














Foreword

The conflict with the Axis Powers confronted the United States Army with
problems on a scale never faced before—problems as great in administration,
training, supply, and logistics as in strategy and tactics. THE UNITED STATES
ARMY IN WORLD WAR II sets forth in detail the nature of the problems faced,
the methods used to solve them, and the mistakes made as well as the success
achieved. The object is to provide a work of reference for military and civilian
students as well as a record of achievements which deserve an honorable place in
the pages of history. Its value to the thoughtful citizen as an aid to his compre-
hension of basic problems of national security has been a major consideration.
Its preparation has also been prompted by the thought that in a faithful and
comprehensive record all who participated in the Army’s vast effort would find
a recognition merited by their service and sacrifice.

The advantage to the Army and the scholar has been the decisive factor in
proceeding with the least possible delay to the publication of such a series. No
claim is made that it constitutes a final history. Many years will pass before the
record of the war can be fully analyzed and appraised. In presenting an organized
and documented narrative at this time, the Historical Division of the War Depart-
ment has sought to furnish the War Department and the Army schools an early
account of the experience acquired, and to stimulate further research by provid-
ing scholars with a guide to the mountainous accumulation of records produced
by the war.

The decision to prepare a comprehensive account of military activities was
made early in the war. Trained historians were assigned to the larger units of the
Army and War Department to initiate the work of research, analysis, and writing.
The results of their work, supplemented by additional research in records not
readily available during the war, are presented in this series. The general plan
provides for a division into subseries dealing with the War Department, the
Army Air, Ground, and Service Forces, the technical services, and the theaters
of operations. This division conforms to the organization of the Army during
World War II and, though involving some overlapping in subject matter, has the
advantage of presenting a systematic account of developments in each major field
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of responsibility as well as the points of view of the particular commands. The
plan also includes volumes on such topics as statistics, order of battle, military
training, the Women’s Army Corps, and other subjects that transcend the limits
of studies focused on an agency or command. The whole project is oriented
toward an eventual summary and synthesis.

The studies in this volume were written during the war in the Historical
Section of Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, where the authors had free
access to the records and experience of the command. The Historical Division
of the War Department has confined material changes to such additions of in-
formation, approved by the authors, as seemed necessary to round out the picture
presented. The full and frank presentation of the wartime point of view of the
Army Ground Forces, which has not been affected by the changes made, is
regarded as one of the most valuable features of this particular series of studies.

HARRY J. MALONY

Brigadier General, USA
Washington, D.C. Chief, Historical Division
April 1947 War Department Special Staff
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Preface

In the series of historical studies of the Army Ground Forces, 194245, a
volume previously published, The Organization of Ground Combat Troops,
deals with policies governing the number, size, composition, and equipment of
the ground combat units in World War II. This volume centers on training, the
principal mission of the Army Ground Forces. Since the obtaining of qualified
personnel proved to be basic to the fulfillment of this mission, the first three
studies deal with the procurement of enlisted men and officers possessed of the
qualities and aptitudes desired for service in ground combat. The three studies
which follow discuss the policies and problems involved in the training of indi-
viduals, enlisted and commissioned, for their special functions in ground combat
—a responsibility which the Commanding General of the Army Ground Forces
received in March 1942 as successor to the chiefs of the statutory arms. The last
four studies in the volume deal with the training of units, which the Army
Ground Forces regarded as its principal and most urgent task.

The preparation for combat of a large force of combined arms, rather than
school or replacement training, was the aspect of the mission of the Army Ground
Forces to which initial priority was given by Lt. Gen. Lesley J. McNair, its com-
mander until July 1944. The consequence was an emphasis on the field training
of units, particularly of divisions. The building and training of infantry divisions
and related activities are described in this volume. Other volumes will deal with
such phases of training as the preparation for combat of special types of divisions,
the maneuvers of corps and armies, and combined air-ground training.

In general, the principle governing the historical program of the Army
Ground Forces was to concentrate on accomplishing what probably could not be
done as well, if at all, after the war. Concretely, this meant exploiting the advan-
tages of access to the records while these were being made, and of access to the
officers of the command while the problems they faced and the solutions pro-
posed were in the foreground of their thought and interest. The subjects chosen
for intensive study reflect the major activities and problems of the Army Ground
Forces. Inevitably this choice made the survey a study of high command and not
of tactical units or of the establishments concerned with individual training.
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The object has been to state not only what was done but also why the
actions recorded were taken and what lessons were learned. The judgments
expressed on military matters are those of the officers concerned. The function
conceived as proper for the historians was to search out and state the facts which
seemed to have a bearing on the major problems, proposals, and decisions of the
Army Ground Forces, in the belief that in this context of facts the decisions of its
commanders and the consequences of these decisions could best be understood.
Research was carried beyond the records of AGF headquarters only so far as
seemed necessary to explain the particular views and decisions of the commanders
and staff of Army Ground Forces. The main effort was concentrated on exploring
and setting forth the facts known to the headquarters at the time when
action was recommended or taken. It is recognized that a knowledge of other
facts will probably be needed to arrive at balanced judgments of its recommenda-
tions and decisions—a knowledge attainable only when the history of the part
played by other agencies of the War Department and the Army has been
written.

The first study in this volume was prepared by Dr. Robert R. Palmer, now
Professor of History in Princeton University; the second, by Dr. Palmer and
Maj, William R. Keast, now Assistant Professor of English in the University of
Chicago; the third, by Dr. Palmer in collaboration with Major Keast; the fourth,
fifth, and sixth, by Major Keast; and the seventh, eighth, ninth, and tenth, by
Maj. Bell I. Wiley, now Professor of History in Louisiana State University. All
were prepared in the AGF Historical Section, of which the undersigned was
chief. The members of the Historical Section received invaluable advice and col-
laboration from the officers of Headquarters, Army Ground Forces. In particular,
the studies in this volume owe much to the unfailing interest and helpfulness of
Maj. Gen. James G. Christiansen, Chief of Staff of the Army Ground Forces.

Materials obtained from records and interviews in AGF headquarters were
supplemented by observations and interviews in the field. Wherever testimony
has been used the officers who gave it are named in the footnotes. No attempt is
made here to include a complete list of those whose advice and comments, fre-
quently sought, were freely given. For Major Wiley’s studies such a list would
include many officers and enlisted men of the 63d, 65th, 69th, 75th, 84th, 86th,
92d, 94th, and gsth Divisions. As the 65th was the last division activated, and as
the period of its training paralleled the preparation of Major Wiley’s study of
divisional training, he visited it three times, at well-spaced intervals, and on each
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visit interviewed representative officers from the division commander down to
platoon leaders.

The studies have been materially strengthened by editorial revision in the
Historical Division of the War Department. This revision was carried out by
Dr. Rudolph A. Winnacker, Chief of the Editorial Branch, Dr. Stetson Conn,
Dr. Albert K. Weinberg, and other members of the editorial staff. Dr. Conn’s
assistance proved especially helpful in the revision and correction of statistical
data to the extent permitted by figures now available. Dr. Weinberg rounded out
some of the studies by incorporating material from related AGF monographs, in
particular from the “History of the Replacement and School Command,” pre-
pared by Capt. William H. Willis. Maj. Ulysses G. Lee of the Historical Division
contributed to the first study a section on Negro troops. Mr. W. Brooks Phillips
performed the difficult task of providing a full index for the volume. To all those
who have rendered assistance, the authors acknowledge their indebtedness.

At the end of the volume certain aids to the reader will be found: a glossary
of the numerous abbreviations which appear in the text and tables; a footnote
guide explaining the system of documentation; a bibliographical note to guide
future students of the subjects treated through the archival materials used; and,
at the end of the bibliographical note, a list of the studies prepared or initiated by
the Historical Section of the Army Ground Forces during the war.

Washington, D.C. KENT ROBERTS GREENFIELD
April 1947 Colonel, ORC

X






Contents

Studies: Page

THE PROCUREMENT OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL:

THE PROBLEM OF QUALITY . . . . . .. ... xiii
THE PROCUREMENT OF OFFICERS . . . . . . .. 87
THE PROVISION OF ENLISTED

REPLACEMENTS . . . . .. .. .. ... .. 165
SERVICE SCHOOLS OF THE

ARMY GROUND FORCES . . .. ... .. ... 241
THE TRAINING OF OFFICER CANDIDATES . . . . 321

THE TRAINING OF ENLISTED REPLACEMENTS . 365

THE BUILDING AND TRAINING OF

INFANTRY DIVISIONS . . . . . . . . . .. ... 429
THE TRAINING OF NONDIVISIONAL UNITS . . . 495
THE PREPARATION OF UNITS FOR
OVERSEAS MOVEMENT . . . . . . . . ... .. 561
REDEPLOYMENT TRAINING: PLANS AND
PROBLEMS . . . . .. P 619
Glossary of Abbreviations . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 649
Guideto Footnotes . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... 653
Bibliographical Note . . . . . . . . . .. . ... ... 657






The Procurement of

Enlisted Personnel:

The Problem of Quality

by

Robert R, Palmer






Contents

Page
I. THE CLASSIFICATION OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL . . . . . .. 1
The Need for High-Grade Personnel in Ground Combar . . . . . . . . 2
The Army Classification System and the Army Ground Forces . . . . . . 4
1I. PROBLEMS OF QUALITY IN THE PERIOD OF MOBILIZATION . 14
Decline in the Quality of AGF Personnel . . . . . . . . . . . ... 15
Preferential Assignment to the Army Asr Forces . . . . . . . . . .. 21
The Army Specialized Training Program and the Army Ground Forces . . 28
Limited-Service Men in the Army Ground Forces . . . . . . . . . .. 40
III. EFFORTS TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF GROUND COMBAT
TROOPS . . . . . . v v o e s e e e e e 48
Proposals for the Rebabilitation of the Ground Arms . . . . . . . . 51
The Quality of Negro Troops . . . . . . . v o« v« v v v v v . 53
The Infantry Program . . . « . . .« . o v i v e v v e e e e . 58
The Physical Profile Systemn  « . . . . . . . . .. .. ... ... 64
Limired Success of the Physical Profile System . . . . . . . . . . .. 69
The Transfer of High-Quality Personnel to the Ground Arms . . . . . . 76
Tables
No. Page
1. Distribution of Enlisted Men per Thousand in Vatious Arms and Services,
28January 1943 . . . . . . . L L Lo . 8
2. Percentage Distribution by AGCT Classes of All Men Assigned by Recep-
tion Centers to Replacement Training Centers, by Branch, March-
August 1942 . . . . . . ..o e 17
3. Distribution by AGCT Classes of All Men Inducted into the Army,
Processed at Reception Centers, and Assigned to the Various Arms and
Servicesduring 1943 . . . . . . . . . L ... .00, 18
4. Provision of Students to the Army Specialized Training Program, First
Three Training Cycles, May-July 1943 . . . . . . . . .. .. .. 34

5. Rclative Popularity of Arms and Services Among Enlisted Men in 1943 . 49






I. The Classification of

Enlisted Personnel

The armed forces of the United States at their peak strength during World
War Il numbered approximately 12,350,000. The Army’s share of this total was
roughly 8,300,000, of which about 7,300,000 were enlisted men. Another volume
of this series has described the problems attending the allocation to ground
combat units of an adequate proportion of the mobilized manpower." Of equal
concern to the Army Ground Forces was the quality of these men with respect to
their basic aptitudes for service in the ground arms.

Even if these basic aptitudes had been firmly established by the system of
classifying the Army’s quota of the national manpower, not all of those found
to possess them could have been assigned to the Army Ground Forces. The com-
peting demands of the Air Forces for men with combat aptitudes and of both the
Air and Service Forces for men with technical qualifications had to be met also.
The supply necessary to meet all demands having quickly been found inadequate,
priorities were established. In 1942 it was deemed necessary to give the Army Air
Forces first call on the Army’s quota of men in the highest brackets of general
military aptitude. By the end of 1943 the operation of this priority and of other
factors had reduced to a dangerously low level the number of men allotted to the
Ground Forces who seemed likely to perform effectively in combat. In 1944
priority as between Air and Ground Forces was reversed, and the system of
classification was revised to select more effectively for ground combat service the
types of men who had an aptitude for such service.

The present study approaches the problem from the point of view of the
Army Ground Forces, the major command responsible for the training of
ground combat troops in World War II. It presents an analysis of the effects pro-
duced by the system of assignment used in 1942 and 1943, reviews the efforts and
proposals which were made to obtain a larger share of men of the type needed to
meet the requirements of ground combat in modern war, and describes the
results of these efforts. An attempt has been made to indicate why certain efforts
and proposals failed or were overruled, but in general only insofar as the reasons

1 See “Mobilization of the Ground Army,” in UNITED STATES ARMY IN WORLD WAR II: THE
ARMY GROUND FORCES, T#4e Organization of Ground Combat Troops (Washington, 1947).
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were known at Headquarters, Army Ground Forces. The views presented can be
fully appraised only when the whole picture of the war effort has been more fully
developed.

Although many in the armed forces seem at first to have shared the
prevalent optimism regarding the abundance of the resources of the Nation
both in materiel and personnel, the War Department had in practice recognized
the necessity of using the existing aptitudes of its quota of manpower econom-
ically. It had built up, with the advice of experts in psychology and personnel
management, a complex system of classification and assignment to make maxi-
mum use of civilian skills and personal aptitudes.? Its system made provision for
specialists and administrative and clerical personnel. Its scheme of classification
recognized differences in age, physical hardihood, mental endowment, educa-
tion, occupational skill, and capacity for assuming responsibility, with the object
of adapting these various personal aptitudes to military requirements. The pur-
poses of the system, in ascending order of importance, were to maintain morale by
giving men suitable assignments; to simplify, hasten, and economize the training
effort; and to organize the available manpower in such a way as to deliver in the
shortest time the maximum force against the enemy.

The Need for High-Grade Personnel in Ground Combat

Ground combat in World War II required complex skills, which were in
large part technical. Even in the Infantry, the ground arm requiring the least
technical training, the private had to understand the use of a dozen weapons.
He had to acquire at least an elementary knowledge of many things besides:
camouflage and concealment; mine removal and the detection of booby traps;
patrolling, map reading, and combat intelligence; recognition of American,
Allied, and enemy aircraft, armored vehicles, and other equipment; the use and
disposal of captured equipment; the processing of prisoners of war; first aid,
field sanitation, and maintenance of life and health out of doors over long periods
and under conditions of extreme difficulty. Thus the trained ground soldier was,
on the basis of military instead of civilian skills, almost as much a specialist as
anyone in the Army. Moreover, the knowledge and skills which the infantryman
might need in battle were such that they could not be reduced to an anticipated

% See the articles by Walter V. Bingham, Chief Psychologist, Personnel Procedure Section, the Adjutant

General's Office, in Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, March 1942, pp. 18-28,
Harper's, September 1942, pp. 432—40, and Science, September 29, 1944, pp. 275-80.
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routine. He had to know how to play his part under conditions of strain and
confusion in the teamwork of squad and platoon, coordinating the various
infantry weapons in a tactics of fire and movement. The mobile tactics and open
formations of World War II demanded the greatest possible physical vigor and
mental alertness in individual combat soldiers and required strong powers of
leadership in commanders, even in units as small as the squad. The intelligence,
skill, and stamina of semi-isolated riflemen and small-unit commanders were to
determine not only individual survival on the battlefield but also in many cases
the outcome of battle.

Although these facts were appreciated increasingly as the war proceeded,
they were recognized from the beginning. In March 1942, when the Army
Ground Forces was established, G-3 of the War Department General Staff
endorsed the following public statement emphasizing the importance of having
a high grade of personnel in ground combat units:®

The increased tempo of war today, its rapid changes in local situations, and the great
spaces it covers make it impossible for commanders to control the detailed action of sub-
ordinate units. Hence the accomplishment of the will of the commander depends, in final
analysis, upon the ability of subordinates to make the proper decisions in unpredictable
situations on the battlefield. These decisions require sound judgment and initiative—qualities
which must be carefully developed and fostered in the training of every individual.

Yet the quality of manpower in the ground arms, when mobilization was
nearly completed in the latter part of 1943, compared unfavorably with that of
other elements of the Army. A sample consisting of 12,000 combat soldiers proved
to be below the Army average in height, in weight, in intelligence, and in edu-
cation. The infantrymen examined averaged over half an inch ‘shorter and six
pounds lighter than the average for the Army.*

The ground combat arms had failed to receive a proportionate share of the
high-quality men assigned by reception centers to the major Army commands.
During the representative year of 1943, about 2,600,000 men were processed by
the Army at reception centers and assigned to the arms and services. About 40
percent of these men were sent to the ground combat arms. But only 34 percent
of the men graded highest in intelligence and aptitude (AGCT Classes I and II)
were so assigned, while 44 percent of those graded lowest (AGCT Classes IV

"Lt B. N. Harlow (Bureau of Public Relations, War Department), “Training for Military Service,”
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, March 1942, pp. 20—49. Stated by the
editors to have been written in collaboration with G-3, WDGS.

¢ AGF memo for G-1 WD, 11 Nov 43, sub: Improvement of the Morale, Efficiency, and Effectiveness
of Inf. 00o.7/22 (Inf Prog).
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and V) went to the ground combat arms.® Lt. Gen. Lesley J. McNair, Command-
ing General of the Army Ground Forces, felt very strongly on this matter. He
came increasingly to believe that American soldiers were sustaining avoidable
casualties and perhaps taking longer than necessary to win the war, because the
men assigned to ground combat units did not represent a fair cross section of the
nation’s manpower.

The Army Classification System and
the Army Ground Forces

There were various reasons for the relatively inferior quality of the human
raw material made available to the ground combat arms during the first two
years of the war. One was the absence of a central system of personnel classifica-
tion and assignment for the Army and Navy as a whole. Another was, from the
viewpoint of the Army Ground Forces, the shortcomings of the Army’s own
system of classification.

Underlying Selective Service was the idea that the military authorities could
best determine where a man might most effectively serve, and that individuals
should patriotically abstain from volunteering for this or that branch of the
service. In fact, however, the Navy and the Marine Corps obtained their personnel
entirely from volunteers until the end of 1942. They also procured a large propor-
tion of their officers by granting commissions to civilians prior to training, largely
on the basis of educational background. This practice contrasted with the Army
system, in which most men went through basic training as enlisted men before
they could become eligible as officer candidates. Direct commissioning of civilians
by the Army, though practiced on a fairly large scale in the early period of
mobilization, did not ordinarily affect men liable for Selective Service and was
not used to obtain officers for combat assignments. But by voluntarily enlisting or
by accepting a commission in the Navy or the Marines, many thousands of men
of the finest physical types, and of a high degree of education and personal
initiative, remained outside the operations of Selective Service and hence outside
the Army. Not all of these men were used for combat duty by the Navy and the
Marine Corps.

The Army classification system, designed to determine where men could
serve most effectively, therefore applied to a group which, in its top strata, was

® These percentages were compiled from statistics of the AGO Classification and Replacement Branch,
reports on Forms XOC-62, 63, 64. For a detailed breakdown of the 1943 statistics
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less than representative of the national manpower. In addition, some of the best
men received by the Army were not subject to normal classification. Until the
end of 1942 the Army also accepted men of draft age as volunteers and permitted
them to select their own branch of the service. In 1942 only about 5 percent of the
volunteers chose the Infantry or Armored Force.® The overwhelming majority
chose the Air Corps. They reached Army reception centers preclassified—ear-
marked for the Air Corps by their own wish. Only high-type men could qualify.
By no means all were employed by the Army Air Forces on combat or flying
duty.”

The Navy, the Marines, and the Army Air Forces therefore had the character
of hand-picked organizations, a character preserved to a large extent by the Navy
and the Marine Corps even after their resort to the draft (because of differences
in induction standards), and by the Army Air Forces even though a large
proportion of its personnel was obtained by nonvoluntary methods.

The Army classification system applied to the great bulk of men received
by the Military Establishment during the war. Classification began on induction
and followed the enlisted man through his ‘military career, changing as he
changed. Assignment and reassignment reflected the successive decisions of clas-
sifying officers. For most men the classification and corresponding assignment
made at the time of induction determined their subsequent careers in the Army.
Men were classified in three ways—by physical capacity, by intellectual capacity,
and by occupational skill.

Classification and assignment within the Army by physical capacity was very
broad. For induction, detailed and fairly high physical standards, including
psychiatric standards, were prescribed.® Once in the Army, men were classified
on simple lines. Whereas the British and German Armies recognized several
grades of physical capacity, according to muscular strength, endurance, agility,

8 “Armistice Day Address by Lt Gen L. J. McNair, 11 Nov 42,” p. 5. AWC Library, Collection of
McNair Speeches.

" The Air Corps is the permanent statutory organization of the air arm of the Military Establishment
and is the principal component of the Army Air Forces. During World War II the strength of the Air Corps
was 80 percent or more of the total strength of the Army Air Forces, the remainder being made up of
various services and arms attached to the Air Forces. The preferential rules of 1942~43 discussed in the
following pages applied to all men assigned to the Army Air Forces and shipped directly from reception
centers to AAF basic training centers, Such men were actually members of the Air Corps; this study,
however, follows the customary war and postwar practice of referring to them as personnel of the Army
Air Forces.

* WD Mobilization Regulations (MR) 1-9, as amended.
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coordination, and other criteria, and assigned men to positions making corre-
sponding demands on physique, the United States Army recognized only one
category of general service and one category of limited service. In July 1943
limited service was abolished as a category in classification. Physical grounds for
assignment thereafter depended on individual cases rather than on types. The
great majority of men qualified for general service. General-service men were
assigned to units irrespective of finer physical gradations, largely on the basis of
occupational skill. Consequently the question whether, in a given unit, a2 man
would engage in hand-to-hand fighting, march long distances on foot, carry a
heavy pack, or go without sleep and food counted very little in his original assign-
ment. Modifications in this system were introduced in 1944, too late to affect the
bulk of the Army.

Classification by intellectual capacity was more precise.® For this purpose
inductees were given an Army General Classification Test (AGCT) designed
to measure ability to learn. The confusion of AGCT scores with concepts of
“I.Q.” or “mental age” was forbidden by the War Department. The AGCT
measured a compound of native endowments and of the effects of schooling and
social experience, amounting to “intelligence” in the popular and practical sense
in which it was useful to the Army. Scores were so arranged that 100 represented
the expected median of all men tested. Numerical scores were grouped into five
classes, of which Class I represented the men of highest intelligence and Class V
the lowest. To qualify as an officer candidate a man had to fall in Class I or II.
Class IT was also the main source of good noncommissioned officers. Other things
being equal (which they were not), all arms and services were to receive the
same proportionate distribution of men in the five AGCT classes.

Of all provisions of the classification system those concerned with occupa-
tional skills were the most elaborate and the most refined.'® The Army sought to
meet its needs for specialists with men experienced in related occupations in
civilian life. The purpose was the very important one of speeding up mobilization
and training by utilizing the full capacities of the available manpower. Special-
ists, in this connection, included those pursuing relatively simple trades which
could be learned in a few weeks or months. The need of the Army for specialists

*TM 12-260, WD, 31 Dec 42, Personnel Classification Tests.

(1) AR 615-26, 15 Sep 42, sub: EM: Index and Specifications for Civ and Mil Occupational
Specialists. (2) TM 12—426, WD, 1 Jul 44, sub: Civ Occupational Classification and Enl Pers. (3} WD
Classification Mcmos, especially No. 9, 18 May 42, and No. 10, 1 Aug 42.
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was made clear to the public, especially in the period before the declaration of
war, when the distastefulness of compulsory military training could be relieved
by pointing out its vocational value. The publicizing of technical requirements
produced an expectation among many inductees that they could best contribute
to the war effort by continuing with their usual occupations, somewhat modified,
in the Army. The satisfaction or disappointment of these expectations became an
important factor in morale.

To effect proper classification on all jobs performed by enlisted men, called
“military occupational specialties” (MOS’s), were given “specification serial num-
bers” (SSN’s) on a scale from 001 to g99. Numbers below 500 designated mili-
tary jobs having corresponding occupations in civilian life, such as Automobile
Mechanic, o14, or Clerk-Typist, 405. Numbers above 500 designated jobs having
no parallel in civilian life, such as Rifleman, 745, or Antitank Gunner, 610. An
exception in the numbers above 500 was Laborer, 590. A special case was Basic,
521, since basic privates might be trained for any job as desired by commanders.

At the reception center the newly inducted man, after an interview, with or
without vocational tests, was classified according to his occupational experience
or aptitude. He received the specification serial number most closely correspond-
ing to his main civilian skill. This number inevitably fell in the group of SSN’s
below 500. To fill the need for SSN’s above 500 the classifying officer attempted to
find related civilian trades. A man classified as Steward, 124, might be recom-
mended for training as Mess Sergeant, 824. But for fighting jobs, such as Rifle-
man, 745, Tank Driver, 736, or Gunner, 603, there were, of course, no civilian
equivalents.

The requirements of the Army, in terms of SSN's, were formulated primarily
in unit Tables of Organization (T/O’s), which showed what jobs existed in
every unit and how many men were needed for each type of job. From the T/O’s
of all units the Adjutant General’s Office computed “Requirement and Replace-
ment Rates, Military Specialists.”"' These were for the guidance of reception
centers in the assignment of newly inducted men. They converted the needs of
every type of unit for each SSN into a rate per thousand enlisted men. For
example, in the infantry regiment, the rate per thousand was 21.3 for cooks
(SSN 060), 77.0 for light truck drivers (SSN 345), 177.5 for riflemen (SSN 745),
and 50.7 for automatic riflemen (SSN 746). The Requirement and Replacement

™ Reissued at fairly long inteyvals; figures in present paragraph are from issue of WD Memo
W615-12—43, 28 Jan 43.
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Rates also included figures for the over-all SSN needs of each arm and service.
These figures served as a guide in the assignment of newly inducted men to
replacement training centers.

The arms and services differed greatly in their needs for military occupa-
tional specialties. Some had a higher requirement rate than others for SSN’s
below 500, that is, for men to fill jobs for which there was a civilian counterpart.
All the services except Military Police had more of such jobs than did any of the
arms. (See Table No. 1.) At one extreme was the Transportation Corps, in which,

TABLE NO. I

Distribution of Enlisted Men per T housand in

Various Arms and Services,

28 January 1943

A Servi All SSN’s SSN 590 SSN 521 All Other Total

rm or Service below 5004 | (Laborer) (Basic) SSN’s? ota
Transportation.............. 788 20 59 63 1,000
Engineers. .ooeeeeceanannnnsn 725 1 120 154 1,000
Ordnance....covvieeneninsenns 641 45 171 143 1,000
Signal......ccovevininnennnnn 5791 ceveen 107 314 1,000
Quartermaster. cvesvsrrnecses 466 268 121 145 1,000
Medical. ....ovevvnnvennnnnnn 438 PP 163 399 1,000
Chemical....cooviinenannnnn. 409 182 116 293 1,000
Field Artillery..coooevvnnnnn, 347 | eeenen 111 542 1,000
Tank Destroyer.ceeieeeeees.. 3381 .e.... 109 553 1,000
Cavally.s e sirsnenreenrnnnes 322 1 91 586 | 1,000
Armored.....covivviarnneenn. 253 3 89 655 1,000
Antigircrafte . ceeecsacrnraasss 224 | ...... 106 670 1,000
Coast Artillery.eevevsvnreen.. 197 | cevenn 99 704 1,000
Infantry...ccovevvvnnnnnnanns 164 | .eeeen 104 732 1,000
Military Police.....coouvunn. 1087  ...... 112 780 1,000
Air CotpPS.urereannrnnns 198 117 6B5 1,000

Source: WD Memo W615-12-43, 28 Jan 43, sub: Regmt & Repl Rates, Military Specialists
(1943 Troop Basis).

4 Men with jobs baving counterparts in civilian life,

5 Men with distinctly military jobs, having no civilian counterparts.
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according to the Requirement and Replacement Rates, 788 out of every 1,000
enlisted men filled civilian-type jobs (SSN’s below s500), while only 63 were
engaged in work for which there was no civilian equivalent, In the Infantry, on
the other hand, only 164 men out of 1,000 (mostly cooks, truck drivers, and radio
operators) filled civilian-type jobs, and 732 were engaged in exclusively military
occupations. In general, for the combat arms there was no specific vocational
preparation in civilian life. In assigning newly inducted men to the combat arms,
and especially to the Infantry, it was necessary to a large extent either to ignore
civilian occupation or to assign men who had no established occupation, and
who therefore, unless lack of established occupation was due to youth, were not
likely to be the most desirable material.

Occupational classification, though not adapted primarily to the needs of
the combat arms, was nevertheless the main basis of assignment. Reception
centers, in filling requisitions of units or replacement training centers for person-
nel, supplied specialists in the proportions called for in the Requirement and
Replacement Rates. For further guidance of the reception centers Army Regula-
tions 615-26, dated 15 September 1942, offered suggestions for assignment. For
boilermakers, bricklayers, riveters, and steelworkers, the suggested assignment
was the Corps of Engineers. For longshoremen it was the Quartermaster Corps.
Detectives were thought to be peculiarly suitable for the Provost Marshal Gen-
eral’s Office, and “vice-squad patrolmen” for the Military Police. Miners might
fit into either the Engineers or the Infantry. Suited for the Infantry primarily,
according to these suggestions, were a few “specialists” of infrequent occurrence
in the civilian population, such as parachute jumpers and mountaineers. Book-
keepers, file clerks, piano tuners, shipping clerks, and teachers were recom-
mended “for any arm or service.”'* White-collar workers were not needed by
the Army in proportion to their frequency in civilian society. They stood, there-
fore, a somewhat better chance of being assigned to the Infantry than did boiler-
makers or longshoremen.

The War Department was aware that civilian vocation was not in itself an
adequate basis for military assignment. It realized that combat soldiers and com-
bat leaders must learn their tasks after induction into the Army, regardless of
previous occupation, and that to become a good soldier or a good leader required
a considerable degree of intelligence. In March 1942 the Chief Psychologist,
Personnel Procedures Bureau, Adjutant General’s Office, in discussing the Army

2 AR 615—26, 15 Sep 42, pp. 97ff.



10 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

classification system, emphasized that men suited for combat positions should
not be kept blindly at their old trades while in the Army. A master plumber, he
maintained, would be misused as a plumber if he could become the leader of a
machine gun squad.” A certified public accountant, he added, would be wasted
in the Finance Department if in fact he had the ability to become the commander
of a tank destroyer battalion. To keep qualified men from combat or command
positions was the worst form of “occupational casualty.”**

The trouble was that no definite means had been developed to determine a
man’s potentialities as a fighter or a combat leader. The first principle of the
system as a system was, after all, to provide men with suitable job experience to
Army units according to a highly refined scheme of job analysis rooted in Army
Tables of Organization. A sample study in 1943 indicated that, of enlisted men
having civilian trades usable by the Army, only 17 percent “were used by the
Army in some activity different from previous civilian experience.”*®

The net result was that men having established trades or skills in civilian
life tended to be assigned to the noncombat elements of the Army. The problem
of technical training in the Army was thereby simplified, but the problem of
tactical and combat training was rendered more difficult. Skilled workmen in
civilian life tended to be men of the higher intelligence levels, with a sense of
responsibility and initiative, and possessed also of superior physiques. The loss of
civilian skills to the ground arms was of slight importance, since most skills in
the ground arms had in any case to be learned after induction; but the loss of the
type of men who had acquired skills in civilian life left the ground arms with a
subaverage portion of the available manpower.

There was one large exception to the placing of primary emphasis on occu-
pational classification. In assignment to the Army Air Forces, classification by
intellectual capacity was given precedence. During most of the period of rapid
mobilization, from early in 1942 to the middle of 1943, the War Department
ruled that a specified proportion of inductees sent to basic training centers of the
Army Air Forces should be men scoring over 100 in the AGCT. The proportion
varied but was always well above that found among inductees as a whole. The
training program of the Air Forces, largely technical in nature, was simplified

™ But in AR 615—26 plumbers were suggested for assignment to the Engineers or the Quartermaster
Corps.

 W. V. Bingham, *“The Army Personnel Classification System,” Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, March 1942, p. 21.

® Report of the Army Service Forces, Fiscal Year 1943, p. 136.
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and accelerated by the receipt of a larger percentage of high-intelligence person-
nel. In view of the size of the Air Forces, the practice substantially reduced the
number of high-intelligence men available to the remainder of the Army.
In principle, the War Department desired that all arms and services should
receive an adequate proportion of the more intelligent men from whom officers

might be developed. Instructions to reception centers read:'®

Mental ability will be distributed proportionately to all replacement training centers and
units after occupational specialists required by installation or unit of assignment have been
supplied, except when specifically directed to the contrary by the War Department. Particular
attention will be given to the necessity of sending to the various arms and services all men
who appear to have the proper qualifications for officer candidates in the respective arms
and services.

But the “after” clause in the first sentence, by which men with established
vocations went largely into the services, and the “except” clause, which during
1942 and 1943 covered the policy of assigning a larger proportion of men of high
mental capacity to the Air Forces, meant that however evenly the reception
centers distributed the remaining mental ability the combat ground arms would
obtain less than their share of the high-intelligence men. The percentage of
enlisted men “who appeared to have the proper qualifications for officer candi-
dates” was in fact lower in the combat ground arms than in the rest of the Army.

For the purposes of the Army Ground Forces, the fundamental shortcom-
ing of the classification system was that, while it indicated very definitely the
occupational qualities of enlisted men for which the Army Service Forces could
establish a claim, it indicated very indefinitely the qualities mainly required by
the Army Ground Forces. A man’s potentialities as a fighter or combat leader
were intangible. To estimate them involved the prediction of how an individual
would behave under future conditions of a kind to which he had never been
subjected in the past. It was fairly safe to assume that a truck driver, if taught to
drive an Army truck under tactical conditions in maneuvers, would be able to
drive satisfactorily in a combat zone. It was more difficult to predict how a man
would react in battle as a rifleman from anything known of him at the time of
induction, or even during training, however much the training might simulate
combat. It was not possible to predict with assurance, whatever signs of leader-
ship a man might have shown as a civilian, that he would do well at officer
candidate school or, if he did, how he would actually conduct himself as a
lieutenant directing his platoon in battle.

¥ Par 235, WD Classification Memo No. 9, 18 May 42.
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In short, the qualities which it was most important for the Army Ground
Forces to know were those on which psychological research was the least con-
clusive, and on which the records made by classifying officers were the most
indefinite or silent. Attempts were made to put the desired information on the
soldier’s principal classification record, his “Form 20.” It might be recorded that
he had handled firearms as a civilian, or had gone on hunting trips—a fact which
would perhaps be made the basis of assignment to the Infantry. It might be
recorded that a man had supervised others in civilian life, as a foreman, office
manager, or superintendent—a fact which would possibly be used as evidence of
a capacity for military leadership. For the purpose to be served, however, such
notations were desultory and inadequate. They lacked also the apparent definite-
ness of an SSN classification or an AGCT score; they did not constitute systematic
classification. Putting a needle through the punched spaces in a stack of Form 20’s
did not make it possible to identify the men who would make the best riflemen
or the best officer candidates.

In the absence of definite and reliable measures of the qualities needed in
combat troops, the Army Ground Forces relied on more or less indirect indica-
tions of such qualities. The fact that the use of AGCT scores and vocational
histories tended to put the men with most initiative and intelligence in
technical positions, and that little use of physical classification was made at all,
gave additional reason for the Army Ground Forces to stress intelligence, initia-
tive, and physical strength as indirect indications of what was needed in combat
troops. Physical ruggedness was emphasized as a sign of fighting capacity, not
only because front-line soldiers needed to be strong but also because physical
strength was to some extent correlated with aggressiveness and emotional stabil-
ity. Achievement in a civilian vocation was held to be a sign of initiative,
ambition, self-reliance, persistence, and learning ability, and hence an indirect
measure of qualities needed in fighting men and battle commanders. High
AGCT scores were stressed as a sign of potential leadership. It was well known,
to be sure, that battle leaders required qualities not measured by the AGCT and
that many men with exceptionally high AGCT scores often could not deal effec-
tively with subordinates. The correlation between leadership qualities and
AGCT scores was by no means perfect. But in the absence of definite leadership
tests common to the whole Army no better indexthan the AGCT was available.

Officers of the Army Ground Forces came gradually, however, to question
the whole system of classification and assignment. Their increasing doubts of its
effectiveness in meeting the needs they represented were built up by experience.
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At first, in 1942, in pointing out the consequences of basing preferential assign-
ment to the Air Forces on mental classification, Army Ground Forces urged a
more consistent adherence to the principle of assignment according to occupa-
tional skill. Protesting against an exception to the system, Army Ground Forces
appealed to the system itself. Later, as the consequences of vocationalism became
apparent, the value of the system as a whole came to be doubted. The War Depart-
ment’s decentralization of assignment procedures on 1 March 1943, and the
consequent establishment of an active Classification and Replacement Division
in the AGF headquarters staff, meant that more thought was given by AGF
officers to the whole problem. After the middle of 1943 General McNair believed
that assignment of inductees to branches of the Army should depend primarily
on physical classification, with occupational assignment reserved for certain rare
specialists only, and with no assignment on the basis of AGCT score alone. This
was almost the reverse of the procedure under which the Army (almost
completely mobilized by late 1943) had been formed.



IL. Problems of Quality
in the Period of Mobilization

The first “new” infantry divisions, neither Regular Army nor National
Guard in origin, were activated in March 1942. In the same month the quality
of manpower received by the ground arms began to decline below the national
average. The role of the Army classification system in this decline was not at first
appreciated and became fully evident only as experience accumulated. In 1942
the War Department sought a remedy in legislation which would permit the
induction of younger, more vigorous men, and the Army Ground Forces was
concerned with the effect of the preference accorded to the Army Air Forces in
the assignment of men with high AGCT scores. In November 1942 legislation
for the induction of men eighteen and nineteen years old was obtained, and the
War Department directed the maximum practicable assignment of younger
inductees to combat units.” But throughout 1943 preference to the Army Air
Forces continued to affect adversely the quality of those men received by the
Army Ground Forces. A further decline in the quality of ground combat troops
was caused in 1942 and 1943 by the loss of men who applied for officer training
in the Air and Service Forces, and in 1943 by the temporary withdrawal of thou-
sands of highly intelligent men for the Army Specialized Training Program. By
the middle of 1943 the basic causes for this qualitative deterioration in ground
combat troops became apparent. Partial remedies could not provide a solution for
the existing crisis. A radical change, involving a shift in emphasis from occupa-
tional and mental to physical qualifications in the Army classification system,
was required to assure the effectiveness of ground troops in combat. In the
preceding year and a half the quality of personnel in the Army Ground Forces
had declined well below the national average in intelligence as well as in physical
vigor.

1(1) Memo (C) of G—3 WD for TAG, 1 Dec 42, sub: Assignment of 18, 19, and 20 Year Old
Enlisted Men. AGO Records, ACT 324.91 (11~12—42) (1) (Use of 18 and 19 Year Old Group) (R). (2)
For discussion of policy and plans with Hq AGF see AGF file 327.3 (Selective Service Men) (S). By

express direction of General Marshall not less than 25 percent of the men in combat units were to be
'teen-age men. Seventy-five percent were to be assigned to divisions activated after 1 January 1943.
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Decline in the Quality of AGF Personnel

Before March 1942 the ground arms received a representative cross section
of the manpower available to the Army. The best single precise index to quality
of personnel (physical fitness of all general-service men being assumed equally
adequate) was the score on the Army General Classification Test. In the six
months preceding 1 March 1942, men processed and assigned by Army reception
centers to replacement training centers were distributed by AGCT score as

follows:
Class I n I IVandV Toral
Percent 6.9 26.8 3.1 35.2 100.0
Percentage distribution to the ground arms was as follows:
Class 1 n m IVand V Total
Armored Force 2.4 28.0 327 31.9 100.0
Cavalry 2.1 27.2 30.8 349 100.0
Infantry 6.7 265 3r.2 35.6 100.0
Coast Artillery 6.4 25.9 31.6 36.1 100.0
Field Artillery 6.3 25.9 31.2 36.6 100.0

This distribution by classes in the ground arms reflected the average for the Army
as a whole before 1 March 1942.%

In February 1942 the War Department ordered that 75 percent of the white
men sent to the Air Forces from reception centers were to have AGCT scores of
100 or over, that is, be in Classes I, 11, or the upper half of III. This decision was
based upon strategic requirements. The first offensive blows were to be delivered
by the Army Air Forces. Preparing it for this role involved not only expanding it
rapidly from a very small nucleus but also giving it first call on high-quality per-
sonnel. At the same time, in the spring and summer of 1942, the number of service
units activated was greatly increased to build up a base in the British Isles for the
large-scale air and ground operations then contemplated. As a consequence, the
factors tending to lower the quality of manpower assigned to the ground combat
arms began to operate with pronounced effect.

Percentage distribution, in terms of AGCT classes, for men processed and
assigned by Army reception centers to replacement training centers in the six
months following 1 March 1942 was as follows:

Class 1 1 m IV and V Total
Percent 6.5 25.7 31.0 36.8 100.0

3 Percentages compiled by Historical Division, WDSS, from statistics of the AGO Classification and
Replacement Branch, reports on Forms XOC-62, 63, 64.
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Distribution to the ground arms by percentages was as follows:

Class { i 1414 IWandV Toral
Armored Force 5.3 23.2 32.6 389 100.0
Infantry 5.3 22.1 29.0 43.6 100.0
Coast Artillery 4.6 215 317 42.2 100.0
Field Artillery 4.6 19.5 29.4 465 100.0
Cavalry 4.4 21.4 31.3 42.9 100.0

The percentage distribution during the same period of the men assigned to
replacement training centers of the various arms and services is shown in Table
No. 2. Only the Corps of Engineers ranked below the ground combat arms in the
quality of personnel received, as reflected in AGCT scores.’

The same situation continued to prevail throughout 1943. Figures for all men
assigned by reception centers to both units and replacement training centers dur-
ing 1943 show that the ground combat arms stood considerably below the Air
Forces and most of the services in quality of personnel received; divisions stood
near the bottom of the list. Divisions, the major fighting units of the ground arms,
received only 27.9 percent of their inductees in Classes I and II; the Air Forces,
on the other hand, received 41.7 percent; service command service units (com-
prising permanent reception center personnel, etc.), 51.6 percent; and the Signal
Corps, 58.0 percent. [(See Table No. 3.] The ground combat arms were assigned
about 40 percent of the men processed at reception centers during 1943, but only
28.5 percent of the top-quality Class I men.*

Not all the high-grade men assigned to the ground arms could be retained.
Attrition was highest in this type of personnel. Some were lost as officer candi-
dates when they elected to try for commissions outside the ground arms. In one
infantry division in 1942, of 1,200 enlisted men accepted as officer candidates 8co

elected officer training in quartermaster, medical administration, and finance.?
Apart from the lesser danger, these branches were probably preferred in a belief
that they offered opportunities for vocational self-improvement. Election of
these branches by enlisted men in the combat ground arms was later prohibited
by amendment to the Army Regulations. Through 1943 many intelligent enlisted
men were also lost to the Army Specialized Training Program in the colleges.
Through the whole period of mobilization soldiers in the ground arms were free

*1bid.

“1bid.

® AGF ltr to CGs, 4 Sep 42, sub: OCS. 352/301 (OCS).
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TABLE NO. 2

Percentage Distribution by AGCT Classes of All Men Assigned by
Reception Centers to Replacement
Training Centers, by Branch, March-August 1942

Class

Branch landII | I [IVandV
FinancCe®. ..o iiiiineinteennsoncntonsensasstnossneesanean 89.4 10.1 0.5
Chemical Warfare. .. ..o ciiiinieriiniartonseraennosnonnss 51.2 27.6 21.2
Army Air Forces®. .o ovriiiiii it iiiieiiiiie i ititenannns 44.4 35.3 20.3
Ordnance. . ..oviiieiintiieinniirstraroasencssarnannans 41.6 33.0 254
Signal CorPS®. e vt einiiiintiieniaseaeeneeoessassssnnne 39.2 35.1 25.7
Military Police®. ... .oviiiiiiiin it aniesineanonasnns 35.3 33.0 31.7
Medical. .. iioiirreniiiniiiiinsiaenseeasonsssascannnsnsaas 30.6° 29.1 40.3
QUALTEIMASIEr . v v vvnerrverressnssrasarsnsasssnerancasscss 28.5 29.4 42.1
Armored FOrce, .. vviviviiiiniiiiiiinisieesennnnsnoees . 28.5 32,6 38.9
Branch Immaterial®..........oooiiiiiiiniennneineannnn. 28.5 28.2 43.3
Infantry..... Car e teerei i ie e ere ity .ee 27.4 29.0 43.6
Coast Artillery..ooviniereinnreeniiseiaransarsasnscenss 26.1 31.7 42.2
L0 1§ Seenae 25.8 31.3 42,9
Field Artillery....... N Cesarearaaenans 24.1 29.4 46.5
EDgineers. cuvresrrrrensanrersonssnrsrsssnsarsassorenne 23.4 26,2 50.4

Source: Compiled by Historical Division, WDSS, from statistics of the AGO Classification
and Replacement Branch reports on Forms XOC-62, 63, 64.

# These RTC's received white selectees only during this period. Negro men for these
services and the Air Forces were assigned directly to units from reception centers
or were trained at a BIRTC, Finance RTC, in addition to receiving no Negroes,
received no Class V men. '

4 Most graduates of branch immaterial replacement training centers were assigned to
the Infantry.

to volunteer as aviation cadets in the Air Corps. Transferred to the Air Forces,
they might not succeed in becoming fliers. If not, they were retained by the Air
Forces in ground positions. Many enlisted men, of sufficiently good physique and
intelligence to qualify originally as aviation cadets, were shifted by this process
from AGF units, in which they would probably have become at least squad or
platoon leaders in combat, to the ground installations of the Air Forces, in which
their functions were predominantly technical and mechanical. The Air Forces
enjoyed this advantage in addition to obtaining large numbers of volunteer
aviation cadets directly from the reception centers, and in addition also to the
preferential assignment of high-quality men to AAF basic training centers under
the rules in effect until June 1943.
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TABLE NO. 3

Distribution by AGCT Classes of All Men Inducted into the Army, Processed

at Reception Centers, and Assigned to the Various Arms

and Services during 1943

Classes I and I Class III Classes [IVand V
Branch Total
Number |Percent| Number |Percent| Number | Percent

ASTP...cvvvennn.. 45,114 97.7 1,027 2.3 47 4 46,188
Signal Corps....... 43,202 | 58.0 | 18,849 | 25.0| 12,775 17.0 74,826
Service Command

Service Units.. ... 26,607 51.6 13,915 27.0 11,035 21.4 51,557
Miscellaneous (in-

cludes Finance and

Military Intelli-

gence) ........... 29,141 43.6 17,827 26.6 19,926 29.8 66,894
Army Air Forces....| 247,141 41.7 185,489 31.3 | 159,282 27.0 591,912
Military Police..... 21,566 39.3 20,017 36.5 13,299 24.2 54,882
Ordnance.......... 26,984 36.1 25,447 33.7 22,886 30.2 75,317
Chemical Warfare. . 8,454 33.9 7,165 28.8 9,303 37.3 24,922
Coast Artillery...... 9,496 33,0 9,851 34.3 9,406 32.7 28,753
Field Artillery......| 34,909 31.4 36,815 33.1 39,372 35.5 111,096
Armored....cevrane 17,319 31.4 19,043 34.5 18,783 34.1 55,145
Medical......ovnnne 44,732 30.9 46,286 32.0 53,791 37.1 144,809
Infantry...coceuenns 102,223 30.2 | 110,561 32.6 | 125,942 37.2 338,726
Branch Immaterial®.| 23,674 29.7 | 25,538 32.0 | 30,536 38.3 79,748
Antiaircraft........ 60,491 29.1 69,815 33.6 77,513 37.3 207,819
Engineers.......... 57,206 29.1 64,002 32.5 75,409 38.4 196,617
Tank Destroyer..... 13,731 28,2 16,516 33,9 18,447 37.9 48,694
Divisions. . ...veuns 39,716 27.9 49,796 35.1 52,666 37.0 142,178
Cavalry...oevevunsn 6,621 27.2 7,785 32.0 9,931 40.8 24,337
Quartermaster. ..... 35,099 21.3 | 42,373 25.7 | 87,464 53.0 164,936
Transportation..... 10,448 19.4 14,838 27.7 28,359 52.9 53,645

TOTAL...... 903,874 35.0 | 802,955 31.1 | 876,172 339 { 2,583,001

Ground Combat

Arms. .. ieeienas 308,180 29.7 | 345,720 33.3 | 382,596 37.0 | 1,036,496
ServicesS..ceveveanan 348,553 36.5 | 271,746 28.5 | 334,294 35.0 954,593
Army Air Forces....| 247,141 41.7 | 185,489 31.3 | 159,282 27.0 591,912

Source: Compiled by Historical Division, WDSS, from statistics of the AGO Classification
and Replacement Branch reports on Forms XOC-62, 63, 64.

4 Less than 0.05 percent.

b Most men assigned to branch immaterial were subsequently assigned to the Infantry.
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From an initially limited and constantly depleted stock of men in the higher
AGCT grades the Army Ground Forces had to meet its own requirements for
officer candidates, for men to be sent to enlisted specialist courses at the service
schools, for parachute volunteers, and for cadremen for new units. Men remain-
ing with their organizations were a very much picked-over lot. One commander
observed in a moment of extreme discouragement that his hardest problem was
to find competent enlisted men to act as instructors, because “everybody higher
than a moron” had been pulled out for one reason or another.’

Lt. Gen. Ben Lear, Commanding General, Second Army, suggested in July
1942 that the ground arms should conduct a program of advertising of the kind
used by the Navy, the Marine Corps, the Air Forces, and some branches of the
Service Forces. In October he urged that’
instead of offering “bait,” we offer blood and sweat, and tell of the honor of the “hard way”
by which, only, will this war be won. Once we have told them that, we can also tell them of
opportunities for advancement. . . . We are scratching the bottom of the barrel now for officer
candidates. We are decidedly short of the right material for noncommissioned officer leaders.
We will pay for this dearly in battle.

Advertising was distasteful to General McNair. Yet the unpopularity of the
Ground Forces was evident. Many speakers, including the Commanding General
of the Army Service Forces, kept the public informed of the Army’s technical
needs.® General McNair undertook to stress combat needs in a radio talk on
Armistice Day 1942, but addressed himself primarily to the men under his own
command.’ Warning against preferences for “the more genteel forms of war-
fare,” he reminded his hearers that war was a matter of killing and that the
American soldier had better put himself in a killing mood before reaching the
battlefield. The “killer speech” caused unfavorable public comment, even after
a year of declared war with enemies well known to be ruthless. Talking about the
realities of war might win sympathy for the individual combat soldier, but it did
not make the Army Ground Forces more popular with the average selectee.

Field commanders in 1942 protested repeatedly to Headquarters, Army
Ground Forces, that they were receiving men of too low a mental quality to be
trained. They said it was dangerous to entrust lethal weapons to men in AGCT

® Personal ltr of a commanding officer to Brig Gen J. M. Lentz, 22 Jun 43. Lentz Correspondence,
T Personal las, Gen Lear to Gen McNair, 31 Jul and 22 Oct 42. Personal files of Gen Lear.
® Address by Gen Somervell, 28 Aug 42. 353.9/22.

