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Crusade in Europe!: A Critique of Eisenhower’s Operaticnal Art

I+ 1s ironic that the general who led the 4 millicn men under arms

resoonisible for defeating the forces of Mazi Sermaay on the We

tern

n

Front during Woerld War 1104

i

not generally remembered for the guality

af his generalship.  Descite the significance of his victories he ig
rarely mentioned as being in the company of history’'s great captains.,

A ztatement made 10 a recent blography of Britzinm’s Field Marshall

Montgomeiry L

erizstic! "Elsenhower was nat a ocrofound mililtary

ihaviker 0 oftesn wnsubtle zond contrary to some of the accepted canons

'-X
-4

strategic thought .. Chel was certzinly no Marlborough” (Chal font
B I Cite Sam Srant, ke wonm the war but we are not sure he bad much
beodo owith oot oreally . Luck, good subordinates, America’s overwhelming
material strength and the Russians wouwld have eventually beaten the

Mariz with or without Eisenbiower ——— or would thev?

Those same military historians who denigrate Eisenhowsr’s
gJeneralship and give him low marks as & “strategist” and “tactician”
alen usually oraise his skills as & planer, staff aofficer,
logistician and golitician/diplomat. He is often described as za man

whio couwld integrate large and diverse military forces as well as able

o
(]
5}
=

to meld very divergent peresonalities into a coherent fighting
hese traite have & familiar ring to them, they describe what 1n
today’s military are essential characteristics for senicor level
military cperators. It would appear, on reflection, that these
military historians have missed the faorest for the trees 1n their
assessment of Eiserhcwer. Eisenhower was, perhaps, the first American
master of cperational art for “machine age armies” (to borrow a phrase

fraom Jobn Wheldon) .
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addrecse themselves to a2 critigue of

r’'s operational art. Zpecifically, I will review certain

f the Mormandy and Ardennes campaigns as well the

ot
n

surrounding the broad front rategy and the chjectives of

drive 1nto

Germany . This effort 1s undertaken n the hope
ef stugy of Eisenhower’s campaligne in Europe will tell us

about the military tradition from which cur precent armed

thinking springs.  Fsrhaps they can alzo teach
valuable lessons about those aspectz of campaigning that are
in time and regquired for succsssful warfighting. Eut before

forces

tisenhower’s military thinking are 1n order.

Influences

gereral regardless of his genius is a creature of his time

in history; but he is alec & oroduct of 2 garticular

tradition which is paort of & continuum. As such, he draws

tradition, adds to it, and passes it to the next generation
re.  To understand how Eisenhower approsched his art and what
ion ke made to it that may still influence us today, we must

first briefly examine the military traditicon and thought he inherited

amnd which

As & graduate of West point,

America’s

Fiigtory o

lazt grea

shaped his cwn operational thinking.

Eisenhcwer was aliready part of

military slite. It was here that he was imbued with the

f the CTivil

War . At the time he was a =tudent this was the

t armed conflict America had fought.

He develcoped a

=
E



passicnate interest in the Rebellicn, finally retiring to & farm that
ordere on the Gettysburg battlefield. He, like Grant, would lead
massive armies, become a master 2f joint cperations, fight & war of

armibilation with unconditional surrender as ite end objective, and

troen go oot o be President of the United States.  These similarities

and their general apgroach to war z2re striking and were probabkldy oot

-
~

laxst -on Eisenhower himcel f . He was, I venture to aware of the

?

n

0
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debt he owed Grant and the cther great leaders of the CTivil War,
Although a generally cbscure figure in the interwar period

Eizserhower was exposed to the leading American military figures of hies

time, read military theory and hisﬁory, was giliven assignments that

crallenced his skille aru

L

was felt by many of hie supericore

iy

Ceapecially George Marshalll to ke an officer with autstanding

ootentizl for senior lsadership.

