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CHAPTER 1
ENTRY AND INDECISION

In 1914 the great war, thought impossible by some and
long awaited and anticipated by others, burst upon European
civilization. From the Balkans 1t spread to Belglum, to
France and Russla, and then overseas to Aslia, Africa, and
the Middle Ezst. As this war of unprecedented extent unfolded,
the United States of America watched with mixed detachment
and horror.

From the time Germany violated Belglan frontiers, the
sympathy of the majorlty of Americans began to lean toward
Great Britain and France, perhaps as a result of historical,
cultural, and lingulstic ties, perhaps as a reaction to "the
rape‘of Belgium", or perhaps because of the trsditional Amer-
dcan fear of miiitarism. But in spite of the sympathy for
the British and French and Belglans there was littile feeiing
that America should enter the war; the majority of Amerlcans
viewed the war as an eggentially European affair.,

Several aspects of the confllict csused irritation in
the United States. Great Britain's far-flung blockade and
restrictions upon neutral shipping and their selzure of
contraband caused friction and disagreement. Irritating

though this was, the disagreement with Imperial Germany



was far more serious. Many Americans were repelled by an
apparently callous disregard of human life by Germany in
its waging of unrestricted submarine warfare. The final
evidence of German international blundering was the
"Zimmefman Telegram".1 Wilson felt. forced to ask Congress
for a declaration of war, and Congress, on April 6, 1917,
declaréd war upon Germany withAonly fifty-six dissenting
vates.z

When the United States entered the war a fundamentai
question arose. The question was whether the United States
would furnish the Allies--Great Britain, France, and Italy--
anything other than supplies and money. Wilson apparently
first thought the American participation in the war would be
confined primarily to economic aid, with the United States
Navy acting in concert with the Allled navies in order to
help cope with the submarine menace.3

At the time of the declaration of war, the United States
had 127,588 men in the Regular Army. The National Guard

had 80,446 men in Federal Service and 101,174 men still under

1Barbara Tuchman, The Zimmerman Telepgram (New York, 1958).

2Josephus Daniels, The Wilson Era (Chapel Hill, 1956),
p. 34. Congressional Record, 65th Congress, 2nd Session,
LV (Washington, 1917), 261, 412, 413.

3D. M. Smith, The Great Departure (New York, 1965), p. 8l4;
Anne Wintermute Lane and Louise Herrick Wall, editors, The
Letters of Franklin K. Lane (New York, 1922), pp. 252, 253,
Josephus Danlels, The Cabinet Diaries of Josephus Daniels,
edited by E. David Cronon (Lincoin, 1963), p. 142.




state control. In addition there were the Regular Army
Reserve of 4,767, the Officer Reserve Corps of 2,060 men,
the Enlisted Reserve Corps of 10,000 men and the National
Guard Reserve of 10,000 men.u This army of 335,995 was
miniscule compared to the mammoth continental armies, and
in the technical services the main forces were not equipped
for a European war, For example, the nation began the war
with only enough artillery to equip an army of 220,000, with
ammunition reserves in commensurate amounts.5 It was obvious
that this tiny force was inadequate to fight in the continen-
tal war of millions.

Nor was Congress prepsred to comm;t the United States
Army to a Buropean war 1in 1917. Ior example, Senator Thomas
S. Martin of Virginia was heard to say, "Good Lord! You're
not going to send soldiers there, are you?"6

While the debate continued in the United States, first
over entry into the war and later over the extent and the
nature of the United States participation, the War Cabinet
of Great Britaln was already debating how to usé Aﬁerican

manpower in the most efficlent manner. The War Cabinet, the

MR.F. Welgley, History of the United States Arny (New
York, 1967), pp. 357, 358. U.S. Department of Commerce,
Hlstorical Statistics of the U.S. (Washington, 1960) P. 736

5Ibid., p. 362.

6Fredrick Palmer, Newton D. Baker: America at War
(New York, 1931), I, 120.




highest éovernmental organization in Great Britain, operated
in an ad hoc .fashion with both dutles and structure undefined.
The War .Cabinet, formed from a coallition of parties, had been
organized ‘in December 1916 with five members, with the goal
of furthering national unity and pursuing the war effort more
effidiently than was possible with existing organizations.7
The head of the War Cabinet was David Lloyd George, the
Prime Minlister and a Liberal. Lloyd Géorge, a quick-witted
Welshman, had become Pflme Minister in December 1916, after
holding a series of other governmental posts. The man had

a gquick mind, unconventlional ldeas, and a bias against the
Regular Army. Among thé five members of the War Cabinet
other than the Prime jilnister, Andrew Bonar law was the

only one to hold a major office of state, the Chancellorship
of the Excheguer, and he was included in the War Cabinet

not because of this office, but because he was Leader of

the Conservative Party in the House of Commons. Two members
of the‘War Cablnet were peers, Lord Curzon and Lord Milner.
Lloyd George used them to take much of the aetailed work off
his shoulders. Curzon speclalized ln analyzing problems
before the fuli Cabinet, and Milner concentrated upon the
mass of paper work which came to the War Cabinet. The last

orlginal member was Arther Henderson whoArepresented Labour.

Maurice Henkey, The Supreme Command (London, 1961),
11, 577-581.




His membership in the War Cabinet, from which he soon resigned,
was a gesture toward Labour to complete the facade of national
unity. Arthur James Balfour, the Secretary of State for
Forelign Affalrs, because of his offlice, was a freguent visltor
at the War Cabinet and senior military and”naval officers
also regularly attended 1t.8
In Great Britaln, the shortage of manpower increasingly
weakened the British army in France. Untll 1916, Great
Britain had relied upon volunteers, not conscription. The
debate in Great Britain over the advisability of conscription
rather than a volunteer army had been long and agonized, but
by December 1916 1t had become obvicus that voluntary manpower
alone was inusufilcleunt to meet the aiumy requircmeuts.g barly
in 1917 Sir William Robertson, Chief of the Imperiai General
Staff, and thus the most lmportant military officer for the
British Empire and Commonwealth, requested an additional
500,000 men for the army by July. This request was in
eddition to the projected total that was to be madé avallable
through conscripfion. The War Cabinet refused his request.-
The British army in 1917 tdok into ;ts ranks only 800,000
men in contrast to 1,200,000 the previous year. The shortage
of manpower in Great Britain was made even more acute by |

the increasingly larger proportion of men who were unable

81p14.

9David Lloyd George, War Memoirs of David Lloyd George
(Boston, 1937), I1II, 276, 277. '




10 By the third year

to return to duty after belng wounded.
of the war,, the proportion of men who had been wounded more
than once had rlsen, and this reduced the number of men who
could be rehabilitated successfully. In summary, the manpower
situation of Great Britaln had deterlorated, and the government
had.been‘fofced to institute a severe "combing out" of the
avallable manpower--a sorting out of men employed in mines
and factories in order to determine who could be spared for
the army.. This "combing out" procedure resulted in increasing
labor troubles during the year of the Russian Revolution for
Great Britain.!

In March 1917, Fleld Marshal Sir Douglas Halg, the com-
mander of the British forces in France, reported to the VWar
Cabinet that the manpower shortage was having adverse effects

12 The first effect was to limlt reinforcements

on his army.
only to assault divisions, and because other units in the line
were not reinforced, any chance of exploiting a breakthrough
when 1t came would be limlited. The second effect was the

inabllity to replace normal battle wastage, which Halg claimed

lowered morale.

1081r William Robertson, From Private to Field Marshal
(London, 1921), p. 301.

llyemorandum by the Army Council "Supply of men for the
Army", War Cabinet 486, minute 3, March 6, 1917, CAB 23/1,
Public Record Office, London, England (microfilm).

12y5ar Cabinet 486, minute 5, March 6, 1917, CAB 23/1, P.R.O.



IHaig, commander of the British army in France at the
time :of the United States entry intec the war, was a taciturn,
aristocratic Scots cavalryman. He had begun the war as com-
mander -af the Ist Corps and in 1915 had replaced the original
commarider of the Britlsh Expeditionary Force. 'There are two
further important factors to be remembered asbout Halg: first,
he was.a,personal friend of Kihg George V; second, he was
disliked by the Prime Minister, Lloydvéeorge.13 Personalities
aside, Halg was commitﬁed to prosecuting the war in France
at whatever the cost, whereas Lloyd George sought to divert
British troops to other theatres in an attempt to flank the
enemy;lu

There was another manpower problem facing the Allles.
Since 1914, the Russian armies had stood as a counterﬁeight
‘to Germany's might. Now in 1917 after the February Revolu-
tion, the situation in Russla was becoming guestionable. And
on the Italian front, the Italian military effort was being
stymied in a rash of casualties and 1nefficiency.15

In early March 1917, Just before the United States entered

the war, the British War Cabinet examined the figures giving

13Richara Lloyd George, Lloyd Geérge (London, 1960),
pp. 175, 176. Donald McCormick, The liask of Merlin (London,
1963), p. 115. Lloyd George, War Nemoirs, VI, 352, 353.

lL’Hobert Blake, edltor, The Private Papers of Douglas Halg
(London, 1952). Duff Cooper, Halg (London, 1935). John
Terraine, Halg, The Educated Soldier (London, 1963).

155ames G. Harbord, The American Army (Boston, 1936), p. 57




the total manpower available to the British Empire and
Commonwealthu16 South Africa was capable of no major increase
of manpower other than labor forces. In Australia the sit-
uation was complex: there were untapped supplies of manpower,
but the political question of conscription cast a shadow on
the Australian government's ablility even to maintain the
strength of existing units. New Zealand had an additional
30,000 men available, Canada had the manpower avallable for
two additional divisions. Indla, because every Indian bat-
talion required British officers at the company level and
above, was experiencing difficulty in raisling sixteen new
battalions. Egypt and the Sudan were of little potentilal
help except for thne possibility of thneir raising‘labor Torces.
Some expansion pf the King's African Rifles was possible in
East Africa. The white population of Rhodesia was depleted,
and no further help could be expected from that source. The
West African colonies were able to provide little increase in
troops. Most of the white male population was reduced in the
Seychelles, Ceylén. and in Mauritius, although there was a
possibllity of a combat unit from Hong Kong. The West Indies
could furnish énly labor units. The 1dea of conscription was
unpopular in Ireland and would probably be unprofitable to
enforce, because the number of British troops fequired to
impose conscription on Ireland would not be offset by the

probable number of Irish conscripts.

16War Cabinet 41, Appendix I, January 23, 1917, CAB
23/1, PRO



On the basls of these findings, the War Cabinet reconm-
mended .raising a sixth Australian division, a second New
Zealand division, a fifth and a sixth Canadian division, and
sending these newly formed units to France. The final recom=
mendation stated that i1f the new divislons could not be formed,
whatever'infantry became avallable should be used as drafts
in existing units depleted in the fighting. Alternatively,
the number of infantry battalions in the Commonwealth divi-
slons could be reduced from twelve battalions to nine
battalions, a reduction which had already been ordered in
English divisions.17

In this context, the War Cabinet of Great Britain saw
the entrance of' the Unlted states into the war as the solution
to thelr critical manpower shortage. The War Cabinet also
discussed the possibility of Americans enlisting in the
Canadian Army, and they decided to guery the United States
government to find out 1f they were favorable toward this

proposal.18

The War Cabinet decided that the most desirableu
help would be in the form of infantry and machine gun units.19
Clearly a high level misslon to the United States was

neceSsary to discuss these various possibllities. On April

171v14.
18jar Cablnet 382, April 4, 1917, CAB 23/1, PRO.

19G.7. 812 presented to British War Cabinet on April
10, 1917, CAB 23/1, PRO.
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10, 1917, the War Cabinet chose Arthur James Balfour, the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to lead a delegation
to the Uriited States, and it gave him definite instructlons.zo
He was to ask the United States for ships, guns, wheat, and
troops. The War Cabinet also told Balfour to discuss four
main military points with the United States government.
First, fhey wanted the United States to send a regular bri-
gade as soon as possible. Second, the.United States was to
train as many troops aé guickly as possible with the hope of
establlishing a United States presence in'the line by August
or September of 1917. Third, all later training of United
States troops would take.place in France. And last, Balfour
should discuss the possibllity of directly recrulting Amer
icans into the British, Canadian, or French armies. The

War Cabinet reallzed that the last suggestion might not be
feasible, but they considered 1t to be the fastest and most
efficlent way to utilize United States help and put an end

21

to the war. Equipped with these cabinet instructions,

Balfour and the British delegation left for the United States

and arrived on April 22, 1917.32

20yar Cabinet 116, Minute 17-22, April 10, 1917, CAB
23/1, PRO.

21l 1pid.
22R0vert Lansing, War Memoirs of Roberf Lansing (New

York, 1935), pp. 272-274, Ray Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson,
Life and Letters (New York, 1939), VII, 32-33.
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On April 25, three days after the Balfour mission arrived
in the United States, a similar mission headed by Rene Viviani,
a former premier of France landed at Hampton Roads, V1rg1nia.23
Vivianl ‘was Vice President of the French Council of Minlisters,
and Included iIn the delegation as military representative was
Marshal Joffre, hero of the Marne and former field commander
of the French army.zu

That these British and French misslons arrived in the
United States on separate ships was an indication of the state
of Allled cooperation. Nor had those misslons any joint plan of
action to recommend to the United States once they arrived,25

Once the misslons were in the United States the initial
discussions concerned American loans to the Allies. On that
point there was no problem; because of American enthusiasm
for the cause of the Allies, America was already advancing
credits with little or no thought that they would ever be

26

repald. America, however, shied away from completely em-

bracing the alliance. This reluctance stemmed from two

e v moa e o T o 30
ceoczankar, The Life and Latters

of General Tasker Howsrd Bliss (New York, 1034), DPe 1.

23vrcdriek Poluwor, Dlleoo

2MFrancis Halsey, Balfour, Viviani, and Joffre (New York,
1917), p. 1; Le Temps, April 27, 1917, p. 1; The Times (London)
April 21, 1917, p. 5; New York Times, April 21, 1917, and
April 26, 1917, p. 1. -

25William G. Sharp, The War Memolrs of William Graves
Sharp, American Ambassador to Irance, 1914-1918 (London, 1931),
pp. 189-190; Edward M. Coffman, The War to bknd All Wars (New
York, 1968), p. 8. T

26Harbord, American Army, p. 20.
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basic reasons: the first was a baglec distrust of Europe, and
‘the :second the Wilsonian wvision of why America entefed the
war£27
The American mistrust of Europe was of long standing
and had been accentuated by its policy of isolation from
European affairs. Sir William Wiseman, Chlef of British
Intelllgence in the United States, observed, before the entry
of the United States into the war, that American opinlon would
be opposed to any formal treaty of alllance with the Allles.
He also noted the lingering mistrust of Great Britain that
stemmed from the American Revolution.28
In spite of the long standing American attitude toward
Europe, the American people as well as the American government
gave the French and British missions a friendly, enthusiastic
welcome. Joffre was lionlzed in this country.29 The requests
that both missions made were simlilar. According to Josephus
Daniels, Secretary of the Navy, the prime request was for

money.BO Joffre was the only one to say that the situation

was so serious that American troops were needed in large

27Charles Seymour, The Intimate Papers of Colonel House

281p1d., ppe 30, 3l

29%ew York Times, April 26, 1917, p. L.

3ODaniels, Wilson Era, pp. 51, 52; David F. Houston,
Eight Years with Wilson's Cabinet (Garden City, 1926), I, 280.
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A

numbers.q The British military representative on the Balfour
delegation was not insistent on his request for an American
military -force of gbout 500,000 men to be on the line by late
1917 -or “early 1918,

It was at these meetings that the initial "amalgamation"
proposals were brought forth. Amalgamation was the proposal
that’Uﬁited States troops be absorbed into the Allied armies,
possibly as individuals but more 11ke1§ as battalions or
regiments. That is, tﬁe United States wQuld not field an’
independent army.

The Unlted States refused amalgamation for two reasons.
The first reason was the uncertalnty that existed in the
minds of -the administration as to what the United States!
ultimate participation would be. The second reason wag the
reluctance of Woodrow Wilson to commit himself to any agree-
ment that would restrict his movements.33

When the 1nitlal amalgamation proposals were refused,

Joffre was quick to urge that one American division be sent

31“n@1p, Vo GLnolirs, Pe 170

32G.7.1. Bridges, Alarms and Excursions (London, 1938),
p. 173.