°® “Armistice Day Address by Lt Gen L. J. McNair, 11 Nov 42." AWC Library, Collecticn of McNair
Speeches,
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Class V, and wasteful to develop elaborate and expensive equipment and then
place it in the hands of men incapable of using it properly. The antiaircraft,
armored, tank destroyer, and airborne commanders stressed the special intricacy
of their problems,'® using an argument which the Air Forces had emphasized in
seeking preferential assignment of personnel. The Antiaircraft Artillery Com-
mand declared that study of Tables of Organization showed that not more than
25 percent of the enlisted men in antiaircraft batteries could be of Classes IV and
V, and requested permission to remove all Class V men in excess of 10 percent.”*
For airborne divisions it was proposed that all Class V men be removed.'* The
Replacement and School Command, pointing out that demonstration units had
to function with great accuracy in the instruction of student officers, and declar-
ing that they could not do so because of the high proportion of their Class IV and
V men, requested a preferential status in assignment of high-grade men.'* Com-
manders of tactical units very commonly asked for temporary preference until
their units could be brought up to the Army average.'* It was not at first realized
in the field that the Army average was no longer the average for the ground arms.

These requests were rejected by General McNair.'> He would grant no
preference within the Ground Forces unless absolutely necessary. He insisted
that the Army must deal with the manpower of the country as it found it, and
that to favor one element in the Ground Forces would inevitably injure the
others. An exception was made only for airborne divisions, which were author-
ized to clear out their Class IV and V men in excess of the Army average.*® Since
the Army average was better than the average for the ground arms, this policy
constituted preferential treatment for the airborne divisions, but the airborne
divisions constituted only about 2 percent of the strength of the Ground Forces.

2 (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 10 May 42. 327.3/212. (2) AGF 1st ind to Armd F, 3 Sep 42. 341/11
(Armd F). (3) AGF 2d ind to TDC, 20 Jul 42. 327.3/239. (4) See footnotes 11 and 12,

11 AAC Itrs to CG AGF, 27 Apr and 15 Jul 42, sub: Class V Men Received at AA RTCs. 327.3/209.

2 1515t A/B Div ltr to CG AGF, 7 Sep 42, sub: Qualification of Repls Received by ro1st A/B Div.
327.3/287.

(1) Papers in 327.3/300, Aug-Oct 42. (2) R&SC ltr (R) to G-1 AGF, 4 Dec 42, sub: Classification
of Pers in Sch Trs. 201.6/6 (R).

4 AGF 2d ind to II Corps, 26 May 42. 220.01/1 (4th Div),

(1) AGF D/F, 13 May 42, sub; Allotments of EM. 327.3/7 (SS Men) (R). (2) AGF M/S, G-1 to
G-3, 31 Jul 42, sub: Class and Grades of Men Received at AA Tng Cens. 327.3/209. (3) AGF M/S, AG
Classification to G-3, 20 Jul 42. 327.3/301.

® AGF ltr to CGs, 18 Sep 42, sub: Improvement of Pers in A/B Divs. 201.31/106 (A/B).
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Preferential Assignment to the Army Air Forces

As previously observed, the unfavorable effect of the classification system
on the assignment to the Army Ground Forces of the type of personnel needed
for its purposes was not at first appreciated and became fully evident only as
experience accumulated. Army Ground Forces was preoccupied during 1942 and
the first half of 1943 with the similar but more conspicuous effects of War
Department rulings which accorded preference to the Army Air Forces in the
assignment of inductees.

In January 1942 the Army Air Forces informed the War Department that
almost half the men received by the Air Corps in 1941 had lacked the intelligence
necessary for technical training, that comparative study of Tables of Organiza-
tion showed a greater need in the Air Corps than in the other arms and services
for highly trained technicians, and that “failure to properly accomplish the para-
mount mission of the Air Corps” might be expected unless corrective action was
taken. It was recommended that 775 percent of all white inductees shipped from
reception centers to the Army Air Forces have an AGCT score of 100 or over.'"
This recommendation was put into effect on 2 February 1942 by order of the War
Department.'®

To be understood this decision must be viewed in the light of broad strategic
considerations with which the Army and the Nation were faced. At the beginning
of 1942 it was already evident that rapid expansion of American air power was
necessary if the Axis powers were to be held at bay for sufficient time to bring the
full strength of the United States military might to the aid of the Allies. It also
seemed clear, with Allied control of the high seas in doubt, that the first chance
the United States would have to deal an offensive blow would be with its air arm.
The problem of expansion imposed on the Air Forces was staggering. At the end
of 1941 the Army Air Forces numbered only 350,000 out of a total army of
1,650,000 then mobilized. To meet the requirements of Allied strategy, the War
Department in the Troop Basis of January 1942 called for expansion of the Air
Forces within a year to a strength of 998,000 and, as soon as practicable, to
2,000,000. In August 1942 the goal was raised to 2,200,000. Expanding more

" AAF memo (R) for CofS USA, 24 Jan 42, sub: Intel Tests for Air Corps EM Prior to Enty in the
Serv. AGO Records, 201.6 (1-24—42) ER (R).

WD ltr (R) AG 201.6 (1-24—42) ER to CG First Corps Area, 2 Feb 42, sub: Intel Tests for Air Corps
EM. AGO Records (R).
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rapidly than called for by initial plans, the Army Air Forces numbered nearly
1,600,000 officers and men by the end of 1942.

To obtain the technical skills necessary for this swift and prodigious expan-
sion the Army Air Forces, like the Ground Forces, was inadequately served by a
system of classification based primarily on civilian skills. The development of the
aviation industry was so far below the needs of war that the Air Forces, like the
ground combat arms, was obliged to train men after induction in almost complete
disregard of civilian vocation. There was no accepted criterion of the relative
difficulty of comparable jobs in the various arms and services.'* The a priori
argument advanced by the Air Forces in the absence of such a criterion was a
strong one.

General McNair freely expressed his appreciation of the difficulties which
the Air Forces faced in expanding rapidly while preparing to meet its extraordi-
nary responsibilities. In August 1942 be wrote regarding a failure of the Air
Forces to cooperate in joint training: “They are extended beyond their capacity
and we simply must be patient while they get straightened out and catch up with
the procession.” ** On 30 December 1942 he wrote to Lt. Gen. Henry H. Arnold,
Commanding General of the Army Air Forces: “As I have said many times to
you and other air officers, the Ground Forces appreciate the tremendous load
which the Army Air Forces are carrying, the difficulties they face in expanding
so rapidly and so enormously, and the fact that they are fighting heavily in many
theaters.” * On the other hand, the policy of preferential assignment had been
declared by the War Department to be a temporary expedient, and it was clearly
General McNair’s duty to point out the effect on the ground arms of the measures

® The following table, though based on samples too small to justify firm conclusions, suggests that a
man of given intelligence would probably find it more difficult to become a tank mechanic at Fort Knox than
an airplane mechanic at Chanute Field, The sampling indicated that, in certain comparable courses, the chances
of men obtaining an average or better grade were as fallows:

Course School Chances per 100 Number of Men
AGCT in Sample
v w m n 1
Airplane Mechanics Chanute Field 6 21 44 6g 90 99
Automotive Mechanics Fort Knox 17 28 37 48 62 148
Tank Mechanics Fort Knox 3 13 42 54 81 237

Source: WD TM 12—260, “Personnel Classification Tests,” 31 Dec 42.

® personal ltr of Gen McNair to Col Sterling Wood, 20 Aug 42, no sub. 353/128 (Air Gd).
" Memo (C) of Gen McNair for CG AAF, 30 Dec 42, sub: Aviation in Support of Ground Forces.
353/4 (Air Gd) (C).
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deemed necessary to strengthen the Air Forces. In protesting the drain of intel-
ligent men to the Air Forces, he rested the case of the Ground Forces on the need
of such men as junior leaders in combat. In time he came to believe that the actual
effect of the policies of Army assignment as applied in 1942 and 1943 was to give
the Air Forces a degree of preference greater than the War Department had
intended. '

Officers in the War Department General Staff, particularly G-1, recognized
the bad effects on the rest of the Army of preferential assignment to the Air
Forces.” On 2 June 1942 General McNair, to support G-1, for the first time
formally protested.” He noted, citing such figures as were then available, that
continuation of the %5-percent rule for the Air Forces would jeopardize the
officer candidate program of the ground arms, and that the using up of qualified
Class I and Class II men as officer candidates would lower the quality of non-
commissioned officers, “despite the fact that the nature of the current war indi-
cates that a high premium must be placed upon the leadership of small units in
order to attain success.” He recommended rescission of the 75-percent rule and
assignment at reception centers according to occupational experience or aptitude.
The same view was taken by Lt. Gen. Brehon B. Somervell, Commanding Gen-
eral of the Services of Supply, who, in a personal memorandum for the Deputy
Chief of Staff, pronounced the 75-percent rule “contrary to the best interests of the
Army as a whole.”** On 18 July 1942 the #5-percent rule was rescinded.”

General Arnold appealed to the Chief of Staff on 29 August for a reinstate-
ment of preferential assignment.*® The rapid commitment of air units to combat,
he said, made necessary a great speeding up of training, which was feasible only
with men of a high order of intelligence. He declared that since the rescission of
the #5-percent rule the Army Air Forces was not receiving enough high-intel-
ligence personnel to meet its requirements, and recommended that, of the 40,000
inductees then being received monthly by the Air Forces from reception centers,

2 (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 28 May 42, sub: Distrib of EM according to Intel Class, (2) WD memo
WDGAP 220.31 for CofS USA, 6 Jun 42, sub: Asgmt of EM from Recp Cens. Both in 327.3/212.

% Memo of Gen McNair for G-1 WD, 2 Jun 42, sub: Distribution of EM according to Intel Classification.
327.3/212.

# S0OS memo (S) SPEX of Gen Somervell for DCofS USA, 13 Jul 42. AGO Records, 220.31 (6-2-42)(S).

*® (1) WD priority telg AG 324.71 (7-17—42) EC to CG First Corps Area, 18 Jul 42. 327.3/212, (2)
WD Memo W615-13—42, 27 Aug 42, sub: Reqmt and Repl Rates for Occupational and Mil Specls.

#Memo (C) of Gen Arnold for CofS USA, 29 Aug 42, sub: Asgmt of EM for AAF from Recp Cens.
AGO Records, 220.31 (6—2—42) (C).
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52,000 (almost 75 percent) should have a score of at least 100 in both the Army
General Classification Test and the Mechanical Aptitude Test.

General McNair advised against reinstatement of preference. He wrote to
the War Department on 2 September 1942:*'

I am opposed to the action recommended by the Commanding General, Army Air
Forces....

Practically all the comments . . . apply with equal force to the Army Ground Forces. It
would be a fairly simple matter to compile data showing that not less than 669 of the men
distributed to the Army Ground Forces from reception centers must have an AGCT score
of 100 or better if the Army Ground Forces is to accomplish its mission. . . .

Since there was not this proportion of high-scoring men in the country, such
preference to one branch must unavoidably injure another. The letter of General
McNair continued:

The Army Air Forces have sources of manpower which are not available to the Army
Ground Forces. They are permitted to drain the Army Ground Forces of all acceptable
material for aviation cadets, air crew and glider pilot training. They secure a large number
of highly intelligent personnel by recruiting.

The enormous problems of the Air Forces are appreciated. They should be assisted in
every reasonable way. It is felt that the Ground Forces are contributing materially in develop-
ing the Air Forces and it is desired to increase this aid wherever practicable. While the Air
Forces have heavy and important needs in enlisted technicians, they have a large proportion
of commissioned officers (well over twice as large) which should permit the eflective utili-
zation of enlisted men of average intelligence. . . . The Ground Forces admittedly have fewer
technical demands than the Air Forces, but need high-grade and intelligent enlisted men as
combat leaders. . . . Thus it is reasonable to assert that the needs of the Ground Forces for
high-grade leadership by non-commissioned officers counterbalance the needs of the Air
Forces for enlisted technicians.

General Somervell, also, registered the protest of the Services of Supply. He
declared that the #75-percent rule had handicapped both Army Ground Forces
and Services of Supply, “particularly,” he said (arguing the AGF case), “in the
procurement and development of combat leaders.”*®

The problem was difficult. The decision had been made to employ air power
in Europe on a large scale before the extensive employment of ground power.
General Arnold rested the AAF case on over-all strategic plans which required
development of aviation with the utmost speed. As a temporary solution the War

7 Memo of Gen McNair for G-1 WD, 2 Sep 42, sub: Asgmt of EM for AAF from Recp Cens.
327.3/212.

2 ASF memo (8) SPGAE 220.3 (9~5—42)—-15 of Gen Somervell for G-1 WD, 5 Sep 42, sub as in n., 27.
AGO Records, 220.31 (6-2—42) (S).
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Department on % September 1942 ordered that the monthly quotas of the Air
Forces for September and October include 50,000 men scoring 100 or better in
both the AGCT and the Mechanical Aptitude Test. Approval was later extended
through November.”® This new preferential policy favored the Air Forces even
more than the old 75-percent rule; although roughly half the men tested scored
100 on each test, only about 33 percent scored 100 on both.** Combining two kinds
of ability, these men were exceptionally desirable. The Army Air Forces was now
due to receive almost three-quarters of the new personnel assigned to it at
reception centers from the top third of the available manpower.

G-1 of the War Department, supported by G-3, continued to oppose prefer-
ential assignment except as a temporary expedient. G-1 observed in September
that the training problem of the Air Forces was common to the whole Army, and
expressed a belief that the Army Air Forces was using men in positions not com-
mensurate with their ability.*’ This belief was confirmed by a report of The
Inspector General dated 13 November 1942. More than a third of the privates at
various air bases, according to The Inspector General, were men in AGCT
Classes I and I1. Over half of these high-intelligence privates were acting in such
jobs as “messengers, warehousemen, clerks, guards, orderlies, truck-drivers, fire-
men and assistant cooks.” The Inspector General recommended that preferential
assignment be suspended until the Army Air Forces effected a better distribution
of its high-intelligence manpower. ® It will be recalled that AGCT Classes I and
II were the source of all officer candidates, and of the best noncommissioned
officers, for the whole Army.

Also on 13 November, without having seen The Inspector General’s report
of that date, General McNair protested against the new preferential policy, which
AGF officers regarded as an appalling diversion of the national intelligence from
leadership into technical and mechanical jobs. General McNair cited a letter in
which Lt Gen Dwight D. Eisenhower noted the weakness of junior leadership
among American troops in Great Britain. He warned that it might become neces-
sary to lower the qualifications for officer candidates in the ground arms from

® (1) WD memo (C) WDCSA 220.31 (9—2—42) for CG AAF, 7 Sep 42, sub as in n. 27, AGO Records,
220.3 (6—2—42). (2) TWX, TAG to Serv Comds, 2 Oct 42. 327.3/212.

® AGF M/S, AG Classification to G-1, 6 Nov 42, sub: Notes on Air Corps 75% Policy. 327.3/212.

WD memo (C) WDGAP 220.31 for CofS USA, 18 Sep 42, sub: Asgmt of Recruits to Arms and Servs
from Recp Cens. With concurrence of G-3, 24 Sep. AGO Records, 220.31 (6—2—42) (C).

™ Extract from IG rpt attached as Tab 5 to WD memo (S) WDGAP 220.31 for CofS USA, 25 Nov 42,
sub: Asgmt of Recruits to Arms and Servs from Recp Cens. AGO Records, 220.31 (6—2—42) (S).
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110 to 9o, or from the bottom of Class II to the bottom of Class III. “While I do
not undertake to pass on the merits of the situation as a whole,” he remarked in
his memorandum to the War Department, “there is little doubt that the prevail-
ing policy is having a detrimental effect on the leadership of the Ground
Forces.” *

Despite the views expressed by the Commanding Generals of the Army
Ground Forces and of the Services of Supply, the recommendations of the two
General Staff sections principally concerned, and the findings and recommenda-
tions of The Inspector General, it was nevertheless ruled on 28 November 1942,
over the signature of the Deputy Chief of Staff, that “the Air Force contention
must be recognized,” and that preferential assignment to the Air Forces, kept
for three months on a temporary basis, would remain in effect until 30 June
1943.%* During this period 55 percent of the men assigned to the Air Forces by
reception centers were to have scores of at least 100 on both the AGCT and the
Mechanical Aptitude Test. Under the new 55-percent rule, as under the previous
preferential policies, volunteer aviation cadets enlisted as such were not included
in the quotas assigned to the Air Forces; this high-caliber group was obtained by"
the Air Forces independently of the normal assignments from reception centers.

The 55-percent rule was discontinued on 1 June 1943, a month before it was
due to expire. Ground Forces officers again believed preferential assignment to
be a thing of the past. But in effect preference was continued by a new procedure
introduced at reception centers for the recruiting of aviation cadets. On 3 June
1943 the War Department directed that any inductee at a reception center who
expressed a desire for flying training should be immediately assigned to the Air
Forces as an aviation cadet if he met certain requirements. He was required to
be a native-born citizen, between eighteen and twenty-six years of age, with a
score of at least 100 on the AGCT, and “apparently” qualified physically for
aviation-cadet training.*®

In adopting this procedure the War Department sought to correct two condi-
tions regarded as undesirable. One was the effect that lowering the draft age to

3 (1) Memo of Gen McNair for G-1 WD, 13 Nov 42, sub: Preferential Treatment of AAF in Asgmt of
Enl Pers. (2) AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 27 Oct 42, sub: Notes on Air Corps 75% Policy. Both in 327.3/212.

® (1) WD memo (S) WDCSA 220.31 (g—2—42) of Gen McNarney for G-3 WD, 28 Nov 42, sub: Asgmt
of Recruits to Arms and Servs. AGO Records, 220.31 (6~2—42) (S). (2} WD memo WDGAP 220.31 for
‘TAG, 29 Nov 42, sub: Recruits for the Air Corps. AGF Plans Sec file 155.

¥ WD ltr AG 221 Avn Cadets (5-15—43) OC-E-WDGAP to CGs, Serv Comds, 3 Jun 43, sub: Selection
of Qualified Applicants for Flying Tng as Avn Cadets {Air Crew) at Recp Cens. 327.3/548.
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eighteen had had in reducing the number of aviation cadets whom the Air Forces
could attract as volunteers from civilian life through the Air Corps Enlisted
Reserve. The other was the transfer to the Air Forces, as aviation cadets, of
enlisted men already assigned and trained in Ground Forces organizations.

The latter drain and its disruptive effect on ground units had long been a
subject of serious grievance to the Army Ground Forces. Under War Depart-
ment policies in force any qualified enlisted man had been allowed to apply
either for flying training or for officer candidate school** Army Ground Forces
conceded that fliers had to be of high caliber. It objected to the system of voluntary
transfer only when it was used to obtain men for ground positions in the Air
Forces. In short, it did not concede that Air Forces ground personnel had to be
generally of higher mental and physical caliber than enlisted men in combat
ground units. Yet such was the outcome of assigning to ground positions in the
Air Forces men from ground units who, initially accepted as aviation cadets, had
failed to be commissioned as pilots. As early as April 1942 the Chief of Staff of
the Ground Forces, Maj. Gen. Mark W. Clark, recommended that aviation
cadets recruited from AGF personnel be subjected to more careful examination
so that those not ultimately used by the Air Forces as fliers might remain with
the Ground Forces.’™ As late as December 1943 the AGF Chief of Staff, Brig. Gen.
James G. Christiansen, observed to the War Department that of 1,800 aviation
cadets obtained from the 44th Division in the preceding summer not one had
returned to the Ground Forces, despite the certainty that not all had qualified for
flying positions.*® If it was necessary to select aviation cadets on liberal grounds,
and then to reject large numbers as fliers, the Army Ground Forces desired that
rejects originating with the ground arms be returned.®

Thus, one of the objects sought by the War Department through the new
procedure for recruiting aviation cadets adopted on 3 June 1943 was to relieve
this pressure on ground units by liberalizing the recruitment of air cadets at
reception centers. Flight surgeons stationed at reception centers, after determin-

% (1) AR 615-160, 5 Nov 42. (2) WD Memo W615-55~43, 26 Jun 43, sub: Procedure on Applications
from EM for Avn Cadet (Air Crew) Tng. 221/55 (Avn Cadets).

* AGF memo for G-1 WD, 30 Apr 42, sub: Procedure for Application and Enlmt of Avn Cadets.
221 /22 (Flying Cadets).

*¥'Tab B (S), sub: Summary of Conf on Medical Standards and Personnel, WD Gen Council Min (S),
13 Dec 43.

® (1) AGF memo for G-1 WD, 5 Aug 43, sub: Disposition of Non-Graduates of OCS and Avn Cadet
Tng. 352/462 (OCS). (2) WD ltr AG 352 (5 Aug 43) OC-E-WDGAP to CG AGF, 16 Nov 43, sub as
in (1). With atchd comment by G-1 AGF. 352/ 479 (OCS).
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ing which inductees on a given day possessed qualifications for becoming avia-
tion cadets, asked them if they desired to apply for flying training. To those who
replied in the affirmative the flight surgeons gave a simple color-blindness test,
adding nothing else to the physical examination as reported from the induction
stations. Volunteers were also told that if they failed ultimately to be accepted as
fliers they would remain in the Air Forces in ground positions.*” Under this
system, which became effective on 1 August 1943, the percentage of high-grade
men received by the Air Forces from reception centers was greatly increased. In
the last half of 1943 nearly 50 percent of the inductees shipped to the Air Forces
fell in AGCT Classes I and II (with scores over 110), while only 30 percent of
the inductees shipped to the ground arms fell in these categories.

The Ground Forces obtained certain concessions in the aviation cadet system.
Recruiting at reception centers continued until March 1944, but in August 1943
the War Department made clear that, while enlisted men were free to apply,
direct individual proselyting was forbidden.* In November 1943, facing a
replacement crisis in infantry, the War Department ordered that aviation cadets
should not be accepted from trainees in replacement training centers of either the
Army Ground Forces or the Army Service Forces.* Finally, in March 1944, the
need for aviation cadets having abated, the War Department ordered that no
cadets should henceforth be taken from AGF or ASF units.*? In the same month,
also, as the infantry crisis grew more acute, the War Department reversed its
priorities to the extent of transferring some 30,000 aviation cadets to the Army
Ground Forces, mainly for use in the Infantry.

The Army Specialized Training Program and the Army Ground Forces

The critical shortage of infantrymen in the winter of 1943-44 was largely
responsible for the virtual liquidation in February 1944 of the Army Specialized
Training Program (ASTP), which had been initiated at the close of 1942 on
broad grounds of public interest and policy. The ASTP had been approved by the
Secretary of War in September 1942, in anticipation of the lowering of the draft
age from twenty to eighteen. The program was established primarily to ensure a

¥ AGF M/S, C&RD to AG, 10 Nov 43, sub: Recp Cen Procedures in Asgmt of Pers to AAF. 327.3/548.
4 (1) Papers in 221 /57 (Flying Cadets). (2) AGF Wkly Dir, 10 Aug 43.

WD memo WDGCT 320 RTC for CGs AGF, ASF, 15 Nov 43, sub: RTCs. 341/1173.

“ Cir 93, WD, 3 Mar 44.
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continuous flow of technically and professionally trained men for the prosecution
of the war, men who could not be procured without deferments if the draft
age should be lowered to eighteen. Continuous replenishment of the national
stock of young men with such training was an urgent necessity, especially if the
war should last more than four or five years.** There were strong arguments for
training them in the colleges and universities. The training and educational
facilities of the Army were believed to be insufficient in ‘extent and character to
give the type of education required. Moreover, the use of the colleges and univer-
sities would protect these institutions from impoverishment or collapse, and the
provision of students by the Army might be expected to lower the resistance of
civilian educators to the reduction of the draft age to eighteen. To avoid the short-
comings of the Student Army Training Corps of World War I, the plan for the
ASTP was to be tied firmly to the military program of the Army. Selected
enlisted men were to be assigned to various colleges and universities for academic
instruction, but only after they had received basic military training, which was to
be continued under a cadet organization while they were in college. Under the
plan proposed, the Army would be assured of receiving from each oncoming age
group a due proportion of men with advanced training, shaped with reference to
ultimate military requirements. At first it was contemplated that most of these
men would become officers after completing their college work.

On 30 September 1942 Army Ground Forces was requested to submit, within
five days, its plan for application of the program to the Ground Forces. Given the
effect of current policies on the quality of men being assigned to the Army
Ground Forces in 1942, such a program was bound to present itself to that com-
mand as another means by which men of the higher intelligence levels would be
withheld or withdrawn from combat positions. With four or five divisions being
activated each month, and preferential assignment to the Air Forces in full effect,
this was the period of worst personnel shortage in the history of the Ground
Forces and of great strain in the procurement of officer candidates. “With 300,000
men short,” exclaimed the AGF G-3, “we are asked to send men to college!” **

General McNair, taking a grave view of the Nation’s requirements for
effective strength in combat, based his opposition to the ASTP on strictly military

“ (1) Joint Statement of Secretaries of War and Navy Depts, 17 Dec 42. (2) WD memo WDGAP 353 for
CG SOS, 25 Sep 42, sub: The Army College Tng Programs Necessary to Provide Required College-Trained
Men for Future Needs. 353/119 (S).

“ AGF M/S (S), G-3 to G-1, 30 Sep 42, sub as in n, 44 (2). 353/119 (S).
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considerations. Confronted with the ASTP proposal of 30 September 1942, he
observed that a college program would further deplete units in training of high-
grade men and would compete with the program of officer candidate schools,
whose quotas the Ground Forces were already having difficulty in filling. He
recommended that the college program not be launched until it was clear that the
war would last beyond 1944.*° For the time being the Army, in his opinion, had
a sufficient backlog of college-trained men. Fourteen percent of the men who
had entered the Army in 1942 had had some degree of college education, and
General McNair believed that, in view of the general policy of providing liberal
opportunities for promotion and of tapping all available manpower, not more
than a quarter of the officer corps need be college graduates. Fearing that the
military discipline and the few hours of military training received by ASTP men
in colleges might be considered the equivalent of regular Army training, he
advised against the introduction of this phase of the program. “If it is necessary
to keep men in college to provide Army officers, then their whole effort might
well be placed on academic studies, because, presumably, that is the reason for
their going to college.” **

The decision to institute the program had already been made when General
McNair submitted these observations on 4 October 1942. With them he submitted
a plan as requested. The plan took the form of estimates, necessarily hurried, of
the number of graduates of the proposed program which Army Ground Forces
could use. The organizers of the program construed these estimates as a statement
that the Ground Forces “required” these graduates.** Army Ground Forces
immediately disclaimed this interpretation. It was reiterated that, in the arms for
which the Army Ground Forces was responsible, the supply of college men
would last through 1944 and the facilities of the normal ofhicer candidate schools
were sufficient for officer training.*®

The Army Specialized Training Program was formally established in
December 1942. It differed from some of the preliminary proposals in placing
attention not so much on the production of officers as on the production of special-
ists who might or might not ultimately be commissioned. The specialties were

 AGF memo (8) for CG SOS, 4 Oct 42, sub: The Army College Tng Prog. 353/119 (S)
" AGF M/S (S), DCofS to G-1, 6 Sep 42, sub asin n. 44 (2). 353/119 (S).

“ Memo (8) of Col Herman Beukema for CG AGF, 4 Dec 42, sub: 1943 Reqmts of Offs Educated at
College Level under ASTP. 353/119 (8).

# AGF memo (S) for CG SOS (attn Col Beukema), 11 Dec 42, sub as in n. 48. 353/119 (8).
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chiefly scientific, engineering, medical, and linguistic. The maximum number of
men to be in the program at any given time was set at 150,000. Enlisted men under
twenty-two years of age, and having an AGCT score of 110 or more, were eligible.
For advanced study men over twenty-two might be sent. “The mission of the
Army Specialized Training Program,” it was announced in February 1943, “is to
prepare personnel for officer candidate schools and for other military tasks.” *

On 25 January 1943 General McNair asked for reconsideration.” The Army
Ground Forces feared that all Class I and most Class 1I men of the 18-22 age
bracket would be taken from the ground combat arms, trained as specialists and
technicians, and hence on leaving college be assigned to other forces for the dura-
tion of the war. The result would be to aggravate for Army Ground Forces the
unfavorable consequences of the vocational emphasis in the classification system
and of preference given the Air Forces in the distribution of intelligent personnel.
General McNair asked that the Ground Forces be assured at least of receiving
back from the ASTP the same number of Classes I and II men as might be trans-
ferred from the Ground Forces into the program—a request which, though
urged upon the War Department, was not met. The answer given to the request
for reconsideration was that the fears of Army Ground Forces arose from an
erroneous and narrow conception of the program. The program, according to
G-1 of the War Department, was designed to benefit the Army as a whole. It
would not jeopardize the procurement of officer candidates; graduates would be
assigned to the several arms and services in accordance with branch requirements
for “specialized training.”*?

So critical did its own needs appear that Army Ground Forces thought it
necessary to take measures by which it could receive back, or “require,” ASTP
graduates within the terms laid down by the War Department. Army Ground
Forces was consistently disposed to value leadership above specialization. But
with the ASTP in operation, many of the best potential leaders in the younger

% (1) WD Memo W350-144-42, 23 Dec 42, sub: Army and Navy Plans for the Use of College Facilities.
353/1 (ASTP). (2) WD Memo W350-36—43, 19 Feb 43, sub: ASTP: General Information and Procedures
for Selection of Pers. 353/21 (ASTP). (3) WD Memo W350~47-43, 1 Mar 43, sub: ASTP Orgn and Opn.
353/20 (ASTP),

™ Memo of Gen McNair for CofS USA, 25 Jan 43, sub: ASTP. 353/10 (ASTP).

(1) WD memo WDGAP 353 for CG AGF, 2 Feb 43, sub: ASTP. 353/10 (ASTP). (2) Memo of Gen
McNair for G-1 WD, 12 Feb 43, sub and location as in (1), (3) WD memo WDGAP 353 (2-15-43),
2 Mar 43, sub and location as in (1). (4) AGF memo for G-1 WD, 30 Jun 43, sub: Disposition of ASTP
Trainees at End of Term. 353/60 (ASTP). (5) WD memo WDGAP 353 (1 Jul 43) for CG AGF, 16 Jul 43,
sub and location as in (4).
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age group would be obtainable only in the guise of specialists. To fill its need
for intelligent personnel, Army Ground Forces had to express a need for men
with specialized training.

One device was to make sure that the ASTP included courses of study useful
to the ground arms.” If the colleges taught such subjects, Army Ground Forces
could claim students on the basis of their specialized training. AGF staff officers,
in conference with the Army Specialized Training Division and with civilian
educators, arranged for courses to be given in basic engineering, surveying, inter-
nal combustion engines, communications, and acoustics and optics. Training in
most of these subjects could be of value to any ground arm; the course in acoustics
and optics was designed for artillerymen.

Numerical requirements of the Ground Forces for graduates of the ASTP
were submitted on 277 March 1943.> Elaborate computations were made; though
in the end they were not used, they illustrated the way in which the Army
Ground Forces believed the program could be employed. The stated need for
1944 Was 52,404 men, distributed among types of specialized training as follows:

Scientific Field Toral Percent of
ASTP Engi- & Mathe- Imtna- AGFE Total AGF
Program neering matical Languages terial Reguirements Requirements
Advanced (4 yrs. college) 9,263 2,311 4,529 16,103 31
Basic (2 yrs. college) 26,181 5419 4701 36,301 69
TOTAL 9,263 26,181 7,730 9,230 52,404 100

These men were to be assigned, in proportions computed by the Army
Ground Forces, to the various ground combat arms. Graduates of the Advanced
ASTP (except engineers) were too specialized for exact assignment in the combat
arms, and were less desired by the Army Ground Forces than were Basics (2-year
college men). Later, in 1943, the Ground Forces called for 8o percent of Basics,
hoping to obtain high-intelligence personnel for duty with troops as quickly as
possible.”®

% (1) AGF M/S, G—1 Enl Div to G-1, 13 Apr 43, sub: ASTP. 353/35 (ASTP). (2) AGF M/S, CofS to
G-1, 20 Jul 43, sub: Disposition of ASTP Trainees at End of Term. 353/60 (ASTP). (3) ASTD memo
SPASC/350 Engr (9 Sep 43) to CG AGF, 9 Sep 43, sub: Formal Concurrence on ASTP Curricula. 353/109
(ASTP).

% Memo (R) of Gen McNair for G-1 WD, 27 Mar 43, sub: Opn of ASTP. 353/1 (ASTP) (R).
% AGF M/S, G-1 to G—3, 12 Nov 43, sub: Revised Demand Schedule for ASTP. 220.3/5 (ASTP).
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Of these 52,404 ASTP graduates the Army Ground Forces proposed, in
March 1943, that all the 16,103 4-year college men and 13,421 of the 2-year college
men be allowed to attend officer candidate schools. The figures were based on
the concept that 25 percent of officers should be college graduates, 25 percent
should have two years of college, and 50 percent should be commissioned on
grounds of performance in the field irrespective of education. The reduction of
the Troop Basis in June 1943, reducing the anticipated requirements for officers,
made it impossible to consider commissioning so many ASTP graduates, long
before the ASTP itself came to a virtual end.

The ASTP went into full operation on the campuses in the spring of 1943.
The first college units were recruited, not from new inductees, but from men
already in training. During 1943 about 100,000 students for the program were
taken from the three major forces, and about 50,000 from new inductees.

Selection of the new inductees was by complex and constantly fluctuating
procedures.®® At first the required AGCT score was 110—the same as for officer
candidates. It was soon raised to 115. At first it was intended to rely on voluntary
applications of the kind used in recruiting officer candidates and aviation cadets.
This not proving feasible, all eligible enlisted men were automatically passed
through a testing and screening process (frequently altered), after which com-
manders designated those to be sent to college. Those eligible consisted of all
enlisted men (with various exceptions, such as men in alerted units), who had
completed basic training or part of it, who if under twenty-two had had a high-
school education or its equivalent, and who if over twenty-two had had at least
one year of college (with certain other conditions), and who in any case had an
AGCT score of 115. Unit commanders, suffering constant drains to other activi-
ties, showed a want of alacrity in designating men for ASTP. Gen. George C.
Marshall issued a memorandum explaining the ASTP and insisting on its sup-
port. Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, circulated this memorandum to the
field for compliance.””

The Army Ground Forces supplied about 47 percent of the ASTP trainees
drawn from the three major commands in May-July 1943. Even superficially

% (1) WD Memo W350-36—43, 19 Feb 43, sub: ASTP Gen Information and Procedures for Selection
of Pers. 353/21 (ASTP). (2) AGF memo for G-1 WD, 16 Mar 43, sub: Opn of ASTP. 353/10 (ASTP). (3)
WD Memo W350-198-43, 17 Jul 43, sub: Gen Qualifications for ASTP. 353/81 (ASTP). (4) WD Memo
W350-197-43, 17 Jul 43, sub: Revised Procedures Governing the Selection and Asgmt of EM to ASTP.
353/88 (ASTP).

¥ (1) Memo of Gen Marshall for CG AGF, 1 Apr 43, sub: ASTP. (2) AGF lir to CGs, 3 Apr 43,
sub: ASTP. Both in 353/31 (ASTP).
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considered this was somewhat more than an even share, since the Ground Forces
at their maximum comprised only 42 percent of the troops in the United States.
In reality it was substantially more than an even share, since men with the
required AGCT score of 115 were proportionately less numerous in the Ground
Forces than in the Air or Service Forces.

Although the operation of preferential assignment policies had concentrated
a large number of ASTP eligibles in the Army Air Forces, the latter supplied
proportionately fewer men to the ASTP than did either the Ground or Service
Forces during this initial period. (See Table No. 4.)

That men already trained and performing their jobs should be removed
from troop units for a “specialized training” of rather distant military value was
unavoidable under a principle that all enlisted men of a certain age and degree of

TABLE NO. ¢4

Provision of Students to the Army Specialized Training Program,
First Three Training Cycles, May-July 1943

Army Ground Army Air Army Service Total

I Forces Forces Forces
tem Per-

Number |Percent| Number |Percent] Number |Percent{ Number | cent

Trazining Cycles:

10 May 1943 3,096 57 218 4 2,151 39 5,465 100
14 June 1943 5,079 44 1,545 14 4,744 42 11,368 100
12 July 1943 12,626 47 6,341 23 8,183 30 27,150{ 100
In STARSS,..... 8,577 45 5,107 27 5,240, 28 18,924| 100

Total...... 29,378 47 13,211 21 20,318 32 62,907| 100
‘Total Enlisted
Strength in

United States,

31 July 1943...|1,925,773 42 11,506,746 33 (1,179,788 25 |4,612,307} 100

Source: Memo for Director, ASTP, 21 Jul 43, sub: Number of Men in ASTP Institutions
Supplied by Each of the Three Forces. Copy in AG Records, Hq AGF, 353 /91 (ASTP).

@ STARS (Specialized Training and Reassignment Units) were units intermediate
between troop units and the ASTP units in the colleges, set up for the processing
and storage of ASTP candidates.
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intelligence had a right to be considered for college. But the result of these
removals was deplored as wasteful by officers of the Ground Forces. Although the
number of men removed from units was relatively not large, those removed
tended to be men who occupied key positions; the loss was especially heavy in key
units. Units with enlisted men of high intelligence, such as headquarters com-
panies, engineer topographical companies, and radio intelligence signal com-
panies, suffered most. One company of the latter type had 81 out of 250 men
selected for the ASTP. On the other hand, units with few men of the required
intelligence could least afford to lose even one. The Army Ground Forces finally
obtained a limitation on the number of men who might be selected from a given
unit.”®

After July 1943, ASTP trainees came in increasing numbers from eligible
men newly inducted into the Army. These were of three kinds: (1) inductees
with an AGCT score of 115 or over; (2) enlisted reservists, or certain college
students inducted into the Army but kept temporarily in a civilian status; and
(3) A-12’s, or certain high-school students who by preinduction tests had
established their eligibility for the ASTP.*

Members of the first group were assigned on induction, as were inductees
generally, to replacement training centers and to troop units, on the principle
that they would later have the opportunity to go to college through the screening
process to which the whole Army was subject. Their subsequent selection for
ASTP meant that replacement centers trained men who did not become replace-
ments and that units trained men whom they could not keep. Since every
inductee with an AGCT of 115 might go to college sooner or later, it was wasteful
to train them except in segregated groups. Army Ground Forces proposed on 20
August 1943 that all men eligible for ASTP should be screened at reception
centers and given basic training in special battalions, and that all ASTP quotas
in the future should be filled from such special battalions only. The Army
Specialized Training Division agreed, with amendments to assure that eligible
individuals still in troop units should not lose the right to receive specialized
training. In the autumn of 1943 progress was made toward concentrating the
selection of ASTP candidates in reception centers. The flow of such candidates
into units was thereby checked and the integrity of tactical units and replace-

* AGF memo for G-1 WD, 6 Aug 43, sub: Restriction of AST Selection from AGF Units. 353/89
(ASTP).

® AGF M/S, G-1 to G—3 and CofS, 26 Jul 43, sub: Disposition of ASTP Eligibles upon Induction.
353/96 (ASTP).
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ment training centers better preserved. The deliberate withholding of high-
intelligence inductees from normal units was a price, however, which Army
Ground Forces would have preferred not to pay.*

Members of the second and third groups, enlisted reservists and A-12’s, were
already earmarked for the ASTP when they entered upon active duty. They had
to have basic training before proceeding to ASTP units in the colleges. The War
Department ordered that their basic training be given by Army Ground Forces.
Army Ground Forces drew up a modified Infantry Mobilization Training
Program and arranged to segregate the candidates in special branch immaterial
training battalions. In this way the waste of training them in regular units would
be avoided. The War Department estimated that the enlisted reservists and
A-12’s earmarked for the ASTP would number 50,000, of whom 25,000 would
begin basic training in June and 25,000 in July 1943. The Army Ground Forces
provided facilities for 20,000 at Fort Benning and Camp Hood, available at this
time because of the reduction in oflicer candidate quotas. Facilities for the
remaining 30,000 were created at replacement training centers by stopping the
production of 30,000 normal replacements.®

The 50,000 expected trainees were slow in appearing. Only 17,152 had been
received by 15 August. Beds, equipment, training aids, enlisted cadres, and officer
instructors for 32,848 men stood ready but idle. Of the total shortage of 32,848, the
shortage of ASTP trainees expected in replacement training centers was 21,799.
Twenty-three battalions of replacements could have been in training with the
facilities reserved for the ASTP.%

With the invasion of Sicily in July 1943 a heavy demand for replacements
set in. With Selective Service falling behind in the delivery of its quotas and with
RTC quotas incorrectly adjusted to the actual rate of ground casualties, the
replacement training centers could not meet the demand. Since the War Depart-
ment now estimated that the remainder of the 50,000 ASTP trainees would
become available in decreasing increments through January 1944, Army Ground
Forces concentrated all ASTP basic training at Fort Benning and Camp Hood
(later at Fort Benning only), in order to liberate the ASTP facilities at replace-
ment training centers for ordinary replacement training.* But time had been

® See papers in 353 /96 (ASTP).

® AGF ltr to R&SC, 19 May 43, sub: ASTP. 353/40 (ASTP).

% R&SC ltr to AGF, 17 Aug 43, sub: Non-Receipt of ASTP Candidates. 353/97 (ASTP).
®AGF ltr to R&SC, 27 Aug 43, sub: ASTP. 353/40 (ASTP).
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lost in the face of a replacement crisis that rapidly grew acute. The Army Ground
Forces was obliged to take replacements from divisions and other units in train-
ing to meet the heavy current demand. Shortages reappeared, training was inter-
rupted, and readiness of units for combat was delayed. The number of infantry-
men taken from divisions for replacement purposes, about 26,000 by January
1944, was comparable to the number of replacements who might have begun
training in the summer of 1943 if replacement training facilities had not been
reserved for ASTP trainees who failed to appear. The ASTP thus happened to
contribute to the quantitative crisis which prevailed in the Infantry at the end
of 1943. This crisis was soon to overwhelm the ASTP.

Men began to return from the ASTP to troop units, after a term on the
campus, in the late summer of 1943. Frequently they could not be so assigned as
to use their specialized training. Nor could they be allowed to qualify for com-
missions; with the reduction of the mobilization program in June the need for
additional officers in the ground arms almost disappeared, and the scanty quotas
of AGF ofhcer candidate schools were filled with college men of another type, the
ROTC students whom the Army was legally obliged to allow to try for
commissions.

Thus, toward the end of 1943 the Army Specialized Training Division faced
the critical problems of the morale of its trainees and of its usefulness to the Army.
It proposed in October 1943 that new military occupational specialties be author-
ized by the War Department, that corresponding SSN’s be listed in unit Tables
of Organization, that the arms and services requisition men by these numbers,
and that ASTP graduates be assigned to fill these requisitions with ratings as
enlisted technicians in grades to be determined by the War Department.® This
was an effort to create jobs worthy of the effort expended by men in college. It
was an attempt to fit demand to production. The consuming agencies, such as
Army Ground Forces, were to use men designated as specialists, not because they
sensed a need, but because such men were becoming available.

Army Ground Forces nonconcurred in the proposal. Reasons given were that
it would force commanders to ignore need, experience, and demonstrated leader-
ship in making assignments; and that ASTP graduates, irrespective of their
educational advantages, should demonstrate their ability in the unit to which
they were assigned before receiving a promotion.” In January 1944 Headquarters,

% Draft memo of ASTD for G-1 WD, undated, sub: Asgmt of ASTP Graduates. 353/118 (ASTP).
% AGF memo for ASTD, 5 Oct 43, sub as in n. 64. 353/118 (ASTP).
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Army Ground Forces, went as far as it thought possible to meet the proposal by
issuing an assignment guide to the field, listing the SSN’s in which men with
“specialized training” might suitably serve, and urging special care in the assign-
ment of graduates of the advanced phase of the program. But the guide was not
made mandatory, commanders were left free to use their own judgment, and it
was insisted that the development of leaders, not the placement of specialists,
must be the chief aim in employing men sent to college by the Army.*

The Army Specialized Training Program, operating on a scale of 150,000
trainees, became especially vulnerable when personnel shortages threatened to
impede military operations in late 1943. The ASTP served no need recognized as
immediate by most elements in the Army. Once the need for more and better
combat troops became critical it was one of the easiest items in the Troop Basis to
sacrifice. On 5 November 1943 G—3 of the War Department proposed a reduction
of the ASTP to 30,000 trainees, largely in medical and related subjects; four-
fifths of the men in the ASTP would return to active service.*” Army Ground
Forces dispatched its concurrence to the War Department on the same day.”
The Troop Basis published on 15 January 1944, reflecting a compromise between
various points of view, called for a gradual reduction of the ASTP to 62,190 by the
end of 1944. _ '

A month later this figure was more than halved. Both the replacement crisis
and the alarm regarding the condition to which the ground arms, particularly
the Infantry, had declined influenced the outcome. The efliciency of divisions in
training was being gravely impaired by the whoiesale transfer of their infantry
privates to the replacement stream. Many of these same divisions were scheduled
for early movement to take part in the impending invasion of western Europe.
Men who had already received basic training were needed to refill their ranks.
Meanwhile the War Department had come to the conclusion that the quality of
enlisted personnel in the Infantry must be raised. General Marshall on 10 Febru-
ary 1944 informed the Secretary of War that 134,000 men already basically
trained were required for the coming operation in France and that “the outstand-
ing deficiency currently noted in our divisions is the number of noncommissioned
officers who are below satisfactory standards of intelligence and qualities of

% (1) Cir 255, WD, 16 Oct 43. (2) AGF ltr to CGs, 27 Jan 44, sub: Asgmt Guide for ASTP Graduates,
220.3/101 (ASTP).

* WD G-3 memo (C) for AGF, 5 Nov 43, sub: ASTP. 353/2 (ASTP) (C).
% AGF memo (C) for G-3 WD, 5 Nov 43, sub: ASTP. 353/2 (ASTP) (C).
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leadership.” He recommended withdrawing all but 30,000 trainees from the
Army Specialized Training Program. The alternatives which he presented were
to cut the ASTP or to disband 10 divisions, 3 tank battalions, and 26 antiaircraft
battalions.*

The ASTP was immediately cut.” A large number of its trainees, almost
overnight, became infantry privates. They could not be used immediately to
meet the need for more intelligent noncommissioned officers because of their
lack of military training and experience, and because most units, with their
privates withdrawn as overseas replacements, had at least a full complement, and
sometimes a surplus, of noncommissioned officers. It was desired and expected
that ASTP trainees would soon show their superiority over the older noncom-
missioned officers, win ratings, and become leaders of small units.

For its trainees, the Army Specialized Training Program was a series of
disillusionments. Some, had they not been sent to college, would undoubtedly
have gone to officer candidate schools, to the advantage both of themselves and of
the Army Ground Forces, though it is true that recruiting for ASTP came at a
time when OCS quotas were declining. Among civilian educators participating
in the ASTP the abrupt termination of their efforts, though accepted as a military
necessity, was difficult to understand. It seemed arbitrary, after repeated declara-
tions by the War Department of the importance of specialized training, suddenly
to snatch away the young men undergoing such training, a select group number-
ing only 2 percent of the Army, for conversion into infantry privates.™

The fact was that a crisis had been developing for two years in the ground
arms. Quantitatively, the provision for combat troops in the Troop Basis, espe-
cially for infantrymen, left no margin of safety. Qualitatively, the ground combat
arms had been persistently denied a proportionate share of high-intelligence
personnel. The extension of ground combat in the last part of 1943 made the
consequences fully apparent. They could not be ignored on the eve of the invasion
of France. Conversion of manpower from the Air and Service Forces to the
Ground Forces, though contemplated at this time, was difficult to effect. The
sacrifice of the ASTP was one means, among others, of meeting the critical need
for a speedy rehabilitation of the ground arms.

® Memo (S) of Gen Marshall for the SW, 10 Feb 44, sub: Serv Pers Shortages. 353/100 (ASTP) (S).

" WD D/F ACofS G-1 to CG ASF, 16 Feb 34, sub: Reduction of ASTP. WDGAP 353 (ASTP). The
reduction to 30,000 was to be completed by 1 April 1944.

™ See for example the article entiled “014” by Andrew J. Green in the American Assoctation of
University Professors Bulletin, XXX (1944), pp. 217-21.
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Limited-Service Men in the Army Ground Forces

Classification of enlisted men on physical grounds (including psychiatric)
was so broad during the whole period of expansion of the Army that it might
almost be said that there was no classification at all. A small minority, for a time,
were classified as fit only for “limited service.” Much thought was expended on
the types of jobs to which limited-service men might be assigned. Another
minority, including aviation cadets and parachute infantry, had to meet excep-
tional physical standards. But the overwhelming majority of soldiers, known as
“general-service” men, were considered to be interchangeable so far as physique
was concerned ; assignment of these men depended on occupational specialty or
intelligence rating.

It was not until August 1942 that the Army began to induct limited-service
men in significant numbers.” As a category in classification, limited service was
abolished a year later. Limited-service men, designated as such, were never a
serious problem to the Army Ground Forces, though there was an apprehension
that they might become so. The War Department ordered in August 1942 that
permanent installations of the Air Forces and Ground Forces employ limited-
service personnel to the maximum. The permanent installations of the Ground
Forces (school troops and replacement training personnel were subject to rota-
tion and hence not permanent) included the headquarters of Army Ground
Forces and its subordinate nontactical commands and centers. These absorbed
13,000 limited-service men by the middle of 1943.

In September 1942, when the Army Ground Forces were 330,000 men short,
the War Department directed that field units of the Ground Forces absorb a
certain percentage of limited-service men. This policy was soon reversed. From
October 1942 to July 1943, field-force commanders were authorized to arrange
the transfer of limited-service men from tactical units to the service commands.
General-service men were transferred into the Ground Forces from both service
commands and defense commands. On the whole, so long as the distinction
between general and limited service was in effect, Ground Forces tactical units,
of both combat and service types, were composed of general-service men.™

(1) WD ltr AG 220.31 (7-6—42) EC to CG AGF, 11 Jul 42, sub: Asgmt of Ltd Serv Pers. 327.3/35
(LS). (2) Par 20, WD Classification Memo 11, 1 Aug 42. (3) AGF ltr (S) to CGs, 30 Jul 42, sub: Ltd
Serv Pers. 319.1/5 (RTC) (S). (4) AGF M/S(S), DCofS to G—1, 16 Aug 42. 327.3 (LS)(S).

% (1) Memo of Col Tate for DCofS AGF, 7 Sep 42, sub: Rpt on Meeting Held under Supervision of
G—3 WD on Pers Matters. 327.3/42 (LS). (2) AGF memo for G-3 WD, 18 Sep 42, sub: Ltd Serv Pers for
AGF Units. 327.3/42 (LS). (3) Cir 327, WD, 27 Sep 42. (4) WD Gen Council Min (S), 9 Oct 42. (s)
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'The main concern of Army Ground Forces was to assure the maintenance
of this policy. As induction of limited-service men continued, plans were made to
spread them as widely as possible. In February 1943 the War Department, on the
basis of a study prepared by The Adjutant General, proposed to the Army
Ground Forces that, in the distribution of limited-service men to be inducted in
the future, 65 percent be assigned to the Service Forces, 20 percent to the Air
Forces, and 15 percent to the Ground Forces.™ The Adjutant General based the
figures of 65 percent for the Service Forces and of 15 percent for the Ground
Forces on detailed investigation of the physical requirements of individual
enlisted men’s jobs, using for AGF jobs a study made by the AGF headquarters
staff.™ No similar study of individual jobs in the Air Forces was made or used by
The Adjutant General. The figure of 20 percent for the Air Forces was a flat
percentage believed to be acceptable.