In the twenties, Eisenhower had three important formative
SHpET 1 E2NCES In the garly twenties, while assigned to Fanama,
Sisenhower found & mentor in General Fox Commor. Conmnar was convinced

the world would yet be again convulsed in a great global war and he

intendsd Lo or

[1(

pare Eisentower for & role in it (David Eisenhwower
=05 It may also have been during this relatively quiet time 1n
Fanama that the future SHAFE Commander began bis study of Clausewitz.
That Clausewitz had an influence o lke seems clear. David Eisenhower

in hiz biography of hie grandfather, Eisenhower at War, sketches an

interesting vignette in which Ike early in September 1344 1s seen
v quoting Clausewitz, lecturing his twa lieutenants [(Bradley and

Fattonl on the probable course of the battle of Germany ahead that

would consist of x vast mareuver to envelope the Rube from the north



arnd south to Jdestroy German capacity to wage war” (David Eisenhower

Suring while assigned to the American Bxttlefield
Monumente Commission and under the command of Gensral Fershing,

Eizerbuower toursed the battlefields of WWI zand traveled through

U]

Hermany He studied the tragedy of trench warfare and covered terrain
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iret time that he woauld become intimately familiar with
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vears later.

He would directly ssrve two of the grezat American military figures
rasjo
of this period: Dowglas McArthur and George Marshall.  Little seems to

e recorded on his feelinge about the "American Caesar”, but his time
on MeArthur’s staff must have given bim an extracrdinary sducation in
the waorkings of Washington, politice and the unigue relaticoship

]

zxlstin

[19]

(g

tween military and civil affairs 1n America. This

browledoe would stand Bim in good stead during the vears akead. His

feelings about Marshall, on the other hand, were clear and very

cositive.  He regpected and revered the greatest socldier Yirginia had

1@

praduced since Fobert £ LLee. It was & fewling that was reciorocated.

Marshal made it his husines

n

to groom IKe for better things. It was
also Z2uring this gmeriod that Eisenhower also developed a rgputation as

@ olanner first at the famous Louisiana exercises and then as Chief of

i

the War Flans Division an the Army Staff (an assignment made by
Y

m

isenhower was as prepared, I think it is fair to say, as almost
any American officer of the time could have been for the heavy
responsibilities he would be asked to shoulder. His approach to
coenducting war —--—— in designing campaigns ——— would be heavily

influenced by the formative experiences outlined above. He believed

4



in making hard, Jdecisive war directed at an enemy’s will and

capabllity to wage war. These zare concepts he learned from Grant and
Tlausewitz., Elsenhower would also glay to America’ s strength wusing
Her great matsrial wealith and techrnology as force multiplisrs ——— ever
mindful of the oolitical congequences of heavy casualties. He also

brew from Bis esperlence as a mlammer that modern war was a highly
complex enterprise that reguired detailed olamming and & full
wnderstanding of bow 1mportant logistice and force ntearation were to

wictory on the battlefield.  He wa

al

U]
0

o fully aware of tow
zignificant & factor his relatiocnship with his civilian bosses would

be. He was ready for coammand.

Normandy

What became krnown as operaticon OVERLORD was over a year in the

Flammimg. The initial plan was done under the auspices of the Chief
of Staff o Sugreme &llied Command (COTSARCH . Once Eisenhower was

ed xe Supreme Allied Commander he began immediate refinements
ard sustained the political campaign that provided him the necessary
resources and authority to bring OVERLORD to fruition.

Early in 1344, Eisenhcwer and his staff began devising a campalgn
concention far the Eurcpean War that had D-Day simply as the beginning
point and ended with "Clean out the remainder of Germany” (Dwight D.
Eizenbower ZIZ3-3) . Starting with that end point Eisenhwower apparently
moved backward through 9 separate steps that included the advance on a
Eroadfront as well as the double envelopment of the Rubr.  In his own

memoire, Crusade in Eurcgs, Eicernbower claims that this operational

s



corception Ywas never zbandoned, seven momentarily, throughout the
campxlgn” (229, Eisenhiower, through this effort to provide a general

st line of cperatione, Faed

1]

stabklighed the wvicsion and decisionmak ing

framewsrk for Rls follow—on campaigns in Europe. With this conception

- ~

inomind, the Allied Supreme Commander turned to the task of landing

4llied forces 1 Franc

[{(

G

The host of details required to glace 175,00
trooos and 20,000 vehicles o the beaches of Mormandy during the

aszault phase alone wsre

Ui
~+

@ggering (Maclonald 273) . This was further
complicated by the fact that this was to be both a combine
TANglo=-American forcss) and Jjoint cperation fzrmy, navy and ailr

forecesi Logistics, sequerncing, deception gplans were all attended to.