33Franklin K. L.ane notes an excellent example of Wilson's
reluctance to be bound in the use of the term "ally" when the
relationship of the United States and the Alliles were referred
to. Lane felt that Wilson did not use the term "ally" be-
cause of the possible restrictions. Diary entry, March 1,
1918, Lane and Wall, Letters, p. 266; Thomas A. Bailey, A
Diplomatic History of “the American People (New York, 1969),
p. 594; Ruhl Bartlett, Policy and Power (New York, 1965), pp.
142 147, Samuel Flagg Bemlu, A Diplomatic History of the United
States (New York, 1936), pp. 611, 6iz. »
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to France 1mmediately; Joffre wanted this division in order
to boost the morale of the French people.Bh In spite of their
enthusiastic welcome, both missions felt that the United
States would be unable to equip an independent army large
enough to play any importent role in the defeat of Imperial
GermanygBS Even Joffre stated that he did not feel that the
United States would have to commit more than 500,000 American
troops;36

Sending even a single organized American division to
France presented a problem, because the Unlited States Army
had no organized tactical unit even as large as 2 division.
However, on May 2, 1917, Major General John M. Pershing,
commanding the Southern Department ot the army at Fort Sam
Houston, Texas.‘was directed to select five regiments to
be formed into a division for service in France. Pershing
selected the Sixteenth, the Eighteenth, the Twenty-sixth,
and the Twenty-eighth Infantry Regiments and the Sixth
Fleld Artillery ﬁegiment. These were all regular regiments

and had seen recent service on the Mexican border. These

H5.0.c. Joffre, The Personsl Memolrs of Marshal
Joffre, translated by T. Bentley Mott (New York, 1G32),
1I, 574, Houston, Eight Years, I, 280.

35Palmer, Baker, I: 152,
361p14., 1, 178.
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.regiments plus additional artillery and auxilliary units were
‘to make up the Flrst Division in France.37 |
There was a considerable delay on the decision about
‘the size and composition of the division. Even the number of
‘officers required for the troops deployed had not been clearly
decided. 1In the Federal Service in 1917 there were 9,000 of-

8 As they were

ficers of whom 5,791 were regular officers.3
eventually organized the United States divisions included 979
‘officers and 27,082 men and when support elements were included
the grand total approached 40,000 men.39 The American divi-
slonal formations were huge when compared to contemporary
European divisions of 5,000 to 12,000 men. The first reason

for this difference was that Pershing felt the endurance of a
large division would be superior to that of a smaller division.uo
The second reason was probably that with fewer divisional for-
mations the number of generasl officers required would be less.

When Pershing was first summoned to Washington, he was

under the impression that he was to commend the initial divi-

370.8. Acuy, Historicoal Divlisica, Qrder of Bubble of the
United States Land Forces in the World War (1$17-191G)
(Washington, 1949), II, 1375-1377.

38Harbord, American Army, p. 28.

39u.s. Army, Historical Division, U.S. Army in the World
War, 1917-1919 (Washington, 1948), XIII, 341, table L. This
work will be cited hereafter as U.S.A.

uOWeigley, U.S, Army, p. 386; John J. Pershing, My Ex-
periences in the World War (New York, 1931), I, 15.
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sion that was to be sent to France.41 Baker informed him on
May 12, 1918, that w1lsonlhad decided to send him to Europe
as Commander-in-Chief of the American Expeditionary Force
which was to be composed of "several divisions." Pershing
noted that; YThe ﬁumbers could not then be fixed, of course,
as the plans of the War Department were not fully developed

until later."*?

The plan in Wilson's mind had evolved from
one division to a multi-divisional force.

No Commander-in-Chief had yet been selected for the
Amerlcan Expeditionary Force. Pershing's rivals, all senior
to him were Leonard Wood, J. Franklin Bell, Thomas H. Barry,
Hugh L. Scott, and Tasker H. Bliss, but all of them were
elther too old or in questionable health.43 According to
Newton D. Baker, Secretary of War, Pershing's main rival
was Leonard Wood. Wood had several factors that worked to
his disadvantage. The easlest to document was his falling
health. He had taken a serious fall that required an OpeY -
ation to relleve the pain. Because of this operation he

was forced to wear a protective helmet-like device on his

head, and he was left with a severe limp. Less easily docu-

Ml1pia., 1, 15.

H21pia., p. 18,

nBPalmer, Baker, I, 161-166; Welgley, U.S8. Army, D.
374; Harvey A. DeWeerd, President Wilson Fights His War
(New York, 1968), pp. 202, 203.
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mented but no less detracting was his involvement in the "pre-
paredness" controversy and his constant criticism df w1lson.44
Pershing was a regular Army officer who had complled an
outstanding record of service in froubled areas such as Cuba,
‘the Philippines, and the Mexican border. Among other assets,
he had caught the eye of Theodore Roosevelt and had been
jumped from Major to Brigaedier General. He was a hard, taci-
turn, and competent soldier, and his outlcook upon matters was
analytical, but not overly flexible or sensitive.u'5 Baker was
particularly impressed with Pershing's Mexican service. He
was lmpressed with the manner in which Pershing handled the
political as well as the military and diplomatic side of the
affalr. Because of these circumstances, Pershing was desig-
nated as Commander-in-Chief of the American Expeditionary Force
on May 27, 1917.“6
When Pershing took over command of the A.E.F., one of
the baslc problemsg that would recur over and over arose. This
problem was the apparent abdicatlon of Wilson from his role as

Commander~in-Chief.47 Wilson apparently had no interest in

military affailrs. For example, in his conversations with

44DeWeerd, Wilson, p. 203.

45Richard 0'Conner, Black Jack Pershing (New York, 1961),
pp. 13, 14.

46Instructions: Baker to Pershing, May 26, 1917. U.S.A.
I, 3.

”7Houston, Eight Years, I, 279 Seymour, House, I1II, 12.
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.General Bridges, military topics were never discussed.48
Another example 1s the fact that Pershing had only one war-
‘time meeting with hls Commander-in-Chief. He expected that
Wilson would say something about the role that the American
army was to play in the fight against Germany, especially the
‘relationship with the Allles, but Wilson sald nothing at all
about this subject.49 '

While Wilson took 1little direct~§art in the military
side of .the war, the eﬁidence seems to indicate that he trusted
Pershing to organize an independent American army in Europe.

At a Cabinet meeting early in the war, Wilson gave his clearest
statement in regard to ?ershing's power and the amalgamation
guestlon. Wilson sald, “No, we will leave to General Pershing
‘the disposition of our troops, but it must be an American

army, officered and directed by Americans, ready to throw
thelr strength where it will tell most." He concluded, "It

may not be impossible before the war 1s over that we shall

have to bear the brunt. We must be prepared for any demands
for all the agencies necessary to supply our army and secure

victory."bo

H8pridges, Alarms, p. 175.

49John J.'Pershing. My Experiences, I, 37; Baker, Wilson,
VII, 95.

50Josephus Daniels, The Life of Woodrow Wilson (Chicago,
1924), p. 282, “"'
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Few Generals havé ever had a free hand for a less defined
missionrthén;Pershing when he left the United States for
Europe. He was unable to find anyone in Washington who could
tell him how many men would be needed or the organization and
equipment ‘that would be required. 1In short, the A.E.F. was to
be virtually his creation from the very ‘Deggii.nni\.mg;.51

The letter of Instructlion which Baker sent to Pershing
upon his appointment contained the following instructions.

"In military operations against the Imperial German Government,
you are directed to cooperate with the forces of the other
couﬁtries employed against that enemy; but in so doing the
underlying idea must be kept in view that the forces of the
United States are a separate and distinct component of the
conbined forces, the identity of which must be preserved."
Baker continued, "This fundamental rule is subject to such
minor exceptlons in particular circumstances as your Judgement
may approve. The decislon as to when your command,-or any of
1ts parts, 1is ready for action is confided 1in you, and you
will exercise full discretion in determining the manner of
cooperation.™ Baker concluded with.the following statement;
"But, until thé forces of the United States are in your
jJudgement sufficlently sstrong to warrant operations as an
independent command, it is understood that you will cooperate

as component of whatever army you may be assigned to by the

51Palmer, Baker, I, 180, -
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French gévernment."52 This last statement by Baker was rea-
sonable because the fighting was in France and the French arumy
was the senlor service present; therefore, the French govern-
ment was the logical agency for coordination of the movement
and deployment of troops within France.

Pershing's instructions sald in essence that he was to
cooperéte wlth the Allies but that he was also to retain his
independence. The instructions seemed.to say: use the American
troops as reinforoemenfs of the Allied grmies in a real emer-
gency, but an independent United States Army 1s the ultimate
goal. That 1s, the goal was to use an independent United States
arny to defeat the Germén army; cooperation with the Allles was
a secondary goal and to be sought only if absolutely necessary.

With these indefinlte instructions, Pershing, accompanied
by an embryonlc staff, left for Burope aboard the S.S5. Baltic
on May 28, 1917.°7 He first landed in England and then went
to France, still as the commander of one division of a vaguely
conceived multi-divisional force.

The plan to send a large expeditlonary force to Europe
was not formulated immediately. It evolved from the initlal
decision to seﬁd the First Division overseas, and to use

it as a nucleus for training and organizing Amerlcan troops

52Pershing, My Experiences, I, 38, 39; Baker, Wilson,
vVii, 62.

53u.s.A., I, 4.
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5

once they were in Fraﬁce. General Bliss, Acting Chief-of-
Staff, said on May 28, 1917, that no plans existed for sending
large forces to France or for setting up the organizatlion of
an American front in France.55 The 1nitlative for sending
large numbers of troops was a cable sent by Pershing on July
6, 1917, in which he said at least 1,000,000 men would be

56

needed in France. Baker had sent over a commission headed
by a Colonel Chauncey B. Baker to survey the sltuation inde-
pendently of Pershing and report to Washington. 1Initially
there was a great deal of friction between Colonel Baker's
commission and Pershing, but eventually Pershing got them to
agree to his view of the manpower situation.s? The mission
then reported back to Baker and called for the raising of a
3,000,000 man army on July 11, 1917.5° From these reports

the decision was made to send a large Amerlcan army to France.

This decision is yet another example of the vagueness that

surrounded the goals of the A.E.F. Harvey DeWeerd feels

54

Pershing, My Experiences, I, 78.
551bid. ’

56cable: Pershing to Baker, July 6, 1917, U.S.A.,
II, 17.

57Pershing Diary, July 7, 1917. Pershing Papers, Manue
scripts Division, Library of Congress, Box 4-5; Pershing,
My Experiences, I, 78.

58Cable: Baker to Baker, July 11, 1917. U.S.A., II,
93,
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that ‘the _idea of an Aﬁerican army in France was "a cumulative
and evalutionary" concep.t,ﬂ9

One ‘thing that strengthened Pershing's independent posi-
tion but which also led the Allies to be pessimistic about
American military efficiency was the lack of provision for an
effective general staff. A general staff in the European
sense .did not exist in the United States. The Chief-of-Staff
was a military administratoruéo The lack of an effective
general staff organization when America entered the war gave
the Allies the impression that the United States was 1lnefficient
and‘unable to field a modern army.

Wilson apparently gave little thought to the appointment
of a strong general staff. In the year that followed the
American declaration of war the Unlted States had four Chiefs-
of-Staff. Immediately after the declaration of war, Wilson
sent Major General Hugh L. Scott, then the Chief-of-Staff,
on a misslon to Bussia. Scott was then replaced by-an Acting

Chlef-of=-Staff, Major General Tasker H. Bllss. Both of these

59DeWeerd, Wilson, pe 209. By Novenber 11, 1918, there
were slightly less than 2,000,000 men in France.

6ODeWeerd, Wilson, p. 204. When the United States entered
the war, the U.S. Army was governed by The U.S. Fleld Service
"Regulations, 1914. Thase regulations did not mention the eXx-
istence of a General Staff. The position of Chilef-of-Staff
was provided for but no duties were defined. Elihu Root was
the modern American founder of the General Staff concept under
President Theodore Roosevelt. Boot's concept was changed by
the 1914 regulations. See: Robert Bacon and James B. Scott,
The Military and Colonial Policy of the United States:
Addresses by Elihu Root (Cambridge, 1924) end Elihu Root,
Five Years of the War Department (Washington, 1904).
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officers were approaching the retirement age at the time of

their appolntments.61

The eventual Chief-of-Staff, General
Peyton C. March, described Scott and Bliss as "fine old
fellows" but said that neither was equipped to be the Chief-
of-Staff in Wartime.62 Blliss was followed by another Acting
Chief-of-Staff, Major General John Blddle. Biddle was de-
scribed by Baker as a good soldier, a gentleman, but not one
who had the proper amount of energy fof the Jjob at hand.63
It was not until March 4, 1918, that Ma jor General Peyton C.
March was appointed Chief-of-Staff. March proved to be a man
with the strength and vision necessary to provide an efficient
general staff organization. Nevertheless the United States
had been - in the war for almost a year before an effective
general staff was organized. This situation led the Allles
to press thelr proposals for amalgamation.

Another problem which contributed to the desires of the
Allies for amalgamation was the lnability of the United States
Army to provide 1ts own necessary equipment, Because of thils

inability the United States was forced to rely upon the Allies

for assistance. At the beginning of the war the United States

61peWeerd, Wilson, pp. 204, 205,

62Letter: March to Baker, Qctober 5, 1932, March Papers,
Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress, Box 1.

63Letter: Baker to Fredrick Palmer, May 19, 1930.
Baker Papers, Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress,
Box 184.
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had not chosen the rifle with which to arm its troops; this
was solved'by modilfilcatlion of an existing British model which
was already beling manufactured 1ln this country. The problem
of supplying adequate artillery was met less easily. The
United States finally decided to adopt French artillery for
the A.E.F. and in August 1917, the French began to provide
artillery pileces; even as late as the armistice, 1ln November,
1918, when the A.E.F., had 3,400 pleces of artillery, only
477 were of American manufacture. In combat the A.E.F.
expended nearly 9,000,000 rounds of artillery ammunition.
Sllghtly less than 9,000 of these rounds were of Americén
manufacture; the others were French.éu

The Allies therefore were putting forth great efforts
to arm the A.E.F. Further, 1t was thelr oplinion that wifhout
thelr ald there simply would not be an American army in the
field for nearly two years. Thls feeling was to lead to the
many amalgamation proposals that were to followe.

Pershing met with the Britlsh Was Cabinet on June 11,
1917 and informed the War Cabinet that the United States would
have 175,000 to 200,000 men in the field by Novenmber, 1917.65
The British, iﬁ splte of these predictions, still saw some

problems. Balfour maintalned that 1t was exceedingly difficult

64Leonard P. Ayers, The War With Germeny (Washington,
1919), p. 87. DeWeerd, Wilson, pp. 206-207.

65yar Cabinet 160, minute 1%, June 11, 1917, CAB 23/1,
PRO. T
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to get the United States to make the preparations necessary
for flelding a modern army.66 The estimate by the ﬁritish
delegation in the Unlted States, was that the United States
could only field 500,000 men by the end of 1918. Based upon
thls, Hobertson forecast that because of the slow arrival
of the Americans, the period of greatest danger would be be=
tween March and August 1918.6?
When the United States was drawn into the great BEuropean
war, the military effort the United States would provide was
uncertain. Upon entry the United States Army was manlifestly
unprepared to participate in a continental war. The Allies
promptly sent delegations to the United States in an attempt
to specify what was to be required of the United States. Al-
though Joffre requested troops, the Allled Misslons mainly
requested steel, money, and ships. Only after Pershing had

been sent to Europe was the goal of the A.E.F. made any

clearer,

66yar Cabinet 164, Minute 9, June 15, 1917, CAB 23/1,
PRO.

67511 William Robertson, Soldiers and Statesmen (New
York, 1926), II, 250.




CHAPTER II
THE SLOWLY INCREASING BUILD-UP

_After the unsuccessful Allied offensives during the sum-
mer of 1917 the Allles felt that their need for United States
troops had become urgent. Thelr requests for American troops
became numerous and veciferous, and were made to the Supreme
War Council and in Weshington. During this period, from
July 1917 until March 1918, the number of United States troops
in Europe increased wlth agonizing slowness. '

In late 1917, the Allies again made a series of amslgama-
tion proposals. During the summer of 1917 both the British
end the French armies launched offensives. The French army
embarked upon the Nievelle offensive which resultedin enor-
mous numbers of casualties and a mutiny affecting a large
proportion of the French army and the British army in France
committed itself to the Paschendaele offensive which resﬁlted
in large numbers oi casualitles. This bicodletting in the
summer df 1917 -sapped what little reservolr of confldence and
strength remalned to the Allles.