It was thought at AGF headquarters that 15 percent would be a fair propor-
tion if it were really necessary to assign limited-service men to the Ground
Forces. No such necessity was seen. All troops in the Army Ground Forces,
including AGEF service units, were intended (with insignificant exceptions) for
employment in the combat zone. An unknown portion of the Army Air Forces
(later established as about one-third) was intended to remain permanently in the
United States. Most Air Forces personnel overseas would remain at some distance
from the enemy. It therefore seemed unreasonable that the Air and Ground
Forces should receive nearly the same proportion (20 and 15 percent respectively)
of incoming limited-service men.

General McNair took the position that the physical hardihood of a soldier
should be greater in direct ratio to his proximity to combat. Proximity to combat
depended, not on type of job, but on type of unit. A cook or clerk, if in an infantry
unit, was likely to have to fight and would certainly experience irregular condi-
tions of living. On this point General McNair wrote to the War Department on
3 March 1943:™

To illustrate the foregoing. A cook in an infantry rifle company should not have poor
eyes, flat feet or bad hearing, because he must be able to fire his weapons, be on his feet for

Papers in 327.3/67 and /73 (LS). (6) AGF ltr to CGs, 20 May 43, sub: Clearing Fld Force Units of Ltd
Serv Pers, 327.3/188 (LS). (7) AGF M/S, G-3 to CofS, 31 Jul 43, sub: Disposition of Ltd Serv Pers in
Grd Force Units. 327.3/193 (LS).

™ WD memo (S) WDGAP 320.22 for CG AGF, 8 Feb 43, sub: Almt of Ltd Serv EM from Recp Cens.
327.3/8 (LS) (S). ™ For the AGF study see 327.3/10 (LS) (C).

" AGF memo (S) for G-1 WD, 3 Mar 43, sub: Almt of Ltd Serv Men from Recp Cens. 327.3/8 (LS)(S).
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long hours, and hear and understand whispered directions in the presence of the enemy.
These requirements are not essential in a rear area installation. Perhaps a better illustration
might be the comparison drawn between the pAysical demands made upon an automotive
mechanic in an armored unit and one at an Air Corps field 100 or more miles in rear of the
front lines.

It is desired to point out that Air Force combat units are peculiar in the respect that
generally only a certain proportion of a combat unit can be considered as actually engaging in
close combat. Dependent upon conditions, ground crews and administrative personnel of
front line combat air units may be from 100 to 1,000 miles from the enemy. Such personnel
can be more or less assured of regular meal hours, living conditions and medical attention.

It is further desired to point out that the Army Air Forces has, in effect, its own services
of supply housekeeping installations of a permanent nature in the United States that can
possibly absorb a large part, if not all, of the proposed 20%, allotted to the Air Force. The
Army Ground Forces cannot so place its 15%, of limited service personnel.

General McNair recommended that the War Department make an impartial
survey of the three major commands to determine, by study of the missions of
units, the number of men in each command who would probably engage in
close combat or be drawn into the area of close combat, and that distribution of
general-service and limited-service men follow the findings of this survey.

No such survey was made. On the other hand, no limited-service men were,
in principle, assigned to tactical units of the Ground Forces. Nor were they
assigned except in restricted numbers to the permanent domestic establishments
of the Air Forces. The solution adopted by the War Department was to cut down
the intake of limited-service men in the spring of 1943.”" The reduction of the
Troop Basis on 1 July 1943, reducing the demands upon Selective Service, made
it less necessary for the Army to accept physically inferior personnel. AGF officers
had previously expressed the opinion that curtailment of the Troop Basis would
be preferable to placing limited-service men, even those with noncombat jobs, in
combat units.”™

Effective 1 August 1943 the War Department introduced a new system of
physical classification, outlined in Circular 161 and in successive circulars and
directives. Limited service as a category in the classification of enlisted men was
abolished. In practice each of the three major commands was to find a place for
its physically inferior personnel. Reasons given for the change included the

™ WD Manpower Bd, Information Bul 8, 24 Apr 43, sub: WD Manpower Policies. 320.2/6013.

% See memo (S) of Lt Col J. H. Featherston for G-1 AGF, 19 Nov 42, sub: WD Conf 18 Nov, Ref Use
of Ltd Serv Pers by AGF Units, Tab E of the study in 327.3/10 (LS) (S); and item 3 in M/S, G-3 to G-1,
11 Nov 42, same file,
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belief that to be labeled “limited service” lowered the morale of men so classified,
that some men so classified should be dropped from the Army, and that others
should be used for more arduous duties than were permissible as long as they
were classified as limited service. Men who could not be utilized by the Army
because of physical or mental defects were to be discharged. For the remainder it
was desired that commanders, instead of using a simple distinction between
general and limited service, make the physical condition of enlisted men a matter
of more exact and continuing appraisal and utilize the maximum capabilities of
their personnel according to “physical qualifications, prior training, skills, intel-
ligence and aptitude.” Among so many criteria, physical condition continued to
be in practice a secondary consideration in assignment. In practice three kinds of
physical condition were recognized. Men below physical standards of induction,
who therefore might be subject to discharge on physical grounds, could be
retained in the Army at the desire of their commanders if their skill and training
made them useful to the service in jobs which they were physically capable of
performing. Men above minimum standards for induction still fell into two
classes resembling general and limited service. The War Department declared
that it would “continue to accept, in controlled numbers, enlisted men who do
not meet current physical standards for general military service.” These were the
old limited-service men under a new name, or rather under no name, a fact which
made their administrative processing more difficult and probably less accurate.
Such men were not to be assigned upon induction to divisions, combat support
units, or replacement training centers of the Army Ground Forces. They might
be assigned upon induction to service units in the Ground Forces, to the Service
Forces, and to the Air Forces in numbers up to 20 percent of future quotas for the
Air Forces and arms and services with the Air Forces. Transfer of limited-service
men among the three major commands, without concurrence of the receiving
command, was stopped. This meant that the Army Ground Forces could no
longer automatically ship men of low physical quality to the service commands.
What General McNair had long resisted now took place: the Army Ground
Forces would have no limited-service men, because there was no limited service,
but it would have to find jobs for men of low physical quality, unless their
physical quality was low enough to justify discharge from the Army.™

™ For preceding two paragraphs see Cir 161, WD, 14 Jul 43, and WD ltr AG 220.01 (5 Aug 43)
OC-E-WDGAP-M for CGs, 13 Aug 43, sub: Elimination of term *“Ltd Serv" with Reference to EM.

327.3/193 (LS).
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Physically inferior men accumulated in the Ground Forces in various ways.
Some men deteriorated physically while in training, Some of those who were
received from overseas, defense commands, and other sources would formerly
have been designated as “limited service.” Although men “not meeting current
physical standards for general military service” were not supposed to be assigned
initially to combat units and replacement centers of the Ground Forces, a con-
siderable number were in fact so assigned in the months following Circular 161.%°
The matter was complicated by divergence of professional judgment among
medical officers in assessing a soldier’s physical qualities, and by divergence of
judgment among commanders in determining how a soldier, with a given
physical condition as announced by the medical officers, should be assigned. Men
regarded at reception centers as fit for general service might not be so regarded
at replacement centers, in divisions, or at replacement depots. There were succes-
sive points along the line at which the medical decision or the command decision
might change. In general, the nearer a soldier came to combat, as in replacement-
depots or when units were alerted, the more exacting the interpretation of physi-
cal standards became. Hence there was a constant tendency to reclassify as unfit
for general duty men previously considered acceptable.

Unless of such poor quality as to warrant discharge, or unless they were over
thirty, in which case they could still be transferred to the Army Service Forces, all
these physically inferior enlisted men—those not meeting the standards of general
service—after 1 August 1943 had to be retained in the Army Ground Forces. The
Ground Forces obliged, in the words of the AGF G-1, “to swallow their own
limited service men,” entered reluctantly upon a program of reassignment and
retraining of individuals. At first the attempt was made to adhere to the policy
laid down by General McNair on 3 March, that is, the policy that assignment on
physical grounds should depend on type of unit, not on type of job. Field com-
manders of the Ground Forces were instructed on 21 August 1943 to transfer
enlisted men formerly classifiable as limited service from combat units to over-
head installations, higher headquarters, and service-type units of the Ground
Forces, reassigning equal numbers of general-service men from these
organizations to combat units.*

% AGF 2d ind to ASF, 5 Nov 43, on ltr of CG IRTC, Cp Roberts, to CG AGF, 21 Oct 43, sub: Discharges
inIRTC. 327.3/208 (LS).

& (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 21 Aug 43, sub: Disposition of Ltd Serv Pers in Ground Force Units. 327.3/193
(LS). (2) AGF ltr to CGs, 15 Oct 43, sub: Proper Asgmt of EM below Gen Serv Standards. 327.3/205 (LS).
(3) AGF 2d ind to Second Army, 28 Sep 43, on ltr cited in (1). 327.3/193.
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Virtually all troops in the Army Ground Forces, including service units,
were intended not only for overseas duty but also for duty in the combat zones.
Before the issuance of Circular 161, limited-service men in principle were not to
be sent overseas. Now all men were eligible for overseas duty unless specifically
disqualified. Defects disqualifying men for overseas duty, as announced by the
War Department in Circular 189, 21 August 1943, were stated to include hernia,
perforated eardrum, missing teeth, and “neuro-psychiatric condition of any
kind.” The last was in practice, of course, an extremely elastic and uncertain
category when applied to men nervously keyed up by training for combat. Com-
manders of AGF units and replacement centers found themselves accumulating
men who could not proceed overseas, and whom therefore it was a waste for the
Army Ground Forces to train,

The net result was a wave of wholesale discharges from the Army. Circular
161 granted liberal powers to discharge men who could not be utilized “because
of mental or physical defects.” Many commanders found it easier to invoke this
power than to carry out a complex program of reassignment and retraining, or to
retain men of whose future qualifications for overseas service they were not
certain. In the last months of 1943, AGF replacement training centers, although
supposedly receiving only trainees qualified for general service, reported 10
percent of their trainees as “died or discharged.” Another 8 percent failed to
qualify for overseas duty.*” Under Circular 161, tactical units of the Ground
Forces discharged about 55,000 men in the period August-November 1943. An
average of 500 men was discharged per division.* This was a time of critical
demand for manpower. Men were discharged who were of better physical
quality than other men inducted at the same time.**

In November 1943 the War Department rescinded Circular 161 and replaced
it with Circular 293: Enlisted Men—Ultilization of Manpower Based on Physical
Capacity. It remained the basic expression of policy on the subject, to be restated
in Circular 164, 26 April 1944.

Circular 293 prohibited the discharge from the Army of men able to do any

® Tab F (S) “Losses at RTC's,” AGF memo (8) for G-1 WD, 21 Dec 43, sub: Utilization of Available
Manpower Based on Physical Capacity. 327.3/8 (8).

® Tables in “Bulky Package” 327.3/209 (LS), compiled in compliance with AGF ltr, 12 Jan 44, sub:
Utilization of Available Manpower. 320.2/7002.

8 (1) AGF memo (C) for G-1 WD, 21 Sep 43, sub: Allocation of Recp Cen Pers to AGF. 327.3/13 (C).
(2) Tab B (S) “Summary of Conferences on Med Standards and Pers Placement,” WD Gen Council Min (S),
13 Dec 43.
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useful work. It reaffirmed the policy that each of the three major commands must
absorb its own “physically handicapped enlisted men,” and that commanders of
all echelons should be continuously responsible for proper classification, assign-
ment, and reassignment. It tightened the list of specific disqualifications for
overseas service. For example, men with “mild psycho-neuroses, transient in
character” (what lay officers of Army Ground Forces considered normal nervous
apprehension) could now proceed overseas in a combat capacity, as could also
men who, despite missing teeth, had been able to earn a living in civil life. Men
going overseas as trained members of organized units were not held to as high a
physical standard as those going over as individual replacements. In general, any
enlisted man retained in the Army, if not suffering from specified defects dis-
qualifying him for overseas service, could be used for any duty of which his unit
commander, acting with medical advice, believed him physically capable.

Discharges from the Army fell off sharply after publication of Circular 293.
The number of physically inferior men requiring assignment correspondingly
increased. It became necessary for General McNair to retreat from his preferred
policy as stated on 3 March 1943, and to countenance the assignment of physically
inferior personnel to combat units. In each individual case the lowest possible
commander was to find an appropriate assignment. In a directive to. the field
dated 7 December 1943, implementing War Department Circular No. 293 and
personally rewritten by General McNair, AGF commanders were ordered to
assign men falling below general-service standards in the following priority: (1)
to appropriate positions (such as cooks or clerks) within combat units; (2) to
service-type units in divisions; (3) to service-type units under armies, corps, and
special commands; and (4) to permanent overhead installations of Army
Ground Forces.®®

Circular 293, while tending to swell the number of physically inferior men
in the Ground Forces, nevertheless affirmed, more explicitly than previous War
Department instructions on the subject, the importance of physical condition as
a basis of assignment. Circular 161, abolishing limited service, had recognized
that a mere twofold classification, with all general-service men regarded as
physically alike, was not enough. Circular 293 announced that enlisted men
should “be assigned to the most active type of duty appropriate to their physical
qualifications.” The implication was that general-service men were not inter-
changeable; the strongest should be used as infantry riflemen, medical-aid men,

® AGF lir to CGs, 7 Dec 43, sub: Utilization of Manpower Based on Physical Capacity. 327.3/209 (LS).
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etc., and those of less exceptional physique as artillery gunners, airplane mech-
anics, ordnance technicians, etc. The implication was weakened by the addition,
in Circular 293, of a modifying clause after the word “qualifications”: “with due
consideration to their civilian training and experience, education, intelligence,
aptitude, leadership ability and acquired military occupational specialties.”
With this experience freshly in mind General McNair came to the conclu-
sion, stated in a memorandum of 21 December 1943, that, with “due considera-
tion” to civilian training, the best solution for the problem of allocating suitable
personnel to the Ground Forces would be to make physical qualities the primary
basis of assignment. From this position, set forth in a comprehensive summary
of the problem of quality in the Ground Forces, he was ready to proceed in 1944

with the development of the Physical Profile system.



IIL Efforts to Improve the Quality
of Ground Combat Troops

During the second half of 1943, as mobilization reached its final stages, the
signs that all was not well with the personnel situation in the ground arms
became unmistakable. One sign was provided in a survey made available in
August 1943 by the Special Services Division, Army Service Forces. Asked what
branch of the Army they would prefer to be in, if free to choose, only 11 percent
of enlisted men in the Infantry, in contrast to 76 percent of enlisted men in the
Air Corps, named their own branch. All ground combat arms fell below all the
services in popularity, and all the services fell below the Air Corps. (See Table
[No. 5)) Unpopularity of the ground arms was perhaps due largely to relative
danger. More than 8o percent of the enlisted men becoming casualties in the
North African Theater of Operations at this time ‘were in the ground arms, not
counting medical aid men and combat engineers. More than 70 percent were in
the Infantry alone. Unpopularity may be ascribed in part to the low pay and the
generally lower intelligence rating of combat soldiers. High pay and high average
intelligence in a branch gave members the sense, valuable for morale, of being
a selected group.

In addition, surveys by the Special Services Division indicated that the better
educated a man was the more willing he was to serve as a soldier. This may only
reflect the fact that the more desirable positions were filled by educated rather
than by uneducated men; it does not prove that the educated were more willing
than the uneducated to serve as front-line fighters. Finally, the popularity of
branches varied more or less directly with the satisfaction of enlisted men with
their individual job assignments. Infantrymen disliked their jobs far more than
did men of other branches. Enlisted men of the technical services and of the Air
Corps were more satisfied. This was probably for a variety of reasons: that their
jobs did not generally involve killing, hand-to-hand combat, or maximum
personal discomfort; that their jobs were in many cases counterparts of customary
civilian occupations; and that their jobs offered, or were believed to offer,
vocational training of potential value after the war.

Under the new policies on physically limited men announced in Circular
161, in effect after 1 August 1943, physically inferior (formerly limited-service)
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TABLE NO. 5

Relative Popularity of Arms and Services Among Enlisted Men in 1943

Percentage
A Percentage Satisfied Class I and I1 Average PFrantage
fm or Preferri ith Men as Percent Annual Distribution
Secvice referring wit f Total Assigned nnua £ Casualti
Own Branch Individual |© o.ta. ssigned | pase Pay °_ asua ties
Assignment in 1943 in NATO#
o (2) (3) () (5)
Air Corps 76 53 42 | 81,152 5.0
Signal Corps 46 44 58 780 0.6
Ordnance 42 44 36 825 0.3
Quartermaster 38 40 21 750 0.4
Military Police 36 33 39 700 0.2
Medical 35 41 31 707 2.7
Engineers 32 33 29 720 4.7
Field Artillery 27 41 31 730 9.4
Armored 26 33 31 760 ¢
Antiaircraft 26 34 29 730 1.8
Infantry 11 17 30 700 70.8

Source; Columns 1 and 2:*“What the Soldier Thinks,” August 1943, Special Services Division,

Army Service Forces. (C)

Column 3: Percentages compiled in Historical Division, WSS, based on statistics

of Classification and Replacement Branch, AGO, report on Forms X0OC-62, 63, 64.

Column 4: AGF memo for G-1, WD, 25 October 1943, sub: Raising of Average

Annual Pay of Infantry, Tab B. 000.7 /1 (Inf Prog) (C).

Column 5: AGF staff study, “Memo for the Chief of Staff, AGFE,” 8 December 1943,

Table VIII (C). 327.3/7 (S).

* To 30 September 1943. NATO was selected as the only theater in which extensive
operations of all arms were conducted prior to the end of 1943, Percentages do not
add to 100 because all arms and services are not included.

5 Does not include flying pay.

¢ Included in Infantry, Field Artillery, etc. Not separable.

men began to accumulate in combat units. Twelve thousand combat soldiers at
the AGF overseas replacement depot at Fort Meade were examined in November
1943. Since they were general-service men from units and replacement training
centers in all parts of the country, they probably offered a cross section of per-
sonnel in the ground arms. They were inferior in height, weight, AGCT grade,
and education to the average for the Army.! In AGCT grades, the average of all
men inducted into the Army was considerably better in the second half of 1943

! (1) AGF memo, Repl Dep No. 1 for CG AGF, g Nov 43, sub: Characteristics of Enl Repl by Arm.

000.7/18 (Inf Prog), (2) Tab D, AGF memo (S) for G-1 WD, 21 Dec 43, sub: Utilization of Available
Manpower Based on Physical Capacity. 327.3/8 (S).
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than in the first half. More than 38 percent of the men inducted were in Classes I
and II, compared with an average for the year of 35 percent. Both the Service
Forces and the Air Forces received a larger proportion of these high-quality men
than during the first half of 1943 (41 percent and 49.5 percent respectively).
Since the proportion of Classes I and II men received by the Ground Forces
remained virtually unchanged (30 percent), the relative proportion of high-
quality manpower assigned to the Ground Forces declined considerably in the
second half of 1943.

After the middle of 1943, United States forces overseas were increasingly
committed to combat. An AGF observer. with the Fifth Army in Italy reported:
“Squad leaders and patrol leaders with initiative were scarce. . . . The assign-
ment of Grade V intelligence men to infantry is murder.” The surgeon of the
XIV Corps, after the New Georgia campaign, made a study of war neurosis and
found “tangible evidence that incompetent or questionable leadership in small
units was an important causative factor.” In units in New Georgia, where junior
and noncommissioned officers had broken down, panic spread among the men
and needless sacrifice of manpower resulted. When stronger leaders were trans-
ferred to infected units, cases of war neurosis declined. Breakdown of privates
from unit to unit was in direct proportion to breakdown among junior com-
manders, enlisted and commissioned. It was found “that many unit leaders were
not aware of their responsibilities as leaders.” War neurosis was not frequent “in
field artillery, engineer, quartermaster, signal and reconnaissance units of the
divisions; Navy boat pool crews, air warning units, Marine defense battalions;
and service units, as a whole.” It occurred chiefly in the Infantry. Another
medical officer reported: “I saw one whole platoon of an infantry company go
out because the platoon sergeant went ‘wacky.’ It is very important to select
strong leaders, men with strong minds, especially during training periods in the
States. It cannot be over-emphasized that the non-commissioned officer is a key
man of vital importance, because if he fails, the unit he is in charge of goes down
with him.”®

General McNair wished to show the shortage of combat leadership statis-
tically. He adopted three premises: that the need for strong leadership was in
direct relationship to exposure to danger; that danger was measurable by casualty

* Percentages compiled in Historical Division, WDSS, based on statistics of Classification and Replace-
ment Branch, AGO, reports on Forms XOC-62, 63, 64.

® (1) Indl to unused draft of AGF memo for WD in 327.3/100 (S). (2) Sec II, OPD Information Bul
(S) (OPDIB), 18 Mar 44.
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rates; and that strong leaders would in almost all cases be men in the upper
AGCT classes. He ordered an actual count by AGCT grade of men in all divi-
sions and 1n nondivisional units in the Army Ground Forces as of 1 November
1943, totaling over 1,000,000 enlisted men.* Distribution of recent inductees, by
AGCT score, among the three major forces, was likewise reviewed. AGF staff
officers computed indices showing the comparative severity of battle casualties by
branch, that is, the incidence of battle casualties by arm or service, in proportion
to the strength of each arm or service in the theaters. Attention was focused on
the North African Theater of Operations, in which sizable forces of all arms had
been in combat for a considerable time. Findings were as follows:

Battle Class I and Il Men Among
Casualty Assignees from Reception Centersb
Ratio® (Percent)
(Air Corps—1.0) Class 1 Class 11
AGF Combat Units €2.6 5.2 26,5
Air Corps 1.0 9.3 38.0
Service Personnel (Exc. AAF) 0.2 10.7 325

2 Represents the relationship among the units shown of the incidence of battle casualties in
proportion to strength of each arm in service in NATO up to 30 October 1943.

? Based on assignments during the period May-September 1943. The survey of 1,000,000
men in AGF on 1 November 1943 indicated that 3.1 percent of the total were AGCT
Class I men and 23.5 percent were Class II.

¢ Ratio for infantry alone was 4.0.

It appeared that leaders were scarcest where the fighting was thickest. General

McNair submitted these conclusions to the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, on 17

December 1943. He wrote briefly:®

From time to time in the past, this headquarters has pointed out that certain procedures
in distributing manpower discriminate against the ground forces. The inclosed charts show
the cumulative effect of such measures.

While the situation is viewed as unfortunate, it is realized that it is now too late for
effective remedial action. This study is submitted in order to make clear the composition of
our war Army in its practically complete form.

Proposals for the Rehabilitation of the Ground Arms

In the summer of 1943, officers of both the G-1 and the G-3 sections of the
AGF headquarters staff subjected the whole question of quality of personnel in
the ground arms to a searching analysis. They were now impressed with the

¢ (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 13 Sep 43, sub: Age and Distribution in Divs and Nondiv Units. 201.6/483.

(2) For results, see tables in incl to 327.3 /7 (S).
®Memo (S) of Gen McNair for CofS USA, 17 Dec 43, sub: Distribution of Manpower, 327.3/7 (S).
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adverse effect on the combat arms of the classification system itself, noting that
the diversion of men with established civilian occupations from the combat arms
drained away also the best minds, best physiques, and best leaders. It was observed
that, from the peacetime necessity of attracting volunteers, the Army paid more
money for the more skilled positions, not the more dangerous. “Such procedure,”
remarked G-1, Army Ground Forces, “should be unnecessary under a universal
Selective Service System. In wartime, the money should go to the more dangerous
positions.” AGF headquarters itself, observed G-1 on 17 July, had in the past
sanctioned these practices; and AGF field commanders had tended to assign
their best men, and give the highest ratings, to administrative and technical
positions at the expense of the combat elements within their own units. G-1
recommended a word of admonition to commanders, a restudy of grades and
ratings, a program of publicity for the ground arms (such as General Lear had
suggested a year before), and reassignment of high-caliber enlisted men within
the Ground Forces from service to combat units.®

On the last point General McNair wished to proceed cautiously. He did not
desire to upset by wholesale transfers units which at this late date were already
organized and trained. A moderate directive was issued on 6 August, warning
commanders against excessive emphasis on preinduction skills and ordering the
transfer, within limits, of men physically and mentally capable of aggressive
leadership from service to combat units.” For various reasons it proved impossible
to avoid upsetting organized units in the following months. Units were being
remodeled under new Tables of Organization, stripped for replacements,
obliged to reshuffle their limited-service personnel, and tapped for ASTP
candidates and aviation cadets. In such a turmoil of reassignment it was difficult
to guide men into combat units on the basis of leadership qualities, especially
since leadership qualities were not definitely indicated in classification records.

The problem of rehabilitating the ground arms could not be solved by the
Army Ground Forces alone. It was desirable that front-line fighting soldiers be
young, though not immature, with a minimum of dependents and family respon-
sibilities, and physically and emotionally sturdy enough to have a maximum
chance of survival. The attempt to concentrate such men in combat positions
after the middle of 1943 was subject to severe limitations: The manpower con-
trolled by the War Department was not a single internally fluid pool. It was to a

8 AGFM/S (R), G-1 to CofS, 17 Jul 43, sub: Asgmt and Utilization of EM. 220.3/50 (R).
" AGF lir (R) to CGs, 6 Aug 43, sub: Utilization of EM. 220.3/50 (R).
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large extent frozen in each of the three major forces. To this administrative
circumstance was added the fact that mobilization was already accomplished.
Men were trained and functioning in their respective major forces—Ground, Air,
or Service. As General McNair hesitated to upset his units by a general transfer
into combat positions of suitable men irrespective of their current assignments,
so also the War Department hesitated to upset the three major forces by transfer
into Army Ground Forces of men who were potentially good combat soldiers
but actually functioning in other jobs. This was the meaning of General McNair’s
statement, in December 1943, that it was too late for effective remedy of the unfor-
tunate condition of the ground arms. It will presently be seen that in 1944 the
War Department nevertheless did take measures to “unfreeze” the Army and to
cause a flow of high-quality manpower into the Ground Forces.

Meanwhile the efforts of Army Ground Forces and the War Department
to improve the quality of the ground arms branched into three lines: a reanalysis
of the problem of Negro troops in relation to the general problem of quality; a
definite program to raise the effectiveness of the Infantry; and a concerted drive
to obtain modification of the Army system of classification and assignment.

The Quality of Negro Troops

From the beginning the problem of raising the quality of the Negro combat
units had been of special concern to the Army Ground Forces. While the inclu-
sion of Negro troops in the ground combat forces did not lower appreciably the
over-all quality of the combat arms, their concentration into all-Negro units
resulted in the production of a number of units generally characterized by a far
greater proportion of low AGCT grades than in AGF units as a whole. This
condition can be traced to deficiencies in the educational and environmental
backgrounds of the bulk of Negro enlisted men. The contention of Army
Ground Forces was not that Negro combat units could not be trained effectively
but that units with disproportionately low AGCT grades could not be trained
under normal methods in a normal period of time.

Under the provisions of the Selective Service Act and a presidential directive,
the War Department required all arms and services to absorb Negro enlisted men
on the general basis of the proportion of Negroes in the population of the
country.® This figure, the “proper proportionate number” of Negro troops, was

8WD ltr AG 291.21 (10-9—40) M—A-M to CGs, 16 Oct 40, sub: WD Policy in Regard to Negroes.
314.7 (AGF Hist).
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set at 10.6 percent, the percentage of Negroes registering in the draft. Since Negro
personnel could not be shifted except to other Negro units,” large numbers of
Class IV and Class V personnel, averaging from %5 to go percent, were concen-
trated in Negro units.

In the spring of 1942 the problem reached its initial crisis. Before this the
Army, because of a shortage of training cadres, housing, and planned activations,
had not taken its “proper proportionate number” of Negro troops. Those Negro
combat units which were in the Army consisted of a few Regular and National
Guard units and some new nondivisional units.?® Selective Service had been
urging the Army to increase its quota of Negro inductees to bring its percentage
of Negroes up to 10.6. This would increase the number of Negroes inducted for
the remainder of 1942 beyond the 10.6 percentage and would interfere with
scheduled activations, both by the proportionate reduction of new white induc-
tees planned for units already in the Troop Basis and by providing Negro
inductees for whom no such units had been planned. If proportionate distribu-
tion were made to all arms and services, the War Department estimated that
one-seventh, or a total of ten divisions, would have to be Negro.

The problem facing Ground Forces here was one of receiving larger num-
bers of poorer-quality enlisted personnel than it had expected, all of whom would
have to be concentrated in specific units. In an attempt to avoid this heavy concen-
tration which, it was predicted, would produce a number of units which would
be all but ineffective, a member of the War Department G-3 proposed in Novem-
ber 1942 that, beginning in 1943, Negroes and whites be placed in the same units
in a ratio of 1 to 10.6.1 General McNair, fearing that such a move would further
impair the general quality of combat units, proposed that large Negro combat
units, with their heavy requirements of personnel experienced in administrative
and technical skills, be discontinued. “If the size of Negro combat units were

®1bid. ‘The letter concluded with the statement that the policy of not placing Negroes and whites in the
same regiments would be continued: ““This policy has proven satisfactory over a long period of years and to
make changes would produce situations destructive to morale and detrimental to the preparation for national

defense,”

® These included six infantry regiments (the 24th, 25th, 366th, 367th, 368th, and 372d), seven coast
artillery regiments, one field artllery brigade, five field artillery regiments, two tank destroyer battalions,
and one tank battalion. Four of the infantry regiments and several of the smaller units were tactically dis-
posed under the defense commands. The other two infantry regiments were under Army Ground Forces,
preparing for overseas movement.

" Draft memo (S) of Col (later Brig Gen) E. W. Chamberlain, WDGS, for Brig Gen 1. H. Edwards,
WD G—3, undated, sub: Negro Personnel TB 43. WD G—3 “Negro File” (§). See also Gen E. W. Chamber-
lain’s manuscript “History of G—3, WD,” Chap. V, “Negro Personnel.”
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limited to separate battalions,” he wrote, “they would be fully suitable for battle
employment, yet the organization would permit the maximum flexibility in such
employment.”"* Neither proposal was accepted by the War Department and the
problem remained unsolved, though not ignored.

To take care of additional Negro combat troops, new units were added to
the Troop Basis. These units were primarily of combat-support types. Four Negro
infantry divisions were provided in the 1942 Troop Basis, but only two of these
were activated with Negro personnel. The decision to activate an armored divi-
sion from the white elements of the 2d Cavalry Division left the Negro elements
(the 4th Cavalry Brigade) intact to serve as a basis for expanding the Division
into an all-Negro unit.*® This expansion culminated in the reorganization of the
2d Cavalry Division in February 1943. By June 1943 the growth of AGF Negro
units had reached its peak. The enlisted strength of AGF Negro units in that
month totaled 167,957, or 10.46 percent of AGF enlisted strength. Of these,
09,045 were in the arms.

With the multiplication of Negro units came an intensification of problems
growing out of the disproportionately low AGCT grades among the men avail-
able. The difficulties of training Negro combat troops at the accelerated pace
required in wartime meant frequent failures in training tests, at times making
necessary a deferment of overseas shipment dates. Adequate cadres for new units
were becoming scarcer, and the personnel available for cadre and instructional
purposes was being spread thinner and thinner. Loss rates for older units were
higher than in comparable white units, and the prospect for improving their
over-all quality was considerably lessened by the constant need of transfers.
Newer units were no better off so far as AGCT distributions were concerned.
The Commanding General of the Antiaircraft Artillery Command, in a letter
to Army Ground Forces requesting permission to screen from sixteen Negro
antiaircraft battalions enough high-scoring men to form three battalions with
AGCT distributions relatively comparable to those of white antiaircraft
battalions, expressed the problem thus:**

My investigations have convinced me that if colored antiaircraft battalions can be made
up of men who are in the proper ratio of Army General Classification Test grades they can

* AGF memo (S) for G-3 WD, 11 Nov 42, sub: Negro Personnel TB 43. 322.999/1 (Cld Trs) (S).

» WD memo WDGCT 320.2 (4~28-42) for CG AGF, 27 May 42, sub: Armored and Motorized Divs.
320.2/165 (S).

“Ltr (C) AAC 320/HN-GNSCS, CG AAC to CG AGF, 12 Mar 43, sub: Colored AA Units. 321/110
(CAC) (C).
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be trained in a reasonable time into efficient combat units. It is to be expected that such
colored units in action would reflect credit on the American Army and prove a source of
pride to the colored race. No such results, however, can possibly be expected of colored
antiaircraft units with their present composition of personne]. With this composition it is
impossible to find or to develop qualified leaders in anything like sufficient numbers. More-
over, the great majority of the men are unable to grasp the barest fundamentals of the gun-
nery problems involved, and to care for and properly man the complicated equipment
inherent in antiaircraft units. ‘There are in the sixteen colored antiaircraft battalions approxi-
mately 10,000 men whose opportunities for mental development have been so restricted as
to necessitate their classification in Army General Classification Test Grades IV and V. Of
this number only about 3,000 could be employed to useful advantage within the sixteen
battalions were all to be continued active.

Since similar requests had come from other arms and new proposals to limit the
numbers of Class V men, white and Negro, were under consideration, no action
was taken.’®

Discussion of proposals to improve the quality of enlisted personnel in
Negro combat units had been under way for some time. The transfer of low-
scoring personnel to service units was proposed several times, but it was difficult
to screen out high-scoring personnel for specific units without leaving large
numbers of low-scoring personnel for whom no possible noncommissioned
leadership would be available.’® An example of the difficulties involved in shift-
ing Class V men in excess of 10 percent from one division only is afforded by a
proposal in one plan which would have entailed the relief of approximately 7,000
men. To obtain fillers in higher grades to replace them it would have been
necessary to induct and screen 12,500 men.'” This would still have left 12,500 men
of Class V to be absorbed by other units. Among alternate and substitute pro-
posals the following were included: shifting higher-level Negroes from service
units into combat units and replacing them with white noncommissioned
officers; splitting Negro divisions into combat teams or separate battalions which
might be more easily trained and utilized than the full-sized divisions; restricting

B (1) M/S atchd to ltr cited in n. 14. (2) Subsequently, in an effort to lessen training difficulties,
permission was granted to convert six Negro automatic weapons battalions to gun battalions on the ground
that gun units required closer supervision and less individual action than automatic weapons units, and
therefore had a higher absorption rate for Class IV and Class V men. See papers in 320.2/40 (TUB 43) (C).

18 (1) Draft memo (S) of Brig Gen 1. H. Edwards for CofS USA, 12 Mar 43, sub: Employment of Grade
V Personnel in the Army, 327.2 (SS Men) (S). (2) Ltr (S) of CG AAC to CG AGF, 12 Mar 43, sub:
Colored AA Units. 321/343 (CAC) (§). (3) WD memo WDGCT 291.21 (1-4-43) for CG AGF, 27 Apr
43, sub: Negro Personnel. 322.999/4 (Cld Trs) (S).

WD memo WDGCT 291.21 (1~-14-43) for CG AGF, 5 Mar 43, sub: Negro Personnel. 322.999.
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the percentage of Negro Class V men inducted to the same percentage as that of
white Class V’s; discharging the majority of the men in Class V; and halting
the commissioning of Negroes until noncommissioned grades had been filled
with competent leaders.'®

Most of these proposals were examined and discarded. One influential reason
was that the War Department’s plan to improve the quality of ground combat
troops was scheduled to go into operation in the early future.

This plan involved establishing special training units (STU’s), discharging
men found unteachable, and ordering the transfer of excess high-intelligence
personnel to the ground combat troops. Special training units, which received
proportionately more Negro than white selectees, were established in June 1943
at reception centers to teach illiterates and Class V men the minimum reading
ability and simple vocabulary needed for military training. Those found unteach-
able were to be discharged. At the same time the War Department directed that
the waste of high-intelligence personnel be brought to an end. “Specifically,”
read the directive, “excess of men with high intelligence in units such as aviation
squadrons, sanitary companies, and service units of the Quartermaster Corps and
Engineer labor units will be reassigned to units where their skills and intelligence
can be utilized more effectively.”**

None of these efforts affected to any appreciable extent the distribution of
AGCT scores in Ground Forces units. Of the men released from STU’s for assign-
ment to regular training in the first six months of operation, ¢8.7 percent were in
Classes IV and V.*° Of these, white divisions received 1,400 men, all but 24 of
them in Classes IV and V; Negro divisions received 1 man (Class IV). Of men
assigned to the Infantry 6,305 were white, all of them except 88 in Classes IV and
V, while go7 were Negro, all but 10 of whom were in Classes IV and V. Relatively
few STU men—r0.3 percent in the first six months—were discharged from the

¥ (1) AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 4 Jan 43, sub: Negro Personnel. 322.999/4 (Cld Trs) (S). (a)
AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 2 Feb 43, sub: Negro Personnel. 322.999/6 (S). (3) AGF memo (S), 9 Apr
43, sub: Negro Personnel. 291.2 (S). (4) Memo (C) of Gen J. A. Green, CG AAC, for Gen McNair, 19 Mar
43, sub: Colored AA Units. 321 /110 (CAC) (C). (5) AGF ltr (S) to CG AAC, 1 Apr 43, sub: Negro AA
Units. 321/343 (CAC)(S).

WD ltr (R) AG 353 (10 Jun 43) OB-D-A, 17 Jun 43, sub: Sp Tng Units. 353/32 (R).

% Men were assigned to regular training from STU’s, July 1943 to 31 December 1943, as follows:

Class Class Class Class Class Toral
I I I v 14
White ... 1 (%) 205 (1.9%) 11,837 (76.9%) 3,201 (21.3%) 15,434 { 39%)
Negro 10 (.0%) 197 ( .8%) 14,256 (59.2%) 9,624 (40.0%) 24,087 ( 61%)

TOTAL ...... 2t (1%) 492 (1.2%) 26,093 (66.0%) 12,015 (327%) 39,521 (100%)
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Army as unteachable. While STU’s increased the total manpower available to
the Army, they did little to increase that portion from which leadership might
be expected to come.

Moreover, the units specifically directed by the War Department to give up
their excess “high-intelligence” personnel contained no marked excess of high
AGCT men. In addition, the majority of these units were made up of Negro
enlisted men.* In most cases there was not enough “high intelligence” in these
units, as measured by AGCT scores, to raise the level of Negro ground combat
units. In no case could this group of units furnish enough high-level personnel
to affect the Ground Forces as a whole.

The Infantry Program

General Marshall was seriously disturbed by the 1943 surveys of the Special
Services Division that indicated the low state of morale in the ground arms,
especially in the Infantry. On 4 August he requested General McNair to suggest
remedial action.”® General McNair answered General Marshall’s request by
submitting the proposals which had been made by the AGF G-3 Section earlier
in the month, which he had approved with minor reservations. “My only regret,”
he observed to General Marshall, “is that we did not start something along this
line about two years ago.”*® These proposals aimed at an increase of pay and of
public recognition for infantrymen and at assigning men to the Infantry on a
more selective basis than in the past.**

%.0n 1 July 1943 the following numbers of types of units were within the continental limits of the
United States:
218  Negro and 32 white aviation squadrons
13 Negro and 12 white engineer general service regiments
3 Negroand 1 white engineer separate battalions
87% Negro and no white medical sanitary companies
40 Negroand 2 white quartermaster service battalions
18  Negro and 10 white quartermaster truck regiments
4 Negro and no white quartermaster fumigation and bath battalions
33 Negro and 13 white troop transport companies
Source: (1) Directory of the Army of the United States (Continental Limits of the United States),
Army Air Forces Units, Attached Services, and Miscellaneous AAF Installations and Activities, July 1, 1943.
AGO Records, 461 (1 Jul 43) OB-F-M. (2) Directory of the Army of the United States {Continental Limits
of the United States), Exclusive of Army Air Forces and Attached Services, June 1, 1943. AGO Records, 461
(x Jul 43) OB-I-M.
 Memo of Gen Marshall for Gen McNair, 4 Aug 43, sub not given. 000.7/35 (Inf Prog).

# AGF M/S (C), CG to CofS USA, 16 Aug 43, sub: Program for Improvement of the Morale, Efficiency,
and Effectiveness of Inf. 000.7/1 (Inf Prog)(C).

* AGF memo (C) for CofS USA, 28 Aug 43, sub as in n. 23. 000.7/1 (Inf Prog) (C).
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Army Ground Forces desired the adoption of “fighting pay” corresponding to
“flying pay” in the Air Forces.*® Holding that flying pay could be justified only
on the ground of risk (not of skill, since medical officers, for example, were paid
no more than aviators of the same rank), General McNair offered figures to
show that service in the Infantry was more risky than service in the Air Forces.
Even at this date, before major ground operations were well launched, the
casualty rate for infantrymen in the combat zone was about the same as for Air
Forces personnel on flying-pay status in the theaters. General McNair recom-
mended that fighting pay be given for combat-zone service to members of arms
in which the monthly casualty rate reached a periodically determined figure,
initially 1.2 percent. This percentage had hitherto been reached only by the
Infantry. Its adoption would therefore favor the Infantry without explicit dis-
crimination. To stop the practice by which, through award of grades and ratings,
the Army paid more for “clerical and trade skill” than for fighters and leaders,
he recommended in addition that the average base pay of enlisted men in all the
combatant arms be raised to the level prevailing in the Ordnance Department.
[(See Table No. 5.}

To obtain greater recognition for ground combat soldiers and hence to give
them new incentives for efficiency, General McNair proposed the establishment
of a Ground Medal to be awarded as liberally as the Air Medal. He proposed
also that a title and grade of “Fighter” be established in the Infantry, that privates
holding the title be addressed as such (“Fighter Jones” instead of “Private
Jones”), and that all personnel earning the title, enlisted and commissioned,
wear a fighter badge of appropriate design. Between fighting pay and the title of
Fighter there was to be no connection.*®

Finally, General McNair proposed that reception centers “assign, generally,
to the infantry those selectees who are physically strong regardless of previous
occupation, keeping the infantry intelligence level with the general average.” He
suggested that a physical test be given before assignment to the Infantry and that
no selectees, unless of unusually good physique, be assigned to the Infantry if
shorter than 5 feet 6 inches.*”

® Tab B to AGF memo cited in n. 24.

¥ (1) Tab D to AGF memo cited in n. 24. (2) AGF memo for G-1 WD, 10 Aug 43, sub: Medal for
Ground Trs. 200.6 /8o.

¥ Tab E to AGF memo cited in n. 24.
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These proposals, submitted to the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, on 28 August
1943, were unfavorably received by G-1 of the War Department General Staff.?®
G-1 thought that the American soldier would ridicule the term “Fighter,” and
on the matter of a Ground Medal he warned that “too liberal award of any
decoration renders it valueless.” Assignment to Infantry as suggested by General
McNair, G-1 maintained, “violates all the principles of correct personnel clas-
sification and assignment.” Treating together the proposal to raise base pay in all
combat ground arms and the proposal for fighting pay especially designed by
Army Ground Forces to favor the Infantry, G-1 declared that all arms would
benefit, and that hence the Infantry would gain little. Nevertheless, G-1 con-
sidered the infantry problem to be critical—so critical as to require more funda-
mental correctives than those proposed by General McNair. It was suggested that
the best correctives would be an intensive publicity campaign and “positive action
by all commanding officers,” chiefly to prevent individual misassignments. G-1
also favored an Infantry Badge in place of the fighter badge, and an increase of
grades and ratings in infantry combat companies. During the succeeding months
Army Ground Forces, adhering to its basic proposals, recommended various
modifications of the program in order to win its acceptance.

Publicity, put forward as a major remedy by G-1 of the War Department,
had also been recommended to General McNair by G-1 and G-3 of his own
staff, but was one of the elements in their proposals on which he felt some reserva-
tion. He desired no high-pressure advertising.?® He created a new section on his
staff, called a “Special Information Section,” to promote understanding and
appreciation of the Infantry on the part of the public. About half a dozen officers
and a similar number of enlisted men with newspaper or other writing experience
were assigned to it. Civilian writers, magazine editors, cartoonists, song writers,
and moving picture executives were asked to give prominence to the Infantry in
their work, using the words “infantry” and “doughboy” wherever possible.
General McNair wrote personally to a number of the leading newspaper and
magazine publishers of the country.*® The Special Information Section worked
through the War Department Bureau of Public Relations. To guide the Bureau

WD memo (C) WDGAP 330.11 for CofS USA, 14 Sep 43, sub: Reflection of Pride in Orgn and
Satisfaction with Job Asgmt. 000.7/1 (Inf Prog)(C).

® AGF M/S (C), CG to CofS, 16 Aug 43, and G—3 to CofS, 21 Aug 43, sub: Prog for Improvement of
Morale, Efficiency, and Effectiveness of Inf. 000.7/1 (Inf Prog)(C).

® See generally coo.7 (Inf Prog).
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of Public Relations, General Marshall wrote to its head, observing that the
Infantry had borne 60 percent of the casualties in Italy:*

Men will stand almost anything if their work receives public acknowledgment. They
are inclined to glory in its toughness and hazards if what they do is appreciated. There has
been so little glamour in infantry work that the public is little aware of the requirements. On
the contrary, if you will recall, I was opposed vigorously in the early formation of the Army
for my attitude regarding the infantry soldier and his importance in our war army. It was
to be all tanks and air, maybe a little artillery, with everybody motorized, etc. Now [in
February 1944] the picture is being completed in accordance with the fundamental require-
ments of waging a successful war. The haphazard theorizing is found to be without solid
foundation, and the influence of the more glamorous methods of making war is found not
to be sufficient for the purposes of successful operation. . . .

It might well be charged that we have made the mistake of having too much of air and
tank and other special weapons and units and too little of the rifleman for whom all these
other combat arms must concentrate to get him forward with the least punishment and loss.
I don’t want to discourage the rifleman and yet I want his role made clear and exalted. I
don’t want to unduly alarm the families of riflemen and yet it is important that some action
be taken.

General McNair in March 1944 notified the Bureau of Public Relations that
infantry units thus far stationed overseas, although constituting only 6 percent
of the Army, had to date borne 53 percent of the casualties. He believed, however,
that the figures should not be made public.?

Appreciation of the Infantry undoubtedly rose in 1944. How much this was
due to efforts in public relations and how much to the facts of battle cannot be
said. Infantry participated increasingly in overseas operations; the main offensive
was no longer conducted by aviation. In the popular mind the well-publicized
but somewhat fruitless bombing of Cassino seems to have brought a sudden reali-
zation of the infantryman’s fundamental place. Yet it continued to be reported
by qualified observers that the front line infantryman was in a bitter mood,
believing himself an unappreciated and forgotten man, kept in combat until
exhausted, wounded, or killed, and denied the comforts and advantages abund-
antly provided to rear-area troops. “The infantryman,” wrote a medical officer
in August 1944 after service in Italy, “is at present the least appropriately
rewarded specialist in the Army.”*

" Memo (S) of Gen Marshall for Gen Surles, 6 Feb 44, sub: Appreciation of Inf Soldier. 0o0.7/8
(Inf Prog) (S).

** AGF memo (S) for BPR WD, 18 Mar 44, sub: Inf Str and Casualty Figures. 000.7/8 (Inf Prog)(§).
™ ASF Monthly Progress Rpt (S) 7, “Health,” p. 11.
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In place of the Ground Medal proposed by Army Ground Forces a Bronze
Star Medal was established by executive order of the President in February 1944,
to be awarded to members of any of the armed services “for heroic or meritorious
achievement or service, not involving participation in aerial flight, in connection
with military or naval operations against an enemy of the United States.”** In
place of the “Fighter” status originally proposed, Army Ground Forces (elaborat-
ing the recommendation of G-1, War Department) obtained authorization of
the titles, with corresponding badges, of Expert Infantryman and Combat
Infantryman.*® The first could be won by meeting in training or combat certain
standards with respect to infantry weapons and tactics and to physical endurance
and good military behavior. The second could be won by “exemplary conduct in
action against the enemy.”*

Pursuing its idea of fighter-pay, Army Ground Forces desired that the award
of the Expert Infantryman badge carry an increase of pay of $10 a month, that of
Combat Infantryman $15.3" After temporary objection by the Director of the
Budget, sums of $5 and $10 respectively were obtained through legislation in
June 1944.*® Rearrangement of infantry Tables of Organization, prescribing
higher grades for platoon, section, and squad leaders and increasing the number
of privates first class, raised average infantry base pay from about $700 to about
$743 a year.*® Special compensation for the Infantry, which Army Ground Forces
had wished to secure through fighter-pay, thus was obtained in part through
Expert and Combat Infantryman badges, and in part by refusing increases of
base pay to other arms than the Infantry. In contrast to the original AGF pro-
posal, the plan adopted did not favor the front-line fighter as such but the
Infantry as an arm.

™ Executive Order No. 9419, 4 Feb 44, published in Bul 3, WD, Feb 44.

= AGF memo for CofS USA, 12 Oct 43, sub: Improvement of the Morale, Efficiency, and Effectiveness
of Inf. 000.7/33 (Inf Prog).

3 (1) AGF memo (C) for G-1 WD, 22 Oct 43, sub: WD Cir “Infantry Standards of Proficiency.”
000.7/1 (C). {(2) Cir 322, WD, 11 Dec 43, “Standards for Expert Infantryman Badge”; Cir 186, WD, 11
May 44, “Infantry Badge.” (3) AGF ltr to CGs, 18 Jan 44, sub: Standards for Expert Infantryman Badge.
200.6/2 (Inf Badge).

¥ (1) AGF memo (C) for G-1 WD, 25 Oct 43, sub: Raising of Average Annual Pay for Inf. 0v0.7/1
(Inf Prog)(C). (2) AGF M/S, CofS to G-3, 27 Oct 43, sub: Inf Program. ooo.7/22 (Inf Prog).
% (1) WD Gen Council Min (S), 25 Apr 44, 26 Jun 44. (2) Cir 271, WD, 3 Jul 44.

® (1) AGF M/S (C), G-2 to DCofS, 30 Oct 43. 000.7/101 (Inf Prog)(C). (2) Memo (C) of Gen
McNarney for CGs AAF, AGF, ASF, 12 Dec 43, sub: Increased Pay for Inf NCOs, 000.7/1 (C). (3) Cir 323,
‘WD, 13 Dec 43.
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Selective assignment to the Infantry on physical grounds was regarded by
General McNair as a principal feature of the infantry program. On 11 November
1943 he renewed his recommendation of 28 August, proposing that men “gener-
ally” be assigned to the Infantry according to physical strength, as shown by
tests, irrespective of civilian occupation. A sample of 6,000 infantrymen examined
in November 1943 disclosed that they averaged only 5 feet %.74 inches in height,
as compared with an Army average of 5 feet 8.41 inches. Height provided a
rough measure of strength. Where in August he had suggested 5 feet 6 inches,
he now suggested 5 feet g inches as the height below which future inductees
should not normally be assigned to the Infantry.*® Hope for such a program
seemed to be given by the publication at this time of Circular 293, which directed,
with reservations, the assignment of enlisted men “to the most active type of
duty appropriate to their physical qualifications.”

