inspire



confUtenca*'
Of more significance are the words of two parents of soWiars who served In El<^th Army and 

who wrote to RWgway. Mrs. Margaret Vlsco described the Improved morale of her son and the 
better food and dlxlpllne of which he wrote her; Mrs. Violet Meyer wrote of Rldgpray's being "such 

a wonderful man to the boys, regardless of whet branch of thesei vice they were serving."’
Any commander who hes received such letters knows that he Is Ding the right thing when It comes 
to leadership. If the morale of his soldiers Is so good that their parents can recognize it and feel 
like they should write him, he knows that he is achieving success. However, all dW not always go 

well InEIgthArmy. Like Rommel, Ridgway had to relieve subordinates, but unlike Rommel, 
Rldihvay took a different tack when Ding sa

Had It been Erwin Rommel taking over the EH^th Army in December of 1950, many, many 
commanders and staff offlcors 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 at establishing 
direction and generating motivation; he had initially decided to relieve his 63 for his pessimistic 
and negative attitude, but decided to defer that action for a couple of months. ” ^ That 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 D [ is] to build confidence, and 

then you allow it to grow."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 commandr to place in ch«:ge. ’

How can one determine what the results of RWgway's attempts at generating motivetion in 
Eighth Army? The results are more than the ground gained in the series of offensive operations 

that foHowed first three weeks of command. Roy Appleman, 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 Korean war. Almost without exception, all who had 
any opinion at alK and most of them did) said that Ridgway made the 
difference 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 spirit 
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 ,
American troops in retrieving the military honor of the United States ’ ^ ’

To D this Ridgway had to make an assessment of the army's motivation. What he found was that it 
lacked the spirit needed to remain on effective fighting forca To improve that spirit, he set about, 
as he established direction, to build cohesion in the force, to be a physical presence on the



bsttlenehl to improve morale, and to construct a command climate In which subordinates had the 
opportunity to learn and then d monstrate that they were capable of holding their positions. If 
they couM not. he relieved them, but the most Important factor was alwa/s the morale and 
effectiveness of his army.

For both Rommel and Rid;^, generating motivation was an important task, and they both 
spent a lot of time forward with their soWfers and units doing so. For Rommel, however. that 
motivation was at the tactical level, and he was a master of creating it Ironically, becaue he was 
so good at motivating soldiers at the tactical level. motivation at the operational level suffered His 
failure to develop a cohesive force that was supported by his Italian allies led to his ultimate 
defeat Rid|^lray, on the other hand, went to great 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 Throu(|t Rldgwe/s almost 
singlehanded efforts and his ability to affect his army through his st^xrdlnate commanders, he 
produced an effective and motivated army.

SUSTAININO THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE OROANIZATION

In an analysis of Rommel’s and Ridgway's attempts to sustain their armies' effectiveness, that 
neither man’s total effxt was successful becomes clear. However, though most of Ridgway’s 

efforts proved fruitless, or even counter-productive, he was able to sustain force effectiveness 
through the provision of direction In tactics. In Rommel’s case, the best that the evidence shows is 
a benign neglect on the part of the Desert Fox for su. aining the effectiveness of his army.

Oeneral Oause 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.' * the evidence shows, however, is
that Erwin Rommel paid scant attention to supply and failed to emptmsize preventive medical 
actions In his command As a result, his forces consistently lost strength over time in relation to 
their opponents and eventually 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' 23 changing the direction of an attack may be as simple as making a radio 
call or directing the force to 'follow me,' the planning, coordinating, and moving of tons of



supplies to support an army engaged in an operation takes time and are not actions easily changed 

in the middle of an operation. Rommel ma/ 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 Oarman 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 
Eg/pt, the Suez, and East Africa, but when asked by Colonel Oeneral Franze HaMer, the chief of the 
General Staff, how he would si^iply and feed thse forces, Rommel replied ‘That's quits Immaterial 
tome. That’s your pigeon.-*24 in reference to the campaign of 1942, Rommel admits that he 

*had made tremendous demands* on his xmy but was unable to overrun Alamein not because of a 
lack of will but because his 'sources of supply had (k'ied up—thanks to the idleness and muddle of 
the supply authorities on the mainlanl** 25 Rommel, as tha operational commander, failed to 

think about the results of his -demands' when it was clear that he wcjld not hove sufficient 
supplies on hand to sustain his army’s operations over the long term. In fact, success did qqI 
depend on will; It depended on ar effective force, and a mechanized/motorized force without fuel, 
ammunition, food, and water was not en 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 well as to those men above him in the German chain of command.