The French army, after the failure of the Nievelle of-
fensive, reorganized from top to bottom. General Henri Pétain

was installed as the commander of the French army, and he was

26 -
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‘able to restore discipline to his mutinous divisions by prom-
i1sing, among other things, to engage in no more offensives
;and to walt for the Americans,1
The British armlies were also forced to rebulld after the
.summer campalgn of 1917. In spite of conscription the British'
-army was using 1ts last explolitable reserves of men. They
‘were férced to set the age of 1iability to conscription from
seventeen to fifty. Among others, Robértson, chlef of the
JImperial General staff; thought that de;aying all military
action untll the arrival of the Americans was impractical. He
.felt that the American organization for the waging of modern
war was lnadequate and, thus, it would be dangerous to depend
upon them.2 Halg agreed and felt that the British army should
"take some action" before the Americans arrived in great num-

3

bers.” He apparently felt that Robertson was correct in his
estimation of the American army.

The Britlsh and French governments were well aware of
the morale value to the Allled cause of the American troops.

Arrangements were made to parade the first American troops

which landed in Europe through London in August, 1917.4 The

1Harvey A. DeWeerd, President Wilson Fights His War
(New York, 1968), pp. 184, 185,

?bir William Robertson, Soldiers and Statesmen (New York,
1926), II, 230, 231.

3purr Cooper, Halg (London, 1936), II, 101.

Myar Cabinet 214, minute 5, August 14, 1917, CAB 23/1,
Public Record Office, London, England (microfilm).
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French also were able to cheer themselves after the 1917

failures by the thought of the stream of American ﬁroops

arriving in France.5
Lloyad Georgé was worried about the slow rate of progress

of the American military buildup. To speed military prepa-

rations, he‘invited a United States misslion to Great Britain

on September 26, 1917, to arrange the cooperation needed for

waging the war. The mission had as 1lts leader Edward M. House,

the long time political confidant of President Wilson, and

included Admiral W. S. Benson, Chief of Naval Operations,

and General Tasker H. Blliss, Chief of Staff of the Army.6

This mission left the United States on October 28, 1917,7

and arrived at Plymouth, England on November 7, 1917 after a

rerilous voyage across the north Atlantic.8
After some private staff conferences and some public

ceremonles, the American mission met with Lloyd George at

10 Downing Street on November 20, 1917. The Prime Minister

stressed the urgent necessity of increasing rifle strength on

the Western Front, and noted that the Itallan situation added

5J; J. C. Joffre, The Personal Memolrs of Marshal Joffre,
Translated by T. Bentley liott (New York, 1932), 1L, 5664

bcharles Seymou¥, Intimate Papers of Colonel House (New
York, 1925), I1I, 174; David Lloyd George, War remoirs of
David Lloyd George (Boston, 1933-1937), V, 396.

7Seymour, House, III, 207.
81bid., 209.
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to ‘the exhaustion of France and adversely affected the Allled
manpower situation. It was RBussia which was the mdst alarming.
‘The Communist Revolution had just occurred there, and Russla
‘was ‘in the process of withdrawing from the war, which would
release thirty to forty German divisions for use in France.
Lloyd Georgé summarized the remarks on manpower by saying,
% .. .. you should help France and the Allles in the battleline
With as many men as you can possibly train and equip at the
earliest possible monent. . ."9
The second of the subjects taken up by the Prime Minister
was the shippling situation. With thls conversation began the
argument over the composition of the Unlted States Army in
France. The shipping problem was aggravated by the differences
of opinion between the United States and the Allies about the
composition of United States military formations to be sent to
Europe. The Allles were short of combat troops, not staff and
supply forces. The Prime Minister feared that the United States
would use precious tonnage to transport non-combatant forces
and thus not help the Allies as rapidly as 1f only combat
troops were shipped. The British felt the brigading of the
Unlted States forces into existing British and French formations,
until United States divislonal formations were avallable, would

be the most effective method to reinforce the Allied armies.lo

9110yd George, War Memolrs, V, 401-404.

101p14., 410,
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The mission then went to France and on November 25, 1917,
House. and .Bliss met with the new prime minister of France,
George .Clemenceau, and General Pgtain at Clemenceau's office.l1
The discussilon centered around the effective force of the
French army and its relatlonship to the future arrival of
Anmerican troops. Pétain stated to House and Bliss that the
French'army at his disposal thén possessed one hundred and
eight divisions of competent troops.”'This figure included all
the troops at the fronf and in reserve. He sald that French
rlOSSGS’tO that date had been 2,600,000 men killed, wounded,
disabled, or taken prisoner. Pétain stated that elght divi-
sions of this total would have to be transferred to Italy
around the beginning of 1918, which would leave one hundred
divisions for service in France. Because the French divisions
each contalned 11,000 men, the strength of the French army
in France would be approximately 1,100,000.12

Pétain estimated that the number of German soldlers
employéd on the Western Front was approximately equal to the
number of Allied forces there, but there was no way to esti-
mate the size of the German reserve accurately. He further

suggested that the Germans might be able to transfer as many

11y.s. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the :
United States, 1917, Supplement, 1, The World War (Washington,
1931), p. 317.

12pe1egram, House to Wilson, November 26, 1917, Ibid.,
p. 318.
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as forty divislions from the Bussian front if they were not
tied down by either the Russians or the Rumanians..3

‘ﬁgfain expressed displeasure at what he claimed was the
unsatisfactory speed with which the American troops employed
in France were being tralned. When asked how many American
troops he desired at a fixed date, he replied that he desired
as many men as posslible as soon as possible, but they must
be soldiers and not merely men. The Americans replied that
Pétain must give some number and a fixed date in order to
provide a goal for American planning. Pétain said that the
Americans must have a million men avallable for an early 1919
canmpalgn and another million in reserve. The final report
by House endorsed Pétain‘s requirement of 1,000,000 American
troops by the end of 1918.14

As the Allied military situation became ever more gloomy,
Pershing, on December 2, 1917, sent a cable to the Secretary
of War and the Chief-of-Staff in Washington about the number
of American troops required by the end of June, 1918.15
Pershing relnforéed the report of the House mission when he

pointed out that the collapse of Russla and the success of

the armies of fhe Central Powers in Italy had improved German

138upreme War Couﬁbil. notes of a conference, November
25, 1917. U. S. Army Historical Division, U. S. Arny in the
World War (Washington, 1948), II, 81, 82. Hereafter cited as
U.S.A.-

14

Seymour, House, III, 260,

15Cavle: Pershing to Baker, December 2, 1917, U.S.A.,
II' 88.



32

morale. He felt that there was a distinct probability of a
large scale German offensive on the Western Front,.which could
be dangerous even though the French‘army was deployed to meet
such 'an -offensive. Pershing estimated that the Central Powers
would not be able to concentrate fully on the Western Front
for“severalbmonths, buﬁ he felt the goal of the Central Powers
was to embark upon an offensive before the arrival of the
American army in force. With the Russian army out of the war,
Pershing estimated the Central Powers could concentrate 250

to 260 divisions on the Western Front and still leave forces
sufficlent to guard the Eastern and Italian fronts, and this
estimate did not include Turkish or Bulgarian divisions.,.

After ad justing the number of Allled divisions in France to
cover those whlch had been ordered to Italy, Pershing said

the Central Powers would have a 60 per cent advantage. The
Allies had possessed a 30 per cent advantage during the summer
of 1917 and had falled dismally.

Pershing therefore felt that it was of the utmost impor-
tance to act quickly. Pershing estimated that the minlmum
amount of troops that the United States should have in France
by the end of 3une, 1918, should be four army corps or twenty-
four divisions in addition to troops serving in the rear.
Robertson, Bliss, and Foch, the French Military Representative
to the S. W. C., apparently agreed that this was the minimunm
flgure at which to aim. Pershing felt that it should be placed

no higher becauge of limits on transportation. In the cable
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Pershing'ﬁiscussed the American shipping tonnage required to
bring over troops. He thought that it was sufficlient for his
proposed twenty-four divisions, although the allotment of this
much shipping to troops and not military supplies would be
hard to achieve because of the scarcity of shipping. Because
the Allles were very weak, Pershing felt that America must
come to thelr aid during 1918, 1919 would be too late.
Pershing thought that unless American‘éid was substantial
during 1918, the Allies could not hold on. He recognized in
this cable that there was a severe shortage of artillery and
ammunition in the A.E.¥., and he stated that the French and
British would be able to make up the American shortage without
any great difficulty.’
In a letter to the Chief of the French military mission
with the headquarters of the A.E.F. on December 4, 1917, Pétalin
stated his intentions regarding the use of the American army.
He wrote that the situation on the Northeast Front might force
the French command to utilize American troops in the line be-
fore divisional training and organization had been completed.
"Therefore®, Pétaln wrote, "I consider 1t necessary for you
to endeavor toiacoustom the American high command to the ldea
that American regiments, indeed even Amerlcan battalions,

could well be called upon to serﬁe as separate units, in the

161p1d.
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cadre of a large Frenéh unit and under the orders of the
Frenchtcomﬁand.“17

As the German threat to the Allled armies increased on
the Western Front, the Allies began to press Wilson and Baker
to provide more manpower. The result of these requests was
a letter Baker sent to Pershing on December 18, 1917. In that
letter Baker sent Pershing instructions which covered the
American government's attitude toward amalgamation. The letter
began with a background statemeﬁt: "Both English and French
are pressing upon the President thelr desire to have your
fordes amalgamated with theirs by reglments and companies and
both express bellef in pending drive by Germans somewhere
along the line of the western front." The second part of the
statement represents the thinking of Baker and Wilson in
regard to the role of the A.E.F. "We do not desire loss of
ldentity of our forces but regard that as secondary to the
meeting of any critical situation by the most helpful use
possible of the troops at your command." The message con-
tinued, "The President wishes you to have full authority to
use the troops at your comﬁand as you deem wise in consulta-
tion with the .French and British Commanders in Chief." Baker
finished the statement )by reaffirming Pershing's authority:
"The President's whole purpose 1ls to acquaint you with the

representations made here and to authorilze you to act with

17Les Armees Francalses, Tome, VI, Part 1. (hereafter
A.F.}, cited in U.3.A., II, 100.
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entire freedom in making the best disposition and use of
_your .forces possible to accomplish the main purposés in
iview.“rg

‘The tone of this message was exceedingly mild. It
‘¢learly brought out the willingness of the United States
government fo amalgamate 1ts troops should the situation
demand it, but showed that the American government did not
.favor amalgamation unless a true emergency arose. The message
further revealed that there was no desire to curtall the
authority of the commander in the fleld, although in view of
the likely political unpopularity of amalgamation, 1t may
have been an attempt'to shift responsibility to Pershing
should amalgamation be necessary. Since Pershing had openly
expressed hlis opposition to amalgamation, though, the Allies
had now begun to put pressure on Washington not Pershing. It
seemed more productive to talk to Baker or Wilson about amale
gamatlion than to talk to Pershing.

The French Ambassador in Washington wrote the French
military attaché in Loondon on December 20, 1917.~and told him
that Baker had wlred Pershing and said that in complliance
with the requeét of Great Britain and France, the President

agreed to the American forces beling, if necessary, amalgamated

18Baker to Pershing, December 18, 1917, Edward M. House
Papers, cited in David F. Trask, The United States in the
Supreme War Council (Middletown, 1961), p. 72.
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with Allled units.19 The French Ambassador added that Baker
had said the smallest United States unit to be amaigamated
would be a company, and Pershing was left with the ultimate
authority to decide this matter after consultation with the
British and French commanders. Baker suggested American forces
be used at fhe junction of the British and PFrench armies.

This declsion was also left to Pershing.

In a meeting of the British War Cabinet on December 21,
1917, the Prime Minister read a telegram received from Washe
ington. The telegram contalned a paraphrase of the telegram
sent by Bsker to Pershing which gave Pershing the final
decislion over the amélgamation of American foreces. The War
Cabinet requested Lord Milner to see Pershing in Paris and to
urge him to fulflll the request of the British government and
the British General Staff.<?

Meanwhile, the extent to which the French army under
Pé%ain was relying upon the arrival of American manpower was
11lustrated by a directive Pétain lssued concerning the West-
ern Front. In this directive Pétain said that bécause of the
Husslan defection, the conditlions of the conflict had changed,

and the conduct of operations must be changed accordingly.

19Letter, J.J. Jusserand (French Ambagsador in Washington)
to French Military Attache in London, December 20, 1917,
U.S.A., II, 123.

20yar Cabinet 304, minute 12, December 21, 1917, CAB
23/1, Pﬁblic Record Office, London (microfilm). U.S.A., II,
123’ 12 o .
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The French commander stated: "The Entente will not recover
its superiority and manpower until the American army is able
to place large scale units into the fighting lines." The
General further stated that until that time the French army
under a "penalty of irremediable attrition” would maintain a
defensive attitude with the idea of resuming an offensive
sometiﬁe in the future that woﬁld bripg ultimate victory.21

In an attempt to revitalize the offensive power of the
French army, pétain proposed to train large elements of ﬁhe
American army with the French army.22 On December 23, 1917,
pétain and Pershing metvto discuss Pétain's proposal. Pétain
expounded upon the need for the more rapid tralning of American
units. He pointed out the prospect of the German army launch-
ing a large scale offensive effort in the near future. Pétain
stated that he was willing to continue the American training
effort as envisioned for the Flrst and Twenty-sixth Divisions
but suggested amalgamating other divisions.

Under this plan the First Division would be deployed
immediately to the front, and the Twenty-sixth Division during
a two month period would undergo regiment by regiment training
in the French aivisions. These two divisions then would form

a nucleus for an independent American army.

21p,F,, VI, 1, Annexes, Part 1: Directive, U.S.A.,

II, 104, 105.

227p14d.
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Pershing countered that the training of the First
Divislon was not finished because the cadres had been dispersed
throughout the various schools of the A.E.F. He further stated
that the First Division lacked basic infantry training, and
that if the divislons were sent to the front it would be at
the eipense of training. The Amerlican commander did say,
however, that if the necessity arose the Flrst Division would
enter the front to relieve French units, but he hoped this
would not be required before February 1. Pé%ain responded
that his intentlon was to take advantage of the offer to use
the Pirst Division in the line to relieve elements of the
French army. He, Pétain, agreed not to do this before
Febrvary 1, 1918, and was wllling to use the MFirst Division
in a defensive sector and not in an offensive sector. Pershing
ingquired if the area in which the First Division was to be
employed corresponded with the American sector of the future,
and Pétain replled in the affirmative but gaid that.divisions
dispersed within the French army for training would be used
up and down the entire line. .

Pétain reiterated the‘advantaga in time that would Be
galned by using amalgamation as a training device. In his
opinion, a regiment coyld be qualified to enter the front
line after four months training under the amalgamation plan,
whereas, he pointed out that First Division regiments if they

were tralined 1in some other manner, might requlre eight months
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to become fully qualified for combat. Pétain then repeated
the need for American troops to build French morale.

PershingAdeclared that he appreciated the problem of
morale, and he stated that he was interested in American
troops going into the line as soon as possible. In spite of
this, he did oot conceae hls cland opposing amalgumailon. He
stood firm on the'issﬁe of an extensive American training
program in France. Pershing did, however, promise to consider
using reglments that had been through the American training
cycle in French divisions.

Péfain agaln urgently requested that amalgamation be
attempted. A suggestion that Halg had made in a letter con-
cerning possibleAamalgamation was discussed at the interview.
Halg had proposed that American troops be routed through
England and use English training facilities. He further sug-
gested that American troops enter the front at the junction
‘of the British and French armies. ‘Pétain, by using this letter,
was attempting to Bring pressure to bear upon Pershing to
agree to some form of amalgamation.23 The meeting concluded
with Pershing and Pétain still in disagreement over American
training cycles, although Pershing did agree to attempt to

speed up the training of American troops.