The Military Personnel Division, Army Service Forces, commenting on
General McNair’s proposal of 11 November, declared that the giving of physical
tests at reception centers was impracticable. It added:*

The Military Personnel Division, Army Service Forces, does not concur in a further
screening of general service enlisted men at reception centers to assign the higher physically
qualified men within general service standards to infantry replacement training centers and
units. There is no argument against the need of physically qualified men in the infantry.
The need is similar in the field artillery, armored force, mobile antiaircraft artillery, and
other combat and service units such as combat-and general service engineers.

The last sentence was precisely what the Army Ground Forces denied and
believed to be implicitly denied also by the War Department in Circular 293.**

In divisions already in combat, the infantry rifle components were used up
much faster than other components. The War Department, in January 1944,
sought means of increasing the staying power of infantry.*® The wear upon
infantrymen was due in part to sickness and nonbattle casualties arising from the
severe conditions in which infantrymen lived when in combat. General McNair
suggested that with assignment of the strongest physical specimens to the Infan-

“ (1) AGF M/Ss, CofS to G—3, 27 Oct 43; CG to CofS, 6 Nov 43, sub: Inf Program. (2) AGF memo for
G-1 WD, 11 Nov 43, sub: Improvement of the Morale, Efficiency, and Effectiveness of Inf. Both in 000.7/22
(Inf Prog).

““MPD ASF memo (S) SPGAP/210.5 Gen (11 Nov 43)-89 for G-1 WD, 23 Nov 43, sub as in n.
40(2). 000.7/8 (Inf Prog)(S).

4 See copy of Cir 293, WD, 11 Nov 43, annotated by CofS AGF. 327.3/209 (LS).

“ WD memo (S) WDGCT 320.2 (20 Jan 44) for CG AGF, 20 Jan 44, sub: Inf Str in the Inf Div,
000.7/ 4 (Inf Prog)(S).
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try this attrition might decline, and consequently that the various arms within a
division would deteriorate at a more even rate. He renewed his proposals of 28
August and 11 November 1943.*

They were again disapproved, but not because of a failure to appreciate
the gravity of the situation. Not only had General Marshall expressed his anxiety,
but also the Chief of the G-1 Division of the General Staff had observed on 14
February that in consequence of emphasis on civilian skills “the combat arms got
what was left after the Air Forces and Service Forces had selected the pick of the
lot.” *® The latter stated, however, on 23 March 1944, that General McNair’s pro-
posals would destroy the “time tested policies” whereby civilian occupation and
military training were considered in making assignments.*® Meanwhile remedial
action had been initiated. On 3 March 1944, reception centers were instructed to
assign the physically strongest inductees to the Army Ground Forces, New pro-
cedures in classification, known as the “Physical Profile Plan” and designed to
regularize this policy, were already being applied experimentally. These were
believed by the War Department to be preferable to General McNair’s clear-cut
but somewhat arbitrary distinction by height.

Pending the decision of the War Department, Army Ground Forces
renewed its effort to have the best physical specimens under its own jurisdiction
assigned to the Infantry. On 20 February it dispatched a confidential letter to its
subordinate commanders, pointing out that the Infantry had a scarcity value, that
it comprised only 11 percent of the Troop Basis, that it was nevertheless the
~ decisive arm, that it must therefore be scrupulously conserved, and that the
strongest and healthiest men should be assigned to it. All commanders were
enjoined to comply strictly with the provision in Circular 293 that enlisted men
should be given the most active type of duty suited to their physical
qualifications.*” :

The Physical Profile System

Proposals for selective assignment to the Infantry merged into a more com-
prehensive effort to obtain changes in the whole system of classification and

“ (1) Memo (S) of Gen McNair for G-3 WD, 1 Feb 44, sub: Inf Str in Inf Div. (2) Memo of Gen
McNair for G-1 WD, 17 Feb 44, sub: Improvement of the Effectiveness of Inf, Both in 000.7/8 (Inf Prog)(S).

“ WD Gen Council Min (S), 14 Feb 44.

“ (1) WD memo (S) WDGAP 330.11 (6 Mar 44), 23 Mar 44, sub: Improvement of the Morale, Eff-
ciency, and Effectiveness of Inf. (2) MPD ASF memo (S) SPGAP/327.31 (17 Feb 44) for G-1 WD, 9 Mar
44, sub: Improvement of the Effectiveness of Inf. Both in 000.7/8 (Inf Prog)(S).

@ AGF ltr (C) to CGs, 20 Feb 44, sub: Strengthening the Inf. 321/103 (Inf)(C).
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assignment of enlisted personnel. General McNair had come to favor emphasis
on physical classification as a means of procuring not only stronger but also more
intelligent combat soldiers. If men were assigned primarily according to
physique, then each major command would receive more nearly the same pro-
portions of men of all intelligence levels and of various degrees of civilian
accomplishment.

In December 1943, noting that discrimination against the ground arms in
the distribution of men by AGCT grades had become accentuated in the preced-
ing months, Army Ground Forces had again requested a more equal apportion-
ment.*® The Army Service Forces, through its Control Division, replied that the
action recommended by the Army Ground Forces was not justified by the figures
submitted; it held that the Ground Forces must unavoidably receive a less intel-
ligent group of men, partly because of War Department priorities for aviation
cadets and ASTP students, which militated against the Ground and Service
Forces alike, and partly because “the primary factor” in assignment was to utilize
civilian skills, which militated against the Ground Forces in particular. It was
natural, Army Service Forces declared, for the Ground Forces to receive a lower
percentage of men with high AGCT scores than the Service Forces, “because of
greater requirements for such personnel in Army Service Forces.” No change in
AGCT distributions could be expected, it was added, as long as the main basis of
assignment was the Requirement and Replacement Rates in which branch
requirements for occupational specialists were set forth.*

It was clear, as it had been for some time, that the quality of personnel in the
ground arms could be raised only through a radical change in the personnel
policies of the Army. On 21 December 1943 General McNair proposed such a
change to the War Department.”® After summarizing the causes of the relatively
low quality of personnel in the ground arms, he restated his belief that the sub-
average percentage of ground soldiers in the upper intelligence levels had con-
tributed to the high casualty rate of infantrymen. He ascribed the subaverage
physical quality of the Infantry in part “to the fact that professional men or
skilled workers come from the more privileged classes, which are better fed
and housed, and, as a result, have better physiques, generally.” He asserted that,
with mobilization and training virtually complete, it was no longer necessary to

“ AGF 3d ind (S) to ASF, 22 Dec 43. 327.3/100 (8S).
% ASF 4th ind (S) to AGF, 12 Jan 44. 327.3/100 (S).

* AGF memo (S) for G-1 WD, 21 Dec 43, sub: Utilization of Available Manpower Based on Physical
Capacity. 327.3/8 (S).
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utilize the civilian skills of soldiers and that “assignment by occupational specialty
should be made secondary and be limited to that practicable within physical
groupings, except for rare specialists.” As additional proof of this point of view
he summarized the methods of physical classification in the British, Canadian,
and German Armies.

General McNair submitted a relatively simple plan. In effect the procedure
he now proposed would be a simplified version of that followed under the
Requirement and Replacement Rate Tables, except that the rates would measure
physical rather than occupational needs in the Army, and would refer to the
physical rather than occupational status of individual men. The recognition of
three physical categories was involved: Category A, to include “men who must
walk as riflemen, litter-bearers and linemen, and are capable of full combat
service”; Category B, to include men able to function in service units, or in
combat units in jobs carrying a place in the loading chart of a vehicle; and Cate-
gory C, to include men permanently disqualified for shipment overseas. Various
“units, establishments and components of the Army” should formulate their
requirements for men in each category. “For example, an infantry unit might
have go%, Category A and 10%, Category B; a field artillery unit 709, Category
A and 30%, Category B; and a laundry unit 1009, Category B.” Reception centers
and other assigning agencies should classify men in the three categories and send
them to using organizations in the proportions determined for each organization.
General McNair also recommended an equal distribution of AGCT classes to the
three commands; the return to the Ground Forces of rejected aviation cadets
originating in the ground arms who were being used by the Air Forces in ground
assignments; and cessation of transfers from the Ground Forces for most forms of
flying training.

By the end of January 1944 there was “unanimous agreement” in the War
Department that better use must be made of soldiers according to physical
capacity. It has not agreed that physical capacity should dominate assignment
to the degree desired by General McNair. Nor were the details of implementation
as suggested by General McNair accepted. The Surgeon General, G-1 of the War
Department, and others submitted plans. They reached an agreement on what
was called the “Physical Profile Plan,” which reception centers began to employ
experimentally in February 1944.%

The plan incorporated the main features of the AGF proposal, including

% (1) WD Gen Council Min (8), 31 Jan 44. (2) WD memo WDGAP 201.5 for CofS USA, 24 Feb 44,
sub: Physical Profile. 220.01/1 (Phys Prof).
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three categories known as A, B, and C.°* Criteria determining classification in
these categories were elaborately defined. Six elements in physical condition
were distinguished: general stamina, upper extremities, lower extremities, hear-
ing, vision, and emotional stability. In each element the soldier was graded from
1 down to 4. Grades 1 and 2 corresponded to qualification for general military
service; Grade 3 to qualification for induction into the Army but not for general
service (that is, the old limited service); and Grade 4 to a condition below
minimum standards for induction. The six numbers obtained by grading, one
for each element in physical condition, when read together in the proper order,
as in “2r11211,” constituted the soldier’s “physical profile serial.” A soldier pro-
filed as 211211 would be of top quality in upper and lower extremities, vision, and
emotional stability, and of good quality, though not superior, in general stamina
and in hearing. Men with serials of 211211 or better were grouped in Profile A.
Profile A qualified for strenuous combat duty. Serials below 211211 to and includ-
ing 322231 were grouped in Profile B. A “B” man at the worst, that is, if profiled as
322231, would be a man emotionally stable, with adequate command of his arms,
legs, and hearing, but with impaired vision and of limited stamina. Profile B
qualified for less rigorous combat duty or for service duty in or near the battle
areas. Serials below 322231 to and including 333231 were grouped in Profile C,
which qualified for duty in base positions in the United States or overseas.
Occurrence of a “4” anywhere in the serial signified a man below minimum
standards for induction. Such a man who was already trained and functioning
satisfactorily in an Army assignment, however, could be retained at the discretion
of his commander; he was classified in a fourth category, Profile D.*® It was of
course not practicable to profile at once all of the more than seven million
enlisted men in the Army. The War Department directed that reception centers
should profile new inductees, that hospitals, reassignment centers, and redistribu-
tion stations should profile the men they processed, and that troop units should
profile men as occasion arose—for example, in cases of reassignment. Inductees
were to have their profiles reviewed after six weeks of basic training.

To determine requirements according to physical profile, staff officers at
AGEF headquarters studied every enlisted job in each of the ground arms, and
also in each of the service branches to the extent that units of these branches

% (1) WD Memo W40—44, 18 May 44, sub: Physical Profile Plan. 220.01/1 (Phys Prof). (2) Supple-
ment to MR 1—9, 22 May 44, sub: Physical Profile Serial. (3) AGF ltr to CGs, 20 Jun 44, sub: Physical Profile
Plan. 220.01/7 (Phys Prof).

% The designation “BC” (below C) was sometimes used instead of “D.”
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belonged to the Ground Forces.* For each SSN the staff estimated the physical
standards needed, translating these into the 6-digit physical profile serials. The
same SSN might require different physical standards in different arms and
services. For example, a bugler in either the Infantry or Field Artillery was
designated as SSN 803; but buglers in the Infantry were considered to require a
better physique than buglers in the Field Artillery. For each arm and service
the SSN’s were grouped into Profiles A, B, and C. The number of men required
for each type of job was estimated according to current replacement rates. The
proportion of men in each profile group needed by various arms and services was
then announced to the War Department to be as follows:

Arm or Service Percentage Required in Each Profile Group

A B C
Infantry ......... e 86 7 i
Field Artillery ... L 8o 5 15
Cavalry ... .. 71 13 16
Antiaireraft ... .. Lo Lol 65 23 12
Armored ... ... ... ... ... ol 61 18 21
Tank Destroyer ........................ 6o 9 31
Signal ... ..o 55 11 34
Chemical ............. ... ... L 40 25 35
Engineers ............ ... .. ... ... 35 40 25
Medical ............ ... ...l 10 78 12
Quartermaster ........... ...l 10 50 40
Ordnance ................. ... .. ..., 5 30 65

Since the greatest proportion of the men received by the Ground Forces at this
time (April 1944) were needed by the Infantry, General McNair recommended
that 8o percent of new inductees made available to the Ground Forces be in
Profile A.*®

The War Department, accepting the AGF figures, ordered that new induc-
tees should be shipped from reception centers to the three major commands as
follows:

Command Percentage To Be Shipped in Each Profile Group
A B C
Army Ground Forces 8o 10 10
Army Air Forces 10 50 40
Army Service Forces 40 40 20

5 Papers in 220.01 /422 (sep file).
% AGF memo for G-1 WD, 17 Apr 44, sub: Physical Profile Plan. 220.01 /1 (Phys Prof).



PROCUREMENT OF ENLISTED PERSONNEL 69

Representatives of the Army Ground Forces now appeared alongside those of
the Air Forces at reception centers. They were authorized to determine which
individual inductees, among those provided by each reception center to the
Ground Forces as a whole on a given day, should go to infantry replacement
centers, to field artillery replacement centers, to particular infantry or armored
divisions, and so forth. In this way the headquarters of the Army Ground Forces
could guide the flow of inductees to produce the percentages of A, B, and C men
desired in each of the ground arms.

Reception centers might assign certain “critically needed specialists,” as
determined each month by the War Department, irrespective of physical profile,
but in general they were to proceed as follows: They would first assure that at
least 8o percent of the men assigned to Army Ground Forces were in Profile A,
10 percent in B, and so forth. They would then assign men to Army Air Forces
and Army Service Forces by SSNs, in accordance with the Requirement and
Replacement Rates, but taking care to keep within the prescribed distribution of
physical capacities as far as possible. Classification officers were to “bear in mind
that physical qualification is the first consideration and that occupational back-
ground is secondary in importance.” The Army Ground Forces thus found its
main contention accepted. Physique would be in principle the primary criterion
in assignment.*

Though the Physical Profile system was fully in operation by June 1944, it
came too late to affect the bulk of the Army. The invasion of western Europe
was beginning. Half the divisions in the Army were overseas, the other half
preparing for early shipment. Applying chiefly to newly inducted men, the
profile system might most fully justify itself by raising the quality of replace-
ments. This was a matter of great importance. Units in intensive combat some-
times received 100 percent of their strength in replacements within two or three
months. Quality of replacements might therefore rapidly affect quality of the
Army at the decisive spot—namely, in the front lines.

Limited Success of the Physical Profile System

During the last six months of 1944, well over the required 8o percent of
men received from reception centers by the Army Ground Forces were in
Profile A, and most of the remainder were in Profile B. But in practice the
utilization of manpower according to physical capacity continued to fall short

¥ WD Memo W615-44, 6 Jun 44, sub: Asgmt of Enl Men from Recp Cens.
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of what was desired by the Army Ground Forces. The high proportion of men
in Profile A was in part deceptive. The Army at this time was not generally
inducting men over twenty-six or of limited physical powers. The proportion of
“A” men assigned to the Army Air Forces and Army Service Forces greatly
exceeded the 10 percent and 40 percent respectively allotted.’” This meant that
for the quality of currently incoming manpower the profile system was not
highly selective, that the idea of physical interchangeability persisted, and that
of two men differing in physical capacity the stronger might still go to a service
position while the weaker went into combat. For example, two men with serials
of 111111 and 211211 both fell in Profile A; the latter might become an infantry
rifleman while the former, excelling him in stamina and hearing, went to the
Army Air Forces or the Army Service Forces, especially if he had a civilian
specialty desired by one of these commands. In addition, profiling at reception
centers was not very accurate. Medical officers at reception centers were too few
for the purpose, and consequently they determined profiles by consulting the
records of physical examinations transmitted from induction stations, supple-
menting them by an inspection so cursory that many inductees were not even
required to strip.®® The tendency, reinforced by the War Department directive
that borderline cases should be graded upward, was to profile too high, to use
the serial 111111 rather indiscriminately. Medical officers in the Ground Forces
downgraded about one man in every nine after six weeks of basic training.*®
The application of the Physical Profile system could not solve the problem
posed by the excess of physically inferior men already in the Army Ground
Forces in the summer of 1944.%° Such men had accumulated since the directives
of 1943 restricting transfer to service commands and curtailing discharges. Men
newly received in Profile C, or downgraded into Profiles C or D, added to the
number. With overhead positions in the Ground Forces being rapidly filled by
men unqualified for overseas service, and with the shipment to theaters of units
which might otherwise have found assignments for soldiers of low physical cali-
ber, the disposition of handicapped personnel presented an insoluble problem.

% AGF memo for G-1 WD, 4 Oct 44, sub: Distribution of Pers According to Physical Profile, 220.01/34
(Phys Prof).

% (1)Memo of Lt Col T. A. McCrary, Enl Div G—1 AGF, for CofS AGF, 4 Jul 44, sub: Visit to Recp
Cens. 220.01/35 (Phys Prof). (2) AGF M/S, C&RD to CofS, 8§ Jul 44, sub: Inspection Trip. 220.01/31
(Phys Prof).

® AGF memo for 'TAG, 28 Oct 44, sub: Rpt of Losses and Gains by Physical Profile. 220.01/47 (Phys
Prof).

* AGF M/S (C), G-1 to CofS, 22 Aug 44, sub: Excess Cl D Pers. 327.3/107 (LS)(C).
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Every installation in the Ground Forces had its burden, wasteful to all concerned,
of men who could be neither trained, utilized, nor transferred. In August 1944
the War Department indicated that, without publicity and under existing
directives, discharges on physical grounds should be liberalized.** Tactical units
of the Ground Forces were ordered to clear themselves of men unfit for overseas
service, by discharge of those deemed absolutely unusable by the Army and by
transfer of the remainder to the headquarters, special troops, of armies and
corps for further screening and reassignment.*?

For a time the Physical Profile system was virtually nullified by the fact that
18-year-olds and “pre-Pear]l Harbor fathers” received special treatment, and, as a
consequence, the Army Ground Forces had to assign inductees to the various
arms almost irrespective of physical condition.

The teen-age question had first arisen at the end of 1942, when the draft age
was lowered from twenty to eighteen. The War Department, wishing to use the
younger age group in combat positions, had granted replacement training cen-
ters of the Army Ground Forces a high priority in assignment of inductees
between the ages of eighteen and twenty, inclusive.*® In May 1943 Army Ground
Forces, anticipating unfavorable public comment if teen-age men went into
combat after only thirteen weeks of training, the cycle then in effect at replace-
ment centers, recommended that men of eighteen or nineteen be assigned to
units which were not at that time moving rapidly overseas, and men of twenty
or over to replacement centers.”* The War Department had not believed this
proposal to be feasible, because with the decline of activations incident to curtail-
ment of the Troop Basis practically all inductees, whatever their age, had to be
trained as replacements.*® Then, with casualties mounting, the War Department

# (1) Extract (T) from Rpt of ASF conference at Ft Leonard Wood, 2728 Jul 44. 327.3/107 (LS)(C).
(2) Memo (C) of DCofS USA for CG AGF, 21 Aug 44, sub: Enl Men—Utilization of Manpower Based on
Physical Capacity. 327.3 /107 (LS)(C). (3) Cir 370, WD, 12 Sep 44.

“ (1) AGF ltr (C) to CGs, 23 Aug 44, sub: Enl Men — Utilization of Manpower Based on Physical
Capacity. 327.3/107 (LS)(C). (2) AGF ltr (R) to CGs, 13 Sep 44, sub: Transfer of Cl D Pers. 220.3/112
(LD)(R).

® (1) WD memo WDGCT 324.71 (11-12-43) for CofS USA, 12 Nov 43, sub: Use of 18-19 Age Gp.
AGO Records, 324.71. (2) WD lir (C) AG 324.71 (11~12-43) OC-E-WDGCT-M to CGs, 5 Dec 42, sub:
Asgmt of 18, 19, and 20 Year Old Enl Men. 327.3/2 (C).

* (1) AGF M/S (C), G-I to CofS, 11 May 43, sub: Advisability of Sending Loss Repls Overseas in
18-19 Year Age Gp with 13 Wks Tng. 341/174 (C). (2) AGF memo (C) for G-1 WD, 4 Jun 43, sub:
Overseas Loss Repls within 18-19 Age Bracket. 327.3/2 (C).

® TAG 1stind (C) to AGF, 29 Jun 43. 327.3/2 (C).
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in February 1944 ordered that no 18-year-old should go overseas as a replacement
until other sources of replacements, both units and replacement centers, had been
exhausted.®® The same ruling was applied to men with a child or children pre-
sumably conceived (not born) before the declaration of war, and with less than
six months’ service in the Army. In June 1944 it was ordered unconditionally
that no man under nineteen should go overseas as a replacement for an infantry
or armored unit.*’ It was therefore further ordered that no inductee younger than
eighteen years and six months should be assigned to an infantry or armored
replacement center.*®

In June 1944 almost all inductees received by the Army Ground Forces were
going to replacement centers, and of these more than 70 percent went to infantry
and about 5 percent to armored. At the same time only half the inductees were
over nineteen years of age, and only about three-quarters were over eighteen
years and six months. To meet the need for infantry and armored replacements
with men over eighteen years and six months took virtually all such men avail-
able, including those of Profiles B and C. Conversely, the field artillery, anti-
aircraft, cavalry, and tank destroyer replacement centers received hardly any
trainees except youths under this age. These young men ranked high in Profile
A’s; yet the arms receiving them required fewer “A’s” proportionately than did
the Infantry. The AGF liaison officers at reception centers were therefore unable
to perform a principal part of their mission—to steer into the Infantry the best
physical specimens available to the Ground Forces. Age, not physique, for newly
inducted men within the ground arms, became the main determinant of
assignment.®

Policy was again reversed, therefore, at the end of August. Men under eigh-
teen years and six months entered infantry and armored replacement centers.
Effective 1 November 1944, by which time these men would have almost com-
pleted their training, the sending of men under nineteen as overseas infantry or
armored replacements was again authorized. Older men were still to be sent

% WD memo (C) WDGCT 200 (26 Feb 44) for CG AGF, 26 Feb 44, sub: Repls. 320.2/107 (O’seas
Repls) (C).

WD memo (C)} WDGCT 370.5 (24 Jun 44) for CG AGF, 24 Jun 44, sub: Repls. 320.2/107 (O’seas
Repls) (C).

“ WD D/F (C) WDGAP 220.3 to MPD ASF, 26 Jun 44. 320.2/107 (O’seas Repls)(C).

® (1) AGF memo (C) for G-3 WD, 28 Jul 44, sub: Repls. 320.2/107 (O’seas Repls)(C). (z2) AGF
M/S (C), C&RD to G-1, 3 Jul 44, sub: Physically Unfit Trainees. 220.3/3 (LD)(C). (3) Papers in
220.01/ 29, 33, and 35 (Phys Prof).
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first, but the demand for infantry replacements was so heavy that in practice even
the youngest men were needed.™

The effectiveness of the Physical Profile system was further limited by the
continuance of systems of recruiting and volunteering. Volunteers at this time
were 17-year-olds who, by high physical and mental qualifications, had gained
admittance to one of the enlisted reserve programs. On 1 March 1944, 67 percent
of these top-quality 17-year-olds were in the Navy reserve, 31 percent in the Air
Corps reserve, and 2 percent in the Army Specialized Training Reserve Program
(ASTRP).™ Reservists, when called to active duty after reaching the age of
eighteen, were not subjected to the Physical Profile system. As an Army proce-
dure, the system naturally did not apply to Navy personnel. In practice it also
did not apply to Army reservists. Each major force of the Army, which in effect
meant the Air Forces, received its inducted reservists (who if profiled would have
been mostly “A’s”) outside its prescribed quota of profile groupings.

At a time when about half the men processed by Selective Service were
18-year-olds, the most desirable element in this group, through preselection at
the 17-year-old level, was outside the normal channels of classification and
assignment.

Except insofar as the Navy or the Air Forces were not able to use all the
reservists that they had recruited, the Ground and Service Forces could hope to
receive from the reservist group only those who were enrolled in the ASTRP.
The Army Service Forces, foreseeing dire consequences in 1945, when the current
17-year-olds would enter upon active duty, and desiring therefore to build up the
ASTRP, requested General McNair to make a public statement on the attractive-
ness of service in the ground arms so that youngsters might be more inclined to
elect the ASTRP.” General McNair was unwilling to make another “futile
verbal gesture,”™ Instead, he protested to the War Department against the com-
petition for manpower in preinduction reservist training. He recommended that
17-year-olds for the Army programs be procured by a single agency of the War
Department acting centrally for the three major commands, and that reservists
when inducted, except the relatively small number still going to the ASTP
(much smaller than the number in the ASTRP), be classified and assigned at

™ WD memo (S) WDGCT 370.5 (4 Aug 44) for AGF, ASF, 4 Aug 44, sub: Repls. 320.2/142 (O'seas
Repls)(S).

™ ASF memo, Div of Mil Tng for CG AGF, 17 Apr 44, sub: Development of ASTRP. 327.3/637.
" Ibid.
™ AGF M/S, CG to G-1, 6 May 44, sub: ASTRP. 327.3/637.
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reception centers according to the Physical Profile system.™ No action was taken
on this proposal.” “The War Department,” reported an AGF staff officer, “will
not eliminate the Air Corps Enlisted Reserve Program since it is the Army’s only
means of competing with the Navy, and the Navy has repeatedly indicated that
they will not eliminate their recruiting program.””®

The hope of the Army Ground Forces that the Physical Profile system would
increase the percentage of high-intelligence men assigned to the ground combat
arms met with disappointment. Young men with high intelligence and capacities
for leadership continued to be drained off in large numbers, through the reserve
programs, to the Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Army Air Forces. Further-
more, the tremendous mobilization of manpower in the preceding years had
removed from the scope of Selective Service the best-qualified men, except the
young men just attaining draft age. In all of 1944 the proportion of Class I and
Class IT men inducted into the Army was only 30.6 percent; this compares with a
proportion of 35 percent among those inducted in 1943."

Even if the quality of manpower available to the Army as a whole in 1944
and 1945 had remained as high as in the earlier years of the war, the application
of the Physical Profile system could not have effected any major improvement in
the quality of newly inducted men received by the Army Ground Forces, because
the proportionate distribution of inductees among the major commands under-
went a radical change during the last year of the war. Until the summer of 1944
the Army Ground Forces had been assigned only about 40 percent of the men
processed at Army reception centers. After June 1944, because of the shortage of
ground troops qualified for combat, the great majority of newly inducted men
were assigned to the Ground Forces, the bulk of them to the Infantry. During
the 6-month period November-April 1944-45, the Army Ground Forces received
approximately 378,000 men from reception centers, or about go percent of the
420,000 men assigned to the three major commands of the Army.” With the

™ (1) AGF memo (C) for G—3 WD, 17 Jun 44, sub: Asgmt of Enl Pers. 327.4/104 (C). (2) AGF
memo for G—1 WD, 22 May 44, sub: Recruiting, 327.3/637.

™ (1) WD D/F WDGAP (23 May 44) to CG AGF, 4 Jul 44. (2) AGF M/S, G—1 to CofS, 8 Jul 44,
sub: Recruiting. Both in 327.3/637.

™ Memo of Lt Col T. A. McCrary, En! Div G-1 AGF, for CofS AGF, 4 Jul 44, sub: Visit to Recp Cens.
220.01/35 (Phys Prof).

™ Percentages compiled in Historical Division, WDSS, based on statistics of Classification and Replace-

ment Branch, AGO, reports on Forms XOC-62, 63, 64.

™ (1) WD ltr (S) WDGCT (30 Oct 44) to CGs AGF, AAF, ASF, 30 Oct 44, sub: Allocation of Personnel.
327.3/104 (SS)(S). (2) Annual Report, 1945 (R), C&RD, AGF.
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overwhelming majority of the men received by the Army through induction
being assigned to the Army Ground Forces, no improvement in the classification
system within the Army could have greatly increased the number of high-quality
men assigned to the ground combat arms.

Since no major improvement in the quality of men available for assignment
to ground combat training could be effected by the Army itself, the Command-
ing General of the Army Ground Forces proposed, on 15 June 1945, that the
War Department initiate remedial measures “to effect total procurement of
enlisted personnel for the armed forces through the medium of the Selective
Service System and on a basis that will equalize age and intelligence distribu-
tion.”™ A corrective of unbalanced distribution as between the armed forces had
been sought by an agreement with the Navy on 15 March 1945. In accordance
with this pact the allocations to the Navy of 18-, 19-, and 20-year-old inductees
was suspended for a 3-month period in order to compensate the Army for the
large number of young men already in the Navy who were enlisted as 17-year-
olds. The agreement, however, was conditioned by the authority given the Navy
to screen substantial numbers of inductees, regardless of age, who successfully
completed the “Eddy” radio aptitude test and who were preponderantly men of
high intelligence.

The Eddy test provided the Navy with an efficient means of recruiting high-
quality volunteers among 17-year-olds and other men about to be called up for
induction. As a result of this device the Navy was found by Army Ground
Forces to be still securing about half the eligible young men becoming eighteen
years of age—the better half in terms of intelligence and physical stamina. In
consequence, the young men inducted into the Army had to be obtained from a
less desirable segment of the manpower being obtained by the armed forces.
Increasingly, the Army had to draw upon men in the older age group to fill its
induction quotas. Between August 1944 and April 1945 the percentage of Army
selectees within the 18-25 year age group declined from 88 percent to 56 percent.
During the same period the percentage of Profile A men received by Army
Ground Forces from reception centers declined from 91 percent to 75 percent. In
the spring of 1945 the Army Ground Forces desired that 95 percent of its infantry
trainees should be Profile A men; actually only about 82 percent were in Profile
A, and the other combat arms were all receiving less than 50 percent of men in

™ AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 15 Jun 45, sub: Procurement of Enl Pers for the Armed Forces. With
atchd charts. 327.3/104 (SS)(S).
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Profile A. With heavy replacement requirements in prospect for the war in the
Pacific, the Army Ground Forces felt that this situation ought to be rectified.*’
On 11 August, three days before V-] Day, the War Department responded
to representations by the Army Ground Forces that efforts were being exerted to
persuade the Navy Department to eliminate the use of the Eddy test in the Navy’s
personnel procurement program. The War Department agreed that the recom-
mendation of the Commanding General, Army Ground Forces, presented a
desirable objective, and stated that it was “continually exerting efforts to bring
about total procurement of enlisted personnel for all of the armed forces through
the medium of selective service.”®* No further action was taken, for with the
end of the war the procurement of high-type personnel was no longer a problem,
Induction schedules were substantially reduced after V-J Day, and the men
inducted into the Army could be chosen from those best qualified for military
service. In the last four months of 1945, 97 percent of the enlisted personnel
received by Army Ground Forces from reception centers were Profile A men.*?
The Physical Profile system did not receive a fair wartime test as a device
for funneling a larger proportion of high-quality men into ground combat
service. The system remained a hopeful experiment, the effectiveness of which
cannot be properly judged on the basis of the Army’s experience in 1944 and 1945.

The Transfer of High-Quality Personnel to the Ground Arms

Quantitative requirements in the Infantry in 1944, by forcing extensive
transfers of manpower within the Army, made it possible to take positive meas-
ures for qualitative improvement. At the beginning of 1944 the nonalerted
infantry divisions in the Army Ground Forces were understrength from fur-
nishing overseas replacements. Each was further stripped for replacements until
the latest feasible date before its embarkation. The depleted divisions were gen-
erally refilled with men of higher quality (in terms of AGCT scores) than those
lost. The chief disadvantage was that the new men could be given only a limited
amount of training before their divisions moved overseas.

As previously noted, the first element to be sacrificed to the growing need
for combat soldiers was the Army Specialized Training Program. Following the

® Ibid.

WD D/F (S) WDGAP 327 to CG AGF, 11 Aug 45, sub: Procurement of Enl Pers for the Armed
Forces, 327.3/104 (SS)(S).

® Annual Report, 1945 (R), C&RD, AGF.
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virtual dissolution of the ASTP in February 1944, the Ground Forces obtained
#3,000 men, virtually all in the youngest and most vigorous age group and in
AGCT Classes I and II. Almost 50,000 of these men had been members of the
Ground Forces before their assignment to the ASTP.%

A few weeks later, on 29 March 1944, the War Department ordered the
transfer to the Ground and Service Forces of 30,000 aviation cadets who were
not needed by the Air Forces and who had originated in the other two com-
mands.* Further recruiting of aviation cadets among AGF and ASF personnel
was stopped.*® Of the 30,000 transferred cadets the Ground Forces received
24,000, of whom 20,000 had formerly been members of the Army Ground
Forces.*® Most of the aviation cadets were in AGCT Classes I and II, and they
were physically an even better lot than the ASTP students.

The War Department desired these men to be spread widely among receiv-
ing units, since the purpose was not merely to fill shortages but also to improve
the quality of junior leadership in the ground arms. A War Department circular
stressed the essential importance of “noncommissioned officers who exercise
command responsibilities,” the italics serving to distinguish them from enlisted
technicians who also wore chevrons.®

The Army Ground Forces assigned virtually all the aviation cadets and
55,500 of the ASTP students to divisions, the remainder of the ASTP students
going to nondivisional units.*® Units receiving ASTP students gave up, in partial
exchange, a small number of Classes III, IV, and V men, of whom 15,000 were
shipped by the Ground Forces to the Service Forces in the course of the ASTP
transaction.®® Thirty-five divisions, infantry, armored, and airborne, received on

5 Papers in 353 (ASTP)(S) 1944, especially the following: (1) AGF M/S (8), G-1 to C&RD, 26 Feb
44, sub: Distribution of ASTP Pers. 353/101 (ASTP)(S). (2) AGF M/S (8S), Sec to G-1, 14 Feb 44, sub:
ASTP Graduates (Journal — CofS), 11 Feb 44. 353/101 (ASTP)(S). (3) WD D/F WDGAP 353 ASTP
(8), G-1 to CG AGF, 16 Feb 44, sub: Reduction in ASTP. 353/100 (ASTP)(S). (4) AGF M/S (8), G-1
Control Div to G-1, 26 Feb 44, sub: Rpt concerning Distribution of ASTP Students. 353/100 (ASTP)(S).

® (1) WD Gen Council Min (5), 27 Mar 44. (2) WD memo WDGCT 220.3 (24 Mar 44) for CG AGF,
29 Mar 44, sub: Almt of Pers Released by AAF. 220.3/2119.

% Cir 93, WD, 3 Mar 44.

* AAF memo to G-3 WD, inclosed with WD memo cited in n. 84(2).

T Cir 70, WD, 16 Feb 44, sub: NCOs.

® (1) AGF ltr (R) to CGs, 26 Feb 44, sub: Distribution of ASTP Pers. 353/101 (ASTP)(R). (2) AGF
Itr to CGs, 6 Apr 44, sub: Distribution of Avn Cadet Tng Pers, 220.3/2129% (R). (3) AGF memo (R) to
CG AAF, 6 Apr 44, sub: Almt of Pers Released by AAF. 220.3/115 (R).

® ASF memo SPX 220.3 (1 May 44) OC-T for CG AGF, 1 May 44, sub: Transfer of 15,000 AGF EM
to ASF. 354.1/4 (Reassgmt Cens).



78 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

the average over 1,500 ASTP students each. Twenty-two divisions received on
the average about 1,000 aviation cadets each. All divisions still in the United
States, except those scheduled for earliest shipment overseas and the 1oth Moun-
tain Division, which contained an exceptional proportion of high-grade men,
received infusions of the new manpower. Some infantry divisions, those which
were most depleted or which had the lowest intelligence ratings, obtained over
3,000 men from the two sources combined. All divisions assigned the ASTP
students and aviation cadets mainly to their infantry components.

The effect on the training of troops was immediate. Divisions whose officers
and men were depressed by the loss of their old personnel, and discouraged by the
thought that they might become purely replacement organizations doomed not
to go overseas as units, were revived in spirit by the incoming trainloads of high-
quality young men. The newcomers faced a difficult problem of personal read-
justment, since their sudden transfer to the Infantry placed them in a type of
service very different from all they had been led to expect. They nevertheless
proved with a few exceptions to be excellent soldiers. With their superior intel-
ligence they could absorb infantry training more rapidly than the type of men
usually received by the ground arms. Divisions could therefore, despite personnel
turnover, still meet the readiness dates required by strategic plans. After inspect-
ing certain of these divisions General McNair reported that with a period of
retraining they would be better divisions than those previously dispatched to the
theaters.?® The 26th Division, for example, benefited by the redistribution of men

by AGCT classes as follows:*!
I g I v-v Total

Percentage Distribution before

Transfers of Aviation Cadets and

ASTP Students (1 Nov 43) 4 30 36 30 100
Percentage Distribution after

Transfers of Aviation Cadets and

ASTP Students (after Mar 44) 8 36 30 26 100

The 26th Division was not entirely typical. Its earlier distribution was consider-
ably better than that of most divisions, which in November 1943 had on the
average about 28 percent of their enlisted personnel in AGCT Classes I and II,
and 38 percent in Classes IV and V.** On the other hand, the 26th Division
received fewer ASTP students and aviation cadets than most divisions.

WD Gen Council Min (S), 10 Apr, 10 Jul 44.
1 AGF memo (C) for G-3 WD, 17 Jun 44, sub: Asgmt of Enl Pers. 327.3/104 (C).
# See tables in 327.3/7 (sep file) (S).
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With rising quantitative requirements, the War Department in April 1944
approved a program to encourage men in other arms and services to volunteer
for the Infantry.** How much the quality of the Infantry improved through this
process is not clear. Some Infantry volunteers were chronic malcontents dissat-
isfied in their old units. Others were culls made to volunteer for the Infantry by
pressure from their commanders. But most seem to have been men desiring more
active duty as the tempo of operations overseas speeded up. A study made at AGF
headquarters in June 1944 indicated that Infantry volunteers were generally
somewhat younger and of somewhat higher intelligence than the average infan-
tryman in November 1943.** The total number of volunteers is difficult to
ascertain since many were reassigned by commanders without reference to
Washington. As of 30 September 1944, 22,822 voluntary transfers to the Infantry
had been recorded by The Adjutant General, including about 13,000 from
sources outside the Ground Forces, of which 7,051 were from the Service Forces
and 4,548 from the Air Forces. In addition, in this period 25,000 volunteers were
obtained for the parachute troops, most of whom were infantrymen; but 22,000
of the 25,000 came from within the Ground Forces—most, it may be supposed,
from the Infantry itself.®

Inactivation of AGF units, notably antiaircraft, and conversion of their
personnel to other arms, notably Infantry, was of the greatest importance in
meeting quantitative requirements in 1944 but probably made no significant
change in quality of personnel in the receiving units, except, to some degree, in
age. A survey of 65,000 enlisted men in antiaircraft battalions in the Army
Ground Forces in November 1943 disclosed that, though they were somewhat
younger, they were distributed by AGCT classes in about the same proportion
as men in divisions at that time.*®

Average age in certain divisions was further reduced by the sudden absolute
prohibition, imposed in June 1944, of the sending of 18-year-olds overseas as
infantry or armored replacements. Over 22,000 men in training at this time in
infantry and armored replacement centers were due to be graduated before their
nineteenth birthdays. The Army Ground Forces assigned them to seventeen
divisions, since it was permissible for 18-year-olds to go overseas as members of

% (1) Cir 132, WD, 6 Apr 44. (2) WD Gen Council Min (S), 8 May, 15 May, 5 Jun, 28 Aug 44.
® AGF M/S, C&RD to G-1, 9 Jun 44, sub: Transfer to Inf. 220.3/220 (Inf Prog).

¥ WD memo (R) AGPEA 220.3 (11 Oct 44), TAG for G-1, 11 Oct 44, sub: Voluntary Transfer and
Asgmt of EM to Inf and Prche Units. 220.3/106 (Inf) (R).

® See tables in 327.3/7 (sep file) (8).
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organized units, and some would in any case be nineteen by the time their divi-
sions were shipped. The seventeen divisions supplied 22,000 older men to overseas
replacement depots to fill the gap created in the replacement stream.”” Some of
these “older men” were no doubt recently converted ASTP students, aviation
cadets, or antiaircraft personnel with a minimum of infantry training. Infantry
personnel of divisions shipped during most of 1944 had been almost completely
renewed since the beginning of the year. In the last nine infantry divisions sent
to the European Theater (those sent after October 1944) only a quarter of the
enlisted men in the infantry regiments had been in the regiments since the pre-
ceding January.®® Slightly less than a quarter had been ASTP students or aviation
cadets. Slightly more than a quarter had been converted from other arms, mainly
antiaircraft. Roughly the remaining quarter were recent graduates of the infantry
replacement training centers, that is, men with only a little over four months’
service in the Army. Experience of the latter three groups in their regiments
ranged from five or six months down to a few days. Thus the divisions and their
component infantry regiments were imperfectly trained according to the stand-
ards of the Army Ground Forces. But in the quality of individual infantrymen—
in youth, intelligence, and physical vigor—they were better than most divisions
shipped before the middle of 1944.

In addition to ASTP personnel and aviation cadets, the Army Ground Forces
looked upon the enlisted men qualified for overseas duty who were serving in
fixed installations in the Zone of Interior as a source to improve the quality of the
combat arms. “Qualified for overseas duty” meant men who were qualified
physically, were under thirty-five, had not served overseas since December 1941,
and had been assigned to a fixed installation for over a year. At a time when the
demand for combat troops was increasingly critical, with combat units being
stripped for replacements and with the War Department concerned over the
use of 18-year-olds and pre-Pearl Harbor fathers as infantry riflemen, some
600,000 able-bodied soldiers, enough for two or three field armies, were occupy-
ing jobs in overhead organizations which would never take them outside the
United States. About 42,000 were in the Ground Forces, 158,000 in the Service
Forces, and 400,000 in the Air Forces.”

On 14 January 1944, by an “Immediate Action” letter, the War Department
directed that these men be reassigned, “as rapidly as practicable and in any event

" AGF ltr (R) to CGs, 20 Jul 44, sub: Asgmt of 18-year-old IRTC Graduates. 341/208 (R).
* AGF memo (S) for OPD, 19 Oct 44, sub: Pers Status of Certain Divs. 320.2/760 (S).
* Statistical Summary, Col 1, Rpt dated 18 Mar 44, as of 29 Feb 44, WD Gen Council Min (S), 14 Aug 44.
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by 30 June 1944,” to activities in which overseas duty was intended.'® They were
to be replaced in the Zone of Interior by civilians, WAC'’s, over-age enlisted men,
physically inferior enlisted men, or enlisted men who had already served overseas.
The deadline was later moved back to 31 October 1944, then abandoned alto-
gether.’® Men who could not be properly reassigned within their own major
force were to be reported to The Adjutant General for disposition. On 20 January
1944, in discussing the 1944 Troop Basis, G-3 of the War Department announced
that, “for both quantitative and qualificative reasons,” extensive transfers of
manpower among the major forces could be expected.'*

The directive of 14 January was successfully carried out in the Ground
Forces and the Service Forces. Trainer personnel at AGF schools and replace-
ment centers, a form of overhead to which general-service men had formerly
been assigned on the principle that they should be capable of rotation into tactical
units, were now obtained from men not qualified for overseas service, including
men who had seen overseas service already and whose presence as instructors
was in any case thought to be desirable for that reason. Men not qualified for
overseas service had been assigned to administrative overhead ever since August
1942. This process was speeded up and completed in 1944. By October 1944
virtually all the 42,000 qualified enlisted men in AGF Zone of Interior positions
had been transferred to the field forces.*”®

The Army Air Forces found it more difficult to comply with the War
Department directive. About a third of the strength of the Air Forces was in
fixed installations in the Zone of Interior."** Since the beginning of mobilization
no attempt had been made to assign physically limited men to the Air Forces in
proportion to the requirements of the Air Forces for Zone of Interior personnel.

™ (1) WD Itr (C) AG 220.3 (14 Jan 44) OB-C-A to CG AGF, 14 Jan 44, sub: EM — Utilization of
Manpower Based on Physical Capacity. (2) WD ltr (C) AG 331.1 (21 Dec 43} OB-S-A, 5 Jan 44, sub as in
(1). Bothin 327.3/101 (LS)(C). (3) Cir 100, WD, 9 Mar 44.

¥ (1) WD ltr AG 220.3 (2 Oct 44) OC-E-WDGAP-MP-M to CGs AGF, ASF, and MDW, sub: EM—

Utilization of Manpower Based on Physical Capacity. 220.3/305 (LD). (2) Papers in 320.2 (O’seas Repls
1944).

MWD memo (S) WDGCT 320 TB (30 Dec 43) for CofS USA, 20 Jan 44, sub: Implementation of
1944 TB. 310.2/8 (TUB 44)(S).

¥ (1) AGF 1st ind to CGs, 20 Jan 44, on WD ltr of 14 Jan cited in n. 100 (1). 220.3/305 (LD). (2)
AGF Itr to CGs, 13 Apr 44, sub: Utilization and Conservation of Manpower. 220.3/357 (LD). (3) AGF ltr
to CGs, 26 Aug 44, sub: EM — Utilization of Manpower Based on Physical Capacity, 220.3/552 (LD). (4}
AGF 1st ind, 11 Oct 44, on WD ltr AGO B—C—A 220.3 (3 Oct 44) to CG AGF, 6 Oct 44, sub and location
asin (3).

1% “Army Strength Remaining in U. S. when Overseas Deployment is Complete,” App “C” (Clear),
WD Gen Council Min (S), 30 Oct 44.
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The number of physically limited men in the Air Forces in 1944, even when
supplemented by men returned from overseas, was not sufficient to fill AAF Zone
of Interior positions. The replacement of qualified men in such positions by an
equal number of other men presented a staggering problem of reassignment and
retraining. On 31 August 1944 there were still in AAF overhead positions 395,595
enlisted men qualified for overseas service—about g5 percent of all qualified men
remaining in overhead positions in the United States.’®®

Noting the failure of the Air Forces to comply with the directive of 14 Janu-
ary, the War Department in September 1944 ordered that the Army Ground
Forces, in each month from October to December inclusive, make available to
the Army Air Forces 5,000 men not qualified for overseas service, receiving in
return an equal number of men who were so qualified.'™ As far as was feasible
the Army Ground Forces exchanged men who were equal in AGCT scores and
attempted to supply men with SSN’s usable by the Air Forces.'” The advantage
to be gained by the Army Ground Forces was in physical quality.

On 30 October the War Department took a more drastic step by ordering
the Army Air Forces and the Army Service Forces each to transfer to the Army
Ground Forces 25,000 enlisted men qualified for overseas duty.'*® This step,
resulting from the increasingly critical shortage of men qualified for infantry
duty, initiated an extensive process of transfer among the major commands that
continued until the end of the war in Europe. Between October 1944 and May
1945 the Army Ground Forces received approximately 100,000 men from other
Zone of Interior sources, almost all of whom were assigned to infantry advanced
replacement training centers (IARTC’s) for retraining as combat soldiers. The
Air Forces supplied about 60,000 of these men, the Service Forces 28,000, and
other Zone of Interior sources 12,500.'”

Although all the men transferred to the Army Ground Forces were supposed
to be qualified for infantry training—at least go percent were to be Profile A

1% WD Gen Council Min (S), g Oct 44.

1% (1) WD memo (R) WDGAP 220.33 for DCofS USA, 19 Sep 44, sub: Transfer of EM Physically
Disqualified for O’seas. (2) WD D/F (R) WDGAP 220.03 to AGF, AAF, 12 Sep 44, sub: Transfer of EM.
Both in 220.3/143 (R).

17 See papers in 220.3/143 (R).

1% (1) WD memo (S) WDGCT 220 (30 Oct 44) to CG AAF, 30 Oct 44, sub: Transfer of EM, as

amended 23 Nov 44. (2) WD memo WDGCT 320 (RTC) (30 Oct 44) for CG AGF, 30 Oct 44, sub:
Capacity of RTCs. Both in 220.01/5 (S).

1% Statistics compiled from weekly report, “Analysis of Profiles and AGCT of EM received at AGF
IARTC’s from AAF, ASF and DC's,” in 220.33 (Trans betwcen Services), binders 1 and 2.
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men—many of those shipped to IARTC's were not so qualified. Training centers
actually received about 82 percent of Profile A men, and only about 0,000 of the
total number received could be retrained as infantry. On the other hand, the men
transferred into the Ground Forces were both physically and mentally superior
to those being assigned to the Ground Forces by reception centers during this
same period, as shown in the following tabulation:**°

Accession of Enlisted Men by Army Ground Forces, January-April 1945

Percentage Distribution by

Percentage AGCT Classes
Number  in Profile A 1-11 m 1v-v

Transferred to AGF

from Other ZI Sources

(31 Dec 44~5 May 45) 65,010 85.0 325 345 330
Assigned to AGF by

Reception Centers

(1 Jan—30 Apr 45) 261,426 74.5 265 350 385

The transfer of men into the Army Ground Forces materially improved,
therefore, the over-all quality of the manpower available to it in the winter and
spring of 1944-45.

In exchange for the physically qualified men received from other Zone of
Interior sources, the Army Ground Forces transferred to the Air and Service
Forces a considerable number of men of low physical quality who could not be
used for overseas duty. These transfers began in October 1944 and continued
into the following summer. In the first four months of 1945 the Ground Forces
transferred about 22,500 such men to the Air Forces and about 17,500 to the
Service Forces."'* These transfers likewise tended to raise the average quality of
AGEF troops by subtracting a sizable portion of the physically unqualified men
from their number.

The large-scale transfers of physically qualified men into the Ground Forces
in the winter and spring of 1944—45 helped to meet the shortage of infantry
trainees as well as to improve the over-all quality of ground combat troops. By
V-E Day the infantry crisis had abated, and the process of transfer among the
major commands was reversed. The receipt of AAF and ASF men at IARTC’s
had practically ceased by April, and in early May the War Department ordered

0 (1) 1bid. (2) Annual Report, 1945 (R), C&RD, AGF.
1 Annual Report, 1945 (R), C&RD, AGF,
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the Army Ground Forces to transfer to the Army Service Forces 12,500 partially
trained infantrymen in order to meet shortages in ASF units that were to be sent
overseas.'**

The transfer of 100,000 men to the Ground Forces marked the climax of a
process that had been going on since the beginning of 1944. To the end of 1943,
the need for technical and flying personnel took priority in the assignment of
manpower over the need for ground combat soldiers. Priorities were reversed in
1944. The need for combat soldiers, especially infantrymen, first assumed priority
over the Army Specialized Training Program, the most easily dispensable large
item in the Troop Basis. Then it took priority over the desirability of a large
reserve of aviation cadets. In receiving ASTP students and aviation cadets the
Ground Forces for the most part only received back men formerly lost—men
withdrawn from training as ground combat soldiers in the days when college
training and flying training were judged to be of higher priority. When the
recruiting of aviation cadets in AGF organizations was discontinued, and the
program of encouraging volunteering for the infantry was adopted, the benefits
of voluntary interbranch transfer were withdrawn from the Air Corps and con-
ferred on the Infantry. Nonvoluntary transfer to positions of higher combat
value was first applied within the Army Ground Forces, notably in the con-
version of antiaircraft personnel to infantry. In the fall of 1944 the process of
transfer was extended to affect the other two major commands.

