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Foreword

For over a century, cadets at the United States Military
Academy have studied military campaigns and institutions
in a course entitled History of the Military Art. Beginning
in 1938, that study of history was supported by texts and
maps that were prepared by faculty members under the
direction of T. Dodson Stamps, who was then head of the
Department of Military Art and Engineering. That pro-
cess has continued to the present time.

Periodically, as new wars have erupted and significant
peacetime military developments have occurred, directors
of the Military Art course have found it necessary to mod-
ify the content of the course in order to include coverage of
more recent events. Indeed, judgments regarding the
scope of coverage of the numerous military campaigns and
developments over the span of history have been among
the most difficult decisions made by course directors. That
statement is particularly applicable to this text. Through
the use of monographs, the Korean War was taught to
cadets beginning in 1957, but it was not until 1978 that the
cadets began to study the various Arab-Israeli wars. The
present text, The Arab-Israeli Wars, The Chinese Civil
War, and The Korean War, includes treatments of these
two military experiences, and provides an account of the
Chinese Civil War.

Thus, the text covers some of the armed conflicts that
occurred in the quarter of a century following the Second
World War. The conflicts, or wars, were selected to illus-
trate meaningful points in the evolution of warfare. The
selection was also based on the conflicts’ impact on a
changing world. An important omission is an analysis of
the American involvement in Vietnam. That clash was not
included because the necessary research could not be com-
pleted by the time of the publication of this work. More-
over, it is probably desirable to devote a separate text to the
war in Vietnam.

The Department of History is indebted to the faculty
members who shared in the writing of the text. They per-

formed detailed research, designed new supporting maps
and modified existing ones, and wrote the narrative.

After a brief explanation of the historical setting,
Thomas J. Waraksa examines the series of clashes that has
occurred between Arab and Jew since 1945. Waraksa notes
those military and political factors that have influenced
Israel’s fight for statehood, and describes the precarious
teetering between war and peace in the Middle East. In an
initial editing of the chapter, Stephen D. Wesbrook pro-
vided additional insights to the conflict. In the section on
the Chinese Civil War, Peter W. Kozumplik shows how, in
the fight for control of China, the application of military
force could not bring success without an understanding of
and attention to the political problem and closely related
socioeconomic conditions. In the last two chapters, Roy
K. Flint surveys the Korean War and skillfully demon-
strates the difficulty Americans experienced in fighting a
limited war. At the same time, he provides perceptive in-
sights on generalship and civil-military relationships. As a
group, the authors succeed in illustrating how military
power, by necessity, has been used differently since 1945
than it was during the earlier part of the twentieth century.

The present edition of The Arab-Israeli Wars, The Chi-
nese Civil War, and The Korean War is essentially the text
that was printed for use at the Military Academy in 1981.
As editor, I have attempted to clarify certain passages for
the general reader, amplify purely military terminology,
and improve the evenness of the narrative. The editor is
grateful for the advice and suggestions that were tendered
by Rudy Shur and Joanne Abrams of Avery Publishing
Group, Inc. Ms. Abrams immeasurably improved the nar-
rative through her painstaking editing, corrections of
lapses in syntax, and penetrating questions related to clar-
ity of expression.

Thomas E. Griess
Series Editor
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Introduction

With the end of the Second World War in 1945, the peace
for which millions longed did not come to all parts of the
world. In some countries, nationalism, which had been
excited in the caldron of war, sparked unrest and revolt
against old and often tired regimes. In others, factions that
had cooperated during the war reverted to sparring with
one another for control of the nation, restating old argu-
ments and fostering long-nurtured ambitions in the pro-
cess. The Cold War, too, had considerable impact upon
governments and peoples, contributing to unrest and oc-
casionally leading to the establishment of proxy regimes
that could wage war. The Chinese Civil War, the several
Arab-Israeli wars, and the Korean War are representative
of the type of armed conflict that thrived in the post-World
War II setting just described

Although each of the accounts contained in this book
deals with the application of military force, the three wars
have no direct connection with one another. There are,
however, some common themes. One of them is the influ-
ence of the Second World War. In Palestine and China,
that war provided future contestants with both a training
ground and time for the gathering of strength. In Korea,
an unsettled issue attributable to the war left the country
divided, with each side desiring unification on its own
terms. Finally, World War II brought unequal pressures to
bear on the two protagonists who would later duel for the
control of China, leaving one in a more advantageous
position. Another theme is the influence of atomic weap-
ons on these wars, particularly in the Middle East and
Korea. At all times, leaders were cognizant of the danger
that existed should the restraint upon the application of
force be lifted. A third common theme is that each of the

wars discussed was either a civil war or contained several
elements peculiar to a civil war.

After 1945, nonmilitary elements were of considerable
importance in the origin and conduct of regional wars.
Political, social, and economic factors reassumed an im-
portant place in the fabric of warfare. Although this was
partially due to the conditions cited above, it was more a
result of the new military and international environment
that had been created with the unleashing of the awesome
force of the atomic weapon. It was no longer realistic to
think of the application of unlimited force—if, indeed,
that doctrine had ever been acceptable. Out of this new
environment emerged a controlled form of warfare that is
largely the subject of this text.

In the following chapters, the wars are not treated in
minute detail. The emphasis is on the interrelationship of
politics, strategy, and technology. For the Israelis, supe-
rior technology formed a three-legged stool along with a
highly efficient intelligence system and inspired leader-
ship. Technology was also important to the United States
in the Korean War, where it helped counter superior Com-
munist manpower. The idea that the application of force
can be tailored to suit political goals is another point that is
evident in the following accounts, although it is sometimes
muted by emotional judgments. Finally, these accounts
demonstrate the strength of the Superpowers. Lurking in
the background, but always a potential influencing force,
these two powers played a role whose importance has not
declined with the passage of time. An understanding of
these changes in the military environment is important to
an appreciation of how warfare changed after 1945.
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Recurrent Conflict 1
and Elusive Peace:

‘The Arab-Israeli Wars

Since its founding in 1948, the modern State of Israel has
been involved almost continuously in war with its Arab
neighbors. Despite both a population that is only one-
fortieth the size of that of its potential enemies and a vul-
nerable geographic position (see Atlas Map No. 1), Israel
has survived in a hostile environment as a result of a re-
markable degree of national cohesion, perseverance, and
sacrifice, as well as an exceptional record of victory on the
battlefield. Military success, however, has not brought Is-
rael a lasting peace. For a variety of complex social, politi-
cal, and economic reasons, turmoil has been the norm in
the Middle East since the end of the Second World War.

The ancient Jewish nation of Israel was conquered by
Rome in 63 B.C. and incorporated into the Empire as the
province of Palestine. In A.D. 70, the Jewish population
revolted against Roman rule. When the revolt was sup-
pressed by Rome’s legions, most of the Jewish population
was dispersed. Following centuries of exile, during which
the Jewish people could only dream of the re-establish-
ment of a homeland in the Middle East, the Jews moved a
step toward the realization of that goal when Hirsh Kalish-
cher financed a Jewish agricultural colony in Palestine in
1869. Other groups followed. By the turn of the century,
the World Zionist Congresses had begun sending to Pales-
tine settlers who were eager to escape oppression in East-
ern Europe and to help lay the foundation for a future
Jewish state.

These initial immigrants attracted little military opposi-
tion other than a few raids mounted by Bedouin bands.' As
Jewish immigration increased after the 1905 ‘‘October
Revolution’ and subsequent pogroms in Russia, however,
the number of incidents fomented by Arabs who were
angered by Jewish claims to the land also increased. Ac-
cordingly, in 1909 the Jews in Palestine formed a local
defense force, the Hashomer (watchmen), to guard fields
and villages.? The formation of this organization was the

first attempt by the Jews to provide for their own security.
(See Annex A.)

While the Jews were beginning an organized migration
to Palestine, the British were developing a strong interest
in the Middle East because of the Suez Canal, which was
an important link in the route to their Indian and Far
Eastern colonies. In 1882, Great Britain secured control-
ling interest in the canal, and thereafter its security became
a prime concern of British foreign policy. When the Great
War began in 1914, the British declared a protectorate over
Egypt, essentially to guarantee that security. After the Ot-
toman Empire entered the war, the British undertook op-
erations against those Turkish troops who occupied Pales-
tine and the Sinai Peninsula. Both Arabs and Jews saw the
war as an opportunity to end Turkish rule, and both skir-
mished with the Turks in Palestine throughout the war. In
addition, the legendary T.E. Lawrence organized Arab re-
sistance to support British operations in the region, and
many Jews sought service in the British Army’s Jewish
Brigade. Following the Allied victory over the Central
Powers in 1918, the League of Nations granted Great
Britain a mandate to rule most of Palestine and the Sinai.*
France was to administer Syria and Lebanon.

During the war, the British had aroused conflicting
hopes in Arabs and Jews. To gain the support of the Arabs,
who viewed all of the Middle East as their rightful domain,
Great Britain and France agreed to Arab independence,
but did not clearly define what that independence entailed
or which specific region the Arab nation would occupy.
Subsequently, in 1917, Arthur Balfour, the British Foreign
Minister, issued the Balfour Declaration, which promised
British aid to the Jews in the creation of a ‘‘national
home’’ in Palestine, if this could be accomplished without
prejudicing the civil and religious rights of the non-Jewish
communities in Palestine. Since both Arabs and Jews had
supported Great Britain during the war, both quite under-
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standably expected the British to honor their promises
upon its end.* Herein lay the seed of discontent that would
grow into increasingly violent discord between Arab and
Jew in later years. This discord hastened the previously
slow evolution of a Jewish state and army.

