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FOREWORD

Most of the major military conflicts between the end of World War II
in 1945 and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 were fought in Asia
and the Middle East. Ironically, Europe, where no war was fought, was the
epicenter of the Cold War. The stakes were highest there for both sides as two
fundamentally opposed ideologies and political systems confronted each other
across the so-called Iron Curtain. The forces of Western Europe and the United
States formed the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Soviet
Union and its European satellites created a rival Warsaw Pact. Both sides saw
war in Europe as a potential Armageddon that could bring total victory or
catastrophic defeat. As a result, both sides shaped their political and military
strategies and arranged their military forces to fight that war. By the time the
Cold War ended in 1989 with the destruction of the Berlin Wall—the Iron
Curtain incarnate—and the subsequent collapse of the Soviet Union, both sides
had spent huge sums of money and devoted vast human resources to preparing
for a war that thankfully never came.

In 1951, however, war in Europe seemed imminent and perhaps even
inevitable. The East-West conflict had already gone hot a year earlier with the
fighting on the Korean peninsula. To the leaders of the West, especially the
United States, that far off conflict was seen as simply the prelude to the start
of the main struggle for the real “prize”: Europe. The United States had joined
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 1949, pledging military support for
the nations of Western Europe in the event of Communist incursion. Thus, for
the first time in its history, America had bound itself by treaty obligations as a
member of a standing alliance. In February 1951, after a series of congressional
hearings devoted to the subject, President Harry S. Truman determined to
reinforce the weak U.S. occupation forces still in Europe with four additional
divisions. The reactivation of the Seventh Army in Europe and its preparations
to face the armies of the Soviet Union in defense of Western Europe marked
the beginning of a forward deployed strategy for the United States Army that
remained in place for the duration of the Cold War.

Forging the Shield tells the story of the U.S. Army in Europe during the
critical 1950s and early 1960s. It spans the period between the return of major
U.S. combat forces to Germany in 1951 and the aftermath of the Berlin crisis
of 1961-1962. During that time, the troops in Europe became the public face
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of the Army to Europeans and Americans as well as to the rest of the world.
The service directed almost all of its training, equipment, and force develop-
ment toward that potential day when its troops would face Soviet divisions
streaming through the Fulda Gap and into Germany. The establishment of
a credible conventional deterrent in Germany, backed up with our nuclear
forces, was one of the central linchpins of the U.S. strategy of containment of
Soviet power. It was a visible symbol to the world that America had placed
its flag and its soldiers—its citizens-in-arms—in harm’s way to reinforce its
commitment to peace and freedom in Europe. This important volume tells the
story of the U.S. Army in the early days of the Cold War as our commitment
evolved into the multigenerational defense of Europe and the values of freedom.
The Army in Europe has remained a central pillar of U.S. defense and foreign
policy throughout the Cold War and into the new reality of post-Cold War
Europe today.

Washington, D.C. RICHARD W.STEWART
1 February 2015 Chief Historian
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PREFACE

In the introduction to Volume I of American Military History, Richard
W. Stewart argues that military history is more than the study of armed
conflict, campaigns, and battles. It is also the story of how societies form their
institutions for their collective security and how those institutions operate in
war and peace. It is the story of soldiers and the subculture of which they are
a part. In a broad sense, Stewart concluded, military history has to study the
armed forces as institutions and as manifestations of the power of the state.!
This approach is particularly appropriate in the case of the Cold War, which
was, by and large, a conflict contested by means other than combat. Throughout
the extended face-off between the Communist and non-Communist blocs, both
sides jockeyed for position in other ways, through economics, propaganda,
public opinion, information management and distribution, intimidation, and
in some cases, bluff.

For the most part, U.S. military and political leaders, and the intelligence
networks that supported them, believed that the Soviet Union did not desire
war with the West. To some extent, this was based on an assumption that
no sane individual or government would risk global war—nuclear war—for
whatever gains might be achieved in Europe. From there, it is not a great leap
to the evolution of a grand strategy in Europe rooted in the perception of
commitment. Neither the United States nor the nations of Western Europe had
a desire to match the military strength of the Soviet Union. For most of the
Cold War period, but particularly during the ten years immediately following
the end of World War II, the West harbored a greater desire for economic and
social recovery. With that in mind, beginning with the signing of the North
Atlantic Treaty in 1949, the American strategy became one of demonstrating its
determination to support the nations of Western Europe. Aslong as America’s
military policies and structures showed its clear commitment to preventing
Soviet expansion, U.S. leaders believed the Communists would not be tempted
to launch an attack because of the expectation of an easy win. If the West could

! Richard W. Stewart, ed., American Military History, vol. 1, The United States Army and
the Forging of a Nation, 1775-1917 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army Center of Military History,
2005), pp. 1-4.

Xvii



convince the Communists that the cost would not be worth the risk, the Bear
would not attack.

Clearly, the linchpin of this strategy was the demonstrated, unequivocal
guarantee of the United States to help defend Western Europe. Without the
promise of U.S. manpower, industry, and military technology to back it up,
no North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) defense was credible. For
the United States, the down payment on its commitment was the reactivation
of the Seventh Army in Europe in December 1950. By that time, the mighty
armed force that had marched across the continent to subdue Nazi Germany
in 1945 had evaporated, leaving behind a feeble shell barely capable of carrying
out the occupation mission assigned to it. The return to Europe of a complete
field army, and the development of command and control, administration,
and the logistical infrastructure to support it sent a clear signal to the Soviets
as intended. Whether it presented a credible forward defense in and of itself,
or merely served as the trip wire for a nuclear response was never particularly
relevant. The force represented an American commitment to the continent.

Throughout the 1950s, most of the senior officers and noncommissioned
officers assigned to the command were veterans of World War II who retained
much of the confidence they had gained through victory in that conflict.
Although some new technologies had emerged, most of their vehicles, weapons,
and equipment were the same they had used to defeat the Axis. While war with
the Soviet Union was in no way a pleasant prospect, it was not yet the unthink-
able Armageddon it would eventually become. With the successful testing of
thermonuclear weapons still a few years off and without a clear understanding
of the full implications of a nuclear exchange, many officers still considered the
atomic bomb to be just another weapon in the American arsenal. Theirs was
a generation that had not only invented the atomic bomb, but had employed
it in combat, twice. It would be a few more years before the bomb, ballistic
missiles, and concepts of deterrence and mutual assured destruction would
come to dominate military strategic thought.

That being said, at least in the early days of the U.S. Army, Europe’s,
(USAREUR) forward deployment mission, its leaders believed that they
could give a good account of themselves in battle with the Soviets. While
they acknowledged the Soviet’s numerical superiority, many believed that the
training, doctrine, and the quality of the U.S. troops and equipment tended to
even the odds. Through their maneuvers, tests, and exercises, USAREUR and
the Seventh Army tried to develop the tactics and doctrine that would enable
them to fight outnumbered and win.

By the middle of the 1950s, the U.S. Army had become enmeshed in the
larger strategic debates of the period. The growth in the number of atomic
weapons and the development of larger, more powerful warheads threw into
question existing beliefs and preconceptions of modern warfare. It was a time
of soaring political rhetoric as leaders on both sides sought to reconcile national
goals and ideals with the reality of the Cold War. In the United States the Army
found itself struggling to justify its existence as it competed with the Air Force
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and the Navy for money, resources, and a clearly defined role in the nation’s
defense. Even though the Eisenhower administration retained its infatuation
with atomic weapons and the Strategic Air Command, the president himself
never wavered in his support for the Army’s mission in Europe. As a result,
despite calls from many quarters for a downsizing, if not complete elimination
of the Army’s ground combat responsibilities, the troops remained overseas as
the cornerstone of NATO’s defense force. As such, USAREUR and the Seventh
Army helped to preserve the traditions and skills of a ground combat force as
the rest of the service grappled with larger strategic and institutional issues.

Even though it was part of the larger debate, USAREUR had to keep its
focus on more pragmatic concerns. New weapons and equipment inevitably led
to changes in organization and doctrine. When the Army tried to take advantage
of battlefield atomic weapons to offset cuts in troop strength and conventional
arms and equipment by devising a new divisional organization, Seventh Army
divisions converted to the new pentomic structure. The command spent the
next several years testing and refining the new concept.

With most of the national defense budget going to strategic programs that
emphasized air and sea power, USAREUR struggled to meet its mission and
support requirements with the limited resources available. U.S. Army leaders
in Europe had to make difficult choices in allocating money for training,
maintenance, and construction. These were crucial decisions, for in contrast to
their counterparts in the United States, the leaders dealt with the Soviets and
East Germans every day. They interacted with the West German government,
its citizens, and ultimately, its armed forces on a regular basis. The command
had to prepare for that time when political theory might erupt into reality. The
officers and soldiers of the U.S. Army in Europe had to come up with realistic
approaches and solutions to the very real issues they faced each day.

Nowhere was this more true, or the effects of the U.S. presence in Europe
so keenly felt, as in the divided city of Berlin. Throughout the Cold War, but
particularly during the period between the blockade and airlift from 1948 to
1949 and the building of a wall separating eastern and western sections of the
city in 1961, Berlin sat at the epicenter of the East-West conflict. American and
Soviet military personnel, as well as Germans on both sides, faced each other
on a daily basis and played a dangerous game of one-upmanship that could
easily have escalated out of control. If war was going to erupt in Europe during
this time, it was probably going to start in, or be about, Berlin.

In many ways the 1950s represents a golden age in the history of the United
States Army. Between the end of the Korean War in 1953 and the escalation
of the conflict in Vietnam beginning in 1963, the force in Europe was what the
American public identified as the United States Army. Its presence in Germany
evoked memories among the millions of soldiers who had served there during
World War II and the subsequent occupation. It was a force that was, for the
most part, popular in Europe as a visible symbol of an American commitment
to keep its allies free from Communist oppression. More important, the Army
as an institution still enjoyed the prestige and respect of a civilian population
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that had not yet heard of Vietnam. In the early 1960s, it would be the Army of
Elvis, and a force popularized weekly on television by the Big Picture and on
radio by the Army Hour.

It would perhaps be too much to say that it was the presence of the U.S.
Army in Europe that saved the continent from Soviet domination. It is hard
to measure to what extent the force served to deter Communist aggression.
Nonetheless, it seems clear that, as the most visible expression of an American
commitment to support the nations of Western Europe, the U.S. Army’s deploy-
ment there during the continent’s most vulnerable years posed an unacceptable
risk to those who calculated the odds. Although Soviet planners could not
predict with any degree of certainty what the American response would be, the
presence of so many of its citizens on the continent, already prepared to fight,
ensured that there would be one.

In a broader sense, the force in Europe during the 1950s provides the
historical, doctrinal, and spiritual link between the G.1.’s of World War II and
Korea and the grunts who would fight in Vietnam. For most of the period,
the Soviet Union and the nations of the Warsaw Pact were the designated
opponents against whom the American military prepared to fight. The U.S.
Army, in particular, developed its weapons and equipment, designed its
doctrine, organized its units, and trained its soldiers to fight the Soviets in
Western Europe. It was not until the early 1960s and the construction of the
Berlin Wall that the U.S. military began to turn its attention away from Western
Europe and toward new potential conflicts in other parts of the world. The next
decade would force the Army to prepare for a different kind of war as it began
its intervention into Southeast Asia.

This book covers the period between 1951, the reactivation of the Seventh
Army in Europe, and 1962, the immediate aftermath of the crisis leading up
to the building of the Berlin Wall. As an official history of the U.S. Army, it
is based, for the most part, on the records of that organization. Although its
structure is essentially chronological, two topics stood out as transcending
this approach and meriting independent discussion. The role of USAREUR
in rearming and training the new German Army spans several years and is
perhaps the Army’s single greatest contribution toward maintaining security
in Western Europe. Likewise, the relationship between American soldiers and
their French and West German hosts evolved over time and is a critical element
in telling the story of the U.S. Army in Europe. Both subjects are discussed in
depth in separate chapters at appropriate points in the book.

Although military jargon has been kept to a minimum, some German words
or phrases that have become ubiquitous in the language of American soldiers,
kasern and gasthaus come to mind, have been retained. For place names we
have relied on the U.S. Board of Geographic Names.

Many people contributed to the successful completion of this book.
Although I cannot mention all of them here, a number deserve special thanks.
As Chiefs of Military History, Brig. Gen. John S. Brown, Jeffrey Clarke,
and Robert Dalessandro provided material and moral support throughout
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the book writing process. Likewise, the Chief Historian, Richard Stewart
rendered important advice and assistance. In the Histories Division at CMH,
David Hogan, William Hammond, Joel Meyerson, and James McNaughton
read numerous chapters, provided essential guidance and advice, and helped
to shepherd the work through to completion. Finally, my colleagues within
the CMH Histories Division, Thomas Boghardt, David Goldman, and Mark
Bradley provided thoughtful feedback to many of my drafts and shared much
of their own research with me when I had run into difficulties.

Throughout my research, I received help from any number of historians,
archivists, and librarians. At CMH, Chief Archivist Frank Shirer and librarians
Carrie Sullivan and James Tobias cheerfully tolerated my frequent requests
for research assistance and interlibrary loans. At the National Archives,
Allan Lipton helped me to navigate through the classified records room while
numerous archivists provided assistance in the military records reference room.
At the Army Heritage and Education Center at Carlisle, Pennsylvania, Richard
Sommers, Tom Hendrix, and Richard Baker were more than generous in sharing
their expertise and support. I must also thank George Watson at the Air Force
Historical Studies Office for providing access to that agency’s holdings. Ken
Finlayson at the U.S. Army Special Operations Command History Support
Center introduced me to Rudy Horvath and provided additional information
on his fascinating story. Overseas, Greg Pedlow at the NATO Historical Office
helped to locate key documents at the NATO library and Andy Morris at U.S.
Army, Europe, declassified Seventh Army war plans that were essential to my
overall study.

As the manuscript began to come together, Brian Linn, Professor of History
at Texas A&M University; Ingo Trauschweizer, Associate Professor at Ohio
University; and Jonathan House, Professor and Chair of Military History at
the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College, read the final draft and
provided invaluable feedback and comments. On the CMH editorial staff,
Cheryl Bratten and Diane Arms hammered my prose into something far more
readable while cartographer Sherry Dowdy translated my sometimes confusing
sketches into a fine collection of maps. Gene Snyder pulled the whole book
together in the final layout process.

Finally I would like to express my gratitude to my family for supporting
my work throughout the many years, and also to Professors Allan Millett and
Williamson Murray at the Ohio State University, who got me started along
this road so many years ago.

The final work is the product of the efforts, guidance, and advice of all of
those noted above. As always, I alone am responsible for whatever errors or
inadequacies remain.

1 February 2015 DONALD A. CARTER
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Forging the Shield

The U.S. Army in Europe, 1951-1962






1

SETTING THE STAGE

In the five and a half years following D-Day, the mission of U.S. troops
in Europe had come almost full circle. From total war it had moved through
demobilization and peacetime occupation to combat readiness as part of an
international defense against Soviet expansionism and intimidation. In the
process, the U.S. Army in Europe had begun planning and reorganizing for
that new role, but in 1950, the troops and support facilities necessary to carry
out the mission were lacking. The existing command structure in Europe, the
European Command (EUCOM), was a product of the postwar occupation and
unprepared to direct a theater of war. Perhaps most significantly, the absence
of an established logistical system to support a buildup of U.S. forces made the
American commitment to help defend Western Europe an empty promise at
best. It seemed clear that if U.S. policy in Europe was to be credible, it would
be necessary to reinforce U.S. forces there to a point where they could present
a realistic counterweight to the threat posed by the Soviet Army.

Germany in 1950

Although American soldiers also manned garrisons in Austria and Trieste,
the center of the U.S. Army’s presence in Europe was Germany. As 1950 began,
the United States, Great Britain, France, and the Soviet Union occupied those
portions of Germany that they had inherited when they divided the defeated
nation into four zones of occupation in 1945. The U.S. Zone covered the
southern third of the country and consisted of the German states of Hesse,
Bavaria, and Baden-Wiirttemberg, along with a smaller region surrounding
the northern ports of Bremen and Bremerhaven on the North Sea. The British
sector comprised the northwestern portion of Germany, and included the states
of Hamburg, Schleswig-Holstein, Lower Saxony, and North Rhine-Westphalia.
In the westernmost part of Germany, French forces occupied a smaller section
that the Allies had carved out of the original American and British zones. It
contained two barely contiguous regions that met at a single point along the
Rhine River near Baden-Baden and included portions of Baden-Wiirttemberg,
Rhineland-Palatinate, and the Saarland. The Soviets claimed as their respon-
sibility almost all of eastern Germany. Their occupation zone included the
former German states of Thuringia, Saxony, Saxony-Anhalt, Brandenburg, and
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania. The four Allied powers had also divided the
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German capital of Berlin into four sectors (Map I). The portion controlled by
the Soviet Union came to be called East Berlin, while the sectors controlled by
the Western allies became West Berlin. Thus split, the city sat like an island in a
Communist sea, one hundred miles east of the line that divided Soviet occupied
Germany from the Western zones.

From the North Sea to Austria, and from France to the Elbe River, the three
Western zones collectively covered an area of roughly 95,750 square miles. The
population of 50.8 million included more than 8 million refugees or expellees,
who had migrated or had been forced out of homes to the east. Topographically,
the northern coastal plain was quite flat and, in the east, extended southward
almost 120 miles. Farther west and throughout the central region the terrain
was dotted with foothills and forests. In the southernmost areas, those that
included the American-controlled states of Bavaria and Baden-Wiirttemberg,
the elevation rose steadily and the rolling hills increased, culminating in the
Bavarian Alps in the south and the Black Forest in the southwest. Most of the
region’s major rivers, including the Rhine, Weser, and Elbe flowed from south
to north, emptying into the North Sea. The Danube, however, flowed gener-
ally eastward from its source in the Black Forest, draining much of southern
Germany and emptying eventually into the Black Sea.!

Less than five years after its surrender in 1945, the Western portion of
occupied Germany was on its way to full political sovereignty. On 8 April 1949,
the United States, Great Britain, and France signed an agreement merging
their three zones and allowing the formation of a German-elected government.
Referred to as the Occupation Statute, the agreement assigned to the new body
all governmental powers except those designed to preserve the rights of the
Western allies to keep and maintain troops in their assigned areas, to assume
control in the event of an emergency, and to enforce the terms of the surrender.
In accordance with the terms of surrender, the Allies had disbanded all German
armed forces, leaving only local police and a small border patrol force. The
agreement ended the period of military government in Germany and turned
the remaining administrative responsibilities of occupation over to the Office of
the U.S. High Commissioner for Germany (HICOG). This office consisted of
eight major subdivisions that monitored and assisted the developing German
government in the areas of economic affairs, political affairs, general counsel,
military security, labor affairs, intelligence, public affairs, and administration.
The first high commissioner, John J. McCloy, assumed his post in May 1949.
Four months later, in September, the first freely elected German parliament
since 1933 opened its first session in Bonn and established the German Federal
Republic, or West Germany.?

' Richard F. Nyrop, ed., Federal Republic of Germany: A Country Study (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1983), pp. 61-70.

2 Oliver J. Frederiksen, The American Military Occupation of Germany, 1945-1953 (Darm-
stadt, Germany: HQ, United States Army, Europe [USAREUR], Historical Office, 1953), p.



By 1950, West Germany had begun to recover from the effects of Allied
bombing, invasion, and occupation after World War I1. Although its population
had suffered painful food shortages during the initial years of the occupation, the
recovery of many of the nation’s family-owned farms had restored agricultural
production to near prewar levels, and Western assistance made up much of the
shortfall. Postwar inspections revealed that German industry had not been
destroyed to the extent that earlier bomb damage assessment had estimated.
After five years, much of Germany’s coal and steel production had begun to
recover, while other industries stood poised to begin a decade-long expansion
that historians and economists would label the West German miracle. Observers
in HICOG noted that the economy was still in a period of readjustment, required
by the loss of resources and markets in the east. By the end of 1950, however,
currency reform, and the introduction of the common deutsche mark (DM)
across West Germany and West Berlin, seemed to be the necessary catalyst,
and German industry began to approach prewar levels.?

For the most part, the Germans themselves were still somewhat ambivalent
regarding their position in the developing rift between the former Allies. Even
though the economy was beginning to pick up steam many still chafed at the
limitations and restrictions placed on them by occupation rule. A steady stream
of refugees from the East provided ample evidence that life under Communist
rule was no better than their own, and quite possibly worse. Still, for most
Germans, the eventual reunification of their divided nation was of far greater
importance than the larger East-West conflict.*

The Emerging Threat and the Move Toward Collective Security

Almost as soon as the surrender documents had been signed in Europe, the
ties that bound the Soviet Union to the Western allies began to disintegrate.
Resistance from the United States and Western Europe to Soviet demands
for reparations from Germany created friction between the former allies.
Meanwhile, political pressure from the Soviet Union, reinforced by the presence
of its victorious armies in the heart of Europe, drew Albania, Bulgaria, Romania,
Eastern Germany, Poland, Hungary, and, eventually, Czechoslovakia under
Soviet domination. In February 1946, a lengthy telegram from the deputy head

148; Harold Zink, The United States in Germany, 1944—-1955 (Princeton, N.J.: Van Nostrand,
1957), p. 305.

3 Zink, The United States in Germany, pp. 260, 293-303; McCloy’s Statement on Western
European Integration, 19 Mar 1950, Entry 6, Rcds of the European Command, Record Group
(RG) 549, National Archives, College Park, Md. (NACP).

4 Melvyn P. Leffler, A Preponderance of Power: National Security, the Truman Administration,
and the Cold War (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 1992), pp. 322-23. Detailed discus-
sions of postwar Germany are included in Tony Judt, Postwar: A History of Europe Since 1945
(New York: Penguin, 2005); Keith Lowe, Savage Continent: Europe in the Aftermath of World War
IT (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2012); Mark Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace: The Making
of the European Settlement, 1945—1953 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1999).



of the U.S. Mission in Moscow, George F. Kennan, to the State Department
provided a firsthand description of Soviet expansionism and warned that
the West must act to contain it. Increasing Communist influence in France
and Italy coupled with an active insurgency in Greece further fueled Western
suspicions of Soviet intentions and, in March 1947, prompted President Harry
S. Truman to declare a policy of American military and economic support
for nations battling against Communist expansionism. In June of that same
year, the Kremlin refused to cooperate with a plan by U.S. Secretary of State
George C. Marshall for European recovery, forbade East European countries
from participating, and launched a campaign in the Western press condemning
the program.’

Tensions between the former allies came to a head in June 1948. They failed
to agree on economic policies for occupied Germany, and the Western allies
introduced, in their zones, currency reforms that replaced the reichsmark with
a new deutsche mark. When the allies began to issue the new currency in the
Western sectors of Berlin, the Soviets responded by increasing restrictions on
road, rail, and barge traffic into the city until, by 24 June, they had cut off all
Western ground access to Berlin.® During the next fifteen months, American
and British pilots flew 2,343,301 tons of food, coal, and other essential supplies
into the blockaded city. Although the Soviets officially lifted the blockade in
May, the allies continued the airlift through the end of September 1949 to ensure
that a suitable stockpile was in place.’

The growing Soviet pressure on Berlin and the larger sense of threat it
instilled throughout Germany added momentum to an ongoing re-evaluation
of the U.S. position in Western Europe. As part of a review of U.S. foreign
policy in 1948, Kennan, the director of the State Department’s policy planning
staff, had ventured that some form of political, military, and economic union
in Western Europe would be necessary if those nations were to hold their own
against Communist interference and encroachment. Planning was, in fact, well
underway by then. It came to fruition in March 1948, with the signing of the
Treaty of Brussels. The signatories—the United Kingdom, France, Belgium,
the Netherlands, and Luxembourg—resolved to work together to promote

> Hastings Lionel Ismay, NATO: The First Five Years, 19491954 (Paris: North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, 1954), p. 5; Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, The Wise Men: Six Friends
and the World They Made (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986), pp. 352-53; Leffler, A Prepon-
derance of Power, pp. 184-85, 194.

¢ Frederiksen, The American Military Occupation of Germany, p. 147; Min, HQ, European
Command (EUCOM), Deputy Commander in Chief’s Weekly Staff Conference, 22, 29 Jun 1948,
Entry 211, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1947-1951, RG 549, NACP.

7 Frederiksen, The American Military Occupation of Germany, p. 147. Varying interpretations
of the early stages of the Cold War can be found in Carolyn Eisenberg, Drawing the Line: The
American Decision to Divide Germany, 1944-1949 (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1996);
John L. Gaddis, Strategies of Containment. A Critical Appraisal of Postwar American National
Security Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982); idem, We Now Know: Rethinking
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European economic recovery and took the first steps toward establishing a
program for their mutual security. Initial achievements included an integration
of air defenses and the creation of a joint command structure known as the
Western Union Defense Organization. On 30 April 1948, the defense ministers
and military chiefs of staff of the five Treaty of Brussels countries began a
series of meetings to study their military equipment needs and to determine
what supplementary aid they could request from the United States. Beginning
in July, American and Canadian defense leaders attended the meetings in a
nonmember status.®

The following year, 1949, proved to be decisive in fully engaging the United
States in the security interests of Western Europe. After nearly twelve months
of preliminary talks, on 4 April, twelve Western nations including the United
States signed the North Atlantic Treaty, which established the basis for an
integrated defense of Western Europe. Under the terms of Article 5 of the treaty,
all parties agreed that they would consider an attack against any one or more
of them as an attack against all. Furthermore, in the event of such an attack,
each nation pledged to render assistance, including the use of military force.
In a departure from its historical position of nonalignment, the United States
entered the alliance, committing its armed forces to the defense of foreign soil
prior to an actual declaration of war. Despite concerns that the pact threatened
the nation’s traditional abstention from foreign entanglements, the U.S. Senate
ratified the treaty on 21 July.’

In a further expression of the American commitment, on 6 October,
President Truman signed the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, which
authorized the allocation of $1 billion to NATO members for the purchase
of equipment, materials, and services that would strengthen their capabilities
for individual or collective defense. Congressional leaders debating the aid
package tied it directly to European acceptance of a coordinated defense plan
under a single unified command. Those in opposition to the bill argued that
the European nations had not yet shown that they would be willing to make
such a commitment. Despite these misgivings, early in December 1949 NATO’s

8 Rpt, Review of Current Trends U.S. Foreign Policy, 24 Feb 1948, in Foreign Relations
of the United States [FRUS], 1948, vol. 1, General;, The United Nations (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1976), pt. 2, pp. 510-29; Ismay, NATO, p. 9; Lawrence S. Kaplan,
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2007), pp. 49-70.
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twelve member nations met in Paris and gave unanimous approval to plans for
an integrated defense of the North Atlantic area.!

The European Command in 1950

The major U.S. military headquarters in Europe in 1950 was the European
Command, located in Heidelberg, Germany, and commanded by Army General
Thomas T. Handy. Its varied responsibilities included the coordination of
administrative and logistical support to its component commands, the prepara-
tion and coordination of emergency and evacuation plans for U.S. forces in
Europe, and the coordination and review of budget requests and priorities.
Although designated as a unified command by the Joint Chiefs of Staffin 1947,
the headquarters was manned almost exclusively by Army personnel. On 1
January 1950, the three service components of the command—United States
Army, Europe (USAREUR); United States Air Force, Europe (USAFE); and
United States Naval Force, Germany (USNAVFORGER )—represented a total
of 103,038 assigned or attached military personnel.!!

Also located in Heidelberg, USAREUR began 1950 as a fully operational
headquarters responsible for the administration, support, and control of most
U.S. Army units in the theater. Its major subordinate units included the U.S.
Constabulary, headquartered at Vaihingen, Germany, ten miles northwest of
Stuttgart; the 1st Infantry Division, headquartered at Bad Tolz, twenty miles
south of Munich; and the various military posts that provided administrative
and logistical support to American occupation troops throughout the U.S. Zone.
In all, the command numbered about eighty-three thousand soldiers. Although it
functioned as a separate headquarters, USAREUR remained closely associated
with EUCOM throughout most of 1950. As in previous years, many personnel
played dual roles within staff divisions of both organizations."

In addition to Germany, U.S. Army forces performed postwar duties in
other conquered nations of Europe. Almost fifteen thousand soldiers assigned
to U.S. Forces, Austria, continued to perform occupation duties there. Another
contingent of five thousand, identified as Trieste United States Troops (TRUST),
helped to provide security in that city, which was located on the Italian Adriatic
coast and had been divided between U.S. and British occupation forces on one
side and the Yugoslav Army on the other. Although neither command belonged

10 Steven L. Rearden, History of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, vol. 1, The Formative
Years: 1947-1950 (Washington, D.C.: Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 1984),
pp- 504-08; Clayton Knowles, “Unifying of Europe to Fight Demanded as Arms Aid Price,”
New York Times, 1 Aug 1949; “West Nations Approve Defense Plan,” Stars and Stripes, 2 Dec
1949.

" Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, pp. 31-33, 68; Annual Narrative
Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, USAREUR, pp. 8-10. Both in Historians files, CMH.
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General Thomas Handy, the newly appointed commander of USAREUR, at the 10th
Infantry during Exercise Harvest, September 1949.

to EUCOM, reporting instead directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, both relied
on the command for administrative and logistical support.

As the last remaining U.S. Army division serving with the occupation forces
in Germany, the Ist Infantry Division had dispersed throughout the U.S. Zone
and Berlin. In 1947, EUCOM initiated efforts to reassemble the majority of the
division to serve as a theater reserve. The command relieved division personnel
from most of their occupation duties and directed the division commander, Maj.
Gen. Frank W. Milburn, to begin a program of tactical training and improved
combat readiness. By 1950, however, most of its subordinate units remained
scattered across the U.S. Zone while USAREUR and EUCOM leaders searched
for suitable locations to consolidate them.!®

13 Min, HQ, EUCOM, Monthly Conference of Commander in Chief with Major Command-
ers and Deputy Military Governor, 26 Mar 1947; Min, HQ, EUCOM, Deputy Commander in
Chief’s Weekly Staff Conference, 15 Apr 1947; Rpt, HQ, U.S. Forces, European Theater, 5 Mar
1947, G-3 Monthly Report. Allin Entry 211, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1947-1951,
RG 549, NACP. Historical Division, EUCOM, Reorganization of Tactical Forces: V-E Day to
1 January 1949, 1950, Historical Manuscript Collection, U.S. Army Center of Military History
(CMH) Archives, Washington, D.C.



At the same time, Army leaders in Europe also took steps to realign the
U.S. Constabulary. Upon its activation in July 1946, the Constabulary’s mission
had been to maintain general military and civil security, to assist the military
government in carrying out its objectives, and to control the borders of the
U.S. Zone of occupation. Constabulary troops also helped train a new German
police force that handled most cases dealing with German civilians. At its peak
the Constabulary consisted of thirty-two thousand men, organized into three
brigades, nine regiments, and twenty-seven squadrons. Each squadron consisted
of five troops, three mechanized with M5 or M8 armored cars and two motorized
with jeeps. Additionally, each regiment had a light tank company equipped
with M24 tanks, a section of nine liaison-type airplanes, a horse platoon of
thirty mounted men for work in difficult terrain, and a motorcycle platoon for
highway patrols. Headquarters and service troops provided administrative
and maintenance support for each regiment. Constabulary units maintained
an active patrol system and cooperated closely with German local and border
police throughout the U.S. Zone.!'* Separate constabulary squadrons operated
in Berlin and Austria but were not part of the U.S. Constabulary proper.

By the end of 1948, German police had assumed responsibility for most
security duties in the U.S. Zone and EUCOM ordered U.S. forces to begin
reorganizing into a more tactical posture. On 20 December, the Constabulary
completed a transformation into a more combat ready force by reorganizing
its 2d, 6th, and 14th Regiments into armored cavalry regiments. The new units
received shipments of light and heavy tanks and other new equipment, while
an increased emphasis on recruiting in the United States helped to provide the
additional manpower they required. At the same time, the command inactivated
two other squadrons, the 15th and 37th, to provide personnel for two new field
artillery battalions, the 70th and 74th.'

Beginning in 1947 for elements of the 1st Infantry Division and in 1948
for the three new armored cavalry regiments of the Constabulary, EUCOM
conducted a tactical training program designed to return the units to an accept-
able level of combat readiness. During the winter of 1948-1949, every battalion
spent two weeks in cold weather training at Grafenwohr, an old German Army
training area about forty miles northwest of Nuremberg. Exercise NORMAL in
the summer of 1948 and Exercise HARVEST in September 1949 provided the units
with an opportunity to demonstrate their combat proficiency. While observers
noted that the participants exhibited excellent mobility and a sound grasp of

Y Frederiksen, The American Military Occupation of Germany, p. 69; Earl F. Ziemke, The
U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany, 1944—1946, Army Historical Series (Washington, D.C.:
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Justice: The US Army Constabulary in Germany, 19461953, Global War on Terrorism Occasional
Paper 11 (Fort Leavenworth, Kans.: Combat Studies Institute Press, 2005), pp. 11-13.
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Division, EUCOM, Reorganization of Tactical Forces: V-E Day to 1 January 1949, 1950.



tactical fundamentals, they pointed out that much still remained to be done.
In particular, General Handy noted that many of the World War II vintage
vehicles and weapons could not stand up to the strain of the maneuvers.'

Over the next year, additional exercises led EUCOM’s leaders to believe that
the command was well trained by peacetime standards, but they acknowledged
that it was difficult to apply a single set of measures to such evaluations. During
Exercise RamnBow, conducted between 11 and 18 September 1950, the command
once again tested its major combat units in a series of combat exercises. The
enemy, portrayed by the 2d Armored Cavalry Regiment, attacked across the
eastern border of the U.S. Zone on the morning of 11 September. Friendly
forces, consisting of the 1st Infantry Division, the 14th Armored Cavalry
Regiment, and other elements of the Constabulary, withdrew to predetermined
positions, conducted defensive operations, and launched a counteroffensive
on 13 September. Assisted by simulated allied reinforcements, the defenders
completed their operations by 18 September, attaining all objectives and driving
the aggressor back across the border. On the basis of their performance during
Exercise RamnBow, the EUCOM deputy chief of staff for operations, Brig. Gen.
Edward T. Williams, estimated that Army elements within the command had an
operational readiness of 85 percent but would need an additional three months
of intensive training for them to be fully ready for combat."”

Other efforts to restore the 1st Infantry Division and the Constabulary to
higher levels of combat readiness were also beginning to pay off. One of the most
significant developments was the progressive buildup to desired overstrengths
of the major tactical units in the European Command. By the end of May 1950,
the 1st Infantry Division was at 96.5 percent of its total personnel authorization
while the Constabulary was at 97 percent. By mid-August, both organizations
exceeded 100 percent of their authorized strengths (Chart 1).'*

Despite the progress that EUCOM made, other impediments to combat
readiness remained. As the number of troops assigned to EUCOM continued
to rise, so too did the number of military dependents. Army leaders acknowl-
edged the value to morale of having families accompany deploying soldiers,
but also recognized the numerous challenges that would be associated with
an increased civilian community. In several cases, a shortage of troop housing
prevented the command from consolidating its tactical units. Because many
units were still dispersed in occupation locations, they lacked ranges and
local training areas where they could develop tactical skills on a daily basis.

16 Frederiksen, The American Military Occupation of Germany, pp. 174-75; “U.S. Maneuvers
in Europe Go Back to Exercise NorRMAL in 1948, Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 14 Sep
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The only large-scale maneuver area available for training units of battalion
size or larger was the former German Army site at Grafenwohr. The force
in Europe also lacked any semblance of a logistical support base capable of
sustaining a wartime theater. Most of the maintenance, supply, ordnance, and
other service units needed to support the combat elements were not available.
Perhaps most important, almost all of EUCOM’s supplies and reinforcements
came into the theater through the German port of Bremerhaven on the North
Sea. The line of support linking the port and the command’s deployed units
ran parallel to the border between the allied and Soviet zones in Germany
and within easy reach of any potential Soviet advance."

Perceptions of a Rising Threat

By the beginning of 1950, events had conspired to convince many military
and political leaders in the United States that conflict with the Soviet Union was
imminent. In September 1949, U.S. scientists picked up traces of radioactivity
over the Pacific Ocean that indicated the Soviets had exploded their own atomic
device. Although U.S. intelligence agencies had long reported that the Soviets
were on the verge of such an achievement, to many U.S. officials, the loss of
the American atomic monopoly was shocking. The victory of Mao Zedong’s
forces in China in October 1949 reinforced fears that communism was still on
the march worldwide. The fall of China seemed to expose Japan, India, and all
of Southeast Asia to a similar fate. The Communist victory in China also gave
rise to finger-pointing and recriminations in American politics. Disclosures that
Soviet spies Alger Hiss and Klaus Fuchs had penetrated the State Department
and the atomic laboratories at Los Alamos prompted Senator Joseph McCarthy,
a Republican from Wisconsin, to begin a well-publicized hunt for Communists
within the State Department and the Truman administration.?

Despite these diversions, U.S. strategic planners firmly kept their eyes on
the Soviet Union as a potential foe. In December 1949, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had approved Joint Outline Emergency War Plan OFFTACKLE, a revision to the
previous plan, HALFMOON, to reflect the strategic changes in Europe brought
about by the NATO alliance. According to OFFTACKLE, in the event of war with
the Soviet Union, the United States would safeguard the western hemisphere
and its own mobilization base, conduct a strategic defensive in the Far East,
and wage a strategic offensive in Western Eurasia. In Europe, allied forces
would defend essential areas along the periphery, pulling back to a line along
the Pyrenees if they did not have to evacuate the continent altogether. The allies
would conduct a sustained strategic air offensive from the United Kingdom,
and whatever bases they could hold in southern Italy, the Mediterranean, or

1% Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, pp. 88, 111-15.

2 Walter S. Poole, History of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, vol. 4, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and
National Policy, 1950-1952 (Washington, D.C.: Office of Joint History, Office of the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1998), p. 3; Leffler, 4 Preponderance of Power, pp. 341-44.



North Africa. This air-sea offensive would destroy the vital elements of Soviet
war-making capacity, defend base areas and lines of communication, provide
aid to allied nations, and clear the way for an eventual counteroffensive and,
if necessary, return to the European continent.?!

The outbreak of war in Korea in June 1950 served to underscore a sense of
urgency and imminent threat to Western Europe that had been growing since the
Soviet imposition of the Berlin blockade in 1948. Although the North Korean
invasion seemed to be a logical extension of the Communist victory in China,
the Joint Chiefs considered the conflict in Asia to be a war against the wrong
enemy. The action, however, provided an indication that the Soviets were no
longer constrained from military action by the Western monopoly on atomic
weapons. Analysts noted similarities between the situation in Korea and that
in Germany, raising concerns that the next blow would fall in Europe. As with
Korea, Germany had been divided into two parts, one of which was a Soviet
satellite with aggressive intentions. Soviet armed forces in East Germany greatly
outnumbered U.S. and NATO forces in Western Europe—forces that were only
just beginning to mobilize. Nonetheless, for EUCOM, the immediate effect of
the conflict, with its pressing requirements for manpower and logistics, was to
postpone reinforcements and to delay shipments of new equipment.?

The concerns expressed by the Joint Chiefs were reinforced by U.S.
intelligence reports. The newly established Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
observed that the Soviet Union’s treatment of the Korean situation most likely
reflected a belief that the Soviet bloc had reached a military and political posi-
tion superior to that of the West. In view of the recent Soviet atomic test, CIA
analysts believed that Moscow intended to exploit the end of the Western atomic
monopoly, relying on its superiority in conventional forces to intimidate rather
than to negotiate, therefore eschewing general war but increasing the tempo
of pressure and agitation on Germany in order to feed a war scare throughout
Europe. Other reports described an expansion of East German paramilitary
forces and predicted that those units would soon constitute both a potential
threat to West Germany and an even more immediate threat to West Berlin.
These forces already included thirty-five thousand “alert police” assigned to field
units of battalion-type organization that included infantry, artillery, tank, signal,
and engineer components. Although the East German military headquarters had
enough Soviet tanks and heavy artillery for training but too little for operational
purposes, the reports insisted that the Soviets could remedy such deficiencies
easily from stocks already in East Germany. The reports concluded that the
rapid increase in East German military capabilities raised more and more of a
possibility that the Soviets would wield them as instruments of policy toward

2 Poole, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 1950-1952, pp. 83-84.

22 Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, p. 1; Omar N. Bradley and Clay
Blair, A General’s Life: An Autobiography (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1983), p. 582. Euro-
pean reactions to the North Korean invasion are described in Edward Fursdon, The European
Defense Community: A History (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1980).



all of Germany. Their value as a psychological threat, moreover, seemed every
bit as important as their actual military potential.?

With the threat in Europe growing and U.S. forces struggling to hold their
lines in Korea, President Truman announced on 10 September 1950 that he
had approved substantial increases in the strength of U.S. forces in Europe.
Although the timing and nature of these increases required coordination with
NATO allies and the approval of Congress, the president’s announcement
reinforced the U.S. commitment to the defense of Europe and spurred the effort
to increase the American presence on the continent.?

Truman’s decision elicited a response from the Army leaders in Europe as well.
On 17 September, with the understanding that additional troops would soon be
coming his way, the EUCOM commander, General Handy, requested authority
from the Department of the Army to activate a field army headquarters within the
command. He argued that the early experiences of U.S. forces in Korea indicated
the need for a command and control element at that level. The new headquarters
would oversee a self-contained force that could readily be transferred to allied
operational command in case of an emergency. All Army units with tactical
missions, including combat, combat support, and service support elements,
would be assigned to the field army. In response to General Handy’s request, on
24 November the Department of the Army reactivated the U.S. Seventh Army
and placed it under the command of Lt. Gen. Manton S. Eddy. At that time,
EUCOM placed the 1st Infantry Division and all remaining elements of the U.S.
Constabulary under Seventh Army command and inactivated the Constabulary
headquarters. On 2 December, the Army reassigned all military posts previously
under USAREUR control to EUCOM headquarters. With that action completed,
the command made plans to discontinue Headquarters, United States Army,
Europe. Meanwhile, the Seventh Army established its headquarters at Stuttgart
and began to prepare for its new mission.”

2 National Intelligence Estimate, Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), Probable Soviet Moves
to Exploit the Present Situation, 11 Dec 1950, CIA Freedom of Information Act Electronic
Reading Room, copy in Historians files, CMH; Min, HQ, EUCOM, Commander in Chief’s
Weekly Staff Conference Notes, 3 Jan 1950, Entry 211, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1947-1951, RG 549, NACP; CIA, Probable Developments in Eastern Germany by the End of
1951, 28 Sep 1950, CIA Freedom of Information Act Electronic Reading Room, copy in Histo-
rians files, CMH.

24 Ltr, Louis Johnson, Sec Def, and Dean Acheson, Sec of State, to President Harry S. Tru-
man, 8 Sep 1950, Proquest and National Security Archive, Digital National Security Archive
(hereafter cited as Digital National Security Archive), copy in Historians files, CMH; “Truman
OK’s Substantial Rise of American Forces in Europe,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 10
Sep 1950.

2 Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan—-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, pp. 37-38, 43; Memo, Dep Ch
of Staff for Opns, EUCOM, for EUCOM Staff, 4 Oct 1950, sub: Organization of a Field Army
Headquarters, Entry 2052, USAREUR G3 Operations General Correspondence, RG 549,
NACP; Min, HQ, EUCOM, Minutes of Press Conference Held by Lt Gen Manton S. Eddy, 19
Aug 1950, Entry 6, USAREUR, RG 549, NACP; “7th Army Revived; Eddy CG; Constab Hq
Inactivated,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 25 Nov 1950.
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THE NEW MISSION

As 1951 began, the U.S. Army in Europe had started planning and
reorganizing for its new mission to participate in the defense of Western Europe
along with the military forces of the NATO alliance. At the time, the Seventh
Army remained largely a paper force, consisting only of the reconstituted 1st
Infantry Division and various elements of the U.S. Constabulary, which was still
in the process of reorganizing into armor and armored cavalry units. The Army
headquarters in Europe had given little thought to the organization, tactics,
and doctrine that it might employ in the event of a Soviet attack. Remedying
these conceptual problems would take some time. The first step in this process
would be to bring to Europe the military forces necessary to turn the promise
of security into a reality.

Building the Seventh Army

The process of building a credible deterrent force began in December 1950,
when the European Command (EUCOM) issued a letter of instruction to the
Seventh Army’s commanding general outlining his responsibilities. In the letter,
EUCOM delegated to the Seventh Army the primary mission of training and
combat readiness. It also transferred various existing operational assignments
and emergency and contingency plans to the Seventh Army that had previously
fallen to the Headquarters, U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR), and it made
that command responsible for the training and logistical support of all units,
facilities, and installations that had come under its control. The Seventh Army
also became accountable for all border security missions still assigned to U.S.
forces, including the investigation of border incidents, interrogation of illegal
border crossers, and liaison between U.S. and Soviet military forces operating
in the occupied zones.!

With its headquarters up and running by the beginning of 1951, the Seventh
Army was an army in name only. Its major elements included the understrength
Ist Infantry Division and the 2d, 6th, and 14th Armored Cavalry Regiments.
The Ist Infantry Division, “The Big Red One,” had not yet fully consolidated

! Letter of Instructions, HQ, EUCOM, 1 Dec 1950, Entry 2052, USAREUR G3 Operations
General Correspondence, RG 549, NACP.



its units from their occupation locations dispersed throughout the U.S. Zone.
The three armored cavalry regiments had their headquarters at Augsburg,
Straubing, and Fritzlar, Germany, but scattered most of their units across
nearby towns and villages. EUCOM had pieced them together from various
Constabulary squadrons to reduce overall manpower requirements and to create
amobile reserve force. A field artillery group, an air defense artillery group, and
leftover elements of the Constabulary that EUCOM had not yet incorporated
into reorganized units made up the rest of the army. Upon its activation, the
Seventh Army assumed planning and operational responsibilities for alert
orders, noncombatant evacuation, and interzonal agreements previously
assigned to USAREUR and the Constabulary.>

The European Command’s original plan had been to discontinue
Headquarters, U.S. Army, Europe, and to transfer all of its missions and
responsibilities to the Seventh Army but several technicalities prevented that
inactivation. Final review jurisdiction for courts-martial of Army personnel
throughout Germany, Austria, Trieste, and other sites, for example, rested
with the senior Army headquarters in Europe. As a result, because EUCOM
was a joint command, USAREUR had to be retained at least as a paper
organization in order to review the Seventh Army’s legal proceedings. Moreover,
since Lt. Gen. Manton S. Eddy’s appointment as commanding general of the
Seventh Army occurred while Congress was not in session, he had to remain
on USAREUR’s rolls until Congress reconvened and confirmed his new
appointment. Although all of its troops had been withdrawn, USAREUR thus
remained in place for the time being without troops or units, but with General
Eddy still assigned as commanding general.?