In all, the Army Ground Forces received about 200,000 enlisted men from
other elements of the Army during 1944 and 1945, most of whom were of a
comparatively high type both physically and mentally. These transfers were a
recognition of the fact that the war had reached a phase in which, with the bulk
of the Army overseas, the need for maintenance troops in the United States had
diminished and the provision of qualified battle replacements had become a
major concern of the War Department. The effect was to improve considerably
the quality of the manpower available to the ground combat arms in the last
year of World War I

In retrospect, the experience of the Army Ground Forces with the quality
of its personnel during the war pointed to basic shortcomings in the provisions
for allocating the Nation’s manpower, not only within the Army itself, but also
among the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps. The fact that, within the Army,
the men assigned to the ground combat arms after February 1942 were below

11 (1) WD memo (R) SPGAG/220.3 Gen (9 May 45)—357 for CG AGF, 10 May 45, sub: Transfer of
EM to ASF. (2) AGF ltr (R) to CG R&SC, 10 May 45, sub: Transfer of Inf EM to ASF. Both in 320.2 (ASF).
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the average established by the Army General Classification Test is undeniable.
Opinions will differ as to what facts had a decisive influence in producing this
result. Some will argue that the absence of accurate tests indicative of combat
aptitude and of the qualities of leadership was responsible. Others will emphasize
the need for rapid mobilization, which put a premium on previous occupational
experience in forming the Army, or will stress the decision, based on the strategic
situation in the early years of the war, to assign preference to the Army Air
Forces. Still others will find an explanation of the predicament of the Ground
Forces in measures which permitted or forced the transfer of high-quality ground
combat personnel to the Air and Service Forces and the Army Specialized Train-
ing Program and which did not provide for prompt return to the Ground Forces
of men who failed to qualify for their new jobs.

The Army Ground Forces naturally protested against the diversion of high-
quality personnel from ground combat assignments and pointed out the resulting
effects on its efficiency in performing its mission. Its protests echoed, from the
first, two of General McNair’s deepest convictions regarding the conduct of war.
One was that, in spite of peacetime impressions to the contrary, the United States
did not have unlimited resources of high-caliber manpower with which to fight
the enemy, and therefore that maximum economy and concentration on combat
effectiveness would be necessary to win the war. The other was that, large as was
the part which machines on the ground and in the air might be expected to play,
the contact of fighting men with the enemy on the battlefield would be a decisive
factor. Both of these views were verified by experience.

Remedies for the situation mentioned above were sought and applied. The
one most effective in raising the quality of the Ground Forces was the wholesale
restoration or transfer of large numbers of men from the ASTP and the Air and
Service Forces in 1944 and 1945, made necessary by quantitative shortages in the
Ground Forces which had reached critical proportions. But by February 1944,
when large transfusions of high-quality men from other commands began,
nearly half the divisions had been shipped overseas; the men who had been
received by the Ground Forces during the period of mobilization had been built
into the structure, and this had conditioned the training of all divisions activated
since the outbreak of the war. The retraining of the divisions that did receive new
men in 1944 had to be hasty and fell below the standards of the training program,
so that the qualitative improvement did not result in a proportionate increase of
combat efficiency. Another remedy tried was the Infantry Program, which gave
infantrymen in combat somewhat better pay and a badge which became a coveted
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honor, Another was the Physical Profile system. Although it was adopted too late
and administered too loosely to produce decisive results, it pointed out a direction
in which a solution for the problem of pre-selecting men suitable to the needs of
the Ground Forces might be found. A solution for the problem of assigning to the
Ground Forces men with adequate combat qualifications will continue to be a
matter for national concern until ground combat can safely be eliminated from
calculations in regard to war.
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L General Requirements and
Policies

The proper training and effectiveness of enlisted men in combat depend on
the competence and personal qualities of the officers commissioned to train and
lead them. In all modern armies the majority of officers as well as of enlisted
men have to be procured in time of war from the eligible civilian population and
trained partially or completely for military duty after mobilization begins. In the
United States this task is especially difficult because of the relatively small profes-
sional Army and the perennial minimization of the Military Establishment in
times of peace. When the Army began to mobilize in 1940 it had only 14,000
professional officers. This number could not be increased materially during the
war, though some officers who had resigned or retired from the Regular Army
could be recalled to active duty, and graduations at the U.S. Military Academy
were speeded up. The vast majority of the officers required in all branches for the
multifarious tasks of planning, mobilization, training, administration, and com-
bat of the Army, rapidly expanding to a mass of 8,300,000 men and women, had
to be drawn from three sources: from those who had received some training in
peacetime military agencies—the National Guard, the Officers’ Reserve Corps,
the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, and the Citizens’ Military Training Camps;
from the limited group of civilians whose technical or administrative skills could
be used without military training; and from the officer candidate schools created
in 1941 to convert eligible enlisted men into officers.

The situation in 1941 was better than in 1917. A backlog of ROTC officers
had been trained in peacetime. Thanks to improved training in the National
Guard and to the efficiency of the service schools of the Army between the two
wars, many of the nonprofessional officers available had had a preparation which
conformed more closely than in 1917 to professional military standards. But the
demands of World War II were greater both in complexity and magnitude, and
the task of procuring suitable officers in the numbers required was a huge one.
By the end of 1943, when mobilization was nearly complete, about 19,000 officers
of the National Guard were in the Federal service. Some 180,000 had been drawn
from the Officers’ Reserve Corps. Almost 100,000 civilians had been com-
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missioned directly,' somewhat less than half as doctors, dentists, and chaplains,
the remainder for technical and administrative positions. The largest number of
new officers, approximately 300,000 by that time, had been commissioned after
graduation from officer candidate schools or as aviation cadets. Altogether about
600,000 ex-civilians were serving as Army officers, according to plans laid and
standards set by the small nucleus of the Regular Army. The 15,000 Regular
Army officers were outnumbered in the ratio of about 40 to 1 by officers drawn
from civilian sources since the beginning of the war.

In the period of mobilization preceding Pearl Harbor the non-Regular offi-
cers needed had been drawn chiefly from the “civilian components” of the Army,
18,000 from the National Guard and 80,000 from the Officers’ Reserve Corps.
Of the latter most were ROTC graduates who had continued their military
studies and training since graduation from college. The officer candidate schools,
established in July 1941, had by December 1941 produced only a few hundred
lieutenants in each branch.” The further training of National Guard and Reserve
officers, and the elimination of the more obviously unsuitable, were two of the
advantages gained by prewar mobilization. With the outbreak of war and the
rapid expansion of the Army the need for additional officers mounted sharply,
and it was found that the readiness for combat of those already in service still left
much to be desired. In February 1942, Lt. Gen. Lesley J. McNair, shortly before
assuming command of the Army Ground Forces, stated his view of the situation
in an address to a graduating class at the Command and General Staff School. He
was reviewing the military training of the preceding year and a half, accom-
plished under his supervision as Chief of Staff of General Headquarters, He
observed that this training had not yet produced first-class combat troops. Officers
from the civilian components, instead of being immediately ready to assist in
the task of converting a mass of civilians into soldiers, had themselves required
a long period of further training. “The outstanding generalization of this experi-
ence, in my view,” General McNair said, “is that we did not have in fact the great
mass of trained officers that were carried on the books. . . . We have verified the
inevitable—that inadequately trained officers cannot train troops effectively.” ®

3 That is, without training; but about 12,000 were former officers, most of them with World War [
experience,

* Status of Personnel, Army of the United States, Statistics Branch, WDGS, 15 Dec 43, gives officer
strength by components at intervals from 30 Jun 40. 320.2/351 (C).

® Mimeographed copy of speech in “Addresses delivered by Lt. Gen. Lesley J. McNair.” Army War
College Library, VA25 M16.
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In officer procurement the Army Ground Forces enjoyed certain advantages
over the other major commands. Numerical requirements were proportionately
lower in the Ground Forces, which according to the 1944 Troop Basis required
only 54 officers for each 1,000 enlisted men, whereas the Service Forces required
97 and the Air Forces 156.* Since the expansion of the Ground Forces, great as it
was, was not as great as that of the Air and Service Forces, the proportion of
Regular Army officers remained somewhat higher in the ground arms than in
the rest of the Army.’ It was also of advantage to the Ground Forces that a high
proportion of National Guard and Reserve officers had received their peacetime
training in the traditional ground arms. These officers, when tested and sifted by
experience, constituted a source from which competent leaders in the field grades
could be developed.

On the other hand, the Army Ground Forces also faced peculiar difficulties
in obtaining officers qualified to meet its requirements. The paramount require-
ment for officers in the ground arms was capacity to lead men in battle. Adminis-
trative positions had to be filled, but, because emergencies of battle might require
one officer to step into the place of another, General McNair adhered strictly to
the Army’s policy of rotating officers between staff and command positions and
between headquarters and the field. The specialization of ground officers beyond
a certain point was regarded as undesirable, and the Army Ground Forces
developed no class of administrative officers as such.’ Specialties of civilian life,
a common basis of commissions in the Army Service Forces, were of little value
to a ground combat commander. Again, individual daring and personal skill,
emphasized as necessary qualifications of flying officers of the Air Forces, did not
suffice to meet the needs of ground combat. In officers of the ground arms these
qualities had to be combined with ability to direct the performance of enlisted
men and to cooperate with the plans of other officers amid the hazards and
uncertainties of battle. The necessary qualities were summed up by the Army
Ground Forces in the ideas of responsibility and leadership.

Empbhasis on responsibility and troop leadership shaped the policies of the
Army Ground Forces in procuring and training officers. In training, this meant

¢ The figures, according to the Troop Basis of 1 April 1944, were as follows: Ground Forces, 168,307;
Air Forces, 313,448; Service Forces, 143,215.

® As of 31 December 1943, 3.5 percent of the AGF officers were Regular Army, as against 2.6 percent
of the ASF and 1.4 percent of the AAF officers.

® See AGF memo for CofS USA, 3 Nov 43, sub: Inclusion of MOS Serial Numbers for Offs on T/Os.

210.01/286. AGF officers “are not specialists but are qualified to perform any duty within their arm com-
mensurate with their grade.”
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keeping officers as much as possible with troops rather than on detached service
or in Army schools. In procurement, it meant that very few appointments could
be made directly from civilian life and that officers from the “civilian com-
ponents” of the Army, the National Guard, and the Reserve Corps, and even
those from the Regular Army, had to be carefully screened, especially for posts
of higher command.

During the period of officer shortage in 1942 Army Ground Forces com-
missioned a few men directly from civilian life, but only for certain signal and
ordnance units. This was accomplished by a process of affiliation in which a
group of employees of an industrial concern were organized bodily as a military
unit, the higher employees in the civilian group becoming officers in the military
unit. The relation of officers and enlisted men under this system did not prove
altogether satisfactory. Direct commissioning of civilians for other purposes was
negligible in the Ground Forces.

By the summer of 1942, National Guard ofhicers and many Reserve officers
had been on active duty for over a year. A general weeding out had followed the
GHQ maneuvers of 1941. Regimental commanders and officers for general staff
work were needed in increasing numbers in 1942 to meet the activation program.
On 16 July Army Ground Forces, observing that such key positions could now
be filled by many officers of the Reserve components, directed subordinate com-
manders to submit lists of names of individuals believed to be qualified.” From
these lists, appointments were made to new units and to headquarters staffs.

At the height of the officer shortage in the summer of 1942 many requests
reached the War Department to expand the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps.
ROTC students constituted a deferred class under Selective Service and in 1942
they remained in the colleges. Army Ground Forces did not favor an increase in
the number of students held in colleges, preferring that they be inducted into
the Army and selected for officer candidate schools. The reason for this preference
was in part the immediate need for a large supply of potential officer material.
But the value as well as the timing of the product was considered. Graduates of
the officer candidate schools had greater immediate value as platoon leaders than
did recent graduates of the ROTC. After several months’ service OCS graduates
with similar education were found to be more valuable than recent products of
the ROTC. “The three months of intensive training undergone in an ofhicer
candidate school under war conditions,” Army Ground Forces notified the War

7 AGF ltr (C) to CGs, 16 Jul 42, sub: Rpt on Qualification of Offs. 201.6/4 (C). Lists submitted from
the field are in this file and in clear file 201.6/233ff.
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Department, “is far superior to the full ROTC course.” Army Ground Forces
advised against expansion of the ROTC, and no expansion took place.® Instead,
beginning in the summer of 1942, men who had not completed the full ROTC
course before leaving college were, upon induction into the Army, assigned to
officer candidate schools and given the regular OCS course.

Late in 1942 the War Department initiated plans for sending selected
enlisted men to civilian colleges. At first this Army Specialized Training Pro-
gram (ASTP) was thought of as a source of commissioned personnel. General
McNair opposed it. It threatened, by diverting the ablest young men to the cam-
puses, to keep them out of officer candidate schools at a time when officer candi-
dates were urgently needed and difficult to procure. It was feared also that the
most intelligent youth of the country, if educated at college in technical special-
ties, would be lost to the ground arms as combat leaders. General McNair
believed that the Army possessed a sufficient backlog of college men to last
through- 1944.° Launched late in 1942 over the opposition of Army Ground
Forces, the ASTP was virtually dissolved early in 1944. By that time the demand
for new officers had almost ceased. Large numbers of ASTP trainees who might
have become graduates of officer candidate schools remained enlisted men.

The officer candidate schools were established in July 1941 in accordance
with plans written into Mobilization Regulations. They took the place of the
officer training camps of World War I, but with the distinctive feature that
candidates were restricted to warrant officers and enlisted men who had had
a minimum of from four to six months of service at the date of admission.'® The
basic aim was to substitute a competitive and democratic system of procurement
for the rather haphazard selection of young officers from a social and intellectual
elite which had appeared necessary, for lack of a better means, in World War L.
The Army Ground Forces profited immensely from the operation of these
schools. It valued them highly as a means of procuring and training the type of
junior officers it needed. They became by far the largest source of its commis-

* AGF memo for G-3 WD, 20 Jul 42, sub: Study on Expansion of ROTC, 326.6/64.
* AGF memo (8) for CG SOS, 4 Oct 42, sub: The Army College Tng Prog. 353/119 (S).

* (1) Four months for replacement trainees, six for other enlisted men. (2) Activation was initiated
by WD memo G—3/25445 for the CofS, 19 Sep 40, sub: Officer Candidate Schs. AGO Records, AG 352
(9-19—40) (1) Sec 1, Part 1. (3) Basic plans are in MR 1—4 and 3-1. (4) The basic letter directing their
activation is WD ltr 352 (4-10—41) MM-C, 26 Apr 41, sub: Officer Candidate Schools. (5) While the
great majority of officer candidates in the ground arms were selected from the ranks, from 1942 onward they
also trained ROTC men and Volunteer Officer Candidates who had been selected for officer training before
induction into the Army.
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sioned personnel. By the end of 1943, with mobilization almost complete, nearly
114,000 officers had been graduated from the officer candidate schools of the Army
Ground Forces. They constituted about two-thirds of all officers serving in the
ground arms. In the grades of captain and lieutenant the proportion of officer
candidate school graduates was considerably higher than two-thirds. By the end
of the war in the Pacific, more than 136,000 officers had been graduated from the
AGEF officer candidate schools. [(See Table No. 2.) The officer problem in the
Army Ground Forces was essentially a problem of procurement and training of
officer candidates.

Every large AGF organization became a mosaic of officers from various
sources. The higher echelons had the highest proportion from the Regular Army.
At AGF headquarters, as of 31 December 1943, 48 percent of the commissioned
personnel were Regular Army," and until early 1944 no officer above lieutenant
colonel belonged to the civilian components.’” In divisions the proportion of
Regulars averaged under 5 percent; the 31st Division, originally National Guard,
contained less than 1 percent, with only five Regular Army officers assigned to
it."® In regiments, OCS graduates outnumbered all others. One regimental com-
mander, in a letter to a friend who had been designated to command a regiment
in a new division, described the officer texture of a typical infantry regiment in
1943 as follows:**

You will find your officer cadre something like this: Your executive officer probably
a regular officer of the class of 1924 to ’27, probably one regular battalion commander,
one reserve officer and one National Guard. Probably two-thirds of your company com-
manders will be graduates of officer candidate schools, the remaining one-third will be
principally National Guard and only a few reserve. My executive and I are at present the
only two Regular Army officers in this regiment. I am the only graduate of West Point
in this regiment . . . . [About 150 second lieutenants, the colonel explained, would be fresh
out of officer candidate school.] Let me say a word about these OCS people in case you
have not had any contact with them. They are far in the way the best that I have seen in
the Army, and for the job they have to do I had just as soon have them as any graduate of
the Military Academy joining his first regiment. They are well grounded, interested in
their job, industrious, ambitious, and on the ball twenty-four hours a day. Since November 1,

1 Hq AGF, Strength Report, Officers, 31 Dec 43. AGF AG Sec.

111 jeutenant Colonels V. A. St. Onge, J. H. Banville, and A. L. Harding, all ORC, were promoted to
colonel on 22 January 1944. They were respectively, Chief of the Task Force Division, G-4; Chief of the
Classification and Replacement Division, AG; and Chief of the Troop Movements Division, G-3.

3 Status of Personnel, Army of the United States, Statistics Branch, WDGS, 15 Dec 43. 320.2/351 (C).
M Copy of personal ltr, 22 Mar 43, in confidential file, AGF G-1 Sec,
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I have not had more than five cases which necessitated my taking disciplinary action,
and of these five only one was a drinking case. They are much better behaved than any
similar group of young men I have ever seen.

The selection and promotion of higher commanders in the Ground Forces
involved special problems, policies, and relationships which did not attend the
commissioning and assignment of junior officers and those in the lower field
grades. All Army officers were officially commissioned and all officers in the
higher grades were promoted by authority of The Adjutant General, acting as
agent of the War Department. The commanders of newly activated regiments
and groups in the Army Ground Forces were assigned on designation of the
Commanding General of the Army Ground Forces. For a time General McNair
delegated authority to assign officers up to and including the grade of colonel to
his subordinate commanders. In August 1943 Army Ground Forces, to prevent
the transfer of regimental and group commanders to staff work, as well as to
avoid needless turnover and to extend the employment of officers returning from
combat, assumed direct control over the assignment of colonels.” Army and
corps commanders had shown an inclination to transfer the ablest colonels to
their staffs, but General McNair believed strongly in the principle that the most
vigorous and effective officers should occupy positions of command.

Gen. George C. Marshall, with the advice of his G-1, designated the general
officers who were to command the largest ground force units—armies, corps, and
divisions. The War Department also controlled promotions to general-officer
grades. These were of special importance to the Army Ground Forces since until
well into 1944 the number of general officers under its supervision was consider-
ably larger than that in any other command of the Army. On 31 July 1943 the
Army Ground Forces had 268 general officers, including 2 lieutenant generals
(commanding the Second and Third Armies), almost 100 major generals, and
over 200 brigadier generals, the total constituting nearly 30 percent of the general
officers in the U.S. Army. The number subsequently declined as troops moved
overseas.'® In both the promotion of generals and their assignment to ground
commands General McNair exercised a very considerable influence.

In the field of promotion to general-officer grades, General McNair was
called upon, as commander of the Army Ground Forces, to advise regarding such

% (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 8 Oct 42, sub: Asgmt and Reasgmt of Individual Offs and Warrant Offs. (2)

AGF M/S, CofS to G-1, 17 Aug 43, sub: Use of Regtl Comdrs on Corps or Army Staff. (3) AGF ltr to
CGs, 29 Aug 43, sub: Asgmeof Offs. Allin 210.31/3648.

! Monthly Strength of the Army, 31 Jul 43. AGO Machine Records Branch. 320.2 (C).
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promotions even in theaters of operations. It was important to maintain stand-
ards of promotion which were uniform as between ground commanders overseas
and those at home who would presently go overseas in turn, both in order to
maintain morale and to assure the placing of the best men available in important
positions. Generals had to be interchangeable as between the Zone of Interior and
theaters. Under the policy of using battle-experienced officers in training, many
officers were brought back from theaters to the United States, where, if their
experience had been in the ground arms, General McNair had to find posts for
them commensurate with their rank. In the spring of 1943 General Marshall
suggested to him that he dispatch a deputy to coordinate promotions overseas
with those at home, thus extending an influence which General McNair evidently
felt constrained to use sparingly. General Marshall wrote: “While your responsi-
bility is technically confined to the continental United States outside the Coast
Defense Commands, I want you to feel a responsibility to me regarding the entire
field of Ground Force promotions. While G-1 keeps the check on this for me,
your knowledge is more intimate in most cases.”'” General McNair preferred
not to send a deputy into the theaters but to adhere to the existing procedure by
which G-1 of the War Department General Staff sought the opinion of General
McNair on the recommendations of theater commanders for promotions to
general-officer grades.

By this system, common standards were maintained through G-1 of the
War Department General Staff, which submitted to General McNair the recom-
mendations of theater commanders for promotions to the general-officer grades.
Sometimes, at least until the middle of 1943, when the need for additional gener-
als rather suddenly declined (owing to previous promotions, Troop Basis reduc-
tions, and reorganization in the armored divisions), General McNair requested
G-1 of the War Department to ask theater commanders for recommendations.
Comparing the records of overseas officers with the records of officers under his
own command, General McNair made recommendations as to whether the
overseas officers, if they were in the Ground Forces, should be considered for
promotion. His answer was frequently negative. “Age” (meaning older than
about fifty for promotion to brigadier general) and “not sufficiently outstanding”
were the most common reasons given for disapproval.’®

In the field of assignments and promotions in the Ground Forces at home

¥ Memo (S) of Gen Marshall for Gen McNair, 29 Mar 43. 322.98/82 (S).

8 Various cases appear in the AGF “commander files,” 322.98 (S).
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General McNair’s recommendatiens normally prevailed. They were almost
invariably decisive in the choice of division commanders. In all instances except
two, suggestions for division command originated with General McNair; in only
one instance did the War Department turn down a nominee of General McNair
for division command, and this officer subsequently was given a division which
he led with distinction in the European Theater.'

Because of these responsibilities, it was continuously necessary for General
McNair to evaluate the performance of general officers, to keep in mind colonels
best suited for promotion, to estimate the maximum future potentialities of
officers known or described to him, and to watch and constantly reappraise the
performance of men in positions which they already occupied. The responsibility
was the greater since it was an accepted principle that a commander who carried
a unit through its training should also lead it into battle. The effect of all training
policies and directives depended on the force and intelligence of the commanders
who carried them out. The quality of combat leadership down the whole chain
of command depended, not on regulations and orders, but on the moral courage
of commanders in eliminating ineffectual or unreliable subordinates, and on their
discernment in finding the best men to replace them. It was an enormous waste
and risk to appoint as a division commander a man who could not do the job, for
not only was time lost in making the division ready to fight, but the limited
opportunity for future battle commanders to gain experience in handling large
units was misspent.

In choosing higher commanders General McNair relied mainly on a close
study of their records. He attached great weight to General Efhiciency Ratings,
since they consolidated the judgments of all commanders under whom an officer
had served during the preceding ten years. Only an officer with a high General
Efficiency Rating—if possible above 6.5, rarely below 6.0—would be considered.
Other things being equal, and age being within acceptable limits, he gave
preference to seniority on the promotion list, regarding seniority as a measure of
experience. Noting especially the succession of assignments in which an officer
had spent his military career, he demanded definite evidence of successful duty
with troops. It was a great advantage that he knew personally, from years past,
most of the men coming within range of consideration.*

(1) Statement of Gen A. R. Bolling to AGF Hist Off, 4 Jul 44. (2) Information obtained from McNair
Personal Correspondence.,

* Consultation of Hist Off with CofS AGF, and documents in file 322.98 (S).
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Initial selection was only the beginning. Once appointed, high commanders
remained under scrutiny of all higher echelons, including Army Ground Forces.
If a commander failed to justify expectations, General McNair took the position
that, once his shortcomings were verified, the sooner he was relieved the better,
in order that his replacement might obtain a maximum of experience before
facing the test of combat. At the same time caution had to be used against precipi-
tate removals, not only to avoid injustice but also because the number of men
qualified for high command was too small to permit waste.

A few concrete cases will illustrate ways in which General McNair handled
his responsibility for the quality of his higher commanders.** They reflect his
ideas of the qualifications necessary for military leadership.

The commander of a division was reported to have resorted to intimidation
of enlisted men and to have upbraided and publicly humiliated his officers.
Senior subordinates were seeking reassignment, and the whole division was
reported to be restless and resentful. General McNair was in agreement with

“the corps commander that, while the general in question was rough in his
methods, he was an able and valuable officer. He handled the matter unofhicially,
sending the division commander a short private homily on leadership:

Methods of leadership, as we all know, vary widely. I hold to no one particular pro-
cedure; the only criterion is the results obtained. However, I refuse flatly to believe that our
officers today, especially those of the Regular Army, are unwilling to follow a division
commander in his efforts to build a new division. If you have experienced difficulty along
this line, I believe that the fault is yours in part. Either you are too impatient, considering
conditions, or your methods are faulty. There is something wrong, I incline to believe,
even though your objectives are above reproach . . . . My whole experience fixes my belief
that the first essential of an efficient command is a happy one—the happiness, or content-
ment, if you will, being based on confidence in the leadership and a realization that the
leader’s demands are just, reasonable, and necessary for victory in war.

The commander in question remained with his division, which presently quieted
down, and he led it effectively in combat.

In another division an assistant commander made himself useless by exces-
sive drinking. He was at times incoherent and unsteady, and was found by his
subordinates to be unable to carry responsibility. The division commander long
postponed action, but finally took steps resulting in his removal. The matter did
not stop there. The division commander was himself removed. For allowing such

% The following paragraphs are based upon documents in the McNair Correspondence and in AGF
file 322.98 (S).
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a situation to develop so far, and for yielding to personal reluctance to hurt a
brother officer, he was judged unsuited to command a division and was
transferred to a nontactical post.

A third division was commanded by a2 major general on whom General
McNair had passed a favorable though not final judgment. After the division
had been under AGF control for some months, the corps commander recom-
mended the division commander’s reclassification; the army commander con-
curred. Army Ground Forces supported this recommendation, but General
Marshall advised a period of waiting until, after longer service in the Army
Ground Forces, the division commander’s performance could be evaluated more
fully. Five months later, after visiting the division, General McNair decided that
the time had come to relieve the commander. He wrote to the War Department:

This occasion, together with my previous observation of the officer, leads me to the
conclusion that he is active, intelligent and intensely interested in his division. Doubtless
he has the confidence of the mass of his troops, since he has served them devotedly. The
fundamental difficulty, however, is that he has at best a restricted military horizon. He
commands from his office. He seems incapable of training his division adequately, undoubt-
edly because he has no proper standard of training in his mind, due to his deficient military
background ..., Tam convinced that the present condition of the division reflects essentially
General __ ’s military ceiling, and it is too low, beyond all question. It would
be utterly inexcusable to send 15,000 Americans into modern combat under such leadership.
Within a few days the commander in question was replaced.

The conviction of General McNair that every activity of a combat unit was

a function of command, iogether with his adherence to strict accountability as
the keystone of military organization, put a heavy strain on the energy and
resourcefulness of his top commanders. He personally kept them aware of the
weight of responsibility that goes with command. When informed that the com-
mander of a unit that had been training for two years had asked for a G-2 to
replace the one who had been given a new assignment, he wrote the commander
a personal letter reading in part as follows:
. .. it is inconceivable to me that a division with the experience of yours must be furnished
a ready-made G-2. Also, I cannot for one minute understand why a division which is
nearing its second anniversary should find it necessary to go outside for an experienced
[subordinate] commander. If a . . . division cannct build its own . . . commanders, in my
view, there is something sadly lacking.

There is no better way to build leaders than the sort of training which you have had
during the last two years, Now you are asking for additional experienced officers out of the
14,000 with which we entered the war, in spite of the fact that the Army now has well
over 600,000 officers. If you will ponder the broad situation you cannot but realize, I am
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sure, that these fine big divisions must manufacture leaders, not only for their own use
but for the higher echelons as well, since the latter do not have the troops with which to
manufacture,

On the other hand, when a commander had, in his opinion, lived up to his
heavy responsibilities, he bestowed praise in terms equally personal. To a National
Guard officer who was about to take his division overseas he wrote:

I was delighted, impressed, and touched by your letter of Monday. To you and to me
it tells an inspiring story of sustained, untiring effort and outstanding achievement. In
passing this remarkable paper to General Marshall, I have commented that if the . . .
Division does not perform outstandingly in battle, I shall be forced to believe that there
is no merit in training, or that the training of the Army Ground Forces has been all
wrong . . . . It is all one more example of how a body of troops reflects the character and
spirit of its commander. The . . . Division has a great commander, and I doubt not for a
moment that no one realizes it better than the soldiers themselves.

The main difference between officers of the junior field and company grades
and higher-ranking officers in the Ground Forces was that the latter, because of
age and profession, had spent years in preparing themselves for the demands of
war. Their specific training for the leadership of units in battle, like that of other
officers, had taken place in the units themselves. By supervising the training of
his unit, administering its affairs, and employing it in maneuvers, a commander
trained himself for his role in combat. General McNair insisted that the principle
of keeping officers with troops applied to generals as well as to others. On a few
occasions, in connection with very recently developed procedures, high com-
manders were assembled for indoctrination. Such occasions were the demonstra-
tions in 1942 of air-ground coordination at Fort Benning and of tank destroyer
employment at Camp Hood. But as a rule General McNair frowned upon higher
commanders taking trips which diverted them from their essential duties. The
opening of operations in North Africa gave training commanders an inviting
opportunity to make tours of observation. General McNair limited himself to
one brief visit. When General Marshall asked whether it might be wise for
division commanders, halfway through their divisional training periods, to see
some combat operations in North Africa, General McNair replied that division
commanders were needed with their divisions; he suggested that a few corps
commanders go instead, especially since Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower wished to
limit the number of visitors in his theater.?® Four AGF corps commanders conse-

B (1) Memo (S) of Gen McNair for CofS USA, 27 Feb 43, sub: Obsr Tours O’seas for High Comdrs.
322.98/7% (S). (2) On absence of general officers from units, see AGF ltr to CGs, 31 Jan 43, sub: Inter-
ferences with Tng. 353.02/78 (AGF).
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quently made tours to North Africa in the spring of 1943. Later in the year Lt.
Gen. Courtney H. Hodges, whose Third Army went overseas early in 1944,
visited the battle zone in Italy. Maj. Gen. Harry F. Hazlett, commanding the
Replacement and School Command, made a similar trip in February 1944.

The practice developed early in 1943 of appointing officers with battle
experience to the command of troops who were in training in the United States.
Ofhicers with successful experience overseas were appointed to the general-officer
positions of new divisions. The cessation of divisional activations in August 1943
terminated this practice. Officers were rotated between Army Ground Forces
and the theaters. In the five months following 1 June 1943, Army Ground Forces
released six major generals for overseas duty as individual replacements and
received twelve major generals from overseas in return, of whom six were given
command of divisions, one of a corps, and two of replacement training centers.
In the same period Army Ground Forces released eight brigadier generals to
theaters of operations and received ten in return.”®

2 Memo of Gen McNair for G-1 WD, 22 Oct 43, sub: Battle Experienced High Comdrs. 210.311/524.



II. Procurement During the
Period of Mobilization,

194243

When the Army Ground Forces was established on g March 1942, it took
over from the old chiefs of the ground combat arms the responsibility for the
training of officer candidates. Since July 1941, when the officer candidate schools
had begun to function, the number of candidates to be admitted had been deter-
mined by the War Department. No change in this arrangement was made with
the establishment of Army Ground Forces; for another year, until March 1943,
control over the size of OCS operations remained with the War Department.
Although Army Ground Forces took over the personnel functions formerly
performed in the offices of the Chiefs of Infantry, Field Artillery, Coast Artillery,
and Cavalry, specific exception was made of functions relating to the procure-
ment of officer candidates.' The War Department progressively stepped up OCS
capacities to keep pace with expansion of the Troop Basis, in order to provide the
necessary officers for new units well in advance of their activation. The OCS
population, from slight beginnings in 1941, when only 1,389 officers were gradu-
ated, leaped upward in the spring of 1942; the number of enlisted candidates
increased to a total of 31,025 by 15 January 1943. In all, 54,233 officers were
graduated from AGF officer candidate schools during 1942. (See Tables

The Officer Shortage of 1942

While the officer candidate schools were expanding, the procurement of
officer candidates in the prescribed numbers was difficult in the extreme. The
rapid activations of 1942, outrunning the supply of inductees, left troop units
with serious shortages of enlisted personnel.® It was necessary to resort to several
expedients, including the recruitment of volunteer candidates from civilian life
and the award of administrative commissions, to keep the officer candidate
schools filled. An AGF directive to the field, dated 4 September 1942, pointed

1 Par 5 ¢ (8), Cir 59, WD, 2 Mar 42.
¥ Comparison of Enlisted Strengths of AGF — by Months (C), 24 May 43. 320.2/207% (C).






TABLE NO. 2

Graduation of Officer Candidates from AGF Service Schools,

194145
School 19414 1942 1943 1944 19454 | 1941-45¢
Antiaircraft:
Enlisted Men........ 341 9,637 13,370 303 23,651
ROTC..... cereeens 0 89 934 517 | ..... . 1,540
Total....coveunn.. 341 9,726 14,304 820 | ...... 25,191
Armored:
Enlisted Men........ 177 4,998 4,590 164 733 10,662
ROTC...covvvennnnn 0 0 277 672 4 953
1 o3 7) PR 177 4,998 4,867 836 737 11,615
Cavalry:
Enlisted Men........ 181 1,536 1,464 60| ...... 3,241
ROTC.....cevvvnnen 0 38 171 39 | s.eee. 248
Total.eeivevnenen. 181 1,574 1,635 929 carene 3,489
Coast Artillery:
Enlisted Men........| ...... 213 899 55 |  evean . 1,867
ROTC......... eoces|  eesees 9 42 71| covess 122
Total.e.eennconran]|  weeens 922 941 126 | ...... 1,989
Field Artillery:
Enlisted Men........ 233 10,902 9,888 417 595 22,035
ROTC..oiviivianens 0 70 1,840 1,640 13 3,563
Total.ooerevennn. 233 10,972 11,728 2,057 608 25,598
Infantry:
Enlisted Men........ 457 | 24,169 | 19,424 4,135 8,304 56,489
ROTC.vivennnacanss o 307 1,765 4,190 217 6,479
Total.oeeveeananns 457 24,476 21,189 8,325 8,521 62,968
‘Tank Destroyer:
Enlisted Men........ senven 1,565 3,259 77 ereane 4,901
ROTC..oovvieenerne]  vennen 0 186 194 | ...... 380
P (017) R I 1,565 3,445 271 ...... 5,281
All Schools:
Enlisted Men........ 1,389 53,720 52,894 5,211 9,632 122,846
ROTC..covveneanens 0 513 5,215 7,323 234 13,285
TOTAL.....ccvun. 1,389 54,233 58,109 12,534 9,866 136,131

Source: Statistics compiled in Hist Div, WDSS, from records of AGO.
4 First graduations, September 1941. No ROTC graduations until 1942,
& Includes graduations of enlisted candidates through 31 August 1945,
and of ROTC candidates through 30 June 1945.
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out the urgency of the OCS program, cited the case of a company commander
relieved for not filling his OCS quota, and urged commanders to use
“salesmanship” in recruiting candidates.?

In the procurement of officer candidates Army Ground Forces was handi-
capped by the fact that its enlisted ranks represented a subaverage cross section
of the population of the United States.* A large proportion of the good men were
kept from the Army by the recruiting methods used by the Navy and the Marine
Corps. Within the Army the classification system, emphasizing achievement in
civilian vocations, tended to concentrate high-grade personnel in technical and
noncombat branches. In addition the Army Air Forces, under the “5-percent
rule” and its successive equivalents, drew a large proportion of its inductees
from the higher intelligence levels of men available to the Army, thereby reduc-
ing the number of men of officer caliber assigned to the Ground Forces. In some
branches, such as Antiaircraft, Field Artillery, and Engineers, in which mathe-
matical knowledge was needed, it was especially difficult in 1942 for AGF units
to meet officer candidate quotas.” There was a marked tendency also for able-
bodied officer candidates, after basic training in a combat arm, to elect officer
candidate school in such branches as Quartermaster and Finance. This practice
was stopped by an amendment to Army Regulations.® Until March 1944 enlisted
men in the ground arms were free to volunteer for training as aviation cadets;
thousands of high-quality men were lost by the Ground Forces to the Air Forces
in this manner,

Since despite repeated screenings of its units the Army Ground Forces could
not supply enough candidates to fill its own schools, AGF schools were thrown
open to candidates secured from all branches of the Army.” Even this broadening
of the base from which selections were to be made did not suffice. It became
necessary in the interests of expediency to depart from the theory on which
officer procurement had been based. The prevailing Army policy had been to
secure new officers from the enlisted ranks of the Army, except for certain

® AGF ltr to CGs, 4 Sep 42, sub: Off Candidate Quotas. 352/301 (OCS).

¢ (1) See above, [Procurement of Enlisted Personnel: The Problem ol ality.”] (2) AGF M/S, G-t
to CofS, 7 Sep 42, sub: Offs for Engr, FA, AA. 352/315 (OCS). (3) AGF 3d wrapper ind to Mtn Tng Cen,
21 Sep 42, on AGF ltr, 8 Sep 42, sub: Apps for OCS. 352/317 (OCS).

5 (1) WD ltr AG 352 (4-5-42) MT-A-M to CGs, 6 Apr 42, sub: Off Candidates, Technical Branches.
352/147 (OCS). (2) AGF ltr to CG Mtn Tng Cen, 8 Sep 42, sub: Applications for OCS. 352/317 (OCS).

® Sec I, Cir 358, WD, 28 Oct 42.
T (1) Par 6, Cir 48, WD, 19 Feb 42. (2) Cir 126, WD, 28 Apr 42.
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specialists appointed directly from civilian life, and to award commissions within
a branch for general duty, including combat leadership. Both these fundamentals
had to be modified in 1942.

The volunteer officer candidate (VOC) plan, inaugurated in March 1942,
was an attempt to tap a large pool of potential officer material—men deferred
from military service.® Under the VOC scheme, a man deferred for dependency
might apply for officer training with the understanding that if not selected at
the replacement training center to which he was sent for basic training, or if not
commissioned at an officer candidate school, he could return to civilian life and
his former draft status. By December 1942, 38,134 VOC'’s had been accepted in
the Army as a whole; 27,000 were attending officer candidate schools.” The pro-
gram tapered off in 1943, when the need for officers declined, and disappeared
late in that year when dependency ceased to confer draft exemption. The VOC
program was a source of many officers who, but for the exigencies of procure-
ment that forced its adoption, might have remained outside the military service
altogether or accepted commissions in one of the services the officer procurement
program of which was less restricted. In 1942 the VOC plan did much to solve,
without lowering the quality of officer candidates, the problem of filling officer
candidate schools.*

But going outside the Army for candidates did not entirely make up for the
shortage of officer material. It became necessary in the summer of 1942 to make
another breach in the established plan by redefining the qualifications for a com-
mission. According to the original theory every officer was qualified to be a
combat leader, and the OCS mission was defined accordingly: “To produce
platoon commanders for units of the field forces.” ** Candidates judged to be
lacking in leadership qualities were relieved from officer candidate schools. As
the shortage of officers mounted, this practice seemed increasingly wasteful.
Some 59,000 administrative positions in the Army at large had to be filled, none
of which required combat leadership ability. To conserve some of the excellent
material being squandered at officer candidate schools under the restrictive view

® (1) WD ltr AG 352 (3-19—42) TM-M to CGs, 24 Mar 42, sub: Attendance at OCS of Selective Service
Registrants Deferred for Dependency Only. 352/138 (OCS).

*WD ltr AG 352 (12-28~42) OB-D-SPAGO to CGs, 30 Dec 42, sub: Volunteer Off Candidates
(Quotas Allotted for January 1943). 352/ 408 (OCS).

* For relative performance of VOCs and regular candidates in OCS during 1942, see R&SC 1st ind to
CG AGF, 5 Mar 43, on AGF Itr to CG R&SC, 30 Jan 43, sub: Reduction in Volunteer Off Candidate Prog.
352/ 409 (OCS).

1 Par 6 4, Cir 126, WD, 28 Apr 42.
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of fitness for commission, the War Department in June 1942 gave the schools a
second mission: “To produce good administrators from those who lack combat
leadership qualities.” Only when a candidate was unfit for any type of
commissioned duty was he to be relieved.'®

This revision of procurement standards was not popular with the ground
arms. The number of administrative positions in the arms was relatively not
great. Double classification and complicated bookkeeping procedures reduced
flexibility of assignment. In practice the restriction “commissioned for adminis-
trative duty only” was generally disregarded, officers being assigned to any duty
for which they were needed.’® No figures are available on the number of men
so commissioned in the Ground Forces. By February 1943, the crisis in procure-
ment having passed, the original standards for commission were reinstated and
candidates once more had to qualify as potential combat leaders.**

With pressure of the strongest kind being exerted to find candidates for
officer training, it was inevitable that the system would break down at some
point. Actually, the breakdown occurred at several points.

To find enough candidates in units it was necessary to deplete the sources of
good noncommissioned officers, a point emphasized by Lt. Gen. Ben Lear in a
personal letter written in October 1942 to General McNair.?®> As the enlisted
sources were repeatedly picked over, the quality of candidates declined. Despite
the desire of officer candidate schools to graduate as many men as possible, the
following table indicates that the proportion of enlisted candidates graduating
fell steadily through 1942:

Percentage Graduating

School January 1942 July 1942 December 1942
Antiaircraft 82.9 (Apr) 71.4 66.2
Armored 86.2 97.9 75.6
Cavalry 94.5 (Mar) 93.0 88.9
Coast Artillery 88.8 685
Field Artillery 80.3 (Feb) 78.3 62.9
Infantry 86.9 84.6 79.2
Tank Destroyer 91.4 {Oct) 88.1

WD TAG ltr (C) to Comdts OCS’s, 16 Jun 42, sub: Disposition of Off Candidates Who Lack Combat
Leadership but Have Administrative Ability. 210.31/229 (C).

*# Statement of Maj F. C. Ash, G-1 Sec Hq AGF, to AGF Hist Off.
¥ WD TAG ltr (C) to Comdts OCS's, 16 Feb 43, sub as in n. 12. 210.31/299 (C).

' Personal ltr of Gen Lear to Gen McNair, 22 Oct 42, quoted on p. 19 above, Personal files of Gen. Lear.
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Academic failures, resulting chiefly from lack of proper educational background,
rose at the Armored School from 3.2 percent in February to 14.8 percent in
December; at the Coast Artillery School, from 1.1 percent in July to 21.9 percent
in December ; and at the Infantry School, from 1.9 percent in April to 17.3 percent
in November.'® In October 1942 Dr. James Grafton Rogers, visiting officer candi-
date schools at the request of General Marshall, found them “notably troubled by
poor quality.” ** Maj. Gen. Harold R. Bull, commanding the Replacement and
School Command, admitted that “emphasis on filling officer candidate quotas had
influenced commanders in many instances to sacrifice quality for quantity.” *®
General McNair defined the dilemma when he remarked to General Lear that
“we must not set up arbitrary standards and ignore the fact that we must have
officers.” **

Numerous expedients were adopted at the officer candidate schools to com-
bat or offset the poor quality of the available candidate material. Special tests
were devised to screen out men who had been selected as officer candidates merely
to fill quotas; preparatory schools were established to give basic training to
candidates brought in from other arms; and the policy was adopted of turning
back weak candidates to repeat all or part of the course in the hope of salvaging
as many men as possible. The result was unavoidably an adulterated product. By
the end of 1942 the quality of recent OCS graduates had declined so far that The
Inspector General suggested sweeping reforms in the selection and training of
officer candidates. Army Ground Forces opposed the recommendations, feeling
that the trouble did not lie in the details of the selection system but rather in the
reluctance of unit commanders to send key enlisted men to officer candidate
school and in the shortage of high-intelligence personnel within the Army
Ground Forces.”

The Officer Surplus of 1943 and the Control of OCS Production

The issue in 1942 had been numbers. With passage from shortage to surplus,
difficulty in finding enough qualified men to fill quotas disappeared. Quality

% Percentages compiled by Ground Statistics Section, Hq AGF. These percentages do not include ROTC
candidates, who, however, numbered less than 1 percent of the OCS graduates in 1942.

¥ Tames Grafton Rogers, “Some Over-all Comments on Army Training,” 22 Oct 42.095/ 41 (Rogers, ].G.).
18 Gen H. R. Bull, “Comments on Rogers Report.” 095/41 (Rogers, J. G.).

** Personal ltr of Gen McNair to Gen Lear, 6 Aug 42. McNair Correspondence.

% (1) AGF memo (S) for G-1 WD, 14 Mar 43, sub: OCSs. 352/60 (C). (2) Memo slips in 352/60 (C).
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could again be insisted on and high standards reasserted. At the end of 1942 the
War Department wrote a commentary on the problems of the year just past and a
forecast of the year to come:™

While the reduction in officer candidate requirements will not operate to deny qualified
applicants the opportunity to attend an officer candidate school, it will permit more careful
selection, and will place officer candidate opportunities on a higher competitive basis. With
a broad field from which to select a smaller number of candidates, commanders should

give most careful attention to final selection to the end that the highest type of officer
material available is selected.

But in 1943, as in 1942, the control of input continued to be central in officer
procurement. The problem was no longer how to get enough suitable candidates,
but how to avoid getting too many.

Although the Army Ground Forces was given control of the officer candi-
date schools of the ground arms in March 1942, it did not acquire control over the
number of candidates to be trained. During 1942 it was responsible only for filling
school quotas allotted to it by the War Department and for training the candi-
dates. In March 1943, the procurement crisis of 1942 having passed, the War
Department decided to delegate control over officer candidate enrollment to the
three major commands. Since the officer candidate schools constituted by this
time almost the only large source of new officers—direct Reserve appointments
having ceased—this action in effect gave the three commands control over the
whole officer procurement program. Effective with quotas for May 1943, the
Commanding General, Army Ground Forces, was “to determine and maintain
the proper number of candidates in schools under his jurisdiction.” * Following
by one month a similar delegation of authority over the planning of enlisted
replacement production, this directive put Army Ground Forces into the person-
nel business on a large scale, considerably broadening the functions originally
assigned to it.

The War Department continued to set the long-range goals for the officer
procurement program and, because the Ground Forces lacked the necessary
facilities, to supply estimates of anticipated replacement requirements. Operating
within the framework of these broad guides, Army Ground Forces set monthly

(1) WD ltr (R) AG 352 (12-20—42) OB-D-WDGAP to CGs, 24 Dec 42, sub: Candidates Selected to
Attend OCS. 352/18 (R). (2) Cf. WD Memo W625-7-43, 1 Sep 43, sub: Acceptance and Selection of
Applicants for OCSs. 352/471 (R).

# (1) WD lir AG 352 (3-15-43) OB-D-WDGAP to CG AGF, 16 Mar 43, sub: Authorized Capacities
of OCSs in the United States. 352/427 (OCS). (2) Change 5, AR 625-5, WD, 19 Mar 43.
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OCS quotas until March 1944, when control over the procurement system passed
again to the War Department.

When the Army Ground Forces assumed control over officer procurement
on 16 March 1943, the number of candidates in AGF schools had already begun
to decline. (See Table No. 1.) In 1943 the problem was to make an exact calcula-
tion of future requirements, in the hope that both underproduction and over-
production might be avoided.?® Overproduction of officers was wasteful of
manpower, added to difficulties of administration, necessitated the retraining of
individuals, and shut the door to promotion to men newly inducted into the
Army. Despite repeated reductions in numbers of officer candidates, Army
Ground Forces failed to avoid overproduction in 1943. Future requirements,
together with other variables, proved impossible to calculate exactly.

Army Ground Forces was slow to perceive the danger of overproduction.
‘The War Department on 15 December 1942 made the first move to check the
OCS output, reducing the capacity of the Infantry Officer Candidate School by
almost 50 percent. Army Ground Forces protested strongly against the severity
of this cut.®* It wished a 25 percent overstrength in officers in troop units. This
overstrength had been authorized by the War Department on 27 March 1942 but
had been impossible to realize under conditions of general shortage. Officer over-
strength had several uses. As an important element in the training program for
1943, Army Ground Forces planned to send officers in large numbers to advanced
courses in the service schools. Units from which officers were detached for this
purpose needed an overstrength in order to retain enough officers to conduct
training. Overstrength also provided a means by which units in the United States
might supply, without damage to themselves, officer replacements for battle and
nonbattle losses overseas. Further, it constituted a reserve against normal attrition,
assuring that a unit would have its tabular component of officers at the time of
embarkation. Army Ground Forces feared that these requirements had been
underestimated, but the War Department adhered to its decision of December.
Moreover, in March 1943 when the War Department set the OCS quotas for
May, it cut those of all the AGF branches except Antiaircraft.” [See Table No. 3.)

# AGF M/S, CofS to G-1 and G~3, 28 Mar 43, sub: Authorized Capacities of OCS in the U. S. 352/427
(0Cs).

* (1) WD memo (S) WDGAP 352 OCS for CG AGF, 15 Dec 42, sub: Quarterly Capacities of OCS for
AGF. (2) AGFM/S (S), G-3 to CofS, 28 Dec 42, sub as in (1)..(3) AGF memo (S) for G-1 WD, 31 Dec 42,
sub as in (1). Allin 352/12 (OCS) (S).

* (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to ExO, 11 Mar 43, sub: OCS Quotas. AGF G-1 Control Div files. (2) AGF
ltrs to R&SC AAC, Armd F, 31 Mar 43, sub: Authorized Capacities of OCSs in U. S. 352/427 (OCS).
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When it received responsibility for determining OCS output, the first step
taken by Army Ground Forces was to assemble the data necessary for calculation.
Figures were obtained on the number of Ground Forces officers who were surplus
in the defense commands and theaters, the number on loan to Army Service
Forces, the number in AGF pools or held as overstrength in units, and the num-

TABLE NO. 3

Authorized Monthly Quotas of AGF

Officer Candidate Schools,

1943-45*
Month AA ARMD CAV CA FA INF D Total

1943
Jan-Apr 2,000 466 166 571 1,333 | 2,200 333 6,555
May-Jun 2,000 300 100 50 900 | 1,200 300 4,850
Jul 500 100 50 50 300 | 1,000 100 2,100
Aug-Sep 210 80 40 54 400 700 80 1,564
Oct-Nov 50 40 25 25 75 135 40 390
Dec 182 140 | covvvn | sevene 314 647 | ...... 1,283

1944
Jan 147 134 veeves | eeneee 289 612 veses 1,182
Feb 119 126 | .ovvee | vennen 270 725 ves 1,240
Mar | ...... 105 veeson | seesn . 252 712 seves 1,069
Apr | ...l 105 | ...... rereea 250 780 .o 1,135
May | ...... 136 | vevenn | eerns 50 800 | ...... 986
507 W O O I I 50 510 [ ...... 560
P O PP R I 50 1,600 ves 1,650
Jul-Oct | ceevei | weiin | e 50 | 3,200 | ...... 3,250
Novy | ...... 60 68 | ...... 150 2,000 22 2,300
Dec PR 100 114 | ...... 200 2,000 36 2,450

1945
Jan-Sep | .eeenn 100 114 e 200 | 2,000 36 2,450
Oct | «eeren 15 15| ..., 65 200 5 300

Sources; (1) WD ltrs to CG AGF: (S) WDGAP 352 OCS, 15 Dec 42, in 353 /12 (OCS) (S);
AGOT-5-WDGAP 352 (24 May 44), 27 May 44, in 352 /408 (Inf OCS); (S) AGOT-
S-A 352 (7 Jun 44), 10 Jun 44, in 352 /105 (OCS) (S); AGOT-5-A 352 (20 Sep 44),
26 Sep 44,in 352 /532 (OCS); (R) AGOT-5-A 352 (3 Oct 44), 11 Oct 44, in 352/7
(OCS) (R).
(2) AGF quota ltrs in 352 (OCS) diagonals 438, 451, 455, 465, 472, 477, 482,
500, 503, 504, 506, 508, 529, 532, 539, 564, 573, 575, 579, 584, 591, 599, and in
352 (Inf OCS) diagonals 408, 412, 415, and 429.