Discontent in Palestine

Troubles began at the close of the First World War, as soon
as the British took control of Palestine. There, the early
1920s were marked by riots, terrorism, and reprisals, as
Zionism, with its demand for increased Jewish immigra-
tion, clashed with a burgeoning Arab nationalism. The
two things the Arabs and Jews had in common were a
claim to Palestine and a distrust of the British, who were
either unable or unwilling to interpose themselves between
the warring factions.* The Hashomer, which totaled about
100 men, was ineffective against Arab militants. Accord-
ingly, in 1920, the Jewish community in Palestine estab-
lished the Haganah (defense), a military organization cre-
ated to protect settlements against Arab terrorism. (See
Annex A.) The Haganah was a national force under cen-
tral control. The Jews now had a unified defense force.®
Because the British were unable to maintain peace in the
region, the Haganah proved invaluable to the Jews. Nev-
ertheless, the Arab riots during the 1920s and late 1930s
forced the British to provide limited security assistance to
the Jews. In the latter period, the British organized the

Early Members of the Hashomer

The Arab-Israeli Wars

Jewish Settlement Police (JSP) to protect the Jewish com-
munity. The JSP was armed and paid by the British, and
many Haganah members served in it on a rotating basis,
thus gaining valuable military experience.” During the ri-
ots, the Jews also increased the size and scope of their
many local forces. (See Annex A.) With England’s publi-
cation of the pro-Arab White Paper of May 1939, how-
ever, British-Jewish cooperation ceased, and the JSP was
eliminated. The White Paper—which, in anticipation of
the coming way, attempted to align the Arabs with the
British—froze the size of the Jewish establishment in
Palestine and envisaged the eventual creation of an inde-
pendent State of Palestine with an Arab majority. Thus, it
imposed severe restrictions on Jewish immigration and
land purchases in an effort to maintain the now precarious
religious and political balance in Palestine. From the Jew-
ish perspective, the timing of these restrictions could not
have been worse. A few months later, when the Second
World War began in Europe, Hitler’s persecution of the
Jews increased, intensifying the need for a national ref-
uge.*

The defense capability of the Jewish community in
Palestine improved substantially during the late 1930s.
The most important development was the creation of an
embryonic general staff and general headquarters. Staffed
by full-time officers and financed by the labor parties, the
general headquarters controlled the development and de-
ployment of Haganah forces. The Haganah grew into a
more organized force, but it lacked adequate weapons,
manpower, and experienced leadership. Although individ-
ual soldiers were adequately trained, large-scale exercises
could not be held because of British opposition. Moreover.
the Haganah could not control the various splinter groups
that were conducting a terrorist campaign against the Brit-
ish.” (See Annex A.)

David Ben-Gurion set the tone for Palestinian Jewish
participation in the Second World War when he said: ‘“We
will fight the ‘white paper’ as if there was no Germany and
we will fight Germans as if there was no ‘white paper’.”’"
The Jews were divided on the extent of their commitment,
however. If too many men joined the British, few would be
left to defend the settlements. On the other hand, active
Jewish support of Great Britain would result in large num-
bers of Jews receiving military training, and would make
the British indebted to the Jewish community after the
war. During the conflict, Palestine provided the British
with over 30,000 Jewish troops."

Erwin Rommel’s early successes in North Africa, and
the threat he posed to Egypt and Palestine, forced the
British to cooperate officially with the Haganah. That co-
operation continued until Rommel was forced to retreat
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An Attempt to Restrict Movement in Jerusalem, 1947-1949

from Egypt in 1942. The threat of a German invasion of
Palestine also forced the Jews to begin to convert their
guerrilla-oriented force into a more conventional organi-
zation, and to plan for the defense of Palestine."

The support the Jews gave the British in Palestine dur-
ing World War II ended when the Germans surrendered.
At that time, the Haganahn and its splinter groups —the
Irgun Zvai Leumi (1ZL) and the Stern gang— began to ha-
rass and attack British troops and installations and to pre-
pare for an eventual clash with either the Arabs or the
British."” In 1946, the British again severely restricted im-
migration and rushed almost 100,000 soldiers to Palestine
to restore order. Unable to control either Jewish acts of
terrorism committed against British troops or the fighting
between Palestinian Arabs and Jews, the British Govern-
ment requested that the United Nations remove the British
mandate and divide Palestine between Arabs and Jews.
Inevitably, the two groups began to prepare for war.

In 1947, the Haganah contained almost 50,000 men;
however, its full-time strike force numbered only 3,000.
Anticipating a prompt termination of the mandate and
recognizing that guerrilla organization and tactics would
no longer suffice, the Jews began to create a more conven-
tionally organized and professional army."
 The armies of the Arab States encircling Palestine were
in a poor state of readiness. Egypt had a large army, but it
lacked combat experience, had obsolete equipment, and
was poorly led. Moreover, in any clash with the Jews it
would be forced to fight at the end of a long and vulnerable
line of communication that extended across the Sinai.
Syria and Lebanon had just gained their independence
from France and were still in the process of upgrading

their colonial police forces into armies. The Arab League’s
Arab Liberation Army* was not much more than an unor-
ganized guerrilla band. The Jordanian Arab Legion,
which numbered about 7,400 men and was partly com-
manded by British officers, was the only Arab force pre-
pared for combat. The Legion was an elite force with a
long history of success. '

1948—The War of Independence

( Israel’s War of Independence began with the signing of the
United Nations resolution on Palestine and continued for
over a year, until the belligerents signed armistices. This
war, the longest of the four major conflicts between the

*The Arab League, composed of Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Syria, Transjor-
dan, Saudi Arabia, and Yemen, formed an irregular force to oppose the
Jews. The formation of this force—the Arab Liberation Army—was the
main unified action of the Arab League.

David Ben-Gurion Proclaims the Rebirth of Israel, May 14, 1948




Arabs and the Jews, can be broken into four phases. The
first phase, which began on November 30, 1947 when
Great Britain began to withdraw its military forces, con-
sisted of Arab attacks on isolated Jewish communities in
the eastern part of Palestine and Jewish attacks on Arab
districts in the coastal areas. The Jews were at a disadvan-
tage during this phase because the British, who controlled
the coastal ports and dominated the Mediterranean Sea,
would not allow any immigrants or arms into the country.
The Palestinian Arabs, on the other hand, received arms
from their Arab neighbors across the lightly defended land
borders. While the guerrillas and small bands were active,
the neighboring Arab armies prepared for the onslaught
that would be triggered when Israel declared its indepen-
dence on May 14, 1948."

The invasions of Israel by Jordan, Iraq, Syria, Leba-
non, and the Arab Liberation Army marked the beginning
of phase two. (See Atlas Map No. 2.) The Arabs felt that
their regular armies could easily destroy Israel. Because
they no longer faced fragmented Jewish defense groups,
however, they were destined to be surprised. With the birth
of Israel and the formal establishment of the Israeli De-
fense Force (IDF) on May 26, the various splinter groups
joined the IDF and, like the Haganah forces, began to lose
their old identities as uniforms, ranks, and other accouter-
ments of a regular army were introduced. As the formative

-

After a United Nations-Imposed Cease-Fire Brings an End to
the War of Independence, Moshe Dayan (with eye patch) and
Abdullah Tell (with back to camera) Set the Cease-Fire Lines

The Arab-Israeit Wars

days of the IDF drew to a close, the small forces that
defended the settlements completed their evolution during
a war to which there was ‘“no alternative.’"

During this second phase, the IDF organized itself into
12 mobile brigades and reacted to all major threats. The
settlements provided strongpoints that effectively delayed
many of the Arab advances and permitted the Israelis to
make good use of their central position by shifting IDF
mobile brigades to stop all the major attacks.' The Israelis
generally made might attacks in order to offset their lack of
firepower and to exploit the Arabs’ lack of night-fighting
experience. Neither side achieved any major victories. Ex-
hausted and in need of time to reorganize and resupply,
Arabs and Jews accepted the United Nations 30-day cease-
fire on June 11.” The second phase had lasted only 27
days, but the Israelis had been severely tested. They were
close to defeat when the cease-fire became effective.

During the cease-fire, both sides made preparations to
continue the war. The Arabs emphasized the acquisition of
additional weapons and manpower, hoping to launch an-
other offensive and push the Israelis into the Mediterra-
nean.” The Israelis, no longer under British restriction,
intensified their efforts to bring arms and immigrants into
the country. They also were able to strengthen the IDF’s
organization by eliminating the IZL and Stern gang com-
pletely.?' After analyzing the IDF’s activities during the
first two phases, the General Staff decided to capitalize on
Israel’s central position by quickly shifting rearmed and
better trained troops to those areas from which offensives
could most effectively be launched. No longer would the
Israelis rely principally upon the defense. They now real-
ized that they would have to attack in order to consolidate
the threatened Jewish settlements.

Capitalizing on their experience in night operations, the
Israelis planned a midnight offensive at the end of the
cease-fire in order to pre-empt the Arab attack that was
expected at dawn. The night attacks of July 11 opened the
third phase of the fighting and caused the Arab armies to
fall back in confusion. The Israelis were successful on all
fronts, gaining substantial territory and almost capturing
Jerusalem. (Actions not shown on maps.) The Arabs, suf-
fering a serious setback, were embarrassed, but not
beaten. Agreeing to a second United Nations cease-fire,
they quickly commenced extensive guerrilla operations.