During the first battles of Cyrenaica, the 5th Light Division reported to Rommel that it was 
low on fuel and would hove to pause to refuel. Rommel toW the division s commondar to 'sort it out 
yourself....I couldn't care less. We are not going to let the chance of a victory slip on the 
rodiculous pretext that you hove no more fuel.* * 26 jhij response is mind-boggleing coming from 
en officer whom history notes as a foremost mechanized commandr, and the comment would be 
laui^le were it not that throughout his own memoirs, Rommel blames his own operational defeat 
in North Africa on a lack of supply from his higher command (for which he sees himself not a 

fault). *27 Yet, acommanderJs responsible for his force's effectiveness, and. if as Rommel did, 
he continues to pursue objectives that his force cannot reach due to supply shxtagas, then he Is to 
blame fx the result Evan 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 tha health of his men than he dM to their supplies.

Ronald Bellamy and Craig Llewellyn, two retired U.S. Army doctors, have shown that 
-Rommel's inattention to the health of his command led to massive attrition of irreplaceable 
seasoned veteran trooops and contributed sigiificantly 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 Gorman soldier was 2.6



times as likely to become medically noneffective as his British opponent*' 29 |p ] 942. the year 
of Rommel’s Initial victories and the battles leading up to his defeat at Alameln In October and 
Nvember, "of the 40,867 German troops medically evacuated from North Africa. disease was 

the cause In 28,488 cases.' ^ ^ Bellamy and Llewellyn quote Colonel H.S. Gear, the British 
Assistant Director of Hygiene In the Middle East Inemy defensive localities are obvious from the 
amount of feces lying on the surface of the gound — This contempt for hygiene became such a 
menace to the enemy as to affect from 40 to 50 percent of his front-line trops, as Interrogation of 
captured medical offlcars revealed.*' ^ ’ Hence, while Rommel “was dashing about the battlefield 
performing the exploits for which he Is now acclaimed, his army was literally rotting awa/.* ^ ^2 

But that was not the case for the British.
Because the British were aware of the Impact of the envlr ment, they took actions to sustan 

their force's effectiveness throu(^ an emphasis on preventive medlcene 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 Ratos Duo to Stcfcnoss*^^
(per 1,000 men per month)

Period German Briusn
October-Oecember 1941 154 52
January-March 1942 95 51
Aprll-June 1942 105 42
July-September 1942 158 67
October-December 1942 153 48
Average 133 52

As a result, by the end of 1942 Rommel’s forces had been severely weakened by both the battles of 
that year and by sickness. In fact, 'In the two months proceeding the second battle of Alameln, the 
German attrition rate exceeded 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)."'^^ Moreuver, It was not the case that 
Rommel’s failure to sustain his force’s health was the result 0! ignorance of the situation.

Romms) clearly knew of the health problem in his command. On 2 August 1942 he wrote of *a 
lot of sickness,* the fact that "many of the older officers are going down now,' and "we've all got



hert diarrhea now.*' Rommel's papers often mention the Illnesses of his senior officers such 

as Lieutenant Colonel Westphal (his operations officer). General Cruewell (appointed to command 
AfrIkaKorps when Rommel became Army commander), and Lieutenant General Bayer 11n( 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 fxce and its 
leadership continued to deer case in strength and effectiveness even as the German High Command 

wm teling him that there would be few, if any, replacements.' Again, this was not the case for
the British, and Rommel knew it

While we. on our side, had to fl«^it every new action with the same 
fxmatlons, the British had been able to tai.e 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 los» from dead, woundad, and sick 
(emphasis added] had steadily increased. *

Clearly Rommel was aware that he was not getting fresh fxmations 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 earlier 
failure to set an operationel purpose for his army consistent with the strateg/ of OKH. His 
disregard of OKH's guidance concerning the limited nature of North African operations led to the 
condjct of a campaign that was unsustainable since German supply and replacement prixity 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 Briti^ defeated 
It Like Rommel. Matthew Ridgway's force fought in a harsh envixnment at the end of a long line 
of communication and also experienced dlfficultios in supply and health, but unlike Rommel's 
fxce, the Eii^ith Army in Korea sustained organizational effectiveness.