(3) AGF M//S (S), G-1 to Ex0, 11 Mar 43, in AGF G~1 Coatrol Dir files.
*Quotas from July 1943 through May 1944 determined by AGF; quotas for other

months determined by WD,
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ber being currently produced in the candidate schools. The total represented
progress already made toward meeting future requirements.”® The method of
computing requirements was that outlined by the War Department in its direc-
tive of 16 March. The main element in the calculation was the Troop Basis, which
in the spring of 1943 called for 100 divisions, with supporting units, by the end of
1943. Officers under this program had to be available ninety days before activation
of new units. Future overhead requirements and the number of ground officers
needed for duty with the Air Forces also had to be estimated. In addition, pro-
vision had to be made against expected attrition in troop units and for a backlog
of overseas officer replacements. For the latter, the War Department prescribed
that 18,500 officers be held in readiness, mainly as overstrength in units.
The following formula was developed by G-1 of Army Ground Forces to
calculate minimum quotas for officer candidate schools:*’
1. Add:
Officer requirements to meet new activations (1943 Troop Basis).
2 percent annual attrition loss on above.
4 percent annual attrition loss on established units.
Estimate for overhead expansion and for arms and services with Army Air
Forces.
War Department requirements for overseas loss replacements,
2, Deduct:
Surplus officers currently in units (in the United States and overseas).

Surplus officers in pools.
Candidates currently in schools,

3. Increase resultant figure by 20 percent to cover failures in officer candidate schools.

4. Divide by number of OCS cycles remaining in 1943.

This calculation was made for each of the seven arms and quasi arms in the
Ground Forces.

Satisfactory calculation was difficult because of uncertainty of the main
factor, the 1943 Troop Basis. On 14 April Army Ground Forces proposed to the
War Department a general readjustment of mobilization which would decelerate
activations and more fully synchronize the expansion of ground troops with the
development of shipping facilities.*® This program, if acted upon, would have

™ AGF ltrs to AAC, Armd F, R&SC, 31 Mar 43, sub as in n. 25 (2). 352/427 (OCS).

T AGF M/S, Lt Col W. S. Renshaw to G-1, 31 Mar 43, sub: Rpt of Visit to School Establishments.
AGF G-1 Sec files.

™ Memo (S) of Gen McNair for G-3 WD, 14 Apr 43, sub: Modification of Mobilization Procedures.
381/177 (S).
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reduced officer requirements for 1943, especially those of tank destroyer and
antiaircraft units. No action was taken. On 4 May the Army Ground Forces
learned from G-1 and G—3 of the War Department that activation of 10 divisions
in 1944 could be expected, in addition to the 100 divisions planned for 1943.* In
June the outlook reversed itself; the 100 divisions planned for 1943 were cut to
88, and there was no indication whether the remaining 12 (not to mention an
additional 10) were only deferred to 1944 or permanently canceled. In July a new
1943 Troop Basis appeared. It not only dropped 12 divisions and their supporting
units but also embodied reductions in Tables of Organization on which Army
Ground Forces had long been working. The number of enlisted men to be
mobilized by 31 December 1943 in ground combat units was diminished by about
400,000. Some 30,000 fewer officers would be required than were previously
expected.

On 28 April, long before these reductions became official, G-1 of Army
Ground Forces reported that officer requirements for 1943 would be met, with
a small surplus to spare, at dates varying among the arms from July to October
1943. On those dates the officer candidate schools could be closed so far as 1943
requirements were concerned. It was undesirable to close the schools altogether;
aside from the probable need for them in the more distant future, opportunity
for officer training was important to the morale of enlisted men. To keep open
this opportunity G-1 proposed a plan to admit twice as many men to officer
candidate schools as it was practicable to commission, the half not qualifying for
commissions to be diverted by process of elimination to advanced enlisted
training. Nothing came of this proposal.*

On 8 May 1943 Army Ground Forces set OCS quotas for July, the first such
quotas established under AGF authority.** Although the directive of 16 March
had specified that AGF determination should begin with the quotas for May,
the War Department had already announced May quotas. Commitments already
made to enlisted men selected for officer training, and the length of time neces-
sary to assemble data and compute new estimates, were such that Army Ground
Forces retained the May quotas as announced. June quotas, which had to be
announced by the middle of April, were made the same as those for May, again

® AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 4 May 43, sub: Off Requirements. AGF G—1 Sec files.

® AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 28 Apr 43, sub: Reduction of OCS Capacities and Reorganization. AGF G-1
Sec files.

' AGF ltrs to R&SC, AAC, Armd F, 12 May 43, sub: OCS Quota for July 1943. Confirming telephone
instructions of 8 May. 352/438 (OCS).
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because calculation of requirements had not been completed. July quotas, there-
fore, represented the first new departure.

The quotas for July applied drastic cuts except in Infantry and Coast Artil-
lery. Field Artillery, Armored, and Tank Destroyer OCS quotas were reduced 67
percent; those of Antiaircraft, 75 percent; and those of Cavalry, 50 percent.
Further reductions followed in August, and again in October. [ See Table No. 3.)
Announced respectively on 13 June and 10 August, these further reductions
reflected the crystallization of the Troop Basis at the reduced level of 88 (later go)
divisions. Such uncertainty remained that capacities of the schools—their over-
head and facilities as distinguished from actual monthly intake—were left
relatively high until indications of the 1944 Troop Basis were forthcoming from
the War Department in the later months of 1943.%

The quotas for July and the following months, small though they were,
called for more officer candidates than were actually needed. This was because
certain groups of personnel, irrespective of officer requirements, had to be
allowed to qualify for commissions. The officer surplus caused by the sudden
reduction of the Troop Basis was made larger by the necessity of putting these
groups through the candidate schools.*

By far the largest group which, irrespective of requirements, had to be
admitted to officer candidate schools consisted of men in the Advanced Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps program. These were college students who had con-
tracted to pursue military training during their last two years of college with a
view to qualifying for a commission, and toward whom it was felt that the
Government had an obligation. Small numbers of these men had been admitted
as officer candidates in 1942. They became eligible in large numbers between the
summer of 1943 and the summer of 1944, the period of officer surplus in the
ground arms. In 1944 the bulk of OCS graduates from the AGF schools were
ROTC candidates. (See Table No. 2.) There were three types of ROTC
candidates: **

1. Second-Year Advanced ROTC’s. Members of the normal college class
of 1943, having completed the entire ROTC course except for the summer camp,
suspended since the outbreak of the war.

™ (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to AG, 18 Jun 43, sub: OCS Capacities. (2) AGF ltrs to AAC, Armd F, 18 Jun,
sub as in (1); to R&SC, 24 Jun. All in 352/448 (OCS).

® For this and the following five paragraphs see especially AGF memo (R) for G-1 WD, 24 May 43,
sub: Procurement of Commissioned Offs. 210.1/315 (AUS).

™ Papers in 210.1/85 and /86 (ORC), and in 352/403 (OCS).
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2. Second-Year Advanced ROTC’s. Members of the college class of 1944,
qualifying by acceleration of studies for graduation before or about 30 September
1943, and having an almost complete 2-year advanced ROTC course.

3. First-Year Advanced ROTC’s. Members of the normal college class of
1944, unable to graduate from college before induction into the Army, but with
one year of advanced ROTC completed.

In general, ROTC students went to the officer candidate school of the arm in
which their ROTC work had been done; but since ROTC units gave no tank
destroyer or armored training, some redistribution among the arms was necessary
in assignment to officer candidate school.

Another group to be sent to officer candidate schools consisted of enlisted
men selected overseas for officer training. In 1943, there were no candidate schools
overseas except in Great Britain and Australia. Selected candidates from other
theaters returned to the United States. Room had to be made for them in AGF
candidate schools.*

In May and June 1943 it was also necessary, for planning purposes, to include
the Army Specialized Training Program. Army Ground Forces at this time
considered allowing 25 percent of ASTP trainees, in general those who would
eventually complete the “Advanced” or 4-year college program, to qualify for
commissions. Only the longest-range planning was affected. As events turned
out, with the reduction of the Troop Basis and the rising need for enlisted
replacements it became impossible even to consider commissioning ASTP
students. No quotas for them were ever allotted in the candidate schools.

Much the smallest group consisted of volunteer officer candidates. By 1943
the need for the VOC system had abated ; the War Department greatly reduced
the VOC program but was reluctant to stop it entirely. To keep it going, a
nominal VOC quota was awarded by Army Ground Forces to each replacement
training center. The system disappeared naturally, late in 1943, when dependency
ceased to carry exemption from the draft.*

These special groups, coming into officer candidate schogls, threatened to
squeeze out ordinary enlisted men of the Army Ground Forces. It was highly

® AGF memo for G-1 WD, 11 Aug 43, sub: Return of Accepted Officer Candidates from Overseas
Theaters and Bases, 352/464 (OCS).

* (1) WD ltr AG 352 (3-19—43) MT-M, 24 Mar 42, sub: Attendance at OCS of SS Registrants Deferred
for Dependency Only. 352/138 (OCS). (2) AGF ltr to AAC, 28 Jul 43, sub: Volunteer Off Candidates.
352/456 (OCS).



118 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

desirable for morale purposes, irrespective of officer requirements, to allot
nominal OCS quotas to tactical units and replacement training centers.

To lay plans for accommodating the various groups within the shrinking
limits of officer candidate schools, and to clarify and stabilize the ultimate
objectives in officer production, a committee of AGF staff officers prepared a
detailed study on “Procurement of Commissioned Officers” which was submitted
to the War Department on 24 May 1943.*” The study presupposed the then exist-
ing 100-division program. It recommended that 50 percent of OCS capacity be
reserved for the college sources—first for ROTC students until an undetermined
date in 1944, then for ASTP graduates. The remaining 50 percent of capacity
would be reserved for troop units and replacement training centers, in numbers
divided between Army Ground Forces and overseas theaters in proportion to
relative strengths. Reduction of OCS capacities, ensuing upon reduction of the
Troop Basis, made these features of the plan unworkable. Not only did the long-
run arrangements for ASTP never materialize but it proved impossible to main-
tain equality between the number of officer candidates from troop units and
replacement centers and the number from the ROTC.

The ROTC problem, wrote G-1 of Army Ground Forces, “is, with the
possible exception of ASTP, one of the most sensitive administrative problems
we have at this time.” * The difficulty was in putting through the limited capaci-
ties of the officer candidate schools a large number of ROTC students all of
whom became available at about the same time. In this matter the plan set forth
in the study of 24 May was followed.

Second-year advanced ROTC men, of the normal college class of 1943, hav-
ing graduated from college in June, and lacking only the summer camp in the
normal requirements for a Reserve commission, proceeded to officer candidate
schools in June, July, August, and September. Pending the dates on which
successive groups could be admitted, the War Department proposed that these
men, who had four years of military training under college conditions, be used
as instructors at replacement training centers. Army Ground Forces objected,
noting that ROTC students had lacked opportunity to train with modern equip-
ment and that replacement training was so important that it required the highest
quality of instruction. Second-year advanced ROTC men were therefore kept

* AGF memo (R) for G-1, WD, 24 May 43, sub: Procurement of Commissioned Offs. 210.1/315
(AUS).
® AGF M/S, G~1 to CofS, 15 Jul 43, sub: ROTCs. 352/403 (OCS).
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in pools, where they were redistributed among the arms, given some instruction,
and then filtered gradually into the candidate schools.*®

Second-year advanced ROTC men of the accelerated class of 1944 were
allowed to remain in college until graduation, which occurred in most institu-
tions before 30 September 1943. On graduation they went to officer candidate
schools. The number of these men proved less than was anticipated. It was
planned that they should reach officer candidate schools in October, November,
and December. They began in fact to enter in September; in October and
November they were so few that no OCS quotas were set especially for them, the
few who appeared being admitted outside of quotas.*® By December none of this
ROTC group remained.

First-year advanced ROTC students were considerably short of having com-
pleted the ROTC course. They were sent upon induction to replacement training
centers, where they received basic training in the various arms and were selected
for officer candidate school, having to meet the usual requirements of intelligence
and leadership. Those selected were then returned for further study to the
colleges, under the administration of the Army Specialized Training Program.
They were accepted as officer candidates as room became available in successive
increments beginning in December 1943.

During the period beginning with the establishment of reduced OCS quotas
by Army Ground Forces for July 1943 and lasting through May 1944, with the
exception of October and November 1943, ROTC students formed a large
majority of the candidates admitted to officer candidate schools. Several hundred
candidates from overseas were also admitted. During the last six months of 1943
less than 2,000 officer candidates were selected from AGF units in the United
States, including those of all seven ground arms. This was no more than had been
admitted each month for Antiaircraft alone before July 1943. It was a minimum
number judged necessary to maintain the morale of enlisted men and to avoid
a situation in which college students would be given officer training while
soldiers in the field were denied it.

To summarize; it was found impossible to prevent overproduction of officers
in 1943 because, simultaneously with the sudden drop in requirements incident
to the revision of the Troop Basis, roughly 15,000 ROTC students previously

% AGF memo for G-1 WD, 20 Jul 43, sub: Disposition of 2d Yr Advanced ROTC Students, 352/403
(OCS). .

“ The absence of ROTC quotas in October and November accounts for the low quotas of these months
as shown in Table No. 3.



120 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

held on the campuses became available to the Ground Forces and for reasons of
policy had to be allowed to qualify for commissions. Although only about half
the available ROTC men were enrolled in officer candidate schools in 1943, they
helped to increase the total number of OCS graduates from AGF schools during
1943 above that of 1942. In all, 58,109 OCS candidates were commissioned, of
whom 5,215 were from the ROTC. (See Table No. 2.)

Liquidation of the Antiaircraft Surplus

Antiaircraft Artillery presented the extreme case of inability to make
accurate prediction of officer requirements. By December 1943 a surplus of anti-
aircraft officers existed, variously estimated at from 5,000 to over 10,000.** Esti-
mates differed because surplus could be variously defined, depending on
provisions made for attrition, battle replacements, overhead, future activations,
and so forth. A figure of 10,000 represented a strength of about 40 percent over
Table of Organization requirements as of December 1943.

The main cause of surplus was the reduction at a late date of the planned
strength of antiaircraft units. The reduction was more precipitous than the prior
reductions to which other ground units had been subjected by the revision of the
1943 Troop Basis. Lack of complete understanding among the War Department,
Army Ground Forces, and the Antiaircraft Command, and within the head-
quarters staff of Army Ground Forces, played its part in faulty planning of
antiaircraft officer strength.

In 1942, when the main outlines of the war army were being drawn, enemy
air power was of formidable proportions, and the War Department favored a
maximum development of antiaircraft artillery. In the summer of 1942, in setting
up the 1943 Troop Basis, the War Department prescribed an enlisted strength
of over 600,000 in Antiaircraft, to be attained by 31 December 1943.** This
strength was about half that contemplated for Infantry. General McNair on 29
October 1942 stated his belief that the strength proposed for Antiaircraft was too
high (in proportion to other ground arms), considering the liberal provisions
being made for expansion of the Army Air Forces, by which enemy air power
would presumably be weakened.*® The 1943 Troop Basis, announced officially in

Y AGF M/S (S), 7 Dec 43, sub: Surplus CAC Officers. 321/407 (CAC) (S).

“ (1) WD Itr (5) AG 320.2 (8~27-42) MS-C-M, 28 Aug 42, sub: TB for 1943. 320.2/4 (TUB 43)
(S). (2) WD memo WDGCT 320.2 Gen (10-25—42), 25 Oct 42, sub as in (1). 320.2/5 (TUB 43)(S).

* AGF memo (S) for G-3 WD, 29 Oct 42, sub: TB for 1943. 320.2/5 (TUB 43)(S).
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November 1942, left the figure for Antiaircraft still slightly over 600,000.**
Recommendations made by General McNair on 14 April 1943 included the defer-
ment of 88 antiaircraft battalions.*® The recommendation was not accepted
immediately, but in June 1943 the Committee on Revision of the Military Pro-
gram, War Department General Staff, reduced by 58 the number of antiaircraft
battalions.*® General McNair urged a still larger cut on 22 June, recommending
that an enlisted strength of 180,000 be transferred from Antiaircraft to other
types of Ground Forces units.*” As announced on 28 July, the reduced Troop
Basis cut Antiaircraft about 62,000. Revised again as of 4 October, the Troop
Basis finally embodied General McNair’s views on the matter, cutting Antiair-
craft by another 112,000 to a strength of 427,832 as of the end of 1943. Further
planning reduced proposed strength as of the end of 1944 to 405,535. The decisive
change was that of 4 October 1943, from which Antiaircraft Artillery emerged
with only two-thirds of the strength originally expected. Until 4 October 1943,
though not believing the current expansion of Antiaircraft to be wise, Army
Ground Forces had to plan to have ready 24,350 antiaircraft officers, for tactical
units only, by the end of the year. The number actually required after 4 October
was only 18,845. Since officers had to be trained in advance this overproduction
could hardly have been avoided.**

Overproduction might, nevertheless, have been smaller had different deci-
sions been made in the first part of 1943. The Antiaircraft Command wished in
March to curtail slightly the number of its officer candidates. The War Depart-
ment, which at this time was fixing quotas for May, cut the OCS quotas for May
in the other ground arms but not in Antiaircraft. On 11 March a conference was
held at the headquarters of the Antiaircraft Command, at which Brig. Gen. John
M. Lentz, G-3 of the Army Ground Forces, directed that the OCS quota remain
at 2,000 a month.*® This quota was maintained through June.

The studies completed by G-1 of Army Ground Forces late in April 1943
indicated an imminent overproduction of officers in all ground arms except
Infantry. Too late to affect the June quotas, these studies led to the abrupt reduc-

“ WD memo (S) WDGCT 320.2 Gen (11-24-42), 24 Nov 42, sub: TB for 1943. AGO Records, 322
(7-14—~42) Sec 1 (S).

“ Memo (S) of Gen McNair for G-3 WD, 14 Apr 43, sub: Modification of Mob Procedures. 381/177 (S).

# Memo (S) of Special Committes for DCofS USA, 13 Jun 43, sub: TUB 1943. 320.2/31 (TUB 43) (S).

# Memo (S) of Gen McNair for DCofS USA, 22 Jun 43, sub: TUB 1943. 320.2/31 (TUB 43) (5).

“® Statistics from Tab B to memo of Gen McNair for CofS USA, 1 Feb 44. 321/408 (CAC)(S).

® AGF M/S, G-3 to CG, 11 Mar 43, sub: AA Schs. 352/12 (OCS) (S).
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tions directed for July. A greater cut was then applied to Antiaircraft than to any
other arm. In August the input into Antiaircraft Officer Candidate School was
scarcely 10 percent of what it had been in June. No candidates entered in August
except ROTC'’s, VOC’s, and candidates from overseas. Except for these three
groups, whose admission was prescribed by the War Department, only 145 candi-
dates entered the Antiaircraft School from August to December, inclusive. These
145 represented a minimum believed necessary for the maintenance of morale.”

Since a slight officer surplus was accumulating even under the unreduced
Troop Basis, the slashing of the program for Antiaircraft on 4 October 1943
produced an officer surplus of considerable size. At the same time it became clear
that no increase in the strength of Antiaircraft would be called for in the Troop
Basis of 1944 and that the surplus could therefore not be absorbed. In November
Army Ground Forces took steps to encourage the shifting of officers in Antiair-
craft to other arms by voluntary transfers, of which more than 5,000 were
effected in the following four months.” It was decided to postpone transfer by
nonvoluntary means until the settlement and publication of the 1944 Troop Basis,
which, in defining the units scheduled for activation, would show into what arms
surplus antiaircraft officers could most advantageously be moved.

On 4 December 1943 the Antiaircraft Command estimated its officer surplus
at 5,836, and recommended suspension of its officer candidate school. G-1 of
Army Ground Forces figured the surplus at approximately 10,500 and recom-
mended block transfers to other arms by nonvoluntary means. G-3 of Army
Ground Forces hesitated at block transfers, fearing the increase of school over-
head which the retraining of Antiaircraft officers on a large scale would involve.
G-3 believed the officer surplus in Antiaircraft to be exaggerated. G-1 assembled
figures to show that antiaircraft tactical units were carrying, on the average, an
officer strength of 141.5 percent. It was agreed to request the War Department for
authority to suspend the Antiaircraft Officer Candidate School. This authority
was granted on 12 January 1944. Meanwhile, on 4 January, Army Ground Forces
canceled for February 1944 entrance into the Antiaircraft School of all candidates
except those of the ROTC. A few weeks later the same policy was applied to
ROTC men. Both ROTC and non-ROTC candidates, who together numbered
only 144 for February, were shifted to the Infantry, Field Artillery, and Armored

% AGFM/S (8), G-1 to CofS, 29 Jan 44, sub: Surplus AA Offs. 321/408 (CAC) (S).

" (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 12 Nov 43, sub: Applications for Transfer or Detail. 210.31/601 (CAC). (2)
AGF memo (S) for DCofS USA, 20 Mar 44, sub: Reduction in CAC Off Overstrength, 321/408 (CAC) (S).
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Officer Candidate Schools, the only ones still open in the Ground Forces. The
intake of the Antiaircraft School was thereby stopped.*

Late in January the officer surplus in Antiaircraft aroused the unfavorable
attention of the War Department General Staff. The Inspector General submitted
a highly critical report, and General Marshall made inquiry of General McNair.
“This does not impress me as businesslike, certainly not efficient,” he wrote, and
added: “Is there any good explanation for this business to have continued the way
it has without evident signs of correction ?” In his reply General McNair outlined
the main facts of the preceding year. Maj. Gen. Ray E. Porter, War Department
G-3, expressed his opinion that Army Ground Forces was not responsible for the
surplus in Antiaircraft.®®

In retrospect, it would appear that the only time when Army Ground Forces
might have acted to prevent the surplus was in March 1943, when the War
Department left the OCS quotas untouched for Antiaircraft while reducing the
others. Had Army Ground Forces at this time supported the desire of the Anti-
aircraft Command to curtail, the action of the War Department might have been
different. But the Troop Basis for Antiaircraft was at that time so high, and such
questions as attrition rates, replacement needs, and desirable overstrengths were
so difficult to agree upon that there was room for legitimate difference of opinion.

By March 1944, 5,668 antiaircraft officers had been voluntarily transferred
to other arms or services. The conversion of antiaircraft officers to other arms,
chiefly to the Infantry, for which special retraining courses were established in
certain of the AGF schools, was one feature of the officer program during 1944.

The Reclassification of Officers

From the beginning of 1943 the number of officers in the ground arms was
in excess of Table of Organization requirements. The surplus increased follow-
ing the reduction of the Troop Basis in July 1943, despite rigorous curtailment at
that time in the output of the officer candidate schools. With the slowing down of
promotions, the excess was concentrated in the grade of lieutenant. It amounted
to about 30,000 in the last months of 1943.*

5 For this paragraph see AGF memo slips in 321 /407 and /408 (CAC) (S).

% Memos in 321/ 408 (CAC) (S).

™ (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 12 Oct 43, sub: OC Program. AGF G-1 Control Div files. (2) Sta-
tistical Tabulation: Authorized and Actual Strength of Offs in the AGF by Grade and Arm or Service.
320.2/352 (C).
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In general, except in Antiaircraft Artillery, the excess over Table of Organi-
zation requirements in the Ground Forces did not represent a surplus in the
sense of a superfluity. It did not mean that the total number of officers was
substantially more than was needed for all purposes, immediate or eventual, or
more than could profitably engage in some kind of activity. Of the excess, 18,500
officers were maintained by order of the War Department as a source of overseas
replacements.” Since overseas replacements had to be furnished mainly in lieu-
tenants, the degree to which lieutenants in the Ground Forces were actually sur-
plus depended on the volume of overseas calls. Officers were needed for domestic
purposes to meet varying and elastic needs. Overhead allotments had to be made,
reserves against attrition built up, and so forth. The policy of improving the
professional education of officers by sending them to service schools in large
numbers required an excess over Tables of Organization strength, if insufficiency
of officers on duty with units was not to handicap the training of the field forces.

While the existence of an officer surplus encouraged commanders in some
instances to send officers to school or put them in overhead positions merely to
keep them busy, it had the advantage of making possible a sustained policy of
eliminating the least fit. In 1942 separation from the service for inefficiency had
been unusual because of the shortage of officers. Vacancies were so numerous that
an unsuitable officer would be reassigned to a position in which presumably he
would be more effective. At the same time the wholesale operation of officer
candidate schools and rapid promotions in all grades were producing officers
whose competency was open to question. At the end of the year, as the pressure
to produce numbers relaxed, attention turned to reclassification, the standard
procedure by which officers were demoted or dropped because of inefficiency. In
December 1942 General Lentz, in protesting against the severity with which
the War Department then cut OCS capacities, argued that an overstrength of
officers should be developed as an aid, among other things, to reclassification. He
observed that, while more officers should be reclassified, they would not be unless
a margin in numbers existed.”®

The War Department continued for some time to study the matter. On g
June 1943 it published the revised AR 605-230, designed to increase the use of

B WD ltr AG 352 (3—15—-43) OB-D-WDGAP, 16 Mar 43, sub: Authorized Capacities of OCS in U. §.
352/ 427 (OCS). The figure of 3,000 prescribed in this letter for Field Artillery was later raised to 4,000,
making the total 18,500.

% AGF M/S (5), G-3 to CofS, 28 Dec 42, sub: Quarterly Capacity of OCSs of AGF. 352/12 (OCS)(S).
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reclassification. Army Ground Forces on 10 July enjoined subordinate com-
manders to employ fully the powers granted.”” On 14 July, over the signature of
General Marshall, a confidential radiogram was dispatched by the War Depart-
ment directly to the field, including Ground Forces commanders down to the
division:*®

The officer problem demands closer attention. Out of 500,000 officers only four were
eliminated from the Army for inefficiency during the month of May. . . . It is inconceivable
that of 500,000 only four should fail to come up to the required standards of leadership.
. . . Commanders of every echelon will be judged by their discernment and moral courage
in the elimination of the unfit.

Inertia was great not only because of the personal embarrassments involved
for individual commanders but also because the required administrative process
remained formidable and indirect. Jurisdiction in reclassification cases rested
with the commanding generals of the service commands. General McNair
believed that Ground Forces commanders might use more initiative if cases could
be settled nearer home. In August 1943 a plan was drawn up whereby reclassifica-
tion jurisdiction would be granted to the Commanding General of the Army
Ground Forces and delegated to commanders having general court-martial
jurisdiction.” These included, by a recent action, commanders of armies, corps,
divisions, special training commands, service schools, replacement training
centers, and replacement depots. On 2 September Army Ground Forces requested
permission to test the plan with the Second and Third Armies. The War Depart-
ment disapproved. General McNair still favored the plan, for reasons indicated
in the following note for his G-1 on 9 November: ®

I favor requesting reconsideration. . . . Basic premise should be that the reclassification
of officers is an important function of command, that the Chief of Staff, USA, has recently
stressed the importance of this function and criticized the manner in which it was being
performed by commanders. In spite of this fact, reclassification cases are heard, not by

the responsible commander, but by service commanders who have no responsibility for the
efficiency of ground force units.

Successful efforts were made to speed up the working of the existing system.®

¥ AGF ltr to CGs, 10 Jul 43, sub: Reclassification of Offs. 210.01/267.

% AGF Classified Radio File, CM~OUT-6035.

® AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 3 Nov 43, sub: Reclassification Jurisdiction. With supporting tabs. 210.01/274.
% AGFM/S, CGto G-1, 9 Nov 43, sub as in n. 59. 210.01/2%4.

%(1) Cir 280, WD, 5 Nov 43. (2) AGF M/S, G-1 to CG, 12 Nov 43, sub: Action on Reclassification
Proceedings. 210.01 /288,
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The number of officers separated from the service by reclassification rose to
over 200 a month. In December 1943, in the three major commands, the number
was 286. Of these, 207 were in the Army Ground Forces.®® A smaller number
were separated under authority granted in AR 605-10, which provided that
officers commissioned in the Army of the United States (that is, not in the
Regular Army, the National Guard, and the Officers’ Reserve Corps), and
which applied, therefore, principally to graduates of officer candidate schools,
might be eliminated without reclassification at any time within six months of
receiving their commissions.”® Because the AGF surplus was mainly in the
younger age levels the Army Ground Forces derived little advantage from the
policy of the War Department, adopted in January 1944, of relieving from active
duty officers over thirty-eight for whom no suitable assignment existed.®

Notwithstanding the improvement in the use of reclassification under the
existing system, of which Army Ground Forces had taken full advantage, the
War Department on 4 January 1944 decentralized reclassification jurisdiction as
General McNair desired.”® Army Ground Forces delegated to immediate sub-
ordinate commanders, who were authorized to delegate in turn to commanders
having general court-martial jurisdiction, the power to hear reclassification cases
involving captains and lieutenants. To overcome the inertia of subordinate com-
manders, Army Ground Forces devised at General McNair’s suggestion a special
monthly report.®® In this report, required in a directive of 8 March 1944, each
commander was to give the number of cases in which he had instituted proceed-
ings since last reporting, or else to state that no unsatisfactory officers were
assigned or attached to his command.

One reason for the inertia of commanders in effecting the separation of
unqualified officers from the service was that, until early in 1944, the overstrength
system made it possible for a commander to rid his own unit of unwanted officers

% (1) Inc 6 to AGF M/S (S), 29 Jan 44. 210.31/1308 (S). (2) Memo (S) of Gen McNair for CofS
USA, 1 Feb 44, sub: AA Off Pers. 321/408 (CAC) (S).

® (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 3 Dec 43, sub: Discharge of Offs under Provisions of Par 26, AR 6os5-10.
210.8/47. (2) Incl 6 to AGF memo (S) for G-1 WD, 29 Jan 44. 210.31/1308 (S).

* AGF M/S (R), G—1 to CofS, 22 Dec 43, sub: Relief from Active Duty of Offs for Whom no Suitable
Asgmt Exists. 210.8/2 (R).

% (1) WD ltr (R) AG 201.6 (31 Dec 43) PO-M-A to CG AGF, 4 Jan 44, sub: Revision of AR 6o5-—230.
(2) AGF 1stind to CGs, 8 Jan 44, on ltr cited in (1). Both in 210.01/304% (R).

® (1) AGF M/S, CG to CofS, 28 Feb 44, sub: Elimination of Unfit Offs. (2) AGF ltr to CGs, 3 Mar 44,
sub as in (1). (3) AGF memo for G-1 WD, 8 Mar 44, sub: Rpt on Progress in Elimination of Unfit Offs.
Allin 210.01/308.
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by a less drastic method. The problem of eliminating unqualified officers was
tied in with the general problem of surplus. When, on 16 March 1943, the War
Department prescribed that 18,500 officers be maintained as a source of overseas
replacements, it specified that except for small pools they should be carried as
overstrength in tactical units.*” A commissioned overstrength of 25 percent had
been authorized by the War Department since 27 March 1942 for units in the
United States.”® The requirement for 18,500 officers in the seven arms and quasi
arms constituted about 20 percent of the officers in those arms under Army
Ground Forces, roughly, those in the continental United States, in 1943. In 1942
the shortage of officers made such overstrength impossible to realize. In 1943
many unit commanders showed a reluctance to requisition up to a full 125 percent
of their tabular commissioned strength. Insofar as units failed to carry full over-
strength, officers tended to accumulate in pools. To clear the pools and to
distribute the accumulating surplus, of which the chief single component was
the 18,500 officers produced as replacements, Army Ground Forces on 12 July
1943 made it mandatory for units to requisition up to the full 125 percent of
tabular commissioned strength.*® Although the directive was not universally
acted on, unit overstrength increased in the latter half of 1943.

Pools also grew rapidly. After the reduction of the general Troop Basis in
July 1943 and of the antiaircraft Troop Basis in October, units for which officers
were produced in advance failed to come into being. Pools therefore expanded.
Pools were kept at high levels by the increase in the number of officers returning
from overseas, by the dissolution of air base security and barrage balloon
battalions, by the dropping of officer overstrengths from units preparing for
embarkation, and by OCS overproduction caused principally by the necessity of
admitting ROTC candidates after the need for new officers had ceased. In the
Infantry, the number of officer replacements maintained by order of the War
Department—g,000 out of the 18,500—was larger than could be accommodated
in infantry units even at a 25 percent overstrength. Infantry pools grew
correspondingly, until the increase in battle casualties turned surplus into
shortage.”™

(1) WD ltr AG 352 (3-15-43) OB-D-WDGAP to CG AGF, 16 Mar 43, sub: Authorized Capacities
of OCSs in the United States. 352/427 (OCS). (2) AGF M/S, G-1 to CG, 5 Oct 43, sub: G-1 Matters
as Result of Western Trip of Gen McNair, 353.02/245.

® WD lir AG 320.3 (3~20—42) OP—-A-M to CGs, 27 Mar 42, sub: Disposition of Pool of Offs. 320.2/1673.
% AGF ltr (R) to CGs, 12 Jul 43, sub: Off Overstrength, 320.2/234 (R).

™ (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to CG, 5 Oct 43, sub: G-1 Matters as Result of Western Trip of Gen McNair.
353.02/245. (2) AGF memo for G-1 WD, 22 Oct 43, sub: Disposition of Surplus Offs. AGF G—1 Sec files.
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Overstrength units, not pools, were the source from which officer replace-
ments for overseas theaters were in principle to be taken. In the North African
campaign, many second lieutenants had entered combat as replacements without
adequate experience with troops in the United States. Army Ground Forces
thereafter enforced stringently, with more success after the establishment of
replacement depots under AGF command, the requirement that officer replace-
ments serve at least three months with tactical units in the United States. It was
ruled specifically that officers sent to replacement depots must have served with
Table of Organization companies, batteries, or troops (not with units in replace-
ment training centers); that in quality they should preferably be above the
average of their units of origin; and that they must have gone through an
infiltration course with overhead fire, fired a marksmanship course, and met
other specified requirements,™

Divisions and other units required an overstrength in order to supply officer
replacements without impairing their own organization. Unit overstrength,
however, also entailed certain difficulties. If excessive, as it came to be in many
antiaircraft units, overstrength could indeed be ruinous. Officers got in each
other’s way, confused command responsibilities, and spent their time either in
idleness or in performing noncommissioned officers’ work, to the disadvantage
of all concerned. Usually, however, the trouble was not that overstrength was
excessive but that it was known to be temporary.

Units dropped their overstrength on preparing to move overseas. In 1943 no
distinction was made during the training period between officers who were over-
strength and those who were not, all being assigned to a unit in the same fashion.
A unit commander could knowingly go through his training period with officers
whom he did not wish to take into combat, expecting to drop them as over-
strength before embarkation. In these circumstances only the strongest com-
manders took action, by reclassification or otherwise, to separate unsuitable
officers from the service. Ineffective officers, dropped as overstrength, might pass
through a pool, be assigned to another unit, dropped again, and so forth. The
pool-and-overstrength system was a kind of no man’s land in which, if it was not
carefully watched, unsuitable officers might be hidden indefinitely, and in which
the best officers might deteriorate from lack of proper activity.

In pools it was especially difficult for all officers to be profitably occupied.
General McNair raised this question in October 1943 on returning from an

™ (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 19 Sep 43, sub: Requirements for Overseas Repl Offs. (2) AGF ltr to CGs,
1 Jan 44, sub as in (1). (3) AGF ltr to CGs, 5 Apr 44, sub as in (1). All in 210.31/27 (O'seas Repl Deps).
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inspection trip. There were then 10,000 officers in AGF pools. G-1 of Army
Ground Forces reported that they attended schools, served as supplementary
instructors at replacement training centers, and were rotated into units as rapidly
as possible to fill vacancies left when units furnished overseas replacements.”™
On 27 December 1943 The Inspector General reported very unfavorably on AGF
pools, charging that they had become a means of avoiding reclassification of the
unfit. It was believed at AGF headquarters, after consultation with the Replace-
ment and School Command, that the charges were exaggerated.™

On 20 December, before The Inspector General’s report, Army Ground
Forces took steps to control the abuses of overstrength.™ A directive of that date
provided that unit commanders must fill their Table of Organization positions by
organic assignment of officers in the prescribed grades. The new procedure forced
a unit commander to determine during the training period those officers who
should be permanently assigned and those who should be carried as overstrength.
The unit commander, instead of carrying an undifferentiated group of officers
from among whom he would be free to choose his permanent personnel before
sailing, was committed to choosing them at once; he had to dispose of unsatisfac-
tory individuals within his organic strength, either by initiating reclassification
or by some other means of earmarking the unfit. The new policy was reinforced
early in January 1944 by the delegation of reclassification jurisdiction to
subordinate AGF commanders.

On 20 January 1944 the War Department abolished overstrength for most
units in the United States, except in the grade of second lieutenant, in which an
optional degree of overstrength was permitted.” Implementing this action,
Army Ground Forces required the requisitioning of a 25 percent overstrength
in second lieutenants by infantry and cavalry units, and of a 50 percent over-
strength by field artillery, antiaircraft, armored, and tank destroyer units.”
Since the surplus of officers, like the need for overseas replacements, was heavily

" AGF M/S, CG to G-1, 4 Oct 43, sub: G—1 Matters as Result of Western Trip of Gen McNair.
353.02/245.

" (1) AGF ltr (C) to R&SC, 31 Dec 43, sub: Off Repl Pools. (2) AGF M/S (C), 15 Jan 44. Both in
210.31/594 (C).

™ (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 20 Dec 43, sub: Requisitions for Commissioned Pers. (2) AGF ltr to CGs, 20 Dec
43, sub: Asgmt of Offs (except General Offs). Both in 210.31/5054. Amended by ltrs, same subjects, 4 Mar
44-210.31 /5159,

®WD ltr (R) AG 320.2 (15 Jan 44) OB-S-C-M to CGs, 20 Jan 44, sub: Overstrength in Units in
Continental U. S. 320.2/309 (R).

% AGF 15t ind (R) to CGs, 10 Feb 44, on ltr cited in n. 75. 320.2/309 (R).
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concentrated in second lieutenants, these measures helped materially to reduce the
pools and to promote the training of officer replacements in tactical units.

For officers of the grades from first lieutenant through colonel, the distinction
between organic assignment and attachment unassigned was further clarified.”
Officers of these grades, whether in pools or serving in units in excess of Tables of
Organization (no longer as “overstrength,” since overstrength in these grades
was abolished ), were considered to be attached unassigned. They became subject
to immediate organic assignment to Table of Organization positions in other
units. All units were obliged to requisition officers, in the prescribed grades and
numbers, to fill their tabular requirements. If they failed to submit proper requisi-
tions, the Replacement and School Command, or, for antiaircraft officers, the
Antiaircraft Command, assigned the necessary officers nevertheless. The effect
was to force a distribution of officers, by organic assignment in grade, through-
out the units and establishments of the Ground Forces. An inefficient officer so
assigned could not be passed from one organization to another. By 1944 a
commander could rid himself of the unqualified only by instituting appropriate
proceedings.

™ (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 25 Jan 44, sub: Asgmt and Attachment of Offs. 210.31/5111. (2) AGF memo
for G-1 WD, 29 Jan 44, sub: Rpt on Offs Required by DCofS in WD Gen Council Min, 27 Dec 43.
210.31/1308 (S).



IT1. Problems of Redistribution
and Replacement,

194445

The end of 1943 marked the termination of a major phase in the officer pro-
curement program. Until that time the program had been geared to the require-
ments of mobilization. The chief determinant of the scope of the program had
been the number of units to be activated; the chief guide to the pace of the
program had been the rate of mobilization as indicated in successive revisions of
the Troop Basis. The major problems had been, in 1942, to secure enough officers
to supply the great numbers of units activated in that year, and, in 1943, to
balance officer production against requirements as mobilization slowed down
and the distribution of strength among combat arms was more firmly deter-
mined. As indicated above, one major result of the attempts to handle these
problems was the production of a large surplus of officers in the Army Ground
Forces by the end of 1943.

Increasingly thereafter the officer procurement program was directed toward
providing replacements in such numbers and at such times as were required to
maintain existing units at full strength. Officers had of course been shipped
overseas as loss replacements throughout 1943, but the number so used had been
small compared with the number assigned to units in training.

Passage from a mobilization to a replacement basis involved for officer
procurement certain of the same shifts found necessary when the provision of
enlisted replacements underwent a similar reorientation. The most critical of
these was the change in branch requirement rates. During mobilization, distribu-
tion of officer requirements among the seven combat branches had been condi-
tioned by the rate of expansion of each arm and by the backlog of officers available
in the Regular and Reserve components. For the newer branches, especially
Antiaircraft, in which many units were formed where none had existed before
and in which there was almost no reserve of officers, procurement requirements
had been very high—almost as high for Antiaircraft as for Infantry. Once mobili-
zation had been completed, the distribution of requirements among the arms was
governed almost entirely by the rate of attrition, in which combat loss was the



132 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

critical factor. There was no correspondence between battle casualty rates in a
particular branch and the earlier rate of expansion. In the Antiaircraft and Tank
Destroyer branches, where the need for officers had been relatively high during
1942 and 1943, the requirement for replacements was very low. As with enlisted
replacements, the demand for officer replacements was concentrated in the
Infantry, which suffered the greatest proportionate loss. A major redistribution
of ofhcer production capacity—in effect, OCS capacity—was required as mobili-
zation gave way to maintenance of units at effective strength. The severity of this
redistribution was intensified by a number of factors not related to the general
transition. Troop Basis cutbacks in certain branches, notably Antiaircraft and
Tank Destroyer, by reducing the number of positions in these arms reduced
further their lowered replacement requirements. At the same time officers made
surplus by these Troop Basis changes were available for use as replacements in
other arms, thus further lowering the OCS production requirement in the arms
affected. In general it was in the branches which had been most inflated by
rapid expansion during mobilization—Antiaircraft and Tank Destroyer—and
those in which loss replacement rates were relatively low, that these Troop Basis
cutbacks were made. The net effect was greatly to intensify the problems involved
in shifting from a mobilization to a replacement basis.

This shift was fortunately not complicated for officer procurement, as it was
for enlisted replacements, by sharp changes in the requirements rates for different
types of specialists. Although a military occupational specialty classification was
developed for officers, it was never a dominant influence in providing replace-
ments.' Branch and rank were the real determinants; an infantry lieutenant was
presumed to be qualified to lead any sort of infantry platoon. To be sure, demands
for certain types of highly trained specialists had to be met, but these were never
large enough to create a real problem in setting up the procurement program. A
difficulty did arise from the concentration of requirements for officer replace-
ments in the grade of lieutenant. Very few captains and almost no field officers
were desired as replacements. Overseas commanders naturally preferred to
receive replacements in the lowest grades and to promote within their organiza-
tions. Since the output of officer candidate schools, the chief source of replace-
ments, was in the grade of lieutenant, overseas demands and continental sources
were generally in line with one another. But there were large numbers of captains
and field-grade officers on duty in Zone of Interior installations of the Ground
Forces, required by War Department and AGF directives to serve overseas, for

1 Statement of Col W. S. Renshaw, G—1 AGF, to AGF Hist Off, 11 Sep 45.
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whom no need existed. Sent abroad, these men tended to accumulate in pools,
where they often remained for months. Left in the United States they were a
useless charge against authorized replacement pool capacity. Army Ground
Forces took the position that overseas theaters should have been required to
accept a quota of replacements in each rank.?

By the end of 1944 this situation had been reversed, at least in the Infantry.
The shortage of field-grade officers was more critical than the shortage of lieu-
tenants. Regimental and battalion commanders were needed in large numbers
for combat duty; field officers were required for the expansion of the replacement
system in the United States, and demand for rotational replacements and officers
for special details was high. Drain on the Zone of Interior was severe. One
division departing for overseas in late 1944 was 50 percent below strength in
infantry lieutenant colonels. As late as April 1945, infantry replacement centers
were operating with only 65 percent of the authorized strength in lieutenant
colonels.?

Redistribution within the Ground Arms

Transition from the provision of officers for mobilization to provision of
officer replacements was complicated also by the necessity of coping during much
of 1944 with a problem left over from the mobilization period: the surplus of
officers in certain of the ground arms, chiefly Antiaircraft, Coast Artillery
(harbor defense), and Tank Destroyer. The mere existence of a surplus of officers,
though serious in view of the impending general overstrength of the Army,
would not have been alarming if the excess officers could have been put directly
to use as replacements. But excesses were heaviest in the arms whose replacement
requirements were lowest. On 31 March 1944 the overstrength in antiaircraft
officers was sufficient to furnish 21 months’ supply of replacements at rates then
estimated ; there were enough coast artillery (harbor defense) officers to pro-
vide replacements for 44.7 months. The surplus of officers in the Infantry, on the
other hand, would supply replacements for only 1.5 months.* The elimination of
the large surplus of officers was therefore essentially a problem of redistributing

9 AGF study (S), 13 Jan 45, sub: Off O’seas Repl System. 327.3/114 (SS5)(S). The study was presented
to the War Department committee investigating the replacement system on 13 June 1945.

8 AGF M/S (8S), Maj Meyer, Inf Br, G-1, to Col Seaman, ExO, G-1, 3 Dec 45, sub: Study No. 6 in the
History of the Army Ground Forces. 314.7 (AGF Hist)(S).

¢Tab A to WD memo (R) WDGAP 210.31 for DCofS USA, 18 Mar 44, sub: Status of Off Repl Pools,
AGO Records (R).
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officer strength in the ground arms in such a way as to facilitate the provision of
replacements.

Wholesale redistribution of officers began in February 1944. Since the Infan-
try, Field Artillery, and Armored branches were those in which the heaviest
replacement needs were anticipated, conversion courses were established in the
service schools of these arms.® Lasting for eight weeks (ten weeks at the Field
Artillery School), the courses retrained company-grade officers—predominantly
lieutenants—of the branches in which unusable surpluses existed. Actually, the
anticipated replacement needs in the Field Artillery and Armored branches did
not immediately materialize. The Armored conversion course was suspended
after graduating one class; the Field Artillery course operated at a low level until
the fall of 1944. Indeed, more than 1,000 officers of these two branches were
converted to Infantry in the summer of 1944.

Initially the conversion program was confined almost entirely to antiaircraft
officers, of which there was the most embarrassing surplus. Between February
and the end of April, 2,618 antiaircraft officers were ordered to the Special Basic
(conversion) Course at the Infantry School. [See Table No. 4.) In April the
conversion program was extended to accomplish a general dissolution of sur-
pluses in all the ground arms. It was planned to convert 4,700 officers to Infantry
in order to effect a proper distribution of strength. These were to be divided
among the other arms as follows: Tank Destroyer, 600; Field Artillery, 1,100;
Coast Artillery (harbor defense), 1,200; and Antiaircraft Artillery, 1,800. Since
officers in Cavalry and Armored were in relatively short supply, it was not
planned to make any conversions from these arms.®

On 27 May 1944 the War Department directed that the conversion of officers
to Infantry continue at a rate of 1,000 per month.” During June this quota was
exceeded, 1,604 officers being enrolled in the Infantry Special Basic Course. Sub-
stantial inroads having been made on the surplus of antiaircraft officers, con-
version of officers in Field Artillery and Armored was accelerated in June and

®(1) AGF ltr to CGs, 9 Feb 44, sub: Establishment of Basic Courses to Implement the Conversion of
CAC AA Offs to Inf and Armd Comds. 352.11/501. (2) AGF ltr to CG R&SC, 21 Feb 44, sub: Establish-
ment of Special Basic Course at FA Sch. 352.11/4 (FA Sch).

® (1) AGF ltr to CG R&SC, 8 Apr 44, sub: Continuation of Prog to Convert Surplus Lieutenants to Inf.
(2) AGF ltr to CGs, 7 May 44, subas in (1). Both in 352/922 (Inf Sch).

WD ltr AGOT-S-WDGAP 352 (24 May 44) to CG AGF, 27 May 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/ 408
(Inf OCS).
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TABLE NO. 4

Enrollment of Officers of Other Branches in
Officers’ Special Basic Course, Infantry School, 1944

Source of Officers
Month Classes
AA CA | 1D FA |Armd|Cav|Inf| Vol | Total | Cumulative
(HD) : Total
February... 1-2 405 | voo | eeen| el vii o] ee ] eee. | 405 405
March..... 3-8 {1,180 | ... R R veee | 1,180 1,585
April...... 9-14 | 1,033 | ... 167 oo | vee | ool | .ee. | 1,200 2,785
May....... 15-20 | 405 | 70| 433 (292 ... |..|..| .... 1,200 3,985
June,......| 21-28 | 1,000 | 185 282 ... | 125} .. |12 vees | 1,604 5,589
July,......| 29-32 97 | ... 70500 |118{..|..| ....| 785 6,374
August....| 33-37 400 P N 400 800 7,174
September.| 38-41 350 ] 290 ..ol oeee | oeeo oo 425 804 7,978
Qctober...| 42-45 350 150 [SEIPE SR B 200 700 8,678
November.| 45A-49 603 ces 75 ces .ee .o ve 100 778 9,456
December.| 50-53 60 | ... 1 2| ... | B.. 50 121 9,577
TOTAL. 5,883 | 284 {1,178 | 794 | 243 8 /(12 |1,175 |9,577

Source: Data in Files of Control Div, G-1 Sec, Hq AGF.

July, since it had been estimated that there were 500 officers in each of these arms
above replacement requirements.®

Although surpluses had by no means been entirely liquidated, it became
clear by July that conversion of officers to Infantry could not be maintained at a
rate of 1,000 per month. Overhead and training facilities at the Infantry School
were badly needed for the expansion, recently ordered by the War Department,
of the officer candidate school. In addition, new AGF estimates of officer
resources and requirements indicated that the sources of supply were drying up.
A study reflecting the officer situation as of 1 July 1944 projected, for the period
until 30 June 1945, a net total of only about 800 officers who would be available
and qualified for transfer to combat infantry duty. It was felt that precipitate
conversions would be imprudent in view of possible shifts in loss requirements
among the arms. Army Ground Forces recommended that the 1,000-a-month
objective be given up and that excess officers be converted in such numbers as
became available. On 25 July the War Department approved the recom-
mendation.’