Eddy brought impressive credentials to his new assignment. He had served
during World War I as a machine gun battalion commander and had been
wounded in action late in the war. During World War II, he had commanded
the 9th Infantry Division under General J. Lawton Collins and the XII Corps
under General George S. Patton Jr. A future Army chief of staff, General
William C. Westmoreland, who served as an artillery battalion commander
in the 9th Division under Eddy, described his former commander as a great
believer in giving responsibility to his subordinates and letting them go about
their business with minimum interference. Another World War II contemporary,
war correspondent Ernie Pyle, remarked that General Eddy had the personality
of an old shoe, totally without arrogance or pretension. He carried a reputation
as a talented military trainer. As historian Russell Weigley observed, during

2 Troop List, HQ, Seventh Army, Jan 1951, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, Histori-
cal Section 1951, RG 338, NACP; Historical Division, EUCOM, Reorganization of Tactical
Forces: V-E Day to 1 January 1949, 1950, Historical Manuscript Collection, CMH Archives;
Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, USAREUR, p. 64, Historians files, CMH.

3 Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, pp. 43-44, Historians files, CMH.



General Eddy begins a five-day inspection of the 1st Infantry Division in August 1950.

the war Eddy had provided his officers with “perhaps the best schooling in
divisional command to be had in the American Army.”*

Introducing himself to the Frankfurt Press Club in March 1951, General
Eddy described his personal philosophy of training. He believed in less spit and
polish and more time in the field. In that way, he could provide junior officers
and sergeants with the opportunity to exercise leadership under actual field
conditions. Most important, he proclaimed, was the necessity to maintain the
edge of combat readiness. He compared himself to a football coach, preparing a
team to play in some uncertain place, at some unknown time, or not at all. True
to his word, throughout his tenure as Seventh Army commander, Eddy placed
greater emphasis on training individuals and small units than on larger unit
maneuvers and exercises. He expected his subordinate commanders, particularly
platoon leaders and company commanders, to inspect training personally and to
correct errors until their soldiers performed all tasks correctly. To the soldiers,
Eddy presented something of a grandfatherly image but one that was backed

4 Russell F. Weigley, Eisenhower’s Lieutenants: The Campaign of France and Germany,
1944-1945 (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1981), p. 13; Henry G. Phillips, The Making
of a Professional: Manton S. Eddy, USA (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 2000), pp. 204-16.



up by considerable combat experience and an old soldier’s belief in the value
of discipline and hard work.’

The decision in Washington to send four divisions to Europe in 1951
prompted U.S. commanders in Europe to prepare a detailed and comprehensive
program for receiving, processing, and locating the troops upon their arrival
in the theater. For Seventh Army planners, tactical considerations took
precedence, and they made every effort to keep the organization in a state
of combat readiness. Even so, a lack of troop housing inevitably determined
to some extent the temporary locations of many units, despite an expedited
construction and rehabilitation program launched by the command. To each
new unit that arrived in Europe, the Seventh Army assigned a sponsor unit
of similar type and size. In addition to preparing quarters for the incoming
troops and arranging for the initial issue of property and equipment, sponsor
units dispatched an officer to meet the incoming commander at the port of
debarkation and to advise him on matters of immediate concern to him and
his subordinates.$

With plans in place, the new divisions began to arrive in May 1951. The first
of the reinforcements to reach Europe, the 4th Infantry Division commanded
by Maj. Gen. Harlan N. Hartness, had already begun training recruits for the
duty, using a cadre of noncommissioned officers dispatched to the United States
by the Seventh Army for that purpose. As it came ashore, the 4th Infantry
Division moved into its assigned areas north and northeast of Frankfurt,
near the convergence of the Rhine and Main Rivers. The next division, Maj.
Gen. Williston B. Palmer’s 2d Armored Division, arrived in the summer. Its
recruits had also undergone months of intensive training at Fort Hood, Texas,
at the hands of experienced commissioned and noncommissioned officers
from Europe. Envisioned by Seventh Army planners as the spearhead of a
counterattack force, the division moved into barracks areas west of the Rhine
River with major elements setting up headquarters in and around Mainz, Bad
Kreuznach, and Baumholder. The 4th Infantry and the 2d Armored Divisions
joined the 1st Infantry Division to form Maj. Gen. John E. Dahlquist’s V Corps,
which set up headquarters in Frankfurt and became operational at the end of
August 1951. When fully deployed, the V Corps fielded 687 tanks, 74 rifle and
armored infantry companies, and 438 artillery tubes of 105-mm. or greater.’

> Manton S. Eddy, “Speech to the Frankfurt Press Club,” 27 Mar 1951, Entry 33508, Seventh
Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Ltr, Lt Gen Manton S. Eddy, Cdr, Seventh Army, to Maj
Gen John E. Dahlquist, Cdr, V Corps, 12 May 1952; DF, Col Raymond E. Bell, Asst Ch of Staff,
G-3, Seventh Army, to Ch of Staff, Seventh Army, 3 May 1952, sub: Small Unit Leadership in
Seventh Army. Both in Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP. Phil Bucknell,
“Lt. Gen. Manton S. Eddy,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 20 Aug 1950.

¢ Cmd Rpt, 1951, HQ, Seventh Army, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, Historical
Section, 1951, RG 338, NACP (hereafter cited as Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951).

7 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; Ltr, Eddy to Gen Thomas T. Handy, Cdr, EUCOM, 21
May 1951; Ind, Maj Gen I. D. White, Dep Cdr, Seventh Army, to Commander in Chief (CINC),
EUCOM, Dec 1950, sub: Location of Augmenting Troops. Both in Entry 33508, Seventh Army,
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Members of the 12th Infantry, 4th Infantry Division, ride a tank through the town of
Dorningheim in October 1951.

The V Corps commanders brought considerable European experience from
their assignments during World War II to their new positions in the Seventh
Army. General Dahlquist led the 36th Infantry Division from the beaches of
southern France in August 1944 to the German plains in May 1945. General
Hartness had served as the assistant division commander of the 26th Infantry
Division, which fought with General Patton’s Third Army across Europe.
General Palmer had commanded the VII Corps Artillery from Normandy to the
Elbe River. Maj. Gen. Thomas S. Timberman, commander of the 1st Infantry
Division, was the only senior leader in V Corps without European experience,
having served in the War Department and in China during World War I1.3

Because the Army had already committed most of its active forces to the
war in Korea, the remaining two divisions deploying to Europe, the 28th and
the 43d Infantry Divisions, were National Guard units mobilized in December
1950. Both failed to muster more than half of their strength when they assembled

1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Order of Battle, USAREUR, 31 Dec 1952, Entry 2000, USAREUR
General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; “Fifth Corps Command in Germany,”
New York Times, 3 Aug 1951.

8 General Officers Biographies, Historians files, CMH.



and were filled out with draftees and volunteers. Due to a lack of transportation
and insufficient training facilities in Germany, each division also spent months
training in the United States before it shipped overseas in late 1951. When the
two divisions arrived they joined the VII Corps, headquartered near Stuttgart
and commanded by Maj. Gen. Withers A. Burress. The 28th Division, under
Maj. Gen. Daniel B. Strickler, occupied barracks near the cities of Ulm and
Augsburg in southern Germany. The 43d Division, commanded by Maj. Gen.
Kenneth F. Cramer, took up station in the area between Augsburg and Munich,
aregion that stretched fifty to one hundred miles farther east. Once all its units
arrived in theater, the VII Corps accounted for 312 tanks, 62 rifle and armored
infantry companies, and 324 artillery tubes 105-mm. or greater.’

The VII Corps commanders were a more diverse group than their V Corps
counterparts. As National Guard and reserve officers, they were a bit older,
and all had experience early in their careers as junior officers in Europe during
World War I. General Burress had commanded the 100th Infantry Division
during World War II, seeing continuous action between its commitment to
combat in October 1944 through V-E Day. General Strickler came to Europe
as a battalion commander with the 28th Infantry Division in July 1944; he
had taken a reduction in rank in order to get a command with the division
as it deployed overseas. General Cramer served in the Pacific, as the assistant
division commander for the 24th Infantry Division.'

Throughout 1951, the command added smaller units to complete its order
of battle. The three armored cavalry regiments already present in Europe—the
2d, 6th, and 14th—occupied forward positions along the boundary between
the U.S. and the Soviet Zones or along the Czechoslovakia border. They
acted as a security screen for the V and VII Corps. In the north, the 14th
Armored Cavalry Regiment patrolled the interzonal border between Hersfeld
and Bamberg, providing the forward screen for the Ist and 4th Infantry
Divisions. Farther south, in the VII Corps sector, the 2d Armored Cavalry
Regiment patrolled between Bamberg and Regensburg to the front of the 28th
Infantry Division, while the 6th Armored Cavalry Regiment operated between
Regensburg and Landshut, in front of the 43d Infantry Division. In order to
strengthen the forward screen and to provide the armored cavalry regiments
with some immediately available artillery, the Seventh Army assigned a separate
armored infantry battalion and field artillery battalion to each regiment. The
373d Armored Infantry Battalion at Wildflecken and the 631st Armored Field
Artillery at Hammelburg worked with the 14th Armored Cavalry Regiment.
The 371st Armored Infantry Battalion and the 70th Armored Field Artillery
Battalion at Nuremberg aligned with the 2d Armored Cavalry Regiment.
Farther south, the 370th Armored Infantry Battalion at Munich and the 74th
Armored Field Artillery Battalion at Landshut went with the 6th Armored

® Ltr, Maj Gen Withers A. Burress, Cdr, VII Corps, to Eddy, 16 Jul 1951, Withers A. Burress
Papers, MHI; Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; Order of Battle, USAREUR, 31 Dec 1952.
10 General Officers Biographies.



Cavalry Regiment. The infantry battalions also provided forward observers
and fire support communications networks that were lacking in the armored
cavalry organization. Additional artillery and engineer battalions as well as
other supporting elements continued to arrive throughout the year (Map 2)."!

The Seventh Army assigned the armored cavalry regiments an additional
mission of border security as a supplement to the West German border police.
It directed the cavalry units to conduct 24-hour surveillance of critical points
and avenues of approach, especially the borders between the U.S. occupation
zone and the Soviet occupation zones in Austria and East Germany and between
the U.S. occupation zone and Czechoslovakia. To accomplish this mission,
the cavalry was to conduct mobile patrols along the border areas, to establish
manned observation and listening posts, and to employ aerial observation as
available. Patrols were to report any evidence of unusual troop movements or
concentrations of forces on the other side of the border. As part of their normal
routine, patrols would check in daily with German checkpoints and border
patrols operating along their routes. Company and battalion headquarters
would also communicate daily by telephone or by staff visit with German
border authorities in their areas. EUCOM guidance specified that troops
engaged in border missions were to be thoroughly trained, to be instructed to
conduct themselves in a dignified manner, and to take no action that would
cause embarrassment to the U.S. government.!?

Seventh Army operational instructions also included detailed guidance
for the border units. At a time agreed to by commanders, patrols from each
regiment would establish physical contact at boundaries between their assigned
sectors. All patrols and observation posts operated under tactical conditions.
They carried basic loads of ammunition and maintained continuous radio
contact. Instructions authorized the use of force as necessary, including the use
of weapons, to apprehend unauthorized Soviet or Czechoslovakian military
personnel within the U.S. Zone. The instructions also authorized the use of
weapons to resist arrest or detention by Soviet or satellite authorities operating
in the U.S. Zone."

Patrols covered the entire border at least twice a day, once in daylight and
once at night. They worked in twelve-hour shifts and consisted of not less than
two combat loaded quarter-ton trucks, known popularly as jeeps, or one jeep
and one M8 armored car mounting a 37-mm. gun. At a minimum the patrols

' Tbid.; William E. Stacy, U.S. Army Border Operations in Germany (Heidelberg, Germany:
U.S. Army, Europe, 1984), pp. 88-93.

2 Memos, Lt Col V. M. Smith, Asst Adj Gen, for CG, Seventh Army, 2 May 1951, sub:
Special Border Surveillance, Entry 2051, USAREUR Operations, Plans, and Training, Classified
General Correspondence, 1950-1952; and Maj Gen C. B. Ferenbaugh, Dir, Operations, Plans,
Organization, and Training (OPOT) Div, for Dep Ch of Staff, Opns, 25 Aug 1952, sub: German
Implementation of HICOG-EUCOM Policy on Border Operations, Entry 2045, USAREUR
Operations, Plans, Organization, and Training. Both in RG 549, NACP.

B Letter of Instructions, HQ, Seventh Army, Oct 1952, Border Operations, Entry 33508,
Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.
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consisted of a patrol leader, an assistant patrol leader, a radio operator, a
machine gunner, and two drivers. One vehicle carried an SCR-506 AM radio
while the other mounted a .30-caliber light machine gun. Patrols normally
operated no closer than one hundred meters to the border and no farther away
than ten kilometers. Ed Keaney, a sergeant with the 14th Armored Cavalry
Regiment, remembered:

Two ham sandwiches in a bag and maybe a K ration, out the gate and off to the
tower by Munnerstadt which was our start point. . . . We would patrol all the
way down to Konigshofen and back. The border was little more than a plowed
strip and a few stakes, it was easy to make a mistake.'

The border units also established observation posts, some permanent and
others temporary. Each post was manned by a minimum of three soldiers, one
to keep watch, one to record any notable observations and to work the radio,
and the third to provide security for the outpost. Each team was cross trained
so that team members could rotate functions. During periods of darkness or
poor visibility, observation post personnel could move forward to preselected
listening posts where they could still monitor activity in the immediate area.
To the Germans living on both sides of the boundary the soldiers of the U.S.
border patrols became some of the most enduring symbols of the Cold War.!?

Growing Pains

The Seventh Army’s rapid expansion presented several challenges to its
leaders. The augmentation caused the number of troops assigned in Europe to
more than triple in less than two years. On 1 January 1951, the Seventh Army’s
military strength had been 2,907 officers and 42,320 enlisted men and women. By
the end of the year the numbers had increased to 9,818 and 152,410, respectively.
Throughout the theater, the number of U.S. Army personnel in EUCOM rose
from 86,146 assigned in December 1950 to 252,137 by the end of 1952 (Table 1).'°

General Eddy complained, however, that many of the incoming soldiers
were poorly trained draftees who did not meet his standards. Although their
backgrounds and educational levels indicated that they had the potential to be
good soldiers, the lack of supervision by junior officers and noncommissioned
officers during their time in the replacement pipeline had eroded some of the
military courtesy, alertness, and discipline that the general expected. Large
numbers even lacked the basic education required for a successful tour in the

4 Stacy, U.S. Army Border Operations in Germany, pp. 73-74. Quote from Ed Keaney, 2-14th
ACR [2d Squadron, 14th Armored Cavalry Regiment] on the Border, posted at http://www.
eaglehorse.org, copy in Historians files, CMH.

15 Stacy, U.S. Army Border Operations in Germany, pp. 73-74.

16 Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, p. 68; Cmd Rpt, 1952, HQ,
EUCOM/USAREUR, pp. 46-49, Historians files, CMH.
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Table 1—U.S. Army Strength in Europe

January 1951-December 1952

EUCOM/ Seventh

Date USAREUR Army
1 January 1951 86,146 45,227
1 January 1952 231,651 162,228
31 December 1952 252,137 152,711

Source: Annual Historical Report, EUCOM, 1950; Annual Historical Report, EUCOM/USAREUR,
1952; Seventh Army Command Report, 1951.

service. Eddy pointed out to the Army chief of staff, General J. Lawton Collins,
that more than sixteen thousand of the new troops arriving in his command
required extra training to bring them up to the fifth grade level of education
required by service regulations. This schooling, he concluded, imposed an
undue burden on his command and reduced the amount of useful service time
in Europe for those soldiers.”

The Seventh Army commander also reported that many of the new replace-
ments had only a few months remaining on their enlistments. One group of
1,537 soldiers that had recently arrived contained § percent with less than six
months of service remaining and over 40 percent with less than nine months.
He pointed out that a replacement arriving in August 1952 with six months
of enlistment remaining had to depart the command in January 1953 to allow
for shipping and separation processing time. That left him with only four and
one-half months, barely sufficient time to orient him on his duties in Europe.®

In his reply, General Collins reminded Eddy that the Army was constrained
by the two-year terms of service assumed by the draftees. Many of those soldiers
being trained as specialists required eight or more months of training before the
service could deploy them overseas. Nonetheless, Collins issued instructions
that, as of 1 February 1953, all personnel being shipped overseas would have
at least nine months of usable service time remaining."

17 Ltrs, Eddy to Col Maxwell Emerson, Cdr, 2d Quartermaster Gp, 7 May 1951, Entry 33508,
Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; and Eddy to Gen J. Lawton Collins, U.S. Army Chief
of Staff (CSA), 12 Sep 1952, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1954, RG
549, NACP. For more on the manpower problems faced by the U.S. Army during this period,
see William M. Donnelly, ““The Best Army That Can Be Put in the Field in the Circumstances’:
The U.S. Army, July 1951-July 1953, Journal of Military History 71 (July 2007): 809-47.

18 Ltr, Eddy to Collins, 12 Sep 1952.

19 Ltr, Collins to Eddy, 20 Oct 1952, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1952-1954, RG 549, NACP.



With so many reinforcements arriving over the space of a few months,
problems also arose with matching new units with their required equipment.
In a letter dated 18 September 1951, Eddy notified General Mark W. Clark,
chief of Army Field Forces, that many nondivisional support units were
arriving in Germany without the minimum essential equipment required to
carry out their missions. Some artillery units had trucks but no weapons, while
another had received seventeen artillery pieces but no trucks to pull them. A
few months later, the Seventh Army chief of artillery reported that thirteen
heavy artillery battalions had arrived in theater with M4 tractors instead of
the authorized MS tractors. The limited ammunition carrying capacity of the
M4 tractors forced EUCOM to issue additional two-and-one-half-ton trucks
to make up the difference. For other units arriving without required items,
the command sometimes took up to eighteen weeks to locate the missing
equipment or to provide suitable replacements.?

The most serious problem presented by the influx of reinforcements was a
lack of suitable barracks to house the new troops. EUCOM had initiated an
emergency construction program, but many incoming units still had to occupy
facilities that placed them far from their intended deployment areas. Because the
rehabilitation of existing kasernes—former German military installations—took
less time than new construction, the command focused on preparing facilities it
already owned, or could easily acquire from the Germans. By the end of 1951,
work was in progress or already completed on seventy-six installations that
EUCOM had acquired as part of its expansion plan.?!

Unfortunately, as one EUCOM staff officer later noted, many units
were “more or less stuck where the kasernes were,” at considerable distances
from their deployment areas. The command simply did not have the money
to purchase land near where the units ought to be. No one at the time, he
concluded, was willing to push for more forward basing areas. As a result, the
bulk of the Seventh Army’s tactical forces ended up located in the southern
and central portion of the U.S. Zone and uncomfortably close to major centers
of German population, cities such as Nuremberg, Stuttgart, Heidelberg, and
Frankfurt. Although General Eddy attempted to relocate some units to the
north and northeast along the main avenue of a possible Soviet advance, he
noted that, no matter how he located them, large gaps remained.?

2 Ltr, Eddy to Gen Mark W. Clark, Ch of Army Field Forces, 18 Sep 1951; Rpt of Opns,
HQ, Seventh Army Artillery, Jul 1952. Both in Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338,
NACP. Memo, CWO W. R. Weigand, Asst Adj Gen, for CINC, EUCOM, 10 Apr 1952, sub:
Units Arriving Without Full Equipment, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

2l Ltr, Eddy to Handy, 21 May 1951; Robert P. Grathwol and Donita M. Moorhus, Building
for Peace: U.S. Army Engineers in Europe, 19451991, U.S. Army in the Cold War (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 2005), pp. 63-76.

22 Quote from Interv, Lt Col James Shelton and Lt Col Edward Smith with Gen Bruce Palmer
Jr., USAREUR G-3 Plans Ofcr, 27 Jan 1976, Senior Officer Debriefing Program, MHI. Eddy,
“Speech to Frankfurt Press Club,” 27 Mar 1951.



Many of the resources necessary to begin preparing the troops for combat
were also in short supply for EUCOM and the Seventh Army. The war in Korea
caused occasional shortages in fuel and ammunition that could otherwise have
gone to training. The most critical commodity, however, proved to be land. The
combat units required firing ranges to support a wide variety of weapons as well
as extensive tracts of open space for maneuver. The need to accommodate large
bodies of troops spread across so wide an area further complicated matters. The
addition of four new divisions plus associated army and corps headquarters and
support elements necessitated the acquisition of much more land for training.?

Early in 1951, General Eddy laid out his requirements for additional training
facilities in a letter to the EUCOM commander. He warned that planned
troop increases would place a great strain on his available training resources,
particularly firing ranges and maneuver space. He estimated that each division
under his command would require maneuver space in its own locality suitable
for use by units of up to regimental combat team size. He requested at least one
additional major training area with facilities that could support division-level
maneuvers and firing by tanks, artillery, and other long-range weapons. Eddy
reminded General Handy that several of his units lacked areas where they
could conduct small-unit training and independent exercises in the immediate
vicinity of their kasernes. He recommended acquiring local training sites large
enough to support small-arms firing ranges, facilities for demolitions training,
and divisional training grounds where troops could train with a greater variety
of weapons including mortars, grenades, rocket launchers, and .50-caliber
machine guns.*

To alleviate some of the shortages, General Eddy recommended that U.S.
forces acquire trespass rights from the Germans similar to those employed
by the Wehrmacht in former days. This would allow U.S. forces to acquire
the land they needed. In response, General Handy requested the assistance of
John J. McCloy, U.S. High Commissioner for Germany, in negotiating with
the Germans for the release of additional land for military use. By September
1951, plans for local training areas began to take shape. EUCOM allocated
the necessary funds and initiated an extensive range construction program.?

Requirements for large-scale maneuver areas presented different problems.
Major exercises conducted by NATO, EUCOM, or the Seventh Army took place

2 Memo, Col Richard Sears, EUCOM General Staff, for Ch of Army Field Forces, 22 Nov
1950, sub: Strength and Training Status Report, Entry 211, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1950-1952, RG 549, NACP; DF, Col Richard J. Hunt, Ch, Training Br, Seventh Army, to G-3,
14 Mar 1951, sub: Additional Training Requirements for 1st Infantry Division, Entry 33508,
Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Memo, G-3, Seventh Army, for Dep Ch of Staff
for Opns, 17 Jan 1951, sub: Training Ammunition, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG
338, NACP.

2 Memo, Eddy for Handy, Jan 1951, sub: Summary of Seventh Army Training Needs, Entry
33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951.

% Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan—-31 Dec 1950, HQ, USAREUR, p. 78; Seventh Army Cmd
Rpt, 1951.



across much of West Germany with few restrictions on where troops could move
or train. Such exercises precluded any live firing, however, and the expenses
involved in reimbursing German civilians for damage done to their property
or belongings forced Army leaders to limit most training to established areas.

Existing sites at Grafenwohr and Wildflecken had been adequate for unit
training prior to the 1951 augmentations. A former Wehrmacht site in eastern
Bavaria, Grafenwohr had been the U.S. Army’s main training area since its
return to tactical training in 1947. It covered more than fifty-six thousand acres
and could house one thousand men in barracks and twenty thousand in tents.
Grafenwohr had varied terrain with rolling hills, forests, and lakes, which
made it suitable for a wide range of activities. It was large enough to support
multiple regiments, with small arms, machine gun, mortar, and artillery ranges.
Plans to expand the facility to include tank and antiaircraft artillery ranges had
been complicated by its proximity to the U.S.-Soviet zonal border and the need
to relocate approximately fifteen thousand local civilians. Wildflecken was a
much smaller training ground located approximately twenty miles southeast
of Fulda. Opened by the Germans in 1938, the area served as a training site
for low mountain warfare and had served as the training hub for several Nazi
SS divisions during World War I1. After the war, the area was one of the large
collection points for displaced persons. The Seventh Army reopened the site as
a training area in 1951. It covered 17,670 acres and could support a regimental
combat team and light artillery. It also accommodated a number of small arms,
machine gun, mortar, and demolition ranges.?

Army leaders looked for ways to supplement the two major training sites.
In addition to Grafenwohr and Wildflecken, American units had also trained
periodically at Baumholder in the French Zone. In March, General Eddy and
General Augustin Guillaume, the commanding general of French occupation
forces in Germany, signed an agreement that standardized procedures governing
use of the area. In exchange for maneuver and stationing rights in the U.S.
Zone, the French turned over kasern and garrison portions of the area to the
U.S. Army. The two forces agreed to joint use of ranges and training sites.”’
A later pact signed in May divided the use of the training area on a fifty-fifty
basis and gave the Seventh Army the right to full-time occupation of permanent
housing at the camp. With that, U.S. troops and German construction crews
descended on the facility to begin work on necessary improvements. By the end
of the year, progress on the required ranges, recreation facilities, and additional

% Annual Hist Rpt, 1952, HQ, EUCOM/USAREUR, p. 200, Historians files, CMH; Wild-
flecken Training Area, posted at http://eaglehorse.org, copy in Historians files, CMH.

27 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; Agreement Between Commanders in Chief of the United
States Forces of Occupation and the French Forces of Occupation in Germany, 7 Mar 1951,
Entry 2051, USAREUR Operations, Planning, Organization, and Training, Classified General
Correspondence, 1950-1952, RG 549, NACP.



housing was well underway. Representatives of the two armies met quarterly
to allocate range time and facilities.?

For the soldiers who trained there, Baumholder was renowned for its cold,
rainy weather and the gritty mud that clung to everything and could literally
dissolve boot socks. The only good thing about training at Baumholder, some
remembered, was the French officers club. The food was outstanding and many
American soldiers devoured the chateaubriand steak for two along with French
fries and a dessert. Although the Alsatian beer was not terribly popular, the
wine was always good.”

General Eddy’s recommendation that the Army requisition and establish
a new division-size training area proved to be more difficult to carry out. The
European Command had planned to obtain an area near Hammelburg, about
sixty miles east of Frankfurt, but resistance from the local inhabitants was too
strong. Early in 1952, however, the German government turned over to the
U.S. Army a former German training site and some adjoining land near the
town of Hohenfels.*® Comprising 40,378 acres, enough to accommodate two
regimental combat teams, the area was located approximately twenty miles
north of Regensburg. Further removed from the Czechoslovakian border than
other U.S. training sites, Hohenfels was less vulnerable to a sudden attack from
the east and a less provocative location for large-unit training. Work continued
on the site through 1952, including construction of housing for ten thousand
soldiers, tent areas for seven thousand more, thirty-two ranges of various
types, and an urban combat facility designed to prepare troops for fighting in
cities. The grounds were unsuitable for tank firing practice, however, due to
restrictions on the types of ammunition that tanks could fire there. In the end,
EUCOM abandoned proposals to expand the area so that tanks and antiaircraft
artillery could fire because of the need to relocate civilians, the proximity of
highways and railroads, and the requirement to shut down most of the training
sites whenever larger-caliber ranges were in use.’!

The lack of firing ranges for tank and antiaircraft artillery within the
U.S. Zone proved to be an enduring problem. Throughout this period, U.S.
forces used British tank ranges at Hohne, on the North German Plain east
of Hannover; antiaircraft ranges at Putlos, about thirty miles east of Kiel on
the Baltic Sea coast; and antiaircraft ranges on the Isle of Sylt, approximately

2 Omer Anderson, “Boom Town,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 9 Dec 1951; DF,
Ch, Training, Seventh Army, to G-3, 29 May 1951, sub: Report of Meeting Between EUCOM
and FFA at Baden-Baden, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.

» David K. Holland’s vignette, in Tales from the Cold War: The 13th Armored Infantry Bat-
talion on Freedom’s Frontier, ed. Donald M. Buchwald (Victoria, Canada: Trafford Publishing,
2004), p. 83.

30 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951.

31 Grathwol and Moorhus, Building for Peace, p. 73; DF, Bell to Ch of Staff, Seventh Army,
25 Jan 1952, sub: Report of Visit to Hohenfels and Hq Nurnberg Military Post, Entry 33508,
Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jan 1953-30 Jun 1954, HQ,
USAREUR, pp. 232-33, Historians files, CMH.



seventy miles north of Bremerhaven in the North Sea. The great distance U.S.
soldiers had to travel to reach those facilities complicated support arrangements
and constituted a serious security risk because the ranges were so far removed
from the units’ designated defensive positions. For that reason, Army leaders
continued to search for alternative sites.*?

Throughout the training process, perhaps the most important resource
was the troops themselves. In order to turn groups of young, inexperienced
soldiers into cohesive fighting units, the men had to be available for training
and to remain in their assignments long enough for the full benefits of the
process to take effect. This proved to be difficult to do. Shortly after the initial
surge of reinforcements in 1951, many of the troops who had come to Europe
with the new divisions returned to the United States, their terms of enlistment
having expired. In the 28th and 43d Infantry Divisions, most of the national
guardsmen who had become proficient in their combat specialties went home.
The two units experienced a 35 percent loss in personnel between April and
July 1952. The situation was even worse in the 4th Infantry Division, where 42
percent of the enlisted strength departed for the United States between August
and October.* By the end of 1952, the Seventh Army reported that its training
situation had become a treadmill on which units constantly labored but never
advanced beyond a certain point.*

The availability of troops for training was complicated by the Seventh
Army’s mission, which required its subordinate elements to maintain a presence
in their designated sectors. This meant that the V Corps, for example, had
to keep two armored cavalry squadrons, six infantry battalions, three tank
battalions, four field artillery battalions, and various support organizations
near areas of possible enemy approaches into the corps sector. In times of
heightened tension, those forces had to leave their garrisons and move either
to field locations or to defensive positions located along likely Soviet approach
routes.* Forces on alert could neither train at any distance from their home
station, nor conduct any operations that might put excessive wear on their
weapons, vehicles, or equipment because everything had to be ready to go to

32 Memo, CG, 1st Constabulary Bde, for CG, Seventh Army, 16 Jan 1951, sub: Report of
Operations at Hohne, Oct-Nov 1950, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP;
DF, Col Harold C. Davall, G-3 Training, Seventh Army, to G-3, 4 Nov 1952, sub: General
Hendrick’s Conference, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Seventh Army
Cmd Rpt, 1951; Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, USAREUR, pp. 75-78.

3 Ltr, Eddy to Collins, 12 Sep 1952; DF, Col Robert H. Adams, Asst Ch of Staff, G-1,
Seventh Army, to Ch of Staff, Seventh Army, sub: Enlisted Turnover in Newly Arrived Units,
Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Annual Hist Rpt, 1952, HQ, EUCOM/
USAREUR, pp. 196-98.

3 Ltr, Eddy to Collins, 5 Nov 1952, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jan 1953-30 Jun 1954, HQ, USAREUR, p. 255.

3 Memo, Brig Gen Einar B. Gjelstein, Ch of Staff, Seventh Army, for Major Commands, 25
Jul 1952, sub: Tactical Readiness of Seventh Army Units, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966,
RG 338, NACP.



war at a moment’s notice. The result was that many units could not conduct
any significant field training except when they planned well enough in advance
to visit one of the major training facilities once or twice a year.

Reorganization and Realignment

U.S. military leaders in Europe recognized the need for a command structure
that could direct U.S. military units in the theater while maintaining an ability
to integrate readily with NATO forces in an emergency. To that end, during the
second half of 1952, the theater carried out a series of organizational changes
to clarify command relationships and to align U.S. forces in Europe under
NATO and Supreme Headquarters, Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE), leader-
ship. Until August 1952, EUCOM was the senior U.S. military headquarters
in Europe. A joint Army, Navy, and Air Force organization that answered
originally to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, it had been responsible to SHAPE for
operations since April 1951. In the meantime, the United States had activated
two important military commands in Europe apart from EUCOM: the U.S.
Naval Forces, Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean, and the U.S. Air Forces
in Europe. In order to coordinate the administrative and supply activities of
these two organizations with the main U.S. Army component in Europe, and
to align all three underneath a single headquarters, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of
Staff created the U.S. European Command in August 1952. At the same time,
General Matthew B. Ridgway succeeded General Dwight D. Eisenhower as
Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR). The establishment of the
U.S. European Command gave Ridgway authority over U.S. forces in an area
extending from Norway to Turkey.*

The reorganization had an effect that rippled down through the rest of
the U.S. Army forces in the theater. Ridgway named the current EUCOM
Commander, General Handy, to be his deputy and directed him to establish
the new headquarters at Frankfurt. Two weeks later, on 15 August, the Seventh
Army Commander, General Eddy, moved up to assume General Handy’s
former position as commanding general of EUCOM, which had been redesig-
nated U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR). Lt. Gen. Charles L. Bolte, a World
War II division commander who had most recently served as the deputy chief
of staff for plans, U.S. Army, replaced Eddy as Seventh Army commander.*’

3 HQ, USAREUR, General Concept of Command Structure and Relationships Under U.S.
CINCEUR [Commander in Chief, U.S. European Command], 10 Sep 1952, Entry 2000, USAREUR
General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; Annual Hist Rpt, 1952, HQ, EUCOM/
USAREUR, pp. 1-2; Frederiksen, The American Military Occupation of Germany, p. 156.

37 Msg, Supreme Headquarters, Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE), signed Ridgway, to Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS), 21 Jul 1952, Reference Number ALO-1374 and ALO-1375, Entry 2000,
USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; James M. Quigley, “New
7th Army Head Is Old Hand in Europe,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 12 Oct 1952.
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In the division of responsibilities between the two headquarters, U.S.
EUCOM assumed command of all U.S. armed forces in Europe, excluding
those in Berlin, Trieste, and Austria (Chart 2). U.S. Army, Europe, became
the administrative headquarters for all Army forces in the same area, except
for the forces in Austria and Trieste, both of which performed this function for
themselves and reported directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The commander,
U.S. EUCOM, delegated responsibility to the USAREUR commander for
military aspects of the occupation of Germany and designated him as the single
point of contact for dealing with the German Federal Republic and the Office
of the U.S. High Commissioner for Germany. The primary mission assigned
to the new U.S. EUCOM was to support the supreme allied commander and
to represent U.S. policies and interests within SHAPE. In addition, it had
responsibility for coordinating logistical and administrative matters of interest
to all three military services, including procurement, negotiations for base rights,
and military aspects of the Mutual Security Program for Europe.*

The system of military posts and subposts that had provided logistic and
administrative support throughout the theater since 1947 also underwent
reorganization (Map 3). This was particularly important because reinforcement
and relocation of units and the introduction of support elements into France
had drastically shifted concentrations of troops. Efforts to make the Seventh
Army self-supporting had also served to lessen the importance of the support
functions of military posts.

With that in mind, USAREUR reduced its manpower requirements and
administrative costs by consolidating dozens of posts and subposts throughout
Germany into four principal commands. The Northern Area Command, led by
Brig. Gen. Basil H. Perry, headquartered at Frankfurt, consolidated military
posts and subposts around Frankfurt, Wiirzburg, and Bamberg. Under the
command of General Cramer, the Southern Area Command, headquartered in
Munich, absorbed installations located around Munich, Augsburg, Garmisch,
Stuttgart, and Nuremberg. The Western Area Command included only the
former Rhine Military Post along the western bank of the river. Its headquarters
was at Kaiserslautern and it was commanded by Brig. Gen. Oliver W. Hughes.
The former Heidelberg military post became the Headquarters Area Command
under the leadership of Col. John F. Cassidy. The Berlin Command and the
Bremerhaven Port of Embarkation were not included in the four areas but
operated as separate commands assigned to USAREUR. The former Wiesbaden
Military Post, which housed most of the U.S. Air Force personnel in the
theater, came under the administrative control of the Twelfth Air Force. The
four area commands reported directly to Headquarters, U.S. Army, Europe,

3 Capt Russell A. Gugeler, Historical Division, HQ, USAREUR, The Redesignation of
Headquarters European Command as Headquarters United States Army Europe 1952, 1954,
Historical Manuscript Collection, CMH Archives.
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and inherited the same support missions previously performed by the posts and
subposts.®

In general, area commanders were to provide supplies and services to units,
agencies, and personnel stationed within their geographic areas. Responsibilities
included the provision of such support services as medical and chaplain activi-
ties, the enforcement of rules of military conduct and discipline, the control of
military police activities and functions, the maintenance of general and internal
security and the preparation and justification of fund requirement estimates. In
addition to their general courts-martial jurisdiction, area commanders assumed
special and summary courts-martial jurisdiction over certain Army personnel
located within their areas of responsibility.*

As if to recognize the de facto end of the Army’s role in the occupation
of Germany, and its acceptance of its new mission to help defend Western
Europe, USAREUR inactivated the last two remaining squadrons of the U.S.
Constabulary. On 15 December 1952, with new units continuing to arrive and
the command needing additional personnel to bring them up to full strength,
the 15th and 24th Constabulary squadrons retired their colors and transferred
their soldiers to other units within the Seventh Army.*!

Identifying the Threat

As part of his tour of U.S. Army units in Europe in 1951, General
Eisenhower asked soldiers, “Why are you in Germany?” Invariably, the answer
was, “To keep the Russians out of Western Europe.” When the general then
asked why that was important, soldiers frequently replied that if they had to
fight the Soviets, it would be better to do so in Europe rather than wait to fight
the battle in the United States. General Eddy believed that those two questions
and the responses to them expressed the essence of the U.S. military mission
in Germany. It was, therefore, essential for the soldiers and leaders under his
command to learn as much as possible about their potential adversaries.*

¥ Memorandum for Record (MFR), Brig Gen Edward J. O’Neill, USAREUR Acting Ch of
Staff, 1 Dec 1952, sub: Conference on Reorganization with Generals Cramer, Perry, and O’Neill,
Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

40 HQ, USAREUR, Monthly Post Commanders’ Conference Notes, 27 Oct 1952 and 1 Nov
1952, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; Annual
Hist Rpt, 1952, HQ, EUCOM/USAREUR, p. 2; Historical Division, HQ, USAREUR, Area
Commands in Germany: 1945-1970, Historians files, CMH.

4 Memo, Col Joseph A. Remus, Ch, USAREUR Organization and Equipment (O&E) Br, for
CG, Seventh Army, 12 Nov 1952, sub: Inactivation of 15th and 24th Constabulary Squadrons,
Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; “USAREUR
Orders Taps for Constabulary,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 7 Dec 1952.

4 DF, Bell to Ch of Staff, Seventh Army, 15 Aug 1951, sub: Letter for Commanding General’s
Signature, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; “Why Are We in Europe?
Yanks Ask: 12th Armored Battalion Explains Mission,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition,
17 Aug 1952.



The view from the Soviet side was somewhat different. Soviet leaders
recognized that their devastated economy could not support a war with the
West, and avoiding such a conflict became their most important objective. A
history of bloody invasions from the West, however, had taught them to insulate
themselves from Western expansionism. To that end, they intended to maintain
their influence in Eastern Europe, holding those states as a buffer against
Western encroachment. Also, because the most recent incursions had come at
the hands of a united, militaristic Germany, it was an essential part of Soviet
policy that Germany remain disarmed and, if not dismembered, then at least
neutral or within the Soviet sphere of influence. Western protests over repara-
tions exacted by the Soviets further bewildered Soviet leaders, who believed
they had not received sufficient recognition for their World War II sacrifices.
The growing mistrust of Western intentions, coupled with Joseph Stalin’s own
personal paranoia only heightened the emerging Cold War tension.*

The German invasion of the Soviet Union in 1941 had forced the Soviet
Union to build the largest army in the world. Although the Soviet armed forces
had demobilized to some extent, by the end of 1950 they still outnumbered
Western military units in Europe by approximately ten to one. By 1952, one
NATO intelligence report estimated that the strength of Soviet bloc ground
forces approached 6.5 million men, organized into 235 divisions. That number
included sixty divisions from the satellite nations of Albania, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania. Paramilitary forces in
East Germany—trained, equipped, and supervised by the Soviets—provided
an additional one hundred thousand soldiers. The report indicated that the
strength, equipment, and fighting value of the satellite divisions were inferior to
those of Soviet units, but it predicted an increase in numbers and an improve-
ment in performance over the next few years. The report concluded that the
expansion of its economy and the high state of readiness of its armed forces
gave the Soviet Union the ability to launch a successful surprise attack against
Western Europe, the Near East, or the Middle East. Soviet naval and air forces
could also initiate attacks throughout the North Atlantic area.*

The CIA offered similar numbers in its own assessments but provided
more detailed information about the Soviets’ economic potential and ability to
mobilize. It warned that the Soviet economy was already at a high state of war
readiness and that its productive capacity could maintain a major war effort
without any significant escalation. One analysis predicted that the Soviet ground

4 Vladislav M. Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War: From
Stalin to Khrushchev (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1996); Jonathan Haslam,
Russia’s Cold War: From the October Revolution to the Fall of the Wall (New Haven, Conn.:
Yale University Press, 2011).

4 Rpt, North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) North Atlantic Council Deputies, 8
Feb 1952, sub: Estimate of the Relative Strength and Capabilities of NATO and Soviet Bloc
Forces at Present and in the Immediate Future, Entry 2045, USAREUR G?3 Operations, Plans,
Organization, and Training Files, RG 549, NACP.



forces could expand to a strength of 8 million men, organized into 320 divisions,
within 30 days of beginning a full mobilization. Their satellites could also muster
an additional five million reserves but would have difficulty equipping a ground
force of that size. The CIA also believed that Soviet bloc forces were organized
and positioned to initiate hostilities with little or no warning. Reinforcing
this assessment, spot reports collected by Seventh Army intelligence analysts
verified the forward deployment of numerous Soviet combat units throughout
East Germany. Agency analysts concluded that the Soviets would continue to
conduct aggressive political and psychological warfare and that the danger of
military aggression would remain acute until the NATO powers achieved an
adequate position of strength.*

The most immediate threat to Western forces in Germany was posed
by the four regional commands the Soviets had left behind in their satellites
and occupied territories. The Group of Occupation Forces in Germany, the
Northern Group of Forces in Poland, the Central Group of Forces in Austria
and Hungary, and the Southern Group of Forces in Romania each consisted
of several infantry and tank formations of varying sizes that the Soviets could
launch against the West.*

Far and away the most formidable of these formations was the Group of
Occupation Forces in Germany. Formed in 1945 from the remnants of the 1st
and 2d Belorussian Fronts, the group included six complete army headquarters:
the 1st Guards Tank Army with its headquarters at Dresden, the 2d Guards
Tank Army headquartered at Fiirstenberg, the 3d Shock Army at Magdeberg,
the 3d Guards Mechanized Army at Luckenwalde, the 4th Guards Mechanized
Army at Eberswalde, and the 8th Guards Army at Weimar-Nohra. Altogether,
the Group of Occupation Forces in Germany constituted a mechanized
force of 22 divisions with an estimated strength of 370,000 men. A July 1951
NATO report on the Soviet order of battle estimated the force to consist of
eight tank, ten mechanized, and four infantry divisions. Several intelligence
reports throughout the period, however, noted that the Soviets were steadily
upgrading the less mobile organizations. When fully mobilized, the Group of
Soviet Occupation Forces in Germany included almost six thousand tanks
and self-propelled guns with more than three thousand aircraft available in the
theater. More ominously, NATO intelligence analysts believed that the Soviets

45 CIA, The Strength and Capabilities of Soviet Bloc Forces to Conduct Military Operations
Against NATO, 12 Oct 1951, CIA On-line Electronic Reading Room, copy in Historians files,
CMH; “100,000-Man Force Built in East Zone, UK Report,” Stars and Stripes, European Edi-
tion, 2 Dec 1952; Mil Intel Rpts 66 to 68, HQ, Seventh Army, 5, 12, and 19 May 1952, Entry
33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP. Several good works describe Soviet views
regarding the relationship between military forces and political goals. Two are Harriet F. Scott
and William F. Scott, The Armed Forces of the USSR (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1981);
V. Ye. Savkin, The Basic Principles of Operational Art and Tactics (A Soviet View) (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974).

4 Department of the Army (DA) Pamphlet 30-50-1, Handbook on the Soviet and Satellite
Armies, March 1953, pp. 14-15.



could expand the force in Germany to 75 to 90 divisions and more than 50,000
aircraft within a few weeks.*’

As they attempted to prepare their defenses against this overwhelming
force, U.S. military planners paid a great deal of attention to the tactics and
doctrine of their potential opponent. They believed that Soviet battle doctrine
in the postwar period would reflect the lessons the Red Army had learned while
fighting the Wehrmacht on the Eastern Front during World War II. A study
of Red Army tactics during that conflict and reports from current Communist
military exercises indicated that once the Soviets went on the offensive, they
took advantage of their numerical edge in artillery and tanks to overwhelm their
opponent. Massed artillery and mortars, often more than three hundred tubes
per one thousand yards of front, bombarded enemy positions prior to an attack.
Assault forces spearheaded by large numbers of tanks then struck defensive
positions at several points across a broad front. Infantry divisions, organized
like their western counterparts on a triangular basis, would advance on fronts as
narrow as two miles with two regiments forward and one in reserve. Battalion
and regimental commanders took positions where they could observe their entire
formations throughout the attack, a clear difference from U.S. tactics where
regimental commanders seldom could see both flanks of their formations in
combat. A second division followed the leading wave, sometimes at a distance
of less than 750 yards. When the first echelon began to slow down, the second
reinforced or passed through as the circumstances required. Additional armored
formations followed in subsequent waves, seeking to build on success until a
breakthrough occurred. When it did, mechanized forces or cavalry pushed
through the breach to attack the defender’s rear while less maneuverable infantry
expanded the breach and mopped up along the main battle line.*®

In this context, much of the organizational and technological development
in the Soviet Army throughout the early 1950s focused on increasing the mobility
of its offensive forces and the pace of their attacks. Reforms after World War
IT increased the number of tanks and assault guns in the attack and provided
trucks and armored transport for much of the supporting infantry. Infantry regi-
ments and divisions became mechanized, with a tank regiment assigned to each

47 1bid.; David C. Isby, Weapons and Tactics of the Soviet Army (London: Janes Publishing
Company, 1981), p. 24; An. D to SHAPE Emergency Defense Plan (EDP) 1-52, An Estimate
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torical Office, Historians files, CMH; Sean M. Maloney, War Without Battles: Canada’s NATO
Brigade in Germany, 1951-1993 (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1997), p. 35.