General Ridgway wrote in his memoirs 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 complbA which supplies the men in combat.* ^ 
These words reHect a distinct difference in attitude with Rommel, who believed that supply was a 
quartermaster's concern. Yet while Ridgumy attempted to sustain his army's effectiveness through 
a focus on prevention of cold weather injuries, supply economy, and the establishment of a rest



and recreation program. there is little evidence that any of these attempts at sustainment were 
sucressfu). Rather, Rids^<ray's efforts at establishing direction lad directly to the sustainment of 
force effectiveness.

In Ridgwa/s initial conference with Gernerai hacArthur, the Supreme Commander of the Far 
East told the new Eighth Army Commander that his troops ‘were taking inadequate care of 
themselves in cold weather.*^ In Rid|^vay‘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 Korea for the division by 5; 15 PM that day. ^ ^ In most other units he visited, he found 
that food *was often insufficient, not always on time, and not always hot* ^ ^' Ridgway's solution 
was to order the kitchens closer and request an 'immediate increase in the quality and quantity of 
rations." ’ ^2 yet such orders can, and did, backfire at times.

A key component of the winter clothing he ordered Issued was the Army's new. insulated 
shoepac that soldiers soon found to contribute to, rather than prevent, cold weather injuries to ihe 
feet, especially during energetic exercise such as combat or in situations when they could not 
frequently change socks. * In fact, in I Corps during the month of March (after three months of 
Ridgway'scommand).non-battlecasueltiesoutnumberedbattlecasua1tfesby 2,421 to 1,975.’^ 
8y April, the situation had Improved somewhat, but non-battle casualties still amounted to over 
thirty-four percent of total casualties. ^ 0^11 non-battle casualties for UN Forces in April
1951 were 12,522 of the total casualty lossof 53,917 or twenty-three percent of all losses.*^ 
These non-battle attrition rates exceed those of Rommel's forces during their worst period 
(July-Septamber 1942) when his rats was about sixteen percent The difference, though, is that 
while Rommel was receiving few replacements, Rid^ivay was receiving sufficient personnel 
(25,012 in April alone) to maintain a credible force. ’ To supply this force, RWihvay focused 

on supply economy because of the long time it took to get supplies from the supply base (the United 
States). However, this attempt was especially difficult since American troops were apparently 
throwing flway supplies and equipment as fast as Rid;^vay was getting them to the troops.

During his first visits to his division, Ridihray emphasized to the soldiers that their supplies 
had to come over a nine thousand mile supply lin& He told commanders that he ‘didn't want to hear 
of any more precious equipment being abandoned* and he said that 'any man who lost or threw 

away or needlessly damaged any piece of equipment or property was going to be 
courtmartialed.* * ^ The abandonment of equipment and supplies that were difficult to replace 
was so pervasive that Chinese soldiers captured during January and February 1951 reported that 
'while still in Manchur »a before leaving for Korea, they were told they could pick up abandonee; 
American weapons at the front' and were often not even issued Chinese small arms. ’ Further.



m«iy Chinese and North Korean soldiers favored American weapons “because It was easier to get 
ammunition resupply for these from that abandoned or discarded by American soldiers.*'
Ridgwa/ had to halt the waste of supplies and Its resulting equipping of the enemy.