The fourth and final phase of fighting began in October
and continued until armistices were signed among the bel-
ligerents. The Israeli goal during the October battles was
to connect the various Jewish enclaves and consolidate the
territory that had been allocated to Israel when the British
mandate ended. (See Atlas Map No. 3.) Although Jerusa-
lem remained divided, the Israeli attacks were generally
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successful.? The IDF continued to gain experience and
gradually developed the capability to plan more sophisti-
cated operations. One of the most successful was Opera-
tion AYIN,* which was conducted from December 22,
1948 to January 7, 1949. (See Atlas Map No. 4.) The ob-
jective of AYIN was to clear the Gaza Strip by penetrat-
ing between the Egyptian forces guarding the roads, thus
isolating the strip so that it could be attacked from the rear.
The Israelis planned to use the same Roman road that Sir
Edmund Allenby had used in his attack on Gaza in 1917.
The IDF launched a secondary attack toward the Gaza-
Rafah road after an air and artillery preparation, fixing
the Egyptians. Meanwhile, the main force of light mobile
units moved down the old Roman way and cut the Bir
Asluj-Aujaroad. The mobile force then overran a series of
strongholds, blocked the Rafah-Auja road, captured Abu
Ageila, and moved to El Arish, where the force was halted
when the British threatened intervention. The IDF with-
drew from Sinai, but its success increased the pressure on
the Egyptians and forced them to ask for an armistice.”
At the end of hostilities, over 750,000 Arab refugees
were scattered throughout the Middle East. These refugees
were unable or unwilling to return to their Palestinian
homeland. Thus the Israeli military victory helped to cre-
ate a political problem that would prove to be one of the
greatest threats to the new nation’s long-term security.

A New Nation Builds an Army

In the aftermath of the war, there was little euphoria in
Israel. The fighting had been hard, and the business of
building a nation and army was about to begin. General
Yigal Yadin, the Chief of Staff from 1949 to 1952, faced
serious problems as he tried to maintain a viable military
force during the early 1950s. His first constraint was budg-
etary. Israel’s population doubled between 1949 and 1952,
placing a severe burden on the weak economy. There was
little money for military salaries, research, weapons, and
spare parts. Manpower was not a problem, since universal
military conscription for men and women had been
adopted in 1949. The quality of the conscripts and the
training, however, was low. Many of the immigrants
drafted into the IDF barely knew Hebrew, and few had
any military experience. Moreover, many of the more ca-

*Some analysts refer to this Israeli attack as Operation HOREV.

+The Gaza Strip is the name given to the narrow section of land that lies
between Gaza and Rafah in one direction, and between the sea and the
Israeli-Egyptian border in the other direction. In 1948, the Gaza Strip
was under Egyptian control.

pable officers, who otherwise could have trained these re-
cruits, had left the Army and were involved in building the
State of Israel or in private business.**

Recognizing these limitations, David Ben-Gurion, who
served as both Prime Minister and Defense Minister, ap-
proved the IDF’s plan for an in-depth reserve system orga-
nized along Swiss lines. This plan merged the ideas of the
Israeli defensive organization and the Swiss-style local re-
serve system. The IDF would have a small standing army
of regular formations composed of career officers, career
non commissioned officers, and conscripts. The remain-
der of the IDF would be composed of reservists organized
into units that could be ready for combat within 72 hours.
All reservists would first serve a term in the standing army,
and thereafter maintain their proficiency through fre-
quent active duty tours with their reserve units.

The IDF initially concentrated on training, and paid
little attention to the numerous raids that the Arabs made
across the borders. Coping with these raids was a function
of the police; moreover, Jewish settlements had been forti-
fied to safeguard the border against the raids. Despite
these measures, Arab raids increased after 1949 and were
the direct cause of the death of over 100 Israeli citizens
each year.” As the Arab governments gave greater support
to the Palestinian guerrilla groups, the frontier settlements
and the small border guards became less able to deal with
these raids. With better weapons and equipment, these
guerrillas began to increase not only the strength and fre-
quency of their raids, but also the effectiveness. As a con-
sequence, the IDF commenced reprisal raids against the
Fedayeen (self-sacrificers). The inability of the Israelis to
deal with this type of threat, however, became apparent in
unsuccessful raids against Arab police stations and train-
ing centers just across the border. Israeli units frequently
became lost in the dark, and some refused to close with the
enemy. When the Israelis lost 27 soldiers in an attempt to
dislodge a small group of Syrians holding a hill near Tel
Mutilla in May 1951, it became obvious that a change was
required.*

Reform began with a directive to Brigadier General
Ariel Sharon to form an elite force of soldiers to act as a
special strike group. Sharon’s ‘‘Unit 101, which was later
reorganized as the 202nd Paratroop Brigade, revived the
traditional Haganah skill of night fighting, stressed ag-
gressiveness, and carried out numerous successful opera-
tions across the borders. Despite the success of ‘‘Unit
101, the IDF was still in poor shape when General Moshe
Dayan was appointed Chief of Staff in December 1953 and
given a mandate to make sweeping reforms. Dayan re-
placed many young British-trained officers with older offi-
cers and soldiers with whom he had served personally.



Yadin had emphasized ‘‘spit and polish’’ and outward ap-
pearances; Dayan’s emphasis was on training for combat.
The infantry focused on aggressive assault techniques
while the small armored corps devised its own set of tac-
tics. Techniques were improved during large-scale maneu-
vers, and training was reinforced by large retaliatory raids
against Palestinian guerrilla camps and other Arab mili-
tary installations. Despite these improvements, the raids
became stereotyped. An lIsraeli reprisal raid against the
Jordanian Kalkilia police fortress in 1956 resulted in 60
Israeli casualties when the IDF assault force was sur-
rounded and the relieving force ambushed. This failure
focused the attention of both the public and the military
leadership on the shortcomings of night reprisal raids. The
public deplored the high casualty rates associated with the
raids. Military leaders realized that the raids produced
uncertain benefits and, because of their repetitive tactics,
were being anticipated by the Arabs.”

Meanwhile, the overall situation in the Middle East had
become increasingly unstable. Russia, using Czechoslova-
kia as an agent, pumped arms into Syria and Egypt. Late
in 1955, Egypt closed the Strait of Tiran to Israel-bound
shipping; in September 1956, it declared a state of war
against Israel. In Syria, the nationalist Ba’athists took
control of the government in a coup and stepped up raids
on Israel from the Golan Heights. With Syria and Egypt
becoming better armed each day, Israel felt that it had to
act quickly before developments got out of control and
could no longer be influenced in Israel’s favor.™

1956—Seven Days in Sinai

In 1956, Egypt nationalized and seized the Suez Canal,
thus provoking the British and French to use military force
to recover it. Through the French, Dayan learned of a
planned Anglo-French attack on Egypt and offered Israeli
assistance. In return, the French furnished the IDF with
desperately needed weapons and equipment. With war
materiel on the way, Dayan planned a seven-to-ten-day
conquest of Sinai that he believed would succeed if he
could reduce the number of troops normally deployed on
the Syrian and Jordanian borders. An elaborate cover
plan was devised to complement the impending joint at-
tack on Egypt. Dayan called up reservists for a ‘‘massive
raid’’ against Jordan. Initial mobilization was thus com-
pleted without alerting the Egyptians to Israeli intentions;
total mobilization, therefore, could be delayed until the
last possible minute. A small raid, which drew a sharp

The Arab-Israeli Wars

warning from the United States,* was in fact carried out
against Jordan to further mislead the Arabs as to Israeli
intentions.”

The IDF invasion plan consisted of three phases. In the
first phase, the Israelis intended to use airborne troops to
block the Mitla Pass while simultaneously attacking to-
ward Kusseima, Kuntilla, and Nakeb to divert attention
from the routes across northern Sinai. (See Atlas Map No.
5.) These assaults were designed to appear to be raids, in
the hope that theyt would delay a massive reaction by the
Egyptians. If the Anglo-French force failed to attack the
Suez Canal on schedule, the Israelis could withdraw and
claim the attacks were, in fact, only raids. The second
phase involved the capture of Sharm el Sheikh and the
isolation of the Gaza Strip by an armored force attacking
along the Kusseima-Abu Ageila-El Arish axis; mobile
units would then rapidly advance and form a defensive line
along the Suez Canal. The final phase would involve de-
feating the strong Egyptian forces in the Gaza Strip. The
plan worked almost to perfection.

The Sinai Campaign began on October 29 with the drop
of a battalion of Sharon’s 202nd Paratroop Brigade at the
eastern end of the Mitla Pass. Simultaneously, the 4th
Infantry Brigade, the remainder of the 202nd Paratroop

*Israel’s mobilization was known to the United States, and, like the
Egyptians, President Dwight D. Eisenhower believed that the calling up
of reservists was in preparation for an Israeli attack on Jordan. Since
1950, it had been United States policy to support a peaceful and moderate
approach in an attempt to secure the territorial integrity of the states of
the Middle East. In his warning note, therefore, the President made it
clear that the United States was opposed to any military action on the part
of Israel, that he wanted mobilization stopped, and that an Israeli use of
force could endanger the growing friendship between the two countries.

Debris in the Mitla Pass, 1956
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Brigade, and elements of the 9th Infantry Brigade
launched successful attacks against the phase one objec-
tives. (See Atlas Map No. 5.) The success of the attack on
Kusseima caused the commander of Southern Command
to launch the 7th Armored Brigade and 10th Infantry Bri-
gade into their phase two attacks a day early. Although
Dayan was infuriated, he allowed these units to continue
forward, commenting that he would rather ‘‘be engaged in
restraining the noble stallion than in prodding the reluc-
tant mule.”” The remainder of Sharon’s paratroops linked
up with the airhead on October 30. By dusk on that same
date, the Israeli 7th Armored had taken Umm Gataf,
turned Abu Ageila (which surrendered the next day), and
was preparing torace to the passes. Meanwhile, the Anglo-
French invasion force had not yet made its airdrop or
landings near the canal. The Israelis prepared to take Sinai
alone.