4 Memo, Lt Gen Joseph M. Swing, Commandant, U.S. Army War College, for Ch, Army
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DA Pam 30-50-1, Handbook on the Soviet and Satellite Armies, March 1953, pp. 18-27; “Soviet
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mechanized division. The increased mobility allowed commanders to maintain
the rapid tempo of an attack, to facilitate surprise, to retain the initiative, and
to hinder the enemy’s ability to recover and to delay the advance. As they had
during World War II, Soviet military planners regarded the offensive as the
principal form of warfare and considered defensive operations only when the
balance of forces was unfavorable or when preparing to resume the attack.*

In order to reassure their own troops in the face of such overwhelming Soviet
military strength, U.S. intelligence briefings often focused on the hardships
and vulnerabilities of the individual Soviet soldier. Briefers observed that the
Soviet soldier was tough and accustomed to severe hardships but that he had
been taught all his life to follow the orders of his superiors, both military and
political. As a result, individual soldiers were unlikely to display initiative
on their own in the absence of their leaders. U.S. analysts believed that the
Soviets’ non-Slavic soldiers from east and central Asia were poorly educated
and less disciplined. While some elite formations, such as those designated as
Guards, would be formidable opponents, Western analysts believed that the
regular Soviet units were inferior and not as well-trained and equipped as their
Western counterparts.*

Overriding all U.S. and NATO concern for enemy doctrine and military
capability, however, was the Soviet development of atomic weapons. By the
beginning of 1951, the CIA estimated that the Soviet Union possessed plutonium
bombs with an explosive power of roughly 20 kilotons. It predicted that by
1954 the Soviets might have as many as two hundred such weapons at their
disposal. Already, their air force had sufficient aircraft and bases of operation
to attempt an atomic strike against the United States or the United Kingdom.
With this in mind, most U.S. military and political leaders believed that the
Soviets would retain their atomic weapons for strategic strikes against Western
cities and that, until more were available, it was unlikely they would use them
against military targets on a European battlefield. Because of this, USAREUR
leaders expressed more immediate concern about the large stock of chemical
weapons the Soviets already possessed and their research and development of
biological agents.*!

As they refined their analyses, Western intelligence agencies identified
three primary avenues through which an invading Soviet force might advance
into USAREUR’s sector (Map 4). The most important, known as the Hessian
Corridor, ran in a generally southwesterly direction astride the Frankfurt-

4 Savkin, The Basic Principles of Operational Art and Tactics (A Soviet View), pp. 171-73.
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Kassel autobahn, where gently rolling terrain favored large-scale mechanized
operations. A portion of this approach, however, passed through a narrow
region about fifty miles northeast of Frankfurt that was constricted by steep,
wooded ridgelines. This potential choke point was known as the Fulda Gap.
This was the most direct route from the Soviet Zone, and the Soviet 8th Guards
Army was poised immediately across the border on the other side of the gap.
Because the corridor was also the shortest route to France and the English
Channel, and it exposed many of the major industrial cities in the U.S. Zone,
the Seventh Army placed the V Corps, with its two infantry divisions and one
armored division, in position to defend this approach.>?

A second principal avenue of approach funneled through the Hof Gap,
which began about one hundred miles east of Frankfurt and ran west-southwest
from Nuremberg through Heilbronn and Karlsruhe. Although it was farther
removed from the large Soviet army group in East Germany, it was readily
accessible by smaller satellite forces in Czechoslovakia. The Seventh Army
positioned the VII Corps, the smaller of the two, to defend this more indirect
approach. Although the region’s well-developed system of east-west highways
and generally favorable terrain offered an attacker excellent mobility, the
analysts noted that the area’s forests and high ground gave defenders good
observation and fields of fire.*

Other potential avenues of approach demanded less attention from
the Seventh Army. The Meiningen Gap, midway between the two primary
approaches, ran southwest from the zonal border near Mellrichstadt to the
vicinity of Mannheim. The analysts noted that ridgelines and rivers within the
area formed a natural series of obstacles and barriers that would slow a Soviet
advance. The North German Plain stretching west from Berlin offered much
more open terrain for an armored assault, and the Soviet 3d Shock Army
occupied billets just across the border in East Germany. This route, however,
ran outside the area for which the U.S. Army had primary responsibility. Halting
an advance in that region would be the mission of the British Army of the
Rhine, later reinforced by military forces from Belgium and the Netherlands.*

Firepower and Mobility: The Seventh Army’s Conventional Doctrine

Although it represented a formidable combat force, the Seventh Army could
not match the numerical superiority possessed by the Soviets. Soviet forces
within striking distance of Germany outnumbered U.S. and NATO units in
personnel, tanks, and almost all major combat systems. As a result, from its

2 An. B to SHAPE EDP 1-52, An Estimate of Soviet Capabilities and Possible Courses of
Action in the Event of a War Between Now and 1 July 1952; HQ, Seventh Army, Effects of
Weather and Terrain on Group of Soviet Forces in Germany Capabilities, 25 Feb 1957, Entry
33505, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.

33 Ibid.

34 Tbid.



inception, the Seventh Army had to develop battle plans that would enable it
to fight and win while outnumbered. Leaders planned to do this by building on
the service’s World War II organization and doctrine. Divisions retained their
traditional triangular structure, providing for two maneuver elements that could
advance together or independently toward one or more objectives, and maintain
a reserve that would push forward to assist in exploiting a breakthrough. In a
defensive posture, division commanders would normally deploy two regiments
forward along the main battle line while keeping the third to the rear, poised
to counterattack.

Reports of the General Board, European Theater of Operations, and
studies by the Historical Section of Army Ground Forces reflected the serious
and diligent effort the Army made to learn from and build on its experience in
World War I1. The Army established the board in June 1945 to prepare a factual
analysis of the strategy, tactics, and administration employed during the war
by U.S. forces in the European theater. Its report comprised more than 8,000
pages in 131 volumes and made recommendations for the future organization
and employment of almost all elements of the Army.>

The Army’s return to Europe also prompted its leaders to look to the
German experience in World War II for doctrinal guidance. Military historians
invested considerable effort in analyzing Germany’s campaigns on the Eastern
Front and cataloging the lessons to be learned. The USAREUR Historical
Division sponsored a foreign military studies program based initially on
interrogations of Germany’s senior military leaders shortly after V-E Day.
Information gathered in this way formed the basis for a number of Department
of the Army pamphlets on such topics as Soviet combat methods in World
War II; war on the Eastern Front as told from the German High Command’s
perspective; and studies of operations and tactics at the corps, division, and
regimental levels. To supplement the program, senior German officers with
World War II experience against the Soviets spoke before assembled groups
of American officers.*

While, in hindsight, much of the German assistance and advice might have
seemed self-serving and often misleading, the Army had few other places to
turn. Although many German officers presented perceptions gained early in the
war when the Soviet Army had presented little resistance, others had conducted
withdrawals and delaying actions in the face of superior Soviet forces. At a
time when any assistance was better than no assistance at all, many of the U.S.

3 Historical Section, Army Ground Forces, Report of the General Board, ETO, 1946, CMH
Library.
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planners were also willing to overlook some of the uglier aspects of the German
conduct in the Soviet Union if it meant they might obtain a few bits of useful
information. If the same German scientists and engineers who had designed
the V-1 and V-2 rockets that rained down on London could now be hard at
work designing American missiles, U.S. military planners saw no reason why
they should not profit from the experiences of the German Army during the
Soviet campaigns.’’

As a result, American attention to the lessons posed by the German
experience was soon reflected in the operational doctrine the Seventh Army
employed. Already confronted by a lack of training areas suitable for large-scale
maneuvers, the Seventh Army began to adopt the German Army’s strong
emphasis on small-unit tactics. Its plan for the defense of Western Europe
soon began to resemble the German system of mobile defense with a lack of
fixed linear defense concepts and an emphasis on a more active resistance in
which tanks replaced antitank guns and tank destroyers as the primary antitank
weapon.*®

The war in Korea also helped to shape U.S. Army doctrine in Germany. The
conflict had been going on for six months by December 1950 when the United
States reactivated the Seventh Army in Germany. Army leaders from the chief
of staff on down recognized the importance of transferring information and
lessons learned through hard experience in Korea to the rest of the service. In
a letter to General Eddy, who had just taken command of the Seventh Army,
Army Chief of Staff General Collins discussed lessons from the conflict that
Eddy could apply to training in Germany. Collins did not believe that the U.S.
experience in Korea to date indicated any need for drastic revisions in training
and doctrine. Instead, he stressed the importance of aggressive leadership
at all levels of command and insisted that training that developed absolute
proficiency in basic combat skills and encouraged the innate resourcefulness
of the American soldier would produce the best results. Eddy passed the letter
on to his corps and division commanders.¥

The formal training and doctrine apparatus of the Army also identified
critical lessons from the conflict and distributed them across the force. Operating
under a contract with the Department of the Army, the Operations Research
Office at Johns Hopkins University submitted a semiannual report in June
1952 that discussed thirteen ongoing projects in Korea. These included studies
on the effectiveness and lethality of various weapons, guerrilla operations, the
effect of fatigue on soldier performance, and the infantryman’s load. Although
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distribution of the report was limited, copies did find their way to USAREUR
and the Seventh Army headquarters.®® The Office of the Chief, Army Field
Forces, also published extracts from classified command reports of units fighting
in Korea. It furnished copies throughout the Army Staff and to all schools and
major commands in the service. The extracts contained specific information
and recommendations derived from unit experiences in combat. They suggested
improvements in training, modifications in weapons and equipment, and tactical
innovations across the force.®! In other training bulletins, the office published
detailed critiques of significant combat actions in Korea. One paper, distributed
in December 1951, contained a discussion of the battle for Hill 1243, known as
Heartbreak Ridge. It noted the need for closer infantry-artillery-air coordination
and careful prior planning of air and artillery support. The report also pointed
out that the failure of junior officers to issue complete orders to their soldiers
caused confusion during the action.®

In Europe, the USAREUR and Seventh Army training staffs provided
opportunities for veterans coming to the command from Korea to share their
experiences. Units at various levels scheduled lectures and meetings with
these veterans and encouraged all personnel to attend.®® In January 1953, the
28th Infantry Division in Germany and the 45th Infantry Division in Korea
initiated a program in which soldiers in each unit exchanged letters with their
counterparts in the other. Dubbed “Operation Buddy,” the program allowed
the troops of the two divisions to form friendships and gave the men in Europe
a chance to question and learn from their counterparts seeing action in Korea.
In one such letter, the commander of a frontline company in the 45th Division
related to his counterpart in the 28th the importance of training men in noise and
light discipline at night. Being able to suppress a cough or to read a map without
rustling the paper might make the difference in concealing a position from
enemy infiltrators. Another letter between company first sergeants discussed the
difficulties of keeping forward-deployed troops supplied with water. Brig. Gen.
John G. Van Houten, assistant commander of the 28th Division, summarized

% Semiannual Rpt, Operations Research Office, Johns Hopkins University, 30 Jun 1952,
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the program by saying that it helped his men answer the question, “What can
I do to make myself combat ready?”’%

The conflict in Korea provided lessons in combating a numerically superior
foe, but the nature of that war made Army leaders in Europe reluctant to place
too much reliance on the developments in tactics, organization, and equipment
that it seemed to suggest. Neither the North Korean nor the Chinese armies
employed the type of mechanized assault force the Americans expected to
face in Europe. While Korea highlighted the killing power of massed field
artillery, a lesson not lost on those planning for combat in Europe, the country’s
mountainous terrain channeled forces into narrow valleys and offered few
opportunities for the war of movement emphasized by the German doctrine
of mobile defense. Although the Army made a serious effort to incorporate
lessons learned in Korea across the entire force, its senior officers also argued
that nothing truly new had come to light. The chief of the Organization and
Training Division of the General Staff, Brig. Gen. David A. D. Ogden, observed
that, while units had learned some new techniques and ideas, in most instances
it was a case of learning old lessons over again.®

The battle plans and operational doctrine that began to emerge in the
Seventh Army in 1951 thus combined many of the elements gleaned from
the Army’s most recent experiences. General Eddy, for example, recognized
that a traditional fixed defense employing static, fortified positions would not
hold in the face of the overwhelming numbers the Soviets could field. The
Seventh Army lacked sufficient combat forces, he noted, to defend in strength
all along its assigned front and even if he could gather the forces required to
halt a determined attack, they would then present lucrative targets for massed
Soviet artillery or air-dropped atomic munitions.® Instead, embracing the
German concept of mobile defense, he planned to deploy his armored cavalry
regiments forward to provide early warning, to force the attackers into assault
formations, and to determine the main directions of an attack. Once the units
had made initial contact with an invading force as it crossed the interzonal
border, the armored cavalry units would harass the advancing formations,
inflicting casualties as they pulled back.®’

Most of the Seventh Army battle plans assumed a period of rising hostilities,
prior to an actual attack, during which the commander could position his
forces and make final preparations for combat. Although the armored cavalry
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regiments occupied positions well forward—and Seventh Army’s standing
orders required both corps to maintain a percentage of combat forces in the
vicinity of the primary approach corridors—the vast majority of the army’s
combat power occupied garrisons well removed from their initial battle posi-
tions. In order to get those units into position for combat, the Seventh Army
established a three-level escalating alert system. During the initial level, an order
for simple alert directed antiaircraft units to move to their assembly areas and
engineer units to move to designated bridging or demolition sites. Upon receipt
of the order, corps headquarters canceled all leaves and passes, and recalled
their personnel from military schools. The order also directed units engaged
in training away from their assigned battle positions to return to garrison to
prepare for deployment.®®

Two further alert levels completed the system. At the second level, the
reinforced alert ordered further steps to prepare the Seventh Army for combat.
Upon receipt of this order, the V and VII Corps began to deploy their units
to initial battle positions. Air defense restricted zones became effective, and
engineer units began construction of temporary bridges and ferries to aid
in the evacuation of noncombatants. Other engineer units placed charges
and prepared to execute demolition plans. Military police units, along with
area commands, began the process of evacuating noncombatants from the
anticipated battleground back to safe areas in France, Spain, and the United
Kingdom. All tactical headquarters established and tested their designated
communications nets. Area commands opened logistical supply points and
initiated rear area security plans. The order for reinforced alert brought Seventh
Army to the point where it was ready for war. The final level, the order for
general alert, indicated that hostilities were imminent.*

The SHAPE Emergency Defense Plan for 1952 directed the Seventh Army,
as part of Central Army Group (CENTAG), to conduct a delaying action as far
forward as possible in order to allow time to evacuate noncombatants from the
battle area and to allow the bulk of allied forces to withdraw to the west of a
line marked by the Rhine and Ijessel Rivers in western Germany. This was the
farthest to the east that SHAPE leaders believed they could hold a defensive
line given the forces they had available. Once Soviet ground forces penetrated
to the Rhine, a maximum allied effort, employing land and air forces with all
forms of atomic support, would attempt to hold on that line. The plan called for
withdrawing forces to make maximum use of demolitions to delay the Soviets
and to deny them the use of important installations such as airfields, bridges,
telecommunications sites, and supply dumps. Although Seventh Army units
were to engage advancing Soviet units where they could in order to slow down
the advance, the leadership’s paramount concern was to preserve its primary

% Qperation Order (OPORD) OSA 2-52, Order for Simple Alert, HQ, Seventh Army, 10
Aug 1952, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

% OPORD ORA 2-52, Order for Reinforced Alert, HQ, Seventh Army, 10 Aug 1952, Entry
2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.
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Engineers from Company A, 1st Engineer Battalion, build a ferry for the 1st Infantry
Division during Exercise ComBINE.

forces intact for the defense of the Rhine. Wooded and hilly terrain in the area
of the Fulda and Hof Gaps offered possible temporary defensive positions.
Guidance from SHAPE headquarters also recommended delaying positions
along the Weser and Ems Rivers in the north, on the Fulda River and nearby
favorable defensive terrain in the center, and on the Main River—Ludwig Canal
and Neckar River in the south.”

With this guidance in mind, as the cavalry units pulled back, they would
eventually pass through forward elements of the infantry divisions. In the area
around the Fulda Gap, the 14th Armored Cavalry Regiment would pass off
the delaying mission to detachments from the Ist and 4th Infantry Divisions.
Farther south, in the area around the Hof Gap, the 2d and 6th Armored
Cavalry Regiments would hand off the battle to smaller elements of the 28th
and 43d Infantry Divisions. These tank and infantry units would continue the
delaying action and then withdraw to successive positions along riverlines, at

" An. B to SHAPE EDP 1-52, An Estimate of Soviet Capabilities and Possible Courses of
Action in the Event of a War Between Now and 1 July 1952; An. C to SHAPE EDP 1-52, Op-
erations in Retardation of Soviet Advances, 9 Jan 1952, SHAPE Historical Office, Historians files,
CMH; Morris Honick and Edd M. Carter, SHAPE Histories: The New Approach, July 1953—
November 1956 (Brussels, Belgium: Supreme Headquarters, Allied Powers, Europe, 1976), p. 36.
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The 19th Infantry patrol sets up a .57-mm. recoilless rifle near Hanau on 6 October 1951.

Soldiers use straw to conceal their M26 tank near Hanau during Exercise ComsINE in
October 1951.
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The V Corps Artillery Fire Support Control Center, February 1952

road junctions, and other potential choke points, trading space for time and
inflicting maximum casualties on the Soviets as they advanced. A successful
delaying action would depend on small combat forces holding critical road
centers and dominant terrain for as long as possible by employing preplanned
demolitions, minefields, and the fire of all supporting weapons. Commanders
plotted “killing grounds,” where they could slow down and bottle up an
advance long enough to concentrate all available firepower on the enemy forces.
Nonetheless, the wide fronts that individual units would have to cover required
U.S. forces to become more self-reliant. They could not expect to find friendly
units immediately to their right or left.”

As the defenders continued to pull back, massed artillery and mortar fire
would break up enemy assault formations and inflict casualties. Traditionally,
massed artillery had always been one of the strengths of the U.S. Army, and
doctrine for its employment specified that field artillery battalions were never
to be held in reserve. Therefore, Seventh Army commanders positioned most
of their artillery well forward to engage advancing Soviet forces as soon as
possible. As attacking forces continued their advance, the artillery units would
displace to the rear by battery, always keeping two-thirds of their firepower in
action. U.S. commanders could call on forty-six battalions of field artillery and

I Memo, Col Robert C. Gildart, Acting Dep Ch of Staff, Plans, Seventh Army, for CG, 43d Inf
Div, 21 May 1952, sub: Delaying Action, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.



eighteen battalions of antiaircraft artillery in addition to the mortars organic
to their infantry battalions. The ability of American gunners to concentrate
fire on a single target and to deliver it in a single, simultaneous volley (the
time-on-target) had made them the most proficient in the world during World
War I1. This would be a considerable battlefield advantage.’

Maintaining the level of support necessary to do all this required an
organization and system of communication that allowed rapid transmission
of target information from a forward observer on the front line back to an
artillery fire direction center farther to the rear. The extended distances that the
defense had to cover and the frequent movement of all units involved tested the
limits of existing communications equipment and systems for all of the Seventh
Army’s units. General Eddy told EUCOM’s commander, General Handy, in
1952 that if all the studies and boards conducted up to that point were correct,
signal communications range requirements for the Army’s “Defense on a Wide
Front” doctrine greatly exceeded existing capabilities. He believed his units
needed additional radios and other modernized communications gear as soon
as possible in order to implement the tactics Eddy envisioned.”

Despite the enormous firepower available to the Seventh Army, U.S.
military leaders in Europe were under no illusion that they could halt a
determined Soviet offensive without additional reinforcements. The distance
between a potential Soviet crossing of the inter-German border and the main
line of defense along the Rhine River was, in some places, less than eighty
miles. Once the U.S. forces fell back to the west behind the Rhine, they lined
up with elements of the French I Corps near Koblenz on their northern flank
and elements of the French II Corps near Strasbourg on their southern flank.
With the limited forces available, the best the NATO forces could hope for was
to delay the enemy advance for as long as possible and to retain control of ports
of entry along the French coast to allow reinforcing units to enter the theater.
Most senior officers agreed that the Rhine River offered the best place for U.S.
and allied forces to make their most determined defense. From that position,
the CENTAG commander could launch local counterattacks to seal off enemy
penetrations and to destroy isolated units. General Eddy planned to use the
2d Armored Division in this capacity because the mission would put the unit’s
mobility, firepower, and shock action to the best use. Army leaders recognized,
however, that without timely reinforcements, or without the introduction of

2 Memo, Col Lynwood D. Lott, Asst Adj Gen, EUCOM, for Seventh Army Distribution, 11
Sep 1952, sub: Order of Battle, USAREUR, Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; DA Field Manual (FM) 6-20, Artillery Tactics and Technique,
October 1953.

3 HQ, Seventh Army, Training Cir 5, Infantry-Artillery Cooperation, 20 Oct 1952, Entry
33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Ltr, Eddy to Handy, 18 Apr 1952, Entry
2045, USAREUR G3 Operations, Plans, and Training, RG 549, NACP.



50 FORGING THE SHIELD: THE U.S. ARMY IN EUROPE, 1951-1962

Situation map for Exercise ComsiNg, October 1951

atomic weapons in support of their defense, they could not hope to maintain
the Rhine River defense line indefinitely.”

In 1951, the Seventh Army sought to test these ideas and to refine its battle
plans in a series of major field exercises. Starting in October with Exercise
CoMBINE, observers noted that much of the force’s training seemed too
closely related to World War II tactical experiences. In the preliminary after
action report on the exercise, umpires identified a need for further work and
concentrated training on a wide range of subjects. In particular, they stressed
a need for additional emphasis on small-unit training and individual soldier
skills, particularly in the conduct of delaying actions, the type of operation in
which they were most likely to be engaged. The report recommended that the
tempo of the exercises be increased so that small-unit actions could take place
at more nearly the speed that would be experienced under combat conditions.”

™ Memo, Pachler for Training Br, 14 Apr 1952, sub: Defense on a Wide Front; SHAPE
Emergency Defense Plan 1-52, 1 Dec 1951, SHAPE Historical Office, Historians files, CMH.

5 Preliminary After Action Report (AAR) FTX-51 (ComBINE), HQ, Seventh Army, Entry
33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.



An armored half track of the aggressor forces moves out on a reconnaissance mission
during Exercise CoMmBINE.

The most frequent issue that arose in exercise critiques was an unrealistic
assumption that ground units would retain the same almost unlimited air
support they had enjoyed during the campaign across Europe at the end of
World War II. Even so, air-ground coordination was poor throughout the
maneuvers. To some extent, this reflected the postwar military reorganization
and the formation of an independent U.S. Air Force dedicated to the concept
of strategic bombing. Also, as the commanding general of the Twelfth Air
Force in Europe, Maj. Gen. Dean C. Strother, indicated, in the event of war his
command would be concerned primarily with the defeat of the enemy air force
in the air and not with the support of ground forces.”® Although the Twelfth
Air Force supported most major exercises and its officers worked closely

¢ Drew Middleton, “Seventh Army in Line to Beat Off Attack by Aggressor from East,” New
York Times, 4 Oct 1951; Memo, Martineau for Seventh Army Distribution, 14 Feb 1952, sub:
Exercise LEAP YEAR, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Drew Middleton,
“Juin Depicts War Against the Russians,” New York Times, 12 Oct 1951; John Schlight, Help
from Above: Air Force Close Air Support of the Army, 1946-1973 (Washington, D.C.: Air Force
History and Museums Program, 2003), p. 189.



with Seventh Army representatives to refine close air support procedures, Air
Force commanders placed a much lower degree of emphasis on training and
equipping their forces for ground support missions than their Army Air Corps
predecessors in World War II had. In particular, Army and Air Force leaders
sparred over operational control of tactical air units in an emergency. Senior
Army leaders, General Eddy in particular, pressed for ground force control
over close air support. This position was anathema to Air Force doctrine and
bitterly contested by its officers.”

Subsequent exercises over the next year helped to refine doctrine and war
plans to some extent, but they were primarily designed to evaluate the level of
training throughout the command. In July 1952, the Seventh Army participated
in Command Post Exercise (CPX) GRAND ALLIANCE, conducted by the NATO
Central Army Group headquarters. Tactical headquarters and staffs down to
division and separate brigade level participated in training that tested their
abilities to orchestrate a range of military operations and to coordinate planning
with headquarters and personnel of other nations. The most crucial aspect of
the training was for unit headquarters and staffs at all levels to demonstrate an
ability to communicate with one another. Criticisms of the operation noted poor
signal planning and numerous lapses in communications security. Encryption
and subsequent decryption of secure message traffic took far too much time
to support fast-moving operations. The final report on the exercise concluded
that all units required considerable improvement in the timely reporting of
information, particularly that involving air support or enemy order of battle.”

Other exercises, such as Rose Busn and Equinox, in September 1952,
combined U.S. forces with allied units to test the ability of different nationalities
to work in concert. In Rose BusH, components of the U.S. V Corps and the
French IT Corps defended against an aggressor force composed of the U.S. 2d
Armored Division and the French 1st Armored Division. Commanders staged
the event as a free maneuver with no fixed scenario to restrain decision making.
For three days, the defenders conducted an extended delaying action, counterat-
tacking whenever possible, as the invaders advanced toward the Rhine. The
critique that followed indicated that while communications security remained
a concern, General Eddy’s emphasis on small-unit leadership and training had
paid off for the Seventh Army in the competence and aggressiveness its soldiers
and noncommissioned officers had shown. However, General Dahlquist, the V
Corps commander, raised some concerns about the exercise’s lack of realism.

7 Memo, Col Einar B. Gjelstein, Asst Ch of Staff, G-3, for Ch of Staff, Seventh Army, 17 Apr
1951, sub: Joint Training Directive For Air-Ground Operations, Entry 33508, Seventh Army,
1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; Ltr, Eddy to Gen John E. Hull,
Vice Ch of Staff, 13 Feb 1953, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955,
RG 549, NACP; Schlight, Help from Above, p. 219.

8 Rpt of Opns, HQ, Seventh Army, G-3 Section, 1-31 Jul 1952; Memo, Maj Fred E. Han-
sard, Asst Adj Gen, for Seventh Army Distribution, 31 Jul 1952, sub: Critique of CPX GRAND
ALLIANCE. Both in Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.
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The 43d Infantry Division field dental clinic, December 1952
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Soldiers fry chicken for Company E, 22d Infantry, 4th Infantry Division, during a field
exercise in November 1952.

He noted the great difficulty in trying to reproduce for the unit commanders the
intensity of combat. He recounted an instance where he encountered a young
soldier standing near a bridge whose job it was to inform oncoming units that
the bridge had been blown up and the road had been mined. The procedure,
the general said, could not replicate the stress faced by a young commander
discovering the mines for himself.”

One week later the VII Corps took its turn in Exercise EQuinox, with the
43d Infantry Division and elements of the French I Corps defending against
attacks mounted by the 28th Division supported by the French 4th Division
and a group from the French 25th Airborne Division. Despite some language
and communication barriers, the two nations demonstrated their ability to

 HQ, Seventh Army, Critiques of Exercise RoseBUD for Subordinate Seventh Army Units, 7
Sep 1952, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; HQ, Seventh Army, Guest
Observer Division, Exercise Rose BusH, Frankfurt Military Post, Critique Notes, 9 Sep 1952,
V Corps Command Reports, RG 407, NACP; Howard Kennedy, “Here’s What Exercise Rosg
Busu Was All About,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 21 Sep 1952.



coordinate their actions. The maneuver director, French Lt. Gen. Roger J.
Noiret, praised all participants for the teamwork they had exhibited.*

Early Thoughts on an Atomic Option

Through the end of 1951, the Seventh Army planned only for a conventional
defense. Officially, the U.S. Army had yet to consider atomic weapons as
firepower available to support a war on the ground. Nonetheless, some
individual officers had already begun to consider how to use atomic weapons
to support conventional battlefield maneuvers. Army professional publications
such as Military Review and Army Information Digest had printed several
articles on the subject.?! Then, in November 1951, the Army published Field
Manual 100-31, Tactical Use of Atomic Weapons, which incorporated many of
the ideas advanced in the professional journals into the service’s first attempt
at formulating a tactical nuclear doctrine. The manual expressed the service’s
position that atomic weapons were not “absolute” weapons that could end
conflicts all by themselves. Instead, they were powerful new weapons that had
to be properly integrated into tactical operations.®?

From 2 January to 20 February 1952, the Army conducted a two-sided
tactical exercise in upstate New York, employing the 3d Armored Cavalry
Regiment, the 11th Airborne Division, and the 278th Regimental Combat Team.
Exercise SNOWFALL was the first maneuver to include the simulated tactical use
of atomic weapons. Both friendly and aggressor forces dropped notional atomic
bombs from aircraft to break up enemy formations and to facilitate maneuvers
on the ground. Commanders experimented with procedures for target selection
and the effects of atomic explosions on troops and equipment.3?

At the same time, the Army also initiated a series of tests at Yucca Flats,
Nevada, to study the effects of an atomic detonation on troop behavior. Known
as the DEserT Rock exercises, the project exposed troops, under varying degrees
of protection, to atomic explosions. The researchers also placed military equip-
ment, vehicles, and tethered animals at assorted distances from the detonation
to assess the blast and heat effects. Besides becoming conditioned to the
concept of atomic combat, the participants in the effort learned that, properly
dispersed and protected, they could survive an atomic explosion and continue

8 Cmd Rpt, 1952, HQ, EUCOM/USAREUR, pp. 204-06; William G. Mahoney, “Noiret
Cites EQuinox Teamwork,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 28 Sep 1952.

81 “Time for an Atomic Army,” Combat Forces Journal 2 (November 1951): 30; “When an
A-Bomb Falls,” Army Information Digest 5 (April 1950): 18-24; Nels A. Parson Jr., “Tactical
Use of Guided Missiles,” Army Information Digest 5 (September 1950): 30-35; E. W. Shep-
pard, “Defense in Atomic Warfare,” Military Review 29 (January 1949): 104-06; Maddrey A.
Solomon, “Dispersion Is ‘Not’ the Answer,” Military Review 31 (June 1951): 41-48; Chester F.
Allen, “Dispersed, Yet Organized,” Military Review 30 (July 1950): 24-30.

82 DA FM 100-31, Tactical Use of Atomic Weapons, November 1951.

8 Jean R. Moenk, A History of Large-Scale Maneuvers in the United States, 1935-1964 (Fort
Monroe, Va.: U.S. Continental Army Command, 1969), p. 167.



their mission. Later tests in the series integrated live atomic explosions into
maneuvers as troops left their foxholes and, accompanied by tanks, advanced
toward ground zero.** While the tests included periodic checks to determine
levels of radioactive fallout, however, they demonstrated a lack of understanding
of radiation’s long-term effects. Army training literature tended to treat the
matter rather lightly. It remained for further tests and experiments to confirm
the implications of radiation exposure.

In January 1952, the Army Staff submitted a draft circular, “Staff
Organization and Procedures for Tactical Atomic Warfare,” to EUCOM
with a request that it be tested in a command post exercise. The Seventh Army
evaluated the procedures as part of Exercise SPRINGTIME, held 14-17 April
1952. The analysis that followed noted that normal processes for intelligence,
reconnaissance, and communications were far too slow and inadequate for the
timely recognition and development of target information for atomic attack.
The exercise also revealed that the circular lacked sufficient detail on damage
control following an enemy atomic strike. In particular, the Seventh Army
staff recommended a review of the personnel and equipment required for the
various types of labor and rescue squads. At least half of the observations
dealt with necessary changes in medical services. The mass casualties resulting
from an atomic strike, for example, would require evacuation and medical care
beyond the capabilities of existing facilities and organizations. It would be the
responsibility of commanders at all levels to assist the medical service by every
means possible.

Perhaps most significantly, the Seventh Army’s response noted that the
proposed circular contained nothing on the employment of artillery as a means
of delivery. In May 1952, Secretary of the Army Frank C. Pace described work
underway to develop an artillery piece capable of firing an atomic projectile.
Weighing about eighty-five tons, the prototype 280-mm. cannon had a range of
about twenty miles and had to be moved while suspended between two heavy
truck transporters. Although the gun had not yet fired a nuclear warhead,
the Army had tested it with conventional ammunition. Pace claimed that the
weapon could hit its target under any weather conditions and would be especially
effective in defending against enemy forces massing for an attack. This was a
particular point of interest to EUCOM and the Seventh Army, which had to

8 Qperations Research Office, Johns Hopkins University, Rpt T-170, Troop Performance on
a Training Maneuver Involving the Use of Atomic Weapons, 15 Mar 1952; “Tank-Infantry Unit
to Step Up Realism in New A-Test Today,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 1 Jun 1952;
“Test Proves A-Attack Theory,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 3 Jun 1952.

8 Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA), Adj Gen’s Office, Draft Training Cir,
Staff Organization and Procedures for Tactical Atomic Warfare, 30 Jan 1952, Entry 33508,
Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; 2d Ind, HQ, Seventh Army, to Draft Training Cir,
Staff Organization and Procedures for Tactical Atomic Warfare, Entry 33508, Seventh Army,
1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.



rely on the Air Force to deliver any atomic munitions they might need on the
battlefield.¢

By this time, it was clear that the Army had come to see its forces in Europe
as a sounding board and test bed for its evolving doctrine on atomic warfare.
Even before the Seventh Army had completed its evaluation of the Army
Staff’s draft circular, the Department of the Army sent both that command and
EUCOM another draft training circular, this one entitled “Combined Arms
Units in Atomic Warfare.” Between March and May 1952, both commands
passed the document through appropriate staff sections for review and
comment. The Seventh Army responded that the draft, which discussed the use
of dispersed maneuver units to exploit the effects of a friendly atomic strike, was
well written and urgently needed by units throughout the command. It passed
its comments on to the next higher headquarters for a final response back to the
Department of the Army. The impressions of the European Command echoed
those of Seventh Army. In its response, however, EUCOM noted that training
materials accompanying the circular overemphasized radiological capabilities
and did not adequately describe prevention and protection techniques for
troops deployed for combat. As part of his review, the EUCOM chemical
officer recommended that chemical and biological training be included in the
circular since those subjects were integral to Chemical, Biological, Radiological
(CBR) training. His recommendation was overruled by EUCOM’s assistant
chief of staff for operations, who believed the additions would unnecessarily
complicate the circular.®’

Despite these initial considerations at the theater-army level, training
and tactical exercises in Europe remained focused on conventional warfare.
The major maneuvers and command exercises for 1952 continued to test the
Seventh Army’s ability to conduct a conventional defense. None of the major
training events of 1952 made reference to atomic weapons in their scenarios or
operations plans.’ NorTH WIND, a VII Corps command post exercise conducted
in January 1952, did include an enemy atomic strike in its scenario, but that
event had little impact on the scheme of maneuver for either side. Its primary
purpose was to prompt units to take appropriate radiological decontamination
measures. During the command post exercise critique, Seventh Army observers

8 2d Ind, HQ, Seventh Army, to Draft Training Cir, Staff Organization and Procedures for
Tactical Atomic Warfare; “Army Says New Atomic Gun Can Hit Targets Under Any Weather
Conditions,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 10 May 1952; “Army Unveils World’s First
Atom Artillery Piece,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 1 Oct 1952.

8 Rpt of Opns, HQ, Seventh Army, G-3 Section, Mar, May 1952, Entry 33508, Seventh
Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Memo, Lott for Ch of Army Field Forces, 28 May 1952, sub:
Draft Training Circular, Combined Arms Units in Atomic Warfare, Entry 2045, USAREUR
G3 Operations, Plans, Organization, and Training, RG 549, NACP.

8 HQ, VII Corps, Exercise GRANDE [sic] ALLIANCE Operation Plan, 8 Jul 1952, Box 1747, VII
Corps Command Report, 1952, RG 338, NACP; Memo, Hansard for Seventh Army Distribution,
31 Jul 1952, sub: Critique of CPX GranDp ALLIANCE; HQ, USAREUR, Fall Maneuvers—1952,
4 Aug 1952, Entry 2060, USAREUR Decimal File 1952, RG 549, NACP.



commented that although atomic play had been included in the scenario,
individual and unit actions indicated that many still did not know what they
needed to do in the event of an atomic attack.¥

Development of the Communications Zone

Whatever doctrine it chose to employ, the Army would not be able to
mount a successful defense in Europe until it developed a logistical base that
would provide the ammunition, fuel, spare parts, and supplies the force would
need to fight. Beginning in 1945, troops in Germany received supplies almost
entirely through the port of Bremerhaven on the North Sea at the mouth of
the Weser River. With its excellent cargo facilities and lines of communications
south across the flat plains of northern Germany, the city was well suited to
meet the needs of the occupation troops during times of peace. By mid-1948,
however, the evolving Cold War raised serious concerns. The Berlin blockade,
in particular, focused attention on the vulnerability of the supply line running
south from Bremerhaven. It ran dangerously near the border between the two
Germanys and could be cut both by land and air in any battle that developed.”

The European Command began a search for alternatives. Early in 1949,
its Logistics Division initiated a series of studies and staff estimates evaluating
possibilities for a new line of support. In peacetime it could supplement the
one from Bremerhaven, but in the event of war, a new line of support would
become the primary link between the logistical and industrial base in the United
States and allied forces in Europe (Map 5).!

In November, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that the new line should
run through France, whose two thousand miles of coastline and excellent port
facilities made it the obvious choice, but whose political rivalries presented
problems. By January 1950, a EUCOM survey team and representatives of
the French General Staff had reached an agreement on the installations and
facilities required, and a joint cost estimate for the entire project. It fell to the
State Department and its representatives in France to negotiate the necessary
agreements with the French government. Negotiations began slowly, as France’s
internal political turmoil and the intense nationalism of its people made the
stationing of foreign troops on its soil a difficult proposition. Frenchmen who
vividly remembered the Nazi occupation of only a few years before could not
be expected to welcome another alien body of troops within their borders,

8 HQ, VII Corps, Exercise NorTH WIND, 15 Jan 1952, Box 1744, VII Corps Command
Report, 1952, RG 407, NACP; HQ, Seventh Army, Critique of Exercise NorTH WIND, Entry
33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.

% HQ, USAREUR Communications Zone (COMZ), 1 Feb 1956, Entry 2282, USAREUR
Information Division General Correspondence, RG 549, NACP; D. J. Hickman, The United
States Army in Europe, 1953-1963 (HQ, USAREUR, 1964), p. 151, copy in Historians files,
CMH; Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan—-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, p. vi.

%1 Jean R. Moenk, Historical Division, HQ, USAREUR, Establishment of Communications
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N)__DENMARK
TN S EUROPEAN COMMAND
@2- BREMERHAVEN LINE OF COMMUNICATIONS
) WEST GERMANY
We b g “ 1950-1952
SEA
= Main Supply Route
2
00
P ? L 510 . 1?0 Miles
= == 0 j y j : Kilometers
§ 0 50 100
N
—=° %~ Bremerhaven -
Hamburg
) !
Q { Bremen
2 /
< /
i ¢ &ERLIN
RS 0
& ) o Hannover
N ~
< /_,'
b BRITISH ZONE SOVIET ZONE
N
o
Dortrmund EAST GERMANY 7
Kassel Leip(;ig
’\‘ Cologne ® Dresden
_J‘ Erfurt .
- r
A © -
E/I BONN o~ t
i _ o
D N =T
o - o/
Y Frankfurt AMERICAN ZONE \
N S CZECHOSLOVAKIA
Y /,’
2 °\. {
=
= FRENCH ZONE \ ®
3 Pilsen
- /
:, i ° o
N Kaiserslautern Nuremberg
\V'~ - N
Metz Ve \.
RSN Karlsruhe
o)
R Stuttgart
o
NG
FRANCE < ,')
& FRENCH ZONE //,
~ N Munich i
N “
Mulhouse N ,,
P - L [
/ = = _YeTeeN
R WL e Y U
R SWITZERLAND (S’ -
y — // »® ® AUSTRIA
i ¢ LIECHTENSTEIN Innsbruck

Map 5



even if the troops seemed to improve the nation’s security. Moreover, an active
Communist Party within the National Assembly would take advantage of this
supposed infringement on French national sovereignty to stir up antigovernment
feeling.”

The constitution of a new, more stable French government under Prime
Minister Rene Pleven in July 1950 allowed an intensification of negotiations.
On 6 November, the United States and France signed an executive agreement
establishing a line of communications from the southwest port areas of
Bordeaux and La Pallice to the German frontier. As part of the agreement, the
United States received port facilities, storage depots, the space to build more
depots, and transportation rights on French highways and rail lines. The French
agreed to contribute 2 billion francs, about $6 million, toward the cost of the
enterprise. Associated technical agreements between the service arms of the two
nations established a French-American Fiscal Liaison Office and a system of
contracting for local labor and materials from the French economy.” In order
to minimize French sensitivity to the stationing of foreign troops on their soil,
EUCOM initially avoided any reference to the evolving infrastructure as a Base
Section or Communications Zone. The term line of communications served
the purpose. Commonly understood in the military terminologies of France,
the United States, and Great Britain, line of communications played down the
command’s establishment of permanent military facilities (Map 6).**

At first, the Army had little to work with in starting up its new support base.
Prior to the agreement, the only existing U.S. military organization in France
had been the American Graves Registration Command, European Area. On 1
December 1949, in anticipation of the final U.S.-French agreements, EUCOM
activated the 7966th EUCOM Detachment and attached it to the Graves
Registration Command. Most of the personnel from that command transferred
to the 7966th EUCOM Detachment and the Graves Registration Command
was later inactivated. In August 1950, EUCOM authorized the formation of the
7964th and 7965th Area Commands to serve as base section and advance section
headquarters for the line of communications in the event of an emergency.
Within three months, it had shifted the 7966th Detachment from Paris to
Orléans where it would serve as the headquarters for the line of communications.

%2 Tbid.; Memo, Col E. C. Gorsuch, USAREUR Budget Ofcr, for Comptroller of the Army,
22 Oct 1953, sub: The USAREUR LOC, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

% Moenk, Establishment of Communications Through France, 1950-1951, 1952; HQ,
USAREUR, HQ, Base Section, EUCOM COMZ, G-3 Briefing Guide, Entry 2000, USAREUR
General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

% Memo, Ist LtJ. S. Piccinni, Asst Adj Gen, EUCOM COMZ, for CINC, EUCOM, 16 Apr 1952,
sub: Proposed Policy on Release of Information on New Installations and Facilities in France, Entry
2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1954, RG 549, NACP; Moenk, Establishment of
Communications Through France, 1950-1951, 1952. For more information on U.S.-French negotia-
tions concerning basing rights, see Simon W. Duke and Wolfgang Krieger, U.S. Military Forces in
Europe: The Early Years, 1945-1970 (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1993).
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Headquarters, 7917th Labor Supervision Detachment, Fontenet tent area in January
1952. U.S. support units found spartan conditions as they moved into France and lived in
temporary prefabricated barracks or tent cities.

The 7965th Area Command moved into northeastern France, in the Verdun-
Metz area, to supervise the forward depots and the 7964th Area Command
established its headquarters in La Rochelle, on the coast about eighty miles
north of Bordeaux, to oversee the western ports and rear supply points.”

Five days after the signing of the agreement, on 11 November, approxi-
mately one thousand American troops from EUCOM ordnance, quartermaster,
and other support units moved into France with three hundred trucks and one
hundred trailers. Most of the convoy headed for the ports of Bordeaux and La
Pallice to open operations there. In mid-November 1950, the first ships with
supplies for the U.S. Army in Germany had docked at Bordeaux and began
to unload.”

By July 1951, the French political scene had changed to such an extent
that EUCOM was able to reorganize and rename its operating agency in
France. On 15 July, with the blessing of the French leadership, the command

% HQ, Base Section, EUCOM COMZ, G-3 Briefing Guide; Moenk, Establishment of Com-
munications Through France, 1950-1951, 1952.

% HQ, USAREUR COMZ, 1 Feb 1956; Memo, Col Andrew P. O’Meara, Dep Dir for Plans,
EUCOM, for D/Log, Dep Ch of Staft for Opns, 16 Nov 1950, sub: Data for Reply to Questions
by Press on Logistic Operations in France, Entry 6, USAREUR General Correspondence, RG
549, NACP.



announced the establishment of the EUCOM Communications Zone and
redesignated the 7964th and 7965th Area Commands, as Base Section and
Advance Section, respectively. The 7966th EUCOM Detachment became the
Orléans Area Command supporting the Communications Zone headquarters
and a number of smaller detachments in the area not included in the two
larger commands. Under the new organization, the commanding general,
Communications Zone, was responsible for the rapid development and
operation of the line of communications and the preparation of plans for its
rapid expansion to meet the emergency needs of EUCOM. In addition to being
responsible for the procurement of all labor, facilities, and supplies from the
French economy, he was to be the official representative of the commander
in chief, EUCOM, in all negotiations with French governmental agencies.”’

With the agreements concluded and headquarters elements in place, the
establishment of the support network in France posed two primary problems;
first, the organization, manning, and operation by U.S. forces of selected
points in the system; and second, the relocation of existing depots from
Germany to new sites west of the Rhine and the shipment of supply stocks
to the new locations. As U.S. support units moved into France, they found
living conditions to be particularly spartan. Almost no housing existed for
troops and their families, and the Americans had no authority to requisition
such properties as they had in Germany. Given the command emphasis
on the construction of supply depots and storage facilities, troops lived
in temporary, prefabricated barracks with some occupying tent cities for
extended periods of time. Shortages of supplies and bureaucratic conflicts
between U.S. military officials and local French governments delayed
work on many projects. Of approximately eighty projects authorized for
construction by EUCOM, work had begun on only twenty-nine by the end
of 1951. The lack of facilities delayed the shift of strategic supplies to such
an extent that by 31 December 1951, only 44 percent of the total tonnage
was actually stored in France. Furthermore, inadequate storage facilities
at many locations caused deterioration in some of the stock that had been
moved. The ordnance depot at Captieux, sixty miles south of Bordeaux,
received an average of sixty railcars a day loaded with ammunition. One
USAREUR inspection found loads of ammunition lying along the soggy
roadside for lack of any better place to store them.”®

7 Memo, Piccinni for CINC, EUCOM, 16 Apr 1952, sub: Proposed Policy on Release of
Information on New Installations and Facilities in France; Moenk, Establishment of Com-
munications Through France, 1950-1951, 1952; Jean R. Moenk, The Line of Communications
Through France, 1952-1953, 1955, Historical Manuscript Collection, CMH Archives.