~

Trteiligence, in the form of ULTRA intercegts, indicated that although
tee Germans sxpected invasion st oanytime most of theilr money remailned

Faz dg Calais rathsy than Mormandy . Decoite delays caused by
h b 7 7

weather amd other “frictione” of war, Allied forces successfully

Li

zaulte:

i
i

the coast of Mormandy on & June 1344, It was a bold and
Azaring move by a general often criticized as being overly cauticus =nd
wibhout imagination.

In many wavs it was detailed planning and effective campalgn
sonecactualization that sssured the success =f the Allisd landings in
Nermandy. It is remarkable, even in popular histories of D-Day. how
muck time is devoted te describing the preparations for this massive
urdertaking. The fighting itself seems almost anticlimactic by

TomoAarisan .

Broadfront Strategy



The apparent and unexpected collapse of German resistance
fallowimg the Allied breaskcout from Normandy wae the catalyvst for &

maijor challenge to Eilisenhower’z campaign conception on the part of the

fritish.  The ensuing debate over the proper course of acticon for
z1lizd forcas would be a2 test of Eigenhower’s oolitical acumen and

military vislon.
Irm the late summer of 1344, Eritain’s chief field commander,
Montgomery, groposed that the fllies abandon the broad front approach

ard covcentrate their forcss for a singls thrust pivoting northward

from Farls through Belgium: capture the Rubr) zd then springing 20
divisions for a bolt over the morth German olain towsrd EBerlin.,  The
dizeman capital, of gourse being the wlitimate prize.  Montgomery was

ntivated to make this proposal based on overly optimistic

[0

imtelligence assgsements of the Wshrmacht’'s capakility to resist,
pelitical conmsideratione and personal ambiticon,

Imtelligence reports filtering into Allied headguarters pictured

thve German forces as Jdisorganized, demoralized and defeated. A quick
Slow might end the war 1n 1344, To Loendon such & possibility was &

godzend; it would save the UK another winter of fighting and the
zttendant econamic and manpowsr losses.  Churchill, already
Aistrustful of Stalin, felt the earlvy capture of EBerlin by the Western
Allies would provide same leverage with Moscow in influsncing events
in Central and Eastern Eurcope. For Monty’s part, such & campalign

s

wotild give him and British forces a starring role in the war's
dencuement .

Eicentower found this challenge to his operational concept

unaccentable. His chjective remained the complete destructicom of the



German forces. To accomplicsh this required, he believed, that Allied
armies praoceed along a broad front, consclidate victory in Frances,

cressurg the Germans at xll points, and crush the Serman Army in the

nhower s eztimate of ernemy capabilities and 1nmtent were vastly
Aifferent from Montgomery’'s.  Depending on intulticn rather than the
intelligence he was receiving, Ike did not believe that the Germans

ware defested.  Although their v

(]
o+
1Y

xt had been a headlorg one he did
et sernce any panlc o total organizational breakdown on the part of
the Welrmacht. His estimates of the situation was that the retreat
would end at the Serman border, they would staond and defend the Ruhbir
and ths Zzaar.

The zupreme Allied Commarnder

f

lex found fault with Montgomery’s

camoaign concEption,. He thowught 1t waes totally heedless of logistic

!

covmstraints (by 2 Auoust 44, the Allies had advanced 20 logistical

clammnming davys in just 2 owesks --—

m

Green in Command Decisicnel.

ul
m
[10]

Suck 2 glan simplified the German task of ocrganizing a front By

#limimztinmg any uncertainty aver where to defend. Eicenhower alsa
felt that providing & secure flank for such a deep thrust would be

very costly 17 not impossible . He had set two preconditions for the
invasiom =f Germany itself ——--— the opening of Antwerp and clearing the
Rhing to secure the Allied flanks. Further, he believed the war could
not be won by the Allies alone; he was reluctant to forfeit Soviet
support in & bid to capture Berlin, On a political note, with &
cresidential slectiom campaign underway at home Eisenhower knew that a
starring rale for any Eritish commander was cut of the questicn.  The

very idea of Montgomery leading such an attack creaxted dissensiaon



among Elsenhower’s senior American commanders. EBradley was
particularly i1ncensed at the British Field Marshal’s proposal (Eradley
S D