During the remainder of the campaign, Israeli forces
raced toward the Suez Canal. (See Atlas Map. No. 6.)
After the Ist Infantry Brigade and elements of the 27th
Mechanized Brigade took Rafah on October 1, the 27th
Mechanized Brigade advanced along the northern route
toward El Arish and then to the canal. After the 7th Ar-
mored Brigade took Abu Ageila, it turned west and at-
tacked along the road to Ismailia. The paratroops, dis-
obeying orders to remain east of the Mitla Pass, assailed
the pass; heavy casualties were sustained from Egyptian
air attacks and a well-laid ambush. Finally breaking
through on November 1, they moved southwest, first to-
ward Ras Sudar and later toward Sharm el Sheikh, which
the 9th Infantry Brigade was also approaching from the
northeast. The Israeli capture of the city on November 5
coincided with the Anglo-French airborne drop and ended
the Israeli part of the campaign. The British amphibious
assault on November 6, followed by an advance to Quan-
tara, brought the Sinai Campaign to a close.

The Israeli tactical victory that resulted from the speed,
audacity, and mobility of the IDF was largely negated by a
strategic political error. The Israelis misjudged the mood
of the United States, which joined Russia in demanding
that Israel, Great Britain, and France evacuate Egyptian
territory. Reluctantly, the three complied, and a UN force
was established to patrol the border between Egypt and
Israel. Although the Egyptian Army had been soundly
defeated, Egyptian President Gamal Abdul Nasser was
able to claim a political victory. The war, in short, accom-
plished nothing for the Israelis, who had the military
strength to achieve their goals, but not the political sup-
port to retain them. All the fundamental causes of the war
remained; both Arabs and Israelis knew that another fight
was inevitable.

Lessons and Policy. Israel
Prepares for War

The Israeli General Staff reviewed the Sinai Campaign,
which is often called the ‘100 Hour War,”” in a way that
might have led uninformed observers to believe that the
IDF had been defeated. They not only critiqued military
problems, but also began to develop a new military-politi-
cal doctrine.

A number of important problem areas were identified
by the General Staff’s exhaustive study of the Sinai Cam-
paign. First, the rapid mobilization of the reserves had
been handled poorly. Efficient use of the reserves de-
manded major changes in notification schedules and the
location of equipment stockpiles. Second, Israel found
that its allies had not acted as planned after the opening of
hostilities. In the future, the small country would have to
be prepared to plan and implement military operations
without the support of other powers. Third, weapons and
other military supplies would have to be stockpiled in Is-
rael before the war, since external events might prevent or
delay their delivery. Fourth, the ground support and air
superiority roles required an all-fighter air force. The Is-
raeli Air Force (IAF) claimed that it could defend the cities
against air attack, and would do even better if equipped
with proper aircraft. Fifth, although infantry units were
favored for economic reasons, the armored thrusts had
achieved spectacular successes and resulted in fewer casu-
alties and a shorter campaign. The IDF therefore decided
to increase its tactical emphasis on the use of armored
formations. Sixth, the tactical supply system had been
shown to be of critical importance in the support of the
unexpectedly rapid movements. If the ground elements
were to become more mechanized and armored, it would
be necessary to move supplies forward more rapidly. A
more effective military utilization of civilian vehicles dur-
ing mobilization would alleviate some of the troubles, and
the vehicles would have to be properly maintained to meet
mobilization requirements. Seventh, problems in com-
mand and control had surfaced. Under Israeli doctrine,
commanders had great flexibility in accomplishing their
specific missions and authority to continue to advance and
attack if success was possible without excessive losses. In
Sinai, however, commanders had not been prepared to
control troops over vast distances. Radio contact between
combat units and support units had often been impossible,
even though FM frequencies had not been jammed by the
Egyptians. Radios and radio procedures required im-
provement to facilitate effective command. Finally, it had
been made abundantly clear that both an efficient gather-
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ing of intelligence and the use of radar systems to obtain
early warning of pending events were necessary to permit
adequate time for mobilization.™

To a nation already financially strained, the cost of
these changes was great. Two examples illustrate how Is-
rael used various techniques to economize on its military
budget. The Israeli Air Force had made an excellent case
for purchasing new aircraft. Tanks could be rebuilt, but
there was no way to convert a propeller-driven aircraft into
a jet that could handle the MiGs that Russia was sending to
Egypt. Although expensive, high-performance aircraft
were needed, the air force leaders were prepared to make
concessions. They felt that bombers were not necessary
due to the lack of strategic targets, and that the number of
transports could be kept to a minimum. For armament,
the Israelis chose guns instead of missiles. Gun ammuni-
tion was less expensive and more readily available. More-
over, ‘‘gun fights’’ generally took place at slower speeds,
giving lsraeli pilots a tremendous advantage over their
opponents because of their country’s superior pilot-selec-
tion and training procedures. Finally, the Israelis equipped
their new aircraft with electronic countermeasure devices
(‘‘black boxes’’), which could emit signals that would mis-
lead the Soviet missiles that they expected to face.

A second example of Israel’s efforts to economize in-
volves the armored corps, which quickly saw that it would
rank behind the Air Force in procurement priority. Be-

An Israeli 155-mm Howitzer Made From a Sherman
Chassis and an Imported Gun Assembly

- ETET.
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cause of an inability to obtain new tanks, the tankers
bought and completely rebuilt old tanks. Old World War I1
Shermans were converted to ‘‘Super Shermans’’ with the
addition of a low-velocity French 105-mm gun and a mod-
ern diesel engine designed for desert warfare. Pattons,
Centurions, and captured Soviet tanks also were modified
to accommodate desert conditions. In this way, the Israelis
were able to produce three or four excellent combat tanks
for the cost of one new tank.”

The Israeli defense policy that evolved after the Sinai
Campaign was adapted to Israel’s precarious political and
geographic position and its limited resources.* The policy
can be viewed in four parts. First, peace was desired, but
not if it would leave Israel defenseless. Security was Isra-
el’s primary concern. Second, in the event of war, Israel
had to be prepared to win without outside aid, even in a
situation in which it was fighting all its enemies simultane-
ously. Third, because of its geopolitical position, Israel
could not afford to Iose a single major battle; such a defeat
could mean the loss of a war and the demise of the country.
Fourth, although prepared to fight alone, Israel would
seek the support or sympathy of the United States to neu-
tralize opposing major powers.*

Another tenet of Israeli policy was to emphasize the
credibility of the military threat to potential enemies and
thereby hopefully prevent war. The defense force that Is-
rael hoped would cow the Arabs was dependent upon the
guarantee of sufficient time for full mobilization. To se-
cure that time, the Israelis had to have early warning of a
developing threat; an air force to defend the populated
areas and to carry the war to the enemy; and a standing
force of sufficient strength to gain time by attacking, not
trading space.* To lend further credibility to their willing-
ness to use force, the Israelis developed and announced
certain casus belli after which they would consider launch-
ing an offensive against a potential opponent. The first
and most obvious concern was a threatening massive
buildup of Arab forces on one or more of Israel’s vulnera-
ble borders. Second was the closing of the Strait of Tiran,
the entrance to the Gulf of Aqaba and the Israeli port city
of Elath. The third cause, and a reason for many of the
Israeli punitive raids, was a high level of guerrilla activity
that could not be eliminated by passive defense or selective
reprisals. Israel held the host country responsible for raids
launched by Palestinian guerrillas from within its borders.
Fourth was the preparation for or an air attack on either
IAF bases or Israel’s scientific or nuclear installations.
Fifth was the entry of Jordan into a military pact that
permitted the massing of Arab forces on the strategically
important West Bank, or an Arab attempt to take over the
governments of Lebanon or Jordan, with whom Israel had
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acceptable relations. Sixth was an unbalanced supply of
arms to the Arabs. This, in fact, had been a major cause of
the 1956 Sinai Campaign. The Israelis were very careful to
state, however, that there was no established threshold
before which Israel would not strike.*

The key element of Israeli military policy was the main-
tenance of Israel’s territorial integrity. If the Israelis felt
endangered, they were determined to launch a strategic
pre-emptive strike.* They maintained such an offensive
orientation for several reasons. First, Israel’s geo-strategic
situation demanded that the war be fought on enemy terri-
tory. Moreover, because of the international situation, the
Israelis believed that they would have to defeat the enemy
military forces on the enemy’s own soil quickly and before
the Superpowers could intervene through the UN and es-
tablish new boundaries. This, in turn, meant maintaining
the initiative and dictating the terms of battle. They
planned to fight on all fronts simultaneously while concen-
trating upon eliminating the strongest opponent first. In
summary, the goal was to maintain a strong and intimidat-
ing system of defense that would deter, if not prevent,
Arab military initiatives of any great significance.*

The Road to War

Israel’s military-political doctrine had a major influence
on the events that led to the 1967 Arab-Israeli War. The
first incident of significance began with an Israeli plan to
destroy a guerrilla command post in the Jordanian town of
Es Samu. Theraid resulted in the death of 72 Jordanians in
November 1966. Consequently, the Syrians, who had
trained, paid, and equipped the guerrillas, began to in-
crease the shelling and harassing of Israeli settlements in
upper Galilee. After a period of inaction, the Israeli Gov-
ernment responded with an air attack of Syrian artillery
positions on April 7, 1967. The IAF pilots downed six of
the MiG-21s sent to oppose them.”

Events escalated rapidly after the April 7 dogfight. On
May 14, Nasser warned Syria that Israel had initiated a
partial mobilization; by May 27, all the Arab nations had
pledged support for any member attacked by Israel. Al-
though the Arabs appeared unified and prepared, prob-
lems existed within the coalition. The Syrian Army, more a
political than a military force, was not ready to resist or
make a serious attack. The well-supplied Egyptian Army
was busy in Yemen, and relationships between the Egyp-

*A strategic pre-emptive strike is an aggressive military attack made so as
to secure an advantage in the face of an enemy buildup of strength and a
likely strike.
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tians, Syrians, and Jordanians were less than cordial.™
Each country tried to become the leader against Israel, but
Egypt had the combat power.