23A.F,, vl, 1, Annexes, Part 1: Heport U.S.A., 1I,
105-107.
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As 1918 bvegen, the manpower situation of the Britlish
army in France looked serious. Halg felt that the American
army would be unable to operate in divisional strength until
1919.24 During this period, the British army would be facing
severe shortages of manpower. The army was well below strength,
and the manpower requirements for 19186 could not be met.25
Halg was extremely worried and contemplated the reduction of
the army by sizxteen to eighteen divisions.26 The British army
was not only hampered by excessive casualties but also by
politics. Lloyd Geoxrge was holding back needed reinforcements
in England from Haig‘because he feared that they would be
wanted in another offensive.27

Robertson, with clear foreslight, wanted to aim for a
decision in 1918 instead of 1919, because of the ever in-
creasing American manpower.28 He also felt that the Germans
would press for & decision befére large numbers of American

troops arrived.29 Robertson further predicted that when the

2LFCoope:c'. Haig, p. 207.
25Robertson, Soldlers and Statesmen, II, 273.

26Hobert Blake..editor, The Private Papers of Douglas
Haig (London, 1952), p. 280.

27Ib1d., pp. 207-238; Lloyd George, War Memoirs, V,
133-193.

28Robertson. Soldiers and Statesmen, II, 269.

291bid., p. 272.
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Allies rebuffed the German offer of negotiations late in 1917,
they would redouble their military efforts.BO
The compositlon of the American forces to be sent to

. Burope was constantly discussed by the United States and
Great Britain. The main reason for this was the shortage of
cavallable shilppiong mo§t of which was Dritiuh.31 On January 2,
1918, Halg proposed to Pershing that the Americans send in-
fantry formations in advance of full divisional staffs. These
formations would be brigaded temporarily with British units
and would be released when American divisional formations were
available.32
Robertson visited Pershing ten days later and found that
Pershing had scarcely consldered the proposal. Pershing's
objJections were two-fold: he wanted the divisions to come over
intact; and he thought that the Uhited States battalions
would not do as well under British command as they would under
thelr own senior.offioers.33
During the course of thls meeting, it became clear thaf
each side held dlametrically opposed positions on shipping

allocation. Pershing wanted to use the tonnage for a total

of thirty-six intact infantry divisions, but Robertson wanted

3%1pida., p. 278.
N1vid., p. 274.
32Lloyd George, War Memoirs, V, 412-4113,

331pid., p. %13.
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to bring over only infantry battalions. The British were
reluctant to divert already slender shipping resources from
vital tasks to bring noncombatant personnel from the United
States.34

Although the Allles viewed the military situation with
alegm, 1n Juwavery 1910 Pershiug dld nob cousider the situation
quite so dangerous. In & cable to the Chief-of-Staff, Pershing
sald that he did not think that an emergency existed which
would requlre the use of companies or battalions of the United
States troops in elther the British or the French armies.35
He further stated that he would not employ United States troops
In such a manner except in a grave crisis. In his cable,
Pershing listed three objections. The first was that he
‘thought it was desirable to maintaiﬁ the national identity of
the United States troops. His second objection was that it
would be difficult to reconstitute dispersed companies and
battalions into divisions without disrupting the Allied divi-
slons in which they were serving. His third objection was
that since United States troops were trained in both the
British and the French armlies, much confusion and loss of
efficiéncy would result when they were formed into American
divisions, because of the fundamental differences between the

British and French military systens.

H1p1d., p. 413-b41k,

35cable: Pershing to Chief of Staff, January 1, 1918,
UcScAcg II* 132- N
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Pershing pointed out that the Brltish and the French
armles were highly critical of each other, and both competed
for United States troops to serve in thelr ranks. He sald
that he had selected what he thought were the best units from
each of the armles involved. Pershing said that the First
Divislon would Le 1u the tioncacs by about Lhe widdle of
Januaryland ended the cable by saying that he was in the
process of determining what would be the American sector and
the manner of employment of the United States troops.36

A week later on January 8, 1918, Pershing cabled Wash-
ington and again discussed the amalgamatlion of American
divisions. In this cable, Pershing said that the French had
not been entirely frank and felt that they wanted to use
United States regiments for duty other than advanced conmbat
training. He did, however, acknowledge that a certain amount
of instruction with the French troops was in progress, and he
‘expected to continug this part of the training. Pershing
further noted that the A.E.F. was making extensive use of
British and French instructors. He reiterated his willingness
to use his forces plecemeal in the event of an emergency,
but noted that at this particular time, he did not feel that
any emergency existed. Pershing felt that there was no ap-
parent reason for the United States to break up its divisions

into regiments for service among the British and the French

361114,
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armies. He ended by relterating the necessity for the integ-
rity of United States forces.37

In answer to Pétain's continuing request for the rapid
. deployment of American troops, a meeting was arranged between
Pétain and Pershing on January 11, 1918.38 One of the subjects
diccussed wae the enploymoent of Lumericon wiits with the Prerich
and British armies. The First Division’involved no contro-
versy  between Pétain and Pershing. Pétain proposed that the
Twenty-sixth divislion deploy each of its'four regiments into
the line, brigading each one of those regiments with a
different division of the French army. Pershing, after
ascertaining the location of the projected deployment, agreed
to the proposal. The Second Division generated no discussion.
Pershing stated that he was going to expedite its training
and organization.

The Forty-second Division, however, was.the topic of a
lengthy discussion. Péfain was reluctant to take Pershing's
suggestion about the training of the Forty-second,Division..
Pershing wished to keep two regiments under the United States
training cycle and pﬁt two regiments under the French cycle
where they would be brigaded into French divisions. Pétain's

refusal was based upon the concept that upper echelon staffs,

37cable: Pershing to Chief of Staff, January 8, 1918,
U.S.A., II, 148, 149,

38A.F., Vi, 1, Annexes Part 1 Beport of conversation
between Pétain and Pershing on January 13, 1918, U.S.A., II,

155-157.
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which were far more difficult to train than combat troops,
would not be trained as a unit under this plan. Pétain
countered by suggesting that the entire Forty-second Division
be put into the hands of the French command and stated that
at the concluslion of their training, the Forty-second Divi-
sion covld then be'compared with the Second Division in order
to evaluate the effectiveness of the various methods of
training. Pershing, however, maintained his view that it
was necessary for the staff of the Forty-second Division to
malintaln close observation of the tralning of the two brigades.
Pershing closed the discusslion with the suggestion that the
Forty-second Division be trained in the same manner that the
Twenty-sixth Division was beling tralilned. To this proposal
Pétain anssented.39

On January 11 Pétain and Pershing discussed the possi-
bilities of the use of Negro regiments in the French army.
This perticular episode was unique and informative because
the four Negro regiments involved were the only United States
troops to be directly amalgamated on a permanent tactical
basis into an Allied army.uo

The evidence suggests what might have happened to larger
numbers of United States troops 1f large scale smalgamation

had taken place, Pétain specifically asked for Negro troops

3%1p14.

ODiary, January 11, 1918, John J. Pershing Papers,
Manuscript Division, Library of Congress, box 4-5.
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at this meeting on January 11, although it 1s not clear whether
he asked for Negro troops along with other requests for amale-
gamation at this same meeting. Pétain may‘pessibly have
thought that the United States considered the Negro troops

as colonial troops, and, a request for colonial troops might
be granted more readily thoen {or Maovional® troeps.al Péhain
may also haﬁe asked for Negro soldiers because France's
Negroes were performing well., At this time France was the
second greatest colonial power in the world and made eiten-
sive use of colonial troops. Some of their more successful
soldiers were thelr black Senegalese riflemen, who had earned
a reputation for bravery and courage.

The four Negro regiments which were eventually amalgamated
into the French army were the 369th, 370th, 371st, and 372nd
Infantry Regiments of the Provisional Ninety-third Division.
In his book on his war experiences Pershing wrote that he
‘consented to those four regiments being temporarily zmalga-
mated with the French army, because the A.E.F., had no brigade
or divisional organization for these four regiments in France.
Pershing added that each of these regiments was to go to dif-
ferent French divislions until such time as they could be re-

organized as the Ninety-third Division.42

41A ., VI, 1, Annexes Part 1: Report of conversation

between Pétain and Pershing on Janvary 13, 1918. U.S.A,, II,
156, Pétain also asked Pershing to evaluate the effectiveness
of these regiments.

uzJohn J. Pershing, My Experiences in the World War
(New York, 1931), I, 291.
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To take the experience of one regiment~-~the 37lst--as an
example, 1t was organized as the Flrst Provisional Regiment

"Colored™ on August 31, 191?.”3

yhen it was organized the
_army had not yet decided whether to use Negro troops in com=~
bat units, wrote Chester D. Haywood who served in the 371lst
Infontyy during 1ts entire cxictence. Ordewed to Frauce,
the 371st Iﬁfantry debarked at Brest oﬁ April 23, 1918 and

the other three regiments followed shortly.““

Immediately
upon the arrival of the 371lst, it was informed that it would
be armed, equipped, end organized as a French Infantry Regi-
me:rrt.“’5 Once that regiment was assigned to the French arny
it had very little contact with the A.E.F., nor 4id any of the
other Negro Regiments in France. The 371st Infantry did,
however, have contact with the 372nd Infantry simply because
they were incorporated within the same French division. ﬁay-
wood states that from July 1, 1918, until after the armistice
no Amerlcans visited the regiment.46

On June 12, 1918, two of the Negro regiments were as- l
signed to the 157th French Division, which would be composed

of three regiments; two of the regiments were the 371st and

372nd Infantry Regiments and the third regiment would be the

uBChester D. Haywood, Negro Combat Troops in the World
War (Worcester, 1928), p. 1.

Mitpia., p. 31.
451p14., p. 33.
461p1a., p. 40,
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333rd Infentry Reglment of the French army, a regiment of
white troops. »The divisional artillery, cavalry, engineers,
and other services were all French white units.u7

In an interview between Pershing and Pé%ain on May 19,
1918, the subject of the Negro troops serving with the French
army wng dlecuvaccd.  lorohlng «uwhiost Comblulds &8 & Junior
~officer had been of Negro troops--raised doubts about the
command aptitude of the Negro officers within the Negro regi.
ments., He asked the French to report all cases of inapti-
tude on the part of Negro officers. Pershing suggested that
a French officer be placed beside each Negro field officer.
Pershing felt that the method gave good results when applied
by the English to "Hindoo% officers. Pershing further stated
‘that he had no objection to the Freﬁch employing, if necessary,
the Negro troops by battalions instead of by regiments.48

The French were pleased by the performance of the Negro
troops and continued to press for more American troops to
serve within theilr ranks. On June 3, 1918, March cabled to
Pershing that the French had contacted him and said that they
could train and use all the Negro infantry regiments that

the United States could supp:l.y.Lp9

47General Order 215 of the French Army, Ibid., pp. 56=~57.

u8Notes of an interview between Pershing and pPétain on
May 19, 1918. U.S.A., II, 413-414,

¥9cable: March to Pershing, June 3, 1918, U.S.A., II, 446.
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Pershing, although he agreed to amalgamate these four
regiments in the French army, nevertheless remained interested
in returning them to his control in order to form the Ninety-
. third Division.so On August 24, Pershing requested Marshal
Foch to return the four Negro regiments to American control.
Foch replicd Lo Fcfshlng”s reguest on Aupust 26, 1618, and in
his 1etter claimed thaﬁ wifﬁdrawing thémfbur regiments4from
French control would have "serious consequences". He wrote
that if these units were withdrawn the Commander-in-Chief of
the French armies of the North and Northeast would be obliged
to withdraw two of hils combat divislons and would be unable
to bring these divisions up to strength again. At this time
such an action, he wrote, was "unthinkable®. Foch closed the
letter by saying, "After thus bringing the facts to your
attention I feel sure that you wlll agree with me thét any
chenge made this day in the employment of the colored regi-
ments of the American 93rd Infantry Division which have been
trained and used as combat units, would have unfortunate |
conseguences. ."51

The four regiments finished the war in the French army.
The evidence seems to indicate that the French were able to

meke quick and efficient use of them, and Foch's response to

Pershing indicates, @&s well, that if the amalgamation proposals

5Opershing, My Experiences, I, 291.

51A;F., VII, Vol. 1, Annexes, Part 2: Letter: Foch to
Pershing, August 26, 1918, U.S.A., II, 585.
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had been accepted in the beginning, and if all units had been
amalgamated and used as successfully and efficiently as these
four Negro regiments, Pershing woyld have had a difficult, if
not impossible task, if he had later tried to withdraw them
in order to form an independent American Expeditionary Force.
In au eftort to voordinale the Allicd war effort and the
use of Americén troopé, Pétain, Haig, and Pershing held a
conference on January 19, 1918. The tone of the conference
showed the urgent desire for American combatant troops in
Burope. One of the two subjects discussed was deployment of
Amerlcan units with the British army. Pershing started the
conference by bringing up a request from Robertson that he,
Robertson, allocate specilal tonnage for transport of American
battallions to France provided that the Americen battalions be
attached to British units for training. The troop total was
to be 150,000 men. The stipulation was that these units were
not to be from troops already en route nor were they to be
diverted from American or French sectors, and they were to .
be transported entirely in British ships. The idea of the
plan was to lncrease the total number of American troops en
route to France. The distinction was made at the conference
that these Americén units ﬁere to be placed in British training
areas; they were not to be attached to the British army when

thelr training was complete. Arrangements were made for the
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units to be transported to the American zone and American

control after completing their training.sz
On January 24, 1618, the senior military officers of

France, Britain, and the United States met at the French

General Headquarters at Complegne. Bepresenting,France were

Foonn and Iétain; Greabt Eritein, Lalg and Bobeitson; and the

‘Unlted‘States, Pershing.s3 The meeting covered several points,

but the two most important ones were the general military

situation of the Allies and the use of American forces in

France. The observation wasmade that the German divisions

now numbered possibly two hundred and that the coming Germean

assault could easlily be far more bloody than the assault at

Verdun. Pétain stated that the French army, because of

1limited manpower, would awailt the Gérman assault and would

remain basically on the defensive. He revealed that the

French army had been forced to break up five divisions. Pétain

saild that the total divisions that might have to be broken

up because of manpower shortages could reach twenty before

the end of 1918. Almost everyone seemed to agree upon the

idea of a counteroffensive to match the German offensive, to

which Pétain said, "Nothing without the Americans."

52AQF.. Vi, 1, Annexes, Part 1: Beport of January 20,
1918, U.S.A., II, 165, 166.

53Minutes of conference held on Januvary 24, 1918,
U.S.A., II, 178-181.
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Robertson inquired about the extent of the American
cooperation in the French line. Apparently by May the Allies
could expect éne Amerlican army corps of four divisions.
Pé%ain pointed out, however, these divislons would not be
ready for combat and that it would be highly deslrable to
anclgamatle Ltheee  Awcrlceon forcesg Lnlo Tronch divisions. The
& prbposal was fo brigade oné-American regiment in each French
division. The regiment would not just be assigned for train-
ing; it would be an integral part of a French combat division.
This procedure would be followed until the American army was
strong enough to aséume an independent role.

Pershing opposed this saying that the day Would come in
which an offensive effort would be required of the American
army and then an independent American army would have to be
in existence. He further declaréd his opposition to the
amalgamation of the American troops with Allied formations
.except for tralining cycles and pointed out the difficult
language problems that would be presented by large scale
amalgemation with the French army. Pershing once more
relterated that amalgamation with Allied troops for battle
would not take place except in a dire emergency. Apparently
no more was sald of the amalgamation proposals during this
particular meeting. What the men at the meeting attempted to
say, héwever, wag basically that Allled armies were having
severe manpower problems and they were facing the laréest

German army they had ever faced. American troops were not
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arriving in sufficlent numbers fast enough to be of assistance
to the Allles. Thus, amalgamation was brought forth as a
solution to this problem.54 .

The next day, January 25, the Eritish War Cabinet met,
and a French report concerning the American army was read.
The report concluded thet there wovld Lo elpht divislione in
France in March, 1918,’fourteen in June, - twenty in September,
and Qwenty—eight in January, 1919. However, each of these
divislons would require six months training in France before
they could hold the line. This meant that there would be
only four combat divisions ready by July and eight by October.
Now in January only one United States division was ready for
battle, and a second division was just entering training. It
would only take one-sixth of the time to train these battal-
ions as compared to the time necessary to train divisional
formations.55

In spite of.Pershing's previous agreement to the 150 bat-
talion transportation proposal a problem had developed. At
the War Cabinet meeting on January 26, 1918, the issue of the
program was further dliscussed. Robertson had met with Pershing

and Bliss, and Pershing was adamant that he would agree to the

150 battalion idea only 1f the staffs were brought along.56

S¥1p14.
55L10yd George, War Memoirs, V, 417,

561bid., 418.
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Although President Wilson had approved the 150 battalion
plan he did not trust the British in thelr proposal to furnish
shipping for it. Wilson was evidently afraid that the British
would give priority to the program and take shipping from the
other United States formatlons that required transportation to
Evrope. DBoeker polnted oul to Wilson thet Perching had cgreed
~to the plan only if the tonnage alloted for transport of
the American army would be increased. The President realized
the complex situastion and complicated relationships between
British shipping tonnage and the American manpower, and he
wrote to Baker: "I have one fear about this one hundred and
fifty battallion plan. It is that, whatever they may promise
now, the British will when it comes to the pinch, in fact
cut us out from some of the tonnage.they will promise us for
our general program in order to make sure of these battalions."
Wilson added, ". . .or will promise us less for the general
program than they would otherwise have given.“57 The result
was that the United States government now basically opposed
amalgamation and no consideration would be given to these
proposals unless the British were able to provide additional
shipping for American troops. Pershing was given further
authority to recall American troops thaﬁ were loaned tempoe-

rarily to the Allies whenever he felt that it was justified.