* (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 13 Jun 44, sub: Continuation of Prog to Convert Surplus Lieutenants to
Inf. (2) AGF ltr to CGs, 19 Jun 44, sub as in (1). Both in 352/922 (Inf Sch).

® (1) AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 19 Jul 44, sub: Conversion of Offs to Inf. (2) AGF M/S, G-1 to
CofS, 17 Jul 44, sub as in (1). (3) WD 1st ind (S) AGOT-5-A [2] 10.31 (19 Jul 44}, on (1) above, 25
Jul 44. Allin 352/124 (S).
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The calculations underlying this recommendation proved to be conservative.
Monthly quotas for conversion were indeed reduced, never again reaching the
levels set during the first half of the year, but an average of about %50 a month
was maintained from July through November. Of these an appreciable number
were volunteers for infantry duty, mainly from outside the Ground Forces. By
the end of the year 9,577 officers had been enrolled in the infantry conversion
course and 8,590 had graduated. (See Table No. 4.)

Not all officers converted in the Ground Forces attended one of the special
retraining courses. Approximately 20 percent of those converted were transferred
to another arm directly, learning their new duties on the job. Nor did all the
conversions take place in the United States. About 3,000 officers, chiefly Antiair-
craft and Tank Destroyer, were converted to Infantry in overseas theaters.'

By the branch redistribution of officers during 1944, total officer resources
were brought into more realistic adjustment with officer requirements. This
change is illustrated by the following comparison of commissioned strengths of
the Infantry and Coast Artillery (antiaircraft and harbor defense) in January
1944 and in January 1945:"

Date Infantry Coast Artillery (AA & HD)
31 January 1944 80,331 37,383
31 January 1945 91,269 24,835

What was more important in the immediate situation was that converted officers
were usable as overseas replacements during the months of low production in the
officer candidate schools. The conversion program, which began primarily as a
device for eliminating an embarrassing surplus of antiaircraft officers, became an
indispensable part of the procurement program during 1944.

The Procurement Situation in Early 1944

Procurement of new officers posed problems during 1944 even more difficult
than those of redistribution. One problem was the adjustment of existing produc-
tion facilities, which had been based on the branch distribution of officer require-
ments for mobilization, to the distinctly different distribution of requirements for
combat replacements. Once the procurement machine was adjusted to its new
function it became necessary to recruit candidates in sufficient numbers to keep
the machine running at planned capacity.

19 Statement of Maj W. Meyer, Inf Br, AGF G-1 Sec, to AGF Hist Off, 17 Sep 45.

™ From statistical reports compiled by Ground Statistics Sec, Hq AGF.
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During the first five months of 1944—as final preparations for the assault
on the European Continent were completed—the AGF officer candidate system
fell to its lowest point of productivity since 1941. The low productive level to
which the system had been allowed to sink by June 1944 was in large measure
responsible for a continuous crisis in officer procurement that characterized the
latter half of 1944 and the early months of 1945. It must be borne in mind that
the officer candidate schools were not flexible or quickly responsive to demands
for increased production. A minimum of eight months elapsed between a decision
to increase output of candidates and the availability of officers for use as overseas
replacements: one to two months in publication of quotas and selection and
delivery of candidates to school, four months in school, and three months in
commissioned service prior to shipment overseas. Once school enrollment
dropped to very low levels for a period of four months, sudden large demands
for officers had to be met from other sources. Three such sources were available
and all were used in 1944. One was the branch pool of surplus officers. Another
was the surplus officer personnel of branches who could be transferred to other
branches in which demand was heavy. The third source was provided by the
appointment of officers overseas. During the earlier part of 1944, when OCS out-
put was insufficient to meet overseas demands, the first two of these sources took
up the slack. Later in 1944, when it was discovered that the maximum OCS
output obtainable in the United States was too small, increasing reliance was
placed on overseas appointments.

Several influences combined to permit production in officer candidate
schools to decline sharply between the cessation of output of officer fillers and the
resumption of production for replacement purposes. The thinking of those
responsible for establishing OCS quotas was doubtless influenced by earlier
conditions of officer procurement. Accustomed to gauging officer needs in terms
of Troop Basis augmentations, they naturally concluded, late in 1943, that since
no additions to the ground Troop Basis were in prospect officer candidate school
production should taper off. This carry-over from the period of mobilization was
intensified by the existence of a large surplus of officers in late 1943. It was a
surplus ample to cover the only current overseas replacement requirement—the
pool of 18,500 officers directed by the War Department in March 1943. In addition
to the replacement pool, more than 10,000 ground arms officers were surplus in
the latter part of the year. With all anticipated replacement requirements more
than provided for, and with large calls for replacements still a future concern, it
was not unnatural to think in terms of reducing the OCS establishment to a
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stand-by level. This was all the more natural in view of the severe problems that
the officer surplus had generated in 1943, as well as the strong criticism levelled
at Army Ground Forces by The Inspector General for its handling of the surplus.
The overproduction of officers that had plagued Army Ground Forces in 1943
had to be avoided in 1944. The surplus that had caused so much trouble seemed
to provide insurance against overseas demands. Officer strength appeared to be
suffering chiefly from maldistribution: there were far too many officers in
Antiaircraft and Tank Destroyer, and large cutbacks were current or impending
in those branches. Conversion of these officers to arms in which they could be
used would build up a backlog against overseas demands and eke out the low
production of the officer candidate schools.

In September, since the 1944 Troop Basis gave no indication of further
expansion in the ground arms, the Chief of Staff, Army Ground Forces, sug-
gested that the Cavalry, Coast Artillery, Armored, and Tank Destroyer Officer
Candidate Schools might be eliminated.’* No decision was made, but on 26
October, when the December quotas were announced, no personnel were allotted
to the Cavalry, Tank Destroyer, or Coast Artillery Schools. The February 1944
quotas were the last for the Antiaircraft School. With the graduation of classes
then in session, these four schools closed—Cavalry, Tank Destroyer, and Coast
Artillery in March, Antiaircraft in June. The Armored School was scheduled to
close in September; its fate will be discussed below. In the schools that remained
open, the total monthly quotas dwindled from 1,283 in December 1943 to 986 in
May 1944. [(See Table No. 3.)

The announcement by the War Department in March 1944 of officer candi-
date school quotas for the period June-August signalized a major change in
admininstrative policy with respect to officer procurement. As noted above, the
War Department in March 1943 had granted the three major commands author-
ity to establish OCS capacities and monthly entrance quotas. Thereafter Army
Ground Forces set monthly quotas and maintained sufficient capacity to allow
for emergency expansion. Without formally revoking this grant of authority,
the War Department on 14 March directed Army Ground Forces to admit during
June-August a maximum of 550 candidates monthly—s00 to the Infantry School
and 50 to the Field Artillery School.* No such directive had been received from
the War Department during the preceding year. In view of the reentrance of the

1 AGF M/S (C), CofS to G-1, 24 Sep 43, sub: OCS. 352/143 (C).

BWD ltr AGOT-S-WDGAP-A 352 (12 Mar 44) to CG AGF, 14 Mar 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas.
AGF G-1 Sec files. -
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War Department into a province over which it had been supreme, Army Ground
Forces understood that its own responsibility for determining the number of
candidates to be trained had been terminated.**

The role of Army Ground Forces after March 1944 was advisory. The War
Department letter of 14 March directed Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, to
submit by 1 June “the estimated officer procurement requirements of the Army
Ground Forces” to cover losses through 30 June 1945, and to recommend OCS
quotas for the last quarter of 1944. The estimates were to be based on War
Department loss requirement data. Directives calling for similar studies and
recommendations were received from the War Department from time to time in
subsequent months. In each case Army Ground Forces was to secure loss require-
ment data from the War Department, survey present officer strength and future
needs, and recommend officer candidate capacities and entrance quotas. Thus
after March 1944 Army Ground Forces influenced the program of officer
procurement only indirectly.

The War Department gave Army Ground Forces no formal statement of its
reasons for resuming direct control. But the change was coincident with the shift
in the focus of the procurement program from mobilization to overseas loss
replacement. After March 1944 it became increasingly important to bring officer
production in the United States into close coordination with officer strength,
requirements, and production overseas. Lacking facilities for gathering accurate
information on theater loss requirement rates and on officer appointments over-
seas, Army Ground Forces was not capable of coordinating continental officer
production with world-wide officer requirements and resources. It was felt at
Headquarters, Army Ground Forces, that, since the War Department was
presumably in a better position to relate Zone of Interior officer procurement to
overseas demands, reversion to the War Department of control over OCS
capacities was a step in the right direction.'®

Officer Candidate Quotas, February-June 1944

Even before resumption of control by the War Department, Army Ground
Forces began a campaign, which was to continue during most of 1944, to lift the
ceiling on procurement of officers through the candidate schools. On 2 February
1944 Army Ground Forces submitted to the War Department its recommenda-

¥ AGFM/S (S), G-1 to CofS, 3 Apr 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/ 101 (OCS)(S).
'8 Statement of Col W. S. Renshaw, G—1 AGF, to AGF Hist Off, 11 Sep 45.
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tions on officer procurement for the year.!® The principal officer requirements as
fixed by the War Department were for units in the 1944 Troop Basis, for the War
Department replacement pool of 18,500 which was to be maintained at that
strength throughout the year (presumably in anticipation of 1945 requirements),
and for the number of officers who, in accordance with War Department esti-
mates, would be shipped overseas as replacements during 1944. The latter totaled
20,400, of whom 13,700 were in Infantry. The sum of these requirements, bal-
anced against officers on hand, those due to become available out of current OCS
commitments, and those available for transfer between arms yielded a net
requirement for 1944 of 804 officers in Infantry, all other arms balancing exactly.
Under the assumptions used, all schools except that of the Infantry could be
closed by 1 June 1944, and a monthly quota of 335 candidates would be admitted
to the Infantry Officer Candidate School during June, July, and August.
Army Ground Forces did not believe that the assumptions employed repre-
sented a realistic appraisal of the prospects. The War Department estimate of
1944 officer replacement requirements, according to the AGF viewpoint, was
approximately 4,000 too low. The distribution of the overseas requirement to the
ground arms was thought incorrect: the War Department estimated that 67
percent of the requirement would be in Infantry ; Army Ground Forces estimated
76 percent. The replacement pool of 18,500 likewise appeared to be distributed
incorrectly, only 49 percent being allocated to the Infantry. A more serious
weakness in the calculations seemed to be the failure to include replacement
requirements for 1945 in procurement plans for 1944. Army Ground Forces
pointed out that it took almost a year to produce an officer replacement; the
process of selection and training in the United States required eight or nine
months, and three months more elapsed before the new officer was available for
active duty at the front. This time factor made it seem unwise on the one hand to
close down officer candidate schools merely because there was no immediate
demand for officers of certain arms, and imperative on the other hand to begin
production early in 1944 to meet the estimated requirements of 1945. Specifically,
Army Ground Forces recommended the production by the end of 1944 of a
reserve of officers equal to the number to be shipped during 1944. The effect of
all these recommendations would have been to increase the officer-procurement
objective for 1944 to a net of 24,935 officers, all in Infantry. Army Ground Forces
proposed to the War Department that if its recommendations were found

* AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 2 Feb 44, sub: 1944 Off Requirements. 320.2/708 (Str)(S).
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unacceptable the War Department should supply an officer-procurement
objective for 1945.

No direct action was taken on these recommendations. In March 1944 the
War Department, as noted above, resumed its control of officer candidate policy.
It also changed the existing system for providing officer replacements. Authoriza-
tion for officer replacement pools, in effect since March 1943, was withdrawn.
Only enough officers were to be retained in each arm to meet anticipated require-
ments through 31 March 1945; all others were to be transferred to arms in which
immediate use for them could be foreseen.!” The War Department, while
continuing in effect the low OCS quotas to which Army Ground Forces had
objected in February, increased its previous estimate of officer requirements for
1944 as follows:™

Infantry 25,000
Armored 1,600
Field Artillery 4,100
Tank Destroyer 1,100
Cavalry 1,500
Coast Artillery (AA and HD) 2,100

TOTAL 35,400

These estimates remained in effect for planning purposes until August 1944.
AGF headquarters was convinced that the measures taken by the War
Department would lead to a severe shortage of officers. On 5 April, bringing
together observations on officer procurement gleaned from the experience of the
preceding year, Army Ground Forces urged a great increase in OCS enrollment.
Its study indicated that quotas now directed by the War Department would
result in a shortage of 7,000 infantry officers by November 1944 and—if the
low quotas were continued during the last quarter of 1944—a shortage of 9,336
infantry officers by March 1945. To avoid these consequences, Army Ground
Forces recommended Infantry Officer Candidate School quotas of 3,800 per

¥ (1) Par 2 of letter cited in n. 13 above. (2) AGF M/S (8), Control Div G-1 to G-1, 14 Mar 44,
sub: 1944 Off Requirements. AGF G—1 Sec files (Renshaw) 71. (3) AGF M/S§ (), G-1 to G-3, 18 Mar 44,
sub: OCS Program. AGF G—1 Sec files (Renshaw) 66,

8 (1) AGF M/S (S), Control Div G-1 to G-1, 14 Mar 44, sub: 1944 Off Requirements, AGF G-1
Sec files (Renshaw) 66. (2) Table of 1944 Off Repl Requirements from WD G-1. AGF G-1 Sec files
(Renshaw) 160.



142 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

month during the period from May to August.”® Since the War Department
took no immediate action on this recommendation, Army Ground Forces, in
setting quotas for May (the last month for which its responsibility over OCS
production extended), followed the spirit of the War Department directive,
cutting Field Artillery from 250 to 50 and setting Armored at 136 and Infantry at
800—a total of 986 for the month.*® June quotas, announced on 3 May in accord-
ance with the War Department directive, eliminated Armored, kept Field
Artillery at 50, and cut Infantry down to 510.%

Army Ground Forces took steps in another direction to increase the
number of officers available for overseas assignment. Since September 1943 Army
Ground Forces had required three months of commissioned duty in a tactical
unit as a prerequisite to overseas assignment. This was a more stringent require-
ment than that imposed by the War Department, which called only for three
months of commissioned service. By May 1944 it was evident that the number of
infantry lieutenants who would become available each month under the AGF
service requirement would not satisfy overseas calls at the prevailing level of 2,000
a month. By changing the requirement of Army Ground Forces to the standard
set by the War Department it was possible during the months of low OCS
production from June through August to supply infantry lieutenants in the
necessary numbers.*?

Meanwhile Army Ground Forces had been preparing a study, ordered by
the War Department in March, of officer procurement objectives and school
capacities for the last quarter of the year.*® This study, sent to the War Depart-
ment on 1 June, was based on the revised 1944 Troop Basis, on War Department
estimates of loss replacement requirements from 1 May 1944 through 30 June
1945, and on current strength data. By 30 June 1945, the study indicated, there
would be a net shortage of 13,466 officers in the ground arms, concentrated almost
entirely in Infantry. Current surpluses in other arms would have to be converted
in order to hold the shortage to this figure. Army Ground Forces recommended

® (1) AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 5 Apr 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/101 (OCS)(S). (2) Incl
to memo cited in (1), AGF G-1 Sec files (Renshaw), (3) AGF M/S (S), G-1 to CofS, 3 Apr 44, sub as
in (1). 352/101 (OCS)(S).

 AGF ltrs to CGs AA Comd and R&SC, 5 Apr 44, sub: OCS Quotas for May 1944. 352/ 506 (OCS).
% AGF ltr to CG R&SC, 3 May 44, sub: OCS Quotas for June 1944. 352/508 (OCS).

# (1) AGF M/S, G-1 to CofS, 13 May 44, sub: Inf Repl Offs. (2) AGF TWX to CGs, 20 May 44.
Both in 210.31/2% (O’seas Repl Deps).

® AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 1 Jun 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/103 (OCS)(S)..
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two alternatives. If loss replacement requirements, currently estimated by the
War Department at 2,083 per month,** were to be met wholly from Zone of
Interior OCS production, it would be necessary to increase Infantry quotas to
3,860 per month for the period 1 July to 30 October 1944. If, on the other hand,
the disposition to curtail OCS operations indicated in the War Department’s
March directive remained paramount, the War Department would have to
increase the number of direct commissions overseas, thereby reducing loss-
replacement demands on the Zone of Interior.

While these recommendations were in preparation the War Department
sharply increased Infantry Officer Candidate School quotas for June. On 27 May
Army Ground Forces was directed to enter 1,600 Infantry candidates during
June, a 100-percent increase over the quota for May. In addition, the War Depart-
ment directed Army Ground Forces to continue converting officers of other
arms to Infantry, at a rate of not less than 1,000 per month.*®

The receipt, four days after this action, of AGF’s prediction of an imminent
shortage of officers prompted the War Department to authorize an even greater
increase in infantry training capacity. The AGF letter of 1 June urged monthly
quotas of 3,860 at the Infantry Officer Candidate School. The War Department
ordered the Infantry OCS quotas for the period 1 July to 31 October increased to
3,200 a month.*® This doubled the monthly input ordered on 27 May for June
and increased by 640 percent the quotas set in March for the period June-August.
Three reasons were cited by G-1 of the War Department for this abrupt reversal
of its earlier position on officer procurement. Combat appointments overseas had
proved to be far below the number forecast in March. Replacement shipments
had exceeded over-all loss replacement estimates and could not be curtailed until
the revised system of personnel accounting recently inaugurated by the War
Department became effective. Establishment of the detachment of patients as a
Troop Basis accounting device for handling hospitalized personnel had in effect
authorized 12,000 additional officers.?”

* (1) AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 12 Aug 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. (2) WD D/F WDGAP 352
OCS to CG AGF, 23 Aug 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. Both in 352/105 (OCS)(S).

* WD ltr AGOT-S~WDGAP 352 (24 May 44) to CG AGF, 27 May 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/ 408
(Inf OCS).

*WD ltr AGOT-5-A 352 (7 Jun 44) to CG AGF, 10 Jun 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/105
(OCS)(S).

WD G-1 memo (§) WDGAP 352 OCS of Lt Col Haywood for Gen White, 7 Jun 44, sub: AGF OCS
Quotas. WD G- files.
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'The War Department did not at this time make any change in the capacity
of the Field Artillery Officer Candidate School; monthly input was to remain at
50 per month, as set in March. But other changes in the replacement system were
forecast. Army Ground Forces was directed to submit by 5 September a study
on future officer procurement, including recommendations on the Cavalry,
Antiaircraft, Tank Destroyer, and Armored Officer Candidate Schools, which
the War Department now thought it might be necessary to reopen to meet future
replacement requirements. Another change involved officer replacement pools.
In March the authorization of a pool of 18,500, in effect since early 1943, had
been withdrawn, wholesale conversions being directed to match officer strength
with requirements. On 10 June a War Department memorandum directed Army
Ground Forces to include a pool of 10,000 officers in future planning. This
provision was elaborated on 7 July, when authorized replacement pool capacities
were established as follows:*®

Branch 1 October 1944 1 January 1945

Infantry 7,000 7,000 7,000
Field Artillery 3,250 2,250 1,250
Cavalry 1,200 850 450
Coast Artillery (HDY 150 100 50
Antiaircraft 1,500 1,000 500
Armored 1,200 850 450
Tank Destroyer 800 550 300

TOTAL 15,100 12,600 10,000

The immediate effect of the reestablishment of replacement pools was to increase
greatly the requirement for officers. Reflecting this increase, the AGF study of
officer procurement prepared in September called for another augmentation of
the monthly input at the candidate schools. The probable future requirements
for officers of all arms which the pool capacities suggested led Army Ground
Forces on 7 July to direct that stand-by capacities be maintained at fairly high
levels in all officer candidate schools, even in those not operating currently.”

While the AGF officer candidate schools closed in the spring of 1944 were
not reopened, the Armored Officer Candidate School, previously scheduled to be
suspended on 23 September, remained in operation. An interim class was started

2* WD ltr (R) AGPO-A-WDGAP 210.31 (29 Jun 44) to CG AGF, 7 Jul 44, sub: Establishment of
Off Repl Pools. 210.31/355 (R).

® AGF ltr (C) to CGs R&SC and AAC, 7 Jul 44, sub: Projected Minimum Capacities of OCSs.
352/305 (C).
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in September in order to keep the facilities in operation.?® Tank Destroyer and
Mechanized Cavalry officer candidate training was resumed in November 1944.
Anticipated requirements for officers of these two arms being too small to justify
maintenance of separate schools, their officer candidate schools were combined
with the Armored Officer Candidate School at Fort Knox, each class containing
a proportion of candidates of the three branches.*

The Search for Candidates, June-December 1944

The establishment of larger officer candidate school quotas was only a neces-
sary preliminary to solution of the replacement problem. The solution itself
depended on filling the quotas and training the candidates. Army Ground
Forces, having won its campaign for an increase in quotas, now found that candi-
dates were not available in sufficient numbers to fill the quotas. After June 1944
a vigorous publicity campaign was launched—reminiscent in all essentials of the
campaign in the autumn of 1942—to find officer candidates. The campaign
failed, largely because of the departure from AGF contral of units from which
candidates could be drawn. It became necessary after September to depend on
War Department action to supply candidates from the Army at large in the
United States and, increasingly as deployment overseas continued, from the
combat theaters.*

Difficulties in finding suitable candidates were anticipated as soon as the War
Department authorized quotas of 3,200 at the Infantry School for June, July,
and August. On 10 June Army Ground Forces instructed its commanders to give
the candidate program the widest possible publicity, enjoining them to encourage
actively applications even by men whose “work is important or replacement
difficult.” * In view of the scheduled suspension of all except Infantry and Field
Artillery Candidate Schools, and of the small quotas for the latter, Ground
Forces personnel of noninfantry units were to be encouraged to apply for the
Infantry Officer Candidate School.

» (1) AGF M/S, CofS to CG, 4 Aug 44, sub: OCSs. AGF G-1 Sec files (Renshaw). (2) AGF memo (C)

for CofS USA, 16 Aug 44, sub: Retendon of Armd OCS. 352/320 (C). (3) WD 1st ind (C) AGOT-S-A
352 (16 Aug 44), 28 Aug 44, on memo cited in (2). 352/320 (C).

" (1) Pars 3 5 and 5 & of AGF memo (S) for TAG, 6 Sep 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/105
(OCS)(S). (2) Par 2, WD ltr (R) AGOT-S5-A 352 (3 Oct 44) to CG AGF, 11 Oct 44, sub: AGF OCS
Quotas and Repl Pool Capacities. 352/7 (OCS)(R).

U Statement of Col W. S. Renshaw, G-1 AGF, to AGF Hist Off, 11 Sep 45.
8 AGF TWX to CGs, 10 Jun 44. 352/411 (Inf OCS).
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This campaign met with only indifferent success. The sources of officer
candidates in the Ground Forces were rapidly drying up. Most of the ROTC
students had been entered in school by June 1944. The number of candidates
returned from overseas, never more than a slender trickle, could not be increased
greatly; because of uncertainties of transportation they could not be counted
on in any case until they had arrived in the United States. The principal sources
of officer material were therefore the replacement training centers and tactical
units under AGF control in the United States. Candidates in large numbers
could doubtless have been drawn from the replacement centers, but this course
was not entirely desirable. During the first six months of 1944 replacement pro-
duction had passed through a series of upheavals, from which the program was
only now emerging. Demands for enlisted replacements overseas were no less
urgent than demands for officer replacements; it was not desirable to supply the
latter at the expense of the former. A more fundamental objection to using
replacement training centers as the chief source for meeting expanded candidate
calls was the relative inexperience of men in the centers. In 1944 these men were
generally young and had had only four months’ training; it was believed that
they would be less valuable for training as combat-officer replacements than men
of greater maturity and military experience.**

The main burden in supplying candidates to fill the swollen quotas after
June fell on the tactical units still in the United States. Units, which had been
allowed to send only 244 men to the Infantry Officer Candidate School in June,
were asked to supply 2,234 candidates in July and a peak of 2,545 in October.
(See Table No. 5.} Circumstances less propitious for releasing large numbers of
well-trained enlisted men could scarcely have been imagined than those in which
units, especially divisions, found themselves during the latter half of 1944. Since
late 1943, divisions had been plucked repeatedly to provide enlisted replacements.
In March and April they had received infusions of new blood—air cadets, and
men from the ASTP and replacement training centers. Forming these recruits
into tactical teams was a major preoccupation during the summer of 1944. The
experienced men left in the divisions were badly needed to conduct this essential
training; they could ill be spared for officer candidate training. It was no won-
der that commanders did not respond readily to pleas that even men whose
“work was critical or whose replacement was difficult” be sent to officer
candidate schools.

% AGF M/S (R), G—3 to G—1, 20 Nov 44, sub: OCS Quotas. 352/64 (OCS) (R).
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Difficulties connected with training were not the only cause of failure of
units to meet quotas. Units were being alerted and shipped overseas in ever
increasing numbers in the latter half of 1944. In July the strength of units arriv-
ing at ports of embarkation was about 70,000, in August 112,000. Shipments in
September totaled 140,000 men in 385 units, including g divisions The peak was

TABLE NO. 5

Distribution of Infantry OCS Quotas Among Major
Categories, June 1944-February 1945

Year and T /O R Overseas Adjutant ‘Total Infantry
Month Units RTC's Candidates | General Other OCS Quotas
1944
June 244 13 29 0 224 510
July 2,234 450 202 0 314 3,200
August 2,339 410 241 0 210 3,200
September 2,230 305 505 o 160 3,200
October 2,545 497 86 0 72 3,200
November 1,200 688 52 0 60 2,000
December 25 525 0 1,390 60 2,000
1945
January 25 525 0 1,390 60 2,000
February 25 525 4] 1,390 60 2,000

Source: AGF quota ltrs in 352 (OCS) diagonals 508, 529, 532, and 539, and in
352 (Inf OCS) diagonals 412, 415, and 429,

reached in October, with the shipment of 150,000 men in 393 units, including 5
divisions.*®* Obviously, when units left the country they were lost to Army
Ground Forces as sources of candidates. But the date of shipment was in fact not
the date when this loss occurred. It had long been the practice to freeze the person-
nel of a unit when, usually from one to three months before actual departure, it
received orders alerting it for overseas shipment. Army Ground Forces attempted
to set this precedent aside on 15 July 1944 when it issued instructions permitting
the selection of candidates from alerted units.*® But this solution, if it ameliorated
the situation—and there is no evidence that it did—was merely temporary. A
revision of AR 6255, published on 12 September, forbade selection of candidates

® Statistics compiled from AGF Stat Sec Rpt No. 19 (S), “AGF Units Arriving at PE.”

® (1) AGF ltrs to CGs, 15 Jul 44, sub: Selection of Officer Candidates from Alerted Units. (2) AGF
M/S, G—1 to CofS, 10 Jul 44, sub: OCs. Both in 352/520 (OCS).



148 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

from alerted units.*” Army Ground Forces reversed its July instructions.*® Hence-
forth men in units were unavailable as candidates during considerable periods
before they actually left the country.

By September it was clear that Army Ground Forces could not meet Infantry
OCS quotas of 3,200 a month from its own resources. The departure of units from
the United States would soon leave the replacement training centers as the prin-
cipal source of candidates, a source thought undesirable for reasons already
stated. Army Ground Forces, in its recommendations of 6 September on future
OCS operations, suggested that the pressure be taken off the Zone of Interior in
procurement of officers. Two alternative courses were outlined. One was to reduce
Zone of Interior monthly OCS quotas to 1,750, for an estimated output of 1,312,
and to seek to obtain 2,081 a month by overseas appointment, for a monthly total
of 3,393, the number now believed necessary. If this division of production
between the Zone of Interior and the theaters should not be feasible, Army
Ground Forces recommended that theater commanders be directed to return to
the United States their proportionate shares of monthly OCS quotas, based on
theater strength.*

The War Department had undertaken on 18 August to determine the extent
to which the theaters could furnish their own officer replacements. Theater com-
manders were sounded out on a proposal to curtail, after February 1945, officer
candidate schools in the United States to levels which would provide officers for
the Zone of Interior only. Overseas replacements would be furnished until March
1945; thereafter theaters would supply their own needs.*® While reaction from
the theaters was being awaited, quotas for November had to be fixed. Those for
October, set on 31 August, were the last of the 3,200 series. On 26 September the
War Department, recognizing the difficulties of Army Ground Forces in finding
candidates, and promising an early increase in the number of overseas appoint-
ments, established OCS quotas for November at somewhat lower levels.*” The
Infantry Officer Candidate School was to receive 2,000 candidates; Field Artillery,
150; and Armored (including also Tank Destroyer and Mechanized Cavalry),

* Par g d, AR 625-5, WD, 12 Sep 44.

(1) Par 4, AGF Wkly Dir 42, 17 Oct 44. (2) M/R, C&RD, AGF, 17 Oct 44, sub: Selection of OCs
from Alerted Units. 352/536 (OCS).

® AGF memo (S) for TAG USA, 6 Sep 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/105 (OCS)(S).

“WD TWX (C), WARX 80177, 18 Aug 44, to Theater Comdrs.

4 AGF ltr to CG R&SC, 31 Aug 44, sub: Quotas for AGF OCSs for the Month of Oct 44. 352/529 {OCS).
“WD ltr AGOT-S-A 352 (20 Sep 44) to CG AGF, 26 Sep 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas. 352/532 (OCS).
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150. These quotas amounted to 550 more candidates than Army Ground Forces
in its memorandum of 6 September had forecast that it could provide.

Army Ground Forces was hard-pressed. There was no backlog of accepted
candidates, and procurement was on a hand-to-mouth basis. On 25 September,
when informed of the War Department’s November quotas, Army Ground
Forces still had to obtain 13 Infantry OCS classes, or 2,600 candidates, for
entrance in October. The only candidates available were 300 from armored and
100 from field artillery units. Because of the poor response from unit com-
manders, approximately 40 percent of recent OCS quotas had been filled from
the replacement training centers. The high rate of failures in the candidate
schools indicated that much of the material uncovered was below standard. An
analysis of five recent classes showed that 45 percent of the men enrolled had
been relieved.*® Aside from a lowering of quality, this rate of failure threatened
to compromise estimates of output, which had been based on an anticipated
failure of 20 percent of each candidate class. Though the causes were somewhat
different, the effects were those observed in late 1942: last-minute urgent calls for
officers exceeded the available supply of qualified candidates; to fill quotas poor
candidates had to be accepted ; these failed in large numbers, the original program
was only partly fulfilled, units were bereft of good noncommissioned officers,
and other units received mediocre officers or disgruntled rejects.

Army Ground Forces again sought to enlist the active support of its subordi-
nate units and installations. On 26 September commanders were directed to give
full publicity to the program and to encourage all qualified men to apply,
regardless of the arm in which they were serving or the difficulty of replacing
them. Commanders were now told to lay less stress on leadership ability as a
condition of acceptance. “No application,” the memorandum stated, “will be
rejected solely because he [the candidate] has not had the opportunity to actually
demonstrate leadership ability.” ** This tolerance of lower standards was remi-
niscent of the decision, taken in a similar crisis in 1942, to award commissions for
administrative duty.

But the situation was too far gone to be repaired. By early October Army
Ground Forces had decided that after November it should stop providing candi-
dates entirely. On 6 October it recommended to the War Department that the
entire December OCS quota be filled by men then serving overseas.*® Approxi-

# AGF M/8 (8), G—1 to CofS, 25 Sep 44, sub: OCSs. 352/335 (C).

“ AGF ltr (C) to CGs, 27 Sep 44, sub: Off Candidate Program. 352/335 (C).

¥ (1) AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 6 Oct 44, sub: OF Candidate Quatas. (2) AGF M/S, CofS to
G-1, 5 Oct 44, sub: OCS Quota for December. Both in 352/107 (OCS)(S).
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mately 60 percent of ground combat personnel was overseas, while on the basis
of past performance it could be expected that only 6 percent of quotas would be
filled from overseas sources. By December it was anticipated that almost all AGF
units would be deployed or alerted. Army Ground Forces did not wish to use
the replacement training centers as the major source of combat officers.

The War Department could not suspend Zone of Interior production of
overseas officer replacements immediately. In August it had proposed to theater
commanders that beginning in March 1945 they supply replacement needs from
their own resources. Theater commanders had agreed to the proposal on the
understanding that replacements would continue to come from the United
States until March.*® In the long run this plan would have put officer procure-
ment on a world-wide basis, utilizing fully the resources of theaters as well as
those of the Zone of Interior. But it did not promise the immediate relief that
Army Ground Forces, squeezed between high OCS quotas and a dwindling
number of troop units, required. The War Department had to ensure a steady
flow of replacements overseas through February 1945 and, to guard against
unforeseen contingencies, for months thereafter. Sources of officer material
remaining in the United States had to be utilized. Monthly quotas for December
through February, set by the War Department on 11 October, while well below
total requirements for loss replacements, were far above the ability of Army
Ground Forces to sustain. The new quotas were somewhat higher than those
for November: Infantry, 2,000; Field Artillery, 200; and Armored (Tank
Destroyer and Mechanized Cavalry), 250.*" [See Table No. 3.} Tactical units
were still carrying the load ; they were given quotas of 1,200 to fill in November.*®
Although less than half the quota assigned to units for October classes, this
figure was still far too large. On 28 October, no answer having been received
from the War Department to the AGF proposal that all quotas after November
be filled from sources outside Army Ground Forces, the Chief of Staff, Army
Ground Forces, secured a compromise from the War Department. In the future
Army Ground Forces was to supply candidates to the limit of its capabilities, the
War Department was to supply an additional number, and the theaters were to

# (1) WD TWX (C), WARX 89177, 18 Aug 44, to Theater Comdrs. (2) TWX (C) USAFFE to WD,
CM-IN 5663, 7 Sep 44. (3) TWX (C), ComZ ETO to WD, CM-IN 24612, 26 Sep 44.

(1) WD Itr (R) AGOT-5-A 352 (3 Oct 44) o CG AGF, 11 Oct 44, sub: AGF OCS Quotas and
Repl Pool Capacities. 352/7 (OCS)(R). (2) AGF lus (C) to CGs R&SC and AAC, 5 Oct 44, sub: Off
Candidate Capacities. 352/342 (C).

# AGF ltr to CG R&SC, 5 Oct 44, sub: Quotas for AGF OCSs for the Month of Nov 44. 352/532 (OCS).
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be required to make up the remainder of their requirements.*® It was estimated
that the Ground Forces could provide 500 candidates per month—60o0 for the
Infantry and 50 each for the Field Artillery and Armored Schools.*® In quota
letters issued after 1 November, for classes in December and the months follow-
ing, commands under AGF control were allotted 700 places in officer candidate
schools, of which the majority (600) were given to the replacement training
centers. The Adjutant General was assigned the bulk of each quota (1,750) to
be filled from continental sources outside the Ground Forces.”

The procurement program had thus been brought, so far as the Army
Ground Forces was concerned, into balance with resources. Quotas for units
dropped from an impossible 1,440 in November to a realistic 50 in December. But
the program as a whole continued to be out of balance. The War Department
acted to increase overseas appointments, to divert applicants for Army Air Forces
and Army Service Forces schools to Ground Forces schools, to increase applica-
tions among returning rotational personnel, and to encourage applications among
men in inactive theaters.”® Overseas appointments showed a moderate increase
in early 1945. (See Table No. %]) Other measures taken to recruit candidates
outside the jurisdiction of Army Ground Forces brought only the most meager
response. Early in December The Adjutant General estimated that he could
supply only 300 candidates each month, including those returned from overseas.
With monthly input capacity at 2,450, a shortage of 1,450 candidates per month
was indicated.*® The War Department, urged by Army Ground Forces in mid-
December to reduce capacities to a level consistent with the anticipated avail-
ability of candidates, was reluctant to do so. Army Ground Forces was authorized
to employ unused school capacity as it saw fit, but no reduction was made
pending more complete information on direct appointments overseas and on the

# (1) Memo (S) of CofS AGF far CG AGF, 28 Oct 44, sub: Pers for OCSs. 352/107 (OCS)(S). (2)
AGF mema (S), G-1 to CofS, 27 Oct 44, sub: Off Candidate Prog. AGF G-1 Sec files, 352 (Schs)(S). (3)
Draft (not used) of AGF memo (S) for CofS USA [27 Oct 44], sub as in (2). AGFE G-1 Sec files, 352
(Schs)(S).

% (1) AGF M/S (S), G-1 ta CofS, 1 Nov 44, sub: Availability of OCS Applicants from Systems under
AGF Only. AGF G-1 Sec files, 352 (Schs)(S). (2) AGF M/S (C), G~1 to CofS, 13 Dec 44, sub: OC
Prog. 352/372 (C).

® (1) AGF ltr to CG R&SC, 10 Nov 44, sub: Quotas for AGF OCSs for the Month of Dec 44. (2)
Quota ltrs for Jan 45 (1 Dec 44), and Feb (5 Jan 45). Both in 352/539 (OCS).

¥ (1) WD lir (R) AGOT-5-A 352 (10 Nov 44) to CG AGF, 15 Nov 44, sub: OCS Quotas. 352/6
(OCS)(R). (2) WD TWXs listed in ltr cited in (1).

® AGF M/S (C), G-1 to CofS, 13 Dec 44, sub: Off Candidate Prag. 352/372 (C).



152 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

operation of two officer candidate schools being established in England and
France.’* On 29 December 1944 the War Department gave commanders of active
theaters virtually unlimited authority to make officer appointments “because of
the lack of qualified officer candidates in the United States having the desired
experience.” ** The authority was to be used to the maximum extent of theater
resources “to meet all theater needs.” Commanders of inactive theaters, on the
other hand, were enjoined to secure applicants for officer candidate schools in
the United States and to make direct appointments sparingly, and then only
with the consent of the War Department.®®

Procurement in 1945

The arrangement put into effect in November 1944, by which Army Ground
Forces supplied 700 officer candidates per month and The Adjutant General
provided the remainder, continued during early 1945. Overseas theaters, finally
convinced that Zone of Interior resources for officer production were limited,
began to fill larger proportions of their own requirements.”” Overseas shipments
of officer replacements, after rising to almost unprecedented heights in January
and February, largely because of losses in the Battle of the Bulge, receded in
March to lower levels than had prevailed in 1944. (See Table No. 6.) Production
of officers in the European Theater was facilitated by the establishment of an
officer candidate school near Paris, for which Army Ground Forces provided a
cadre of instructors from the Infantry School at Fort Benning.”® In February
1945 appointment of officers overseas rose to 994, the largest for any month since
August 1943. (See Table No. 7.)

® (1) AGF memo (C) for CofS USA, 19 Dec 44, sub: OCS Quotas. 352/372 (C). (2) WD memo (C)
WDGAP 352 OCS for CG AGF, 16 Jan 45, sub: OCS. 352/3%2 (C). (3) AGF memo for CofS USA, 5 Feb 45,
sub: OCSs. 352/566 (OCS). (4) WD ltr (C) AGOT-A-A 352 (14 Feb 45) to CG AGF, 16 Feb 45, sub:
Quotas for AGF OCSs. 352/385 (C).

% WD ltr AGPR-A-A 210.1 (27 Dec 44) to CGs China Theater, SPA, POA, India-Burma Theater,
MTO, and ETO, 29 Dec 44, sub: Authority to Make Appointments. AGO Records, 210.1 (27 Dec 44)(1).

® WD ltr, file and sub as in n. 55, to CGs USAF Mid East, Persian Gulf Comd, Alaskan Dept, 29 Dec 44.
AGO Records, 210.1 (27 Dec 44) (1).

¥ Cf. Minutes of Meeting to Discuss ETO Repl Situation, held in Washington 23 and 28 December
1944, with representatives of WD, AGF, and ETO. 320.2/173 (O’seas Repls)(S).

® (1) Par 9, Summary of Conclusions Reached and Actions Taken with Respect to the ETO Repl Problem
(S) WDGAP 322 Repls, 28 Dec 44. (2) TWX, Hq ComZ, ETO, to WD, 3 Jan 45, CM-IN 2673. (3) AGF
M/S (R), Off Div to G-1, 6 Jan 45, sub: School and RTC Set-Up for O’seas. (4) AGF M/S (S), CofS to
G—3, 29 Dec 44, sub: Establishment of Inf Sch in ETO. All in 354.1 /120 (RTCs)(S).
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TABLE NO. 6

Overseas Shipments of AGF Officer Replacements,
September 1943-August 1945

153

All Arms Infantry Only
Year and Month
All Theaters | ETO Only | All Theaters| ETO Onlv

1943
September..........ccciiiiiia. 457 147 298 31
October. ..coovvevesiireiscnnnens 766 115 480 48
November.....ccoovevnecerennans 1,494 190 776 71
December.........ccoivviiinenn, 1,171 831 598 443

1944
January.......oiiiiiiiiiieieenees 1,814 108 1,117 V]
FebruURIY. . eerennrerennnereannnns 1,891 1,032 886 192
March...ooiiiiiniovinrianeenas, 2,776 1,637 2,192 1,347
F 2 | P 2,493 1,535 1,919 1,338
. 4,075 3,259 2,164 1,675
JUBE.eitiennannes Ceeeenenaan. 2,089 1,313 1,714 1,224
JUly. e et iar et 2,422 2,159 1,607 1,420
AUBUSE...ovvrrrnceronsorrocsnsess 2,761 2,443 1,684 1,582
September.......... thecsnserevns 1,340 1,049 260 855
October...ccoeviininninnnnnenans 1,186 735 484 314
November.......covviviveveananen 1,779 795 1,387 736
December..ooesveereveernaananns 2,133 1,172 1,064 500

1945
January. .. ..ottt 3,226 2,096 1,898 1,244
February......coovveveinnninnnnn, 3,002 1,574 1,942 1,143
Masch...ooovvunnsen [ 1,496 785 981 557
F N 1 | P 1,319 676 762 422
.Y 73 R 1,233 10 711 0
Juoe.. .o 1,548 11 1,040 o
July..ociienennnnns eereeeaarans 2,005 62 1,032 0
August...cceeennnnns heeseennanas 5,321 5 2,742 1

Source: Data from C&RD, Grd AG Sec, Hq AGF.

By March 1945 it seemed feasible to consider putting the provision of officer
replacements by the Army Ground Forces on a standard basis.”® March had
previously been agreed on between the War Department and the theaters as the
first month in which the supply of officers from the United States would be
reduced to a flat monthly rate, the remainder to be provided within the theaters.
The replacement crisis following the Battle of the Bulge had prevented starting

™ AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 7 Mar 45, sub: Off Requirements. 210.31/1 (O’seas Rpls) (8).
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TABLE NO. 7

Overseas Appointments of Male Officers,
September 1942-June 1945

PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

Year and Month Number Appointed Year and Month Number Appointed
1942 1944
September............ 79 || March.....cccavenn.. 171
October.............. 118 || April....cceivevinnan. 499
November......... . 633 || May........ eeeeenaes 439
December............ 1,010 |[ June..c.ovvvaenennanss 642
1943 July.oovvieinniinnne.. 884
January............... 392 |[ August....ovununnn... 833
February............. 148 || September............ 171
March....oocievnnenn 811 || October.............. 374
April..iiiiiniaiinnss . 543 || November............ 291
May.ooonernenennaens 1,305 || December.......... . 268
June... .............. 180 1945
Juy...... MERRAE AR 941 January.............. 591
August.......... ‘oo 1,090 February. . .oevvanenns 994
September......... .. 907
October......c.c.u... 937 Marf:h. TeseRerrrene 228
November............ 283 April.......... P 200
December ............ 239 Mﬂ.y sresseetrsenran 464
1944 Juoe...viiiiniiiins 475
January......ccoeneens 508
February........vv0te 936 TOTAL......... 18,584

Source: The Adjutant General’s Office, Machine Records Branch, 26 September 1945.

the system in March as planned. Representatives of G-1, War Department, and
of Army Ground Forces now worked out a “Standard Monthly Call” for
replacements to be supplied after 20 April:

Infantry
Armored
Antiaircraft

Mechanized Cavalry

Field Artillery

Tank Destroyer

TOTAL

1,000
200
50
8o
200

30

1,560

To furnish this monthly call from April through September it was estimated by
Army Ground Forces that some readjustments of officer strength would be
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required. In particular, shortages of officers in Cavalry (75), Tank Destroyer
(53), and Armored (426), and excesses of officers in Field Artillery (493) and
Antiaircraft (265), were in prospect. After September, when all possible con-
versions would have been made, it was estimated that monthly calls could not
exceed the following anticipated school output:

Infantry 560
Field Artillery 70
Armored 35
Tank Destroyer 10
Cavalry 25
Antiaircraft )
Coast Artillery (HD) o

TOTAL 700

On the basis of these calculations, steps were taken immediately to convert
surpluses of officers in Field Artillery and Antiaircraft to officers in Armored,
Cavalry, and Tank Destroyer. Special Basic Courses were established at the
schools of these arms for the purpose.®® In all, during 1945, conversion courses in
the service schools retrained over 3,000 officers of other arms as follows:

Infantry 2,287
Armored 431
Field Artillery 341
Cavalry 77

TOTAL 3,136

The projected standardization of monthly calls for overseas officer replace-
ments was interrupted by the end of the war in Europe. V-E Day found AGF
officer candidate schools operating considerably below planned capacity;
although 2,000 candidates were scheduled to enter the Infantry Officer Candidate
School each month, actual enrollment during the first four months of 1945 was
only 1,400 a month, of whom only about 1,000, experience had shown, would

® (1) WD ltr (§) AGPO-A-A 210.33 (7 Mar 45) to CG AGF, 13 Mar 45, sub: Off Requirements.
210.31/1 (O’seas Repls) (S). (2) AGF ltr (R) to CG R&SC, 27 Mar 45, sub: Conversion of Offs of Other
Arms to Armored. 210.31/1 (O’seas Repls) (S). (3) AGF ltr (R) to CG R&SC, 27 Mar 45, sub: Conversion
of AA Offs to Cav. 352/219 (R).
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be commissioned. Only ten classes began the Infantry OCS course between 16
March and 9 May 1945, eight projected classes being abandoned for lack of
candidates. Of the 2,000 men entering the Infantry Officer Candidate School in
this period, 1,107 (55.4 percent) came from AGF replacement training centers,
485 (24.2 percent) were drawn from other Zone of Interior sources, 244 (12.2
percent) were turnbacks, and only 164 (8.2 percent) were from overseas sources.*!

Two requirements made it desirable to operate the Infantry Officer Candi-
date School at full capacity: a backlog of replacements had to be built up for the
Pacific war, now expected to enter a more intense phase, and a reserve of officers
was needed to replace officers discharged during redeployment. On 9 May Army
Ground Forces requested the War Department to return 600 candidates per
month from inactive theaters—a category in which both the European and
Mediterranean Theaters now fell—beginning in June, to bring Infantry Officer
Candidate School enrollments up to the authorized 2,000 a month.** Although
the War Department replied that officer candidates would be returned as rapidly
as possible, no candidates from inactive theaters were received or even reported
available up to the beginning of July. Officer candidate schools in the European
and Mediterranean Theaters were discontinued, and the authority of com-
manders of those theaters to make unlimited officer appointments was revoked.*
Army Ground Forces returned to the War Department on 8 July with another
plea for expeditious processing and return of candidates from inactive theaters.*
At the same time, subordinate commanders in the Ground Forces to whom
redeployed units were to be assigned were directed to process OCS applica-
tions from the moment units arrived from overseas until thirty days prior to
their readiness dates for shipment to the Pacific.®® It was not anticipated that
many candidates would be procured from redeployed units; they were to be in
the United States for only a very short time, and commanders faced with early
combat against the Japanese were not expected to part willingly with good men,
especially in view of losses they would have suffered under the point system of
discharges.

! Classes 470—487; the figures were compiled from reports in 352/513 (Inf OCS).
% AGF memo for CofS USA, 9 May 45, sub: Inf OCS. 352/517 (Inf OCS).

® (1) WD lr AGOB-T-A 352 (7 Jun 45) to CG AGF, 12 Jun 45, sub: Inf OCS. (z) AGF M/S, G-1 to
G—3, 15 Jun 45, sub: Inf OCS. Both in 352/517 (Inf OCS).

® AGF memo for CofS USA, 8 Jul 45, sub: Inf OCS. 352/517 (Inf OCS).

* (1) AGF ltr to CGs, 8 Jul 45, sub: OCS Prog. (z) AGF M/S, G-1 to G-3, 15 Jun 45, G—3 to G-T,
20 Jun 45, G-1 to CofS, 5 Jul 45, sub: Inf OCS. Both in 352/517 (Inf OCS).
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A full-dress reappraisal of the officer procurement problem was sent to the
War Department on 23 July 1945.%° It surveyed resources and requirements for
redeployment and the war in the Pacific to 31 December 1946. In the absence of
definite instructions from the War Department, Army Ground Forces planned
to discharge 9,307 officers, to convert 6,705 officers of other arms to Infantry—a
few going to Coast Artillery (harbor defense)—and to increase monthly enroll-
ment in the Infantry Officer Candidate School to 2,040, a 50-percent increase over
the current input. No change was proposed in the capacities of the Field Artillery
or the combined Armored-Cavalry-Tank Destroyer Officer Candidate Schools.
To implement this plan, Army Ground Forces submitted to the War Department
a proposal for meeting the new monthly candidate requirement.” The experience
of the preceding four months had shown that the shortages noted in May were
persistent, as indicated in the following tabulation:*

Field Tank
Infantry Artillery Cavalry Armored  Destroyer
Monthly Input Recommended
by AGF G-1, 28 July 1945. . 2,940 200 114 100 36
Average Input, Preceding
FourMonths ............. 1,098 162 51 105 37
Shortage .................. 1,842 38 63

Army Ground Forces recommended that 2,000 candidates be returned to the
United States each month from inactive theaters: 1,875 for Infantry, 50 for Field
Atrtillery, and 75 for Cavalry. It proposed that increments for August and Septem-
ber be returned by air, displacing high-score personnel scheduled to be returned
for demobilization.

The ending of the war with Japan, two weeks after these proposals were
submitted, threw them into the discard. Officer requirements being immediately
reduced, OCS capacities were cut to low levels pending determination of the size
of the postwar army.*”

% (1) AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 23 Jul 45, sub: AGF Off Procurement Objective. (2) AGF M/S
(S), G-1 to CofS, 19 Jul 45, sub as in (1). Both in 352/110 (OCS)(S).

% (1) AGF memo (S) for CofS USA, 2 Aug 45, sub: Procurement of -Accepted OCS Applicants. (2)
WD D/F (S) WDGAP 210.1 (8) to CG AGF, 27 Jul 45, sub: AGF Off Procurement Objective. (3) AGF
M/S (S), G-1 to CofS, 1 Aug 45, sub: AGF Procurement Objective, All in 352/110 (OCS)(S).

% AGF M/S (S8), G-1 to G-3, 28 Jul 45, sub: Procurement of Accepted OCS Applicants. 352/110
(OCS)(S).

® (1) AGF memo (C) for CofS USA, 5 Sep 45, sub: OCS Capacities. (2) WD D/F (C) 352 OCS
(5 Sep 45) ta CG AGF, 7 Sep 45, sub: OCS Capacities. (3) AGF ltr to CG R&SC, 14 Sep 45, sub: Capacities
and Quotas for AGF OCSs, Allin 352/1 (OCS)(S).