On May 16, the Egyptians asked the United Nations
Emergency Force in Sinai to withdraw from certain border
areas, and after much discussion the entire peace-keeping
force was withdrawn on May 23. As it departed, the
Egyptian forces at Sharm el Sheikh closed the Strait of
Tiran. Two days later, the Egyptian Foreign Minister an-
nounced that the entry of an Israeli ship into Egyptian
territorial waters would be considered an act of aggres-
sion. Israel and Egypt began partial mobilization on May
21.” Nasser’s brinkmanship policy continued as he led the
aroused Arab people along a now precarious path. As the
coming war would dramatically demonstrate, the Egyp-
tian President had failed to assess Israel’s military power
accurately.

A week after the closing of the strait, other serious
events developed. Seven Egyptian divisions, two of them
armored, were moved into advanced defensive positions in
the Sinai. (See Atlas Map No. 7.) The Israelis, however,
were more concerned about a meeting that was held be-
tween King Hussein of Jordan and President Nasser. De-
spite personal misgivings, Hussein signed a military pact
with Nasser that put Jordanian troops under Egyptian
command. By June 4, Iraq had joined the pact, and Iraqi
and Egyptian troops were on Jordanian soil.* Israel’s con-
cern was heightened by the shelling of Israeli settlements
from the Golan Heights and Gaza and by increased Egyp-
tian air activity in Sinai.

After much discussion, increased mobilization, and the
formation of a government of national unity, which in-
cluded Moshe Dayan as Defense Minister, Israel decided
to attack. The economic and political costs of the two-
week mobilization were high, but demobilization, it was
feared, would be viewed as a sign of weakness. The Arabs
were getting stronger and more aggressive every day; the
Israelis would strike.*!

1967—The Six Day War

The war started at 7:45 a.m. on June 5 when Israeli air-
craft, flying at low altitude across the Mediterranean to
avoid detection by radar, caught 11 Egyptian airfields un-
prepared minutes after the end of the Egyptian dawn alert.
Within the next few hours, the Israeli planes destroyed the
Egyptian Air Force on the ground, demonstrating such
high efficiency that Nasser claimed the IAF was being
aided by American and British aircraft.” Although
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warned, the Jordanian, Syrian, and Iraqi Air Forces suf-
fered the same fate later in the day. With the fear of air
attack on lIsraeli cities and troop concentrations elimi-
nated, Brigadier General Mordechai Hod could now di-
vert his fighters to support the IDF’s armored thrusts. The
IAF’s stunning achievements in the first few hours of the
campaign had greatly increased Israel’s chance of ultimate
success.

In the second phase of the war, Israel hoped to defeat
the Egyptian, Jordanian, and Syrian armies in turn, using
its central position* much as Frederick the Great had used
his during the Seven Years’ War, when he faced the Rus-
sians, Austrians, and French. Major General Yitzhak Ra-
bin planned to initially deploy minimum forces opposite
the Syrians and Jordanians and concentrate most of his
220,000-man force against the Egyptians in Sinai. Hoping
to defeat the Egyptians rapidly and then turn to whatever
threat developed on the other fronts, he massed three ar-
mored divisions and two brigades for the attack in Sinai.
Rabin intended to slash through the strong Egyptian forti-
fications near the border and then rush to the Rumani-Bir
Gifgafa-Bir Gidy-Mitla Pass line. Here, the IDF would
destroy the Egyptian forces as they withdrew along the
roads to the passes. Finally, Rabin would secure the canal.
(See Atlas Map No. 7.) If the Jordanians and Syrians re-
mained on the defensive, this bold plan could succeed.

The ground war would be a test of Israel’s newly devel-
oped tactical doctrine. That doctrine provided only guide-
lines for tactical operations, thus leaving field com-
manders great flexibility. The emphasis was on initiative at
all levels and on the accomplishment of the mission. Con-
sequently, strong leadership was required at the middle
and lower levels of command. The most important princi-
ple of the doctrine was that losses and casualties must be
minimized in any possible way without endangering vic-
tory; usually, this would be achieved through surprise,
speed, and superior firepower.

Brigadier General Yeshayahu Gavish had the task of
rupturing Egypt’s hardened defensive line, destroying the
7 divisions and 900 tanks positioned there, and then reach-
ing and holding a line at the Suez Canal. He had about
50,000 men and 800 tanks to use in accomplishing this
mission. Gavish’s plan was to first make two penetrations
and then rush armored columns through to the passes and
the canal. He massed his divisions for the strike in the
north and positioned an independent brigade in the Negev,
near Kuntilla, assigning it the mission of misleading the

*A force or a nation occupies a central position relative to several enemy
forces or nations when it is located at the center of an approximate circle
while the opposing forces or nations lie at great distances from one
another, along the perimeter of the circle.
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The Resupply of Rapidly Advancing Israeli Columns

Egyptian 6th Infantry and Shazali Armored Divisions into
believing that an attack would come from that area.

Brigadier General Israel Tal’s division, composed of
armored school instructors and their students, was or-
dered to attack along the northern route across Sinai. He
faced two entrenched divisions supported by strong ar-
mored forces. (See Atlas Map No. 7.) Tal opened his attack
on June 5 by slashing to the coast at Khan Yunis and
isolating the Egyptian 20th Infantry Division in the Gaza
Strip. He then turned west and attacked and captured Ra-
fah. Rushing through the hedgehogt defenses at Jerardi,
Tal was at the outskirts of El Arish by nightfall. During the
night, one of Tal’s platoons slipped through El Arish and
turned the position, which surrendered the next morning
after a short and bloody battle. From El Arish, Tal sent a
brigade west on the northern route and moved the rest of
his division south to Jebel Libni. He then moved west to
secure the Bir Gifgafa Pass, which he reached after win-
ning several tank battles. (See Atlas Map No. 8.) Tal’s
division finally arrived at the canal opposite Ismailia on
the evening of June 8.

Forty miles to the south of Tal’s force, Brigadier Gen-
eral Sharon’s armored division had the task of breaking
through at Abu Ageila, which was guarded by the Umm
Gataf hedgehog—the strongest in Sinai. (See Atlas Map

tA hedgehog position is one that can be defended in all directions. Its
trace is thus circular in nature. Egyptian hedgehogs had numerous con-
crete emplacements, minefields, and reinforced bunkers. The hedgehog
at Jerardi was six miles deep and was supposedly unflankable.
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No. 7.).In spite of Rabin’s reservations, Sharon decided to
make a night attack, using four converging forces and a
helicopter-borne force to surround the hedgehog. The at-
tack began early on June 6, and by 4:00 a.m. the bulk of
Sharon’s force was in the vicinity of Abu Ageila. His gam-
ble had paid off. Gavish, who was on the spot, then di-
rected Sharon’s division to move south to Nakhl. (See
Atlas Map No. 8.) Arriving there ahead of the Egyptians
after a movement over difficult terrain, Sharon set up a
divisional ambush that, with the help of the Independent
Brigade and the IAF, virtually destroyed a 20-mile-long
Egyptian column that stretched from Nakhltoward Thamad.

Brigadier General Avraham Yoffe’s division initially

had a reserve role. After Sharon cleared Umm Gataf,
Yoffe was ordered to take Jebel Libni, which he cleared
prior to the arrival of Tal’s division. (See Atlas Map No. 7.)
Gavish then sent Tal west and Yoffe southwest to take the
Bir Gidy and Mitla Passes, thereby sealing off all with-
drawal routes. (See Atlas Map No. 8.) The withdrawing
Egyptians fought well, using minefields skillfully and de-
laying stubbornly, but Yoffe, despite a lack of fuel, kept
pushing his dangerously dispersed columns onward. Be-
cause the IAF alone could not close the passes, they had to
be taken by ground forces. When darkness came on June
7, Lieutenant Colonel Avraham Bar-Am, the commander
of the lead battalion, had only a 105-mm artillery battery,
some infantry, and nine Centurion tanks—four of which
were being towed. His small force fell in with the retreating
Egyptians. As this group approached the defile, Bar-Am
pulled his men off to a position called ‘‘Custer Ring,”’
where they were able to block the Mitla Pass despite nu-
merous Egyptian counterattacks. On June 8, Yoffe had
both passes secured, and forces positioned at the canal.
Tal’s forces, too, were at the canal. The Egyptian army in
Sinai was now cut off. The capture of Sharm el Sheikh by
naval forces on June 7 was anticlimactic. As mopping up
operations began in Sinai, the IDF used its central position
to shift forces to the north.

Brigadier General Uzi Narkis, commanding the Central
Command, was unhappy with his role. (See Atlas Map
No. 9.) Jordan was expected to do little more than make a
face-saving effort; the real fighting would be in Sinai.
Even the Northern Command would probably see more
action against Syria than Narkis would against Jordan—at
least that was what intelligence agencies expected. They
were wrong. King Hussein intended to honor his agree-
ments, and Narkis would have his fight.

Before noon on June 5, Jordan entered the fray. To seize
the initiative, Narkis immediately counterattacked in Jer-
usalem itself, and ordered Colonel Uri Ben-Ari, hero of
Abu Ageila in 1956, to move his brigade of armor forward
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from an assembly area near Tel Aviv. He told Ben-Ari to be
astride the key terrain north of Jerusalem by next dawn.
Ben-Ari knew the ground; as a captain in 1948, he had
attacked in the same place. Working in darkness, he moved
his Centurions and Shermans over enemy-held terrain that
was supposedly impassable to tanks. As the sun rose, Ben-
Ari stood on the Jerusalem-Ramallah road and looked
down at the West Bank below him. In the meantime, an
armored unit from the Northern Command overran Jenin
and halted the artillery fire that had been harassing the
airbase at Megiddo. By sunset of the second day of fight-
ing, Israel had gained control of Jerusalem and the key
ground on both shoulders of King Hussein’s salient west of
the Jordan River. On June 7, Narkis closed armored pin-
cers at Nablus, seized the bridges over the River Jordan,
raced south from Jerusalem to Hebron, and in the process
completed the defeat of Jordan’s army, the old Arab Le-
gion. On that day, the flag of Israel was raised over the
Strait of Tiran, the western defiles in Sinai were occupied,
the walls of Jericho were breached to the accompaniment
of blaring trumpets, and Narkis prayed at the Wailing Wall
in Jewish-occupied Jerusalem. It had been less than three

Generals Narkis, Dayan, and Rabin in Jerusalem, June 1967



Looking Down Into Israel From the Golan Heights

days since Mordechai Hod’s IAF had caught Egypt’s Air
Force on the ground.