Eicenhower, comviviced of the military and political soundneses of
hle campalgn conception, wasE now left the task of turning Jdown the
Eritieh pcropoeal for a zingle thrust and to do 1t in such & fashion

thy

it

Lopereonal feelings and naticnal oride o &ll sides would ke soared
as much as possible. He accamplished this, by and large, by consenting
Lo operation MARKET-GARDEMN ——-- the small salution to the singls thrust
approachk. Even though thise attempt to reackh a “bridge too far”
failed, it did end any further discussion of winmning the war befors
P48, removed zoy chzoice that Montgomery would ever be the over-—-zall
Allied forces Jround commandsr and eliminated the single thrust
aporaach as a vizble campaign option.

Whether Eisenhower made the right decisiom remainsg & matter of

some cortroversy,  Liddel Hart believed the decicsion was 1in error
CHart GEED . General James Gavin in Ris war meEncir, On to Eerlin, also

stated that the =single thrust, if groperly implemented and supported
could have ended the war earlier (Gavin 2141, Even some German
general officers’ reminiscences suggest that Montgomery might have
been right (Cooper S14).  But more scholarly works indicate that Ike
Fad 1t right on ths logistics; the 40 division thrust was not
sustainable without Antwerp as a point of supply (Green Y. And the
Germain recicstance at Arnhem suggests that there was still plenty of
fight left in the Germans. Besides the pmlitical'imperative WES
compelling: the command arrangements demanded by the Eritish were

untenable for the Americans. Perhaps the last word on this should be

[) f



given to one of Eilisenhower’s most persistent and influential British
sritics, Field Marshal Sir Alan Broocke, Chief of the Imperial General

Ttatf When he estoad with Eisenbiower on the banks of the FEhine

watching Eritieh forces of the Z1st Srmy Group as they croesed the
=y1ver, Qlan Ercoke turned to Bim oand said: “Thank God, Ike, you stuck
oy vowr plan. You were completely right and T oam sorvy 1f my feas of
dizperssd effort added to your burdens” fatd in David Eisenhower 2720
Ardennes

Ore Zdirect recsult of the brozd fromt approzxch was the 1nitial
succass of the SGsrman countercffencsive in the Ardennes during the
winmter of 1344-45. Zisenhower, zacs he bwilt up forces for the invasion

of Germay and 2till advancing on oa bBroad fromt, consciously left the
Srdernes zector thinly manned by unite in the process of refitting.
He was tzaking a calculated visk that the Wehrmacht would not attack
a2axin through this heavily wooded area, zond that if they did he could

succesesfully contain them. He was wrong on the first point and

correct on the zecond. But before the Battle of the Bulge was aver

The wauld have toe comtain a political firestorm over command

relaticonships that was as difficult as any of the desperate fighting
arcund Bastogne. In The Eitter Woods, Jobn Eisenhower refers to this
g the test that shook the Allied coalition,

The failure of intelligence to asccurately assess the scope and

intent of the German ouildup in the Ardennes as well as bad weather
allowed the SGermans the advantage of surprise when their Fanzer
divigions struck the thin and considerably lighter armed American line

10



=f forces. Inttially the German advance made great strides; but
Fampered by logistics problems of thelr cwn, the channmelized nature of
the Ardemmes road network, and the stiff, dogged resistance of the
american 31 coradually sapped the strength of the German attackers.