57Letter: Wilson to Baker, Januvary 20, 1918. Ray S.
Baker Papers, Manuscrlipts Division, Library of Congress,
Box
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Although Pershing may not have realized it, this policy
strengthened his hand in dealing with the Allies.

Pershing seemed to accept the 150 battaiion plan provided
that it did not act as a hindrance to the development of an
1ndependent’Un1ted States army in Europe. Bliss, who was the
forpey Chitfncfuﬁtéff or the Arwy ond who had arrived in
Europe to be the United States Military Representative to
the Supreme War Council, was under the impression that Pershing
had approved the proposal in princlple. Soon after his arrival
he conferred with Pershing and found him still opposed to the
150 battalion plan.58 Pershing stressed to Bliss the absolute
necessgity of a consolidated American military pqsition when
dealing with the Allies. Hereafter, Bliss was very diligent
in his efforts to ascertain Pershing's opinion on a matter
before expressing his own, and his willingness to defer to
Pershing reduced. a source of pbtential conflict.59

In private Bliss was not as staunch an opponent of amal-
gamation as Pershiné was, but his loyalty to Pershing was
unwavering. He believed that the military situation in France
could be greatly rellieved by the use of American troops if
they could arrive and be used quickly enough. Bliss, in
private, was convinced of the need for amalgamation. He felt

that the British would be motivated to supply needed shipping

58Cable: Pershing to Bliss, January 13, 1918, U.S.A.,
I1I, 17-18.

59Persh1ng,'ﬂx Experiences, I, 304-305.
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if they thought they would recelve combat troops in return.
Thls private opinion of Bliss's raised the future possibllity
of disagreements between him and Pershing as the Allles braced
. for the expected spring German assault.60

Pershing's continulng opposition to the 150 battalion
progremn resulted in intor-Aliicd negotiaticns which culuminated
in the adoption of the six division plan. Britain agreed to
tranqport six complete infantry divislons to Europe on the
understanding that they were to be temporarily integrated
into the British army for training. The British Prime Minister
reluctantly egreed to the new proposals after the realization
that neither Pershing or Bllss would agree to the 150 battalion
proposel as stated.61

The so-called six-division program came before the second
session of the Supreme War Council on January 30, 1918. The
Supreme War Councll was a political organization set up in
late 1917 to coordinate the actlvitles of the Allles, and it
functioned during the trying times of 1918. The Supreme War
Council met about once a month. The heads of governments oxr
their appointed representatives and one other person sat in

on the meetings. Untll the armistice negotiations in October,

the United States was withdut political representation on the

6QTrask, Supreme War Councill, p. 77.

61Fredrick Palmer, Blliss, Peacemaker: The Life and
Letters of General Tasker Howard Bliss (New York, 1934),
PDe 221-222; U.SwA., 111, 29-3%.
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Supreme War Councll, a procedure that was logical in view of
Wilson's policy of non-political alignment.é2

The ma jor suborganization of the Supremé War Council
was the Military Representatives. In theory, but not in
actuality, these men were supposed to be independent of thelr
netional arwy comsanders. Dliss, the ﬁmcricam repreocntative
throughout, did an eioellent job in a difficult situation,
which was not helped by the lack of political representation.
The military representatives met fregquently and thelir organ-
ization was separate from, and distinctly subordinate to, the
regular Supreme War‘Counoil, although fhey were called upon
from time to time to participate in the main megtings.63

At this meeting of the Supreme War Council on January 30
both Halg and Pé%ain pleaded for the amalgamation of American
troops into their command. During discussion of the six
division question pPétain forcefully stated that unless this
'were done the American army could not make a significant
contribution during 1918. Pershing brought forth a compro-
mise solution which had seven elements. First, infantry and
auxlliary troops of these six divislions would train with the
British. Second, the artillery elements would be trained in
the use of French equipment. Third, higher command members

and staff officers would be assigned for training and experience

62Trask, Supreme War Council, p. 39..

631p1d4., pp. 38-46.
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in corresponding units in the British army. Fourth, when
fully trained, the United States battallons would be reformed
into regiments, and that when the artillery wes fully trained
all the units compromising each division would be united
under their own officers for service. Fifth, the above plan
vould be carslced ool withoutl interferouce with the plen thean
in operation for bringing over American forces. Sixth, the
guestion of supply would be arranged by agreement between
the American and British commanders. Seventh, and last,
questions of arms and equipment could be settled in a similar
marmer.64 Halg speéifically concurred with the proposal of
the plan to group the trained battalions into regiments and
finally into Amerlcan divisions.65

During the third session of the meeting of the Supreme
War Council both Halg and p€tain renewed their plea for the
emalgamation of United States troops into British and French
'formations. In the opinion of Haig, the entry of American
troops by battaliohs or regiments into British and French
divisions, not only for training but also for fighting, was
the most effective way that America could aid the Allied cause.
Haig also pointed out the possible saving in tonnage by con-
centrating on combat forces as opposed to support forces. He

emphasized that the suggested amalgamation was only temporary:

64%1p14., pp. 77, 78.

‘ 65Supreme War Councll, minutes of meeting of January 30
and January 31, 1918, U.S.A., II, 185-188.
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once the Unlted States Army was an independent force, the
amalgamated American units would be returned. Unless this
were done Halg sald reductions of British divisions would be
- required, and the war would enter a critical stage.

The Italian delegate to the Supreme War Council, Baron
Sonino, iwice asked whether the American goverrnment would
allow small units of each United States division to be amal-
gemated with the British and ¥French divisions in order to
improve the emergency situation. Bliss defended Pershing's
stand against amalgamation. His defense of the American plan
for an independent American force was sweeping. Bliss pointed
out that for the United States to agree before the emergency
even exlsted to amalgemate small units into the British and
French divisions would create a difficult situation, and
strongly emphasized that the United States was doing'every-
thing possible to effect maximum utilization of American
manpower. Bllss noted that the day before the British govern-
ment had agreed to transport six American divisions and havé
thelr Infantry battalions train with the British army. If
an attack took place while these battalions were being
trained, they would hardly be wlthdrawn from the battle to
form an independent divisién. Pétain and Pershing had reached
an agreement by which the American divislions would receive
their final training in the PFrench line, Bliss added, and
sald that obviously these divisions would not be withdrawn

in the face of a large scale German assault. Bliss summed up
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this part of the speech by saying, "if the crisis should come,
the American troops will undoubtedly be used in whatever way
their services will be most effective, elther in defense or
offensive with the British and French troops with whom they
are at that time serving." Bliss, however, follqwed this
sLoatoment with tharfoliowiug ducelerotiog: "It is to be clearly
‘understood, however, that this training of American units
with British and French divlsions, whether behind the lines or
in actual combat on the line, is only a sfepping stone in the
training of the American forces." He concluded, ". . .that
whenever it is proper and practicable to do so these units will
be formed into American divisions under their own officers."
Bliss finished his defense of the American stend by saying that
. permanent amalgamation of American forces with the British
and the French would be intolerable to the American public.66
Because of the desperate need for American manpower, the
Allies could not afford to antagonize the Americans. Because
of this, Bliss described the prevailing mood in Europe at
that time: "I doubt if I could make anyone not present at the
recent meetings of the Supreme War Council realize the anxiety
and feér that prevades the minds of political 1eaders."67

During the summer of 1917 the British and French armies

gustained frightful casualties in abortive offensives, and

661bid.

67Letter: Bliss to Baker, February 2, 1918, cited in
Trask, Supreme War Councill, p. 79.
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to alleviate thils, thé period from July of 1917 to March of
1918 was mérked by a series of amalgamation proposals both

at the Supreme War Councill and in Washington. These proposals
were repeatedly refused by Pershing but Pé%ain requested, and
received, four Negro reglments that were amalgamated into the
French army. The amalgamation was successful in a utlilitarian
sense, but Pershing was unable to get the regiments returned
untll after the war. Pershing and Pé%ain had a deep dis-
agreement over the training cycle for the first four American
divisions. The British offered to transport 150,000 infantry
to Franoe so long as they were sent by battalions. Pershing
refused and a compromise settlement which provided for the

transportation of six complete divisions was arrived at.



CHAPTER IIIX
THE PERSHING--MARCH FEUD

The status of the American Expeditionary Force in relation
to Washington was a vexing problem throughout the First World
War. The A.E.F., was a milltary force unprecedented 1in Amer-
ican experience which contributed to ité uncertain status.
This uncertainty was personified in the Pershing--March feud.
This relationship had two basic reasons for exlstence: the
first was the lack of guidellnes concerning command rela-
tionships between the Chief-of-Staff in Washington and the
Commander-in-Chief of the A.E.F.; the second was the clash of
prersonalities, aggravated by distance and limited communica-
tion between Pershing and March.

The United States Army had to be overhauled entirely.
Woodrow Wilson's doctrine of "neutral in thought asdwell as
deed" had not allowed realistic military planning for the
eventuality of Amerlcan invoivement in the Luwropean war. He
had little interest and less knowledge about The workings of
the military forces and, thus, was strongly 1inclined to leave
matters in Pershing's hénds. Consequently, when Pershing was
appointed the cdmmander of the Amerlican Expeditionary Force
in France in 1917, he received no plan of action from Washing-
ton. Pershing was sent to France with little more than a vague

order to beat the armies of Imperlal Germany. He was forced

o
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to organize the army both administratively and tactically
from the foundations upward. .
An important characteristic of Pershling's personality was
his pride. Additionally hls occasionally blunt language, and
his desire for an independent role for the American Expeditionary
Force complicated the situation. President Wilson and Secretary
Baker were willing to gilve Pershing broad powers.1 In the
only wartime meeting between Pershing and Wilson, the Presi-
dent did not mention anything about his deslres in regard to
the cooperation of the Amerlican army wilth the armies of the
Western Allies.2
The first four Chiefs-of-Staff of the Army did not exer-
cise their powers and influence 1in a manner that might have
been expected of the senior officer of the United States Army.
This posed no significant difficulties for Pershing, however,
because he had a very easy and comfortable relationshlp with
these four men. In effect they were Pershing's representa-
tives in Washington rather than Pershing being their representa-

tive in France.3

1Ffedrick Palmer, Newton D. Baker: America at War
(New York, 1931), I, 150.

2Jonn J. Pershing, My Experlences in the World War
(New York, 1931), I, 37.

3Harvey A. DeVWeerd, President Wilson Fights Hlis War
(New York, 1968), p. 228,
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.Peyton C. March was the artillery commander of the A.E.F.
under Pershing and had been known in that post as a man of
~ruthless efficiency and strong opinlons.4 They seem to have
~had ‘a good relationship in France.” 1In fact, March was of-
fered the post of Chlef-of-Staff of the army in the fall of
1917, and he told Pershing that he did not want it. On
Pershing's recommendation, therefore, he was passed over for
that post.6

On Jenuary 26, 1918, Harch was assigned as Chief-of-
Staff of the Army and arrived in Washington on March 4, 1918,
to take over the position from Major General John Bilddle.’
Blddle's actions for the three and a half months that he had
.héld the post nad teen unlmpressive. They seemed to indicate
‘that he thought his position was temporary and therefore he
had postponed mény declisions. Even though there was a war
in France, Biddle had kept peacetime business hours. Generally
he left the office by around 5 o'clock in the afternoon, the
few times that he returned in the evening 1t was because a
gspeclal cable had arrived requiring his attention. Not only

had he failed to keep a rigorous schedule for himself, but

“Palmer, Baker, II, 155-158.

uasEdward M. Coffman’, Hilt of the Sword (Madison, 1966),
Do .

6Peyton C. March, Nation at Wer (New York, 1932), p. 35.

7Coffman, Hilt of the Sword, p. 54, March, Nation at
War, p. 40,
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he also falled to require a rational wartime schedule of his
subordinates. An example of this came when March went to the
department after dark and found one single duty officer in the
code room and the corridors stacked with unopened official mail.8
Pershing thought he had sufficlent authority for his role
as Commander-in-Chief of the A.E.F..land he felt that the
role possessed a speclal relationshlip to the President and the
Secretary of War. Because of complete lack of planning and
guidance which Pershing had inherited with his appointment
as Commander of the A.E.I'., he developed an independent frame
of mind. Therefore, after March's appointment, Pershing was
unable to feel particularly comfortable while working with
a strong Chlef-of-Stafi in Washington who wlshed tc work as
the coordinator of the entire military program, not Jjust for
the AE.F. Pefshing wrote in defense of his role, "in the
absence of any preparation for war beforehand, the principle
can hardly be questioned that the Commander at the front and
not the staff departments in Washington should decide on what
he needs." Pershing continued: "The employment of our armies
in Europe had been fully cévered by.general instructions and
there were no problems of strategy or questions concerning
operations that devolqu upon the war department staff. These
were matters for the Commander-in-Chief for thé AJEF. to

determine." In this same passage, Pershing hinted that his

8March, Nation &t War, pp. 39-40,
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view of the role of the Chief-of-Staff might have been different
if some guldance had been avallable upon his appoinfment as
Commander~in-Chlef of the A.E.F. That 1s, if he had not been
forced to create and organize virtually every detall that
pertained to the A.E.F., Pershing's attitude might have been
different.9'

A Chief-of-Staff, by definition, should be the senlor
army officer by position, 1f not by rank. Pershing, however,
partly because of the weak role played by the previous Chiefs-
of-Staff, and partly because of his desire for an independent
role in PFrance, did not recognize March as the professional
head of the army and'principal military advisor to the Secre-~
tary of War. Pershing apparently thought of the Chlef-of-Staff
in Washington as an assistant to the Chilef-of-Staff of the
A.E.F. In his view the position of Chief-of-Staff was to
coordinate and expedite the requests of the A.E.F. However,
March had a different view of the position of Chief-of-3taff.
March felt that the Preslident as Commander-in-Chief of the
armed forces exercised hls power first through the‘Secretary
of War, and then through the Chlef-of-3taff to the various
army commanders. March's clarlity of vision was accurate bee
cause in spite of the fighting ln France, the bulk of the
arny remained in the Unlted States. However, so long as

France wes the mlilitary theater where American troops were

9Pershing, My Bxperiences, I, 319.
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active, something migﬁt‘bevsaid for a special relationshilp
between the theater commander and the Commender-in~Chief, This
relationship would become far more cumbersome when the war be-
came a multi-theater conflict. For example, the weakness of
Pershing's idea was demonstrated when the United States em-
barked upon the intervention in Russia.10
The first point of friction in the March--Pershing feud
and the spark which ignited the controversy ws promotion policy.
March requested from Pershing on March 27, 1918, a list of
recommendations for promotion to brigedier general and ma jor
genéral. Pershing sent the required list‘with ten nominations
for major general and seventeen for brigadler general, and
he also added four additional men to the brigadier general
list. The four additions were all in the staff corps. When
Pershing received the final list of recommendations from Wash-
ington the list contained only three of his nominations to
ma jor general and about half of the brigadier generals were
men that Pershing had not nominated. Pershing cabled hls dls-
approval to Washington and asked that the confirmation of these
promotions be held until hé was able to respond with a revised-
list.t1
March's abrupt retort to this cable indicated the conflict

these men were to face throughout the rest of the war. His

10peweerd, Wilson, pp. 228-229.

11paimer, Baker, II, 208-209; Coffman, Hilt of the Sword,
ppe 58-59.
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response indicated thét as.Chief~of-Staff he commanded the
bulk of the army and Pershing commanded only one €lement of
that army. March further declared that within the limited
sphere of Pershing's command his suggestions were "especlally
valuable”, and that he regarded the suggestions from Pershing
as he regarded suggestions from any of the subordinate com-
manders. March then trod heavily upon the toes of Pershing
by saying "there will be no change in the list of nominations

already sent to the Senate.“12

At this time lMarch was a major
general and Pershing was a full general.