After the defeat of Egypt and Jordan, the Israelis
moved against Syria, the most outspoken and antagonistic
of Israel’s neighbors. From the beginning of hostilities, the
farmland below the dominant Golan Heights had suffered
from Syrian artillery shelling and raids, but no major Syr-
1an attack had been launched. This failure to take the
offensive would soon haunt Syria, whose inactivity had
allowed Brigadier General David Elazar to shift a brigade
south to help cut off the West Bank. Now Rabin was able
to send Elazar reinforcements from the Sinai and West
Bank. On June 8, the IAF joined artillery units in pummel-
ing the reinforced concrete emplacements, underground
installations, and tunnels composing the Maginot-style*
fortresses on the steep Golan Heights. (See Atlas Map No.
10.) The lsraeli offensive began before noon on June 9
with an assault on the fortress of Tel Fahar. Making the
attack were two infantry brigades augmented by bull-
dozers, which were used to clear a path up the heights. The
terrain forced the units to move virtually in single file
under intense enemy fire. As one battalion became ineffec-
tive, another moved forward. Finally, the fort fell. Addi-
tional attacks were launched at Godot and Harab.

On June 10, Israeli forces pushed on to Quneitra (Syr-
ian Army Headquarters) and Rafid. When the Syrian
Government announced the fall of Quneitra at 8:45 a.m.
on June 10, resistance crumbled all along the front and a
cease-fire was declared.

The third war between the Arabs and the Jews had
ended in less than six days.

The costs of the Six Day War were great. Israeli losses
amounted to 5,000 men killed, wounded, or missing on all
fronts; almost 400 tanks; and about 40 aircraft. The

*The comparison refers to France’s Maginot Line, which the French had
hoped would contain a German invasion in the 1930s.
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Egyptians lost about 18,000 men, 700 tanks, and close to
400 aircraft. The Syrians lost about 2,000 men, almost 100
tanks, and 55 aircraft. The Jordanians, who inflicted ap-
proximately half of the Israeli casualties, lost over 3,000
men, almost 200 tanks, and 18 aircraft.

Territorially, the war ended on an advantageous note
for Israel. Her new borders encompassed three times the
old area. Not only were Israel’s newly seized borders on
defensible terrain at the Golan Heights, along the Jordan
River, and along.the Suez Canal, but the length of her
defensive frontier had actually been shortened. The possi-
bility of surprise air attacks on Israeli cities was now re-
duced, and the cities were out of artillery range.” How-
ever, political problems associated with maintaining forces
on the newly conquered land, coupled with the fact that
Israel had initiated the war with its pre-emptive strike,
resulted in Israel’s isolation from a portion of the world
community. Moreover, although the Arab States had been
defeated, they were determined to fight again.

The War of Attrition, 1968-1970

Despite Israel’s overwhelming victory in the Six Day War,
a peace treaty was not concluded, and the Arabs and Israe-
lis began preparing for a fourth round. The six years be-
fore the 1973 War can be divided into three overlapping
phases. The first phase was one of adjustment, during
which both sides reflected on lessons learned in battle,
made changes, and began rearming for future hostilities.
The second phase involved an unofficial War of Attrition
along the borders with Egypt and Syria. During this per-
iod, also, the Palestinians [aunched a massive guerrilla and
international terrorist campaign to focus world attention
on the plight of the refugees in the Middle East. The third
phase was marked by preparations for a coordinated Arab
assault.

The Israelis and Arabs approached phase one in vastly
different ways. After its rapid conquest, Israel did not feel
the need to study the 1967 War in the way it had examined
the 1956 Sinai Campaign. Instead of searching for errors,
the Israelis looked for reasons to explain their successes.*
Confident in their assessment that the tank-plane team
was the key to victory in the desert, they depreciated the
role of combined arms operations. The Israelis also failed
to adjust their doctrine to account for the new precision
antitank missiles that were being developed by the Super-
powers and would most certainly appear on the battle-
fields of the next war. Holding defensible borders, they
thought that the possibility of a successful Arab attack was
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remote. On the other hand, the Arabs, and especially the
Egyptians, were recoiling from a disaster. Hence, they
looked for weaknesses both in their own military system
and in that of Israel. Their study was intensive and pro-
duced a great deal of information. Well-led Egyptian units
had fought effectively on both the offense and defense,
but the soldiers seemed to be most successful in defensive
operations. Egyptian units had not performed well when
cut off or when under air and armored attack. They had
not been trained for mobile war. Soviet doctrine would
have to be modified before it could be applied by the
Egyptian Army. The combined arms concept required
more emphasis, and more time needed to be devoted to
antitank and antiaircraft training.*

While absorbing these and other lessons, the Egyptians
began a War of Attrition along the Suez Canal that served
as a major irritant to the Israelis. The raids and exchanges
of artillery fire that constituted this war also served to
sustain anti-Israel fulminations while downgrading
Egypt’s domestic problems.* This phase may have begun
as early as July 1, 1967, when two Egyptian platoons and
an Israeli armored force clashed near the Port Fuad cause-
way on the eastern side of the canal, opposite Port Said.
Tension increased until October 21, 1967, when the Israeli
destroyer Elat was sunk by a Styx missile fired by an
Egyptian warship from within its home harbor at Port
Said. The Israelis retaliated by shelling the oil refineries at
Suez. An 11-month period of watchfulness followed."

In October 1968, the War of Attrition began in earnest
when the Egyptians unleashed the first of many artillery
barrages along a 60-mile front of the canal, causing a large
number of Israeli casualties. An important part of Egypt’s
strategy was the launching of frequent and intensive at-
tacks designed to prevent the consolidation of the cease-
fire line into a permanent border. The Israelis countered by
launching deep commando and air force raids. A success-
ful commando raid after the October barrage against the
Maj Hammadi power transformer quieted the Egyptian
guns until March 1969. Nevertheless, the barrages forced
the Israelis to build fortified observation positions on the
east bank of the canal to protect their personnel. (See Atlas
Map No. 12q.) Known as the Bar Lev Line, this system of
observation posts was not a first line of defense; the
strength to defend the Line was provided by armored bat-
talions, which were stationed behind the strongpoints and
beyond the range of the Egyptian artillery.*

The turning point in this unofficial war came later in
1969. The Egyptians stepped up their attacks by concen-
trating on the Israeli supply routes that ran from the
strongpoints to the depots in their rear. The Israelis re-
sponded with an ineffective shelling of the oil refineries at
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Ismailia and Suez. Then, recognizing the limitations of
their artillery, Israel called on the air force and also
launched commando attacks. Two Egyptian torpedo boats
were sunk at Ras Sadat by commandos; an Israeli armored
raid, in which captured T-54 and T-55 tanks were used,
crossed the canal and disrupted Egyptian activities. Fi-
nally, in one of the most daring commando raids of the
war, the Israelis managed to capture a sophisticated Soviet
radar installation from the Egyptians at Ras Gharib.*

The Israelis gained an added advantage when they ac-
quired technologically advanced American F-4 Phantoms,
which could reach targets deep in the Nile Valley. Attacks
on these targets provoked the Russians to send air defense
missile batteries and Soviet-piloted MiG-21 squadrons to
Egypt. Wary of the consequences, the Israelis stopped
their deep penetrations in return for a tacit agreement that
air defense systems would remain in position away from
the canal. The Egyptians, however, did not comply, and
moved air defense units forward, causing the IAF in-
creased losses over the canal. Soviet airmen, also, tried to
engage Israeli fighters, but the Israelis refused engage-
ments until July 30, 1970, when the Soviets lost four air-
craft.”

On August 7, 1970, an American-sponsored cease-fire
went into effect, ending the unofficial War of Attrition.
Egypt then moved air defense systems farther forward—
up to the line of the canal. In retrospect, the Egyptians
were probably forced into the cease-fire agreement by un-
acceptable materiel losses. The same was probably true of
the Israelis, who lost more men during this period than
during the 1967 War. The War of Attrition was a stalemate.
A stalemate, however, may mean a victory for each side—
a victory that the Egyptians very much needed.*'

Egyptian Preparations

Shortly after the 1967 defeat, the Egyptian High Com-
mand had begun preparing for the next major battle with
the Israeli armed forces. Egyptian leaders explained the
1967 defeat to their people as being the result of interna-
tional support for Israel. Nevertheless, the high command
objectively analyzed the weaknesses of Egypt’s forces and
overall defense policy.*

Perhaps the most important lesson Egypt had learned
from the 1967 War was that it must strike first. To do so,
however, required a first-rate Air Force, and that would
not be available until the mid-1970s. Egyptian leaders also
realized that the Army was not capable of conducting mo-
bile warfare in the Israeli manner. The Egyptians would
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have to organize a continuous line and train their men to
respond to Israeli tactics that depended upon units’ pene-
trating the line and bypassing strongpoints by attacking
such units in flank and rear. They also had to convince
their soldiers to continue fighting—even when they found
themselves isolated.