Mnce Allied farces ad contained the German thrust, Elzenhower

moved to cutoff German forces in the resulting salient by cutting the

fit
(sl
-
P ad
u

culge in Lwo base with forces attacking from both the north znd
zauth of the calient and meeting somewhere in the middle. To do this

i & coordinated fashion he had to transfer cammand of the 1st and 9tk

n

American Armiss from Eradley to Montgomery .  Eradley was beside

mimeself with this =ztate

if affaire even though military logic Jdictated

1 Sther possible zlternative arrangement. In the event, Montgomery

veed this situation to criticize Bradley's performance as well as

Fizenhower' s apgraticnal concept agaln and to make cne more bid to be
aamed over—all ground commander . Eradley talked cpenly of resigning.
Eisenhower made it clear that his patience with Field Marshal
Moritgomery had cun cut. Montgomery sgpologized for hRis acticns in the
mick of time omly to stir up troutde again during an ill-considered

oress conference in which ke toock more credit for the victory than he

deserved. Thic whaole controverey underscares how difficult command of
coalition forces can ke even when the forces invaolved are close
cultural cousins. FReconciling different military traditicons can be
tricky business.

The military crisis and the command crisis created by the Eattle

=f the Bulge had passed =z

W

the year 1345 began. The bulk of German
forcee had, however, escaped to fight ancther day. Eisenhower made
pregarations for the invasion of Germany.

11



The Final Push

In his final campaign of the war Eisenhower has been more

criticized for the political rather than the military qualities of FHis
decisions. In particular, his zpparent failure to drive on Gerlin and

o come to the xid of Czech gpartisans in FPrague rather than letting
these capitals fzll into Soviet hands have been the subject of
considerable detate.  These debates, however, have a highly ex post
facto flaveor abowt them, most seem designed to score 1deological
coints rather than to arrive at any historical truths, ‘ast wars have
a nasty habit of being constantly reinterpreted in the light of

current event

Wl

Eizentiower made thece decicsicone within the framework of his

criginal operational Jdesign

(]

s well as the political and militanry
constraints that faced him on the ground in Eurcpe during the Spring
=f 1345, Hig assigned mission was to drive into the heart of Germany
znd destroy that nation’s ability to wage war. Eisenhower
cperationally interpreted this to mean the "destruction of the enemy
forcee which meant hunting down and destroving the German Army where
it stood rather than exploiting the freedom of action to seize fimed
abjectives ¥ (3td in David Eisenhcower 447) . Ikhe believed that the
center of gravity was the German Army and the industrial capability
forimarily centered in the Ruhr? which sustained it, and not political
abjectives like Berlin.

From both military and political viewpoints the Supreme Allied
Commander faced a series of constraints. He was facing & fresze on

manpower . The EBritish had no more to give: the French remained

1z



marginal playvers: and the US was begimming ta build-up for the
anticipated invasion of Japan. To take EBerlin would cast 100,000
~llied casualties it was estimated. This seemed a high price to pav
for an objective that lay within the agreed upon Soviet zone of
secupation and which was soom to come under attack by Zhukov’ e massive
forces (Zoviet casualties were 305,000 fram 16 April ta 2 Mavy) (Zhukov
2E8). Eisenhower was still concerned about the possible need to fight
and capture a scuthern German redoubt where intelligence reports
indicated fanatical Mazi forces were preparing for a2 last ditch stand.
Additicnally, He faced another strain on his resources -—— & shattered
Eurcpe lay behind and soound kim with tens of millions of FOWs and

refugess that he was now reespomsible for. He was also uncertain

wl
m

Zovigt intentiome. [f Allied forces moved against significant
chjectives inside areas meznt for theilr cccupation would they fire on
ki forces once contact was made? How was contact to be coordinated

oo that zuch incidents might be avoided? Would precigpitous moves in

Crechoslovakia be matched by similar moves by the Zoviets toward the
Daniishk Feninsula 7 Ferhapse more bedeviling were the guestions on how
the surrender of German armies was to be negotiated. These questions
involved such subjects as who had authority to negotiate for Germany,

Jiven the collapse of ite government; could armies flseing the Zoviets

in the East surrender to the Allies in the West, etc. Eisenbower
received little useful guidance from Washington. Roosevelt, obvicusly
ill, left things increasingly in the hands of athers. At one point
Eisenhower found himsslf negotiating dirvectly with the Kremlin.,  He

chizee to make a peace that conserved Allied lives, recognized Zoviet

strength and interests, and honored agreements the wartime allies had



arrived st for arranging matters in the post-war world.  Generals

sometimes find themselves forced to play the role of statesman.