Despite Rldgwa/’s threats and orders, the situation did not Improve. A month and a half after 
Rldgwa/’s Initial directives conoerIng the problem, the X Corps Comander had to send a 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 threatened “Immediate and severe* disciplinary 

action against violators. ’ ^ ’ A few weeks later. the commanding general of the American I st 
Cavalry Division found that so many of his men had thrown awav their helmets, bayonets, web 
gar, and entrenching tools, that he ordered his provost marshall to pk* up any soldier found out 
of proper field uniform. > 52 on 7 March Oeneral Rldgwa/ ordered that “all troops in range 
of enemy guns had to wear helmets* because of an Increase In head wounds In the army, the 25th 

(US) Infantry Division found that nearly 8,500 of Its so'ilers hod thrown away their 
helmets. * 53 on 23 March after three months of RWgway’s command, the 187th Regimental 
Combat Team made Its airborne as^lt Into Munson-rl against lltfit opposition. A week later, I 
Corps had to divert the 1st ROK Division to “police the bottleflekr of abandoned supplies and 
equipment: 257 tons of all types of ammimltlon, two 75r.m pock howlt2ers and one 105mm 
howitzer, 140 truck-lootb of par»**utes, an unstated amount of gasoline, 3,000 rations, and an 
additional 97 tons of ammunition found In the 3d (US) Division sector to the east of the 187th 
RCT's drop zwie.' 5^ Ridgway was only four weeks awa/ from his change of command, but he had 
been uftf^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, El(>ith A; my Instituted “a new program of five-day. Rest and Recuperation 
(R&R) leaves to Japan, for which the lowliest 61 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.* * 55 However, this program that was Intended to assist In sustaining 
force effectiveness actually degraded the army's effectiveness throu^ an Increase In sick rates.
As a result of the program “an epidemic of venereal disease broke out In the troops returning from 
R&R.... In Korea venereal disease had not been a maior problem thus far.“*56 Hence, neither 
the R&R program, nor Rid(^wy's efforts at cold weather Injiry prevention, nor his emphasis on 
supply discipline were successful at sustaining force effectiveness as Intendel Yet the army 
remained effective on the battlefield and remalnd prepared to fl^t and win.



Rldgway sustained the effectiveness of his force by the wa/ In which he used it He never 
permitted a subordinate commander to use up his units. For example, during the battle for Won)u 
on 15 Februery, Ridgwa/ directed the X Cxps commander to pull out the French and Netherlands 

battalions because he believed they might “be on the verge of becoming battle weary."' 
Additionally. Ridgway realized that he had to ensure that his combat operations were essentially 
Complete by June because of the rains that would turn Korea into "quagmires of mud" and increase 
non-battle casualties. Hence, he planned his operations to be complete by that time. Above all 
other effxts to sustain fxce effectiveness, though, was his determination to ensure

infliction of maximum damage on the enemy with minimum to ourselves, the 
maintaining of all majx units intact, and a careful avoidance of being sucked 
into an memy trap--by ruse x as a result of our own aggressiveness—to be 
destroyed piecemeal. We wxe to persue xly to the point whxe we wxe still 
able to provide powxful suppxt x at least monage a timely disengagement 
and local withdrawl'^^

Here was the essence of how Ridgway sustained his force effectivenss. He did so by directing 
cautious, mutually suppxting, and secure opxatlons with an eye x the future well-being of his 
force, not x immediate gains in txrain x destructix of enemy forces. This monograph discussed 
Ridgway's tactical and opxatlonal technique in detail in x exlix sectix (Providing Oi.'ectix) 
and how it brought success x the battlefield in txms of wining engagemxts and opxatlons. Hxe, 
the trchnioue provided a force sustainmxt quality all its own that ovxrode all the othx, rathx 
ineffective, attempts x Rid(Avay‘s pxt to sustxin his force s effectiveness.

This case study of Rommel and Ridiptray demonstrates that effxts by x xxational commandx 
to sustain his force's effectiveness are importxl Rommel failed to take responsibility and 
personal actix in supply matters and paid little x m attxttx to the health of his command.
These factors cxtributed to his defeat Ridjvay's ordx-xixted effxts at sustaining force 

effectiveness (in xM weathx injury prevxtton, supply discipline, and rest and recuperatix 
programs) were ineffective at best and countx-productive at worst Howevx, he recognized that 
if he could direct his forces to fight in a specific way, the very nature of those tactical 
engagemxts and opxaticns would, at the ^e time, inflict damgags x the enemy and conserve his 

force fx future endaevors. In doing this, he sustained the effectiveness of his xmy and kept it in 
conditix to win.