Egyptian leaders worked hard to improve the quality of
the common soldier. The Army ceased recruiting exclu-
sively from the lower classes, in part because the massive
amounts of recently arrived Soviet equipment required a
better educated soldier. College graduates were drafted
and sent to officer schools; everyone was told why he
would be fighting. Training by Russian and Egyptian offi-
cers became more rigorous and repetitious in order to
eliminate careless errors. Morale improved, and Egyptian
officers took a more active role in the training. Attention
was given to the often neglected areas of maintenance and
logistics. Maneuvers and raids were conducted, and limi-
tations on combat capabilities noted.” The increasingly
well-trained and well-equipped Egyptian soldier caused
some concern to the Israelis, who could not be sure of the
extent of his improvement. Egyptian leaders grew confi-
dent that their new army could conduct successful limited
offensives, but did not believe that their command system
was yet sophisticated enough to direct fluid battles of ma-
neuver.*

President Anwar Sadat and Field Marshal Ahmed Is-
mail developed a plan that was ingenious both in its sim-
plicity and in its exploitation of Egypt’s strongpoints.
They envisioned a massive attack on a broad front to seize
limited objectives. The keys to the success of such an of-
fensive were secrecy, a real unity of command among the
Arabs, and a two-front war that would lessen Israel’s ad-
vantage of central position.** The advance would be pre-
ceded by a massive artillery, missile, and air bombardment
of Israeli positions along the canal and on the Golan
Heights, after which the Egyptians would cross the water-
way while the Syrians attacked the heights. For the first
time, Israel would have to respond to a fully coordinated
Arab offensive.

The Arabs believed that surprise could be achieved be-
cause they periodically conducted large maneuvers along
the borders and then withdrew. Coincidentally, Israeli in-
telligence sources felt that the Arabs were incapable of
launching a massive attack until 1975, when they believed
Egypt might achieve air parity and possibly air superiority.
The Israeli intelligence analysts, however, failed to assess
Arab intentions accurately. Not until early October 1973
did Israeli intelligence reveal that an attack might be
launched as soon as October 6. This lack of hard intelli-
gence created a dilemma for Israel. Total mobilization re-
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quired from two to three days, and would be both expen-
sive and disruptive if prolonged during a peacetime
situation. At the same time, the Prime Minister had appar-
ently decided that Israel could not politically afford again
being the aggressor. Thus, Chief of Staff David Elazar’s
October 6 early-morning request for authority to launch a
pre-emptive air strike was disapproved. Although a large-
scale mobilization was ordered in mid-morning, it would
not be complete before the battle opened. The Arabs at-
tacked that afternoon.*

1973—The War of Many Names

The Arab plan for initial operations was well coordinated
and very simple. First, the Egyptians would cross the Suez
Canal with infantry divisions and set up a strong defensive
position five to six miles east of the canal and within the
umbrella of their air defense system. (See map on page 17.)
There, the troops would dig in and await the expected
armored and air force counterattacks with hand-carried
antiaircraft and antitank weapons. If the Egyptians were
successful in stopping these attacks, they would begin to
move to the passes under the second phase of the plan. To
the east, the Syrians would seek to recapture the Golan
Heights and to cut Israel in two in the north by pushing to
the sea. Three infantry divisions, with tanks in front,
would lead the attack on the mountain heights. Two ar-
mored divisions would be held in reserve for exploitation.
By using helicopter-borne forces, the Syrians hoped to
surprise and capture the key Israeli position atop Mount
Hermon.* Israel would thus be forced to defend against
simultaneous attacks on two fronts.

In the north, the Golan Heights provided Israel with a
dominant defensive line that gave the occupying troops an
excellent view of the Damascus plain. (See Atlas Map No.
l1a.) Along this 30-mile border, the Israelis had built 17
platoon-sized fortifications designed to cause attacking
forces to deploy. The forts were supported by two armored
brigades with a total of 170 tanks and 10 artillery batteries.
Across from the Israeli positions, the Syrians had about
1,500 tanks and 1,100 guns available for the attack. The
Israeli 7th Brigade had positioned its battalions along the
northern portion of the heights, while the 188th (Barak)
Brigade, reinforced by an armored battalion from the 7th
Brigade, positioned itself opposite the approach from Ra-
fid. The 188th Brigade had about 100 tanks, and the 7th
Brigade about 60.

Golan Heights

The war on the northern front began at 2:05 p.m. with a
massive Syrian artillery and air bombardment. The two
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Israeli brigades on the Golan Heights were hard pressed by
troops making the ensuing attack. After a series of tank
battles, the Israelis were pushed back from the 1967 cease-
fire line (the Purple Line). (See Atlas Map No. I1la.) The
188th Brigade fought against 6 to 1 odds in the Rafid Gap,
and was almost totally destroyed during the first day of
fighting. The brigade’s intelligence officer was the only
senior officer left on October 7, and only seven tanks were
still operational. That night, Major General Dan Laner, a
reserve division commander, directed newly mobilized
squads, platoons, and even single tanks to critical points as
they arrived at the front.™

Laner’s actions, plus the 7th Brigade’s use of a well-
prepared killing zone,* slowed the Syrian attack. Laner’s
piecemeal reinforcement also probably saved Major Gen-
eral Rafael Eytan’s Northern Headquarters, which the
Syrians were assaulting. As the Syrians entered the head-
quarters compound from the east, Eytan left and contin-
ued to direct the battle. By October 9, the 7th Brigade had
only seven tanks. Then, however, a battalion commander,
rushing back from his honeymoon, arrived with fifteen
battlefield-repaired tanks, linked up with the brigade’s
survivors, and led a counterattack that was the key to
stabilizing the sector. By the end of the day, Major General
Moshe Peled’s reserve division had arrived in the southern
sector, and Laner’s division had recaptured Eytan’s head-
quarters compound.® The deliberate withdrawal and lim-
ited successes during the first three days of war on the
Golan Heights allowed the Israelis to concentrate their
mobilized forces against Syria. This was the critical sector,
since there was little room for withdrawal in northern Is-
rael, but considerable ground to trade in Sinai if necessary.
By October 10, the Israelis had finally driven the Syrians
back beyond the 1967 cease-fire line. The battle had been
fierce, and losses were heavy. Every Israeli tank on the line
on October 6 was hit, and the Syrians lost over 800 tanks
within [sraeli territory.*

An Israeli counteroffensive toward Sasa began on Oc-
tober 11, with Laner’s division attacking east from Qunei-
tra and Eytan’s division moving north and then east to
attack the flank of the Syrians. (See Atlas Map No. 11b.)
Peled held the line in the south. The Israelis made good
progress. Late on October 12, Laner spotted a large
column moving in the south and inquired if Peled had
broken through. After being informed that the Iraqis had
arrived with an armored division, Laner diverted troops
who set up an ambush that destroyed most of the lead Iraqi
brigade early the next morning.* A reinforcing lraqi bri-
gade, as well as the Jordanian 40th and 92nd Armored

*A killing zone is an area in which firepower is concentrated, making it
nearly impossible for the enemy to cross the area in significant strength.
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Brigades, then arrived and joined the fight. The line be-
came fairly stable by October 14, and no major shifts
occurred despite numerous brigade-sized attacks by both
sides. Farther north, the Israelis retook the Mount Her-
mon position on October 21. Helicopters landed an air-
borne brigade about nine miles north of the position,
which was captured during the night. With the Syrian
threat greatly reduced by October 12 and the line stabilized
by the fourteenth, the Israeli High Command began to
shift reserve forces to the Sinai. There, Israel had received
a severe shock ‘when the Egyptians attacked on October
6.62

Return to Sinai

Concurrent with the Syrian attack of the Golan Heights,
the Egyptians began their attack 250 miles to the south-
west, using 240 aircraft against Israeli airfields and head-
quarters, and 2,000 guns and a brigade of FROG missiles
against the Bar Lev Line. As the barrage on the Line began
to shift, Egyptian infantrymen and tankers moved up the
ramps of the sand castles (or mud forts) that overlooked
the Line and began to fire sagger missiles and antitank
guns at the forts. This fire kept the Israelis largely neutral-
ized while helicopter-borne commandos and tank-hunter
teams crossed the Suez Canal. During the barrage, 8,000
men in rubber rafts crossed the canal, landed between the
forts and bypassed them, and moved three to six miles
farther east to set up a defensive line. (See Atlas Map No.
12a.) The capture of the forts was left to the second and
third waves.

Egyptian Engineers Use High-Power Water Hoses to Breach
an Israeli Sand Rampart
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Within eight hours, Egyptian engineers, using high-
pressure water pumps, cut 60 crossing sites in the high sand
banks on the Israeli side of the canal and had bridges and
rafts operational. Thousands of troops crossed and
strengthened the first wave’s defensive position. The sec-
ond phase of the operation, which was designed as an
advance to the Mitla and Bir Gidy Passes followed by a
northward turn and drive to the Mediterranean Sea, could
not be executed until the Egyptians had secured their ini-
tial gains and defeated the expected Israeli counterattack.
Therefore, the Egyptians planned to remain within their
integrated air defense umbrella and prepare for the ex-
pected Israeli armored and air assault.® If successful in
defeating that effort, they would reorganize and begin the
second advance. If they encountered difficulty, they would
have Russia request a cease-fire through the’'UN Security
Council.

Technological Surprise

By the evening of October 7, most of the Israeli forts had
been captured and the local Israeli counterattacks beaten
back. (See Atlas Map No. 12a.) The next day, the Egyp-
tians crossed the remainder of the tanks organic to the
infantry divisions and defeated the major Israeli counter-
attacks. The defensive line of saggers, rocket-propelled
grenades (RPG7s), antitank guns, and tanks decimated
the Israeli armored units, which were advancing without
infantry or artillery support.* The Israelis had to quickly
relearn how to employ combined arms to fight in the Sinai.