% HQ, Base Section, EUCOM COMZ, G-3 Briefing Guide; Moenk, The Line of Communica-
tions Through France, 1952-1953, 1955; Memo, Col Joseph Horridge, Ordnance Ofcr, Seventh
Army, for Ch of Staff, 30 Jan 1952, sub: Visit to Ordnance Installations Within the Communi-
cations Zone, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Hickman, The United
States Army in Europe, p. 159; Grathwol and Moorhus, Building for Peace, pp. 88—89.
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The 571st Ordnance Ammunition Command ordnance depot in Captieux, France,
January 1952

Delays in construction continued throughout 1952. By midyear the
commanding general of the Communications Zone, Maj. Gen. Samuel D.
Sturgis Jr., reported that he faced three major challenges in that area: a
shortage of engineers to carry out the necessary design and site adaptation; an
acute shortage of general construction labor, particularly in the northeastern
sector of France; and delays imposed by both U.S. and French regulations
when negotiating working agreements with French construction agencies.”
After a visit with General Sturgis in December 1952, General Ridgway,
SACEUR, noted that the entire process required greater command supervision.
French construction firms lacked the capability to carry the combined peak
loads of both U.S. Army and Air Force construction programs, and French
governmental authorities were of little help in coordinating construction
requirements. Excessive bureaucracy on both sides, and restrictions imposed by
French government agencies charged with the aesthetic protection of the French
landscape further complicated construction efforts. Although Ridgway believed
that the situation could be improved if the U.S. chain of command could foresee

% Moenk, The Line of Communications Through France, 1952-1953, 1955; Ltr, Maj Gen
Samuel D. Sturgis Jr., Cdr, EUCOM COMZ, to Brig Gen Edward T. Williams, Ch of Staff,
27 Jun 1952, Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP;
Memo, Capt Dale N. Hyett, Management Br, for CINC, EUCOM, 4 Nov 1952, sub: Difficulties
with the Government in France, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1954,
RG 549, NACP.



trouble sufficiently in advance to initiate corrective action, he acknowledged
that a shortage of construction materials and heavy machinery in France was
also a major problem. As if to emphasize the importance the command attached
to the effort in France, the EUCOM commander, General Handy, in a March
1952 meeting with the senior officers in the command, declared that the front
line in the effort to provide security for Europe was no longer the Seventh Army
or the Twelfth Air Force—it was the line of communications.'®

As the Communications Zone and the theater’s logistical infrastructure
began to take shape, leaders prepared to keep the supply pipeline open under
wartime conditions. World War II had taught them that there could be no
guarantee that adequate port facilities would be consistently available to unload
supply ships. Amphibious operations in the Pacific as well as initial operations
in support of the Normandy beachhead had demonstrated the need for an
over-the-beach logistical capability. In 1952, the command began a series of
exercises to develop an organization capable of offloading ocean-going ships
onto open beaches by means of small boats. The initial test, labeled Operation
SOB, for Supply over the Beach, occurred 4-8 June, at Pointe de Grave, France,
60 miles north of Bordeaux. In just four and a half days, 1,500 troops from the
Communications Zone Base Section used amphibious trucks and landing craft
to unload some 6,500 tons of cargo and ammunition stored on pallets from the
SS Nevadan. Winches and cranes on board the ship lifted the materiel into the
smaller vessels, which then moved it to designated sites ashore. There, truck- or
tractor-mounted cranes transferred it to land transport.'”!

In an evaluation of the exercise before the EUCOM staff, Deputy Director
of the Logistics Division, Brig. Gen. Frank A. Henning, declared the operation
a success. The pallet method appeared to be feasible if the cranes and other
lifting devices required to do the job were available. General Henning concluded
that, even with limitations imposed by unfavorable weather conditions, it
would be possible, with continued training, to augment the port capacity of
western France by this means. He recommended continuing the training as
well as regularly scheduled tests and exercises with a view toward developing

10 T tr, Gen Matthew B. Ridgway, Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), to
Handy, 24 Dec 1953, Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549,
NACP; Grathwol and Moorhus, Building for Peace, pp. 86-89; HQ, EUCOM, Monthly Con-
ference with Post Commanders and Selected Seventh Army Commanders, 31 Mar 1952, Entry
2000, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP. Works describing
the evolution of the U.S. Army support base in Europe include James A. Huston, One for All:
NATO Strategy and Logistics through the Formative Period (1949-1969) (Newark: University of
Delaware Press, 1984); idem, Outposts and Allies: U.S. Army Logistics in the Cold War, 1945-1953
(Selinsgrove, Pa.: Susquehanna University Press, 1988).

101 Tnitial Rpt, HQ, 7703d Transportation Major Port, First Supply Over The Beach Operation,
4-8 Jun 1952, Entry 2045, USAREUR G3 Operations, Plans, and Training, RG 549, NACP;
“Troops End First Phase in Beachhead Games,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 11 Jun
1952; “U.S., French Hit Beaches in Exercise,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 8 Jun 1952.



LACM pulls up to a floating dock and crane to unload nine two-and-a-half-ton trucks.

unit skills and prestocking required equipment. Along that line, he announced
that another ship would be unloaded at the same site in the following month.!*

In August, Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics and Administration, Allied
Land Forces, Central Europe, Maj. Gen. Walter J. Muller suggested that
USAREUR should view the potential shortage of port facilities in wartime as
an allied, rather than just an American, problem. Under wartime conditions,
most U.S. Army forces in Europe would come under the command of the
NATO headquarters. In that light, General Muller requested that USAREUR
consider a wider range of beaches throughout the theater. The repetition of
exercises at known locations, he said, did little to collect the kind and amount
of information desired by the NATO headquarters. Responding, USAREUR
indicated that it considered the logistical exercises to be purely U.S. training
and not subject to the approval of the allied headquarters. After making that
point, however, it agreed that the command would get diminishing returns from
experience gained in exercises held in the same or similar locations. As a result,

12 HQ, EUCOM, Commander in Chief’s Weekly Staff Conference Notes Number 16, 24 Jun
1952, Entry 2105,USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.



USNS Pvt. Francis X McGraw being unloaded during ODEX at Le Tur Belle, France, on
20 June 1954,

Troops unloading into Army DUKW, part of OTB exercise at La Pallice, France, in April 1953




subject to French approval, the command agreed to hold future exercises in
areas desired by alliance members.!*

Officials at the Department of the Army observed the training with great
interest. In October, they submitted an assessment and guidance to USAREUR
based on their analysis of the initial exercises. They suggested that the operations
offered the opportunity to test and evaluate different types of containerized and
palletized loads and the methods for unloading them. The training also served as
an excellent vehicle to test experimental materiel-handling equipment. The guidance
suggested that future exercises should attempt to deploy troops over the beaches
to test the system’s ability to deal with personnel as well as cargo. In an effort to
conduct the exercises under the most realistic conditions possible, the officials
added that exercise planners should also consider the effects of mass destruction
weapons on beach operations and that beaches large enough to permit the sort
of wide dispersal of equipment and personnel required in an atomic environment
should receive priority in the selection process. The document concluded with a
recommendation that the exercises continue on a monthly basis.!*

Logistical Support for the New Mission

While EUCOM struggled to bring the Communications Zone on line, it also
addressed the administrative and logistical challenges that the initial buildup of
forces in Europe entailed. The reinforcements coming to Europe would require
vast quantities of food, ammunition, and fuel before they could become combat
ready. In order to provide those resources, the command had to develop the
organization and infrastructure to support such an effort.

In early January 1952, the deputy director of the EUCOM logistics division,
General Henning, identified the problems involved in bringing the additional
combat forces into the theater and preparing them for a forward defense mission.
He reminded the EUCOM staff that the logistics division would have to plan
for the support of units located across a broad area from France’s seaports to
Berlin. Specific tasks and resources would have to be identified and delegated to
unit commanders, military post commanders, and the chiefs of technical services
at EUCOM headquarters. To accommodate incoming personnel, equipment,
and supplies, those officers would have to forecast and prioritize requirements
for storage facilities and housing. Next they had to acquire and position reserve
stocks of fuel, ammunition, and other supplies that combat forces would need
in the event of an enemy attack. Meanwhile, EUCOM needed to replace many

13 HQ, Allied Land Forces, Central Europe, Beach Supply Exercise, 19 Aug 1952; Memo,
Maj Robert V. Roverts, Asst Adj Gen, for CINC, EUCOM, 26 Sep 1952, sub: Supply Over the
Beach Exercises. Both in Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG
549, NACP.

104 Memo, W. L. Cheatham, Adj Gen, for Cdr, USAREUR, 29 Oct 1952, sub: Supply Over
the Beach Exercises, Entry 2045, USAREUR G3 Operations, Plans, and Training, RG 549,
NACP.



World War Il-era vehicles and weapons with more up-to-date equipment, to
repair and rebuild other unserviceable items, and to procure the construction
materials necessary to begin work on barracks, family housing, hospitals, motor
pools, and other facilities the incoming forces would require.!%

The responsibility for the procurement and distribution of Class I supplies—
primarily food for the almost three hundred thousand soldiers, sailors, and
airmen to be stationed in Western Europe by the end of 1952—Iay with the
quartermaster section of the EUCOM logistics division. As troops began
arriving in Europe in 1951, the EUCOM quartermaster, Maj. Gen. George
A. Horkan, scoured Europe and North Africa for fresh fruits and vegetables,
while receiving shipments of meat, canned goods, and packaged food directly
from the United States. By the end of 1952, the Army’s food service program in
Europe had grown to include sixty-six commissaries, thirteen bakeries, twelve
coffee roasting plants, an ice cream plant, and other operations working around
the clock to serve soldiers at more than seven hundred mess halls scattered
throughout France and Germany. In addition to providing fresh food for
soldiers both in garrison and in the field, quartermaster elements also purchased
and provided packaged long-term rations that would be on hand at all times
in case of an emergency. The European Command required all Army units
except those stationed in England to maintain a prescribed load of three days
of rations per soldier.!%

The Armed Services Petroleum Purchasing Agency was responsible for
the procurement of all Class III products—petroleum, oil, and lubricants
(POL)—for U.S. military forces everywhere. Military ships transported
bulk petroleum products from the United States to Europe, where they were
distributed by civilian companies under contract to the government. Tankers
delivered about 15 million gallons of gasoline and 2 million gallons of diesel
per month through the port of Bremerhaven. Additional fuel for use in France
came through the port at Le Havre. Once contractors delivered bulk shipments
to military posts and subposts, USAREUR and Seventh Army quartermasters
controlled the distribution of POL to units.!"””

Preparing U.S. forces for combat in Europe required massive procurements
and allocations of Class V materiel, ammunition—more so than any other

15 HQ, EUCOM, Commander in Chief’s Weekly Staff Conference Notes Number 1, 8 Jan
1952, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

106 “Cold Slows QM Vegetable Crops,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 9 Feb 1951;
“USAREUR Food Service Aims to Please,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 2 Jul 1953;
Memo, Maj T. Q. Donaldson IV, Asst Sec of the General Staff, for USAREUR Distribution, 7
Apr 1953, sub: Prescribed Loads (Class I & I1I), Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspon-
dence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

197 Memos, Brig Gen Frank A. Henning, Asst Ch of Staff, G—4, for USAREUR Ch of Staff, 1
Dec 1953, sub: Procurement of POL for US Forces in Europe, Entry 2000, USAREUR General
Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; and Brig Gen John M. Lentz, Seventh Army Ch of
Staff, for Seventh Army Distribution, 8 Apr 1952, sub: Information for Commanders of Newly
Assigned Units, Entry 33509, Seventh Army, 1954-1965, RG 338, NACP.



type of supply. Units preparing to fight a war with the Soviet Union required
enormous amounts of ordnance, from basic small-arms ammunition to the
man-size shells that the largest artillery pieces fired. One immediate complication
in achieving this goal came from the war in Korea. From 1950 through 1953,
USAREUR had to compete with units in combat for access to all types of
ammunition.!®® In the end, expanding industrial capacity in the United States
was able to satisfy all requirements.

In EUCOM, logistics, ordnance, and chemical officers used data from World
War II to establish the amount of ammunition required in combat on a daily
basis for each type of weapon. This calculation resulted in what was referred to
as the basic load for each combat unit. Although some logisticians within the
Department of the Army believed that combat experiences in Korea justified a
reduced expenditure rate, Seventh Army leaders argued that combat in Europe
would, in fact, require an even greater allocation of ammunition. They believed,
for example, that the potential for air and armored combat in Europe greatly
exceeded the threat posed in Korea. They also pointed out that superiority in
artillery fire was essential to compensate for the Soviet’s preponderance in men
and materiel. They felt so strongly about the need for increased basic loads for
artillery units that many battalions maintained combat loads of ammunition
greater than their authorized complement of vehicles could transport.!?”

For armor and artillery units, the ammunition supply problem was
complicated by the variety of munitions each had to carry. Tanks mainly
fired general-purpose, high-explosive shells but also needed armor-piercing
rounds for use against other tanks and white phosphorus rounds to block an
enemy’s line of sight with rapid-building plumes of smoke. Developments in
engineering provided frequent upgrades in antitank munitions to cope with the
improving armor enemy tanks continued to receive. Artillery units also carried
an assortment of munitions as well as a number of different types of fuzes and
propellants. In all cases, ordnance officers had to replace older ammunition
with improved types when they became available.!'°

Although EUCOM had the primary mission to provide logistical support
to Army units in theater, the Seventh Army also had to organize and train a

1% Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, p. 113.

1 HQ, USAREUR, Weekly Report of Important Subjects Pending, 16 May 1952, Entry
2000, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; Memo, Lt Col R. P.
Scott, R&SC Section, for The Adj Gen (TAG), 29 Jan 1953, sub: Ground Ammunition Day of
Supply, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; DF,
Maj Warren S. Ducote, S—1, to Seventh Army Ch of Staff, 20 Aug 1953, sub: Adjustments in
Basic Load of Artillery Ammunition, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.

10 Memo, HQ, U.S. Constabulary, for CG, 1st Constabulary Bde, 3 Oct 1950, sub: Revision
of Basic Loads, Tank Ammunition; HQ, USAREUR, Increase in WP Ammunition, 9 Nov 1950;
Memo, Col S. G. Conley, Dir, OPOT, for USAREUR Ch of Staff, 22 Nov 1950, sub: Increase in
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self-contained force that could operate independently under allied operational
command. For that reason, instructions from EUCOM to the Seventh Army in
December 1950 had made it clear that the command was to assume responsibility
for its own logistical support wherever possible using its own assigned support
units. Although it would always have to rely on higher echelons to maintain
supply lines and to provide depot level maintenance, the Seventh Army would
need sufficient transportation, maintenance, quartermaster, medical, and other
support elements to sustain its forces in combat without other outside assistance.!!!

In his first year as Seventh Army commander, General Eddy drove his
command to become logistically self-sustaining and able to provide all the
support necessary for extended, independent operations. In that regard, Eddy
listed four immediate goals to get the Seventh Army ready to go to war: the
command needed to establish an initial stock of reserve and replacement equip-
ment to support sustained operations; incoming units had to receive all of their
authorized weapons and equipment; commanders and staffs had to implement
procedures to conserve expendable supplies and materials; and maintenance
officers had to devise a system of command maintenance inspections to ensure
that vehicles and weapons were combat ready.!'?

Prescribed load directives required all Seventh Army units to have sufficient
fuel on hand to move all of its wheeled vehicles 300 miles and all of its tracked
vehicles 130 miles. The balance for the tracked vehicles, 170 miles, was to be
prestocked in strategically located storage points. The Seventh Army established
caches for the 1st Infantry Division at Bad Mergentheim and Schwébisch Hall,
locations along the route to its designated deployment area. Together, the
two depots contained almost fifty thousand gallons of fuel, all of it stored in
five-gallon cans. Hundreds of gallons of grease and oil were also on hand for the
division’s use.!"® In addition to these depots and others like them, USAREUR
directed the Communications Zone to establish a special reserve capable of
fueling full-scale operations for sixty days. The Seventh Army’s situation was
complicated by the fact that all of the depots, shops, and supply points needed
to sustain it were located almost entirely in the area where the main battle would
occur. General Eddy commented that if the Soviets succeeded in pushing to
the Rhine, the captured facilities and supplies would produce an excellent line
of support for their army.'*

1 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; HQ, EUCOM, Organization of a Field Army Headquarters,
4 Oct 1950, Entry 2052, USAREUR G3 Operations General Correspondence, RG 549, NACP.

12 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; Order of Battle, USAREUR, as of 30 June 1953, Entry
2130, USAREUR General Letters, 1953, RG 549, NACP.

113 Memo, Donaldson for USAREUR Distribution, 7 Apr 1953, sub: Prescribed Loads (Class
[ & IIT); DF, McGinley, G4, to Dep Ch of Staff for Admin, 26 Feb 1951, sub: Progress Report
of Prestocked Supplies East of the Rhine River; Memo, Lt Col John R. Turner, Asst Adj Gen,
for CINC, EUCOM, 8 Jun 1951, sub: Establishment of Additional Prestocked Supplies. Both
in Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.
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The Seventh Army’s logistical self-sufficiency began to improve as more
and more of its support units arrived in theater. Almost all of its quartermaster
units arrived in Germany in 1951. The 2d Quartermaster Group established
its headquarters in Kornwestheim, a suburb of Stuttgart. Its subordinate
battalions, the 14th, 15th, and 35th Quartermaster Battalions set up operations
in Darmstadt, Munich, and Ludwigsburg, respectively. The 7th Quartermaster
Group established itself in Baumholder, the joint U.S.-French training area in
the French Zone. One of its two component battalions, 327th, also set up in
Baumholder while the other, the 56th, took up station in nearby Kaiserslautern.
The new quartermaster units included two petroleum companies, one petroleum
depot company, one laundry company, one clothing and general supply
company, one repair maintenance company, two subsistence companies, one
bakery company, one bath company, and three bath detachments. Many of these
units were inexperienced, but they developed their skills through on-the-job
training. Each also underwent thirty days of tactical training at Grafenwohr.!'?

The Seventh Army quartermaster had hoped to draw all supplies from a
distribution and storage system to be established by his own units by June 1951.
The command failed to meet this goal, however, due to the unusually wide
dispersion of its units across the U.S. Zone that its peacetime configuration
required. At the end of the year, one-half of all subsistence and fuel supplies
and almost all other commodities continued to pass through EUCOM depots.
Nonetheless, leaders remained confident that enough Seventh Army units were
available to provide necessary support to the Army if an emergency occurred
and a move to tactical positions became necessary.!!®

The command’s maintenance and ammunition-handling capabilities
came together in a similar manner. At the beginning of 1951, the Seventh
Army had about half of the ordnance units necessary to attain self-sufficiency
in those areas. By 1952, the 47th Ordnance Group at Ludwigsburg and the
50th Ordnance Group at Sandhofen supervised six ordnance maintenance
and supply battalions. These battalions, the 71st at Illesheim, the 80th at
Esslingen, the 85th at Oberursel, the 8th at Griesheim, the 19th at Boblingen,
and the 38th at Nellingen, included a mix of medium and heavy automotive
maintenance companies, as well as separate detachments for the repair of small
arms and heavy weapons. These enabled the Seventh Army to perform all of
the maintenance it was authorized to do at its level. The repair and rebuilding
of heavily damaged vehicles and equipment remained the responsibility of
higher-level ordnance depots. The 57th Ordnance Group at Miesau oversaw
the 82d Ordnance Ammunition Battalion at the same location. The 57th Group
also controlled the 37th Ordnance Battalion, which ran the ammunition supply
point at Miinster, in the British Zone, through which Seventh Army drew all

1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951.

115 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951.

116 HQ, Seventh Army, Status of Quartermaster Supply, 27 Dec 1950, Entry 33508, Seventh
Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951.



of its training ammunition. Units requiring more than one railcar of munitions
drew directly from the EUCOM Ammunition Depot, located about fifty miles
southwest of Mannheim.!'"”

Despite these additions, Col. Joseph Horridge, the Seventh Army ordnance
officer, remained concerned about the forward deployment of so much of the
theater’s depot and heavy maintenance operations. However, EUCOM had
neither enough funds nor enough readily available space to relocate the facilities
to safer locations west of the Rhine. As General Eddy had also pointed out in
his command report, Colonel Horridge warned that the loss of those stocks
and capabilities in an attack would seriously affect the entire theater’s ability
to perform its mission. If captured by the Soviets those resources would greatly
augment their capabilities.!''®

The distribution of supplies to dispersed troop units required a substantial
hauling capacity, and the Seventh Army’s transport organizations also completed
their deployment in 1951. The 10th Transportation Group headquarters at
Kornwestheim oversaw three separate transportation battalions; the 27th, also
at Kornwestheim; the 29th, stationed at Nellingen, about ten miles northwest of
Ulm; and the 122d, at Zirndorf, a suburb of Nuremberg. Two additional truck
battalions, the 38th and the 411th, supported the V and VII Corps directly.
Although all equipment was on hand and leaders regarded vehicle maintenance
as excellent, the Seventh Army transportation officer warned that the truck and
car companies were operating at about 15 percent below authorized personnel
strength. In addition, all of the command’s cargo trucks were rebuilt World
War II surplus that would not hold up to heavy use over prolonged periods of
time. While the truck battalions were technically part of the support structure,
their primary function was to motorize the infantry divisions. Leaders estimated
that it would take six truck companies, the usual complement of one battalion,
to place one division on wheels. The truck companies participated in division
training and exercises, providing other transportation services only when not
needed by the infantry (Table 2).'"°

During 1952, the Seventh Army continued to move toward logistical
self-sufficiency. However, a high rate of personnel turnover, a lack of
individual training in specialized military support skills, shortages of tools and
equipment in some maintenance and engineer units, and a lack of shop space
and suitable work areas hampered progress toward that goal. Even so, work
toward relocating support depots and storage sites for equipment stockpiles
proceeded steadily. By September 1952, the force had repositioned almost all

7 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; William M. Donnelly, ““Under Army Orders’: The U.S.
Army National Guard During the Korean War” (Ph.D. diss., Ohio State University, 1998).

118 Memo, Horridge for Seventh Army Distribution, 27 Dec 1950, sub: Staff Study of Ord-
nance Requirements and Capabilities Under GAO, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966,
RG 338, NACP.

119 Seventh Army Cmd Rpt, 1951; HQ, Seventh Army, Transportation Annex, 27 Dec 1950,
Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP.
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Table 2—Seventh Army Logistical Support

December December December
Type of Units 1950 1951 1952
Ordnance Battalions 4 7 8
Quartermaster Battalions 1 4 6
Transportation Battalions 3 5 5

Source: Seventh Army Command Report, 1951; U.S. Army Directory and Station List, December
1952; Order of Battle, U.S. Army, Europe, 31 December 1952.

of its subsistence stocks to locations farther to the west, had established eleven
prestock sites for fuel and lubricants in secure locations, and had entered
into negotiations with the German government to acquire additional sites.
Completed fuel storage sites included those at Mannheim, Schwibisch Hall, Bad
Mergentheim, and Béblingen. Construction of hardened ammunition storage
areas likewise continued, with about 40 percent of the wartime stocks required
by the combat forces in place. One site at Boblingen, southwest of Stuttgart,
held one thousand tons of ammunition and another fifteen hundred tons of
fortification material. Engineers also worked to expand existing storage sites,
such as the prestock site for the 1st Infantry Division at Bad Mergentheim,
about twenty-five miles south of Wiirzburg (Chart 3).'°

Berlin, 1951-1952: Standing Fast and Showing the Flag

Throughout the early 1950s, Berlin remained a focal point for tensions
between the United States and the Soviet Union. In January 1950, the Communists
announced plans for a massive demonstration and parade of more than five
hundred thousand East German youths through the Western sectors of Berlin
during the Whitsuntide celebration on 30 May. Feeling that such a demonstration
presented a serious threat to West Berlin security, the Americans, along with the
British and French, alerted their forces and declared their intention to support
the West Berlin police with military force if necessary. When the demonstrations
and parade occurred with minimal violence or disruptions, Western authorities

120 Rpt of Opns, HQ, Seventh Army, Ordnance Section, 1-31 Jan 1952, Entry 33508, Seventh
Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Memos, G—4 for Dep Ch of Staff for Admin, 26 Feb 1951,
sub: Progress Report of Prestocked Supplies East of the Rhine River, Entry 33508, Seventh Army,
1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; and Maj Gen Aaron Bradshaw Jr., Dir of Logistics, for Dep Ch of
Staff for Admin, 19 Aug 1952, sub: Seventh Army Supply Problems, Entry 2000, USAREUR
General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.
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claimed that the failure of the Communists to cause a greater disturbance resulted
in “a resounding defeat of Kremlin Cold War strategy.”!?!

By 1952, Berlin had settled into an uneasy equilibrium for the U.S. troops
there. When EUCOM was redesignated as the U.S. Army, Europe, in August
1952, its command relationship with the Berlin Command and the Office of the
U.S. Commander, Berlin, remained unchanged. The U.S. Commander, Berlin,
Maj. Gen. Lemuel Mathewson, reported directly to Headquarters, USAREUR,
on military matters and to the U.S. High Commissioner for Germany for issues
related to civil affairs or dealings with city officials. The U.S. garrison in Berlin
amounted to about forty-five hundred troops, which included the 6th Infantry,
the 759th Military Police Battalion, and a number of smaller support units.

In May 1952, after the governments of the United States, France, and Great
Britain had signed conventions with the Federal Republic of Germany that
would begin its transition from occupied state to sovereign nation, the foreign
ministers from the three allied nations signed a declaration reaffirming security
assurances for Western Europe, Germany, and Berlin. The statement concluded
that the security and welfare of Berlin and the maintenance of military forces
of the three powers within the city was an essential element for peace in the
current international situation. Furthermore, the three powers affirmed that
any attack on Berlin from any quarter would be regarded as an attack on their
forces and themselves.!?

Nonetheless, Soviet and East German harassment and propaganda persisted
as irritants for U.S. soldiers stationed in the city. In May 1952, Communist
authorities increased the tension, closing down the border between the eastern
and western halves of Germany, leaving West Berlin as the last remaining exit
point from which refugees could travel safely to West Germany. As a part of the
process, in an effort to exercise tight control of people and freight moving into
and out of the city, Communist border guards attempted to force the allies to
observe complex new restrictions on their rights of access to the city. In the view
of U.S. leaders, the only way to maintain freedom of movement into and out
of Berlin was to exercise it on a regular basis and to refuse to comply with any
and all efforts by the Soviets to impose limitations. As a result, the provision of
escorts for military convoys and trains into and out of the U.S. sector became
one of the primary missions for the soldiers of the Berlin Command.!*

121 Operations Division, HQ, USAREUR, The U.S. Army in Berlin, 1945-1961, Dec 1962,
Historical Manuscript Collection, CMH Archives. Msg, Handy to CSA, 28 Apr 1950; MFR,
Brig Gen R. K. Taylor, Dir, EUCOM Intel Div, 30 May 1950, sub: Final Activities of the
Deutschlandtreffen. Both in Entry 6, General Correspondence, EUCOM SGS, 1946-1951, RG
549, NACP.

122 Tripartite Declaration Providing Security Assurances to Western Europe, Germany, and
Berlin, 27 May 1952, in Documents on Germany, 1944-1985 (Washington, D.C.: Department of
State, 1985), pp. 384-85.

12 Msg, U.S. Cdr, Berlin (USCOB), signed Mathewson, to CINC, EUCOM, for Dir of Intel,
21 Jun 1952, sub: Security Information; HQ, EUCOM, Commander in Chief’s Weekly Staff
Conference, 3 Jun 1952. Both in Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1954,



American soldiers and their dependents unfamiliar with border restrictions
in and around the city were often detained by Soviet or East German police.
Travelers deviating from the autobahn between Helmstedt and Berlin, the
single highway authorized for access into the city from the west, quickly
found themselves in the custody of Soviet or East German police. Although
U.S. military police patrolled the corridor on a regular basis, their movements
were often restricted by the Communist authorities. It was not uncommon for
soldiers unfamiliar with the city’s transit systems to board the wrong bus or
train and end up in East Berlin. There they were usually apprehended by East
German police and detained, sometimes for months. In one extreme case, two
American privates returning to their unit late in 1952 took the wrong train and
found themselves in East Berlin where the Soviet authorities held them for six
months offering them money, jobs, and university educations if they would turn
Communist. As in most cases, once the Soviets had exhausted all propaganda
value from the incident, they released the two to American custody.!'*

Near the end of 1952, U.S. and Soviet representatives met to discuss several
locations along the U.S.-Soviet sector border where the demarcation line was
in dispute. After cartographic experts determined several locations where the
border had been incorrectly marked, both sides agreed to replace erroneous
signs, but the action was not accomplished without incident. On 16 December,
East German police arrested M. Sgt. William T. Rice of Headquarters
Company, 7780th Composite Service Battalion, as he stood approximately three
feet inside the Soviet Zone while surveying a newly erected marker. Since the
sergeant was on duty performing a mission that had been negotiated between
U.S. and Soviet authorities, his arrest and detention were unjustified. The
Soviets returned him to U.S. custody without comment two days later. Before
releasing him, however, they required him to sign a confession admitting that
he had illegally crossed the Berlin border.'*

Concerned by the continuing harassment and alarmed by the growth of the
East German paramilitary forces, the Western allies in Berlin took initial steps
to develop a coordinated plan for the defense of the city. A combined study
completed in 1950 had concluded that, if all available East German forces were
concentrated for a deliberate attack against the Western sectors of the city, the
allied forces would probably not be able to offer effective resistance. The three
Western headquarters formed a combined committee, which became known as
the Allied Staff, Berlin, to study the issue and to recommend courses of action
in the event of a Soviet or East German attack. By the end of 1952, the group

RG 549, NACP. Robert P. Grathwol and Donita M. Moorhus, American Forces in Berlin: Cold
War Outpost, 1945-1994 (Washington, D.C.: Department of Defense, 1994), p. 74; U.S. Com-
mand, Berlin, and U.S. Army, Berlin, Pam 870-2, The Story of the Berlin Brigade, 1981.

124 “Handy Protests Soviet Curb on MP Patrols,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 1 Jun 1952;
“Freed from Soviet Custody,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 4 Aug 1952; Nathan Margolin,
“Russ Offered Berlin Yanks ‘Bait’ to Stay,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 21 May 1953.

125 Cmd Rpt, 1952, HQ, EUCOM/USAREUR, pp. 406-07.



drew up its first combined plan for the defense of the city. Known as Operations
Instructions Number 3, it called for each of the three national forces in West
Berlin to form a defensive perimeter within its sector. The British would defend
the area around the Olympic Stadium, the French around Tegel Airfield, and the
Americans around Tempelhof Air Base. Each of the three allied garrisons would
be responsible for defending its own base; or, if the situation demanded, the three
national forces would be regrouped to defend any one of the three strongpoints.
A series of exercises and studies indicated that, in any case, the Western allied
garrisons would offer little more than token resistance to an attack by enemy
military forces. The tests did, however, lay the groundwork for future planning. '

The End of the Beginning

Although USAREUR and the Seventh Army were still not prepared to face
a serious offensive from the east by the end of 1952, they had made significant
headway. In the place of what had been a single reconstructed division and odd
leftover components of the Constabulary stood five full divisions and three
armored cavalry regiments, organized into two corps and under the direction
of a complete field army headquarters. Moreover, these combat elements were
supported by ample artillery, engineers, and all the other combat and service
support components the force would need to engage in battle. In France, the
construction of depots, maintenance facilities, ammunition dumps, and the rest
of the force’s logistical infrastructure was also well underway. Perhaps most
important, the Army had taken major steps toward developing a headquarters
organization in Europe that could provide wartime leadership and coordination to
U.S. forces in the theater while also integrating into NATO’s command structure.

Nonetheless, critical challenges remained. The Seventh Army still lacked
the training facilities, ranges, and sufficient prestocks of ammunition, fuel, and
supplies to make it battle worthy. Despite the fact that its units ended 1952 at
close to full strength, the rotation of more than one-third of its trained soldiers
back to the United States during the year was a clear indication of another
problem to solve. Finally, although the Army and the Air Force had begun
an effort to coordinate a doctrine for close air support of ground forces, more
work remained. Many leaders throughout USAREUR believed that only
atomic weapons delivered on the battlefield would offset the Soviet superiority
in conventional weapons. That conviction implied revisions in organization,
equipment, and doctrine to fight in an atomic environment. These were issues
that the Army would have to address if its deployment to Europe was to
represent a fully credible deterrent.

126 Qperations Division, HQ, USAREUR, The U.S. Army in Berlin, 1945-1961, Dec 1962.
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1953: The Cold War Takes a New Turn

The new year brought three important changes that would each have a direct
impact on American military forces in Europe. In January, a new president,
Dwight D. Eisenhower, assumed the role as commander in chief with a level of
military experience far surpassing that of any of his predecessors since Ulysses
S. Grant. Two months later, Soviet Premier Joseph Stalin died without leaving
a clearly designated successor, forcing U.S. intelligence services to speculate on
what effect the transition might have on the situation in Europe. Finally, on
27 July, after more than two years of talks, negotiators in P’anmunjom agreed
to an armistice in Korea.

A military career that began in 1915, included service in two World Wars,
and culminated in the role of supreme commander in Europe, gave Eisenhower
ample stature to consider himself as an expert in military affairs. From 1922
through 1925 he had been stationed in Panama as executive officer under Brig.
Gen. Fox Conner, commander of the 20th Infantry Brigade and widely regarded
as the smartest man in the Army. Service under General Douglas MacArthur
in the Philippines from late 1935 through 1939 and under General George C.
Marshall in the War Plans Division of the General Staff during the first six
months of 1942 had prepared Eisenhower to assume the responsibilities of the
supreme allied commander in Europe during World War II. He could truthfully
say that he had learned his craft from some of the greatest military leaders of
the twentieth century. After World War 11, President Harry S. Truman had
asked him to serve as Army chief of staff, a job in which he presided over the
demobilization of the wartime Army. Later, in the spring of 1949, he had served
as an informal chairman of the Joint Chiefs before the official creation of that
position. In that role he experienced firsthand the intense debates as each service
competed for its share of the shrinking military budget.

Building on that background, the new president came into office convinced
that a strong economy was the true source of national security. He believed that
the Soviet Union and its satellites could never defeat the United States as long
as the latter retained its superiority in productive capacity, so he encouraged
military leaders to design a security policy and force structure that the nation
could support over the long haul: enough to provide adequate security, but not
so much as to damage the growth and stability of the nation’s economy. With



those goals in mind, he viewed a balanced budget as a necessary component to a
sound security policy. He felt so strongly about this that he made his Secretary
of the Treasury, George M. Humphrey, and his Budget Director, Joseph M.
Dodge, major participants in meetings of the National Security Council.!

Eisenhower’s experience in World War II, and his analysis of the fighting
in Korea, had led him to the conclusion that conventional ground forces were
largely obsolete. The ruins he had seen throughout Europe reinforced in his
mind the horrors of an extended ground war. He did not think that the nations
of that region would survive another such conflict. Meanwhile, the United
States had been fighting in Korea for almost three years without any discernible
end in sight. Eisenhower was appalled at the amount of money the Truman
administration was spending to pursue the war. The prolonged stalemate
underscored for him the futility of trying to match the Soviet or Chinese armies
on a man-for-man basis. To his mind, such “small wars” wasted manpower
and placed an unacceptable burden on the economic resources of the nation.?

In May 1953, the new president convened a conference of scientists,
statesmen, and military experts to evaluate possible national strategies for
dealing with Communist expansionism. Because the initial meeting took place in
the White House sunroom, Eisenhower dubbed the series of meetings “Project
Solarium.” He appointed separate committees to study and then to present
the case for three distinct courses of action. Alternative A was essentially a
restatement of the containment policy aimed at sustaining U.S. armed forces
over an extended period of time and aiding other nations in building up their
own defenses. This option, however, did not specify any consequences for
continued Soviet encroachment. Alternative B proposed identifying a clear
line around the Soviet bloc beyond which it would not be allowed to expand.
Any violation of that perimeter would be cause for general war. Alternative
C called for actions up to and including military force to weaken the Soviet
Union’s hold over its satellite empire and to encourage maximum disruption
and popular resistance throughout Communist territories.?

After the three teams briefed their positions on 16 July, the president
presented his observations. He noted that the only thing worse than losing a
global war was winning one and wondered what the United States would do
with the Soviet Union even if it did manage to defeat the Communist nation.

! Ltr, Eisenhower to Charles E. Wilson, 5 Jan 1955, in The Papers of Dwight David Eisen-
hower, ed. Alfred D. Chandler, Louis Galambos, and Daun Van Ee, 21 vols. (Baltimore, Md.:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1970-2001), 16:1488-91; Memorandum of Discussion at the
160th Meeting of the National Security Council, Thursday, 27 Aug 1953, and Memorandum of
Discussion at the 166th Meeting of the National Security Council, Tuesday, 13 Oct 1953, both in
FRUS, 1952-1954, vol. 2, National Security Affairs, pt. 1, pp. 443-55 and 534-49, respectively.

2 Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White House Years, vol. 1, Mandate for Change, 1953-1956
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1963), p. 454.

3 Memorandum by the President to the Secretary of State, 20 May 1953, and Paper Pre-
pared by the Directing Panel of Project Solarium, 1 Jun 1953, both in FRUS, 19521954, vol. 2,
National Security Affairs, pt. 1, pp. 349-66.



It was clear to him that the United States had to continue a policy of assisting
its allies in building up their own defenses. Although some of the aggressive
actions proposed by Teams B and C would be included in aspects of the national
strategy, it was clear that any measure of preventive or preemptive war was
unacceptable. Rather than a strategy of liberation, variations on existing policies
of containment would be much more desirable.*

With these goals in mind, the new administration adopted a strategic course
it described as the New Look. This approach aimed at providing a sturdy
military posture that the nation could maintain over an extended period of
time, what Eisenhower referred to as “the long haul.” The policy emphasized
airpower and a reliance on atomic weapons and stressed that they would be
employed in the event of general war. In the president’s mind, no other kind of
military conflict with the Communists was possible. Instead, the administration
would rely on a combination of covert activities, psychological warfare, and
propaganda to keep the Soviets off balance and to counter their efforts to
intimidate the West.’

Public enthusiasm for curtailing the defense budget received a new impetus
in July 1953 when an armistice brought the fighting in Korea to an end.
Almost immediately, Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson predicted that
the administration could trim defense spending by as much as a billion dollars.
Even so, defense officials acknowledged that it would be difficult to achieve
additional savings in the immediate future because so many fixed costs would
continue. In the short term, they said, they would be able to cut back on the use
of consumables such as ammunition, reduce equipment repair, and terminate
combat pay.°

4 Minutes of the 155th Meeting of the National Security Council, 16 Jul 1953, in FRUS,
1952-1954, vol. 2, National Security Affairs, pt. 1, pp. 394-98; Robert J. Watson, History of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, vol. 5, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 1953—1954 (Washington,
D.C.: Historical Division, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1986), pp. 11-14.

5 Richard M. Leighton, History of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, vol. 3, Strategy,
Money, and the New Look, 1953-1956 (Washington, D.C.: Historical Office, Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense, 2001); Watson, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 1953—1954, pp.
35-36; Hanson W. Baldwin, “The Pentagon’s Changes: New Demands Confront the Services,
Proposed Budget Cuts Pose Problems,” New York Times, 14 May 1953; idem, “New Look of
the U.S. Armed Forces Is Emerging at the Pentagon,” New York Times, 13 Dec 1953; Elie Abel,
“President Offers Defense Formula,” New York Times, 8 Jan 1954. Works describing the evolu-
tion of Eisenhower’s New Look include Campbell Craig, Destroying the Village.: Eisenhower and
Thermonuclear War (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1998); Robert R. Bowie and Richard
H. Immerman, Waging Peace: How Eisenhower Shaped an Enduring Cold War Strategy (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1998); Saki Dockrill, Eisenhower’s New-Look National Security
Policy, 1953-1961 (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996). Eisenhower’s approach to psychologi-
cal warfare is described in Kenneth Osgood, Total Cold War: Eisenhower’s Secret Propaganda
Battle at Home and Abroad (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2006).

¢ Austin Stevens, “Defense Chiefs See Billion Cut in Arms,” New York Times, 27 Jul 1953;
E. Bruce Geelhoed, Charles E. Wilson and Controversy at the Pentagon, 1953-1957 (Detroit,
Mich.: Wayne State University Press, 1979).



As Army chief of staff, General Ridgway fought a rearguard action trying
to maintain funding and personnel levels that he felt his service required to
perform its mission. His poor relationship with Secretary Wilson, however,
coupled with the latter’s enthusiastic deference to the president’s vast military
experience usually placed the Army in an indefensible position. As a result, the
service experienced a steady decline in its budget, manpower allocation, and
influence within the American defense establishment.”

Although willing to reduce spending, the Army’s leaders took steps to
mitigate public clamor for a hasty demobilization lest any movement of the sort
snowball into a national demand to end deployments to Europe. They initiated
a public relations and information campaign in which they emphasized that
the rapid and disorganized draw down after World War II had left the United
States in a position where it had not been able to respond to early Communist
challenges. Soviet tactics, they said, remained sufficiently flexible to allow the
Soviets to pursue their long-range goal of world domination in other theaters.
The United States should not be lulled into believing that the truce in Korea
represented a change in Soviet intentions. Continued vigilance was essential.®

Complicating matters, events in the Soviet Union also threatened to change
the dynamic between the two Cold War superpowers. On 6 March, the Soviet
Union announced the death of Stalin, the nation’s premier and general secretary
of its Communist Party. To Western observers, Stalin had been the face of the
Soviet Union through the purges of the 1930s, World War II, and the early
stages of the Cold War. His death prompted wide speculation about possible
Soviet responses. In the United States, Senator Richard B. Russell (D-Ga.),
the ranking Democrat on the Senate Armed Services Committee, hoped that
“moderates inclined to peace” would win out. The chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee, Congressman Dewey J. Short (R-Mo.), warned,
however, that the Soviet Union’s new leader might prove to be even more
dangerous than his predecessor and could provoke conflict abroad in order to
consolidate his position at home.’

The CIA produced a special intelligence estimate to assess the probable
consequences of Stalin’s death and to identify his most likely successor. The
report expressed the agency’s belief that Georgi M. Malenkov’s prominent role
in the Communist Party and his planned elevation to the position since 1948
suggested that no immediate challenge to his ascension would occur. Given the
nature of the Soviet state, however, analysts believed that a struggle for power
could develop at any time. Some contributors to the report warned that any
disagreement that became so widespread as to involve the Soviet Army or the

7 Donald A. Carter, “Eisenhower Versus the Generals,” Journal of Military History 71
(October 2007): 1169-99.

8 Memo, DA, Office of the Adj Gen, for Major Commands, 6 Oct 1953, sub: Post-Armistice
Troop Deployment, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

> “Ike Told How Stalin Illness Could Effect World Peace,” Stars and Stripes, European
Edition, 5 Mar 1953.



internal security forces could prompt a violent response and might loosen Soviet
control over its satellite states. The report also noted that, while ruthless and
determined to spread Soviet power, Stalin had not let his ambitions steer him
into reckless courses of action. At least initially, the new regime would lack his
freedom of action and his ability to maneuver because it would lack his immense
prestige and authority. As a result, it would probably exercise caution in the
near future and adhere to established Soviet positions.!°

For the time being, Soviet policy remained focused on two primary goals:
to prevent the remilitarization of West Germany, and to hinder West German
consolidation into the Western camp. In pursuit of those goals the Soviets
maintained a steady stream of propaganda aimed at the West Germans, stressing
a lack of freedom in the Federal Republic and the subversive influence of the
United States in political affairs.!!

Keeping a Watchful Eye to the East

Within a few months after Stalin’s death, it became clear that the basic
economic and military strength of the Soviet empire remained intact. Although
an internal struggle for power within the Soviet government had resulted in the
arrest and execution of First Deputy Prime Minister Lavrentiy Beria and an
increase in influence for new Communist Party Secretary Nikita Khrushchev,
there appeared to be no weakening of the control the government held over
either its own population or its satellite clientele.!?

The Soviet government and its military demonstrated their willingness to
deal ruthlessly with any form of internal rebellion on 16 June 1953, when a
demonstration by workers in East Berlin protesting against increased work
quotas erupted into a full-scale riot. The next morning, as thirty thousand
demonstrators overturned kiosks and tore down Communist flags and posters
on the Potsdamer Platz, East German police opened fire on the crowd. A short
time later, Soviet tanks, armored cars, and infantry deployed throughout the
city in an attempt to bring the mob under control. East German and Soviet
officials declared martial law, banned all gatherings of more than three persons,
and established a curfew from 2000 until 0400. In the meantime, protests
and disturbances had broken out in a number of cities across East Germany.
The Soviets dispatched troops to Halle, Magdeberg, Danzig, Jena, and other

10 Rpt, Probable Consequences of the Death of Stalin and of the Elevation of Malenkov to
Leadership in the USSR, 12 Mar 1953, CIA, Pentagon Library National Security Archive Database,
copy in Historians files, CMH; “Stalin Dies,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 7 Mar 1953.

1" Msg, Office of the High Commissioner for Germany to CINCEUR, 13 Aug 1954, sub:
For Professor Conference 19 Aug 1954, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, RG
549, NACP. Haslam, Russia’s Cold War; Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace; and Zubok and
Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War give detailed accounts on the evolution of Soviet policy.

12 National Intelligence Estimate, CIA, Soviet Bloc Capabilities Through Mid-1955, 18 Aug
1953, CIA Freedom of Information Act Electronic Reading Room, copy in Historians files,
CMH; “Beria Out in Soviet Shakeup,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 11 Jul 1953.