CONCLUSION

The analysis of these two case studies has shown that leadership at the operatlonel 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 campal^ts. especially If that 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. Oaneratlng motivation is significant as a combat 
multiplier only if the leadr concentrates his efforts at the operatlonai level. Establishing 
direction, the fourth function of leadership, was the most significant factor of the operational 
leader's ability to Influence the outcome of his campaigns.

The provision of purpose is potentially a very powerful leadership function but one 
apperently difficult to aocompHsh. In the negative sense, Rommel's failure to set an operational 
purpose 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 that did not envision extensive 
offensive action, when Rommel put his army on an offensive course, the Axis High Command could 
not support Rommel's army loglstlcolly either In manpower or materiel. RWgwa/. on the other 
hend. mads an assessment of hts force's capabilities and decided that the operationally offensive 
purpose that he initially desired was not possible until he was able to generate motivation and 

establish direction for his army. However, even when he attempted to provide a sense of that 
purpose to the members of his army throui^ a formal communicative process, he was apparently 
unable to do sa This failure is Illustrative of the difficulty that operational commmders have in 
communicating their ideas throughout their force toda/ due to the size of field armies, even with 

the extensive communications capability available to the commanders. Just as an operational 
commandr s failure to provide a purpose consistent with the purpose of his hi^ headquarters 
can lead to failure, so can a failure to su^ln the organizational effectiveness of the operational 
force.

Both of the operational commanders in this study ware unable to sustain the organizational 
effectiveness in the traditional ways associated with this concept Rommel, as a direct result of 
his failure to provide appropriate purpose, his lade of command concern over the mechanics of 
supply, and his apparent disregard for the health of his command or the impact of the desert 
environment, simply used up his force. Ridgwey. was unable to impose a solution to the lack of



supply discipline in his army—and its resulting re-equipping of enemy forces—and effxts to 

improve the health of his command apparently did little good. However, fortunately for Ridgwa/, 
he had a sufficient supply of manpower and materiel to make up for these failures. Additionally, 
he made a conscious decision in the wa/ 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 traditional concept of sustaining force effectiveness (through effective/efficient supply, 
through maintenance of the command's health, 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. However, 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 iiis force The way and the level at which both Ridgway and Rommel generated 
motivation wore also different

The case studies in this monograph show 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, positive results when combined with 

effective motivation at the tactical level. Rommel failed to generate motivation in his army at the 
operational level; however, ai the tactical level, he was an expert. This situation is illustrative of 
the difficulty between generating motivation at these two levels. While both Ridgway and Rommel 
were effective at face-to-face leadership, Rommel ws best at it while at the tactical level; he did 

not do well generating motivation at the operational level due to the relationships he failed to 
cultivate 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 leval as well as Rommel couM, but Ridgway could also motivate 
commanders very effectively at the operational level. Ridgway was able to build cohesion with his 
coalition members and build teamwork 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 coalitions (in 
both the joint and combined sense) and ensure that their command 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



operattorat commanders.
The case studies of Rommel and Ridgway, as in the function of generating motivation, show that 

the ‘establishment of direction is done at both tactical and operational levels. However, in xder 

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 kummel and Rid^vay recognized this, and both attempted to be at the 'critical 
point at tha critical time' in the battle Though this presence may bring tactical success at that 
point, it does not guarantee operational succass, nor is it possible If the commander is absent due 
to sickness or enemy action that shifts the critical point faster than the oommandar can travel to 
it This is the significant difference between Ridgway and Rommel. Rid(hvay 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, Ridihiray 
did not have to be present to ensure success. It is an example a( a much used definition of 
discipline: discipline is knowing and doing whet is expected without having to be ordered to do so at 
the moment