A similar situation regarding promotion of officers
within the A.E.F. arose on July 6, 1918. Pershing had rec-
ommended promotion for four of hls ablest colonels, but March
falled to heed Pershing's reoommendation.l3 Apparently, March
was attempting to strike a balance with promotions of officers
serving in the A.E.F. and those 1n the rest of the army, and
so he refused to promote Colonel Paul B. Malone. This action
caused Pershing to write in his diary that March's promotion
policy would not bear a good.lnvestigation.lu Baker was aware

of this area of contention between Pershing and March and to

solve 1t he intended to work out an army-wide promotional

12Cable: March to Pershing, April 24, 1918, United States
Army in the World War (Washington, 1948), II, 342, This wWork
will be cited hereafter as U.S.A. See Palmer, Baker, 1I, 209,
which glves a very good discussion of the episgode and Coffran,
Eilt of the Sword, p. 110.

131p14.

14Pershing Diary, August 22, 1918. Pershing Papers,
Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress, Box 4-5,
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policy, but the war ended before it could be carried
out.15 |

During March's first month as Chief-of-Staff a Congress-
man suggested that staff officers on duty in Washington be
required to wear a white band on their sleeves. March reacted
by calling for an investigation to determine the number of
newly commissloned officers who had been posted directly to
duty in Washington D.C. March, as a seasoned soldier, pro-
tested adamantly against a delineation between staff and field
officers. The staff officers themselves agltated for posting
to the combat units in France, perhaps in reaction to public
sentiment. For the professional, it was virtually a career
requirement to go to IFrance, and March realized the necessity
for professionals to serve in France. He stated, "It is a
tragedy in the lives of many of them, that most civilians do
not remotely comprehend."16 The tragedy was the inabllity
of the professional officers to galn actual combat experience
in France.,

Both the A.E.F. and the War Department had great need
of trained staff officers. Therefore, those staff officers
assigned to duty in Washlington had little chance of ever belng
assigned to the AJE.F. in France. General March attempted to

eliminate this problem and at the same time coordinate the

15DeWeerd, Wilson, p. 229; Pershing Diary, August 22,
1918, Pershing Papers, Box L-5,

16Palmer, Baker, II, 210.
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War Department and the A.E.F. He cabled his idea for solving
this problem to Pershing on March 14, 1918.17 In this cable,
he alluded to the apparent lack of proper coordination between
the A.E.F. and Washlington, and he proposed a plan to inter-
change staff officers between Waéhington and the AE.F. Merch
suggested the interchange of thirty officers from Washington
for thirty officers from the A.E.F. The plan, as envisioned,
would eventually involve a complete eichange between Washing-
ton and France and thué insuring a greater degree of under-
standing and cooperation as well as expérience in France for
effective staff offlcers. His plan called for rotation that
would send the most expérienced fleld officers back to Wash-
ington and the more informed Washington stai'f orflcers to
France. March earnestly hoped that the staff officers then
serving in Washington would be given a chance for active serv-
ice In the field rather than beilng punished for "good work"
by being kept in Washington for the duration of the war.18
The plan to rotate staff officers was to railse yet
another specter of conflict between March and Pershing.
General Harbord, Pershing's Chief-of-Staff, suspected the
scheme from the very start. He believed that the plan derived
from March's personal ambition, and he described the plan to

Pershing negatively. 1In Harbord's opinion, the plan was

17cavle: Adjutant General's Office to Pershing, U.S.A.,
1I, 239.
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1800ffman, Hilt of the Sword, p. 60-61,
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selfish, inconsiderate, and short~-sighted regarding the task
that faced Pershing in France.19 Pershing was an experienced
enough soldier to see the value in the plan, but he was not
able to carry out the scheme because he simply did not have
the trained officers to spare.

Pershing did, however, recommend to March that staff
officers from Washington be transferred to the staff of the
A.E.F. March communicated with Pershing and was very careful
to explain that in no way did he mean tq prejudice the efforts
of the A.E.F. and that any officers recommended by Pershing
or the general staff would be acceptable to March. At this
Pershing consented and in May a group of thirty A.E.F. officers
were ordered to the War Department. However, only three of
them were considered fit for General Staff duties by a War
Department board.zo After this flasco, the exchange continued
in a half-hearted manner, and the plan was never fully con-
summated. The fallure of this plan doomed any hopeg that
staff officers in Washington had of ever seeing duty in France
during the war.'

In July 1918 another éource of_friction developed bew-

tween March and Pershing because of the attempt to reform the

19Letter: Harbord to Pershing, March 16, 1918, James
G. Harbord Papers, Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress,
Pershing-Harbord Correspondence, 1917-1922.

20¢offmen, Hilt of the Sword, p. 61.
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Service of Supply of the A.E.F.21 The background of thié
siltuation was the serious loglstical problem that faced the
A.E.F. in France. By the early summer of 1918 it was clear
that the men and suppllies coming through the French ports
were not beilng handled well and it appeared that a stronger
and more ceﬁtralized organization was needed to handle the

22 The Commander of the Services

supply systenm for the A.E.F.
of Supply was Major General Francis J. Kernan. Kernan was an
able officer, but he lacked the forceful personality that
seemed to be necessary for the successful handling of this
particular assignment. This shortcoming was recognized both
by Pershing and by Washington.23 In late May 1918, Sir
William Wiseman, chief of British Intclligence in the Unlted
States, and the British ambassador, Lord Reading, talked with
Wilson's unofficial advisor and intimate friend, Colonel
Edward M. House, about the problem of Pershing assuming too
much personal responsibllity over the A.E.E‘.ZL’L Lord Reading
then candidly advised House that it would be a mistake to

heed the advice of Lloyd George, who had suggesﬁed‘the

zlJameé G. Harbord, The American Army (Boston, 1936), -
p. 351.

22¢able: Pershing to Baker, July 27, 1918, U.S.A.,
IT, 553.

23James G. Harbord, Leaves From a War Diary (New York,
1925), p. 349.

24Interview: Coffman with Sir William Wliseman, December
14, 1960, cited in Coffman, Hilt of the Sword, p. 105.
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appointiﬁg of an American civilian with overall powers 1in
France. Lord Reading admitted that Lloyd George was inter-
ested in someone to elther circumvent or control Pershing.25
Colonel House came from the conference convinced thaet Pershing
was burdened with too much personal responsibility. Prilor

to Lloyd George's suggestlion, House had talked to Pershing

' 26

about the load which he, Pershing, was carrying. He wrote
to Wilson on June 3, 1918: "What I havé in mind to suggest

to you is that Pershing be relieved from.all responsibility
except the training and fighting of our troops. All his re-
quirements for equipping and maintaining these troops should
be on other shoulders."27 Whereupon, Wilson sent House's
letter to Baker and March for action. On July 6, 1918, Baker
asked for Pershing's reaction to three suggestions: hils

first suggestion was that Pershing be relieved of full re-
sponsibility in the handling of the A.E.F. supply problem.
His second was the Major General George Goethals, famed for
his administration of the Panama Canal Zone, take over supply

responsibilities in a coordinate rather than a subordinate

position to Pershing. And his third was that Vance McCormack

2SCharles Seymour, The Intimate Papers of Colonel House
(Boston, 1928), III, 447448,

26Letter: House to Wilson, May 20, 1918, Edward M.
House Papers, Sterling Memorial Library, Yale Unlversity,
Drawer 119, Folder 129, cited in Coffman, Hilt of the Sword,
p. 105.

27Harbord, American Army, pp. 354=355; March, Nation
at War, pp. 193-197. )
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relleve Pershing of diplométio and loglstical responsiblli-
ties.28

When Baker's letter makling these suggestions reached
France, Pershing was furious. He lmmedlately appointed
Harbord, commanding the Second Division at that time, to be
the Chief of Services and Supply. Harbord suspected the
letter to be yet another installment of the plot by March to
weaken the power of Pershing in France.. He did not accuse
Baker of being in on this plot to unseat Pershing. In fact,
Harbord said that the letter from Baker was a fine and upright
letter. What Harbord did suspect was that the idea behind
the letter was supplied by March.29

Pershing cabled an urgent message to the War Department
in which he saiq that any divislion of responsibility within
the A.E.F. or any coordinate control would be fatal. He
further promised that Harbord would soon have the services
of supply functioning in a smooth, efflcient manner. Pershing
declined the services of Vance lNcCormack on the grounds that.
Bliss, the Military Representative to the Supreme War Councll,
could handle the diplomatié work. Harbord, for hils part,

observed that Pershing did not need any help in the diplo-

280offman, H1lt of the Sword, p. 106.

29Harbord, American Army, P. 35
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matic field, "because Pershing was one of the most successful
diplomats of the World War,."°

Within a few days after Pershing had received Baker's
letter proposing the changes in the administration of the
A.E. 7., Pershing sent a confidentlal message to Baker in which
he complained of the curt tone of March's cable. In thils cable
Pershing also suggested that his promotlion llsts were not
being forwarded properly by March because of personal animosity.
on the part of March against the officers involved.31

Although Pershing did not implement the changes as
proposed by March in the adminlstration of the A.E.F., the
desired results were accomplished in a different manner.
Under the forceful larbord, the Services ol Supply were reor=-
ganized. Pershing was relieved of much of the diplomatic
burden. Bliss, the former Chief-of-Staff of the Army was
" detalled to handle the diplomatic duties at the Supreme War
Council. These changes left Pershing less encumbered in his
direction of the actual operation of the war, and he was‘ab;e
to spend less time with administrative matters. wﬁlle the
results of March's suggestions were beneficial, Pershing was
irritated by March's role in the proposals.32 In spite of

the good results which ceame from the changes lmplemented by

O1pid., p. b,

Nretter: Pershing to Baker, July 28, 1918; Pershing
Papers, Box 19.

321114,
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Baker's letter, both Pershing and Harbord blamed March for
the attempt to put Goethals into a poslition of coordinate
authority with Pershing.33 Pershing's opinion was that,
"The officer or the group of offlicers who proposed such a
scheme to the secretary could not haye had the success of
the high command in France very deeply at heart or else they
lacked ﬁnderstanding of the basic principles of organization."Bu

Harbord was even more harsh 1in his criticism of the
proposals. He said thét the authors of those proposals did
not have the best interests of the A.E.F; at heart.35 Al
though Harbord continued to suspect that the proposals were
basically the work of Mafch, he wrote Pershling on September
23, 1918, thet the ldea of sending Goethals to France wlth
coordinate authority was Bakér's own idea and was agreed to
by March.Bé

There was yet another factor which contributed greatly
to the clash between Mgrch and Pershing. There was an uncon=
firmed rumor in France that March had designs on Pershing's
job ag commander of the A.E.F. Evidently this was one of thé
reasons why Pershing's objections to Goethals' suggested

position in France were so strong. General Leonard Wood,

33Pershing, My Experiences, 1I, 187-191.

Mipia., p. 181.

35Letter: Harbord to Pershing, September 23, 1918,
Pershing Papers, Box 87.

36Harbord, American Army, p. 344,
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now the head of the Western Division of the United States
Army, heard in late September of 1918 that there was con-
siderable friction between Pershing and March and that March
hoped to relieve Pershing.37 ‘'The story spread to France where
the validity was widely accepted. When Goethals heard of
the story and of hls alleged part in the plot to unseat Pershe
ing, he disclaimed any knowledge of the proposed changes.38
And March himself, when he was presented with the story saild,
"there was never any consideration given to the question of
a successor of General Pershing during my entire tour of Chlef-
of-Staff of the Army as far as I am aware.“39 This 1s prob-
ably true, especlally when the personalities and policies of
Baker and Wilson are conslidered.

There were two attempts on the part of the Allies to
have Pershing replaced as Commander of the A.E.F. Neither
of these attempts reached the War Department. In June 1918,
Jan Christian Smuts of South Africa recommended that he,
Jan Smuts, be given command of the combat elements<of the

A.E.F. and that Pershing be put in .charge of the logistical

37Leonard Vood Diary, September 30, 1918, Leonerd Wood
Papers, Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress, Box 11,

38Letter: Goethals to his Son, August 25, 1918, George
Goethals Papers, Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress,
Box 2.

39March, Nation at War, p. 261; Palmer, Baker, II, 369.
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command. Lloyd George promptly stifled this suggestion.uo

In October 1918, Clemenceau became impatient with
Pershing and sought Foch's ald in sending a letter to Wash-
ington asking for Pershing's replacement. Foch refused to
bend to the desires of Clemenceau and the war was over before
Clemenceau fook further action.u'1

One of the best personal assessments of the Pershing-
March affalr was made by Douglas MacArthur. MacArthur, at
that time a Brigadier General, and later a personal friend
of both Pershing and March, thought that much of the contro-
versy was caused by the fact that Pershing's staff had poi-
soned his mind toward March. MacArthur concluded: "I am
convinced that there would have been no trouvle betweeh
Pershing and March if they could have confe:r:f‘e:d."LPz

Many of the differences between Pershing and March were
still unsolved when the armistice was signed. However, while

the correspondence between the two men reveals disagreement

throughout, the tone remained friendly. The two men both

40y 119

1llam Helth Tnacoclk, Srubs, e Sanessines Yonrno
(London, 1962), pp. 482-485, The offer was not made public
until 1954. The offer was made in a letter from Smuts to
Lloyd George on June 8, 1918, cited in Frank Owen,
Tempestuous Journey (Hutchinson, 1954), pp. 476-477.

ulFerdinand Foch, The Memolrs of Marshal Foch, Trans-
lated by T. Bentley Mott (New York, 1931), pp. 434-436;
Georges Clemenceau, Grandeur and Misery of Victory (New
York, 1630), pp. 81-85.

“2pqward M. Coffman, The War to Ind ALl Hars (New
York, 1968), p. 186.
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possessed extremely strong personalitles and they were both
installed in posltions which had no precedent in the hlstory
of the United States. Combined with the tension, the crisis,
and the responsibllities of war and the tradition of long-
standing conflict between field commanders and staff officers,
friction was an inevitable result.n-3

‘Pérshing, as Commander-in-Chief of A.E.F., had initially
received an unstructured appointment,'that is, an appointment
with nelther definitldn nor limit. His relationship with the
first four Chiefs-of-Staff of the Army Qere amiable and with-
out friction. All of them tended to act as Pershing's sub-
ordinates, not his supefiors. Pershing believed that he had
a speclal relationship with the President. Wwnen March became
Chief-of-Staff in March 1918, the relationship began to change.
March qssumed that he was the senior officer in the army and
thus would exercise some control over Pershing. The war
ended before the arguments over spheres of responsibility

could be settled.,

q n Y. ~ -y ~ .
a‘Cufxman, 03t of the 3.oxd, w. 118,
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CHAPTER IV
PERSHING'S STAND VICTORIOUS

On March 21, 1918, the long expected German offensive
struck the British Fifth Army 1n Flanders. When the Allled
leaders realized the magnitude of the assault they returned
to the amalgamation proposals with increased vigor.

On March 26, 1918, General Ferdinand Foch was designated
as Allled Generalissimo by the Doullens agreement.l The
agreement read:

' General Foch 1s charged by the British and French

Governments with coordinating the actions of the

Alllied Armies on the Western Front. He will reach

an understandinge to thls effect with the commanders-

in~chiet, who are invited to furnish him with all

the necessary information.