W T, '

East German border guards and tank, 19 June 1953

destinations in an attempt to maintain civil control. By the time order was
restored, hundreds had been killed or wounded. West German officials would
later report that in the aftermath of the rioting, the Soviets executed sixty-two
of the primary instigators and arrested twenty-five thousand protesters. In the
end, even though the disturbances subsided, Berlin clearly remained a powder
keg at the center of the U.S.-Soviet relationship.'®

More to the point for the U.S. Army in Europe was the continued strength
and influence of the Soviet armed forces in Eastern Europe. Although Western
analysts at the time observed no substantial increase in numbers, they did report
on a series of modernization programs under way throughout the force. It is now
clear, however, that between 1952 and 1954, the Soviets embarked on their own
version of the New Look. During that time, manpower strength in the Soviet
Army declined almost 25 percent, from 4.3 million to 3.2 million. Although still
greatly outnumbering those in the West, Soviet ground forces also received less
funding and decreased in importance while funding and research increased for

B CIA, Comment on Berlin Uprising, 17 Jun 1953, CIA Freedom of Information Act
Electronic Reading Room, copy in Historians files, CMH; HQ, USAREUR, Sixth CINCU-
SAREUR-HICOG-Commanders Conference, 29 Jun 1953, Entry 2000, USAREUR General
Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; “Soviet Tanks Roll Into East Berlin to Bar New
Revolt,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 18 Jul 1953.
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s

Soviet tanks move through the streets of the Soviet sector of Berlin, dispersing the last
German demonstrators who staged a day of uncontrolled rioting, 17 June 1953.

strategic aircraft and land-based rockets and missiles. Nonetheless, the Soviets
retained their formidable base for expansion, and Western analysts believed that
their troop strength could be almost doubled within a month of mobilization.'

By 1953, after several years of studying the Soviet Army and its soldiers
as potential adversaries, U.S. Army leaders had prepared a slightly more
nuanced analysis than earlier studies had presented. A service handbook
described organizational changes in the Soviet divisional structure as placing
that force firmly on the road toward full mechanization. The changes indicated
that the extreme centralization that had characterized the force’s World War
IT operations was being relaxed in favor of a more conventional distribution
of command responsibility. Observations of large-scale maneuvers likewise
indicated that the Soviets were improving their ability to integrate the actions
of infantry, armor, artillery, and air elements into well-coordinated military
operations.'

4 National Intelligence Estimates, CIA, Soviet Bloc Capabilities Through Mid-1955, 18
Aug 1953, and Soviet Gross Capabilities for Attacks on the U.S. and Key Overseas Installations
Through 1 July 1957, 17 Aug 1954; Advanced Research Projects Agency, Evolution of Soviet
Military Forces and Budgets, 1952-1964, Oct 1975. All in CIA Freedom of Information Act
Electronic Reading Room, copy in Historians files, CMH.

15 DA Pamphlet 30-50—1, Handbook on the Soviet and Satellite Armies, March 1953, p. 4.



The U.S. Army’s perception of the Soviet soldier, meanwhile, became much
less of a caricature than it had been in the past. Instead, the Army’s analysis
noted that the official image of the ideal Soviet soldier as a dauntless fighter,
capable of withstanding any degree of hardship was directly contradicted by
the Soviets’ own management and training literature. These directives and
regulations took a dim view of the Soviet soldier and depicted him as lazy and
shiftless and in need of constant supervision. The analysis concluded that the
Soviet population was obviously too heterogeneous and far-flung to draw such
easy generalizations of its people. The authors believed, however, that because
the Soviet Army consisted primarily of peasant stock inured to hard manual
labor, its soldiers would be used to operating with few creature comforts. One
of the most important characteristics of the Soviet soldier, especially the Great
Russians native to central and northeastern portions of the Soviet Union, was
a deep and abiding patriotism that would be easily aroused by an invasion of
his homeland. While, in many cases, the soldiers rejected much of the political
indoctrination they received, their dissatisfaction in no way diminished their
love of country.'®

In summarizing its analysis, the U.S. Army manual concluded that,
throughout the Soviet Army, a concerted, well-executed, and generally effec-
tive program of training had brought efficiency to a high level. Searching for
shortcomings that the West could exploit, the manual focused on the Soviets’
infatuation with their World War II success. Unquestionably, it said, they had
failed to distinguish between the generally applicable lessons of that experience
and lessons valid only for that particular kind of war. When the Soviets trained
for the offensive, as a result, they usually did so against a rigid, immobile defense
of the type that Hitler had forced on his commanders in the east. Left unsaid
was the hopeful conclusion that the Soviets would be less prepared to deal with
the type of active defense that NATO and the West planned to implement.!”

Another area of concern for Western planners was the growing size and
competence of the Soviets’ satellite armies. In April 1953, the HICOG reported
that the East Germans had 145,000 men in uniform. Although roughly 25,000
were engaged in border and transportation security missions, more than 110,000
served as members of the so-called “people’s police,” in essence, the new East
German Army. The force included two infantry divisions and one armored
division equipped with Soviet heavy equipment, artillery, and tanks. The
remaining ten thousand men were almost equally divided between the Soviet
Zone air force and the embryonic navy. The high commissioner’s office also
reported ongoing construction of a submarine, a destroyer, numerous patrol
boats, minesweepers, and coast guard craft for East German “sea police”
units. Despite the growth in size of these forces, some analysts questioned
their willingness to fight. They concluded that, while the satellite forces would

s Ibid., p. 70.
7 Ibid., p. 4.



probably fight well against traditional enemies, they would be less reliable in
a conflict against the West.!®

Although the soldiers on both sides of the border managed to avoid
starting a shooting war, relations between U.S. and Communist armed forces
remained tense. Communist guards continued to harass U.S. soldiers as
well as West German civilians who strayed too close to the border. In some
cases, East German or Czechoslovakian troops took potshots at U.S. border
patrols.” The Americans were also guilty of their share of provocations. Radio
networks sponsored and financed by the United States beamed a steady stream
of anti-Communist programming into the Soviet Union and its satellites.
U.S. military and civilian aircraft frequently deviated from the authorized air
corridors leading into and out of Berlin. Although the U.S. border patrols
generally maintained a high level of discipline while performing their duties,
other American soldiers, on and off duty, managed to cross the border into
Communist territory on a regular basis. The U.S. Military Liaison Mission in
Potsdam, East Germany; the Office of the High Commissioner in Berlin; and
Headquarters, U.S. Army, Europe, all provided formal channels through which
both sides communicated and resolved the various violations and incidents.?

Changes in Command and Combat Readiness

As the leaders of USAREUR and the Seventh Army continued to study
their adversary and to prepare for potential conflict, their focus remained on
improving combat readiness. This remained true despite another turnover in
leadership beginning in 1953. General Eddy had long believed that his position
as USAREUR commander warranted a fourth star. In March, when President
Eisenhower refused to authorize the promotion and encouraged Eddy to make
way for a younger officer, Eddy retired.?! General Bolte moved up to replace

18 “HICOG Says 145,000 in East Zone Army,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 24 Apr 1953;
James D. Marchio, “Will They Fight: U.S. Intelligence Assessments and the Reliability of Non-Soviet
Warsaw Pact Armed Forces, 1946-1989,” Studies in Intelligence 51, no. 4 (December 2007): 5.

¥ William E. Stacy, U.S. Army Border Operations in Germany, 1945-1983, 1984, Military
History Office, USAREUR, Historians files, CMH; “7 Yanks Vanish at Czech Line,” Stars and
Stripes, European Edition, 6 Jul 1954; “Lt, Pvt Abducted by Czechs, Army Tells State Depart-
ment,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 19 Sep 1954; Nathan Margolin, “Russ Offered
Berlin Yanks Bait to Stay,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 21 May 1953.

20 “Exile Groups Start Beaming Anti-Red Programs at Soviet,” Stars and Stripes, European
Edition, 2 Mar 1953; Memo, Lt Col R. W. Prior, Asst Adj Gen, for Seventh Army Distribution,
23 Sep 1953, sub: Restriction from the Zonal Border, Entry 33509, Seventh Army, 1954-1965,
RG 338, NACP. Memos, Col Karl E. Henion, Ch, USAREUR Civil Affairs Div, for Dep Ch of
Staff for Opns, 3 Jun 1953, sub: USAREUR’s Channels of Communication to Soviet Authorities
in East Germany; and Maj James S. Changaris, Asst Sec of the General Staff, for USAREUR
Civil Affairs Div, 17 Aug 1953, sub: Procedure for Handling Communications from any Soviet
Source Concerning Military Matters. Both in Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.

21 Phillips, The Making of a Professional.
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General Bolte, Commanding General of the Seventh Army, during an inspection tour of
VIl Corps near Heilbronn during Exercise GRAND ALLIANCE in January 1953

General Eddy as USAREUR commanding general. Lt. Gen. William M. Hoge,
in turn, replaced Bolte as Seventh Army commander. Commissioned as an
engineer, Hoge had directed the construction of the 1,030-mile-long Alaskan/
Canadian (ALCAN) Highway across northwest Canada to Alaska in 1942. He
had then commanded the Provisional Engineer Special Brigade on D-Day at
OmaHA Beach and Combat Command B, 9th Armored Division, in the defense
of St. Vith during the Battle of the Bulge. It was Hoge, at the head of Combat
Command B, who had discovered the intact Rhine Bridge at Remagen that had
enabled the First Army to jump the last barrier to Germany’s defeat.

The new Seventh Army commander had definite ideas how best to deploy
his command. He noted that infantry battalions preparing defensive positions
tended to limit themselves to frontages of 1,200 meters or less. He pointed out



Marshal of France, Alphonse Juin (left), and General Hoge, Seventh Army, near Frankfurt
in September 1953

to his commanders that such doctrine was a holdover from World War I and
that fronts had been considerably longer throughout World War Il and Korea.
He expected his infantry battalions to train to defend positions of up to 5,000
meters in width and to become more self-reliant, since they could not expect
to have friendly units to their immediate right and left. The wider frontage,
Hoge said, required greater coordination of supporting firepower. The infantry
would have to be in position to locate targets for mortars, artillery, and close
air support, and to direct those fires rather than wait to engage the enemy with
its own weapons at closer ranges. Hoge was less inclined to support a policy of
destroying everything of value as his forces pulled back before a Soviet assault.
Such actions, he believed, would have little effect on a Soviet advance and only
enrage the civilian population.?

Hoge implemented similar revisions in the Seventh Army’s offensive doctrine.
It was generally better, he said, to give a battalion extra maneuver space rather
than to constrict it to a narrow avenue of attack. With sufficient room to deploy,
a battalion could advance in one direction to seize an objective, regroup, and

22 DF, Brig Gen Einar B. Gjelstein to G-3, 27 Jun 1953, sub: Defense Training, Entry 33508,
Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP; Interv, Lt Col George R. Robertson with Gen Wil-
liam M. Hoge, 16-17 Apr 1974, pp. 1-2, Senior Officer Oral History Program, MHI.
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A 106-mm. recoilless rifle on guard at a 6th Infantry Regiment roadblock in Berlin, October 1953.

then move on toward another objective from a different direction. He reminded
commanders that, with the flexibility they had in their own weapons and
supporting artillery from higher headquarters, they could engage almost any
target that they could observe. Also, the larger the space to maneuver that a
battalion had at its disposal, the more varied types of terrain it might be able to
exploit in its advance. In order to test the ability of his battalions to adapt to the
extended frontages that he envisioned, Hoge approved modifications to standard
infantry battalion training tests that combat units took in other theaters. Seventh
Army tests placed greater emphasis on the physical conditioning, long-range
communications, and extended tactical resupply the new doctrine would require.?

For the troops on the ground, the wide frontages inherent in Seventh Army
plans and training presented different challenges. William E. DePuy, then a
lieutenant colonel in command of the 2d Battalion, 8th Infantry, 4th Infantry
Division, described the concept as a squad and platoon war. Noting how thin
his units would have been on the ground, DePuy remembered that he had about
one platoon for each paved road in his sector. About a mile or two separated
the platoons. Each platoon would have a jeep-mounted 106-mm. recoilless rifle,

% DF, Col W. W. O’Connor, Asst Ch of Staff, G-3, to Seventh Army Training Section, 5
Aug 1953, sub: Wide Fronts in the Attack, Entry 33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338,
NACP; Memo, G. I. Lane, Asst Adj Gen, VII Corps, for CG, Seventh Army, 27 Sep 1954, sub:
Infantry Battalion Tests, VII Corps, 1954, Entry 33515, VII Corps, 1953-1966, RG 338, NACP.



one or two 3.5-inch bazookas, and a few machine guns to defend its position.
Perhaps they would be assigned a section of tanks, but probably not. They
would scatter a few mines across the road and get ready to fight.*

In their training as well as their daily routines, soldiers of the Seventh
Army prepared for the worst-case scenario, a surprise Soviet attack across the
border between East and West Germany. The memory of the Japanese attack
at Pearl Harbor still lingered in the minds of many senior officers, so much
so that the prevention of a surprise attack was incorporated into the service’s
operational and training manuals. For that purpose, battalions from the three
armored cavalry regiments maintained a round-the-clock vigil from observation
points and patrol routes along the border. Jeep and armored car patrols ran
the length of the border daily, from north of Kassel, where they linked up with
British elements, down to the point where the Czech and Austrian borders
intersected the U.S. Zone. In addition, the command inaugurated an extensive
series of practice alerts and musters to ensure that units could reach their battle
positions in the shortest time possible. These exercises included assembly of
personnel and equipment, packing of all basic load shipments of supplies and
ammunition, and movement to simulated assembly areas within ten miles of
the kasern. In some cases, units continued the exercise with a movement into
initial battle positions. It was a Seventh Army requirement that each unit within
the command maintain such a state of readiness that it could begin movement
to the field within two hours of an alert.?

New corps commanders brought their own innovations to improving
combat readiness. When Lt. Gen. James M. Gavin became commander of
the VII Corps in December 1952, he observed that infantry battalions began
their training tests from their garrison stations. The troops would eat a hearty
breakfast and then mount trucks that would take them to the training site.
Gavin had the battalions begin the exercise with an all-night march. The way a
lieutenant or captain made decisions after forty-eight hours without sleep and
an eighteen-mile march, Gavin believed, was quite different from how the same
lieutenant or captain made decisions walking straight out of the barracks.?

In 1953, as part of an effort to test and to improve unit response times,
the command instituted periodic exercises known as Hanpicap BLAcK.
Intelligence personnel from USAREUR headquarters would deliver written
messages simulating enemy contact to patrols, listening posts, observation

2 Romie L. Brownlee and William J. Mullen III, interviewers, Changing an Army. An Oral
History of General William E. DePuy, USA Retired (Carlisle Barracks, Pa., and Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Army Military History Institute and U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1988),
pp. 109-10.

2 Ltr, Gjelstein to Col Wilbur S. Nye, Ch Historian, USAREUR, 27 Nov 1953; and HQ,
Seventh Army, Training Cir 7, Practice Alerts and Musters, 27 Feb 1953. Both in Entry 33508,
Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP. Stacy, U.S. Army Border Operations in Germany,
p- 62.

% Interv, Lt Col Donald G. Andrews and Lt Col Charles H. Ferguson with Gen James M.
Gavin, 16 Apr 1975, Senior Officer Oral History Program, MHI.
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General Gavin checks map coordinates during Exercise GRAND ALLIANCE, January 1953

posts, company headquarters of the armored cavalry regiments, or anyone else
who was in position to report an actual enemy attack. Agents dropped off one
message daily along the border and additional messages to other units within
the command on a random basis. Units receiving the initial alerts transmitted
their reports through notification channels to the next higher headquarters.
Each headquarters in turn pushed the message up the chain of command until
it reached the Seventh Army. The maximum allowable time the process could
take from beginning to end was thirty minutes.?’

Combat readiness in the Seventh Army continued to improve as additional
leadership rotations soon brought even more World War II experience to the
command. In October 1953, General Bolte returned to the United States to
serve as the Army vice chief of staff. General Hoge moved up to take his place
as USAREUR commander. To replace him as the Seventh Army commanding
general, the Army selected Lt. Gen. Anthony C. McAuliffe, then serving as
the deputy Army chief of staff for operations and administration. McAuliffe
was one of the most colorful officers in the Army, having earned renown while
serving as acting commander of the 101st Airborne Division at Bastogne during

2 Stacy, U.S. Army Border Operations in Germany, pp. 91-92.
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Left to right: Brig. Gen. Raymond Bell, V Corps; Lt. Gen. Anthony McAuliffe, Seventh Army;
Maj. Gen. Ira Swift, V Corps; and French General Marcel Carpentier in October 1953

the Battle of the Bulge where he responded “Nuts!” to a German demand for
surrender. He was known as “The Old Crock™ to the men who served under him,
a title he had won when he remarked that jumping out of an airplane was a hell
of a business for an old crock like himself. Later in the war he had commanded
the 103d Infantry Division as it advanced through the Siegfried Line.?
McAuliffe came to the command with a reputation as a soldier’s soldier.
He disdained formal inspections, reviews, and the typical canned spit and
polish presentations usually reserved for visits by a general officer. Instead, he
preferred to see troops in the field conducting regularly scheduled training. He
expected his commanders to adopt a philosophy of decentralized leadership,
so that platoon leaders, company commanders, and sergeants could train their
men without feeling that every move they made was being “supervised by a

2 First quote from Hugh M. Cole, The Ardennes: Battle of the Bulge, United States Army in
World War II (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Army Center of Military History, 1965), p. 468. Second
quoted words from “General Anthony C. McAuliffe Dies,” Washington Post, 14 Aug 1975. “Hoge
to Succeed Bolte at USAREUR,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 29 Sep 1953; Ernie Reed,
“New 7th Army Commander Made N-U-T-S Famous,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 7
Feb 1954.
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Elements of 43d Infantry Battalion and 67th Tank Battalion, 2d Armored Division, move
into attack position, September 1953

hovering senior.” Training supervision, he said, should evaluate results rather
than process. As with General Hoge before him, McAuliffe also emphasized
increasing the tempo of tactical training. He believed that this kept interest in
an exercise high and helped junior leaders learn to think on their feet and to
make quick but well-reasoned decisions.”

Throughout 1954, Seventh Army training continued to emphasize the inte-
gration of various combat arms, understanding that the strengths of one could
offset the potential weaknesses of another. Infantry regiments experimented
with different ways to exploit their assigned tank companies, whether to employ
them in an “overwatch” role, providing covering fire as the infantry advanced,
or in a convergent attack, with the tanks advancing from one direction and the
infantry from another. Divisions also reverted to the World War II practice of
combining infantry, tank, and artillery battalions to form combat teams. This
allowed commanders to experiment with different ways of controlling the ad
hoc formations.*

¥ Quote from Memo, Col Lynwood D. Lott, Adj Gen, for Seventh Army Distribution, 28
Jul 1954, sub: Commanding General’s Letter, Entry 33509, Seventh Army, 1954-1965, RG 338,
NACP. Ltr, Lt Gen Anthony C. McAuliffe to Maj Gen Charles E. Hart, V Corps Cdr, 26 Jun
1954, Entry 33511, V Corps, 1949-1966, RG 338, NACP.

% Memos, Brig Gen George E. Lynch, Ch of Staff, for CG, Seventh Army, 28 Aug 1954,
Training and Deployment of the Tank Company of the Infantry Regiment, Entry 33515, VII
Corps, 1953-1966, RG 338, NACP; and CWO 1. L. Roach, V Corps Asst Adj Gen, for CG,
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A heavy tank company from 6th Infantry in Grunewald, October 1953

Within the small enclaves surrounding U.S. garrisons in Berlin and Trieste,
and for the occupation forces still remaining in Austria, training and prepara-
tions for combat were a bit more problematic. In Trieste, the 351st Infantry
maintained firing ranges for all but its heaviest weapons and conducted rigorous
mountain warfare training in the hills surrounding the city. Soldiers of the
6th Infantry in Berlin had similar ranges in the city’s extensive “Grunewald”
parklands. They also practiced riot control, urban combat techniques, and other
subjects specific to their circumstances. The limited amount of land available to
both regiments, however, forced the troops to travel at least once a year to major

Seventh Army, 28 Oct 1954, sub: Organization of Battalion Combat Teams, Entry 33511, V
Corps, 1949-1966, RG 338, NACP.



maneuver areas in West Germany for more extensive training. In Austria, the
troops of the 350th Infantry had more training space, but administrative duties
limited the amount of time available for training. The U.S. Army, Europe, and
the Seventh Army provided transportation, logistical support, and supplemental
attachments of tanks, artillery, or engineers to assist with training whenever
these units deployed to Grafenwohr. Although elements from each command
often participated in major training exercises, none were able to take part in
events greater than battalion strength due to the need to maintain the bulk of
each unit on standby in garrison.!

Reasoning from their experiences in World War II and Korea, Army
leaders believed that one way to offset the Soviet advantage in numbers would
be to exploit American airpower, specifically the Twelfth Air Force, under
the command of Maj. Gen. Dean C. Strother. Its headquarters had been in
Wiesbaden since 1951, but midway through 1953, it moved to Ramstein Air
Force Base, outside of Kaiserslautern. In January 1953, it consisted of three
fighter-bomber wings flying F—86F Sabres, a light bomber wing using B-26B
Invaders, a tactical reconnaissance wing with RF-84F Thunderflashes, and
two troop carrier wings flying C-54 Skymasters and C-119 Flying Box Cars. In
addition to providing support for U.S. forces in Europe, most of the numbered
Air Force wings were integrated into NATO’s air arm, the Fourth Allied
Tactical Air Force. To integrate combat actions on the ground with U.S. Air
Force operations, USAREUR and the Seventh Army focused their attention
on three areas where the Army had a significant interest.*

The first was close air support. From the Seventh Army’s earliest training,
commanders had made coordination with their Air Force counterparts a
high priority. To that end, USAREUR and Seventh Army planning staffs
incorporated tactical air support into each major exercise. Despite the U.S.
Air Force’s growing emphasis on its strategic forces and a doctrine of massive
retaliation, the Twelfth Air Force in Europe continued to rehearse and to refine
its procedures for close air support. The interest of NATO and the supreme allied
commander, first General Ridgway and later General Alfred M. Gruenther,
in providing close air support to alliance ground units helped to keep U.S. Air
Force units in Europe involved in such training. Twelfth Air Force aircraft

31 Memos, CWO W. E. Loomis, Asst Adj Gen, for Commander in Chief, U.S. Army, Eu-
rope (CINCUSAREUR), 3 May 1954, sub: Support of 6th Infantry Regiment for Grafenwdhr
Training, Entry 33509, Seventh Army, 1954-1965, RG 338, NACP; and Brig Gen Douglas V.
Johnson, Dep Ch of Staff for Opns, for CINC, 23 Dec 1954, sub: Annual Command Inspection
of Berlin Command, Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1953-1955, RG 549,
NACP; Training Memo 8, HQ, Trieste United States Troops, 26 Jul 1954, War Department
Decimal 300.6, Training Memos, RG 334, NACP; Memo, Col Paul A. Gavan, OPOT Div, for
Trieste Distribution, 7 Jul 1950, sub: Notes on Joint EUCOM-TRUST Conference Pertaining
to Fall Training 1950, Entry 1416, TRUST Training, RG 353, NACP.

32 Strategic Guidance Directive 1, SHAPE/54/51, 19 May 1951, SHAPE Historical Office,
Historians files, CMH; Schlight, Help from Above, pp. 182-219.



participated in almost every major Seventh Army field exercise as well as many
conducted by the corps and divisions.*

By 1953, the most pressing problem that U.S. commanders had identified
with close air support was the lack of a full-time direct liaison between the
Twelfth Air Force and Seventh Army maneuver units. The Air Force command
took steps to remedy the situation early that year when it activated a tactical
air control squadron with sufficient control parties to assign to major ground
units, including corps, divisions, brigades, and sometimes battalions. These
two- or three-person teams advised ground commanders on the best employment
of air support and provided radio communications between ground units,
aircraft, and the combat operations center or air support operations center,
usually located with the Seventh Army headquarters. To man this center,
the Twelfth Air Force provided a combat operations section, containing
both fighter and reconnaissance elements. It included two officers from the
Seventh Army intelligence and operations sections and maintained constant
direct communications with the Seventh Army, all major Air Force units, and
tactical air control centers. In practice, tactical air control parties would relay
requests for air support to the combat operations center, which would approve
the mission and assign it to available aircraft. Once the aircraft arrived on
station, the tactical air control parties would guide them onto their targets. As
an additional coordination measure, the Army permanently assigned ground
liaison officers to each fighter-bomber and reconnaissance wing while the Air
Force assigned officers to each Army corps and division.*

Concerns about the coordination of close air support were exacerbated by
the incompatibility of some Army and Air Force communications equipment.
Neither USAREUR nor the Twelfth Air Force possessed a sufficient number of
the very high frequency (VHF) or ultra-high frequency (UHF) radios required
to communicate with advanced aircraft. Although partially resolved when
Air Force Tactical Air Control Parties with the proper radios linked up with
Seventh Army units, communications shortages persisted.®

The second aerial activity in which USAREUR and the Seventh Army
invested considerable interest was air defense. Given the distinct possibility
that incoming enemy aircraft might be delivering atomic weapons, the Army
placed increased emphasis on tracking them and shooting them down. It was
difficult to develop trained antiaircraft artillery crews because the only firing

3 Annual Hist Rpt, 1952, HQ, EUCOM/USAREUR, p. 32, Historians files, CMH.

3 Ltr, Eddy to Gen John E. Hull, Vice Ch of Staff, 13 Feb 1953, Entry 2105, USAREUR
General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jan 1953-30 Jun 1954,
HQ, USAREUR, pp. 246-47, Historians files, CMH; Ralph D. Bald, U.S. Air Force Historical
Division, Research Studies Institute, Air University, Air Force Participation in Joint Army—Air
Force Training Exercises, 1951-1954, 1957, pp. 36-46, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.

3 Memo, Brig Gen Douglas V. Johnson, Asst Ch of Staff, G-3, for USAREUR Ch of Staff,
27 Aug 1953, sub: Aspect of Joint Interest or Problems Presented by the 1953 Fall Maneuvers
Schedule, Entry 2028, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1958, RG 549, NACP; An-
nual Hist Rpt, 1 Jan 1953-30 Jun 1954, HQ, USAREUR, pp. 246-47.



ranges available for use by most antiaircraft weapons were in the British Zone
along the North Sea coast. Long travel distances for participating units, conflicts
with adjacent NATO ranges, and relatively brief periods of weather suitable
for training hampered progress in this area.

Throughout 1953 and 1954, the Army and the Air Force engaged in
protracted and often heated discussions over operational control of weapons
and aircraft devoted to the air defense mission. It was the Seventh Army’s
position that the field army commander should have operational control over
supporting tactical air forces while Air Force commanders were loath to give
up any level of authority over their aircraft. The two commands also differed
over the alert status and rules of engagement for air defense weapons. Fearing
for the safety of their own aircraft, air commanders preferred a hold-fire status,
which required ground units to obtain command authorization before engaging
targets. Ground officers, however, preferred preapproval so that they could
engage any aircraft that violated established friendly approach corridors.
Control of the air space above the battlefield became as important an issue as
control of the supporting aircraft. Despite ongoing discussions, neither issue
was ever fully resolved.*

Beginning in 1954, air defense units in Europe began to receive new equip-
ment. The first was a radar-guided 75-mm. gun known as the Skysweeper.
Although it was a marked improvement over visually guided weapons, it took
troops more than four months of training to learn the intricacies of the new
system. Also in 1954, the USAREUR commander received advanced notice
of the conversion of six of his antiaircraft gun battalions to Nike missile units.
His instructions included logistical and real estate requirements for the fixed
installations the missiles would occupy. Although the guidance directed no
immediate action on the part of USAREUR, the command began preliminary
searches for suitable sites for the installations and a firing range where it could
test the missiles.”’

By mid-1954, Seventh Army commanders also began to experiment with
a third type of aerial operation. For some time, infantry units had cooperated
with the Air Force on air transport training. In many cases this simply involved
briefings on proper procedures for loading equipment onto transport aircraft.
Some units, however, underwent more advanced training, learning to conduct

3 Memos, Col Walter E. Kraus, Ch, USAREUR Training Br, for Col Dolph, 15 Sep 1953,
sub: 90mm AA Training; and Maj Fred E. Hansard, Asst Adj Gen, for CINCUSAREUR,
12 Feb 1953, sub: The Army’s Role in Air Defense. Both in Entry 2028, USAREUR General
Correspondence, 1952-1958, RG 549, NACP. Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jan 1953-30 Jun 1954, HQ,
USAREUR, p. 236; Schlight, Help from Above, p. 220.

37 Ltr, Col Donald C. Tredennick, Dep Asst Ch of Staff, G-3, to Maj Gen Stanley R. Mick-
elsen, AAA and Guided Missile School, Entry 2028, USAREUR General Correspondence,
1952-1958, RG 549, NACP; Msg, DA, Dep Ch of Staff for Logistics, to CINCUSAREUR,
12 Nov 1954, Ref #DA-970925, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, RG 549,
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C. (NADC); Annual Hist Rpt,
1 Jul 1956-30 Jun 1957, HQ, USAREUR, pp. 16670, Historians files, CMH.



an air assault, albeit one from fixed-wing aircraft into an established airhead.
In June 1954, the Seventh Army attached the 328th Helicopter Company to the
VII Corps. Equipped with the H-19 Chickasaw, the Army’s first true transport
helicopter, the new unit presented the Seventh Army with an opportunity to
develop a more ambitious air assault doctrine. The Seventh Army’s Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations, Brig. Gen. Hamilton H. Howze, requested that
the VII Corps develop tactics and techniques for the use of the helicopters
in a number of roles. He included among those the vertical envelopment of
an enemy defensive position, an attack across a severe terrain obstacle, the
evacuation of isolated units, the quick positioning of a blocking force to meet an
enemy penetration, and the evacuation of wounded. The number of helicopters
available was small, but VII Corps infantry units were able to begin training
with them on a limited basis.*

The Seventh Army Goes Nuclear

Although their training efforts and doctrine continued to reflect a conven-
tional orientation, USAREUR and Seventh Army leaders were beginning
to consider the implications the use of atomic weapons would have for their
battle plans. Even more than conventional air support, atomic weapons offered
the greatest potential for offsetting the Soviets’ numerical advantages. The
Eisenhower administration’s New Look strategy made it clear that the United
States would employ them in any general war with the Soviet Union. If that
occurred, the Strategic Air Command would have the primary responsibility to
drop atomic bombs on targets deep within the Soviet Union. Without a means
of delivering atomic munitions of its own, the Seventh Army had to rely on
whatever bombs the Air Force was willing to divert to tactical support. Some
within the Army, however, were skeptical about receiving any level of Air Force
support. In a critique of atomic weapons play during Exercise SPRING TIDE in
May 1953, for example, the USAREUR commander, General Bolte, questioned
the use of atomic weapons in support of frontline operations, noting that the
Army and Air Force in Korea had been unable to identify suitable targets near
the front lines. Bolte also warned Seventh Army leaders to carefully consider
what targets merited attack by atomic weapons. Participants in the Command
Post Exercise (CPX), he said, “were often guilty of using a hammer to kill a fly.”*

3% Memo, Brig Gen Hamilton H. Howze for CG, VII Corps, 29 Jun 1954, sub: 328th Helicopter
Company, Entry 33509, Seventh Army, 1954-1965, RG 338, NACP; Jack Blood, “Helicopters
Speed Medical Evacuation,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 2 May 1954; “9th Division
Troops Practice Air Assault,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 18 Aug 1954.
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43d Infantry Division patrol conducting reconnaissance with “westland” forces in the
village of Gresenhren

Extensive criticism during the discussions that followed CPX SpriNG TIDE
reflected the inexperience of most of the staffs in dealing with these issues.
One Seventh Army intelligence observer commented that most staff sections
involved in the exercise seemed to have little appreciation for the impact of a
twenty-kiloton detonation in their vicinity. He also noted extreme delays in
processing information on potential atomic targets, and added that communica-
tions encryption procedures were so slow and cumbersome that they created
bottlenecks in the flow of information. Another officer commented that staff
sections had no idea how the command would reconstitute units or command
posts that had been devastated by atomic attack.*

Whatever their doubts, by conducting a number of staff and command post
exercises during 1953, USAREUR’s commanders began to consider how best
to incorporate friendly atomic munitions into their planning. At the same time,
they also began to consider the effects enemy strikes might have on their own
forces. Maneuver forces would have to learn to fight dispersed, while retaining
the mobility to mass whenever an opportunity to attack presented itself.*!
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Soldiers of Company K, 110th Infantry, move through the outskirts of Gerberstein,
Germany, during Exercise MonTe CARLO in September 1953.

The command’s first in-depth experiment with atomic warfare came in
September 1953, when the Seventh Army participated in Exercise MONTE CARLO,
a NATO free-maneuver war game. About 175,000 troops, including 120,000
Americans, 27,000 Belgians, 22,000 French, and 6,000 British participated in
the effort, the largest inter-allied maneuver since World War II. The official
objectives of the exercise were to test liaison between allied commands, to
emphasize offensive operations, to perfect air-ground techniques, and to make
effective use of mines and demolitions. Without a great deal of public comment,
however, NATO and USAREUR planners also designed the maneuver to
focus on the development of atomic warfare techniques and the employment
of atomic weapons. One purpose of the effort, they said, would be to instill in
participating soldiers an “atomic mindedness” and to dispel misconceptions
about the use of atomic or chemical weapons.*? To do that, the maneuver
would test the ability of ground forces to communicate with air units capable
of delivering atomic weapons, to concentrate quickly from widely dispersed
positions, and to coordinate their movements with fire support because an
atomic bomb explosion could disrupt an attacking armor formation. Since
atomic weapons could also rupture the strongest enemy defenses, attacking

42 James Quigley, “175,000 Men Open MonTE CarRLO Today,” Stars and Stripes, European
Edition. 10 Sep 1953. Quote from Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jan 1953-30 Jun 1954, HQ, USAREUR,
pp. 244-49.



ground units would also attempt to synchronize their movements with aircraft
delivering atomic munitions in the final phases of an assault.*

The maneuver identified many of the same deficiencies seen in earlier
command post exercises, but, because it involved live troops, it also revealed
entirely new problems. Staff officers reported that the overall flow of informa-
tion was generally superior to previous exercises, most likely due to the exchange
of liaison officers between many of the staffs and headquarters involved.
Nonetheless, communications between Seventh Army headquarters and those
of participating allied forces were inadequate and slow. The staff critique also
noted that the logistics scenario was generally not realistic. A large percentage
of the rations and fuel supplies required for the exercise was prestocked prior
to the maneuver, and not replaced on the basis of daily consumption. Exercise
planners pointed out that this procedure was necessary, however, because the
Seventh Army lacked sufficient truck transport units to move all the supplies
while, at the same time, supporting corps and division operations. The most
illuminating aspect of the critique, however, was the absence of comments
regarding atomic matters. Among its major points, the critique noted that the
Seventh Army had not received firm guidance regarding the atomic aspects
of the exercise until 7 September, leaving insufficient time for coordination
and planning at its level. Although ground units had maneuvered, in many
cases, in response to simulated atomic strikes, the report made no mention of
coordination issues with the Twelfth Air Force. The report did note that poor
weather had prevented many aircraft from flying and that the Twelfth Air
Force had not established a Tactical Air Control Center at the Seventh Army
command post for the exercise.*

The Army took steps toward breaking its dependency on the Air Force for
atomic support in Europe in October 1953, when two 280-mm. atomic cannons
belonging to the 868th Field Artillery Battalion arrived in Germany. The
Army had developed the artillery pieces in 1952 and tested them in the Nevada
desert on 25 May 1953, with the successful firing and detonation of an atomic
projectile.* Weighing eighty-eight tons, each enormous weapon required two
heavy tractor trucks to move it, one to its front and the other to its rear. The
section had a top speed on the highway of thirty-five miles per hour. Although
relatively slow and ungainly, the pieces could be emplaced and put into action
in about the same amount of time that conventional heavy artillery required.
The guns lacked the range and flexibility of aircraft delivered munitions, but
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A 280-mm. cannon, October 1955

The men of the 1st Gun Section, Battery B, 59th Field Artillery Battalion, prepare to fire a
280-mm. gun, May 1956.




they provided a far greater measure of accuracy and reliability. Most important,
unlike the Air Force, they could provide atomic fire support to Army ground
units at night and in any kind of weather.*

The message implicit in the delivery of the new weapons was as important
as the tactical capabilities they represented. As the guns arrived, Army leaders
made a great show of displaying the ordnance for the American and European
press.*’ The cannons symbolized the Eisenhower administration’s commitment
to defend Europe with atomic weapons while also giving the Seventh Army
the ability to provide its own atomic fire support without having to rely on the
Air Force.

By the end of June 1954, five battalions of the atomic artillery had arrived
in Europe and were becoming more firmly established as essential components
of any proposed defense in Western Europe. Assigned to the 42d Field Artillery
Group at Baumholder and placed under Seventh Army control, these battalions
were the 59th, located at Pirmasens, the 264th at Bad Kreuznach, the 265th at
Baumbholder, the 867th at Kaiserslautern, and the 868th at Baumholder. In its
annual training guidance, the U.S. Army, Europe, directed the Seventh Army
to employ them throughout division, corps, and army-level maneuvers. The
USAREUR commander, General Hoge, and the Seventh Army’s commander,
General McAuliffe, both acknowledged the increased level of emphasis on
atomic doctrine and training throughout their organizations. Hoge told news
reporters that the Soviets would not hesitate to use atomic weapons on the
battlefield and that his command had to be prepared for them. McAuliffe told
a similar audience that he planned to broaden the atomic training program
throughout the Seventh Army and would increase that emphasis as the
command received information and guidance from actual atomic tests in the
United States. In an article for military journals, McAuliffe wrote that his men
had tried to envision the possibilities of atomic warfare and had emphasized in
their training a rapid exploitation of the effects of atomic weapons in the attack.
Personnel had also trained extensively, he said, on measures to minimize the
effects of radiation, blast, and heat caused by enemy atomic weapons.*

The 280-mm. cannon battalions dragged their big guns all over Germany as
they participated in field exercises from division- to NATO-level maneuvers.*
As a result of this training, the Seventh Army developed standard operating
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procedures that integrated atomic fire support into its battle doctrine. Artillerymen
and engineers learned, for example, to address some of the complications the new
weapons entailed. Engineers, in particular, had to conduct a route reconnaissance
prior to their movement of the big guns to ensure that bridges and roadways along
a route could bear the weight. In many cases, they had to avoid small villages
because their corners were too tight to negotiate without damaging property.®
John C. Gazlay, an infantryman with the 13th Armored Infantry Battalion,
remembered that, when traveling down the narrow, high-crowned roads in
Germany, the lead tractor would travel on the right side of the road, while the
rear tractor traveled on the left. This arrangement would present a frightening
sight for oncoming traffic, which had to take to the shoulders to allow the moving
roadblock to proceed. Gazlay remembered one particular gun section that had
approached their task with a sense of humor. On the lead tractor the cannoneers
had stenciled the name SHAKE, the gun and carriage had been stenciled with
a pair of dice and the name RATTLE, and the rear tractor bore the stenciled
name ROLL.!

Representatives from USAREUR and the Seventh Army met with allied
officers from NATQO’s Northern Army Group and the First French Army to
discuss apportioning the weapons during combat. As a result, USAREUR agreed
to prepare two battalions, tentatively the 264th and 265th, for attachment to the
Northern Army Group and one battalion, tentatively the 59th, for attachment to
the First French Army. The two remaining battalions would stay under Seventh
Army control. Although USAREUR directed the Seventh Army to make the
battalions as self-sustaining as possible, the command announced that it would
control rates of fire and resupply for both conventional and atomic ammunition.
In order to assist allied commanders, USAREUR established Atomic Liaison
Units in all NATO ground force headquarters at the corps level and above.*

Maneuvers and exercises for the rest of the year included extensive atomic
training. The big gun battalions participated in both the NATO Central Army
Group Exercise INDIAN SUMMER and the Northern Army Group Exercise
BaTTLE RoYAL. To support them, Army technicians constructed pyrotechnics
that simulated atomic detonations, so that troops would recognize when to
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take appropriate actions.>® Observers and evaluators directed their comments
toward improving survivability in an atomic environment and streamlining
procedures for identifying and attacking likely targets. They also addressed
needs for better camouflage and increased dispersion because American atomic
forces would be high-priority targets for the other side’s weapons. Other officers
found the process for identifying targets and forwarding the information to
atomic delivery units to be cumbersome and time consuming. As had been the
case in previous exercises, communications proved to be a consistent problem as
units worked to streamline procedures for coordinating atomic fire support. At
a Seventh Army Signal Conference during August 1954, commanders discussed
possible personnel additions and equipment improvements to division signal
companies to facilitate communications between the widely dispersed elements
of the force.**

By the end of 1954, USAREUR and the Seventh Army were well on their
way toward developing an operational doctrine based on the use of atomic
weapons. Much, however, remained to be done. The 280-mm. guns remained
the only atomic capable weapons system under Army control. A July inspection
by a team from the Office of the Chief of Army Field Forces noted continued
deficiencies in procedures for employing aerial-delivered atomic weapons
in support of ground combat operations. The observers noted that these
shortcomings stemmed from an absence of a jointly accepted doctrine between
the Army and Air Force to determine the number of weapons to be allocated
to ground support and the types of targets to be attacked.> For the time being,
without a firm commitment from the Air Force to devote some of its munitions
to targets in the battle area, most of the command’s available combat power
remained conventional in nature.

Manning the Force: USAREUR’s Personnel Pipeline

Regardless of how the Army chose to fight the battle in Europe, it required
a steady stream of soldiers to maintain its force there. Many of the troops who
had arrived in the initial augmentations in 1951 and 1952 had been draftees

3 Memo, CWO W. E. Loomis, Asst Adj Gen, for CG, V Corps, 23 Sep 1953, sub: Simulated
Atomic Bursts in FTX Power PrLAy; DF, Col William W. O’Connor, Asst Ch of Staff, G-3, to
Ch of Staff, 7 Dec 1953, sub: Requirement for Demonstration on Atomic Effects. Both in Entry
33508, Seventh Army, 1950-1966, RG 338, NACP. “BatTtLE RoYAL to Use Tactics of A-War,”
Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 13 Sep 1954.

3 Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jul 1954-30 Jun 1955, HQ, USAREUR, Historians files, CMH; Memo,
Lt Col R. W. Prior, Asst Adj Gen, Seventh Army, for General Distribution, 1 Jul 1954, sub:
Seventh Army Staff Critique, CPX CounTer THRUST, Entry 33509, Seventh Army, 1954-1965,
RG 338, NACP; Robert Dunphy and William Mahoney, “INpDIAN SUMMER Test, Air Games,
End Today,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition, 26 Sep 1954; Memo, Col Marion W. Schewe,
Ch of Staff, 4th Inf Div, for CG, Seventh Army, 8 Oct 1954, sub: Reorganization of Division
Signal Company, Entry 33511, V Corps, 1949-1966, RG 338, NACP.

3 Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jul 1954-30 Jun 1955, HQ, USAREUR, p. 244.



and reservists with little time left in service. Their departure in 1952 and 1953
exacerbated an already high rate of turnover, especially in the Seventh Army.
With that in mind, bringing enough soldiers into the command to keep up with
the losses and then assigning them to positions that matched their skills with
unit requirements proved to be a daunting task.*

Procedures for identifying personnel shortages, requisitioning individual
replacements, and placing them into units had evolved over time as the Army’s
organization and infrastructure in Europe had grown more complex. In 1951,
General Eddy had complained that the Seventh Army had little control over
the number of replacements it might receive in a given period and no control
over unit selection and placement. An Army Field Forces inspection team
noted that EUCOM was assigning individuals into branches other than those
in which they had received their basic training and that those who had received
specialized training were often not assigned to positions where that training
could best be employed. EUCOM and the Seventh Army responded that they
had based all replacement assignments on their own priorities and in the light
of known military occupation specialty shortages. To compensate for this,
on-the-job training and USAREUR, Seventh Army, and unit schools attempted
to prepare individuals for their new assignments.>’

In August 1952, the Department of the Army began to test a system that
combined four-man teams of replacements into companies for shipment
overseas. The enlisted men were grouped in teams early in their training with
the expectation that they would remain together throughout their tours. In
theory, this would help to improve unit morale and cohesion. For the trip
overseas, the Army planned to incorporate the teams into “carrier companies,”
temporary organizations that would move the troops to their new assignments.
These units would consist of 165 privates, 4 officers, and 4 noncommissioned
officers. An additional officer and enlisted man would serve as escorts for the
deployment. The experiment sought to determine the administrative value and
general desirability of retaining men in such provisional units through the later
stages of basic training. To that end, the Department of the Army would seek
to keep the groups together as much as possible so that the four members of
each team might end up in the same squad or platoon.™

In an initial test, the first company arrived in Europe in September 1952
and joined the 28th Infantry Division. Observers who monitored its progress
found that the carrier companies presented several administrative advantages.
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Since personnel could travel on a single order, administrative officers had fewer
entries to make in personnel records. Processing at the port of debarkation was
simpler because the members of each team all had similar military occupational
specialties and could be classified quickly. Morale and discipline throughout
the transition was good because the troops were already familiar with the cadre
in charge. USAREUR endorsed the process, but recommended its restriction
to combat specialties. Leaders believed that the buddy teams would not be
practical for lower-density specialists such as mechanics and medics, in cases
where a given unit would have fewer holes to fill.¥

Official implementation of the program began to great fanfare in September
1953, when the first carrier companies began arriving at Bremerhaven and went
directly to their divisions without having to process through the USAREUR
replacement depot at Zweibriicken. After that, however, the approach began
to break down. The divisions assigned intact four-man teams to regiments, but
the regiments frequently broke up the teams to assign soldiers as they saw fit
because individual squads or platoons rarely had blocks of four vacant slots
to fill at any given time.%

An Army Field Forces inspection report summarized the advantages and
disadvantages of the system. In addition to the administrative streamlining
the system demonstrated, the carrier companies also provided better control
over replacement deployments and cut processing time in the pipeline by two
or three days. The report also confirmed an improvement in troop morale,
commenting that establishing destinations well in advance of the actual transfer
of personnel helped to improve mail service from home. The process, however,
was not without its disadvantages. Assignment of the four-man teams to squads,
for example, was impractical because most existing squads could not absorb
four replacements at one time. The approach, moreover, threw off established
ratios for racial integration, education, and aptitude that higher headquarters
required. The report also warned that breaking up the teams at lower echelons
could negate any increase in morale the program achieved since soldiers might
conclude that the Army had broken its promise to keep them together for the
duration of their tour of duty.®!