IV. Basic Problems of
Officer Procurement

The basic problem faced by the Army in procuring officers for World War
I1, as for all previous wars, was that of drawing from civilian sources an adequate
supply to meet a sudden emergency. In World War II that supply had to meet
the requirements of a war new in type. The rate at which the supply of officers
would have to be maintained to replace casualties was not readily predictable on
the basis of previous experience. Furthermore, officers had to be ready to cope
with an unprecedented range of technical and administrative problems. In the
Army Ground Forces most of them had to be ready to lead troops in combat, and
in addition many of them had to be prepared for leadership in organized arms
not previously employed by the United States in war: Antiaircraft, Mechanized
Cavalry, Armored, and Tank Destroyer.

The Army obtained most of the officers to man its initial expansion either by
drawing upon its civilian components—the National Guard and the Ofhcers’
Reserve Corps—or by directly commissioning civilians, among whom could be
found a number who had had some military training or who had been officers
in World War I. Officers of the National Guard were better trained than in 1917,
and the Officers’ Reserve Corps had been greatly strengthened by the operation
of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps. But, in the ground arms at least, it was
found that the Army “did not have in fact the great mass of trained officers that
were carried on the books.” During the initial period of mobilization the officer
problem was a problem of quality, inherited from an undernourished peacetime
establishment.

During the war years the majority of officers in the Army Ground Forces
were procured from the enlisted ranks by means of officer candidate schools.
Through this system the Ground Forces obtained the mass of junior officers
needed for its rapid expansion in 1942 and 1943 and for the replacement of young
officers lost in combat in 1944 and 1945. It was a democratic system. It permitted
the Ground Forces to utilize the aptitude for leadership provided by the wide
sweep of Selective Service through the youth of the Nation. It provided young
leaders who had had experience in the ranks. Army Ground Forces found its
OCS graduates better suited for its purposes than graduates of the ROTC. Men:
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graduating from ROTC units had been invaluable, indeed indispensable, in
providing the Army with junior officers during the initial period of mobilization,
but they necessarily lacked the concentrated training and background of experi-
ence of OCS graduates. The officer candidate schools provided such a satisfactory
source of junior officers that the efforts of the Ground Forces to procure officers,
after the imtial period, were concentrated on deriving maximum benefits from
the system and overcoming, as far as possible, the conditions that impaired its
efficiency.

The main problem was to have graduates of the desired quality in the num-
bers needed at any given time. By depending on the ranks to furnish officer
candidates, the schools were tied in with the current enlisted strength of the
Army Ground Forces—until late 1944 with the enlisted strength of the ground
combat arms in the Zone of Interior. Thus the number and quality of OCS
graduates were affected by the fluctuations in the AGF Troop Basis and the
replacement system. The result was that the output of graduates from the AGF
officer candidate schools and the demand for them were in fact continuously and
seriously out of balance. The consequences of this lack of balance were evident
throughout the war.

In 1942 rapid mobilization created a demand for graduates so great that
standards were lowered and the quality of junior leadership available to the
ground arms declined. In 1943, when mobilization of the ground arms was
slowed down and then virtually completed at a much lower level than originally
planned, the demand for junior officers fell off sharply, leaving a surplus of men
with commissions. In consequence, for a time enlisted men with better qualifica-
tions than those previously commissioned were denied officer status, and the
Army Ground Forces was deprived of potential leadership. When in 1944 the
Army passed from the phase of mobilization to the phase of maintenance, the
pendulum again swung in the opposite direction and the demand for junior
officers greatly exceeded the supply. At a time when the output of the officer
candidate schools had been cut to a minimum, the loss of junior officers in battle,
particularly in the Infantry, mounted far above the number that were being
provided under the production policies established by the War Department in
the spring of 1944. The previous surplus of young officers was quickly consumed.
The Infantry Officer Candidate School was greatly expanded after June 1944, but
the limited number of enlisted men then available could not supply candidates
of adequate quality in adequate numbers, even when standards were once again
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lowered. An acute crisis ensued which was not completely overcome before the
end of the war.

These fluctuations in demand affected adversely the quality of training in
the officer candidate schools. When sudden expansion was ordered, facilities and
staffs were put under strain and instruction was spread thin. When cuts were
ordered, extensive facilities remained idle and experienced staffs were partially
dispersed. A few months later, with a new demand, the process of hasty expansion
had to be repeated. What the schools accomplished under such conditions was a
magnificent example of resourcefulness and devotion to duty.

The lack of balance in demand and supply among the different arms of
Army Ground Forces also presented a serious problem. This unbalance could
only be corrected by a wasteful process of conversion and retraining. Nevertheless,
the conversion of thousands of officers from other branches helped to ease the
critical shortage of infantry officers in 1944.

The effect of these difficulties might have been reduced except for the fact
that the officer candidate system could not respond quickly to sudden changes in
plans. When production had to be curtailed in 1943, months elapsed before the
outpouring of candidates could be halted. When the call for more replacements
required accelerated production in 1944, months elapsed again between the
decision to increase output and the actual increase in officers available. In both
cases crises of overproduction or underproduction occurred between the decision
for change and its implementation. To select, train, and prepare an officer for
overseas duty required a long period, varying from eight to twelve months. Once
enrolled in large numbers, candidates would continue to graduate in large num-
bers until several months later, regardless of intervening changes in requirements.
If current output was low, it could not be increased in less than eight to twelve
months, no matter how urgent the need for officers became. Such inelasticity
was inherent in the system.

Efforts were made to offset this inelasticity, but were largely ineffective or
came too late to affect the mass procurement of officers in World War II. One of
these efforts was to decentralize the procurement of officer candidates. Since the
problems of the OCS system were tied into the Troop Basis, variations in strategy,
and the distribution of manpower within the Army as a whole, it was logical that
the War Department should control the system. On the other hand, the Army
Ground Forces, as the command in control of both the schools and the troops
from which the candidates were drawn, might be expected to provide a better
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adjustment of output to requirements. Both methods were tried, but neither
solved the fundamental problem of unbalance.

Another measure designed to help solve this problem was an effort to obtain
more accurate and comprehensive information regarding supply and demand.
In June 1944, having reassumed control over officer procurement, the War
Department established a Strength Accounting and Reporting Office in order to
put personnel accounting on a uniform and world-wide basis. Information avail-
able on such matters as the number, branch distribution, location, and assignment
of officers had been woefully fragmentary and uncertain. In computing officer
requirements different sets of figures had been used by the War Department and
the Army Ground Forces, and even within the headquarters of Army Ground
Forces there was no general agreement on relevant statistical data. Confusion in
planning was the greater because the existing system of accounting for officer
strength was based on classification by arms which had been superseded. Officers
were commissioned only in the four statutory arms, and officers in the Armored,
Antiaircraft, and Tank Destroyer arms were detailed from one of these four,
Improvised procedures enabled Army Ground Forces to keep track of officers in
all of the seven ground arms as long as they were in the United States, but once
overseas they could be accounted for only with difficulty because they appeared
in strength returns under the branch in which they had been commissioned
rather than the one in which they were serving. Too often major decisions had
to be based on partial information or delayed while more accurate information
was being compiled. The Strength Accounting and Reporting Office was estab-
lished to reduce these delays and make possible accurate as well as timely
planning for the size and composition of the officer corps.

A third attempt to effect a better adjustment of supply to requirements grew
out of the difficulties the Army Ground Forces experienced toward the end of
1944 in filling increased quotas for officer candidate schools. The deployment of
AGEF strength overseas had reduced manpower resources in the United States to
levels incapable of supporting a program designed to produce officers to meet
world-wide requirements. Under these circumstances the basis for officer procure-
ment had to be extended beyond the Zone of Interior to Army-wide resources.
This change in procurement created serious difficulties, which had not been
successfully overcome by the end of the war. Production of officers overseas, by
direct appointment and by school training, remained low in relation to theater
strength. Candidates were returned from theaters in driblets too small to alleviate
the shortage in the United States. Consequently, the bulk of candidates con-
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tinued to be recruited from the Army at home, with compromises in experience,
training, interest, and ability comparable to those in 1942. A new procurement
program of general scope was worked out at the end of 1944. By its terms, over-
seas theaters were to receive after March 1945 only a limited number of officers
from the United States and were to fill remaining needs from their own
resources. This program could not be fully implemented because the German
offensive of December left many units in Europe extremely short of men and
fighting in Europe came to an end before the new program could be fully tested.
Still the experience of the Ground Forces had shown that, given the inevitable
delay in the reaction of the officer school system to changed demands, it was
essential that a sufficient supply of candidates be immediately available when
needed to increase output. An Army-wide procurement basis seemed to be the
logical solution to this problem.

In the light of the foregoing study it is apparent that changes along the lines
projected during the war will not suffice by themselves to produce a well-coordi-
nated program of officer procurement. Throughout, the greatest difficulties were
caused by external conditions. The most conspicuous of these were the following:

1. Initial lack of an officer reserve distributed by branch in proportion to
the needs of mobilization. Few armored, tank destroyer, or antiaircraft officers,
Regular or Reserve, were initially available as such, Establishments for training
them had to be set up at the last minute.

2. Necessity for rapid mobilization upon the entry of the United States into
war. The need for men to fill units outran the supply available through Selective
Service. Understrength units could furnish officer candidates only by risking their
own training or filling their OCS quotas with men of inferior quality.

3. Rigidity of the ROTC program. When the War Department decided to
induct men in the Advanced ROTC before they had completed the course in
college, it felt obligated to enable these men to qualify for commissions after
entering the Army. They were therefore sent to officer candidate schools—the
bulk of them being enrolled in a period when there was no longer a need for
increased officer production. Requirements for officers were so low during late
1943 and early 1944 that OCS quotas were allotted almost entirely to ROT'C men,
and enlisted men had very little chance of being admitted to officer candidate
schools.

4. Shiftsin the AGF Troop Basis. The deferment of units, for which candi-
dates were scheduled to go to school or were already in training, resulted in 1943
in a surplus of officers above actual Troop Basis needs. This surplus grew as
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planned activations were further curtailed and existing units were inactivated
during 1943. Heavy cutbacks in certain arms, especially antiaircraft, not only
added to the growing surplus of officers but also had the more serious effect of
throwing available officer strength out of balance with probable requirements.
The conversion of officers in 1944 grew out of this situation.

5. Shifts in strategic plans. The demand for replacements which would
have resulted from the cross-Channel invasion planned for the spring of 1943,
and then postponed, did not materialize. Pending the large-scale invasion of
Europe in 1944, it was uncertain how far the surplus of officers would go toward
cushioning replacement demands on the OCS system. In the winter of 1943-44,
it was believed to be undesirable to add to the surplus by maintaining a sub-
stantial volume of OCS output. The expansion of OCS facilities for replacement
needs was delayed, and later was not effected in time to avert the crisis in procure-
ment during 1944. In the summer of 1944, when theater demands for replace-
ments were building up to their greatest peak, officer candidate schools had
declined to their lowest output since 1941. The immediate crisis had to be met by
using up the surplus of officers, including those recently converted from other
arms to the Infantry.

Some of the difficulties listed cannot be removed even by the most foresighted
plan for officer procurement. They are summarized here to illustrate the type of
external factors which planning must take into account.
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I. The Replacement System During
the Period of Mobilization

The plan for replacements with which the United States Army entered
World War Il was designed to prevent the hasty and disruptive expedients which
had become necessary in World War I. Its distinctive feature was that all replace-
ments were to be produced in the Zone of Interior, in nontactical establishments,
in which they were to be properly trained in adequate numbers. These establish-
ments, designated as replacement training centers, were constituted in each arm
and service. It was intended to obtain from them enlisted fillers with which to
bring to full strength units initially mobilized as well as replacements with which
to maintain the fighting strength of units in combat.!

In World War I the plan for producing replacements in the combat arms
provided for training in depot brigades set up in each divisional cantonment.® It
failed. All the enlisted men available in 1917 and early 1918 were needed to form
the units being whipped into shape for the American Expeditionary Forces. The
depot brigades, which were used as reception centers, were completely occupied
with this mission.? In the spring of 1918, in an effort to cope with the impending
need for loss replacements which was soon to become acute, separate replacement
training depots were created: six for the Infantry, two for the Field Artillery, and
one for the Coast Artillery.* Beginning 1 May 1918 these were activated in canton-
ments vacated by divisions as these were shipped overseas. The exact number of
replacements from these centers shipped overseas cannot be determined, but they
were only a fraction of the total of 435,285 replacements poured into the combat
divisions of the AEF between 1 May and 1 December 1918, or even of the total of
270,444 enlisted men designated as replacements who were landed in France

! MR 3-1, 23 Nov 40, “Organization and Training,” par 33.

* “Replacement of Personnel in the American Expeditionary Forces,” Chap. II, pp. 16-18, and Chap. 111,
passim. This monograph was prepared in the Historical Section, Army War College. Typescript copy in
Historical Division, WDSS, World War 1 Branch, file entry 3347. (Pagination is not continuous but by
chapters.)

*1bid., 11, 4. 4 16id., 11, 5.
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before 30 October 1918.° Training at the centers was thrown into constant confu-
sion by emergency drafts, and the training was poorly conducted. The replace-
ments they turned out received, on the average, less than a month of training.®
The first combat replacements sent to France had to be used for auxiliary services
to meet a need that exceeded all anticipations.” When combat began to take its toll
and activations were being stepped up to meet the requirements of the 8o-division
program adopted in July 1918, the replacement system broke down completely.
The requisitions of the AEF had to be met by taking men from divisions being
trained in the United States, disrupting their preparation for shipment. It finally
became necessary, in order to meet the mounting casualties of divisions in the
line, to strip the infantry privates from ten divisions which had arrived in France,
thus breaking the divisions up or reducing them to skeletons.® Consequently, the
burden of procuring and training replacements both for combat and specialist
duty fell largely on the American establishment in France, which set up an
elaborate organization for the purpose. But the strain put on it was so great that
many replacements who were inadequately trained had to be thrown into
divisions just prior to their commitment to battle or while they were already
engaged with the enemy.’

Development of the Replacement Program, 194042

The prewar replacement plans in effect in 1940 contained various provisions'
to avoid the experience of World War I. To ensure the proper training of service
replacements, provision was made for replacement training centers in the services
as well as in the arms. The training was to be sufficiently thorough to qualify
individual replacements not only for general duty with their arm or service but
also for the military specialties required by each branch. The training programs
were tied into the Army classification system and so constituted as to meet
requisitions in accordance with military occupational specialties and specification
serial numbers. It was thought that by this procedure it might be possible to

SIhid., V, 27 and table at end of Chap. V, prepared by the First Section (G—~1), General Staff, Personnel
Division, GHQ. For fragmentary figures regarding the number of replacements trained at replacement
training depots, see ibid., 11, 12.

¢ 13:d., 111, 5—6 and 15.

¥ 1bid., 11, 10 and passim.

® Ibid., 11, 18~19; V, 9 and 2.
®1bid,, V, 7.
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minimize the misassignment- of replacements. Replacement training centers
were not to be used as reception centers but were to devote themselves entirely to
their training mission. In general, replacement training was segregated from
unit training, was centralized by arms and services from the beginning, and was
to be completed in the Zone of Interior. According to the plan, replacements
were to be trained in numbers proportionate to the requirements of mobilization
and, later, to estimated rates of loss in battle. With a minimum of further
preparation they would then be ready for duty with a unit in the United States or
for action in a theater of operations. The system was designed to provide a
continuous stream of replacements trained in the necessary jobs and delivered
where and when needed. The organization of tactical units was adjusted to the
existence and proper functioning of such a system. The triangular organization
of the infantry division, and the organization of the armored division adopted
in 1943, provided an internal reserve that would suffice to maintain the fighting
power of the division only through comparatively brief periods of hard fighting;
every ounce of fat was cut out of both types by the reductions of Table of
Organization (T/O) strength effected in 1943. Once mobilized, combat units
depended for their effectiveness very largely on receiving adequate numbers of
properly trained replacements.

Prewar mobilization plans contemplated that replacement training centers
should be an integral part of the process of mobilization. Actually, because of
delays in construction, they were opened only in March 1941, about six months
after the establishment of Selective Service. For the remainder of 1941, the newly
inducted civilian received his basic training at a replacement training center. As
soon as graduates were available, they were used to fill the ranks of divisions and
other tactical units that had been mobilized and of new units being activated
Freed from having to give basic training themselves, tactical units concentrated
on the development of teams up to the division level, on participation in field
exercises, and on maneuvers in which, in the summer and fall of 1941, whole
corps and armies were engaged.

The system was found eminently satisfactory by those chiefly concerned.
“Experience has demonstrated,” G-3 of the War Department declared on 27
September 1941, “that the system of supplying all replacements for the ground
forces from replacement training centers is far superior to the system of furnish-
ing replacements direct to units or installations from reception centers.” ** Lt.
Gen. Lesley ]J. McNair, then Chief of Staff of GHQ, and in that capacity

¥ WD memo G—3/6457 for TAG, 27 Sep 41, sub: RTCs. AGO Records, AG 341 (4=7—41)(1) Sec 3.
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responsible for the tactical training of the ground army, was of the same
opinion."*

Nevertheless, after Pear] Harbor, when the decision was made to activate
thirty-seven new divisions in 1942, the conclusion was reached that a commen-
surate expansion of replacement training centers was impracticable, Their
capacity might be expanded, but the number was not to be increased except for
the new centers already authorized, those at Fort McClellan and Camp Robinson
for training branch immaterial replacements. The obstacle was new construc-
tion, which Gen. George C. Marshall believed it imperative to hold to a
minimum.'? Divisions and most other units activated thereafter received all or
some of their initial personnel, except their cadres, directly from reception centers.
Units already in training, which would be seriously incommoded by receiving
untrained recruits, were to continue to fill their vacancies with graduates of
replacement training centers;'® but actually, in the following years, they fre-
quently received them directly from reception centers. Thus most units activated
after Pearl Harbor, and, to an increasing extent, those which had been previously
activated, became in effect basic training centers. In time they tended also to
become replacement pools. The number of replacement training centers having
been restricted, their capacity was subject to only limited expansion. With the
rapid expansion of the ground forces, their output was often inadequate to fill
even urgent requirements, so that units had to surrender trained personnel on
call, receiving in return, often in driblets, men fresh from reception centers.
Large units such as divisions found themselves training groups of men at various
levels at the same time. The unity of such organizations was broken; they could
not pass as teams through the cycles of the unit training program which was
designed to have a cumulative effect. Training in teamwork and mutual support
was impeded, and readiness for combat was indefinitely delayed.* By 1943, as a
result of the lag in production of replacements by the replacement training
centers, the program of unit training was threatened by a breakdown in the
replacement system similar to that which had been so damaging in World War I.

2 Comment 4a, CofS GHQ, on WD memo G—3/6457-433, for CofS USA, 27 Dec 41, sub: Mob and Tng
Plan (revised) 1942. AGO Records, 381 (12—-27~41)(2)(S).

Y Memo (C) of Brig Gen H. R. Bull for G=3, 3 Jan 42, reporting a conference with Gen Marshall on the
subject. AGO Records, 381 (12-27-41)(2)(S).

¥ WD memo G—3/6457-436 for CofS USA, 9 Jan 42, sub: Detailed Tr Unit Basis, AGO Records, 381
(12-27-41)(2)(S).

' See below,[“The Building and Training of Infantry Divisions."|
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The Army Ground Forces took the position in 1942 that, while the training
of overseas replacements was its function, their movement from its installations
to theaters of operations was a function of the Services of Supply.*® Establishment
of overseas replacement depots in the United States for the assembling, temporary
storage, and final checking of replacements, pending requisitions from overseas
or availability of shipping, had long been foreseen as necessary by the War
Department. The Army Ground Forces insisted in 1942 that such depots be
operated by the Services of Supply. Though the Services of Supply was directed
by the War Department in April 1942 to create two such depots, one on each
coast, none was actually set up until January 1943.*

Functioning of the Replacement System in 1942

Replacement policy, controlled by the War Department, was geared in 1942
primarily to the needs of mobilization.The proportion of replacements to be
trained in each arm or service and in individual jobs within each arm or service
corresponded to requirements for the activation of new units, not to probable
casualties in various branches and jobs. Filling of vacancies of units in training,
not replacement of combat losses, guided the apportionment of RTC capacities.
Hence in 1942 the Quartermaster Corps had as large an RT'C capacity as the Field
Artillery; the Signal Corps a larger capacity than the Armored Force; and the
Medical Department half as large a capacity as the Infantry. In the Infantry the
number of replacements trained as riflemen, cooks, and clerks corresponded to
the number of men in each of these jobs called for in Tables of Organization of
infantry units, without allowance for the fact that when battle losses began to
occur the casualty rate among riflemen would be higher than among cooks.*

This system was well adapted to the early phase of mobilization and to a
policy under which all fillers received by units were to have had basic training
in replacement centers. The policy, however, was modified by the decisions of

® (1) AGF memo for G-3 WD, 10 Apr 42, sub: Repl Depots. 680.1/47. (z) AGF memo (C) for G~1
WD, 7 Jun 42, sub: Plan of Loss Repls for O'seas Forces. 320.2/130 (C).

WD memo (C) WDGCT 320 (3-3—42) to CG SOS, 26 Apr 42, sub: Personnel Repl Depots.
680.1/5 (C).

# (1) WD Itr (C) AG 381 (4-1—42) EC-GCT-M to CGs AGF, AAF, SOS, 7 Apr 42, sub: RTC Capacity
and Related Matters. 381/27 (C). (2) WD memo (S) WDGCT 320.2 (7-28-42) for CGs AGF, SOS, 28 Jul
42, sub: Allocation of Additional RTC Capacity to be Provided under the Mob Plan, 1943. 320.2/295 (S).
(3) AGF 1st ind (S), 5 Aug 42, to G—3 WD on memo cited in (2). 320.2/295 (S). (4) WD Itr (S)AG
320.2 (B-27—42) MS—C-M to CGs AGF, AAF, SOS, 28 Aug 42, sub: Tr Basis, 1943. 320.2/3 (TB 43)(S).
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December 1941, which provided that replacement training centers should not be
expanded commensurately with the Army and that new units should receive
fillers directly from reception centers. With RTC output no longer sufficient to
fill all the mobilization requirements of units it was necessary to establish
priorities in the assignment of RTC graduates. Units overseas or alerted for
overseas movement were given high priority in obtaining RTC-trained personnel.
Units forming in the United States were to receive RT'C-trained men as these
became available in each arm or service after requisitions of higher priority had
been filled.

The arms and services varied greatly in respect to the number of RTC-
trained men that new units could receive under these circumstances. The War
Department announced in July 1942 that new armored, engineer, infantry, and
military police units could not expect to receive any RTC-trained men. But new
ordnance units could expect to receive 36.1 percent of their personnel in the
form of RTC-trained men, new quartermaster units 41.7 percent, and new
signal units 48.2 percent. The principle was adopted that service units, requiring
a larger number of technically trained men than combat units, should receive a
higher proportion of fillers already branch-trained than should units of the
combat arms. On 28 July 1942 the War Department authorized an addition in
1943 of 50,000 to the total capacity of all replacement training centers. Some
allotment was made to medical, engineer, and military police centers to bring
these branches more nearly into line with the other services, but most of the
50,000 were allocated to infantry and armored replacement training centers.
This was not, in effect, a departure from the general principle stated above, since
existing RTC capacities in the Infantry and the Armored Force were insufficient
even for high-priority requirements.**

Replacement centers in the ground combat arms were therefore intended in
1942 primarily to fill vacancies in overseas units and alerted units, or for cadres
or training installations necessary for expansion. Such replacement needs in
1942, even in overseas units, were generally due to nonbattle causes and tended
to occur in all jobs and all arms and services alike. Therefore in that year no
particular difficulty was caused by the fact that the proportions of men trained in
various arms and various jobs bore no relation to casualties. The main difficulty
was that replacements were not numerous enough even for high-priority
purposes.

2 WD memo (§) WDGCT 320.2 Gen (7-28-42) to CGs AGF, SOS, 28 Jul 42, sub as in n. 22 (2).
320.2/295 (S).
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It is a paradoxical fact that the output of the AGF replacement training
centers was insufficient even for high-priority requirements in 1942, although
AGEF replacement training centers actually graduated more men in 1942, when
virtually no battle losses had to be replaced, than in 1943. (See Table No. 2.)
High-priority requirements in 1942 included not only the needs of overseas and
alerted units but also the needs of schools and requirements for cadres and RTC
trainer personnel. Until September 1942, when a 15-percent overstrength was
granted to parent units, AGF units furnishing cadres were authorized to regain
their T /O strength by drawing men from replacement training centers. Cadre
requirements were very heavy in this period of rapid expansion. Units that were
alerted in the summer of 1942 for the projected cross-Channel invasion of 1943
had to be filled with men already basically trained. Some of these units were
subsequently de-alerted, but meanwhile a requirement for RTC graduates had
been set up. Units preparing for the North African landing had to be filled. A
replacement pool to back up this force was likewise created.

The number of RTC graduates available in the ground arms was further
reduced when training facilities in the AGF replacement training centers were
diverted to meet other needs. With the rapid expansion of service units in 1942
to supply the requiréments of BOLERO, the output of SOS replacement training
centers, though greater than that of AGF replacement training centers in pro-

TABLE NO. 2
Number of Men Trained at AGF Replacement
Training Centers, 194145

Arm 1941 1942 1943 1944 19454 Total?®
Antizircraft Artillery. ..|...ovvnnn. 642,600 | 85,253 | 42,474 5,462 175,789
Armored......... ceeenn 20,429 | 51,866 | 39,841 | 31,283 | 28,156 171,575
Cavalfy..vevevennernans 10,103 | 26,005 23,280 17,384} 10,679 87,460
Coast Artillery......... € €1,266 7,008 livsersasoelosencassss 8,274
Field Artillery...cc.....] 62,403 | 116,690 95,366 64,981 24,160 363,600
Infantey....oooevnunnn.. 108,872 | 374,804 | 282,552 |9457,715 |9592,759 41,816,702
Tank Destroyef........|eeeeeenans 3,102 29,327 10,194 4,849 47,472

TOTAL.........| 201,807 | 616,333 | 562,636 | 624,031 | 666,065 | 2,670,872

Source: C&RD, GAG Sec, Hq AGF.
“ Through 31 August 1945,
& Estimated,
€ Figures for 1941 and part of 1942 unavailable,
4 Figures for 1944 and 1945 include production of IARTC's,
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portion to T/O requirements, was considered insufficient. To supply RTC-
trained men to service units, 16 battalions in infantry replacement training
centers, 10 1n field artillery, and 2 in cavalry were converted to branch immaterial.
Between July and October these 28 battalions trained 80,000 men for assign-
ment to service units.”* Meanwhile the War Department had begun to induct
limited-service men. The 28 RTC battalions which had trained men for the
services were, therefore, employed until early in 1943 to give basic training to
limited-service men. These were assigned on graduation to defense commands,
from which general-service men were assigned in return to the Army Ground
Forces.”

The insufficiency of RTC graduates in 1942 appears to have been aggravated
by faults in administration and by the absence of organized depots or pools.
RTC graduates, if not requisitioned for high-priority purposes immediately on
graduation, seem to have been disposed of by assignment to any units that might
need them. Thus when high-priority requirements occurred at a time not corre-
sponding to graduations at replacement training centers they were filled by
drawing upon units as the only available sources.

As early as 28 July 1942 the War Department directed the Army Ground
Forces to provide, when RTC output was insufficient, overseas replacements from
low-priority units in training.”® The Army Ground Forces was ordered to submit
monthly lists of low-priority units, totaling at least 30,000 in enlisted strength.
Activations at this time having proceeded faster than the induction rate, AGF
units were chronically understrength. They could hardly supply replacements
without further impairing their strength. To fill units earmarked for Task
Force A, intended for North Africa, the Army Ground Forces depleted three
divisions to below 50 percent of their strength.*” To fill other earmarked units
and to create a replacement pool it would be necessary to strip more units. To
avoid stripping divisions and other units at random it was decided that two

#* WD memo WDGCT 320 (RTC) for CG AGF, 27 May 42, sub: Employment of RTCs. With related
papers. 354.1/56 (RTC). See also /69 and /1549.

% (1) WD Itr (C) AG 220.31 (11—-10—42) OC-E-WDGCT to CG AGF, 14 Nov 42, sub: Employment of
RTCs for Limited Serv Pers. 327.3/1 (LS)(C). (2) WD ltr (C) AG 220.31 (1~23—42) OC-E-WDGCT to
CG AGF, 28 Jan 43, sub as in (1). 327.3/1 (LS)(C). (3) WD ltr (C) AG 220.31 (2-27-43) OC-E-WDGCT
to CG AGF, 2 Mar 43, sub asin (1). 327.3/1 (LS)(C). (4) WD memo WDGCT 353 (2-11—43) to CG AGF,

11 Feb 43, sub: Tng of Limited Serv Men in RTCs. 327.3/168 (LS). (5) AGF memo for G—3 WD, 15
May 43, sub: BI Limited Serv Bns at RTCs. 327/185 (LS).

® WD memo (C) WDGCT 220 (7-10—42) for CGs AGF, AAF, SOS, 28 Jul 42, sub: Personnel for
O'seas Units. 341/12 (C).

# AGF memo (S) for OPD, 11 Sep 42, sub: Preparation of Units for O'seas Serv. 370.5/11 (S).
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divisions, together with certain smaller units of various arms, should be desig-
nated as replacement pools. The #6th and %8th Divisions were so designated.*®
Receiving and temporarily storing RTC graduates pending requisitions, they
acted for several months as depots or pools rather than as divisions in training.
The raiding of other units for replacements was for a time virtually stopped.

Administrative Changes

Noting that units functioning as pools could not train as units, Army Ground
Forces on g November 1942 again urged the establishment of Zone of Interior
overseas replacement depots.”® It was still believed by Army Ground Forces that
they should be operated by the Services of Supply.*® Two were established in
January 1943, one at Shenango, Pa., and the other at Pittsburg, Calif., for the
holding and processing of overseas replacements in all arms and services except
the Air Forces.®® In March the 76th and 78th Divisions reverted to normal train-
ing.** The handling of overseas replacements seemed to be settled. In fact, it
was not.

It was decided at this time to decentralize assignment procedures by delegat-
ing authority to the three major commands, effective 1 March 1943.** Henceforth
the War Department allotted inductees in bulk to the Army Ground Forces,
specifying only how many should go to replacement centers. The Army Ground
Forces informed The Adjutant General to what particular units or replacement
training centers its quota of inductees should be assigned. In practice this con-

® (1) Memo of Col Tate, Plans Sec, for DCofS AGF, 21 Sep 42, sub: Rpt of G-3 WD Conference on Pers
Matters. AGF Plans Sec file 185 (TB 42). (2) AGF memo (S) for G—3 WD, 23 Sep 42, sub: Activations,
Priorities and RTC Pool. 320.2/352 (S8). (3) WD memo (S) WDGCT 320.2 Gen (9-25-~42) for CGs AAF,
AGEF, 508, 25 Sep 42, sub: Repls of Units for O’seas Serv. 320.2/363 (S). (4) AGF ltr (R) to CGs. 2 Oct 42,
sub: Repl Pools, 320.2/105 (R).

® AGF memo (C) for G-3 WD, g Nov 42, sub: Repl Depots. 320.2/222 (C).

% Memo of Lt Col Banville, /Asst GAG, for Col Hyssong, 2 Feb 43, sub: Conference Relative to
Decentralization of RTC Asgmts. 341 /1024.

% WD Memo S600~1~43, 8 Jan 43, sub: Establishment of Pers Repl Deps. 320.2/5822,

¥ AGF M/S (C), G—3 to CofS, 8 Mar 43, sub: Repl Deps. 320.2/222 (C).

3 See papers in 341/1024, especially: (1) Memo of Lt Col Banville for Col Hyssong, 2 Feb 43, sub:
Conference Relative to Decentralization of RTC Asgmt. (2) WD lir AG 220.31 (2-5—43) OC-E-WDGAP
to CGs AGF, AAF, SOS, 13 Feb 43, sub: Decentralization of Pers Procedure. (3) AGF M/S, C&RD to G—3,
13 Feb 43, sub: Decentralization of Asgmt Procedures. (4) AGF lir to CGs, 19 Feb 43, sub: Enl Pers
Requisitions, (5) AGF ltr to CGs AAC, R&SC, Armd F, 20 Feb 43, sub: Rpts of EM Available for Shipment
from AGF RTCs and Schs.
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stituted no great innovation. The main innovation was that the headquarters of
the Army Ground Forces now assigned graduates of its replacement centers and
its schools. AGF units henceforth requisitioned on the headquarters of the Army
Ground Forces for personnel from all sources. To implement these new pro-
cedures a Classification and Replacement Division was set up in the office of the
Adjutant General of the Army Ground Forces. While all higher control remained
with the War Department, AGF headquarters was now in a position to gather
statistics, codify its needs, plan the distribution of its personnel resources, antici-
pate difficulties or crises, and recommend action to the War Department. As
mobilization approached completion in the summer of 1943, the main work of
the Army Ground Forces shifted from the mobilization and training of new
units to the maintenance of its own units at authorized strength, to the economiz-
ing of manpower by accurate classification and assignment, and to the provision
of replacements to units in combat. Under these circumstances the Classification
and Replacement Division became one of the most active and important elements
of AGF headquarters.



II. The Replacement System
and Combat Losses

In the early part of the war, roughly from 1941 to 1943, the primary purpose
of the replacement system was to fill the needs of mobilization. From 1943 until
the end of the war in Europe, it had to be adapted to the need of supplying
replacements for overseas losses. The transition was gradual, running through
the year 1943. In the later period the major emphasis was at first on the quality
of replacement training—on ensuring that replacements received by overseas
forces were properly trained. From the time combat intensified at the close of
1943, the major stress was on quantity—the sending of enough replacements
overseas to enable units to continue in combat.

The Question of the Quality of Overseas Replacements

Except for the Philippine campaign of 194142, the losses of which could
not be replaced, the Army did not engage in large-scale operations requiring
many combat replacements until the North African campaign, launched in
November 1942. Complaints were received from North Africa early in 1943 that
replacements were unsatisfactory. It was reported that combat replacements
reaching North Africa included men who had not had the prescribed thirteen
weeks of basic training, or had never fired their primary weapons, or were
improperly equipped, or were physically unfit, or were disciplinary cases
unloaded by units in the United States." The Army Ground Forces directed its
observers in North Africa to look into the replacement situation. General McNair
and officers of his staff gave it their attention when they visited North Africa in
April 1943. In this, as in other matters, the campaign in North Africa was the
great experiment from which lessons had to be learned for guidance in the
invasion of Europe.

The conclusion reached at AGF headquarters was that the supply of replace-
ments had been unsatisfactory, but that the fault lay not so much in the quality

' (1) AGF M/S (S), CofS to G—3, 18 Feb 43, sub: Loss Repls Tng. 354.1/4 (RTC)(S). (2) Memo of
Col. L. L. Williams for CG AGF, 14 May 43. AGF G-3 Sec file, Obsrs # 35, to which Gen Bull’s rpt is atched

as Tab B. (3) Obsrs’ Rpts in 319.1 (Foreign Obsrs)(S) and (C), for example, the Rpt of Maj Gen W. H.
Walker, 12 Jun 43, par 10 in unabridged version. (4) Materials in 353/2 (NATO)(C).
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of training as in misconceptions of that training among officers in the theater and
in defects of administration in both the United States and Africa. One common
misconception was the failure of overseas commanders to understand that replace-
ment centers in the United States were obliged to give in thirteen weeks both
basic military training and training for individual jobs, such as those filled by
riflemen, antitank gunners, clerks, and radio operators. When questioned in the
theater soldiers often stated that they had had only three or four weeks of basic
training, while in fact they had had the thirteen weeks prescribed by the War
Department but had spent much time during the later weeks in learning their
specialties.

Faults in administration lay principally outside the jurisdiction of the Army
Ground Forces, which in general had jurisdiction over training only. It was
found that medical examination, issue of equipment, and other processing had in
some cases been very cursory at the Shenango Replacement Depot and at staging
areas through which replacements had passed before that depot was established.
The experience of replacements en route tended to destroy their morale and to
undo the effects of their training. Shipped without unit organization or strong
command, they were passed mechanically from one agency to another—depot,
port, transport, and a series of temporary stations in the theater—often spending
months before they were assigned to duty with a unit. In this period they became
physically soft, their discipline slackened, and their rapidly acquired skills tended
to fade out with disuse. What the front-line unit received was not what the
replacement training center had produced.

A study of the assignment of replacements in the North African Theater
revealed other serious faults in administration. Some men were diverted from
the replacement stream to form new units in the theater. It was estimated that
by May 1943 17,000 men, most of them intended as combat replacements, had
been utilized overseas for the activation of new service units, particularly in
quartermaster and military police.? Tank replacements were assigned to infantry
units. Individual job specialties were not considered in making assignments.
Some commanders, eager to get the best men available, were impatient of the
aims and procedures of classification. “One division commander,” wrote General
McNair, “himself told me that when he needed replacements he went to the
replacement depot and chose his men individually, regardless of arm or specialty,

*Memo (S) of Lt Col H. W. Wilkinson for Mi! Pers Div ASF, 28 May 43, sub: Rpt of Visit to O’seas
Theaters. 320.2/7 (O’seas Repls) (S).
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based primarily on their appearance and actions—somewhat as one would buy
a horse.” *

Misassignment of replacements, whose training had been devoted to indi-
vidual specialties, was wasteful of training time and of human material. It was
not always due to indifference or error, but was frequently made necessary by
the fact that depots had a surplus of trainees in some specialties and a shortage
in others, usually combat jobs such as infantry riflemen, for which the require-
ment was heavy. Misassignment in such cases showed that the number of
replacements received, the timing of their arrival, and their distribution among
arms and individual specialties were not properly geared in Washington to actual
theater needs.

Besides revealing defects of administration, the conditions in North Africa
threw doubt on the adequacy of replacement training. There had long been a
school of thought in the Army which held that replacements should receive
more than thirteen weeks of training and that they should be trained, not in
somewhat formless “centers,” but in units resembling the units to which they
would ultimately be assigned. Some of General McNair’s staff officers recom-
mended a lengthening of the training program.* The Committee on Revision
of the Military Program, which in the early summer of 1943 recommended that
the ground army be reduced to an 88-division basis, reached an unfavorable
judgment on replacement training in the Army Ground Forces. It proposed on
=7 June 1943 that replacement training be extended to six months, to include train-
ing in units; and that, pending the time when men trained under this longer
program became available, replacements should be taken from tactical units,
including divisions, many of which could not in any case be shipped until 1944.
Since overseas commanders wished almost no noncommissioned officers among
their replacements, preferring to promote men already in their organizations,
the committee recommended that only privates be taken from AGF units; and
to prevent the casting off of undesirables by unit commanders it recommended
stripping all privates from the units selected, reducing the units to cadres.®

On 13 June G—3 of the War Department, in a strongly worded memorandum

® Memo (C) of Gen McNair for CofS USA, 1 Jan 44, sub: “What the Front-Line Infantryman Thinks.”
000.7/101 (Inf Pregram) (C).

‘4 (:. (2) Memo (S) of Lt Col Banville for Col Winn, 26 May 43, sub: Loss Repls, 320.2/6
(O’seas Repls) (S).

® Memo (S) of Cols Maddocks, Chamberlain, and Carter for CofS USA, 7 Jun 43, sub: Revision of Current
Mil Program; Tab C: “Problem: To Improve the Present Repl Tng System.” 381/177 (S).
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to the Army Ground Forces, declared not only that unfit and untrained men
must be eliminated from overseas replacements by firmer administration but
also that the training program itself must be reviewed. Following the recom-
mendations of the committee, G-3 invited the Army Ground Forces to consider
the establishment of a 6-month replacement training cycle and the setting up of
training divisions or similar units, in which officer and enlisted replacements
would be trained together and from which they would be shipped together to
theaters overseas.’

Impact of Overseas Requirements on Training Plans, 1943

The fundamental question was thus raised as to whether replacements
should be trained in units, as in the German and British Armies, or in special
centers devoted to the production of individual soldiers. Overseas commanders
wished individual replacements: for example, if a battalion had been shattered
in combat, they preferred to rebuild it with the required number of new officers
and enlisted men rather than to have it replaced with a new battalion. Moreover,
not wishing to put new men over old, they preferred privates as enlisted replace-
ments and second lieutenants as officer replacements. But overseas commanders
also wanted men with specialist training. The specialists in units usually were not
privates. To strip all privates from a unit, as proposed, would not produce the
necessary specialists. It would produce the men who, after months in a unit,
had been deemed least qualified for promotion. Replacement centers, designed to
furnish overseas commanders with men who were still privates but among whom
there was a normal distribution of ability and specialized training, could meet
the demand more adequately than units in training. Officer replacement pools, in
which all grades were available, had a similar advantage over training units.

General McNair believed that thirteen weeks of replacement training were
sufficient to enable a private to join an established unit, discharge satisfactorily
the restricted functions of a private, and learn further soldiering from the more
experienced men about him. Thirteen weeks represented far more training than
most American replacements had received in World War L.* It was obvious that

* WD memo (S) WDGCT AG 320.2 Gen (6-12—43) for CG AGF, 13 Jun 43, sub: Loss Repls. 354.1/4
(RTC)(S). '

T “Replacement of Personnel in the American Expeditionary Forces,” III, ¢: “With the exception of . . .
those taken from divisions in training, the men forwarded as replacements had had, in general, less than

one month’s training and were in fact recruits and not trained replacements.” Typescript in files of Hist Div,
WDSS, World War I Br, file entry 3347.
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a longer period would have produced a better-trained man, but against the
advantages of longer training other considerations had to be weighed. The
annual output of replacements depended on two things: the number in training
at a given time and the number of training cycles in a year. If the training cycle
were lengthened, either fewer replacements would be produced in a given period
or more men would have to be kept in training at a given time. An increase in
the number of men under training would involve a proportionate increase of
overhead. Given the fixed ceiling on manpower adopted in 1943, it would reduce
the number of men available for units. The constant need of economizing man-
power made necessary the shortest replacement training cycle consistent with
military effectiveness.

The Army Ground Forces replied to G-3 of the War Department on 25
June 1943. Three plans for a 6-month training cycle were offered and analyzed,
but because of their costliness in manpower they were not recommended. The
belief was expressed that difficulties had been caused mainly by misassignment,
misuse of replacements in theaters, and other administrative faults, already
being corrected, and that the existing training program, recently extended to
fourteen weeks, would probably be sufficient if properly carried out. However,
a 17-week program, to be given in replacement training centers and to include
small-unit training, was offered as a possible substitute for the three plans. It was
estimated that to maintain production under such a program an increase in RTC
capacity of 75,000 enlisted men would be required. Even with this increase, all
RTC graduates would be needed as replacements for overseas or for alerted units;
units in the United States, however advanced in their training, would have to
fill their losses directly from reception centers. The 17-week program was
adopted by the War Department and put into effect in August 1943.

Preparation of Replacements for Overseas Movement

In 1943 the headquarters of the Army Ground Forces assumed increasing
administrative responsibilities with respect to replacements, though it had
desired only a minimum of such responsibilities in 1942. The establishment of
the Classification and Replacement Division was an important step in this
development.

® For this and the preceding two paragraphs see: (1) AGF memo (S) for G—3 WD, 25 Jun 43, sub: Loss
Repls. 320.2/9 (O’seas Repls)(S). (2) Col Winn’s comments (S) on recommendations of WD Committee,
9 Jul 43. 281 /177 (S). (3) AGF memo (S) for G—1 WD, 20 Aug 43, sub: O’seas Loss Repls. 320.2/14 (O’seas

Repls)(5). (4) Gen Lentz’s comments when Gen Christiansen first raised the issue of replacement training,
AGF M/8 (8), G-3 to CofS, 20 Feb 43, sub: Loss Repl Tng. 354.1/4 (RTC)(S).
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One administrative correction sought and obtained was a simplification of
physical and psychological requirements for replacements. Physically or other-
wise unqualified personnel had often slipped through the examining authorities
and appeared as replacements overseas. In April 1943 the Overseas Replacement
Depot at Shenango, Pa., complained that replacements sent to it had been
inadequately screened by AGF replacement training centers. The Army Ground
Forces believed that this was not due so much to negligence at replacement
training centers as to a divergence of opinion among the various doctors by
whom a replacement was examined. There was a tendency for the interpretation
of standards to become stricter as nearness to combat increased. Men passed as
physically qualified at a replacement training center might be considered
unqualified at a replacement depot. Men passed by a replacement depot might
be judged unfit by medical officers in a theater. Numerous men were rejected
through rigid concepts of dental fitness. In consequence some soldiers threw
away dental appliances with which they had been provided in training, in order
to avoid overseas service. The Army Ground Forces recommended that dental
requirements be clarified at a minimum level, namely, “ability to masticate the
Army ration.” It recommended further, and likewise in the interest of less
subjective judgments, that the term “mentally” be dropped from War Depart-
ment Circular 85 (1943), in which qualifications for overseas service were
stated. Further amendment of Circular 85 was requested on 28 July. Although
specific recommendations of the Army Ground Forces were not followed, clarifi-
cation was achieved with the publication by the War Department, on 1 October
1943, of “Preparation for Oversea Movement of Individual Replacements”
(“POR”). This remained the governing document on the subject until quanti-
tative demands in 1944 made it necessary to lower the standards of physical
quality.®

The Army Ground Forces, at first reluctantly, extended its responsibility
over the movement of trained replacements. Reports of mismanagement and
poor discipline at Shenango were made by AGF inspectors,'® and led to a visit of
inspection on 17 May 1943 by Brig. Gen. Alexander R. Bolling, G-1 of Army
Ground Forces, and other AGF officers. Shocked by their findings, General

® (1) AGF memo for G-1 WD, 24 Apr 43, sub: Eligibility of EM as O’seas Repls. 341/1050. (2) AGF
2d ind to TAG, 28 Jul 43, on memo cited in (1). (3) WD pamphlet AG 210.31 (11 Sep 43) OB-S-E-GN-
SPGAR-M, 1 Oct 43, sub: Preparation for O’seas Movement of Indiv Repls—Short Title “POR.” 370.5/4134:

* Memo (R) of members of AGF G—3 Tng Sec for CofS, 12 May 43, sub: Inspection of AGF Repls at
Cp Kilmer, N. ], and Cp Shanks, N, Y., May 7—9; Tabs H to N, 333.1/14 (R).



PROVISION OF ENLISTED REPLACEMENTS 187

Bolling, who had in the past strongly favored the operation of replacement
depots by the Service Forces, recommended that the depot be taken over by the
Army Ground Forces." In conference with the War Department it was decided
that the Army Service Forces should continue to operate Shenango as a replace-
ment depot for the ASF branches, but that the Army Ground Forces should
establish on each coast a depot of its own for overseas replacements in the combat
arms.*

Depots were therefore organized at Fort Meade, Md., and Fort Ord, Calif.,
with respective capacities for 18,000 and 7,000 replacements. They were made
subordinate directly to Headquarters, Army Ground Forces. Beginning opera-
tions in August 1943, they certified that overseas replacements met medical
requirements, had done qualification firing of their primary weapons, and were
otherwise qualified for overseas duty. The depots reported individuals found
deficient, with the names of the replacement training centers or of units from
which such deficient individuals came. The Army Ground Forces thus obtained
a check on the work of its replacement centers. The depots also issued clothing
and equipment as needed, gave inoculations, took blood types, and otherwise
processed the men in their charge. A training program was instituted at each
depot to prevent deterioration in discipline, morale, and physical condition and
to prepare men psychologically for overseas duty. Such training had to be flexible,
since men remained in the depots for variable and unpredictable lengths of time,
subject to shipment on seventy-two hours’ notice from port commanders. Men
held in a depot over thirty days were reported to the Army Ground Forces for
reassignment.’®

Improvement in the quality of replacements in the ground arms was soon
noted. The Inspector General reported on 30 October 1943 that since the estab-

1 (1) Memo of Lt Col Banville for Col Hyssong, 2 Feb 43, sub: Conference Relative to Decentralization
of RTC Asgmt. 341/1024. (2) (3) Memo (C) of Brig Gen A. R, Bolling for CG AGF, 21 May 43,
sub: Visit to Shenango Pers Repl Dep. 353.02/12 (sep file)(C).

2 AGF M/S, G-3 to CofS, 3 Jun 43, sub: Conference AGF Operating Repl Deps and 15% Pools in
RTCs. 354.1/238 (RTC).

8 (1) WD memo WDGAP 322.96 for CG AGF, 22 Jun 43, sub: O’seas Repl System. 320.2/1 (Repl
Deps). (2) AGF lir (R) to Brig Gen F. B. Mallon, 30 Jul 43, sub: AGF Repl Dep # 1, Ft Meade, Md. 320.2/4
(Repl Deps) (R). (3) Same ltr to Gen Lockwood, re Repl Dep # 2. 320.2/4 (Repl Deps) (R). {4) AGF ltr (S)
to Repl Deps #1 and #2, 16 Aug 43, sub: Rpts from AGF Pers Repl Deps. 319.1/1 (AGF PRD)(S). (5)
Rpts from depots in 319.1 (AGF PRD) (C). (6) AGF ltr to R&SC, AA Comd, Armd Comd, 23 Aug 43,
sub: Analysis of Shipment of Enl Pers to AGF Pers Repl Depot #1. 220.3/2 (AGF PRD). (7) AGF ltr to
Repl Deps #1 and #2, 11 Sep 43, sub: Tng Dir for AGF ZI Repl Depots. 320.2/119 (Repl Deps). (8)
Papers in 353/1 (Repl Deps) showing steps taken by AGF to assure performance of qualification firing. (9)
Papers in 333.1/1 (Repl Deps) on liaison of R&SC with depots.



188 PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING OF GROUND COMBAT TROOPS

lishment of the depot at Fort Meade replacements reached the East Coast staging
areas better equipped and clothed than before, and with more confidence and
eagerness to go overseas, though a few had still not qualified with their primary
weapons.** Reports from Italy received through the AGF Board were in general
favorable.' The Fifth Army found that replacements were better than they had
been in the Tunisian campaign and that infantry replacements in particular were
good, though some had inadequate knowledge of their weapons. By the time of
the Fifth Army reports (November and December 1943) infantry replacements
had either benefited from the 17-week program in replacement centers or had
come from units well along in their training. The fact that, despite all efforts,
some men lacked proficiency with their weapons may be attributed to difficulties
in the training and processing of certain types of specialists.

Misassignment of replacements in the theaters could instantly nullify the
effects of all training, however thorough, and of all methods of overseas move-
ment and delivery, however much improved. But over such misassignment it
was difficult for the War Department, and impossible for the Army Ground
Forces, to exercise any direct control. To prevent misassignment the right number
of men for each arm, and for each job in each arm, had to be supplied at the right
time. The right number depended on the incidence of battle and nonbattle
losses; the right time depended on the course of operations. Exact predictions
were consequently impracticable, and estimates were all the more liable to error
since forecasts had to be made six months in advance to allow for the time that
elapsed between calls on Selective Service and receipt of replacements by units in
the combat zone.

Reapportionment of RTC Capacity, 1943

In 1942 the apportionment of total RT'C capacity among arms and services
and among individual jobs in each arm and service had been based on needs
for initial filling of units, not on anticipation of combat losses. When, after
November 1942, combat developed on a significant scale, the requirements for loss
replacements in the combat arms immediately mou