This initial agreement was clarified and expanded on April 3,
1918, by the Beauvals agreement. In this revised agreenment

the American government was made a dlilrect party to the arrange-
ment. Foch was entrusted with the "strategic direction of
military overations." According to the Doullens agreement, -

N S e e L s 4
each natlonal comnander Lad ®

~e M iy B - Y SIS [T F ) -
Sull control o the tnctlienl

employment of their forces" as well as the right of appeal to

2
the respectlve governmental heads. The German offensive had

l1Lord Maurice Hankey, The Supreme Comrand (London, 1961),
IT, 791; Ferdinand Foch, The lMemoirs of Marshall Foch, trans-
lated by T. Bentley Mott (Garden City, 1931), p. 264; U.S. Army
Historical Division, U.5. Arny in the World War, 1917-1919

(Washington, 1648), 1T, 25F. This work will be cited hereafter
as U,.5.A. ‘

2

Hankey, Supreme Command, II, 792. Foch, Memoirs, p. 276.
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forced the allies to adopt, for the first time, a unified
military command.
On March 27, 1918, the Supreme War Council met at Ver-

sailles.3

At this meeting, General Giardino, the Italian
Military Representative, returned to a proposal presented

two days earlier by General Sir Henry Rawlinson, the British
Military Representative, The essence of the subject that
Giardino brought up was the usage and cooperation of American
forces in the Allied forces. \

Pershing spoke to the group and referred to the previous
agreement, The agreement provided for the transporting to
Europe of six United States divisions by the British., Once
these divisions were -in Europe they were to be assigned to
the British Army for training,

At this meeting on March 27, Pershing expressed a desire
to help the Allies, but he was unwilling to commit himself to
large scale infantry reinforcements for either the French or
the British. He pointed out that if he agreed to supply
large numbers of infantry both to the French and the British
Armies, the United States, in effect would be giViﬁg up any
hope of becoming an independent force, The United States
would become merely a source of manpower to keep British and
French divisions at full strength, Pershing claimed, and he
said that such a course would be unwise for either the

Americans or the Allies. A better procedure might be for

the Allies to consolidate their weaker divisions, which would

3Supreme War Council Meeting, Minutes of March 27, 1918,
Military Representatives, U, S. A.,, II, 255-257.
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mean a reduction in fhe number of divisions the Allies were
keeping in the line, Then as the American divisions became
battle ready they could replace British and French formations.

In view of the large numbers of British casualities
Pershing did agree to allow the infantry of the six divi-
éions being transported by the British and which were to
be trained by the British, to come under British control
on the condition that these units be returned to American
control when requested. Because of the present emergency
Pershing urged that the transportation of the infantry of
American divisions slated to be trained with the British
army be given priority. -

Giardino noted that Pershing's proﬁosals anparently
only reférred to the six division plan, and he asked
whether the United States would furnish replacements to
Italy if the German assault exhausted the number of Italian
effectives, Pershing evaded the question and circumvented
Giardino by stating that the discussion was only about the
present emergency and the question of United States troops
for Italy could only be geciled vy e Unlted States govern-
ment.

Pershing then attempted to clear up the confusion about
Anerican reinfércements for the Allies, HQ pointed out that
he had agreed to the proposal that the British transport
six divisions and then train the infantry - the artillery

and auxilary services were to follow later. Pershing said
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that because of the present emergency he proposed that the
infantry of these six divisions be transported first. He
noted that this procedure had been regularly followed with
divisions assigned to the trenches for training., Pershing
pointed out that if the divisions were assigned to the Allied
armies for training and were involved in a fight they would,
of course, participate and noted that Pertain, the commander
of the French army, was satisfied with the agreement,
Pershing emphasized that reinforcement of the British and
French divisions by drafts of American troops had not been
contemplated,

Giardino took up his point once again. The United
States, he said, was committed to transporting two complete
divisions per month, but if they transported infantry only,
and not the service formations, they could in fact transport
the infantry of approximately four divisions each month, If
the United States sent only infantry- the Allies would receive
more effective help sooner. Rawlinson concurred with Giardino
and pointed out that the decisive battle was apparently being
fought at the present time,  Rawlinson renewed his request
that infantry and machine éun units be given priority, add-
ing that the Bfitish and the French armies each required the
infantry of approximately six divisions,

Pershing reiterated his proposal to bring over first
the infantry of the six divisions and allocate them to the

British for training, thus aiding the British during the
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present emergency. He said tﬁat the French and American
armies had worked out an arrangement regarding the training
and transportation of American troops that was satisfactory
both to Petain and him. He closed his statement by saying
that he did not ﬁhink it was necessary to make a radical
change at the present time, Pershing then left the
meeting.4

After Pershing left the meeting, the United States
Military Representative showed a rare display of anger and
disagreement with Pershing.s Bliss made the statement,
"General Pershing expressed only his personal opinion and
that it is the military representatives who must make a
decision,"6 |

In spite of the six division agreement, the British
government was desirous of obtaining additional prompt
American reinforcements. Therefore, Lloyd George sought
to affect the opinion of Wilson and the American public,
He cabled Lord Reading, the British Ambassador in the United
States, on March 27, 1918, stating in the strongest possible
terms the necessity of bringing timely American reinforce-
ments across the Atlantic.’/ Lord Reading answered Lloyd

George on the same day with an analysis of public opinion

41bid.

SDavid Trask, The United States and the Supreme War
Council (Middletown, 1961), p. 81.

6U U.S.A., II, 257.

Tpavid L1loyd Goorge, War Memoirs of David Lloyd George
(Boston, 1937), Vv, 257,
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in the United States and the effect of the renewed German
offensi?e. The most important statement in the message
was Lord Reading's opinion that the United States now
finally realized that Germany could only be beaten in the
field. Lord Reading felt that public opinion in the United
States had lost faith in the possibility of a negotiated
peace with Germany. Lloyd George had attributed the United
states's faith in the possibiiity of a negotiated peace as
the main factor leading to the lethargic military prepara-
tions in the United states.® |

The Military Represehtatives to the Supreme War Council
at the meeting of March 17, 1918, issued Joint Note Number
18, on the subject of American reinforcements for the Western
Front. The representatives said that the security of France
could be assured oﬁly by taking the three steps during 1918,
First, the Allies must maintain the‘strength of the British
and the French troops in France and provide for American
reinfqrcements arriving at the rate of not less than two
divisions per month. Second, they must request the American
government to assist the Allied armies by oermittihglfeﬁporary
service of American units in Allied army corps and divisions.
These reinforcements, however, had to be obtained from units
other than those American divisions presently serving the

French army. Third, until otherwise directed by the

8Ibid., 426, 427.
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Supreme War Council, only American infantry and machine gun
units should be transborted to France.9

The War Cabinet of Great Britain at its meeting of
March 27, 1918, discussed the‘aSbistance that United States
troops in France would provide. One of Rawlinson's reports
was read in which Rawlinson said that Pershing would not
agree to put American battalions in British divisions
because of his desire for an independent American army.
However, Pershing did agree to send American engineers to
the front and to put American divisions into the line in
defensive areas of the French factors, thus freeing French
diﬁisious to aid the British.lo

At the same meeting, Lord Milner discussed several
items that had been covered with Pershing. The first item
was a request for American divisions to relieve several
French divisions which could, then éupport British army in
the field, the second item was that only American infantry
should be shipped to France from the United states, and
the third item was that American engineering troops,’which :

were not actively canloyed Poking favtitications for the

9Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council,
Joint Note 18, U.s.A.,, IL, 257, 258.

LOwar Cabinet 374, March 27, 1918, CAB 23/5, Public
Record Office, London, England (Microfilm). Rxtract from
minutes of War Cabinet 374 of March 27, 1918, U.S5.A. 11
258, 259.
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American army, should be tranéferred behind the Allied
front to help with the construction of secondary defensive
works, 11 |

The United States's answer was not long in formation,
Bliss cabled the President on March 28, 1918, with the
recommendations of Baker, who was in Europe on an’inspection
tour, in regard to Joint Note 18, Baker recognized the
common problems involved, admitted the critical state of the
Allied armies in the face of the "Ludendorff Offensives",
and pointed out the desire for an independent American army,
Baker recommended that Joint Note 18 be approved with the
following assessments. The goal of the American government
was to render full cboperation therefore, the preferential
transportation of American infantry and machine gun units
was vital. Such units would be under the direction of the
commander of the A,E,F., and would be assigned by him for
training and employment, The commander of the A,E,F, would
use these and all military forces of the United States under
his command in such manner as to render the greatest military
assistance, In closing, Baker reaffirmed to Wilson that
the United States was determined to have its various military
units collected as speedily as the military situation and

the state of their training would permit.lz

11Te1ephone message, Lloyd'George to Lord Milmer March 27,
1918, U,S.A., 11, 259, '

1ZCable: Baker to Wilson, March 28, 1918, U.S.A., II, 261,
262, .
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The "Ludendorff offensives" continued unabbaited, and

Pérshing.met with Pétain, Clemenceau, and Foch, At this
meeting on March 28, 1918, Pershing said,"T came to tell

you that the American people would consider it a great honor
that our troops should be engaged in the present battle, I
ask this of you in my name and theirs., There is no question
at this moment except fighting. Infantry, artillery,
aviation, and all we have is yours," .Pershing continued,
"Do with it as you choose. Other forces are coming as
numerous as shall be necessary." Pershing closed his state-
ment by saying, "I am here for the express purpose of telling
you that the Americans will be proud to be engaged in the
greatest batitle of history".’13 This statement was evidently
for morale purposes rather than military because there was
little change in Pershing's operations,

On March 29, 1918, March answefed Bliss's cable of
March 28 to the President and said that the President con-
cured with the Joint Note 18 issued by the Military
Representatives., March told Bliss that he, Bliss, was
authorized to decide questions abont immediate conneration
or reﬁlacementfla This cable was followed by a second cable
on March 30, 1918, from the War Department to the American

section of the Supreme War Council at Versailles, which

13Verbal statement from Pershing to Foch on March 28,
1918, as recorded in G,H.Q., A.E.F., War Diary, Book II:
page 446, U,S.A., 11, 262.

l4cable: March to Pershing, March 29, 1918, U.S.A.,1T1,264,
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said that preferential treatﬁent would be given to the
tran8porta£ion to Américan infantry and machine gun units
in the présent emergency.15

Pershing disagreed with and did not accept the previous
proposal put forth by the Military Representatives of the
Supreme War Council even when the divisions were in a training
status. Because of Pershing's objection, Baker cabled Wilson
urging that the arrangement as recommended by-the Supreme
War Council be regarded as temporary. ‘Baker further recom-
mended that Pershing's control over American infantry and
machine gunners under this arrangement be restated, 10
Président Wilson cabled on March 30, 1918, that Baker and
Pershing were to regard themselves as authorized to decide
upon the questions involving cooperation, replacement, and
alamgamation.l/ 1In short, Wilson left the control of
American troops in the hands of Peréhing.

During this period of time both the British and the
French returned to the tactic of putting pressure ipon the
President in an. attempt to secure a more sympathetic response.
Lord Reading cahled Tondon on April 5, 1918, ahoﬁt a mééting

which he had with Wilson.!8 Reading said, '"'I found President

L5Cable: War Department to American Section, Supreme War
Council, Versailles, March 39, 1918, U.»n.A,., II, 265,

16 3ohn J. Pershing, My Experiences in the World HWar
(New York, 1931), I, 30.

171bid., 366,

18cable: Reading to Lloyd George, April 10, 1918, U.S.A.,
1I, 313, 314,
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Wilson rather disinclined to answer specific points although
he was emphatic in his assurances to me that whatever it was
possible for him to do to help the Allies in the present
situation would assuredly be done but that he had to consult
his military adviéors and be guided by them as to details."
Wilson was reluctant to make decisions until he had confered
with Baker or Pershing, Reading noted, and Baker was on the
high seas returning from his inspection tour to Europe at
that time, The British Ambassador expected that Wilson's
military advisors would object to the brigading of infantry-
men and machine gun units with ‘the British units, He said
.that the reason for the -expected objections was because they
feared retarding the formation of an independent American
army in Europe., In spite of this view, Lord Reading felt
confident that the President would concur in the British
position, He closed his cable by saying that no word should
leak out about his conversation with Wilson because of
possible misapprehensions in Pérshing's mind., Reading meant
that Pershing might resent the British attemptto influence
the Prosident behind his hack,

On April 20, 1918, Bliss wrote to March and said that
the most urgent request from the Allies was for men, Bliss
felt that the most éffective way for the United States to
bring American manpower to bear was to send over infantry
and machine gun units for an indefinite period of time,

They could be formed into brigades and soon would form the
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complete infantry complement of a large number of British
and French divisions. The brigade commanders thus given
experience, would furnish the division commanders for
later American divisions. Bliss seemed to think that, if
another campaign followed, an independent American army
could emerge from the units that had served with the
British and French, and he said that if the present cam-
paign.were not followed by anéther campaign, "We will have
avoided the horrible conclusion of having the war end with-
outvou; having taken an effective part in it,'19

On April 21, 1918, Lord Reading cabled Lloyd George
about transportation priority of American infantry and
- machine gun units as well as his talks with Baker and Wilson.
Baker, after consultation with Wilson, sent a memorandum to
Lord Reading concerning transportation of infantry and mach-
ine gun units. The essence of the memoranuum was that the
United States would continue to supply throughout the months
of April, May, June, and July infantry and machine gun
personnel to be tfansported by American and British ships.
The nuﬁber of troops allocated per month would be approxiF
mately 120,000, These troops, under the command and control
of Pershing, would be assigned by him for training and
use with eitheér British, French, or American divisions.

The memorandum contained the phrase: ''It being understood

19Letter: Bliss to March, April 20, 1918, U.S.A.,
I, 313, 314. .
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that this program to the extént that it is complete

American divisions is‘made in view to the exigencies of

the preseﬁt military situation." He continued: "It is

made in order to bring into useful cooperation with allies
at the earliest possible moment largest numbers of Americcan
personnel in the military armament needed by the Allies.”
Baker stated that the United States government would be free
to depart from this agreement when the present emergency was
over, The statement further pointed out that préferential
treatment of infantry and machine gun units was not so
restrictive that the United States would not feel free to
carfy auxiliary troops in United States flag vessels from
time to time when deemed necessary by the United States
government.zo In short, the pleas by Lord Reading and Lloyd
George had fallen upon sympathetic ears in Washington, and
the United States government was appérently beginning to
heed Allied requests for amalgation of United States troops
into the Allied armies,

On April 20, Foch submitted a three part report to his .
government on the status of the American army in France, 2!
The first section delt with the existing available forces
in France, and the second section enumerated the arrival
schedule of American diwisions in France. The final section

dealt with measures to increase the percentage of infantry

20cable: Reading to Lloyd George, April 21, 1918, U.S.A.,
11, 336, 337.

21165 Armees Francaises, Tome VI, Part, 2, Annexes 1st
Vol,: Memorandum of April 21, 1918, U.S.A., II, 337-339,
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transported to France. This report said that on April 1,
1918, there were 350,000 Americans in France and of that
number 131,000 were combatant troops. If the American
shipping schedule was followed, that is, infantry and then
artillery and auxiliary services, only 14,000 additional
infantry during the months of April, May and June would be
available to the Allied armies. ''These results taken in the
light of the momentous crisis in numerical strength which the
Allied armies face'', Foch continued, ''are too ineffictive for
words ."

Foch stated that the British army had recently lost
220,000 men and lacked the resources to rebuild nine of ‘its
divisions. The men who could be alloted to the British army
under the American plan, by shipping complete divisions, would
amount to approximately 70,000 infantry. Foch's report con-
tained the suggestion that the order of shipments be changed
for three months. That if during these three months priority
were given to infantry and machine gun units, Foch calculated,
that 300,000 to 350,000 infantry could be transported, which-
would allow 150,000 to 175,000 infantry each fo the Britisﬂ
and the French armies. These troops, Foch declared, were
needed if the battle was to be won by the Allies. Foch then
stated, 'However, Gencral Pershing, his mind set on commanding
a large American army as soon as possible, without throughly
examining present necessities and wishing’to have fully con-

stituted divisions, urges that artillery and services of each
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group of three divisions shipped as soon as the infantry
is transported."