Operational level leadership is not a myth, and it can be a combat multiplier. U.S. operational 
commanders of the future must understand that operational leadership is rxA the same as 
leadership at the tactical level. In many respects operational leadersi<ip is more difficult due to 
the'empty battlefield* on which the operational force fights. Theoperatlonal commander, despite 
the wonders of modern command and control technology, will still find it difficult to influence the 

course of the campaign in a direct sense. He must rely on more indirect methods. He must provide 
a purpose tint is consistent with that of his higher headquarters. Hence, in designing campaigns, 
he must ensure that his campaign objectivas match the strategic objectives set forth by the theater 
commander or the national command authority. In tha generation of motivation, the command 
climate that he establishes must promote teamwork and loyalty. The operational comander, no 
matter how desireable observing tha visible results of generating motivation at 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 operationol commander's responsibilities; he neglects it at



the risic 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 a 
very effective way of sustaining his army. Amatures may talk tactics, and professionals may talk 
logistics, but operational pnrfesslonals 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 commimlcatr is purpose to the force, 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 force, even when 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 a myth. Operational leadership can be a combat multiplier if the 
operational commander exercises It much as he would any other combat multirller; In a 
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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^ Brigadier Denerai Huba Wass da Czega, 'A Comprehensive View of Leadership," rillitary 
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^ U.S. Army, FM 22-103. p. 14.
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Wass da Czega, p. 23.

’ 2 U.S. Army, FM 22-103. p. 14.

Wass da Czega, p. 25.

Wass da Czega, p. 25.

FM 22-103 lists Purpose, Diredfon, and Motivation as the only “imperatives" of 
leedarshlp.

Wass da Czega, p. 27.

'^FM 22-103 offers the reader only two. Incomplete case studies: Oaneral Robert 
Elchelbergor on the Island of Buna and Oaneral Clarence Huebner in Europe, both .jring World 
War II..

Bom in 1891 atr«idBnheim,Oermanyneor Ulm, Erwin JohhannssEugen 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 come from aristocratic backgrounds. He Joined the 
Oerman infantry in 1910 as a cadet and, after attending the War Academy at Danzig, received h <s 
commission as a lieutenant of infarlry in the 124th Infantry Regiment in 1912. During World 
War I, he initially served near Verdun where he was wounded, and after three months in the 
hospital, returned for the First Battle of the Argorme where, as a company commondr. he was 
decorated with the Iron Cross, First Class, for valor. Returning to Oarmany, he Joined the



Wuerrtemberg Mountain Battalion as the ommandBr of 2d Company and went to Rumania where 
he took part in the battle for Oagesti Rumania In 1917. the battalion moved to the Italiw Front 
where, during combat at Monte Mataiur. Rommel's bottle group of less than 600 men captured 
two enemy brigades and other units totalling over 9,000 men and 81 pieces of artillery. Fx 
this action, Rommel received the Pour le Mxite, the "Blue Max," and much of his later 
published book. Infantry in the Attack, came about as a result of his experiences in this 
mountain theatx 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 years in peaceful garrison duty and 
as an Instructor at the German Inantry School at Dresden. Promted to the rank of majx, 
Rommel went to Goelx to assume the command of the 3d Battalion of the 17th Infantry, where he 
met Dr. Joseph Goebbels, Heinrich Himmler, and Adolf Hitler at a parade in Hitlxs honor. By 
1935 Rommel was a lieutenant colonel and an instructor at the German War Academy at 
Potsdam. His book's popularity was immense, and even Hitlx had read it. By 1937, Rommel 
was a colonel and the commander of the Infantry School at Wiener Neustadt, when he was 
summoned to Bxlin and the command of Hitlx's personal bodyguard during the entry into the 
Sudetenland and the invasion of Poland. He then requested and received command from Hitlx of 
X xmored divisim (the 7th Panzx) which he led in the invasion of Belgium in May of 1940. 
During the campaign in France, Rommel's 7th Panzx exned the nickname of the Ghost Division 
fx its lightening fast attacks and seemingly invuinxability to Allied effxts. It also suffxed the 
highost casualties of any othx division in the Gxmm Army dxing the campaign, and captured 
the imaginatix of Gobbel's propaganda writers who included it, and Rommel specifically, in 
Victory in the West .a propaganda movie about the conquest of France.