Lessons to be Learned

Eicerhower’s wartime experiences in Eurcpe clearly underscore the
imoortance of certain fundamental aspects of military campaigning,

_ - -
ey 1mc lude !

-— Campailgn conception and plamming: Eilsenhower sald 1t best when he
noted that olanse are nothing, but plaoming is evervihing. Mastery of

e outs ozand bolts of campaligning -—— as well as the develooment of

1

.

arly stated chlectives that are apoortioned to adeguate means to

achieve them —--— zre the cing qQua nons for conducting effective
Campaigns A high degres of =kill in these matters made the Normandy

landings possible and then assured that Allied forces did not over

fit

mtend themselves in the subsequent filighting. It ie alsz necessary

for establishing control over the tempo of combat.

—-— igadershin: Leadership, that undefinabkle., nonm—-guantifiazbkle.
uriiguely human element that makes the military professicon more art
than science fand mare akin to politics than professional soldiers

like to admit), remains —-—— despite the size and complexity of machine

i

rmies ——— & constant elemsnt in zuccessful campaigning. The

i

Je
strength of 2 single perscnality still makes a difference whether 1t
k2 on the battlefield or in the briefing room. Leadership, tailored
Lo

b the crizis at hand, i1s often the margin of difference between

14



victary and catastrophs.

~— Folitics count! Meeting the requirements of politics is inescapable
in comducting successful military cperaticns. This 1s especially trues

v the conmduct of coalition warfars. There were inrumerabile times

I

nhower could have sericusly undermined the war effort ———

=

in
b

when

+—

1y s

/

cerhape moria

-—=— if he had not been soo adrolt in dealing with

1

{0

3
[
p—
o
4
[
tml
i
s

aders and their military commandere.
Eisenhower constaontly had to maintain a balance between military

requlcrements amd meseting the needs and scothing the sensitivities of

iie political bosses.  Clausewitz had 1t right, war 1s simply zowather
segment on the comtinuum of political activity,  Successful generals

are successful moliticians.

-— Militazey traditiom: [t 1s ess

1Q

ntial to fully understand thocse
tmtellactual and historical forces that shape the military
zrofeseicnal . They unconscicously drive the soldier to make the

s he Jdoes. Such knowledge allows him to more fully draoe on
that traditiocn for strength and guidance as well as to modify 1t when

tt no longer 1= adeguate or appropriate to the situation.

-— War termination criteria: The fruite of wvictory can quickly
evaporate if they are not exploited for some clearly attainable end.
Gmbiguous war termination criteria can result in needless bloodshed

and meaningless zacrifice. Eigsenhower had difficulty in interpreting

"

what the “unconditional” surrender of Germany meant and how Ssuch &

condition was to be coordinated with the Soviets. It alsc

15



unmecessarily complicated the surrender of Wehrmacht field armies.

b
b

gar, unambiguous, achievable war termination criteria are a2 critical

m
HQ

gpect to campaigning.

- Imtell

fen

gerice! Frhowing the enemy’s capabilities, intenticns and
force dispoesitions significantly simplifies the tasks of cperaticonal
planming and campaign esecuticn.  DLTRA, because 1t often accurately

corowvided timis kind of information and because Elsenhower accepted 1ts

i

usetTulnecss

e

t face value, made a significant contribution to the
Allised victaory in Eurcpe.  0On the other hend, faulty intelligence can
disrupt the best laid plans. QOver optimistic intelligence reports on

the Y"collapse” of German forces in the Autumn of 1344, total fallure

in the drdermes surpricse as well as sxaggerated reports about &
zo—called German redoubt 21l complicated Eisenhower’s task . He was,

ietiec user of intelligence. He knew its limitations,

b

Moogever , & rea
aften reserved judgment based on his ocwn intuition and rarely gambled
large stakes on the basie of intelligence reportes alone.  Good

intelligence ts a gifit from the gode and should rnever be taken for

|
T
ih
n
1tQ
t

are lessone I am sure that General Schwarzhopf is gquite familiar
with., They are lessons each military leader must come to grips with
in this age. The successful campaign leader must live 1n many worlds,

to simply be a saldier is not encugh.



Epradl Omar N.
1
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