Those misgivings notwithstanding, late in 1953, the Department of the
Army announced that it would expand the carrier company program to include
field artillery, antiaircraft artillery, armor, and engineer replacements. With
USAREUR comprising the largest concentration of American soldiers overseas,
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it served as the test bed for the program when the first of the experimental
companies arrived in February 1954. In most cases, the Seventh Army could not
assign carrier companies to a single division because their strength in particular
military specialties often exceeded the authorized number of troops in those
areas. When that happened, the companies were inactivated after they reached
Bremerhaven, and their personnel were assigned individually or in groups to
whatever units could take them.5

Independent of the carrier company program, in November 1953, the
Department of the Army initiated a plan to train, process, and ship complete
infantry platoons on an experimental basis. The purpose of the test was to
provide overseas theaters with well-trained lieutenants, noncommissioned
officers, and infantry squads in preassembled platoons. The Army limited
the trial to twenty-eight units, the first four of which began training at Fort
Jackson, South Carolina, on 16 November 1953. One junior officer, one senior
noncommissioned officer, and four leadership course graduates who would
serve as squad leaders were assigned to each platoon. The remainder of the
group consisted of troops who had completed eight weeks of basic training.
The plan called for the lieutenant and the noncommissioned officer cadre to
lead the unit through eight weeks of advanced individual training and then
through processing and shipment overseas.®

Once the platoons arrived overseas, USAREUR and the Seventh Army
continued the experiment. For the purposes of the test, the Department of
the Army had instructed the commands to retain each platoon’s unit integrity
through its assignment to a division and its subordinate units. In that way,
it sought to determine the general level of training within the platoons, the
initiative and abilities of their leadership, and whether the training level of
each platoon was such that the unit could begin participation in company-level
training immediately upon arrival in theater. Between January and May 1954,
the Army shipped eleven of the units to USAREUR, which in turn assigned
three platoons each to the 1st, 4th, and 28th Infantry Divisions, and two to the
43d. The Seventh Army directed the divisions to retain the platoons intact at
least through the test period and set 1 July 1954 as the target for the submission
of test results, comments, and recommendations.*
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The divisions found the performance of the new platoons to range from
average to slightly above average. The units demonstrated outstanding morale,
but their efficiency suffered because their newly designated squad leaders lacked
experience in dealing with their soldiers and with the tasks required of their
new positions. As a result, commanders rated the platoons as unready to begin
company training immediately upon arrival. Although the divisions considered
the experiment a success, they recommended the assignment of more experienced
noncommissioned officers to the platoons.® Corps commanders, for their part,
expressed doubts about keeping platoons intact within established companies
and noted that the new units would lack the experienced veteran personnel
distributed throughout the rest of the company. Absorbing the new platoons
intact, moreover, would cause considerable disruption by forcing company
commanders to disband existing platoons and to redistribute their personnel
throughout a company. Ultimately, USAREUR reported to the Department
of the Army that while the assignment of entire platoons to infantry companies
might be desirable, battalion commanders should have the leeway to reassign
personnel as they saw fit. Although it deemed the tests successful, the Army
rejected the platoon replacement system because it was less flexible than the
existing carrier company approach.®

Throughout the spring and summer of 1954, USAREUR hosted similar tests
with experimental armor platoons. The Seventh Army received nine platoons for
testing and placed one each in the 1st, 28th, and 43d Infantry Divisions, three
in the 2d Armored Division, and one each in the 2d, 6th, and 14th Armored
Cavalry Regiments. Unlike their infantry counterparts, each armor platoon
contained one officer, one senior noncommissioned officer, and five four-man
tank crews. The evaluations, however, produced results similar to those found in
the infantry platoon tests. The junior leaders in the platoon lacked the experience
to play an immediate role in more advanced unit training. After completion of
the testing, the Army discontinued the armor platoon program as well.*’

Adding to the personnel turbulence prevalent throughout the command
was the ongoing process of racial integration. Presidential Executive Order
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9981, issued by President Truman in July 1948, declared a policy of equality of
opportunity and treatment in the armed services. Army regulations that followed
in January 1950 directed units to assign and use personnel according to skills
and qualifications without reference to race or color. While the regulation did
not explicitly commit the Army to a policy of integration, leaders perceived it
to be a step in that direction. As an additional step, on 27 March, the Army
abolished the recruiting quota system for enlistments that had limited the
percentage of blacks in the Army to 10 percent of the total.®®

In December 1951, EUCOM submitted to the Department of the Army
its plan for the integration of black and white soldiers under its command. By
definition, integration meant the elimination of all-black units. Some would
be inactivated while others would be replaced by similar units consisting of
integrated personnel. The percentage of blacks in all units was to approach
10 percent, the overall percentage of black soldiers throughout the command.
One of the basic tenets of the plan was that units would retain their combat
effectiveness throughout the integration process. Integrated blacks would be
expected to maintain the same standards of performance as white troops. The
command would not implement the plan, however, until the Department of
the Army approved it.”

Most commanders in Europe met the proposed integration with consider-
able skepticism. They feared the disruptions within their units and the social
problems that would arise within the civilian population. The commanding
general of the Seventh Army, General Eddy, had mixed feelings on the subject.
He had observed unsatisfactory performance in many of his all-black units and
had concluded that integration was desirable not only for the sake of his own
mission but for the Army’s efficiency as a whole. Still, in 1951, General Eddy
wrote to EUCOM Commander General Handy that blacks were suitable for
truck companies, ammunition companies, and engineer and quartermaster
service units but had not displayed the high degree of initiative required for
service in infantry, armor, and combat engineer organizations. He recommended
the integration of Seventh Army units on the basis of one black soldier for every
nine or ten whites. He also added that he believed that black officers posed a
special problem because they were unsuited to command white soldiers.™

Despite such reservations, the Army carried on with its program of
desegregation and on 1 April 1952, the European Command began a phased
integration of all of its Army elements. At that time, most blacks in USAREUR
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were still serving in segregated units. Only about 7 percent of total black enlisted
strength, some two thousand black specialists, served in integrated units. Of 139
black units in the command, 113 were service elements, such as transportation
or supply units, while only 26 were part of the combat arms. Because EUCOM
directed that combat units would be integrated first, the focus of initial efforts
was on the Seventh Army. General Eddy directed that the changeover would
occur through individual transfers and adjustment of assignments within the
stream of incoming replacements. Any mass transfer of black personnel into
white units was to occur only with his prior approval. Seventh Army guidance
also required personnel to be integrated into existing companies, platoons, and
squads, and not organized into separate all-black elements. The eventual goal
of the integration program was that the percentage of black strength in all units
would approximate the overall percentage of blacks within the command.”

In February 1953, the Army’s new chief of staff, General Ridgway, requested
information from USAREUR on segregation in the armed forces for his own
reference. In its reply, the command reported that it was almost 18 percent black,
with a current strength of 194,724 whites and 34,446 blacks. The integration of
previously segregated combat units was 86 percent complete with the remainder
expected to be done by the end of March 1954. While USAREUR noted some
instances of racial discrimination by German proprietors of clubs and other
establishments, it found no evidence of racial segregation in local housing
policies, athletics, or recreational areas. No serious disciplinary problems had
resulted from the integration of whites and blacks in the same units.”

Despite the headquarters’ optimistic assessment, integration of the Army’s
units in Europe did not occur without at least some opposition. Complaints
from white, Southern soldiers integrated into a previously all-black transporta-
tion battalion, for example, prompted Senator Russell of the Senate Armed
Services Committee to request an investigation. Commanders attributed most
problems to differences in educational levels and competition for the attention
of Germany’s female population. They also noted that in many locations
off-duty soldiers still lacked diversions and that alcohol often contributed to
disturbances. To a great extent, off-duty blacks and whites self-segregated,
establishing de facto black and white bars and establishments in many
German communities. Despite inevitable frictions, few on-duty altercations
occurred.”
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To some extent, the pace of integration was accelerated by the attitudes
and response of the German civilian population. Raymond Pace Alexander, a
distinguished lawyer and civil rights advocate traveling in Europe, reported to
Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall in 1951 that people across Germany,
including mayors and officials, had asked him again and again how a free,
liberal, and democratic country like America could maintain a segregated
army. Black soldiers serving in Germany often experienced more personal
freedom than they could in many places in the United States. While serving as
a lieutenant in Germany during the late 1950s, Colin L. Powell remembered
that “for a black man, especially those out of the South, Germany was a breath
of freedom.”” They could go where they wanted, eat where they wanted, date
whom they wanted, just like other people. The dollar was high, the beer was
good, and the German people were friendly.

As the process continued, the EUCOM leadership had to adjust the ratios
upward because the percentage of blacks in Europe continued to rise. By
mid-1953 black soldiers accounted for 16 percent of Army personnel in Europe.
Nonetheless, by November 1953, the integration of combat units was complete.
As for service units, the process was delayed in many cases because of the high
percentage of black truck drivers in the command’s transportation units and a
corresponding shortage of white personnel with the same skill classifications.
Still, by March 1954, only twenty transportation units remained to be integrated.
Throughout the spring, USAREUR received an influx of white drivers, leading
on 9 July 1954, to the integration of the last all-black transportation unit in the
Seventh Army.” On 11 August 1954, the 68th Transportation Company in the
USAREUR Communications Zone became the final element in USAREUR
to integrate. The inactivation of the command’s last all-black unit, the 94th
Engineer Battalion, came three months later on 27 November 1954, completing
the process. Although not every single element in Europe had yet reached a
proportional representation of the races, the segregation represented by the
all-black units was gone.’®

Given the level of personnel turbulence throughout the force, particularly
that of soldiers rotating in and out of Europe at a rapid pace, the Army took
steps to ensure that each soldier understood the importance of his mission and
the righteousness of the cause in which he served. To that end, USAREUR
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A gun crew of the 91st Anti-Aircraft Artillery Battalion, September 1953

and the Seventh Army sponsored an extensive troop information program,
designed to convince each soldier that he and his unit had an important role to
play in preserving the security and values of the United States of America. The
program also gave each soldier an understanding of those American principles
and values, as well as the threat posed to them by the spread of communism.”

In its application, the troop information program was a command function
at all levels. Higher headquarters directed the topics to be addressed each
month, based on suggestions provided by the Department of the Army; the
responsibility for troop instruction lay with the company commander or his
designated representative. Areas of troop information to be stressed included
national and international affairs, general military subjects, standards of
conduct, and the history and mission of the U.S. Army. During the third
quarter of 1954, for example, the Department of the Army provided materials
for discussions on the military strength of Red China, Communist treatment of
U.S. prisoners of war, the soldier and the reserves, and the high price of going
absent without leave (AWOL).”
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Battery B, 26th Field Artillery, 9th Infantry Division, was an integrated unit during Exercise
CorpoN BLeu in October 1955.

In addition to the monthly indoctrination classes, other aspects of the
troop information program involved raising the general level of education
among the troops. The Army encouraged commands to teach English to their
non-English—speaking soldiers, and to bring each member of the command to at
least a fourth-grade level of education. Off-duty classes and self-study materials
were also made available to assist those who wished to advance to higher levels.”
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Additions and Subtractions: Organizational Changes in USAREUR and
the Seventh Army

Along with the personnel turbulence caused by the integration program and
the constant rotation of replacements into and out of the command, USAREUR
also experienced a number of organizational changes during the period between
January 1953 and December 1954. In January 1953, the Army activated the 42d
Field Artillery Group and assigned it to the Seventh Army. At the time, the group
consisted of only a headquarters and headquarters battery, but it provided the
command structure and administrative support for the 280-mm. artillery battalions
as they arrived in the theater. Also in January 1953, the 19th Armored Cavalry
Group, later redesignated as the 19th Armor Group, arrived in Germany and joined
the V Corps. The group headquarters, stationed at Frankfurt, assumed control of
three heavy tank battalions and one armored infantry battalion that were already
present in the theater, assigned directly to V Corps headquarters. These units, the
141st Tank Battalion at Hanau, the 322d Tank Battalion at Hammelburg, the
510th Tank Battalion at Mannheim, and the 373d Armored Infantry Battalion at
Wildflecken served as a mobile reserve for the corps.®

In November of the same year the Army assigned the 10th Special Forces
Group (Airborne) to USAREUR and the Seventh Army. The Army had activated
the group in May 1952 to conduct partisan warfare behind enemy lines in the event
of a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. In the tradition of the Office of Strategic
Services (OSS) and Jedburgh teams that had operated during World War II, the
Special Forces inherited the mission to organize and train indigenous personnel
inside enemy territory and to coordinate resistance movements. To accomplish
these missions, the 10th Group deployed to Europe with a unique organization. The
basic operational element was the A Team, with eight to twelve noncommissioned
officers and one commissioned officer. For administrative purposes, ten A teams
comprised a company, with a senior captain commanding. Three companies made
up a battalion, commanded by a major with a small staff, collectively called a B
Team. The 10th Group, commanded by a colonel, consisted of three battalions.®!

Finding the soldiers to fill out the group proved to be a challenge. Each
prospective trooper had to cross train on a wide range of skills, including
light and heavy weapons operation, communications, hand-to-hand combat,
demolitions, and first aid. Most would have to learn at least one language in
addition to their native tongue, and all would have to qualify as paratroopers.?

8 Annual Hist Rpt, 1 Jan 1953-30 Jun 1954, HQ, USAREUR, p. 18; “19th Armor Gp Ready
for Quick Action as Fast, Hard Hitting Independent Unit,” Stars and Stripes, European Edition,
31 Mar 1955.

81 Eugene G. Piasecki, “The Psywar Center, Part I1,” Veritas: Journal of Army Special Op-
erations History 8, no. 1 (2012): 103-11; Annual Hist Rpt, 1952, 10th Special Forces Gp, MLR
UD37042, Unit Histories, 1943-1967, RG 338, NACP; Aaron Bank, From OSS to Green Berets:
The Birth of Special Forces (Novato, Calif.: Presidio, 1986), pp. 160-61.

8 Piasecki, “The Psywar Center, Part I1,” pp. 103-11.



The new unit required a unique type of soldier. When its first commander,
Col. Aaron Bank, reported to the group’s new headquarters at Fort Bragg,
North Carolina, he found one warrant officer and seven enlisted men assigned.
Recruiters scoured the Army for airborne, ranger, and OSS veterans who might
be interested in this new endeavor. To supplement those it could find within
its own ranks, the Army also turned to another source for volunteers. The
Lodge-Philbin Act passed by Congress on 30 June 1950, commonly referred
to as the Lodge Act after its primary sponsor Senator Henry Cabot Lodge
(R-Mass.), authorized the voluntary enlistment of up to twenty-five hundred
foreign national males into the U.S. Army. Although the act failed to provide
enough soldiers to create the Volunteer Freedom Corps the senator had
envisioned, it did encourage more than one hundred Eastern Europeans to
sign up for the Army Special Forces and Psychological Warfare units between
1951 and 1955. With their knowledge of the people, languages, customs, and
terrain in which the 10th Group was to be employed, the Lodge Boys, as they
came to be called, were ideal Special Forces recruits. Accustomed to hard living
in post-World War II Eastern Europe, they took easily to Army training. Sfc.
Henry M. Koefoot, one of the recruits’ initial trainers, remembered that there
were no “whys” or “ifs” when you told the new soldiers to do something. All
you saw was a streak of lightning and the job was done. Nor was physical fitness
a problem. The men were in their twenties and early thirties and had lived a
hard life. They were happy to be soldiers.*

The story of Rudolf G. Horvath, a refugee from Hungary, was fairly
typical for the émigrés from Eastern Europe. In July 1950, motivated by Voice
of America radio broadcasts that described the opportunity provided by the
Lodge Act, Horvath made his way through Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and
the Russian-controlled zone of Austria to the Danube River. There he swam
across the Danube River at night, into the U.S. Zone of Austria, and made
his way to Linz, where he flagged down the first vehicle he saw, an American
military police jeep. After several months of dealing with a series of German
civil authorities and American military officials who had never heard of the
Lodge Act, Horvath encountered an American clerk-typist who was familiar
with the law. Finally, in September 1951, after passing a series of language
and mathematics tests, Horvath received his orders to report to Sonthofen,
Germany, for induction into the U.S. Army. Then, along with about fifty other
Lodge Act enlistees, he boarded a ship for transfer to the United States and
basic training at Fort Dix, New Jersey. Throughout the next year, Horvath
graduated from basic training, completed initial Special Forces training at
Fort Bragg, and survived airborne school at Fort Benning, Georgia. By the
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end of September 1952, he returned to Fort Bragg as a fully qualified member
of the 10th Special Forces Group.

Although the Joint Chiefs of Staff had approved plans that employed the
10th Special Forces Group in Europe, they had waited for the right opportunity
to order the deployment. That chance came in June 1953 when construction
workers in East Germany initiated an uprising against the Communist govern-
ment in East Berlin. The depth to which the revolt spread throughout East
Germany encouraged U.S. military planners to deploy the 10th Group, which
specialized in fomenting just such resistance movements. In late November 1953,
782 soldiers of the 10th Special Forces Group boarded the USNS General A.
W. Greely for passage to Bremerhaven. Because the existence of the group was
still classified, the troops wore sterile uniforms without visible patches, stripes,
or insignia. After enduring catcalls and jeers from those new recruits already
on board, the 10th Group soldiers reappeared on deck after a few hours at sea
in uniforms complete with patches, rank, and parachute badges.®

When the group arrived at its new home in Bad T61z, Colonel Bank discov-
ered that it was assigned to the Seventh Army for administration, supply, and
training, and to USAREUR for operations. He also quickly learned that neither
the Seventh Army nor USAREUR staffs had clear understandings as to proper
employment of his organization. He felt that the senior headquarters perceived
the Special Forces as some sort of all-purpose, super-commando outfit, rather
than the organizers of a stay behind resistance operation. Bank and his staff
took pains to explain their organization, its mission, and its capabilities to the
senior staffs and commanders, but it took some time to overcome the healthy
suspicions the conventional officers had for the special operations soldiers.*

Although the Seventh Army allowed the Special Forces considerable leeway
in developing its own training schedule, higher headquarters occasionally had
to rein in some of the group’s more ambitious undertakings. In May 1954, for
example, the 10th Special Forces planned a series of night parachute drops
into areas not normally available for military training. Seventh Army and
USAREUR training staffs insisted that the exercise be modified on the grounds
that jumps into areas not accustomed to military exercises might cause panic
among the civilian population. The risk of having soldiers chased and shot at
by German police uninformed of the exercise was too much, on the one hand,
for planners to accept. On the other hand, if the group publicized its nighttime
operations, a surprise airdrop by enemy parachutists could be mistaken for a
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friendly training exercise. In the end, the USAREUR chief of staff directed the
group to use established military drop zones for its training.’’

Another change of particular importance to the Seventh Army was the
return of the two National Guard units, the 28th and 43d Infantry Divisions,
to the United States. Because most of the reservists who had returned to active
duty and deployed with the division had ended their service and gone back to
civilian life, the two units were no longer representative of the states from which
they entered federal service. Moreover, as USAREUR Commander General
Bolte pointed out in August 1953, the armistice in Korea was likely to cause
various congressmen to call for the return to state control of those divisions
the Army had called to active service for the duration of the conflict. Bolte
suggested that, to preclude such actions, which might result in a reduction in
the total number of divisions deployed to Europe, the Army could replace the
numerical designations of the two units with those from regular divisions that
had been active in the European theater during World War I1.%¢

Following Bolte’s advice, the Army reorganized the Seventh Army, albeit
mostly on paper. On 7 May 1954, the Army released the 28th Infantry Division
from its assignment to USAREUR and returned its colors to state control in
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. To take its place, the service reactivated the 9th
Infantry Division, which General Eddy had commanded during World War
II, and transferred the unit to Germany without personnel or equipment. Most
of the battalions of the old 28th Division received new designations to units
associated with the 9th Division. For example, the 110th Infantry of the 28th
Division became the 47th Infantry under the 9th Division. In the same manner,
the colors of the 43d Infantry Division returned to the three New England states
from which the unit had been drawn. Taking its place was the reactivated 5th
Infantry Division, which, like the 9th Division, had fought its way across Europe
in 1944 and 1945. Both new divisions assumed the duties and missions that had
been assigned to their predecessors, using the same troops and equipment.®

Although the U.S. garrison in Trieste was not part of USAREUR or U.S.
EUCOM because it reported directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, its inactivation
and the redeployment of its troops marked an important milestone in the evolution
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of the U.S. Army’s mission in Europe. Under the terms of the Italian Peace
Treaty, signed in September 1947, the city of Trieste and the land surrounding
it became a free territory and a ward of the United Nations. Situated on the
border between Italy and Yugoslavia, the territory was divided into two zones,
with the United States and Great Britain administering the city itself and the
land to the north, and with Yugoslavia controlling the area to the south of the
city. For the next several years, the United States and Great Britain maintained
garrisons in their zones to prevent encroachment from the Communist forces of
Yugoslavia. The American force, known as Headquarters, Trieste, U.S. Troops
(TRUST), included the 351st Infantry, an artillery battery, a reconnaissance
company, an engineer company, and other supporting troops.”

In the early 1950s, Yugoslavian leader, Marshal Josip Broz Tito’s break with
the Soviet regime led to a period of rapprochement with the West. Seeking to
take advantage of the situation and to eliminate the needless source of tension
that Trieste had become, the United States and Britain renewed efforts to find
a political solution for the stalemate there. In October 1954, the United States,
Great Britain, Italy, and Yugoslavia reached an agreement that essentially
recognized the status quo. The pact returned Zone A of the disputed territory,
the area occupied by the Americans and the British, to Italy and ceded Zone B,
the area controlled by Yugoslavia, to that nation. Within weeks TRUST was
inactivated and its personnel reassigned to the U.S. Forces, Austria; to U.S.
Army, Europe; or to other commands in the United States.’!

The withdrawal of the Trieste garrison removed one regiment from the
initial U.S. commitment to NATO in the event of war. In exchange for this,
however, the West gained the neutrality of Yugoslavia, and the United States
was able to conclude negotiations with Italy concerning other bases for both
U.S. and NATO troops. Although President Eisenhower expressed the hope
that other European allies would commit additional forces to reinforce what he
considered the southern flank, no immediate troops were forthcoming. Over the
course of the next year, however, the allied occupation in Austria would also
come to a close and the new bases in Italy would provide the logical destination
when U.S. forces in Austria began to redeploy.*?
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Hardening the Support Structure

By the end of 1952, the growth of USAREUR and the Seventh Army in
Europe added responsibilities for the Communications Zone and prompted
changes in its organization. A letter of instructions approved by the USAREUR
commander, General Eddy, on 16 September 1953, consolidated and clarified
previous directives and guidance. Foremost was a mission to continue to
develop a line of supply across France along an axis that ran from French
ports near Bordeaux, through Poitiers, Orléans, and Verdun to Metz. This line
would provide logistical and administrative support for U.S. forces in France;
partial peacetime logistical support for U.S. forces in Germany; facilities for
the receipt, storage, issue, and maintenance of USAREUR theater reserve and
command stocks; and, in time of war, the basic structure for expansion into
a fully developed Communications Zone capable of furnishing logistical and
administrative support for all U.S. forces in Western Europe. Priorities for
construction as part of this development included communications facilities,
headquarters buildings, pipelines, hospitals, storage depots, and maintenance
workshops. Housing for troops and their families, and associated dependent
support facilities, would come later as time and resources permitted. In the
meantime, many soldiers serving in the Communications Zone lived on the
French economy or in vast colonies of tents or other temporary shelters.”

Although the development of the line of communications through France
made slow but steady progress, by the end of 1953 the majority of supplies for
U.S. forces in Germany continued to enter the theater through Bremerhaven.
In December, after a careful evaluation of three courses of action proposed in a
USAREUR study, the Department of the Army approved that part of the plan
labeled “Concept C,” which called for continued development of the French
supply line until all items necessary for the support of combat operations could
come through France. Nonessential items would come through Bremerhaven.
The goal was for 70 percent of USAREUR’s supplies to arrive through French
ports by the end of 1957.%
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Rows of 5-gallon gas cans ready for stacking into pyramids like those in the background.
Each hardstand holds 4 pyramids of 5,000 cans each.

The effort to reposition war reserve stocks of fuel, ammunition, and other
supplies along the line of support also continued apace. In addition to moving
depots away from the probable axis of a Soviet advance, USAREUR leaders
also worried about the vulnerability of their support installations to aerial
attack and sabotage. Important facilities had to be dispersed and hardened so
that they might be shielded from enemy bombs and missiles. Spreading them
out, leaders hoped, would make them harder for enemy observers to identify
while preventing attackers from focusing their efforts.”

By the end of 1954, roughly 80 percent of the required stocks were on hand
in the theater. According to USAREUR’s planning for wartime support, the
command’s goal was to locate fifteen days of ammunition supply in prestock
points east of the Rhine, thirty days of supply in Germany west of the Rhine,
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thirty days in the Communications Zone Advance Section, and thirty days in
the Base Section. For other items, twenty days of supply would be stored in
Germany, with fifteen days in the Advance Section and twenty-five in the Base
Section. In many cases, construction workers had to rush to complete storage
facilities before the vast piles of stocks they were to house began to deteriorate.”
The transportation and storage of fuel and petroleum products posed their
own special problems. In 1952, the total issue to EUCOM and USAREUR
was well over 100 million gallons. USAREUR logistical experts calculated that
port facilities would need to receive a daily average of 39,000 barrels of bulk
petroleum products in peacetime and up to 77,000 barrels initially during a war
emergency. This would maintain a 60-day special reserve of aviation fuel for
the U.S. Air Force in France and Germany, a 40-day special reserve of military
gasoline for all U.S. military forces in France and Germany, a 50-day peacetime
level stock of aviation fuels, a 50-day peacetime level stock of gasoline for U.S.
military forces in France, a 30-day supply for U.S. military forces in Germany,
and a 30-day supply of diesel, kerosene, and other special fuel products for all
U.S. forces in France and Germany. Tankers delivering these supplies docked
at piers in North Germany’s Weser River between Bremen and Bremerhaven.
From there, technicians pumped the fuel into a 79-million-gallon underground
fuel storage depot at Farge, part of the Bremerhaven Port of Embarkation.”’
A former Nazi complex that had survived World War II and was well
protected, the facility at Farge still lay too close to the line any Soviet advance
would follow. With that in mind, the European Command had begun
negotiations with the French early in 1951 for the construction of a 10-inch
petroleum pipeline that would run from the port of Donges on the Loire
Estuary in western France to Melun, located between Paris and Fontainebleau.
The negotiations dragged on for two years, largely due to disagreements over
the size of the pipeline and the amount of flow that would be reserved for the
French. Initially, the commanding general, Communications Zone, represented
U.S. Army interests in the negotiations, but the commander, U.S. European
Command, took his place late in 1952. Finally, in April 1953, U.S. Secretary
of Defense Wilson and French Minister of National Defense Rene Pleven
reached an agreement that allowed the construction of an even longer pipeline
that would connect the port of Donges to the city of Metz in eastern France
near the German border. Under the terms of the agreement, the French agreed
to pay for the acquisition of the land and necessary rights of way. The United
States would determine specifications, construct and operate the pipeline, and

% HQ, USAREUR, Briefing to Asst Sec Def Thomas P. Pike, G—4 Portion, 4 Feb 1955; Ltr,
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guarantee that the French would receive an average of 5 percent of the flow for
their own use, as long as that did not interfere with U.S. military requirements.
Construction on the line began within a month.”

As USAREUR and the Communications Zone continued to refine their
support capabilities, the Seventh Army approached logistical self-sufficiency.
By March 1953, the command had achieved the ability to support itself in all
areas except two, medical and quartermaster support. There was a shortage
of qualified professional personnel and a need to provide support existed not
only for the force’s own troops but also for military dependents and U.S.
government workers. As a result, EUCOM and the Seventh Army agreed that
area commands would retain responsibility for dispensary and hospital care
and for maintenance of medical goods and equipment. Seventh Army doctors
and medics would run their own aid stations in garrison and serve as combat
medics in the field.

Quartermaster support was more troublesome. The limited number of
supply units assigned to the Seventh Army had to service both the fixed instal-
lations and troops in the field spread across a wide geographic area. This was
compounded when the Seventh Army deployed because the infantry divisions
often used their own quartermaster truck companies to transport troops. In the
end, commanders decided that Seventh Army quartermaster units could not
service both fixed installations and units in the field because the division of labor
involved would hamper their ability to remain prepared for emergency missions.
For that reason, supply support for the Seventh Army’s units became the job
of the military posts that housed them while quartermaster units assisted where
they could. The lack of sufficient truck companies to satisfy both logistical and
troop transport requirements would remain a concern for some time to come.”

Maintenance throughout the Seventh Army was generally good but required
constant command emphasis, particularly on first-level, operator care of motor
vehicles. Early concerns about vehicles taken out of service, or deadlined,
because of a lack of spare parts were alleviated by having depots issue frequently
requested spare parts in advance, rather than waiting for requisitions. Command
Maintenance Inspection Reports for the V Corps included evaluations of fifty
battalions and separate companies in 1953 and forty-three in 1954. Of these,
seventy received ratings of superior or excellent, fourteen received ratings of
satisfactory or very satisfactory, and only nine received ratings of unsatisfactory.
When, in November 1954, the 14th Armored Cavalry reported a deadline rate
of 5 percent of general purpose vehicles and 14 percent of combat vehicles, the
regimental commander, Col. Maxwell A. Tincher, received a scathing letter from
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28 Sep 1953, Entry 2105, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP.



Lt. Gen. Charles E. Hart, the V Corps commander, inviting him to correct the
situation without delay. For the Seventh Army as a whole, the assistant chief of
staff, G—4, reported that, for a nine-month period beginning in October 1953,
the Army had maintained an average deadline rate of just over 2 percent for
tanks and armored vehicles, 1 percent for field artillery pieces, and 2 percent
for antiaircraft artillery.!®

Toward the end of 1954, however, it was becoming apparent that the
wheeled vehicles in the theater were becoming a maintenance concern. In July
1954, the VII Corps inspector general reported that during the previous three
months, seven company-size units out of twenty-nine inspected had been rated
unsatisfactory for wheeled-vehicle maintenance. The Seventh Army assistant
chief of staff, G-4, later noted that those general purpose vehicles that had
accompanied deploying units to Europe in 1951 and 1952 were now well over
four years old. Because of the mission in Europe, the wear and tear on the
vehicles greatly exceeded that anticipated by the manufacturers. Because units
could expect no mass replacements for the vehicles, he urged commanders at all
levels to pay greater attention to preventative maintenance to bring the vehicles
up to required standards.!”!

Far and away the greatest maintenance headaches during this period,
however, resulted from the fielding of the new M47 Patton tank. As early as
October 1951, tests conducted by the Army Field Forces Board disclosed a
number of deficiencies in the fire control and turret components of the tank,
which made it unacceptable for issue to troops. After several months spent
working out the faults, the Army deployed the first of the new tanks to Europe
in May 1952. It did not take long for new problems to arise. At the August
1952 Seventh Army Commanders Conference, the assistant chief of staff, G4,
reported on the numerous deficiencies operators had identified in the new tanks.
These included failures of the connecting rods in the auxiliary engines, faulty
shock absorbers, defective master junction boxes, and excessive wear on the
rubber track. He indicated that technical representatives from the manufacturers
and ordnance depots throughout USAREUR were working on potential solu-
tions to the problems. Just a year later, in September 1953, the Seventh Army
ordnance section reported that seventy-four M47 tanks had been deadlined for
failure of final drive assemblies during Field Training Exercise MONTE CARLO.
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M47 tank, September 1953

He indicated that depots had initiated a crash program to rebuild damaged
assemblies and to requisition new ones to bring the tanks back on line. By
October, it was clear throughout the Army that the tank was still unsatisfactory.
The Army assistant chief of staff, G—4, proposed to USAREUR a new plan
to rehabilitate and store the M47 tanks as new M48 tanks, a reworked and
improved version of the original Patton tank, were received from the United
States. The rebuilt M47s, he concluded, would go to European allies through
the Military Defense Assistance Program.!'*

By the end of 1954, a vast network of maintenance, supply, transportation,
and other logistical facilities had developed to support the combat units of the
Seventh Army. As much as the fighting forces, the presence of that huge logistical
infrastructure in Europe represented a commitment to the continent and served
as a deterrent to the Soviet Union. Even if the airfields, depots, pipelines, and
roads that made up the supply network presented tempting targets to Soviet
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military planners, they also sowed second thoughts about the consequences
an attack might incur. With so much invested in the support of allied military
forces in Western Europe, the U.S. commitment to the defense of the region
could not be taken lightly.

Settling in for the Long Haul

When President Eisenhower used the term “for the long haul” to describe his
approach to defense spending and national strategy, his intent was to establish
a program that the nation could sustain indefinitely, without succumbing to the
peaks and valleys approach of previous administrations. It was not his idea that
the term might come to describe the commitment of American soldiers to the
defense of Europe. He had hoped that most of that burden would be borne by the
Europeans themselves. Nonetheless, it was clear by 1953 that USAREUR was
beginning to develop the physical infrastructure and the personal relationships
it would require for an extended stay on the continent.

Very early in the Army’s transition from an occupation force to a forward-
deployed line of defense in Europe, leaders recognized the importance that
dependents had in maintaining troop morale. General Eddy noted in 1952
that although the presence of families in a theater that might erupt in conflict
on short notice was a challenge, it was outweighed by the prospect of so many
servicemen serving overseas with only intermittent contact with their loved
ones. He also expressed a belief that the arrival of American civilians had been
a steadying influence on the people of Western Europe. The families offered
examples of American life to the German people and fostered a more informal
atmosphere for developing better relations with them. Furthermore, their
presence might also serve to reassure the Soviets that the U.S. Army was there
only as a defensive force.'”

Early USAREUR policies had discouraged soldiers from bringing their
wives and families to Europe. Housing in the German communities surrounding
American military installations was scarce, and in most places U.S. government
quarters were nonexistent. This was particularly true in some of the smaller cities
such as Heilbronn, Ulm, and Augsburg, which had not had to support large
populations of American soldiers prior to the 1952 troop augmentation. For the
most part, the command authorized only officers, noncommissioned officers,
and senior government civilians to bring their families overseas. Even they
usually endured a waiting period of six months or more before quarters became
available. When some soldiers brought over families at their own expense, their
presence in the theater created economic, political, and security problems with

183 Ltr, Brig Gen Einar B. Gjelstein, Seventh Army Ch of Staff, to Maj Gen Edward T. Wil-
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which the command was not yet ready to deal. The German government, in
particular, discouraged the practice because it placed additional stress on an
already limited civilian housing market. Forced to search for housing farther
and farther away from their barracks areas, soldiers found themselves too far
away to respond to alerts within required time standards. As a result, in March
1952, USAREUR limited the visas of dependents coming to Germany to a
period of 90 days and required those who had exceeded that limit to return to
the United States. Although guidance allowed for some command discretion
where government housing might be available, it advised that such latitude had
to be used with caution.'™

By late 1953, however, morale issues had reached such a point that General
Hoge, USAREUR Commander, decided policies on dependents had to change.
Many of the personnel who had initially come to Germany with the new
divisions had been mobilized national guardsmen who had chosen to leave
their families at home during their short deployments. Their departure left the
Seventh Army with a much higher percentage of Regular Army noncommis-
sioned officers. Serving longer periods of deployment, those soldiers expected
to be accompanied by their families. This posed a problem for Hoge. Although
construction programs had alleviated the housing problem in some areas, it
remained an issue throughout most of Germany and almost all of France. In
Germany, the average wait time for housing was 7.3 months for officers and
11.7 months for enlisted personnel. In France, the average wait time was 4.1
months and 8.6 months for officers and enlisted, respectively. With these delays
in mind General Hoge authorized all those eligible to sponsor families overseas
to bring them to Europe, whether or not government housing was available,
as long as they could find housing somewhere in the local communities. As the
number of civilian dependents waiting to come to Europe continued to grow
through the rest of the year and into 1954, USAREUR accelerated housing
construction throughout Germany and France. (See Map 7.)'%

The large-scale construction programs provided masonry apartment
buildings and individual dwellings grouped together in American complexes
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Housing project completed in the summer of 1952 at Gelnhausen.

with schools, libraries, chapels, and recreation facilities conveniently located
within each community. In Germany, some fifty-nine community areas
evolved, including those in Berlin and near Bremerhaven. Other larger areas
included those near Munich, Frankfurt, and Heidelberg where some of the
greater concentrations of American forces were to be found. In Heidelberg, for
example, Mark Twain Village was located immediately adjacent to USAREUR
headquarters, and a second, even larger facility—Patrick Henry Village—was
outside the city. In Munich, where the American housing complexes were
widely dispersed, USAREUR established two separate shopping centers, each
consisting of a supermarket-type commissary, a post exchange of department
store proportions, a snack bar, an automobile parts store, laundry and dry
cleaning, a beverage shop, a banking facility, and other convenience shops.
When completed, each housing area had all the aspects of a “little America,”
set off from the local community. Smaller and more limited communities arose
in France where less land was available for development. As a result, many
American families had to find housing in the local French communities.!'%

It did not take long for some back in the United States to call into question
the amount of money being spent on soldiers and their dependents in Europe. On
3 January 1953, Senator Olin D. Johnston (D-S.C.), stated in a public interview

106 Hickman, The United States Army in Europe, pp. 209-10.
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that U.S. government workers serving overseas lived in expensive apartments
or houses, employed three or four domestic servants, and received salaries and
cost-of-living expenses far in excess of those in the United States. Picking up
on the U.S. news reports, newspapers throughout West Germany published
stories about the luxurious living of Americans abroad. The USAREUR public
information officers reported to U.S. EUCOM that the articles created the
erroneous perception that U.S. employees and, by implication, U.S. military
personnel were living in ostentatious luxury. Public affairs staffs and senior
military leaders took pains to point out the inaccuracies in many of the senator’s
statements.!”’

Just a few weeks later, in March, Congressman Walter F. Horan (R-Wash.)
initiated another investigation based on letters he had received from constituents
complaining about money being spent to maintain luxurious recreation areas
at Garmisch and Berchtesgaden. In reply, USAREUR pointed out that those
areas were the only locations outside of military communities where soldiers
could spend leave time at a relatively low cost and with recreation facilities
comparable to what they might find at home. While there, a soldier could stay
in a comfortable but modest hotel, eat familiar American food, and participate
in a variety of summer and winter sports and activities. The command also
pointed out that, while at the Army-run rest centers, soldiers were still under
military control and were readily available in case of an emergency. While
soldiers using the facilities paid reasonable prices for their food, lodging, and
entertainment, most of the money to maintain the facilities came from the
German government. Despite these assurances, politicians and civilians back
in the United States continued to question expenditures in Europe that they
considered frivolous. With political leaders looking for ways to trim the defense
budget many expenditures in Europe seemed to be fair game.!%

Despite these concerns, the expansion of the U.S. civilian presence in
Germany continued. After housing, the most critical element for dependent
families was schools. Average enrollment in grades 1-12 rose from 7,000 for
the school year ending in June 1952 to 12,000 for the school year ending in
June 1953. By the end of the school year in 1954 the number exceeded 20,000
and USAREUR was operating 95 elementary schools and 11 secondary
schools in Germany and France. It employed more than eleven hundred
teachers, librarians, and principals. During this period, the command faced
increasing difficulties in recruiting new teachers and holding on to established
employees. The problems grew out of disparities in pay and working conditions
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between teachers in public schools in the United States and those employed by
USAREUR. Population growth in the United States had led to a shortage of
qualified teachers there, forcing USAREUR to compete with stateside systems
where conditions of employment were superior to those in Europe. In addition,
most U.S. school systems did not recognize service in Army schools for promo-
tion or retirement purposes. Indeed, the lack of adequate retirement provisions
for USAREUR-employed teachers as compared with other civil service
employees was another obstacle to recruiting competent personnel. Although
the command forwarded proposals for removing its teachers from some of the
more restrictive regulatory requirements of the Civil Service Commission, it
received no response before the beginning of the 1955 recruitment period.'®”

During this time, an increase in the number of dependent children and
a rising concern for the problem of juvenile delinquency, reflected both in
the United States and overseas, prompted USAREUR leaders to turn their
attention to leisure and recreation facilities for both soldiers and their families.
In April 1953, the USAREUR commander, General Bolte, wrote to the Army
chief of staff, General Collins, to express his concern that senior Army officials
considered construction of such facilities as bowling alleys, gymnasiums, and
athletic fields to be “unessential.” To the contrary, he said, he considered
an effective recreation program the greatest single deterrent to disciplinary
infractions and serious incidents that might otherwise reflect discredit on the
United States and its armed forces.'!?

In the end, American military leaders realized that it was critical to maintain
a high level of morale throughout their forces if they were to carry out their
long-term mission in Europe. With that in mind, the command sponsored the
construction of facilities and initiated programs throughout the theater that
would keep the troops occupied and entertained when they were not engaged
in military training. This was particularly true around major metropolitan
areas, such as Frankfurt, Heidelberg, Kaiserslautern, and Stuttgart, where large
concentrations of U.S. forces led to the development of extensive dependent
housing areas and military communities. Most of these boasted at least one
movie theater, a library, a bowling alley, and other comforts soldiers and their
families might expect to find in any reasonably sized community back home.
The European Motion Picture Service provided movies for the more than three
hundred cinemas throughout the theater. Many were first-run films available
within a month or two of their initial release. Bowling drew more participants
than any other sport. By the end of 1954, almost one thousand bowling lanes
with more than three hundred sanctioned leagues were in operation throughout
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USAREUR. The command also maintained two hundred large libraries and
another one hundred fifty smaller book collections that it rotated through small
facilities and outposts. Similar in many ways to the service clubs, the libraries
often hosted group discussions, slide shows, story hours for children, travel
talks, and music appreciation programs. Many also had soundproof rooms
where soldiers could listen to the latest Broadway shows, classical music, or
dramatic readings.'"!

The USAREUR Special Services office, under the direction of the Special
Activities Division of the command’s headquarters, organized and supervised
athletics, recreation, and entertainment programs throughout the command.
It ran more than one hundred twenty service clubs with facilities for shuffle
board, pool, ping-pong, and playing cards. Most also maintained music rooms
stocked with instruments so that soldiers could hold informal jam sessions.
Club directors planned and conducted tournaments and contests, arranged
for guest speakers and group discussions, and sponsored movies, concerts,
theatrical plays, and dances. Many clubs also sponsored weekly sightseeing
excursions and set up travel sections that assisted soldiers in planning leaves
and tours. Located in cities, kasernes, and even training areas like Grafenwohr,
Baumbholder, and Hohenfels, where they could benefit the largest number of
troops, the clubs were open twelve to fourteen hours a day, seven days a week.!!?

Craft shops and photography labs also run by Special Services were almost
as numerous as the service clubs. The shops provided working space, tools,
and materials for a wide range of hobbies, including electronics, graphic arts,
painting, sculpture, wood and leather working, metal crafts, ceramics, cooking,
and automotive mechanics. Customers paid only a small fee for the materials
they used. Photography labs provided equipment for processing both color
and black-and-white pictures. Both types of facilities were staffed with full-
time instructors to assist hobbyists with any problems they might encounter.
USAREUR also sponsored numerous exhibitions, competitions, and shows
where craftsmen and hobbyists could display their work.!'?

Also available to soldiers overseas were the radio programs of the American
Forces Network (AFN). Run by the Armed Forces Radio Service, the network
had originated in London during the early days of World War II. By 1954, it had
grown to seven studio outlets and more than thirty transmitters, broadcasting
its program schedule to nearly 50 million people across the continent. While the
primary station was located in Frankfurt, the network also maintained stations
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Stars and Stripes was available in all PXs, R&R stations, and other convenient locations.

in Berlin, Bremerhaven, Munich, Stuttgart, Nuremberg, and Kaiserslautern.
Because it was the only English-speaking American network in Europe, AFN
tried to present a wide range of programs appealing to all ages and types of
people. At various times during the day, troops or their families could tune
in to The Bob Hope Show, Fibber McGee and Molly, The Adventures of Ozzie
and Harriet, the daily news, or the weekly baseball game. Voice of America
broadcasts were also available throughout most of Europe and featured a variety
of news, information, and public service programs.''* Although a major share of
its programming consisted of shows provided by stateside radio networks, much
of its most popular material was generated locally. In Stuttgart, for example,
the Seventh Army Special Services Section produced half-hour segments that
featured singers and musicians from within the command.!!s
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Especially popular with enlisted soldiers, but much less so with the
USAREUR leadership, was the independent newspaper Overseas Weekly.
Distributed in Europe since 1950 by its publisher and editor, Marion von
Rosbach, the newspaper took great pleasure in tweaking military leaders
throughout USAREUR. Known both as the G.I.’s newspaper and the
“Oversexed Weekly,” the newspaper presented a regular mix of sports;
court-martial testimony, particularly those containing lurid or sexually explicit
details; and descriptions of the hardships of enlisted life caused by what the
paper considered incompetent or corrupt leadership. Although the paper was
beloved by most junior enlisted men, it drew the wrath of the USAREUR
leadership, who had it banned from military newsstands in 1953. Nonetheless, its
continued publication and distribution throughout Europe caused consternation
throughout the command and often raised eyebrows in the German civilian
population.!!¢

The mercantile center of most installations was the post exchange. By
January 1953, the European Exchange System maintained more than 2,300
shops and outlets of all types throughout Germany, France, and Austria.
Although the various cafes and snack bars located on military posts and along
the autobahn were the most popular services provided, large installations
also offered barber and beauty shops, laundry and dry cleaning, tailors, shoe
repair, flower shops, and photo studios. Exchange garages and service stations
dotted the major road networks. Profits from the system were a primary source
of revenue for a command welfare fund that supported many recreation and
soldier assistance programs throughout USAREUR .

While popular with American soldiers, the exchange system was less so with
German merchants. The West German Retail Association had charged in 1952
that soldiers were purchasing goods such as cameras at reduced prices and then
reselling them for a profit. It also questioned whether special stores for military
personnel should be allowed to replace retail establishments that contributed to
the German economy. The Exchange Service responded that while its stores did
indeed charge less than local retailers, it purchased the cameras from German
manufacturers who made a respectable profit. In the end, the exchange stores
continued to offer significant bargains to soldiers on some high-dollar items, but
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German retailers soon learned to compete successfully in other areas by offering
a wider variety of many products than the exchanges could afford to stock.!!