With Rommel's rise in national populxity, as much the result of Goebbel's propaganda 
effxts as fx Rommel s actual combat record, he received anothx promotix, this time to 
lieutenant genxal and command of Gxman Forces in Nxth Africa His initial successes not xly 
put off Italiw defeat, but also drove the British back into Egypt, Rommel's populxity rose even 
highx, both with the Gxman paopie and with Hitlx. Howevx, as Rommel b^ to suffx 
defeats at the hends of a more strengthened Allied force, and as intxnal arguments with OkW 
increased, Rommel began to drop from the "limeli^t" Brou^t home to Gxmany by Hitlx, 
decxated, and sent to Italy, Rommel's assignment kept him out of combat. Then sent to 
Nxmandy, first to inspect the Chxnel defenses with no comand authxity and subsequently as 
commandx of Army Group B, he again argued with his immediate supxix. Field Marshal vx 
Rundstadt ovx the propx tactics fx a defense of the westxn theatx.

Barely a month aftx the successful Allied invasion of Normandy, a British plane strafed 
Rommel's cx. The resulting head wound (a quadrupal skull fracture) sent Rommel to the 
hospital and then to his home on convalescent Isava While there, he was implicated by one of the 
conspirators to Hitlx'sassasinatix attempt On 14 Octobx 1944, two GxmxSSgenxals 
appeared at Rommel's homa Given the choice of a trial by people s tribunal fx treason, an 
ensured »jilty verdict, and x executix in dishonx x the choice of suicide, cxe fx his family, 
the made-up story of his death x a result of wounds, and a promised state funxal with full 
military and national honors, Rommel drxk poisx that aftxnox and died.

While there are sevxal excellxt studin x Rommel in Nxth Africa, the best biography 
remains The Rommel Pacers edited by Liddel Hart (New Yxk: Harcourt, Brace, 1953).
Desmond Yxng has also writtx two books that have good analyses of Rommel's life; Rommel 
(Athens; D. Ex Gxicau, 1982) and Rommel: The Desxt Fox (New York; Hxpx Brothers,
1950). Fx X excellxt, first perax account of Rommel's Nxth Africx expxiences from the 
xldix's point of view, see Heinz Wxnx Schmidt's With Ranmel m the De?»>t f i 
Hxrups, 1951).

^ Matthew Bunkx Ridgway. bxn x 3 March 1895 at Fxt Monroe, Virginia, w« the 
sx of a U.S. Army colonel. Attending and graduating from the United Statx Military Academy at 
West Point, Ridgway received a commissix In infxtry in 1917 and served his initial tour of



duty wiUi 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 Tlentsin China 
with the 15th Infantry, a year with the 9th Infantry at Ft Sam 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 Hason officer to the PhllHppIne Insular government In 1932 and personal advisor to the 
United States Governor General, Theodore Rooseveldt, Jr.

Following two years at the United States Command and General Staff School, Ridgway 
served first as assistant chief of staff for operations and training at 6th Corps and 2d Army In 
Chicago, Illinois and then In the same position at the 4th Army Headquarters at Presidio, 
California Following hts 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 
became the assistant division commander of the 82 Infantry Division and led It as Its 
commanding general through transisitlon 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 World War II. Assuming command of the XVI11 
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, Rld^vay and his oxps prerved for the Invasion of the Japanese home Islands, but 
when the war ended before this option uuuld take place, Ridgway was reassigned back to 
Europe in command of the Mediteranean Theater of Operations. While In this position he also 
served as the personal representative of the Supreme Allied Commander, General Elsenhower, to 
the United Nations Mlllta^ Commute.

Returning to the States once again, Ridgway asswned the position of deputy chief of staff 
for operations and administration in the Department of the Army until being ordered to assume 
command of Eighth Army and United Notions Forces in Korea When General liacArthur was 
relieved in Japan, Rlckfvay replaced him as Supreme Commander, Far East Following command 
of NATO forces In Europe as Supreme Commander, Europe (replacing Elsenhower), at the age of 
58, Rid^ay became Chief of Staff of the United States Army and retired two years later In June 
of 1955,

In contrast to numerous biographies of Rommel's life and histories of Rommel's combat 
experiences in North Africa, there are relatively few works dedicated specifically to Ridgway's 
life. His autobiography. Soldier: The (iemoirs of Matthew B. Ridowav (New York: Harper,
1956) is the most complete work on his life and career. His second book. The Koreen War:
How We Met the Challenge ( Garden City. New York: Doubledav. 1967) is an excellent, first 
person account of his command experience In the Korean War. However, the best researched and 
most detailed account of Rid^vay's actions as Eighth Army Commander is Roy Appleman's 
Ridawav Duels For Korea (Oolleae Station. Texas: Texas A&M University Press, 1990). This 
work was the third in Appleman's superb trilogy on the Korean conflict.