Foch summed up his report and attempted to end any
doubts concerning Allied manpower needs by stating that
the American government should be informed of the Allied
needs and how the problem might be solved., He then stated,
“That these measures will not interfere with the autonomy of
the Aﬁerican army in the futufe, but would only retard its
realization.'' The report closed, Therefore, it is expedient
that the American Government be reqﬁestgd at once that during
the coming three months there be transported to France in
British as well as American bottoms only infantry and machine
gun units.” In this report Foch emphasized the Allied army's
need to -enlist the aid of the French government to persuade
the American government and Pershing to agree to at least
temporary amalgamation for the period of the crisis.?2

During the same period of time Pershing was attempting
to work out a transportation priority arrangement with the
British government., Upon his arrival in London, Pershing
became aware of the Baker Memorandum of April 21, This
memorandum was a direct result of the persistent effort of
Lord Reading in Washington. The agreement provided for
transportation of about 120,000 American troops per month

to Europe for an indefinate period of time, and the American

2271bid.
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commander retained the right'to withdraw these troops at

his discretion. The British government readily agreed to
this, but'Pershing entered into negotiation with the British
government in an attempt to formulate an agreement that
would be more acceptable to him. The new agreement, the
Pershing-Milner agreement, that Pershing negotiated provided
for temporary amalgamation of combat elements of six
American divisions during May, 1918, for training purposes
only. The agreement further provided that if the British
were willing to furnish additional ships for troop trans-
portation, the troops shipped would be specified by the
United states. The agreement emphasized ''the desirability
of our organizing American units as such and uniting theﬁ~
into an American army at the earliest possible date.''23

Once more Pershing had managed to alter events to suit his
wishes,

Pershing confered with Foch on April 25, 1918,24 buring
the entire conference, interchange between Foch and’ Pershing
centered around extending the Pershing-Milner agreement to
June and July. The Pershing-Milner agreement was an exclusive
transportation arrangement involving the shipping of United
states infantry formations. The Allied Commander-in-Chief

during this conference*paid lip service to the. fact that he

23Cable: Pershing to Baker and March, April 24, 1918,
U.5.A., II, 342-344,

24peport of conversation between Foch and Pershing,
April 25, 1918, U.s5.A., II, 348~350; Pershing, My Experiences,
IT, 10-13.
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wanted an American army in thé field in France. 1In his
words, "He wanted to see an American army - as soon as
possible, as large as possible, as well instructed as
possible - taking its place on the Allied front." He
further stated "ﬁut that if we did not take steps to
prevent the disaster which is thireatened at preseﬁt the
American army may arrive in France to find the British
pushed into the sea and the French back of the Loire,
while they try in vain to organize on lost battlefields
over the tombs of Allied soldiers."” He concluded his
statement: "We must look to the present needs, without
considering propositions agreed to before we became engaged
in present struggle.J

Pershing answered that he favored bringing over
American troops as rapidly as possible and placing these
troops with both the British and French for a period of
training, and said that during this period of training the
American troops would follow into combat if necessary the
troops with whom they were serving. He then declared,

"We must forsee and prenare an Amorican army fichting as
such under American commanders,"

Pershing finally extracted from Foch his plan for the
employment of the American units. The plan called for the
employment of American troops by regiments or brigades.
When Pershing asked how long these American units would have

to serve as regiments before they were united into brigades
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and divisions, Foch evaded the question and said that it
was not bossible to say at the present time. Thus Pershing
remained a firm advocate for training American military
formations in their entirety and training brigade and
divisional commanders simultaniously; while Foch remained
an advocate of the position that the time for forming
Amerlcan lelSlOnS had ngt yet come. At the conclusion of
the COnference both Foch and Pershlng remained convinced
of their separate pos;tlons.25

The terms of the Pershing-Milner agreement reached
Washington and lord Reading realized that Pershing had pre-
empted his agreement with Baker. Lord Reading brought this
fact to the attention of Baker, whereupon Baker consulted
with Wilson, and the decision was made to abrogate the
agreement made with Reading. Once more Pershing’s authority
had been upheld and policies changed to suit him.26

On April 27, 1918, a conference was held at Clemenceau's
request at Abbeville in France. Those present at the con-
ference included Clemenceau, Milner, Foch, Sir Henry Wilson,
and Haig.27 Clemenceau complained bitterly at the confor-
ence because the Pershing-Milner agreement did not

specifically allocate American troops to the French army

251bid,

26Fredrick Palmer, Newton D. Baker: America At War
(New York, 1931), II, 169.

27General (later Field Marshal) sir Henry Wilson had
replaced sir William Robert on as Chief of the Imperial
General Staff,
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for training.28 The violent.French protest on the eve

oI an important meeting of the Supreme War Council tended
to strengthen Pershing's hand in his stand againsﬁ
amalgamation because it precluded a solid Allied position.

The Supreme WarACouncil met at Abbeville on May 1, 19182
The meeting was of high level officials and among those pres-
ent were Clemenceau, Lloyd George, Milner, Orlando, Foch,
Pétain, Haig, Sir Henry Wilson, Pershing, and Bliss. The
first item to be discussed was the deployment of American
troops. Clemenceau's initial statement referred to the
Pershing-Milner agreement of April 24, 1918, His main objec-
tion to the Pershing-Milner agreement was that apparently no
troops were to join the French army for training. He was
obviously unhappy that the French were not consulted in this
matter. Pershing and Milner explained to Clemenceau that
this was not the actual intent of the Pershing-Milner agree-
ment. The intent of the agreement was merely to increase
the number of American troops in Europe.

The remainder of the session on May 1, dealt with the
lesses that hod hoen st ipad b% *ha Tveach nnd Pritish
armies. The point was constantly raised during the confe-
rence that the French and British armies had a definate need
for infantry and machine gun units. The British and French

recommendations were to extend the May program for

28conference notes of April 27, 1918, U.S.A., II, 355-356.

295upreme War Council, Record of Proceedings on May 1,
1918, U.5.A., 1L, 360-365.
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transporting 120,000 infantry into June which would make
yet another 120,000 infantry available to the Allied
armies, Lloyd George pointed out that June would be the
critical month because new conscripts in both France and
Great Britain would not be available until August. The
discussion on this first day of the 5.W.C. closed with a
statement By Clemenceau, who emphasized that in his
opinion it was important to have an indepehdent American
army. Clemenceau felt it was an essential morale booster
for the Allied troops to know great numbers of Americans
were fighting beside them,

On the second day of meetings of 5.W.C. Lloyd George
brought forth a compfomise agreement that provided for
ratification of a policy to build an independent American
army. The second provision provided for the Pershing-Milner
agreement to be extended through the month of June. This
meant another 120,000 infantry was to be shipped in June.
The final section of the agreement postponed the July
transportation priorities until the June session of the
supreme War Council. This resolution, agreed to by all
parties; superceded ail previous agreements about the
transportation of the American army. On this note of agree-

ment this session of the supreme War Council dismissed.30

301bid.,
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On May 6, 1918, the following statment was read and
agfeed té by the War Cabinet, "It is the opinion of the
S.W.C. that in order to carry the war to a successful
conclusion, an American army should be formed as early as
possible under its own commander and under its own flag."31
The British government had at last agreed that there must
be an independent American army. The British requests
for amalgamation had never been as fervent as the French
requests, and from this time British acceptance of an
independent American army began to increase,

Baker and Wilson were both irritated with the continual
amalgamation controversy. The Secretary, however, clung to
the hope that he would not have to interfere, and he could
leave such decisions to the military commander in the field;
But Wilson's patience with Pershing was beginning to grow
thin, Wilson wanted to be sure that Pershing was not denying
any legitimate requests for aid from the Allies, MHe finally
told Baker to suggest a more sympathetic attitude to Pershing
in reference to amalgamation, Baker cabled Pershing, "The
President hones vou will arnroach any suich interviews ns
sympathically as possible, Particularly-if the suggestion as
to replacements which has been presented to him is as criti-

"32

cal as it seems, Pershing, however, saw through the

31War Cabinet 405, Minute j, May 6, 1918, CAB 23/6, PRO,

32Cab1e: Baker to Pershing, May 11, 1918, U.S.A.,II, 399,
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polite language of Baker's cable and defended his position
strongly. He cabled Baker that the Allies would continue
to request replacements so long as they had any hope of

33

receiving American reinforcements,

During'the month of June, Haig made the observation
that Pershing's obstinacy had carried the day for his desire
to command an independent American army. The Field Marshal
presumed that the American divisions would be concentrated
in one central area in France., Haig did, however, make the
observation that the United States would probably have some
trouble finding enough qualified division commanders , 3%

At the end of June, 1918, the American army had four-
teen divisions with the French and five with the British,

The five divisions with the British were divided into two
catagories, Three of the divisions were ready for defensive
warfare only, and two of the divisions were too inexperienced
for any front line duties.3> There were two reasons for the
disproportionate number of divisions in the French sector,.
First, all of the American units that were under Pefshinés
control were in the French sector, as provided for in
Pershing's original letter of appointment. Second, the French

were in the process of training seven American divisions,36

33cable: Pershing to March and Baker, May 15, 1918,
U-SqA., I‘[, 1}03“‘404.

*

34Robert Blake, editor, The Private Papers of Douglas
Haie (London, 1952), p. 315,

A .
-4 _f‘l—l:)-l‘(l R

36Report on the status of American Divisions in France,
HS British File, GHQ, Part II1: Monthly Summary, July 1, 1918,
U.S.A., 1T, 496-497,
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Once more, at the sixth session of the Supreme War
Cdundil‘bn June 1, 1918, amalgamation was discussed. The
principal speeches covered the same general subjects which
had been examined one month previously at the Abbeville
meeting. The main subject that was discussed was the
decision of the $,W,C. to inform Wilson that a force of
one hundred American divisions would be required to bring
the wai to a victorious conclﬁsion.37

After the meeting of June 2, 1918, therve was one
significant change of position which effected the amalgama~
tion controversy. After this date, Clemencesu seemed to
mellow in regard to the amalgation of United States troops.
This is not to say that he would have no future complaints
about the role of the United States Army, but his later
comments were generally limited to the argument that Americans
take a larger role in the fighting.38

At the seventh session of the Supreme War Council,
amalgation came up for the last time in a major Allied
conference. One of the most important décisions made was to
furnish the United States tonnage, transport, and supply f0r

approximately 300,000 men per month.39

37cable: Pershing to March and Baker, June 25, 1918,
U.S.A., 1I, 482, 483.

38Harvey A. Deweerd, President Wilson Fights His War
(New York, 1968), p. 3009,

395upreme War Council, minutes of July 2, 1918, U.S.A.,
11, 498-500. :
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After that session of tﬁe Supreme War Council ended,
the controversy over‘amalgamation began to fade into the
backgrounﬁ. The French and British still had hopés of fore-
stalling the establishment of an independent American army
because of their belief that the American army would not be
able to operate independently until 1919, The rising tide
of American reinforcements soon blunted the edge of this
argument. The First Army was organized in August of 1918,
The United States Army was able to conduct a limited offensive
against saint-Michiel in September and soon followed this with
the Meuse-Argonne offensive, %0

| Indeed Foch was to say on July 10, 1918, that he had

favored an independent American Army. Although he would
remain throughout the rest of the war the one advocate of
amalgamation he would bring it up less frequently and would
have less support from the British and his own countrymen.
His statement of July 10 said in paft,

America has a right to an American army; the American

army must be., The Allied cause moreover will be better

served by having an American army under the orders

of its own leader than by an American army scattered
a1l ahout, Therefore, it muot be formnd as goon as

possible, at the side of the British and French
armies, and it must be made as big as possible.?1
Pershing had to deal with one further major situation

concerning amalgamation with Allied forces. On August 16,1918,

4OTrask, Supreme War Council, p. 95.

41Memorandum from Foch, G.H.Q., Allied Armies in France,
July 10, 1918, U.S.A., I, 520-521.
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Pershing was handed a confidential telegram that had been
sent from Lloyd George to Clemenceau, describing a modified
plan of amalgamation in which American divisions would be
used, The divisions, however, were to be separated, thus
dividing the United States army between the French and the
British sectors.?? Evidently nothing came of this suggestion,
but it is important to note that the Allies no longer actively
considered using the United States battalions. They were now
interested 'in using United States divisions,

The German offensive of March, 1917, struck a serious
blow at the Allied armies, and particularly the British
army. This resulted in the appointment of Foch as Allied
Commander-in-Chief. Yet another result was the increased
demand for American troops to aid the Allied armies. Although
the Allies pressed hard for emergency shipments of infantry,
such as the 150 battalion program, Pershing adhered to his
plan of transporting entire divisions. During this period
both Baker and Wilson approached Pershing on the idea of
possible amalgamation. Pershing was able to sustain his-
idea of an indepevendent American army, The Pershing-Milner
agreement was an attempt by Pershing to increase the number
of American troops in kurope., The war ended with Pershing

in command of an independent American army.

42Cable: Pershing to Baker, August 15, 1918, U.S.A.,
II, 573-574.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The entry of the United States into the Great War was
enthusiastically endorsed by Congress on April 3, 1917. Even
after the declaration of war, however, the exact nature of
American participation was unclear. Originally, President
Wilson and Congress seemed to have anticipated only the use
of the United States Navy and the power of American financial
resources, not the commitment of a large American army to the
Western Front. A

Definite requeéts from France and Great Britain for men
came soon after the American declaration of war. Both
nations sent high level delegations--separately-~-to the United
States to request money, industrial help, food, and finally,
soldiers. But at this time neither nation pressed for a
large commitment of soldiers; they requested, at least, one
division which would be sent to France for purposes of morale,
They requested also the amalgamation of American troons into
the Allied armies. This last request was denied by the
American leaders,

General John J. Pershing was selected to be the Commander~
in-Chief of the American Expeditionary Force. The A,E.F. was
initially envisioned as a single division, but by the time

Pershing got to Washington, the plan had already evolved to
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anticipate a multi-divisional force. the exact size would
be determined later through Pershing's observations and a
special group appointed by Secretary of War Newton D, Baker
which would be sent to Europe independent of Pershing. As
it turned out, both Pershing and the independent observers
recommended the same general plan: .a multi-million man
American army in France.

Sécretary Baker and President Wilson gave Pershing a
free hand in organizing the A.E.F. This venture was a new
experience for the United States both politically and mili-
tarily. Upon its entry into the war the United States was
grossly unprepared in both manpower and armament for war on

the modern continental scale. Because of shortages both of
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trained men and military equipment, the Allies had to assume

much of the burden of training and equipping the American

army, and this large scale aid by the Allies became one of

the important arguments for amalgamation. The Allies asserted

that the effect of American insistence on shipping complete

divisions was resulting in too few American riflemen at the.

front.,

After the abortive 1917 summer offensives, the demand
for amalgamation became more intense. During the remainder
of 1917 and until March 1918, the Allies presented a series
of proposals concerning the diSpésition of American troops,
In essence the Allies wanted to train American battalions,

regiments, and brigades in the Allied higher formations and
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use them in combat until the American army assumed an inde-
pendent role, Althouéh Pershing made extensive use of
British and French training facilities and instructors, he
adamantly refused to permit the American army become a man-
power pool for the Allied armies.

General Pétain asked Pershing for the use of four Negro
regiments during late 1917, Pershing, who had no divisional
formations for these regiments, agreed and they were amalga-
matéd into the French army with great success. In spite of
Pershing's repeated requests, they were not returned to the
American army until the end of the war, This event is a
poséible example of what would have happened if large scale
amalgamation had been attempted, The American troops would
have been scattered and no independent American army would
have been organized by the time of the armistice, but the
Allied fighting strength might have been increased.

The lack of an effective Chief-of-Staff of the Ammy
during the first year of American participation created
another problem, Pershing thought that as commander of the
A.E,F, he had a direct relationship to the President and the
secretary of War and that he was independent of the army
chain of command. This was true until a former subordinate
of Pershing's in the A%E.F., Peyton C. March, was appointed
Chief-of-Staff of the Army in early 1918. March, none too
tactfully, asserted the primacy of his new office. The change

in relationships was complicated by distance, strong
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personalities, and wartime difficulties, and it resulted in
a feud that lasted until the end of the war; During 1918,
also, there were two attempts to have Pershing replaced as
the American field commander. The first was by Jan Smuts of
South Africa, but Lloyd George refused to hear of it. The
second was by Clemenceau in October of 1918, but Foch refused
to endorse the effort.

The coming of the German offensive in March 1918, brought
new pressures to amalgamate. One ploy used by the British
was to offer to transport a large numbef of infantry bat-
talions in British ships at the expense of fully organized
American divisions. This attempt led to the Baker-Reading
agreement. This agréement would have provided for large
numbers of infantry units to be transported to Europe immedi-
ately with administrative staffs to follow at a later date.
At virtually the same time, the Pershing-Milner agreement was
formulated in Europe and Baker, upon learning about it can~
celed the Baker-Reading agreement. The new agreement provided
for transportation of staffs and combat units of the American
army, The British also agreed to increase the shinping allot-
ment to the project so that the increase of rifle strength
for the Allies would be greater. This plan included the 150
battalion plan for reinforcing the Allied armies.

The number of American troops arriving in Europe began
to increase in the spring and summer. By/midsummer most of

the attempts to amalgamate the American troops had ceased,
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There were still attempts to use American divisions within
some of the different Allied army formations, but by October
the United States Army was an independent army with a
separate sector of operations.

Thus Pershing has successfully accomplished his mission
in Europe. He had set out to help defeat the Imperial
German armies with an independent American army.. By the
end of the war he was in command of just such a large,

independent American field army. Pefshing had triumphed.
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