As the increasing number of civilians and the expansion of recreational
facilities gave a clear indication that the command was settling in for an extended
stay, soldiers began to question some of the administrative and regulatory
policies the U.S. command had put into place to allow for a rapid response to
any threat. The normal duty day in USAREUR began at 0800 and lasted until
1700 Monday through Friday. Saturday was usually a work day but in many
cases only until 1200. Unit commanders always had the option of extending
work hours to whatever extent necessary to complete training or other require-
ments. When the troops were in garrison and worked normal duty hours, they
were still subject to commandwide curfew, which required them to be off the
streets and out of public places by 2400 Monday through Saturday, and by
0100 Sunday. Although officers and enlisted soldiers of the upper three grades
on leave or pass were exempt from the curfew, they were expected to abide by
the spirit of the order and not to loiter in the streets, bars, or restaurants during
the designated time periods. Units tracked compliance with the order through
regular bed checks. In May 1953, expressing the belief that he could trust the
people in his command regardless of the hour, the USAREUR commander,
General Bolte, rescinded the curfew. Bolte, however, delegated authority to his
unit commanders to continue to enforce the measure as a disciplinary action
when appropriate.'?’

The command’s commitment to combat readiness had also limited the
percentage of troops who could be on leave or pass at any given time. Since
all units in the Seventh Army had to be prepared to depart from their home
stations for emergency positions within two hours of alert notification, no
more than 15 percent of a unit’s present-for-duty strength could take leave or
receive a pass at any one time. Everyone else had to be available for duty within
two hours, with at least half capable of reporting within thirty minutes. While
commanders understood the adverse effect on morale that such restrictions
would impose, they hoped that their recreational programs and associated
facilities would compensate.'?

Although Sunday was supposed to be a day off, the command noted that
training schedules were tight and that Sunday mornings were often the only
time that commanders might have to tie up loose ends. In 1954, however,
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USAREUR chaplains revolted. When Chief of Army Chaplains Maj. Gen.
Patrick J. Ryan toured the command, he was besieged by complaints that
commanders were scheduling maneuvers and other training on Sundays. In a
letter to the USAREUR commander, General Hoge, Ryan acknowledged the
requirement to maintain combat readiness but he observed that one battalion
had gone to the field on thirteen consecutive Sundays for maneuvers that the
chaplains and the men felt were not vital. Hoge agreed that such training was
excessive and directed his subordinate commanders to curtail Sunday training.'!

Another area in which the command began to relax its requirements was in
the wearing of civilian clothing during off-duty hours. U.S. Army regulations
required soldiers in occupied areas to be in uniform at all times. By 1953, soldiers
and officers were questioning what they considered to be an infringement on
their personal freedom. In April the USAREUR staff canvassed senior leaders
at all levels to gauge their positions on the matter and determined that many did
not favor the change. The command’s Deputy Provost Marshal, Col. Shaffer F.
Jarrell, expressed many of the concerns that surfaced. He feared a loss of control
over military personnel due to nonrecognition. It would be more difficult to police
off-limits areas, to enforce curfews, and to identify personnel entering barracks,
exchanges, clubs, or other areas limited to military access. He cautioned that
the lack of uniforms might also encourage a breakdown in the officer-enlisted
relationship. Finally, he warned of an increase in barracks larceny because troops
would not be able to fit all of their belongings in wall lockers.'??

Lt. Col. Ralph E. Nelson, Deputy Provost Marshal for U.S. Forces in
Austria, presented another side of the argument. Soldiers in that command had
worn civilian clothes during off-duty hours since early in 1952. Nelson pointed
out that the change had improved relations between soldiers and local civilians
because it placed them on a more equal footing. He added that the privilege
had strengthened morale throughout the command and served as an incentive
for good behavior on the part of troops who did not want to lose it. Enlisted
men reported that it was easier to maintain their military clothing since they no
longer had to wear it after duty hours. The use of civilian clothing also reduced
the number of minor incidents requiring military police intervention, including
such infractions as the wearing of unbuttoned blouses or jackets, improper head
gear, hands in pockets, or failure to render military courtesies to superiors.'*
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The USAREUR commander, General Bolte, hesitated to implement the
change because he had already decided to eliminate the mandatory curfew. He
wanted time to evaluate the effects of that action before addressing the uniform
policy. Still, support for the measure spread throughout the command. As a
result, in October 1953, USAREUR obtained permission from the Department
of the Army to allow troops to wear civilian clothes during off-duty hours.
The new privilege did not come, however, without restrictions. Enlisted men
below the rank of sergeant could not take advantage of the change until they
had served in the theater for thirty days. Soldiers, moreover, had to maintain
a standard of appearance and good taste appropriate for members of the U.S.
armed forces.!*

The new policy went into effect on 1 November with mixed results. For
the next several years, USAREUR leaders worked to interpret and define
standards for the wearing of civilian clothing. While the post exchange system
struggled to stock enough civilian clothing to meet the newly created demand,
the headquarters received complaints from German restaurants and hotels about
American soldiers and their dependents wearing attire that they considered
to be in poor taste. In August 1954, USAREUR issued additional guidelines
for dependents. The directive forbade bare midriffs, strapless or low-cut
dresses, shorts on teenagers or women, and blue jeans on mature women. In
an attempt to improve the appearance of American women in public places,
the regulation also prohibited the wear of pin curlers or any curlers in the hair
without a suitable scarf or headgear. Women dressed improperly, the directive
concluded, could not enter U.S. installations or facilities such as post exchanges,
commissaries, theaters, and service clubs. Despite the furor raised by many
women and dependents, the overall effect of the new policies was to raise the
morale of most soldiers throughout the command.!®

Noncombatant Evacuation Exercises

The steadily increasing number of dependents in the theater forced
USAREUR leaders to add still another dimension to their emergency planning.
In the event that hostilities between the Soviets and the West grew imminent,
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the command would have to evacuate thousands of wives, children, and other
civilians from the immediate combat area. A well-designed evacuation plan
would serve an additional purpose, however, for its execution during a period
of escalating tensions would both act as a sign of increased readiness and make
the Soviets think twice about beginning any hostilities. Just as the presence
of families and children sent a signal to the Soviets that U.S. intentions were
peaceful, their removal would send an equally strong indication that the Army
in Europe took its business seriously.

In September 1952 USAREUR had directed the Communications Zone to
review existing plans and personnel requirements to support the evacuation of
noncombatants in Germany through France to staging areas at Bordeaux and
La Pallice. The request indicated that, upon implementation of an evacuation
order, the Communications Zone could expect to receive 60,000 noncombatants,
riding in 25,000 civilian vehicles and entering France at 8 designated border
crossing points. In particular, USAREUR asked the Communications Zone
commander to assess plans for traffic control, for feeding and billeting the
evacuees, and for their final movement out of the theater.!?

The resulting study made some bleak observations about the U.S. Army’s
readiness to carry out the evacuation. Although some plans existed for Base
Section Headquarters—the component of the Communications Zone that
oversaw ports and supply depots in western France—none were available for
its subordinate units. Also, while the U.S. State Department was charged with
the evacuation of U.S. tourists from France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
Luxembourg, the Army had no assurance that it would not be called on to
assist in their movement as well. Neither had the Navy provided any guarantee
that ships would be available to return the personnel to the United States. No
one had earmarked rations, tents, or medical supplies for use by evacuees.
Measures to ensure adequate traffic control by military police along the route
were untested and lacked detailed plans for movement control. The 508th
Military Police Battalion, which was responsible for traffic control along the
southern portion of the evacuation route, could not reach the French-German
border until four hours after the first groups of dependents began crossing into
France. In its conclusions, the study recommended establishment of a special
planning group of representatives from USAREUR, the Seventh Army, and
the Communications Zone to isolate specific problems and come up with a
revised plan for noncombatant evacuation.'?’

The group met early in 1953. By May it had prepared a draft plan,
Noncombatant Evacuation Order (NEO) 1-53. Dubbed “SAFEHAVEN,” it called
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for the evacuation of U.S. noncombatants from Germany and France to a
staging area on the southwest coast of France near Bordeaux and La Pallice,
where they would await transport to Great Britain or the United States. A
supplement to the plan, published on 1 July 1953 and labeled NEO 2-53-3,
outlined procedures for extending the ground movement of some of the people
into the Iberian Peninsula. Both plans assigned responsibility for transporting
evacuees to safe havens in Great Britain or back to the United States to the
U.S. Naval Forces, Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean, and to the U.S. Air
Force, Europe.'® USAREUR’s chief of staff approved the plan on 7 May and
assigned planning responsibility to the assistant chief of staff for operations,
plans, and training.'?

With the groundwork well under way, U.S. forces in Germany and France
began preparations for the testing and implementation of the evacuation plan.
Military communities established a block warden system and a process for
notifying residents once an alert occurred. Units with evacuation missions
received training and any additional equipment they needed to perform their
assignments. The command positioned stockpiles of supplies along evacuation
routes, near assembly areas, and in the Bordeaux—La Pallice staging area. In the
summer of 1953, USAREUR arranged for a test of the plan, which it named
Exercise RoapBounD. The commanding general, Seventh Army, took overall
control and supervision of the effort and of coordination with the U.S. Air
Force, Europe. The commanding general, USAREUR Communications Zone,
oversaw the exercise in France and was responsible for coordination with the
French authorities.'*

The exercise commenced on the morning of 12 November 1953 with the
announcement of a USAREUR-wide alert. Approximately one thousand
military personnel and five hundred vehicles departed home stations in Germany
for staging areas in the vicinity of Bordeaux. Area commands, districts, and
detachments simulated their duties by dispatching a single vehicle to represent
each convoy element of one hundred fifty vehicles. At least thirty vehicles
traveled over each of the evacuation routes. Each of the ten field hospitals
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involved dispatched an ambulance-type bus to simulate patient evacuation.
Columns using the northern evacuation routes completed their journey to the
staging area in forty-nine hours. Along the longer southern routes, evacuees
took seventy-two hours to complete the journey. The exercise revealed numerous
flaws in the plan and in its overall execution. A failure to issue strip maps to
participants caused considerable confusion, especially in France because route
markings in several places were difficult to follow. Rest and resupply areas
also lacked toilet facilities. Evaluators concluded that all personnel involved
needed additional training, especially in traffic control and communication.
They recommended the scheduling of another exercise for the following year.!3!

Before it could conduct another test, however, the command had to make
a number of changes to the overall plan. Because the number of military
personnel available to assist the evacuation effort was limited, USAREUR
assigned volunteer male civilian employees of the Department of the Army
as block wardens and drivers for the evacuation columns. When the block
warden system broke down due to its voluntary nature, the command issued
the assignments on military orders. Because of a lack of available drivers and
the lengthy trip required at least one assistant driver in each vehicle, the Army
encouraged civilian nondrivers and high school students to apply and qualify
for drivers permits.'*

The second exercise, RoapBounD II, began on the morning of 12 October
1954, with another USAREUR-wide general alert. This time, observers noted
another major problem: it took forty-five minutes for area commands to
receive notification of the alert and ninety minutes before all military service
units got the word. Signal communications between the Seventh Army and
the Communications Zone Advance Section were so inadequate that the two
headquarters had difficulty coordinating their actions. Once the evacuation
began, drivers found that they still lacked sufficient strip maps for their
entire journey and found many of the maps they did receive were inaccurate.
Meanwhile, some of the wreckers and other heavy vehicles assigned to assist
the movement could not maintain the prescribed speed. Complicating matters
further, unfamiliarity with convoy procedures and, at times, an inability to
follow fairly simple guidance meant that many units arrived at designated
checkpoints too early or too late, causing traffic congestion and backups all
along the route. On the plus side, evaluators noted that the construction of the
tent camp in the Communications Zone Base Section was particularly efficient.!*

After the exercise was completed, USAREUR planners agreed that
movement plans were still not coordinated. Although the command had made
a noticeable improvement from the previous year’s test, the evacuation plans
still had a long way to go. Commanders and staff acknowledged that more
training and further testing would be required before they could feel comfortable
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with the overall plan. It had also become clear what a massive undertaking an
evacuation would be if the command ever had to put the plan into effect.!*

A Steadying Influence

By the end of 1954, the U.S. Army in Europe had come to grips with many
of the challenges that its mission as a forward-deployed force had posed.
Although its leaders would never be completely comfortable with the balance
of conventional forces between East and West, they believed that their training,
equipment, and doctrine would enable them to put up a good fight. Moreover,
the addition of atomic artillery to the Seventh Army’s arsenal presented even
graver risks to potential attackers. It seemed clear to leaders throughout
USAREUR that such advanced weapons would play an even greater role in
their war planning in the years to come.

The Army had grown into its role in Europe in other ways as well. Although
work continued in many areas, the Communications Zone and the line of
support through France were well established. Almost all of the vital supply
depots and maintenance shops had been moved away from the immediate battle
area. Meanwhile, USAREUR had made significant progress in reducing its
personnel turbulence and in creating a long-term institutional memory in its
units. The arrival of an increasing number of families throughout the command,
and the steady growth of housing and recreation and welfare facilities to support
their presence, likewise contributed to an emerging sense of stability.

3 Ibid., p. 213.
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STRENGTHENING THE ALLIANCE

The U.S. Army’s primary contribution to Western European defense
had been the reactivation of the Seventh Army and the development of the
command and control and logistical support headquarters that accompanied
it. The service also helped to strengthen the NATO alliance through the
integration of its forces into the NATO command structure and through
its administration of military assistance programs for the various member
nations. Even before the completion of the North Atlantic Treaty, the United
States had initiated a series of military assistance programs for European
nations standing in the path of Soviet expansion. Beginning with aid to Greece
in 1947, the Truman administration dispatched money, military equipment,
and advisers to the various countries involved. The Mutual Defense Assistance
Act of 1949 formally assigned the vast majority of U.S. military aid to the
NATO allies. With a preponderance of forces in the theater, the Army became
the primary sponsor for most of these military aid programs. Its depots
and repair shops rebuilt World War Il-era equipment to be included in the
assistance packages and provided training and maintenance teams to help
allied military forces learn how to use it.

Smaller components within USAREUR also strengthened the alliance in
their own way. As the relationship between the United States and the Soviet
Union deteriorated after World War 11, both sides desired a mechanism to
oversee their interests in the other’s zone of control, and to resolve conflicts
between opposing forces before they could escalate into more serious confronta-
tions. The military liaison missions—originated in a 1947 agreement between
Lt. Gen. Clarence R. Huebner, Deputy Commander, European Command, and
Col. Gen. Mikhail Malinin, Chief of Staff, Group of Soviet Occupation Forces
in Germany—helped USAREUR manage its relationship with the Soviet Army
and later became a vital source of intelligence as the Cold War threatened to
become a shooting war.

Building NATO’s Military Capabilities

Although the North Atlantic Treaty committed each of the signatories to
a mutual defense, no mechanism existed in 1949 to translate political goals
into a military strategy. Likewise no unified command structure directed the
combined military forces of the member nations. The five nations of the Western



European Union had conducted military planning through a committee of their
respective chiefs of staff, reporting to another committee of the five defense
ministers. This arrangement would serve as a point of departure for planning
NATO’s military organization.!

In September 1950, Secretary of State Dean G. Acheson and Secretary of
Defense Louis A. Johnson had presented to President Truman their thoughts
on the structure and organization of a NATO military defense force. They
agreed that it should consist of national contingents operating under their own
commanders, but responsive to overall NATO control. The two secretaries
also concluded that one overall commander should have sufficient authority
to organize and train the various elements within the structure and to exercise
the full powers of a supreme allied commander in time of war. To support
that officer, they recommended an international staff representing the military
services of all participating nations. Acheson and Johnson agreed that an
American officer should fill the position of supreme allied commander, but
only with the full approval of the European nations. In the strongest terms,
the two also stated that the United States should proceed “without delay” in
the formation of West German military units that would play an essential role
in the defense. Truman favored many of the recommendations and forwarded
the letter to the National Security Council for further consideration. On 11
September 1950, after considering the council’s views, Truman approved the
memorandum, making it the basis for the American position when the United
States participated in European defense planning.?

On 19 December 1950, at the sixth meeting of the North Atlantic Council
in Brussels, Belgium, representatives from the twelve treaty nations formally
approved and announced the appointment of General Dwight D. Eisenhower
as the supreme commander of an integrated allied force for the defense of
Western Europe. The general immediately named the Army’s deputy chief of
staff for plans and operations, Lt. Gen. Alfred M. Gruenther, to be his chief
of staff in the new command. The two officers had been close personal friends
since the 1941 Louisiana Maneuvers when they had both served on the staff of
the Third U.S. Army under Lt. Gen. Walter Krueger. Also on 19 December,
Secretary of the Army Frank Pace and Army Chief of Staff General J. Lawton
Collins announced that all U.S. forces in Germany would come under the
operational command of General Eisenhower. Shortly thereafter, the French
Minister of Defense, Jules S. Moch, placed the three French divisions serving
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in Germany at Eisenhower’s disposal and promised two additional divisions
in the coming year.?

Despite such promising initial commitments, no command structure as
yet existed to plan and coordinate the actions of NATO’s military forces.
General Gruenther assembled a handful of U.S. military officers, who began
at once to study the problems of organization and command. Because of its
central location and excellent communications, Eisenhower and Gruenther
decided that Paris would be the initial home of the new headquarters, despite
some resistance from British representatives who decried the movement of the
headquarters from London. Early in 1951 Gruenther’s planning staff joined
representatives of eight other NATO nations in Paris to form the Supreme
Headquarters, Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE), Planning Group. Because
military staff systems differed among the member nations, the planning staff
debated how to structure the headquarters so that staff appointments were
distributed fairly. In the end, it elected to follow many of the precedents that
had been established by the Western European Union. The old headquarters
had already studied many of the organizational problems now faced by the
SHAPE planners and had bequeathed to them plans that served as the basis
for their discussions. More important, the previous headquarters had helped to
develop a number of officers of different nationalities with experience working
together as an allied team.*

In April, General Gruenther disclosed that the headquarters organiza-
tion would resemble the American model with four primary staff bureaus:
administration, intelligence, plans and operations, and logistics. Unlike the
American model, however, SHAPE would have a fifth section devoted to
organization and training. The staff would also include several special sections
to deal with areas such as communications and finance. Complicating the
process of creating a staff organization was the need to avoid offending various
member nations, many of whom had long and glorious military traditions.
Accordingly, Gruenther created spaces for two permanent deputy chiefs of
staff, one—normally a French officer—to deal with logistics and administration,
and a British officer to handle plans and operations. General Eisenhower also
named three primary assistants to aid him in the overall direction of the force:
British Field Marshal Bernard Law Montgomery to serve as deputy supreme
commander, British Air Chief Marshal Hugh W. L. Saunders to serve as air
deputy, and French Admiral Andres G. Lemmonier to be naval deputy.’
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Chart 4 —Allied Command Europe
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The next step for the planning group was to divide the theater into subordinate
elements that individual commanders in chief could manage (Chart 4). Three
separate commands would deploy north to south according to the continent’s
natural geographic features. In the north, Allied Forces, Northern Europe,
under the command of British Admiral Eric J. P. Brind, was responsible
for an area that included Scandinavia, the North Sea, and the Baltic. In the
south, Italy and the areas around the Mediterranean fell under Allied Forces,
Southern Europe, commanded by U.S. Admiral Robert B. Carney. Because of
the overwhelming importance of the central sector, Eisenhower decided that, as
supreme commander, he would retain control over its operations. To assist him,
he appointed French General (later Marshal) Alphonse P. Juin to be Land Forces
commander, U.S. Air Force General Lauris Norstad as Air Force commander,
and French Vice-Admiral Robert Jaujard as Flag Officer (senior naval officer)
Western Europe. In 1952, after Greece and Turkey had joined NATO as part
of its southern flank, SHAPE created a separate command for naval forces in
the Mediterranean, under the leadership of Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten.



Left to right: Brig. Gen. George Rehn, Army Chief of Staff for Plans, Seventh Army; General
Lauris Norstad, Commanding General, USAF, Europe; and Maj. Gen. Dean Strother,
Commanding General, Twelfth Air Force

Later, in 1953, NATO leaders decided that the Central Command needed its own
commander in chief and appointed Marshal Juin to that position. He, in turn,
named General Marcel M. Carpentier to serve as commander of Allied Land
Forces, Central Europe (ALFCE).¢

The connection between the political leadership of NATO and the military
command structure of SHAPE was provided by the Military Committee.
Although an advisory committee outside of NATO’s command structure, the
committee disseminated guidance to the supreme headquarters, and military
expertise and advice to the North Atlantic Council. As agreed in 1949, each
signatory nation contributed one military representative to the committee,
normally its chief of defense. In the case of Iceland, which had no armed forces,
the committee extended membership to a civilian official. Although the full
committee met infrequently, much of its business was conducted by designated
representatives or by the international military staff. The latter’s role was to
serve as the executive agency for the Military Committee and to ensure that
its policies and directives were implemented as intended. The staff consisted of

¢ Ismay, NATO, pp. 72-73; The Reports of the Temporary Council Committee, 23 Feb 1952,
in FRUS, 1952-1954, vol. 5, Western European Security, pt. 1, pp. 220-30.



431 military and civilian personnel divided into six directorates: intelligence,
plans and policy, operations, logistics and resources, communications and
information systems, and armaments and standardization.’

The armaments and standardization directorate reflected recognition
among all member nations that they could more efficiently provide for their
mutual defense with common standards for tactics, procedures, weapons, and
equipment. Although agreements concerning tactics and procedures developed
relatively quickly, the standardization of weapons and equipment among the
military forces of the member nations proved to be harder to achieve. At least
initially, a de facto measure of standardization was achieved because so many
countries used American weapons and equipment supplied under the military
aid program. However, as those items became obsolete, many countries
expressed some reluctance to remain dependent on others for their military
equipment. They replaced American items with models of their design, thus
increasing rather than reducing the types of ammunition, tools, and spare
parts required. Each nation had its own internal standards for screw threads,
the caliber of armaments, electronics, and other subcomponents of military
weapons and equipment. Even when states reached an agreement regarding a
particular piece of equipment, as when they adopted the Belgian FN rifle as a
standard item of NATO equipment, it was seven or eight years before British
troops in Germany received their complement.®

As the command structure came together, NATO’s military leaders turned
their attention to developing sufficient military strength to counter the Soviet
threat. Neither the United States nor the rest of the NATO allies were prepared
to match Soviet military strength. With its forces already deeply committed
to the war in Korea, the United States had little to offer in readily available
forces. Instead, it exerted considerable political pressure on its allies, calling
on them to provide a greater share of the conventional forces required. At
the February 1952 NATO conference in Lisbon, U.S. officials could promise
a reinforcement of only two divisions within thirty days of initiating full
national mobilization. Any further divisions would not be available for at
least 180 days. British reinforcements were similarly constrained. Although
French and Italian representatives promised an additional seven and five
divisions, respectively, within thirty days, many American military leaders
were skeptical of their ability to meet those commitments. In total, member
nations pledged to provide 53 2/3 divisions to be available within thirty days
of mobilization by the end of the year, and 89 2/3 by the end of 1954. While
the American commitment would remain relatively stable, rising from the
existing 5 2/3 divisions in 1952 to a total of 9 2/3 in 1954, the agreement called
for considerable increases on the part of the European allies. For nations
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General Ridgway, SHAPE Commander, inspects French troops at Baderces. General Noiret,
commander of French Forces in Germany, is with him.

whose economies were still recovering from World War I1, this was going to
be a tough sell to their populaces.’

General Eisenhower worked tirelessly for the remainder of his time as
SACEUR to convince the Europeans to provide the agreed on forces. Until
they delivered, however, the U.S. Army in Europe, along with its NATO allies,
had to fight the battle with whatever forces they had on hand. They would have
to hold on long enough for the strategic bombing campaign and U.S. atomic
bombs to knock the Soviets out of the war.

Eisenhower departed Europe on 1 June 1952, and was replaced as Supreme
Allied Commander, Europe, by General Ridgway. It was Ridgway who
proposed to the Joint Chiefs a new organization that would place the U.S.
officer designated as the overall allied commander in Europe in the position
of a unified commander with authority over all U.S. forces in the theater. As
its principal mission, the new, unified U.S. European Command supported
SACEUR and U.S. policies in Europe. To this end, the command received the

° Ismay, NATO, pp. 47-48; Poole, The Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 19501952,
pp. 126-52.
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General Gruenther, SACEUR, inspects the 2d Armored Division Honor Guard during a visit
to Germany in 1953.

responsibility for coordinating joint logistics and for administrative issues, such
as procurement, negotiations for base rights, and administration of military
aspects of the Mutual Security Program for Europe. It also provided military
representation to all NATO, international, and U.S. agencies in Europe. At
the same time, the old European Command (EUCOM) became U.S. Army,
Europe (USAREUR), and retained all of its original responsibilities. '

By 1953, the sense of urgency that had bolstered the determination of the
European allies had begun to wane with NATO’s military strength still far short
of the goals the alliance had set at the Lisbon Conference in 1952. When, in

10Capt Russell A. Gugeler, Historical Division, HQ, USAREUR, The Redesignation of Head-
quarters European Command as Headquarters United States Army Europe 1952, 1954, Historical
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Manton S. Eddy, CINCUSAREUR, for Ch of Staff, 10 Sep 1952, sub: Logistical Coordination
in Central European Command, Entry 2000, USAREUR General Correspondence, 1952-1955,
RG 549, NACP.



August, General Gruenther became SACEUR, he called for a reappraisal of
NATO’s military strategy with the understanding that the conventional forces
available to SHAPE would not be sufficient to stem a determined Soviet assault.
As a close friend of the new president, Gruenther shared many of Eisenhower’s
ideas regarding the primacy of atomic weapons. Only by making them available
to NATO’s military commanders, he believed, could the alliance plan for a
credible defense of Western Europe. On 20 August, he directed Air Marshal
Walter L. Dawson, Deputy Chief of Staff, Plans and Operations, to establish
an ad hoc committee to study how atomic weapons should be integrated into
NATO’s defense plans. From that point forward, the alliance would base
its plans on an assumption that its military commanders would have atomic
weapons at their disposal, and would use them in the event of a Soviet attack.!!

Integrating USAREUR into the NATO Command Structure

As the alliance began to develop its military command structure, the member
nations had to determine which military units to assign to NATO, and the
manner in which national forces would connect to an international chain of
command. Although the Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Force
(SHAEF), in Europe during World War II offered a model of sorts, the idea
of such an organization during a time of peace added a degree of complexity.

The links between the U.S. Army’s command structure in Europe and
NATO’s military headquarters took some time to develop. Beginning on 2
April 1951, the Army placed EUCOM and the Seventh Army under the control
of the SACEUR. General Eisenhower exercised this command through the
intermediate headquarters, Allied Land Forces, Central Europe.

On 24 September, ALFCE announced the provisional organization of the
Interallied Tactical Study Group, composed of representatives from France, the
United States, Great Britain, Belgium, and the Netherlands. The objective of
the group was to establish common doctrine and procedures that would enable
the military forces of different nations to work together and to integrate units
where necessary. The group intended none of its work to replace or amend
existing national regulations or guidance. It would instead establish a common
vocabulary, provide common definitions, and assist commanders to understand
the principal tendencies of the allied forces under their control. In pursuit of
these goals, the headquarters authorized members of the group to deal directly
with any of the allied commands in Germany and to attend exercises or training
events conducted by their units. Headquarters, Allied Land Forces, Central
Europe, also directed the group to prescribe to its forces in Germany tactical
exercises or experiments in support of its studies. Among the issues its members
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chose to examine were the effects of new weapons on tactical operations, means
of controlling forces along extended frontages, and the parameters within which
German forces might be employed in the future.!?

One of the study group’s primary tasks was to produce a volume of Tactical
Instructions that would provide commanders and staffs with a single source for
guidance on operational doctrine. By January 1953, the group had prepared
a draft and distributed it to the various allied commands for comment. In
response, USAREUR Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, Brig. Gen. Robert
G. Gard, underscored issues that remained unresolved. Questioning some of
the defensive concepts expressed in the manual, Gard noted differences between
the British and American approaches, particularly British discomfort with the
rearward movement involved in a mobile defense, and recommended that an
entire chapter be devoted to the subject. He also criticized the omission of any
consideration of the refugee problem and the control measures necessary to
prevent fleeing civilians from interfering with defensive plans. The study group
continued its work for the next several years, but its influence and importance
waned as the various allied military contingents gained experience in working
with each other through combined exercises and training.'?

In November 1952, SHAPE attempted to clarify command relationships
within the theater by announcing the creation of two new army group head-
quarters in central Europe. In the northern sector, British General Sir Richard
N. Gale, Commander in Chief of the British Army of the Rhine, took command
of the Northern Army Group (NORTHAG). In the southern sector of the
theater, General Eddy, USAREUR commander in chief, became the Central
Army Group (CENTAG) commander. In that position—directly subordinate to
General Juin, the ALFCE commander—he controlled the U.S. Seventh Army
and the French First Army. Although USAREUR headquarters maintained
a separate planning element for its NATO mission, in many cases staff officers
held two positions, splitting time between USAREUR and CENTAG. NATO
war plans served as the basis for both CENTAG and USAREUR emergency
wartime planning. The CENTAG plans section and the USAREUR operations
staff developed an annual planning cycle to update the concept of operations
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and annexes devoted to command and
control, intelligence, and logistics.'

With an international chain of
command in place, Allied Land Forces,
Central Europe, began to exert its
influence over USAREUR’s operations
and training. USAREUR received
increasing guidance from that head-
quarters and, in return, submitted a
number of concerns to it for resolution.
Allied Land Forces, Central Europe,
also provided training guidance on
a number of subjects to its various
subordinate units. Its coordination with
USAREUR included the implementa-
tion of atomic defense training and
scenarios and missions to be highlighted
in upcoming maneuvers. Although )
SHAPE seldom interfered with the day- Marshal of France, General Juin
to-day operations of its subordinate
elements, it did instruct the Seventh Army to provide direct feedback from its
important exercises and maneuvers, including tactical and logistical lessons
learned, problems with communications, command post performance, and any
other matters warranting the supreme allied commander’s attention.'®

As part of the growing relationship between USAREUR and SHAPE, U.S.
Army units in Germany participated in extensive training exercises involving
other allied forces and supervised by NATO headquarters. In mid-May 1952,
EUCOM and the French First Army conducted Command Post Exercise
MayTiME. Other participating headquarters included the U.S. Twelfth Air
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Force, the French First Air Division, the Seventh Army, and both the V and VII
Corps. In the MAYTIME concept, an aggressor invaded western Germany. Allied
forces withdrew to a Rhine River defensive line and, following friendly reinforce-
ment, counterattacked while supported by fighters and fighter-bombers. !

In addition to testing air-ground communications and procedures for all
elements involved, MAYTIME prepared the various headquarters for participa-
tion in a larger exercise in July—GRAND ALLIANCE—directed jointly by Allied
Land Forces, Central Europe, and Allied Air Forces, Central Europe. Held
in France and Germany, the exercise included the British Army of the Rhine,
the I Belgian Corps, and the Second Allied Tactical Air Force as Army Group
A; and EUCOM, the French First Army, the Seventh Army, and the Fourth
Allied Tactical Air Force as Army Group B. In its scenario, an enemy attacked
on a wide front. Allied forces delayed the aggressor with maximum use of
demolitions at certain strategic rivers and, after a withdrawal, launched a
counteroffensive. The final report on the event indicated that all concerned had
much to learn about communications and coordination between participating
units and the control of such large combat forces in the field. In addition to
some of the expected language challenges, participants found that terminology,
abbreviations, and acronyms used in orders and communications varied from
nation to nation. A special report prepared by the 307th Communication
Reconnaissance Battalion indicated that communications security was a major
problem, particularly within the Seventh Army. The battalion had been able
to prepare an almost complete order of battle for the Seventh Army simply by
listening to its unsecure radio transmissions.'’

Two operations in September 1952 allowed elements of the U.S. Seventh
Army and the French First Army to maneuver across most of West Germany
and tested their ability to coordinate their actions. In Operation Rose Bush, held
between 6 and 8 September, the U.S. V Corps, with the 4th Infantry Division
and the 14th Armored Cavalry Regiment, and the French II Corps, with its
3d Infantry Division and one regiment of the French 1st Armored Division,
defended against an attack by the U.S. 2d Armored Division and the remainder
of the French 1st Armored Division. Altogether more than seventy-five
thousand troops were involved in one of the largest exercises conducted up to
that time. Two weeks later, between 17 and 19 September, Exercise EQuinox
pitted the French I Corps, the U.S. 43d Infantry Division less one regimental
combat team, the French 5th Armored Group, and the French 2d Infantry
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Division against the U.S. VII Corps, the U.S. 28th Infantry Division, the French
4th Infantry Division, and one airborne group of the French 25th Airborne
Division. As part of the exercise, friendly forces led by the French I Corps fought
a delaying action against the attacking U.S. VII Corps. In both maneuvers
evaluators indicated that operational liaison between U.S. and French forces
had shown marked improvement over the previous year, and General Juin
himself expressed his satisfaction with the improved coordination he had seen.
Nonetheless, a Seventh Army critique noted that coordination between units,
particularly along adjacent boundaries, still needed work.'

Subsequent exercises allowed Seventh Army units to operate not only with
their CENTAG counterparts, but also with the British, Canadian, Dutch, and
Belgian forces of NORTHAG. Exercise BATTLE RoyAL in September 1954, for
example, mixed units from both groups for six days of maneuvers that ranged
across the NORTHAG zone and emphasized the use of the newly arrived
280-mm. atomic cannons. Involving nearly 140,000 troops from five nations,
the maneuver was larger than anything USAREUR or CENTAG had held up
to that time."

Despite the occasional large-scale field maneuver, NATO more often chose
to evaluate subordinate elements through command post exercises that sent
only headquarters sections to the field. Such exercises employed fewer troops
and were less expensive to support. Tests such as DrRaw BRIDGE in August
1953 and CounNTER THRUST in January 1954 continued SHAPE’s efforts to
develop smooth working relationships between allied staffs and to improve
communications between the various headquarters. Communications between
U.S. and French units continued to be a sticking point. After one exercise,
General Bolte commented that difficulties arose from a lack of understanding
of communications procedures on the part of liaison officers. He believed that
many of them preferred to use their own personal radios and telephones rather
than to employ the formal communications system.?

As U.S. doctrine increased its emphasis on atomic weapons, USAREUR
leaders considered how best to share their knowledge with their NATO coun-
terparts without violating security restrictions. At the highest levels, General
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Ridgway, Supreme Allied Commander, and Field Marshal Montgomery, his
deputy, and their staffs received briefings on the new weapons and how to
employ them. USAREUR also prepared and sponsored a Special Weapons
Orientation Course for senior officers and staff assigned to NATO forces.
Initially, the USAREUR commander served as a deputy for atomic matters
to the ALFCE commander. In 1953, however, the USAREUR commander at
that time, General Bolte, pointed out that this was a dubious approach since,
in the event of hostilities, he would be fully engaged directing the Central Army
Group. As an alternative, he suggested appointing a senior U.S. Army general
as a permanent member of the Allied Land Forces staff, acting as adviser for
atomic operations. Bolte’s successor, General Hoge, carried this approach one
step further by providing liaison teams to all allied headquarters, corps and
above, to advise their commanders on the employment of atomic weapons.?!

Although the supreme allied commander and the SHAPE staff took an
obvious interest in the training and readiness of the various allied forces,
they focused to an even greater extent on the development of the USAREUR
Communications Zone and the line of communications through France.
Because much of NATO’s wartime resupply and reinforcements would have
to come from the United States, it was clear to both Eisenhower and Ridgway
that the U.S. Army’s supply facilities and logistical network would support the
military forces of the entire alliance. Ridgway, in particular, closely monitored
the construction of depots and supply points throughout the Communications
Zone and took great interest in the construction of the petroleum and lubricants
pipeline from the French ports to the Rhine. The SACEUR emphasized the
point by directing his immediate deputy, General Handy, to get all senior
leaders involved in supporting the project and to provide “ceaseless command
supervision” to ensure that the job got done on time.?

Thus, by 1954, the U.S. Army’s role as a deterrent to Soviet expansion in
Europe—indeed the service’s very existence—was thoroughly intertwined with
the success of the NATO alliance. The Army as an institution had moved into a
critical period as the nation adopted a military and strategic policy that not only
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turned increasingly toward air power and atomic weapons, but also questioned
the cost and utility of large conventional forces. For the next several years,
service leaders experimented with innovations in technology, organization,
and doctrine as they attempted to prove to the Eisenhower administration
that the Army had a role to play on the modern atomic battlefield. For much
of that time, it was primarily the commitment of USAREUR and the Seventh
Army to Europe and NATO that kept alive the Army’s tradition as a ground
combat force.”

Army Support for Military Assistance Programs in Europe

Before the alliance could deploy a credible defense against the Soviet Union,
however, most of its member nations required assistance in building up their
own military strength. Of the member nations, only the United States was in
a position to supply military materiel and economic assistance to the rest. As
the United States military representative for military assistance in Europe,
the EUCOM commander inherited responsibility for the coordination of
Department of Defense activities in support of the Mutual Defense Assistance
Program in Europe authorized by President Truman in 1949. The Joint Chiefs
established military missions representing the Army, the Navy, and the Air
Force to advise the various governments receiving U.S. military aid, and
prepared to deploy them early in 1950. It was the duty of those missions, called
military assistance advisory groups (MAAG), to assist host governments in
preparing requests for military aid and in forwarding them with appropriate
recommendations to the United States. They would also help to develop and
to implement training plans for the introduction of new equipment.*

Further details of the European Command’s role in the implementation
of the program came together in early 1950. It assumed responsibility for
providing administrative assistance to advisory missions; for opening its training
facilities to allied military students; and for coordinating the storage, repair,
processing, and delivery of vehicles, weapons, and equipment that would go to
foreign defense forces. The Joint Chiefs also assigned to EUCOM the tasks of
supervising the groups’ internal organization, supplying administrative services

B Memorandum of Discussion at the 227th Meeting of the National Security Council, Friday,
3 Dec 1954, in FRUS, 1952-1954,vol. 2, National Security Affairs, pt. 1, pp. 803-06; Watson, The
Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Policy, 1953—1954, pp. 61-66. For additional information on
the effect of the New Look on NATO strategy, see Ronald E. Powaski, The Entangling Alliance:
The United States and European Security, 1950—-1993 (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1994).

2 Annual Narrative Rpt, 1 Jan-31 Dec 1950, HQ, EUCOM, pp. 135-45, Historians files,
CMH; Huston, Outposts and Allies, pp. 145-46. For additional information on the origins of
the Military Assistance Program in Europe, see Chester J. Pach Jr., Arming the Free World: The
Origins of the U.S. Military Assistance Program, 1945—1950 (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1991); Lawrence S. Kaplan, A Community of Interests: NATO and the Military
Assistance Program, 1948-1951 (Washington, D.C.: Historical Office, Office of the Secretary
of Defense, 1980).



for their military and civilian personnel, and arranging for logistical support
that was not provided by the State Department.?

To coordinate the various advisory missions throughout Europe, the
Joint Chiefs established the Joint American Military Advisory Group. At
an orientation meeting in London in January 1950, representatives from the
various agencies involved in setting up military assistance programs in Europe
agreed to include the Joint American Military Advisory Group and advisory
group personnel within the authorized troop strength of EUCOM as part of the
EUCOM staff. In March, the joint advisory group published a basic directive to
all military assistance advisory groups, setting forth policies to govern missions,
organization and operations, reporting channels, signal communications, and
matters such as decorations and publicity.?

As military assistance programs for Europe got underway, responsibility
for delivering military equipment to the recipient nations fell to EUCOM.
During the initial years of the program, shipments were to include equipment
excess to the needs of U.S. forces. The first priority was to provide equipment
to meet maintenance and training requirements of existing allied forces and
then to fill unit materiel deficiencies or to modernize materiel for their forces
in being. Only then would the program shift to providing equipment for new
allied units that were part of the planned force buildup. The initial shipments
programmed for the NATO allies included about forty-two thousand tons of
vehicles, ammunition, and equipment.?’

American efforts to support and equip NATO allies benefited, in part,
from the stockpiles of World War II vehicles and equipment that U.S. armed
forces still retained under their control. Late in 1951, the Department of the
Army proposed a large-scale endeavor known as the “World War II Vehicle
Replacement Program,” designed to refurbish older vehicles in the hands of
American forces and prepare them for shipment to allied nations after they
were replaced with more modern equipment. As a result of the initiative, the
European Command agreed to recondition approximately 25,500 World War
IT vehicles during the period between October 1951 and the end of 1952. The
exchange got off to a slow start, however, because delays in shipping the newer
vehicles to Europe left American units reluctant to turn in their old equipment
until replacements were on hand. After a directive from the president in
January 1952 to accelerate deliveries to recipient nations, EUCOM increased
the emphasis placed on the program. At the monthly meeting between senior
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EUCOM leaders and the U.S. High Commissioner for Germany (HICOG) in
February 1952, Maj. Gen. Aaron Bradshaw Jr., EUCOM Chief of Logistics,
reported that the delay in transferring old vehicles to the repair facility had
become a serious bottleneck in the system. He warned U.S. commanders that
if they could not keep pace in turning in the older vehicles, the new items would
go directly to NATO countries. As a result of this new emphasis, EUCOM
shops and depots had rebuilt and delivered 41,200 vehicles to NATO countries
by 31 December 1952.%

Also in response to the president’s directive, the Department of the Army
and the European Command decided to divide the vehicle transfer program
into two parts and to run the exchange of tracked vehicles separately. Late in
1951, the Army notified EUCOM that it would ship new M47 Patton tanks to
Europe in the coming year to replace older M26 Pershing models in use by the
troops. The Department of the Army expected the command to deliver one
older tank to selected NATO countries for each new model it received. Because
American forces did not yet have their full complement of tanks, however,
the Army Chief of Staff, General Collins, authorized the command to retain
its older tanks until it had reached its full authorization of 1,640. Once it did,
American units would begin turning in one older M26 for each new M47 they
received. By the end of 1952, the command had all of its M47 tanks in place and
had rebuilt 988 older M26 tanks for delivery to France, Belgium, and Italy.”

The wheeled and tracked vehicle rebuilding efforts were only part of the
overall military assistance the United States provided to its allies. By the end
of 1952, Army units had collected, rebuilt, and delivered almost ten thousand
radios and more than one thousand pieces of engineer equipment. Meanwhile,
an ordnance small-arms program had restored more than twelve thousand
weapons and placed them in stockpiles for future delivery.*

The redesignation of EUCOM as USAREUR in August 1952 and the
establishment of the new headquarters, U.S. European Command, brought
about a shift in the responsibilities for carrying out the Mutual Security
Program. The U.S. European Command assumed the role as the senior U.S.
military headquarters in the theater, reporting directly to the Department of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Under the reorganization, the functions
of the Joint American Military Advisory Group were to be absorbed by the
military assistance division of U.S. EUCOM headquarters. Once the new
headquarters was established, however, the division delegated many of those
responsibilities back to USAREUR, including budgeting, funding, civilian
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personnel administration, and related reporting requirements. The USAREUR
headquarters retained responsibility for carrying out the Army portion of the
military assistance program.?!

The wheeled vehicle program drew to a close in 1953 and the tracked
vehicle program a year later. By mid-1954, USAREUR had no more World
War Il-vintage vehicles, weapons, or equipment to refurbish. By the end of the
year, of the fourteen shops that had started working on items in September
1951, only four remained open: the rebuild depots at Schwébisch-Gmiind,
Ober-Ramstadt, Boblingen, and Mainz. Subsequent mutual aid deliveries
would come directly from the United States without needing major restoration
in Europe. The U.S. Army, Europe, however, continued to play a role in the
reception, initial storage, and minor maintenance of military equipment in the
course of delivering it to recipient nations. For example, most of Stockpile A,
approximately 227,000 tons of materials reserved for Austria once it regained
its sovereignty, was stored at the Fontenet Ordnance Depot in France. Smaller
amounts resided in warehouses in Austria maintained by U.S. forces there.*

In areport early in 1953 to General Ridgway, General Handy wrote that the
effectiveness of every piece of equipment, no matter how modern, depended on
the ability of its operators to use and to maintain it properly. For that reason,
he said he believed that the additional training and technical assistance U.S.
Army personnel provided to the NATO allies were at least as important as the
equipment itself. In addition, the training gave the United States an opportunity
to teach sound military doctrine and procedures, the value of which would
outlast the equipment furnished.*

For that reason, the EUCOM operations, plans, and training staff and
the Joint American Military Advisory Group developed plans from the very
beginning of the program to teach people how to use the equipment properly. As
early as February 1950, Department of Defense guidance stipulated that foreign
governments had to request training to receive it, and then only if U.S. military
assistance advisory groups certified that a nation was unable to do the job on
its own. The principal objective of the effort was to develop a cadre of foreign
instructors who could then assume responsibility for the rest of the program
in their country. The plan included the assignment of foreign students to U.S.
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tactical units to gain on-the-job experience and to attend selected schools and
centers within the command.*

Instruction opened at EUCOM training centers in May and offered
forty-seven courses ranging in length from one to ten weeks. More than fifteen
hundred foreign students received training under the primary 1950 program
with an additional ninety-nine included in a supplemental summer program.
Students from Belgium, Denmark, France, [taly, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
and Norway received instruction at various EUCOM schools, including the
Signal School at Ansbach, the Engineer School at Murnau, the Ordnance School
at Eschwege, the Transportation Corps Training Center at Hammelburg, and
the Tank Training Center at Vilseck. Others joined elements of the 1st Infantry
Division or the U.S. Constabulary at Grafenwohr, Sonthofen, Vaihingen, or
Fuesson to observe training and to receive on-the-job instruction. In addition,
sixty-six students from eight countries attended the fall maneuver, Exercise
RamBow, where they were attached to participating units to gain familiarity
with U.S. doctrine and methods in the field.*

By 1954, fourteen nations allied with the United States as part of the
NATO treaty or other security agreements had participated in Mutual Defense
Assistance Program training. Although USAREUR schools continued to
offer instruction to foreign students, discussions with country representatives
revealed that instead of classroom instruction, students were more interested
in seeing how the U.S. Army operated in the field. The Seventh Army and
USAREUR indicated that they could support some additional, limited training,
as long as the assistance required did not interfere with their own training or
operational readiness. Seventh Army leaders, in particular, requested that
visits be coordinated at least three months in advance, that no more than five
visitors would join a battalion at any one time, and that their visits would last
no more than three weeks. In addition, Army officials expected visitors to have
knowledge of conversational English and at least three months of training in
their own army prior to their visits. Despite a number of requests, USAREUR
and Seventh Army commanders refused to authorize the creation of traveling
training assistance teams because the extensive amount of time the teams would
be on the road would adversely affect readiness and training in their own units.*
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At the end of 1954, U.S. military assistance programs had been active in
Europe for five years. During that time, EUCOM, USAREUR, and Army units
throughout Europe had participated in the transfer of vast quantities of military
equipment to allied nations and in the training of allied personnel to use the
goods they had received. In so doing, the service made a significant contribution
toward the creation of a viable defense force for Western Europe, and to some
extent, had helped to standardize the way NATO military forces trained and
maintained their equipment. Despite this progress, American political and
military leaders pointed out that only the participation of a restored West
German military component could provide the alliance with the manpower
necessary to stand up to a Communist attack.