Mitchel M. Zais, 'Strategic Viskm and Strength of Will: Imperatives for Theater 
Command" in The Challenge of Mllltarv itwrir^in ed. Lloyd J. Matthews and Dale E. Brown 
(Washington, DC.: Pergamon-Brassey, 1989),p.88.

2 > Larry H. Addignton, 'Operation Sunflower: Rommel vs the General Staff,' Military 
Affairs. 31 (Fall 1967). 120-121.

22 Samuel Mitcham, Triumphant Fox-. Erwin Rommel and the Rise of the Afrika Corns 
(New York: Stein and Day, 1984), p. 63.

23 Erwin Rommel. The Rommel Papers ad. B.H. Liddell Hart (New York: Harcourt Brace, 
1953), p. 100.



2^ Rommel, p. 101.
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26 U.S.Armv.FM 22-103. o. H.

27 Heinz Werner Schmidt. With Rommel In the Desert (London: Harrup, 1951), 
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Rommel, pp. 347,358.

^2 Rommel, p. 351.

Roy E. Aopleman. Rldawy Duels for Korea (OollanBStation. Texas: TexasA&M 
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^^Appleman,p. 10.

John Dllle. Substitute for Victory (Garden CItv. NY: Doubleday, 1954), p.23.

^6 Matthew B. Rldgway, The Korean War: How WeMet theChallentB. (Garden City, NY: 
OoubledBv, 1967), p. 86.

^7Appleman,p. 37.

^® Matthew B. Rldgway, Soldier: The Memoirs of Matthew B. Rldowav. (New York: 
Harper, 1956), pp. 207-208. Text The answer to the first question,'Why are we here?" (I 
wrote] Is simple and conclusive. We are here because of the dacislons of the properly 
constituted authorities of our respective governments. As the Oommandr In Chief, United 
Notions Command, General of the Army Douglas MacArthur has said: This command Intends to 
maintain a military position In Korea Just as long as the Statesmen of the United Nations decide 
we should do so.' The answer Is simple because further comment Is unnecessary. It Is 
corelusive because the loyalty we give, and expect, precludes any slightest questioning of these 
orders.

The second question Is of much greater significance, and every member of this command Is 
entitled to a full and reasonad answer. Mine follows.

To me the Issues are clear. It Is not a question of this or that Korean town or village. Real 
estate Is, here, Incktontal. It Is not restricted to the Issue of freedom for our South Korean 
Allies, whose fidelity and valor under the severest stresses of battle we recognize thoui^ that 
freedom Is a symbol of the wider Issues, and Included among them.

The real Issues are whether the power of Western civilization, as God has permitted It to 
flower In our own beloved lands, shall defy and defeat Communism; whether the rule of men who 
shoot their prisoners, enslave their citizens, and deride the dignity of man, shall displace the 
rule of those to whom the individual and his individual rights are sacred; whether we are to 
survive with God's hand to guide and lead us, or to perish in the dead existence of a Godless world.

If these be true, and to me they are, beyond any possibility of challenge, then this has long 
since ceased to be a fight for freedom for our Korean Allies alone and for their national survival.



It has become, and It continues to be. a fight fx our own freedom, fx our own survival, in an 
honxabie, independent national existence.

The saxifices we have mads, and those we shall yet suppxt, are not offxed vicxiously 
fx others, but in ox own direct defense.

In the final analysis, the issue now joined right here in Korea is whethx Communism x 
individual freedom shall prevail; whethx the flight of fex-driven people we have witnessed 
here shall be checked, x shall at some futxe time, howevx distant, engulf our own loved ones 
in all its misery and despair.

These are the things for which we fight. Nevx have members of any military command 
had a greatx challenge than we, x a finx oppxtunity to show ourselves and our people at their 
best—and thus to do honx to the professix of xms, and to those brave mx who bred us."
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