The Military Liaison Missions and the USAREUR Soviet Relations
Advisory Committee

While the enormous Mutual Defense Assistance Program provided millions
of dollars worth of military aid to allied nations, smaller USAREUR enterprises
also made significant contributions to Western European security. Consisting
of no more than fourteen people, the U.S. Military Liaison Mission not only
provided an expedient means of communicating with Soviet occupation officials,
but also served the allies as a valuable set of eyes behind the Iron Curtain.

By April 1947, both sides recognized the need for a mechanism to protect
their interests in each other’s zones of control and to address issues that arose
between their military forces before they could evolve into serious confronta-
tions. The Soviets had already reached agreements with the British and the
French, establishing liaison teams in their respective zones. The British had
signed the initial agreement with the Soviets on 16 September 1946, calling for
the accreditation of teams of thirty-seven to each side. The French had also
signed an agreement with the Soviets on 3 April 1947, allowing for the exchange
of eighteen personnel.’

The United States and the Soviet Union reached a similar agreement 5
April 1947, when General Huebner and General Malinin signed an agreement
authorizing an exchange of military liaison missions accredited to the commander
in chief of each nation’s occupation forces. In the Soviet Zone, the U.S. mission
would be stationed in Potsdam, while the Soviet mission would be based at
Frankfurtin the U.S. Zone. The agreement authorized members of each mission to
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travel anywhere within the zone in which they were stationed, except for military
facilities, without escort or supervision. In addition to establishing a liaison to the
Soviet headquarters, the functions assigned to the U.S. team included providing
aid to U.S. personnel in the Soviet Zone, assisting in implementing agreements
related to graves registration, extraditing prisoners for trial in the U.S. Zone, and
protecting U.S. trains from pilferage in crossing the Soviet Zone.*

The U.S.-Soviet agreement limited the respective missions to fourteen
personnel. The U.S. contingent was composed largely of Army officers with a
few enlisted drivers, but it also included one representative each from the U.S.
Navy and the U.S. Air Force. The relatively small size was primarily the result
of vocal opposition from U.S. counterintelligence agencies to the presence of
many Soviets roaming freely in the U.S. sector of Germany. Accredited mission
members carried Soviet travel and identification cards, printed in German and
Russian, allowing them freedom of travel throughout the Soviet Zone. By the
letter of the agreement, all members were to be military, with “no political
representation.”

To support the fourteen mission members accredited to the Soviet Union,
USAREUR also maintained a rear echelon office in the U.S. sector of Berlin.
Staff there included an operations and security control officer, an operations
sergeant, an administrative sergeant, two stenographers, and a driver. The
Berlin office maintained liaison with the U.S. commander in Berlin and stored
files of classified documents not allowed in the main compound in Potsdam.
The office also provided some administrative support to the mission, although,
in accordance with the agreement, most routine administrative and logistical
support remained the responsibility of the Soviet Army.*

When not touring East Germany, mission members split their time between
the headquarters in Potsdam and West Berlin. Most of the U.S. mission officers
were married, and their families lived in the American sector of West Berlin,
where housing and educational and recreational facilities were superior to those
that the Soviets provided in their zone. Nonetheless, USAREUR encouraged
officers and their families to spend weekends at the Potsdam House, as the
mission headquarters in the Soviet Zone came to be called. The Soviets and
East Germans also allowed them to travel in the Soviet Zone and to stay in East
German hotels. As a result, many were able to observe the disparity between
the standards of living prevalent on each side. The enlisted drivers for the
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mission were mostly young and unmarried. They lived in the Potsdam House for
several months at a time, with periodic reliefs for less strenuous service in West
Berlin.#*!

The breakdown of postwar joint allied occupation machinery for Germany,
the Berlin blockade, and the division of Europe into Eastern and Western camps
created an environment radically different from that which had prevailed prior
to the signing of the Huebner- Malinin Agreement. Military and civilian leaders
on both sides looked for ways to increase their understanding of the other side’s
capabilities and intentions. Allied commanders demanded improved intelligence
capabilities to better understand the training, organization, and capabilities of
Soviet military forces, particularly the estimated twenty-two divisions that made
up the Group of Soviet Occupation Forces in Germany. That was the largest
Soviet military force outside the Soviet Union and would be the vanguard of
any advance against the West.*

It did not take Western leaders long to recognize that the officers of the
military liaison mission, with their legal and theoretically unlimited access to the
Soviet Zone of Germany, were ideally positioned to collect exactly the kind of
information that Western commanders required. As the tensions between East
and West increased, both sides began to use their missions to gather intelligence
and monitor military movements within their respective zones. Although
subsequent agreements had established secured areas that were off limits to
the missions, both sides engaged in a sort of cat-and-mouse game, seeking to
gather intelligence with their own personnel while attempting to suppress the
movements and information gathering of the other side.*

While U.S. officials formally protested any limitations placed on their
mission in East Germany, they also directed American soldiers to monitor the
movements of the Soviet mission at all times. Whenever U.S. troops encountered
a Soviet team, they were to forward a spot report through intelligence channels
to USAREUR headquarters. Reports were to include information on the date
and time of the sighting, location, a description of the vehicle and the occupants,
and the direction of travel. Although the soldiers were specifically ordered not
to attempt to impede the Soviets in any way, incidents did occur. One soldier
recalled that occasionally an American tank might “accidentally” push a Soviet
vehicle off the narrow German roads.*

Early attempts at military espionage by U.S. mission personnel were, by
most accounts, fairly amateurish. Initially, there was little coordination of effort
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with other missions and no clearly established network for the consolidation
and evaluation of reports. Most officers lacked any formal intelligence training,
and almost none spoke Russian at more than a rudimentary level. By 1950,
however, the mission began to coordinate its intelligence-gathering efforts with
its British and French counterparts, and after the dissolution of the military
occupation government in Germany, it submitted its reports to the USAREUR
deputy chief of staff for intelligence. After 1951, all officers assigned to the U.S.
mission received a two-year course of instruction in German and Russian. In
addition, members received compulsory intelligence training and follow on
instruction in photography and memory enhancement.*

Mission officers also received improved equipment to facilitate their new
assignments. Sturdy Chevrolets, better suited to mission tours in East Germany,
replaced the smaller, more fragile Opels. Each sedan averaged about forty
thousand miles per year, mostly in the Soviet Zone. The heavier cars held up
better during drives that frequently included maneuvering off asphalted roads
onto forest trails, across streams, and through ditches in order to observe
restricted military installations or to hide while watching passing military
convoys. Externally, the vehicles were standard U.S. military sedans, painted
olive, with clearly identifiable license plates. Later models would include product
improvements such as additional fuel tanks, heavy-duty shock absorbers, and
switches enabling independent control of brake lights to confuse Soviet or East
German agents who frequently tailed the U.S. tours.*

Most of the key priorities for military intelligence collection in East
Germany were established by USAREUR and NATO. Of primary importance
to Western analysts was an assessment of readiness and capabilities of Soviet
forces in Germany for offensive action against Berlin, West Germany, or all of
Western Europe. Mission observers reported on troop training, deployment,
mobilization, armament, enhancement of communications capabilities, and
changes in logistics, any of which might provide indications of an impending
attack. Although most reports focused on Soviet military activities, the mission
also provided information on East German forces as they grew in strength
and capability. Observers took particular note of new weapons or equipment,
especially any that involved atomic or chemical warfare. Mission reports
suggested a particular interest in whether units returned to home station
once exercises were complete. Failure to do so would have indicated a shift in
disposition, or more important, a potential for hostile action.*’

U.S. mission members conducted their assignments, or tours, in teams
usually consisting of a driver and an observer. Tours could last anywhere from
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part of a day to several days, although the average trip lasted about forty-eight
hours. To begin the journey, the driver would pick up his officer or observer
in West Berlin, at his home or at the rear echelon headquarters. First was the
challenge of leaving West Berlin. In January 1952, the Soviets closed most
checkpoints into and out of Berlin. The only access point that was open to
U.S. traffic, including U.S. mission personnel, was the checkpoint that marked
the end of the autobahn leading into Berlin. To arrive at the checkpoint, all
vehicles leaving Berlin had to cross the Potsdam Bridge. It was thus a simple
matter for Soviets or East Germans, assigned to tail the mission vehicles, to
wait for their quarry to cross the bridge. What usually followed was a car chase
straight out of Hollywood as the U.S. mission team would attempt to lose their
pursuers. With the more powerful automobiles and more experienced drivers,
it was usually only a matter of time before mission personnel were successful.*

Although the Soviets occasionally conducted their own surveillance, it
was usually the East Germans who tried to follow the U.S. tours. However,
when East German agents detained U.S. mission personnel, they immediately
transported them to the local Soviet commandant. In most cases the Soviet
officer dismissed the East Germans at once. After a pro forma lecture on
maintaining the terms of the agreement and not pushing their privileges of access
too far, the Americans were usually quickly released. The Soviet recognition of
East German sovereignty had no effect on the military liaison missions. They
continued on as if the occupation were still in effect. Neither East nor West
Germany had any standing when it came to the U.S.-Soviet agreement.*

At times, surveillance and harassment efforts took a harder edge, as the
Communists attempted to detain or damage an American vehicle. Col. August
E. Schanze, the U.S. chief of mission, described one such encounter in a letter
of protest he filed with Col. Gen. Semion Ivanov, the deputy chief of staff for
the group of Soviet occupation forces in Germany. On a mission beginning 19
March 1952, U.S. personnel drove to Stralsund, on the northern coast of East
Germany, where they stayed the night. The Americans were followed by four
Soviets dressed in civilian clothes for the entire trip. While they stayed overnight
in a hotel, two of the Soviets remained in the car while the other two sat in the
hotel lobby. The next morning the Soviet vehicle was joined by another, also
carrying four men in civilian clothing. As the Americans traveled along the
autobahn, one of the Soviet cars began aggressively passing the mission car,
driving for extended periods in the oncoming lane and occasionally bumping
them. At one point the driver threw a bottle out his window onto the pavement
ahead of the American car, and U.S. officers reported that he appeared to be
intoxicated. In a format long established by both sides, Schanze reminded the
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Soviet officer that such actions were a discredit to the Soviet Army and not in
accordance with the Huebner-Malinin Agreement.>

Despite the eagerness with which the mission officers embraced their new
assignments, it was important that they retain at least the fagade of fulfilling
their official liaison responsibilities. When the Stars and Stripes printed a
story that referred to the Soviet Military Liaison Mission as spies, the chief
of the U.S. mission responded sharply in a letter to the chief USAREUR civil
affairs officer. In his letter, he warned that such references were inaccurate and
objectionable, and would lead to the Soviets applying a similar description to
his own activities. Continuation of such accusations and rhetoric could well
make his situation in East Germany untenable.!

In September 1952, as incidents involving the military liaison missions
increased, USAREUR established a formal Soviet Relations Advisory
Committee to handle the staff actions that resulted. The committee consisted
of the director, intelligence division; the director, civil affairs division; and the
chief, public information division. The director, operations, plans, organization,
and training division and the political adviser were also regular participants
in meetings of the committee. Official functions of the committee included
preparing USAREUR policy with regard to the military liaison missions,
adapting plans to counter various actions of the Soviet mission, and responding
to protests filed by the Soviet authorities. Unspoken and unofficial was the
additional function of recommending to the U.S. mission those areas in which
they were to focus their efforts to gather information.*

Both sides were careful not to take actions so serious that they might be
deemed justification for abrogating the agreement. Reciprocity became the most
important theme in dealing with each other’s liaison teams. When, in August
1952, the Soviets declared three U.S. mission members persona non grata and
expelled them from East Germany, the Americans reciprocated by relieving
three members of the Soviet Military Mission in Frankfurt. When the Soviets
denied the American chief of mission access to a crossing point more convenient
than the Helmstedt checkpoint, the Americans denied a similar request from
the Soviet mission at their earliest opportunity. At times, the policy seemed
to get in the way of effective liaison between the two sides. In June 1953, an
exasperated Colonel Schanze wrote to the chief of the USAREUR civil affairs
division that he needed help in reining in the actions of the U.S. military police
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and the West German police against members of the Soviet mission. Each
time that he went to the Soviets to complain about the way his personnel had
been treated, he said, he found that the Western police had done something to
completely nullify his complaints. The end result, he concluded, was that they
were annoying the Soviets and causing them to submit his own personnel to
longer and more stressful detentions.™

Although the expansion of the U.S. Military Liaison Mission’s intelligence
role downgraded the liaison function to secondary status, the responsibilities
did not disappear entirely and, in fact, also contributed to the overall picture of
Soviet outlook and intentions. Mission members used their periodic contact with
Soviet senior officers to develop biographic sketches of each officer and to elicit
as much as possible their views on current events and the East-West relationship.
In addition to those contacts brought about by professional requirements, each
side also hosted social events designed to foster improved relations between
the two forces. The U.S. mission hosted three large functions at the Potsdam
House each year. These included a celebration commemorating the anniversary
of the meeting of U.S. and Soviet forces at Torgau in 1945, an Independence
Day picnic, and a Thanksgiving Day dinner. These were usually lavish events
and often included wives and families. Engagements sponsored by the Soviet
forces allowed U.S. mission officers to form impressions of morale-boosting
activities among the Soviet troops, including housing conditions and provisions
for dependents and the support and recreational facilities available to them.>*

Even though U.S. and Soviet personnel formed few real friendships as a result
of this regular interaction, both sides were able to maintain a cordial working
relationship even during politically tense periods. The relationship survived any
number of detentions and incidents, some of them quite serious, because each
side recognized the useful arrangement it stood to lose if disagreements escalated
to Washington and Moscow. Every now and then, however, signs of genuine
kindness shined through the official rhetoric. In May 1953, Colonel Schanze
learned through a casual conversation that Senior Lieutenant Makarov, an officer
with the Soviet External Relations Branch, had developed a fondness for singer
Patti Page’s rendition of “Doggie in the Window.” Schanze arranged through
a colleague at the local armed forces radio station to send a copy of the record
to Makarov.”

The relationship between the U.S. Mission and the East Germans was
usually more troublesome. The East Germans held the opinion that cessation of
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major parts of the Potsdam Agreements, the breakdown of the Allied Control
Council in Berlin, and the formation of two German states had voided the
basis for the existence of the Allied missions on their territory. Although East
Germany’s political leaders and, by extension, its police forces, denied the
legitimacy of the U.S. mission, Soviet forces stationed throughout the country
ensured enforcement of the Huebner-Malinin Agreement. In most cases, East
German authorities detaining U.S. mission personnel quickly turned them over
to the Soviets, who then released the detainees once the pro forma warnings
and lectures had been dispensed with.

In retrospect, both the U.S. and the Soviet military missions served an
important role in preventing minor disagreements from escalating into more
dangerous confrontations. Their presence behind enemy lines gave assurances
to each side that the other was not preparing for imminent hostilities. Initially
designed to provide a channel for communications between the two occupation
forces, the missions gradually evolved into a kind of mutual inspection system,
which greatly reduced the possibility of armed conflict. The U.S. Mission served
as a point of contact with the Soviets in East Germany that kept open a channel
for quiet negotiations and helped to avoid irresponsible military actions by either
side. Ultimately, the missions provided an example of East-West cooperation
from which later efforts toward détente and arms control might evolve.*’

Moving the Alliance Forward

The creation of a military command structure for NATO and the replenish-
ment of allied armed forces were important initial steps in building security for
Western Europe. They symbolized the evolution of the North Atlantic Treaty
from a political agreement to a true military alliance. At the same time, NATO
military leaders understood that these preparations would be meaningless if they
could not take further steps to close the gap between their military forces and
those available to the Soviets in Eastern Europe. Despite the best of intentions,
it was unlikely that the nations of Western Europe would be able to follow
through on their commitments made at the Lisbon Conference. One source of
military power, however, remained as yet, untapped. A rearmed West Germany
might just provide the manpower and hardware to bring NATO’s forces into
relative balance with those of the Soviet bloc. As the alliance moved forward,
most realized that achieving that goal would not be easy.
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S5

REARMING THE GERMANS

Despite the commitments the NATO allies had made at Lisbon in 1952,
it was clear to alliance leaders that they would be unable to provide sufficient
forces for a conventional defense of Western Europe without the participation of
West Germany. Throughout the early 1950s, member nations struggled to find
a way to integrate German manpower into NATO defenses without renewing
fears of German militarism that had plunged Europe into war three times in
the previous century. When, in 1954, the European Defense Community (EDC)
failed to win approval in the French National Assembly, the Americans began
a unilateral effort to bring a rearmed Germany into the NATO alliance.

Working Toward a German Contribution to Western European Defense

In retrospect, it is remarkable how quickly U.S. policy toward German
rearmament underwent a complete reversal. Although a plan by Secretary
of the Treasury Henry J. Morgenthau Jr. for the complete pastoralization of
Germany had been rejected as overly harsh, demilitarization and control over
heavy industry remained a key element of the Allied occupation during its initial
years. In 1947, U.S. policy shifted to reconstruction and economic assistance
as exemplified by the Marshall Plan. The Soviet blockade of Berlin beginning
in June 1948 and extending through May 1949 stoked allied concerns for the
security of Western Europe. When the United States joined the NATO alliance
in April 1949, it committed its armed forces to a defense of Western Europe in
the event of a Soviet attack.!

By 1950, U.S. military and political leaders had begun to consider seriously
a shift in policy toward German rearmament. In February, the CIA reported
that East German “Alert Police” were conducting intensive military training
under the watchful eye of Soviet officers. This force of thirty-five thousand
men was organized into battalion-size units and included specialized artillery,
tank, signal, and engineer units. The CIA concluded that the only reasonable
purpose for such a force was to serve as the nucleus for a restored East German
Army. Although the West Germans had also established substantial police and
security elements, albeit without tanks and artillery, American leaders denied

! Ziemke, The U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany, pp. 102-08.



any formal consideration of West German rearmament. On 2 May, however,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised the secretary of Defense that “from the military
point of view, the appropriate and early rearming of Western Germany is of
fundamental importance to the defense of Western Europe against the USSR.”
Concerned that talk of German rearmament was premature and would disrupt
Western European unity, President Truman was not open to the advice. In a
16 June 1950 memo to the secretary of State, he referred to it as “militaristic”
and “not realistic with present conditions.”?

The North Korean invasion of South Korea on 25 June 1950 cast the
question of German rearmament into an entirely new light. Many American
political leaders saw a connection between the attacks in Korea and the perilous
situation in Western Europe. Sentiment grew in Congress to encourage the
Germans to take a hand in their own defense. In September, as U.S. soldiers
in Korea fought to maintain defensive positions around the port city of Pusan,
the U.S. High Commissioner for Germany, John J. McCloy, traveled to
Washington to discuss with the president the creation of a West German defense
force. Shortly thereafter, Secretary of State Dean G. Acheson announced his
support for rearmament, saying that the United States needed to find a way for
the Germans to contribute to the defense of Western Europe. By early 1952,
General Eisenhower, Supreme Allied Commander, informed his senior staff that
he regarded German rearmament and the integration of German forces into
Western European defenses as his highest priority. As one German scholar later
noted wryly, while the Korean War may not have been the father of German
rearmament, it certainly proved to be the obstetrician.?

Evidence of U.S. military support for German rearmament began to
appear in USAREUR’s burgeoning relationship with the West German border
police, the Bundesgrenzschutz. The Department of the Army and the Joint
Chiefs of Staft discouraged any official USAREUR support for the German
police that might be interpreted by the Soviets as encouraging some form of
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remilitarization. Nonetheless, the command’s leaders and units steadily forged
a close relationship that began to lay the groundwork for a new German Army.

In September 1950, German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer had taken
the first steps to establish a federal police force that would provide customs
and border control and serve as a counter to the East German paramilitary
Volkspolizei. He envisioned a highly mobile force of some twenty thousand
men, equipped with light arms and machine guns. German officials informed
EUCOM that, under those limitations, the police force could in no way be
considered an army, but they did allow that it might eventually become the
nucleus of a German contribution to a European Defense Force.*

Regular communication and coordination between the organization and
U.S. military units had begun almost immediately after its formation in 1951.
In July, Maj. Gen. George P. Hayes, Deputy United States High Commissioner
for Germany, relayed a request to the European Command for armored cars to
be used by the border police. Hayes indicated that, while he would not approve
the issue of the medium weight cars the Germans requested, he would agree to
deliver up to sixty light M8 armored cars if EUCOM could provide them in a
reasonable amount of time. He also asked EUCOM to supply a limited number
of 60-mm. mortars with training ammunition. The headquarters responded
that it had the equipment on hand and would turn it over to the Germans once
it had approval from the Department of the Army. That came in November.
When the German police began active patrolling along the border, early in
1952, they had M8 armored cars at their disposal.’

Late in 1951 and early in 1952, representatives from EUCOM, the Seventh
Army, and the Bundesgrenzschutz held a series of meetings to clarify the role
the Germans would play in border security and to establish coordination
measures between the three commands. Officially, they agreed that it was
undesirable for the police to indulge in intelligence-gathering activities. Capt.
J. R. Haines, Director, Frontier Inspection Service in the British Zone, pointed
out, however, that the Germans were “keen young men” who would be eager
to provide whatever assistance they could. Furthermore, they would be able to
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collect intelligence by whatever means were at hand in the normal execution of
their duties. Seeing an opportunity that was too good to pass up, the Germans
and Americans set up procedures for passing information, both to the allied
powers and to the German authorities.®

The meetings also established procedures for settling border violations. The
German police took responsibility for control of illegal crossings by civilians
and by military personnel from East Germany, Czechoslovakia, and other
Eastern European countries. The Americans meanwhile retained responsibility
for apprehending, disarming, and detaining Soviet military personnel violating
the border. By February 1952, the German police and Seventh Army border
units had established effective liaison and working relationships.’

As the relationship matured, in January 1952, the chief of the operations
branch, Col. Guy L. Pace, complained about restrictions regarding the sharing
of classified allied information with the German border guards. He argued that
greater integration of operations between the Germans and Seventh Army could
increase border security, improve the exchange of intelligence information,
and eliminate misunderstandings between the two organizations. The Seventh
Army’s Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Col. Charles H. Valentine,
made an even more compelling argument. Anticipating that, in emergency
operations, the border police would come under Seventh Army control with
a clearly defined role in its overall mission, he asserted that USAREUR and
the Seventh Army needed to be able to share classified plans and information
with the Germans.?

At the same time, the Bundesgrenzschutz was itself developing a more martial
orientation. Its organization followed familiar military patterns, with twelve
battalions of four companies each. In addition, the Germans formed a naval unit
for patrolling their coastlines and a technical battalion that included engineer,
signal, and ordnance elements. The Germans established centralized schools to
train officers, noncommissioned officers, vehicle drivers, radio operators, and
technicians. All units trained initially with carbines, machine guns, and pistols,
and with the light mortars and the M8 scout cars when they arrived. The U.S.
command encouraged the Bundesgrenzschutz to use the American facilities as
long as they did not interfere with the training of U.S. forces. To that end, a
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liaison team located in Seventh Army headquarters coordinated the use of small
arms ranges with them.’

Publicly, American forces remained reluctant to be seen as too closely
associated with Bundesgrenzschutz training. When Germany’s minister of the
interior requested a joint U.S.-German exercise in September 1952, for example,
USAREUR headquarters declined. Responding to a Seventh Army request to
participate, the command’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, Brig. Gen.
Robert G. Gard, wrote that extreme caution was to be the norm in any move
that might be interpreted as an effort to develop the Bundesgrenzschutz into
a paramilitary force. Although the proposed exercise involved only normal
police functions, he continued, the mere participation of the United States
could be interpreted as containing a hidden motive. Prudence, however, did
not prevent USAREUR and Seventh Army from assisting the Germans in
more surreptitious ways. The Seventh Army, for example, provided copies of
its training manuals on civil disturbances, mountain operations, and operations
against guerrilla forces for use in training.'”

During the next year, the relationship between the Americans and the
Bundesgrenzschutz grew less circumspect. On 26 March 1953, the Germans
conducted an exercise at the Wildflecken training area in which the U.S. 373d
Armored Infantry Battalion participated. The event featured a series of attacks
on a pillbox by Bundesgrenzschutz infantry and armored cars, supported by
U.S. tanks and heavy mortars. Observers included Maj. Gen. James M. Gavin,
U.S. VII Corps Commander, and Maj. Gen. Kenneth F. Cramer of the U.S.
Southern Area Command. Brig. Gen. Einar B. Gjelstein, Seventh Army Chief
of Staff, expressed concern over the implied approval of such obvious military
training, but allowed it to proceed lest a cancellation cause more adverse
publicity than the exercise itself would generate. In his report to USAREUR,
he said he believed that no harm had been done. Ironically, the Germans had
also invited Gjelstein’s superior, Seventh Army Commander, Lt. Gen. Charles
L. Bolte, to witness the training two weeks earlier. The general expressed his
written regrets to the Bundesgrenzschutz commander, adding that he looked
forward to attending similar functions in the future.!
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USAREUR headquarters tried to hold the line on further militarization
of the German police. In a letter to the deputy U.S. High Commissioner for
Germany, Samuel Reber Jr., General Gard recommended that a request by the
German chancellor for 37-mm. antitank guns, heavier mortars, and aircraft be
disapproved. He added that it was no longer possible to provide excess military
equipment to the Germans as the command had committed all excess stocks
and spare parts to the Mutual Defense Assistance Program and earmarked
them for contingents of allied defense forces.!”

As the inevitability of eventual West German sovereignty became clear,
Army leaders no longer saw any need for subtlety in the USAREUR relation-
ship with the Bundesgrenzschutz. Just one month later, an officer from the
2d Armored Cavalry Regiment reported on a German maneuver he had
observed. He described a controlled exercise in which the police units oper-
ated in battalion- and regimental-size units in the attack and on the defense.
Their tactical performance, he said, was splendid. “Their operations strongly
resembled those of the best World War II German infantry.” He noted that
their combat effectiveness was only impaired by the absence of heavy weapons,
adequate communications equipment, and a developed supply system. He
concluded that all Bundesgrenzschutz troops bore the hallmarks of first-class
professional units.'

The ease and swiftness with which the Germans transformed the
Bundesgrenzschutz into a military organization in all but name indicates the
degree to which its members were already prepared for service. Many were World
War II veterans who had been military professionals for most of their lives. It
seems clear that USAREUR and the Seventh Army were willing participants in
this process, even though it violated guidance from the Department of the Army
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Nonetheless, the soldiers in Europe recognized
who the Bundesgrenzschutz were and what they were going to become, and
they played an important role in the transition.

Designing a Structure for German Integration—
The European Defense Community

Before the Western Allies could consider the addition of German military
units to their overall defense force, it was first necessary to create a structure
where the Germans could be integrated into the force without rekindling fears
of militarism. Several nations who had so recently suffered at the hands of the
German Wehrmacht were more than a little reluctant to see it reborn in any form.
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Whatever reservations about renewed German militarism some Western
European nations might have had, the case for rearming the Germans had become
too compelling to ignore. If the Soviet Army was to attack, all concerned preferred
a military strategy that included a strong initial stand along a line as far to the
east as possible, preferably on the Elbe River which ran through East Germany.
Allied military leaders doubted that NATO could muster the forces necessary to
defend the line without resorting to German rearmament. With the Americans
unable or unwilling to increase their commitment, only the Germans could make
up the shortfall. In addition to the nation’s soldiers, the alliance anticipated the
support of German industry as well. U.S. Ambassador to France David K. E.
Bruce wrote to the secretary of state that it would be ridiculous for the Germans
to be free to manufacture consumer goods for their own profit while the rest of
Europe was making sacrifices to strengthen the defense effort.'*

Despite the growing clamor in the United States and among NATO military
leaders for German rearmament, many Europeans, particularly the French, were
reluctant to remilitarize their former foe. In October 1950, only slightly more
than five years had passed since the end of World War I1. Heads of government
throughout Europe had suffered at the hands of Nazi aggression. The French
Defense Minister, Jules Moch, whose son had been garroted by the Germans
during the war for aiding the resistance, threatened to resign and bring down
the French government if German participation in Western European defense
was allowed. Moch warned that a rearmed Germany would soon abandon the
Western alliance and side with the superior military strength of the Soviets.!

Nonetheless, the French realized that they could not long resist American
pressure to add German divisions to the defenses of Western Europe. On 24
October 1950, French Premier Rene Pleven presented to the French Assembly a
plan to integrate German units into a new, experimental NATO force. German
manpower, no larger than battalion size in strength, would be assigned to cadres
withdrawn from existing French divisions to form new, composite units. As
part of his proposal, Pleven asked for guarantees from the United States and
Great Britain that they would not allow Germany to create a national army.
Defense Minister Moch also made it clear that France would not tolerate a
German Defense Ministry, a general staff, or German divisions.'¢
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American diplomats and senior military staff recognized immediately the
difficulties inherent in such a plan. If German participation was to be dependent
upon an integrated European defense establishment, it would be subject to
innumerable delays while the allies debated and negotiated the details of that
organization. Almost all of the NATO military leaders agreed that attempting to
form effective military forces by mixing regiments, battalions, or companies of
different nationalities was militarily unsound and could not produce a fighting
army. In addition, the approach seemed to consign Germany permanently to
a second-class status with no control over its military units once they had been
raised and turned over to the European Defense Community, as the proposed
organization came to be called. In describing the proposal, Secretary Acheson
observed that while the German people might be willing to participate in a
true European army in which all nations were treated equally, they would not
participate in a plan where they were openly and blatantly treated as inferiors.
Indeed, one German weekly newspaper observed that what the French truly
wanted was German forces superior to the Soviet Army, but inferior to the
French Army."”

French reluctance was not the only obstacle on the path to German
rearmament. Many Germans themselves were reluctant to remilitarize. Some
feared that restoration of a German army would only provoke a Soviet attack,
resulting in the complete devastation of their homeland. Others had been
genuinely relieved to be rid of the Prussian-based military caste and worried
that rearmament would resurrect the remnants of that military state. Perhaps
the most prevalent concern was that, by restoring their armed forces and casting
their lot so firmly with the West, they would indefinitely postpone the national
reunification that remained the strongest political motivation in Germany. This
desire was so obvious to Western analysts that some expressed unease that, as
the Germans’ influence and strength within the alliance grew, they might argue
that NATO’s objectives should extend to the reunification of their nation.'

Of particular concern to those eager to incorporate German soldiers into the
defenses of Western Europe was the attitude of those officers and men who had
fought in the Wehrmacht during World War I1. In many cases the initial response
had been described as ohne mich (without me). However, encouraged by former
leaders such as Hasso E. F. von Manteuffel, Franz Halder, and Hans Speidel,
this reluctance began to change. One by one, various veterans’ organizations
began to express their grudging support for German participation in Western
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defense. Although many still expressed fears that they might, at some point, be
abandoned by their erstwhile allies, those concerns were overridden by a desire
not to be left out of the planning process altogether."

On 27 May 1952, after more than a year of negotiations and under strong
encouragement from the United States, representatives from France, [taly, West
Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg signed the European
Defense Community Pact, which began the process of integrating the military
and economic resources of Western Europe. The resulting structure, the
European Defense Community, would strengthen NATO and support the
sort of internationally integrated military force that would ease Germany’s
transition into the alliance. Under the terms of the agreement the Germans
could organize up to twelve divisions each with a wartime strength of twelve
thousand to fifteen thousand men. These units would combine with similar-size
elements from other EDC members to form integrated corps. With the signing
of the pact, the nations entered a two-year period of planning for military and
economic integration. This allowed time for the various national parliaments
to debate and then to ratify the treaty.?

The delegations that drew up the treaty formed an ad hoc body, the
European Defense Community Interim Committee, which continued to meet to
study and resolve any problems that might arise during the ratification period.
The group contained four subcommittees: military, economic, political, and
legal. Each would develop basic plans in its area of responsibility for use in the
event that all nations ratified the agreement. In order to maintain liaison between
his headquarters and the interim commission, the U.S. EUCOM commander,
General Ridgway, created a small staff known as Detachment A, which would
later form the nucleus of a Military Assistance Advisory Group to Germany.
For the most part, the group’s contribution was limited to providing informa-
tion on U.S. military organization and procedures to German members of the
commission. Because of French reluctance to establish closer contact with the
Germans, however, each potential subject for discussion had to be cleared by
the entire commission before it could be discussed with the Germans.?!

Y Extract from Information Memo 84, U.S. High Commissioner for Germany (HICOG)
Ofc of Intel, Aug 1951, sub: Veterans Attitude Toward Rearmament, Entry 2050, USAREUR
G3 OPOT, Combat Developments Branch, Psy War Section, 1950-52, RG 549, NACP. This
subject is addressed in detail in Alaric Searle, Wehrmacht Generals, West German Society, and
the Debate on Rearmament,1949-1959 (Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 2003), and Jay Lockenour,
Soldiers as Citizens. Former Wehrmacht Officers in the Federal Republic of Germany, 1945-1955
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2001).

20 Historical Division, USAREUR, USAREUR Planning for German Army Assistance,
1955, pp. 1-3, Historical Manuscript Collection, CMH Archives; Condit, The Test of War, p.
391; “Bonn Officials Report 30,000 Applications to Join Proposed Army,” Stars and Stripes,
European Edition, 6 Jan 1953.

A Msg, HICOG, signed Reber, to State Dept, 12 Jan 1953, Entry 2105, USAREUR General
Correspondence, 1952-1955, RG 549, NACP; HQ, USAREUR, HICOG-CINCUSAREUR
Monthly Conference, 17 Jan 1955; Historical Division, USAREUR, USAREUR Planning for
German Army Assistance, 1955, pp. 1-3.



For the United States, the commander in chief, U.S. European Command,
had responsibility for administering the Mutual Security Program in Europe
and for preliminary plans regarding military assistance to West Germany. He
delegated the task of providing facilities required by initial German training
cadres to his component commanders, the commanders in chief of the
USAREUR, USAFE, and USNAVFORGER.>

The supreme allied commander delegated to the commander, Central
Army Group, responsibility for coordinating stationing plans for German
contingents in the U.S. and French zones based on Allied Land Forces, Central
Europe’s designs for deploying those units. To that end, on 17 March 1953,
Lt. Gen. Manton S. Eddy, in his role as commander in chief, Central Army
Group, hosted a conference in Heidelberg to begin developing those plans.
He directed separate working groups from the U.S. Army, Europe, and the
French Forces in Germany to study the availability of installations, facilities,
and training areas for use by German contingents. The Central Army Group
(CENTAG) headquarters would monitor their work and keep Headquarters,
Allied Land Forces, Central Europe, and the European Defense Community
Interim Committee informed of their progress.?

At this initial meeting, representatives for both sides considered how to
reconcile the needs of the future German forces for barracks and training
space with the requirements of the American troops already present. Guidance
from the Allied Land Forces, Central Europe (ALFCE), emphasized that the
positioning of the combat elements of the proposed German forces had to
conform with already approved deployment plans, while service elements might
be stationed elsewhere. The proposed German force was represented by officials
from the Dienststelle Blank, an office named for its chief, Theodor Blank, who
the chancellor had designated to deal with questions related to military forces
in Germany. The chief German delegate, Col. Bogislaw Von Bonin, described
a two-phased approach to the activation of German contingents. Cadre units
would form first. Once fully trained, they would become the nucleus for full
divisions with supporting troops. The USAREUR representative, Lt. Col. Jack
A. Requarth, cautioned that American requirements for troop housing and
training areas had themselves yet to be fully met. While he acknowledged the
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German force’s needs in principle, he argued that barracks and training areas
might not be available in all the locations the Germans wanted.*

That warning notwithstanding, the United States tried to make the program
work. During 13-18 April, a team of personnel from USAREUR and the
Dienststelle Blank conducted a detailed survey of installations and training areas
throughout the U.S. Zone that USAREUR had designated for possible use by
the Germans. It found a new camp at the U.S. training area at Grafenwohr that
could accommodate up to five thousand troops and be available by October
1953. Another site at Hohenfels could accommodate around twenty-five
hundred men. The team also investigated a number of smaller billet areas, most
of them former Wehrmacht kasernes occupied by American units or German
civilians. The Americans agreed to study the requests and to decide which of
the facilities could be turned over to the Germans. The two sides continued
to meet on a monthly basis for the next year, identifying potential sites to be
transferred to the German armed forces and trying to anticipate and resolve
problems that would arise with the implementation of the European Defense
Community.?

In June 1954, the Germans unveiled a plan that would accommodate all of
their forces. It depended on several factors: the number of facilities relinquished
by the U.S. and French forces, the acquisition of necessary land from the
Federal Republic, and the availability of construction funds. Initially, the new
units would occupy rebuilt Wehrmacht kasernes as well as some tent camps
so that troops could be near training sites. The construction of additional
maneuver areas in Germany would be contingent on EDC approval as well as
the availability of necessary funds. Until the Germans could construct their
own training areas, they expressed the hope that USAREUR could fill in the
gap. As the summer drew to a close, the two sides moved closer and closer to
an agreement that would facilitate the activation and stationing of the new
German Army.*

By the summer of 1954, only the French had failed to ratify the European
Defense Community agreement. Opposition in that country had intensified
throughout 1953, so much so that none of the successive French governments
that held office during that time dared to submit the treaty to the National
Assembly. Influential in their opposition were General Charles de Gaulle, who
had left office but nonetheless wielded considerable personal influence, and
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Marshal Alphonse P. Juin, the commander in chief of NATO’s central region.
Although the French insisted that Germany’s armed forces be under European
control, many in France were unwilling to submit their own military to the
same requirements. Meanwhile, French Communists exploited fears of German
and American intentions and portrayed Soviet intentions as peaceful. Premier
Pierre Mendes-France finally put the treaty before the National Assembly on
28 August 1954. It was voted down two days later by a margin of 319-264. The
European Defense Community was dead.?”’

USAREUR Planning for German Army Assistance

In the wake of the French rejection, officials in the U.S. Department of
Defense decided to accelerate the process of creating a new German armed force
with or without French cooperation. The Americans assumed that, although
the French had rejected the European Defense Community plan, they would
not actively oppose a joint Anglo-American effort. As the predominant U.S.
military headquarters in Germany, it would fall to USAREUR, in coordination
with a nascent German defense establishment, to prepare the detailed plans
that would begin the process of creating a new German Army.

On 2 September 1954, Deputy Secretary of Defense Robert B. Anderson
directed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to prepare recommendations for U.S. military
assistance to West Germany. The Department’s guidance to the Joint Chiefs
included assumptions that force totals for the new German military would
closely resemble the goals originally proposed in the European Defense
Community treaty. As such, Germany’s armed forces would be limited to an
overall strength of 12 divisions, 1,326 aircraft, and 300 naval vessels. United
States military assistance to the Germans would include preparation and
training that began at the cadre stage and extended to the attainment of combat
ready units.?®

Since the German armed forces would join the defense scheme of the West
through NATO rather than the European Defense Community, the United
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States, as the leading NATO power, assumed the primary role in their formation
and training. The United States was also the only NATO member in a position
to provide the massive amounts of arms and equipment needed to get the new
German formations off the ground. The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommended
that the Department of the Army assign overall responsibility for training the
German armed forces to the commander of U.S. European Command, who
would delegate specific responsibilities to his component commanders.”

With a German contribution to Western defense moving toward realization,
NATO military leaders discussed with members of the Dienststelle Blank the
composition of the new German Army. Original German planning called for
twelve tank divisions, organized into six corps, with the potential to expand
to eighteen divisions. Officers from SHAPE headquarters argued for a more
balanced force. For the six divisions earmarked for the Center Army Group,
General McAuliffe preferred an organization composed of four infantry
divisions and two armored divisions. The Northern Army Group commander,
British General Sir Richard N. Gale, agreed with McAuliffe’s proposal, but
preferred smaller division organizations than those envisioned by the Germans
and the Americans. Both officers requested additional information on German
tactical and operational concepts before commenting further on the potential
organization of forces.*

The Germans did indeed have some thoughts about NATQO’s strategic and
operational concepts. In a 1948 paper summarizing the West’s need for German
participation, former Wehrmacht general Hans Speidel had said that allied
weaknesses made a defense along the Rhine, let alone the Elbe, questionable.
German divisions would offset this weakness, but only with a change in strategy.
In another memo drafted by Speidel and another former Wehrmacht general,
Adolph Heusinger, the Germans rejected the concept of a defense along the
Rhine because it would mean the abandonment of Western Germany, Austria,
and Switzerland to the Soviets. The paper, later endorsed by Adenauer, made
clear that the change in strategy would be the cost of German participation in
Western European defense.?!

In November 1954, the Germans presented a new plan for their eventual
contribution to the NATO defense system. It was based on an army consisting of
six infantry and six armored divisions, as well as three armored, two mountain,
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and two airborne brigades. Under this proposal, the training period for the new
German Army would expand from twenty-four to thirty-six months. Over the
first eight months, USAREUR instructors would focus primarily on training
German officers and noncommissioned officers. After that, various units would
become partially manned by the phasing in of volunteers and, somewhat later,
draftees. By the end of the process, the field army would reach its full strength
of 375,000 men. With this in mind, in December 1954, General Gruenther,
Supreme Allied Commander, in his role as the commander of the U.S. European
Command, assigned to USAREUR the responsibility for training and assistance
to the entire German Army.>

The USAREUR staff was already planning for that mission. Its assistant
chief of staff for operations had assumed overall supervision of the project,
which the Plans Section of the Center Army Group had transferred to the
USAREUR Operations Staff’s Advance Planning and Training Section.
Meanwhile, USAREUR'’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, Maj. Gen.
Robert G. Gard, had directed all of the command’s staff divisions to begin
developing plans based on their areas of responsibility. With this initial work
in place, USAREUR was prepared to move forward with the task almost as
soon as it received the assignment.*

After several exchanges of draft proposals, on 1 December 1954, the
commander in chief, U.S. European Command, issued a letter of instruction
defining USAREUR s role in the program. For the most part, this was to consist
of providing training for German cadres and specialists, furnishing logistical
support, and administering the project’s budget. To facilitate German planning,
USAREUR was to supply information and technical advice in accordance
with current security regulations and U.S. EUCOM directives. German
instructor cadres were to be trained by U.S. personnel from by the Department
of the Army and USAREUR. The U.S. Army, Europe, was also to allocate
spaces for German students in its branch and technical schools. Until such
time as the German Army’s logistical organization was capable of assuming
responsibility, USAREUR was also to provide assistance in the reception,
storage, maintenance, and distribution of vehicles, weapons, and equipment
that arrived as part of the Mutual Defense Assistance Program. Although
USAREUR took the position that it could not assume any tasks that would
affect its combat efficiency, U.S. EUCOM responded that it had no authority
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to rescind or mitigate any of the taskings but would forward to the Department
of the Army requests for additional funding, personnel, or resources.*

Final Plans for Training the New German Army

By the end of 1954, the U.S. Army in Europe had made substantial progress
in preparing to help train and develop the new German Army. Assuming that
mission, however, required the USAREUR headquarters to establish the
staff and infrastructure that could coordinate the plans and turn them into a
functioning program. Once in place, those organizations cooperated with their
German counterparts to work out the remaining details and to develop a final
plan for training.

U.S. EUCOM had originally directed USAREUR to submit a final draft
plan for training assistance by 1 February 1955. To coordinate preparation
of the program, USAREUR established an advanced planning and training
section within the training branch of the assistant chief of staff for operations.
The Department of the Army assigned Col. John A. Heintges to head the
organization. Toward the end of December, staff sections responsible for
portions of the USAREUR document realized that they needed clarification of
corresponding German plans before they could complete their work. German
plans, for example, called for complete battalions of infantry, armor, and field
artillery to demonstrate American tactics and doctrine. Heintges realized that
such a requirement could never be supported. To resolve such differences,
in January 1955, USAREUR asked for and received an extension for the
submission of the final draft plan.®

Titled the USAREUR German Army Assistance Plan, the final draft was
complete by 17 March, with concurrence by contributing general, technical,
and administrative divisions. It opened by restating the mission as USAREUR
understood it. In addition to providing training assistance during the first formal
year of the program, the command would use Mutual Defense Assistance
Program funds to render all required logistical support. It expected to continue
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the effort until the Germans were capable of training their own units, with the
objective of phasing out U.S. involvement by 1 April 1957.%

In order to oversee the implementation of the plan and to coordinate
training, USAREUR established the Control Office, German Training
Assistance Group (GTAG). This group—consisting of twelve officers, three
enlisted men, and three Department of the Army civilians—was actually a
redesignation of the advanced planning and training section that had operated
under Colonel Heintges and had developed the support plan. The office would
also serve as the single point of contact between the USAREUR commander and
the MAAG, Germany, on all matters pertaining to the provision of assistance
for the German Army.*’

The Military Assistance Advisory Group, Germany, came into existence
in December 1955 after the German government ratified a formal military
assistance agreement with the United States. Headquartered in Bonn, the
group initially consisted of members of the old Advance Planning Group that
the Joint Chiefs of Staff had established under the U.S. European Command
to coordinate military assistance planning with the Germans after the collapse
of the European Defense Community. Once formalized as a MAAG, the
organization added U.S. Air Force and Navy components in a fashion similar
to other European assistance groups. In addition to providing a direct link
between senior U.S. military headquarters and the Dienststelle Blank, the office
responsible for planning the new German armed forces, MAAG, Germany’s
mission was to assist the German government in preparing requests for aid
under the provisions of the Mutual Defense Assistance Program. Under its first
commander, U.S. Army Maj. Gen. Joseph S. Bradley, the Military Assistance
Advisory Group, Germany, reported to the U.S. ambassador on matters related
to the overall mutual security program and its coordination with American
foreign policy. The group reported to the U.S. European Command on the
stri