*The armored brigades that attacked had only a mechanized infantry
company instead of a battalion. Thus, pure armored attacks were the
only action that could be undertaken. This was largely a result of the
‘“‘lessons’’ of the 1967 War—the Israelis had more faith in armored opera-
tions than in combined arms operations.
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Egyptian Soldiers Transport Heavy Weapons Across the Suez Canal

The 1AF had encountered two major surprises at the
outbreak of hostilities. The first was the size and density of
the Egyptian air defense barrier, which the Egyptians had
been building since 1970. By October 1973, the air defense
belt was 20 miles wide and over 100 miles long. It created a
lethal zone from the ground up to 50,000 feet. The barrier
contained acomplex mixture of mutuallysupporting high-,
medium-, and low-altitude missiles, reinforced with anti-
aircraft artillery. Over 130 SAM-2 and SAM-3 sites gave
high-altitude protection, while 40 mobile SAM-6 batteries
covered the medium altitudes at which Israeli aircraft had
operated so effectively in the past. Groups of 12 SAM-7s
(short-range, shoulder-launched missiles similar to the
United States Army ‘‘Redeye’’) were installed on vehicles
and fired in salvoes of four or eight missiles against low-
flying aircraft. Conventional heavy-caliber antiaircraft ar-
tillery was supplemented by the self-propelled ZSU-23,
which was capable of firing four thousand 23-mm rounds
per minute. A similar zone had been developed by the
Syrians in the Golan Heights area.

The second major surprise was the effectiveness of the
SAM-6 missile system, which proved to be extremely accu-
rate against targets at altitudes up to 20,000 feet. The exist-
ing IAF electronic countermeasures were incapable of
coping with it, and the mobility of the missile batteries
made them very elusive targets. While attempting to avoid
this system, Israeli aircraft were forced into the low-alti-

tude zone covered by the lethal ZSU-23s and SAM-7s5.% On
the first afternoon of the war, the Israelis lost 30 A-4 Sky-
hawks and 10 E-4 Phantoms. During the first week, they
lost 80 aircraft—approximately 24 percent of their front-
line force.* The air defense effort was an important factor
in the initial Arab successes, negating the effectiveness of
Israeli close air support and providing protection for the
attacking Arab ground forces.

Israeli Counteroffensive

By October 10, the Sinai front appeared to have stabilized,
and in response to Syrian calls for aid, the Egyptians began
to plan the breakout to increase the pressure on the Israe-
lis.* Also on October 10, General Sharon received reports
from his patrols that the crossing site he had prepared near
the Bitter Lakes three years earlier was unguarded and was
also at the boundary between the two Egyptian armies.
Sharon wanted to act immediately and launch Operation
GAZELLE, an attack across the canal. Elazar, however,
wanted to wait until more Egyptian armor crossed over the
canal. Thus, when the Egyptians began to cross more
tanks for the breakout, they played into the Israelis’
hands. (See Atlas Map No. 12b.) Approximately 1,500
tanks crossed the canal and launched multiple brigade-
and division-sized assaults on October 14. These were
beaten back with a loss of over 200 tanks, as Egyptian

B -
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tanks advanced beyond the air defense umbrella and were
badly mauled by Israeli tanks and aircraft.*

After the battle had been decided on October 14, Elazar
issued the orders to begin Operation GAZELLE. (See At-
las Map No. 13a.) Sharon’s division was to clear a corridor
and secure the crossing site. His force, led by a parachute
brigade, advanced against little opposition toward high
ground known as the ‘‘Chinese Farm.”” As the lead brigade
commander approached this area, he sent a company of
tanks to the north to secure a crossroads. The unit was
promptly destroyed by strong Egyptian forces. Neverthe-
less, the brigade continued to advance and began to cross
the Suez Canal using rafts and bridging sections. As the
crossing began, an armored force was sent north to secure
the crossing area. This force blundered into the headquar-
ters of two Egyptian divisions that had been bypassed on
the way to the canal. A tremendous battle ensued, and the
crossing area was not secured until the following night.
The Egyptians, realizing that the IDF was attempting a
crossing, massed elements of two divisions to attack from
the north and directed the 25th Armored Brigade to attack
from the south. The brigade was ambushed and lost 26
tanks; the divisional forces in the north failed to dislodge
the Israelis defending the crossing corridor.® Despite a
lack of orders, Sharon’s units crossed the canal and began
to fan out and destroy or capture air defense sites. For the
first time in the 1973 War, a dent had been created in the
Egyptian air defense system. Although new air tactics and
improved electronic countermeasures were introduced
during the conflict, the final answer to the antiaircraft
missile threat proved to be the use of ground forces to
penetrate the missile belts and destroy the launching sites.

An Israeli Bridge Across the Suez Canal

21

With air support assured and a bridge completed,
Sharon threatened Ismailia on October 17 while the divi-
sions of Major General Avraham Adan and Brigadier
General Kalman Magen began to cut off the Egyptian
Third Army Headquarters in Suez City. Other Israeli
forces pressured Third Army forces on the east bank. (See
Atlas Map No. 13b.) One Israeli force nearly cut off an
entire army, but failed to do so because it could not be
rapidly reinforced. If the Egyptians had launched a mas-
sive attack against Sharon on the west bank as soon as they
learned that he was across the canal, they probably could
have destroyed his weak force. Believing Sharon’s force to
be very small, however, they felt it could be dealt with after
the eastern bank was stabilized.® This was a fortunate
occurrence for Israel, because its military forces were hav-
ing other troubles.

Israeli Problems

Israeli operations in Sinai were not conducted with the
smoothness or efficiency that had previously characterized
IDF activities. The chain of command was frequently vio-
lated, and unity of command often seemed nonexistent.
There was a great deal of arguing between Defense Minis-
ter Dayan and Chief of Staff Elazar over who would make
decisions. On the battlefield, Dayan had a former chief of
staff, Chaim Bar-Lev, at Southern Headquarters observ-
ing and reporting on Major General Schmuel Gonen, the
front commander, thus detracting from Gonen’s status.
The chain of command was ineffective on many occasions
because commanders disobeyed or disregarded orders.
Sharon was a major offender, and on several occasions
bypassed Gonen and communicated directly with Dayan.
The canal crossing caused a great controversy. From the
first day of the Egyptian attack, Sharon wanted to cross
the Suez. Elazar wanted Dayan to make the decision, but
Sharon did not want to wait. Elazar agreed to the crossing
only after the Egyptian attack on October 14 was stopped.
When Sharon was unleashed, he crossed the canal, but
then disobeyed his orders to delay until a bridge was com-
pleted and the bridgehead secured. Thus, Gonen was
forced to cross his other divisions more quickly than had
been anticipated.™

A change that had taken place in the IDF structure after
the 1967 War also plagued the Israelis during the first few
days of the 1973 War. Based upon the experience of the
earlier war, the IDF had formed many pure tank units and
neglected combined arms training.” Moreover, in 1973,
Israeli tanks carried few of the antipersonnel rounds
needed to neutralize the Egyptian infantry and their anti-
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tank weapons. Without infantry for close support and
artillery for preparatory fires,* the IDF tanks were very
vulnerable to the Egyptian soldier, who put up a stiff fight.
Under the pressure of actual combat, the Israelis realized
the need for resurrecting the combined arms team. The use
of artillery and close infantry support permitted the tanks
to work more effectively.™

Although the IDF almost completed the investment of
the Egyptian Third Army, it could not subdue the Second
Army. (See Atlas Map. No. 13b.) A cease-fire went into
effect on October 24, despite violations on each side by
units seeking a final advantage. T At that time, the Israelis
and Egyptians were on each other’s bank of the canal;
both forces were exhausted.

A Critique

Everyone claimed victory after the cease-fire. The Israelis
asserted that they could have gone to Cairo; but, in fact,
they had suffered heavy casualties, were at the end of a
tenuous supply line, and still faced two undefeated Egyp-
tian armies. The Syrians had lost some territory, but had
given Israel a severe scare at the start of the war before
successfully withdrawing to the Sasa line and holding off
the Israelis. The Iraqi forces continued to have trouble,
but the Jordanian performance was up to par.™ The strong

*Preparatory fires are supporting fires that prepare, or soften, an area by
disrupting the enemy unit’s tactical integrity, thus impairing the enemy’s
ability to operate effectively.

tThe cease-fire was proposed by Russia when it became clear that the
Egyptian Third Army was in danger of being surrounded by lsraeli
forces. The United States agreed, insisting that the cease-fire be linked to
peace talks. The Superpowers first agreed on the wording of the resolu-
tion to be submitted to the UN Security Council and then obtained the
agreement of Egypt and Israel. Originally intended to be effective on
October 22, the cease-fire did not become firm until October 24, follow-
ing violations of the first agreement by both Egypt and Israel and a threat
of armed intervention by Russia.
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performance of the Egyptians was the big surprise of the
war. Israeli tank crews had to be continuously on the alert
for antitank missile crews, which seemed to spring up ev-
erywhere, and IAF pilots had similar problems with anti-
aircraft missile and gun crews. The Egyptian command
system at higher levels showed distinct improvement, and
the direct cooperation and timing between Egypt and Syria
was especially evident. The Israelis were forced to develop
a healthy respect for the Egyptians, whom they had ridi-
culed for three degades.

The losses incurred by the opposing countries in the
1973 War are not accurately known. Authorities disagree
in their estimates. The tabulation below is based upon
several sources and represents approximate figures.

The 1973 War opened with offensives for limited objec-
tives and ended with cease-fires, not peace treaties. Never-
theless, it changed the situation in the Middle East drasti-
cally. The Israelis lost the aura of invincibility; the Arabs
regained a great deal of pride and unity, as well as a foot-
hold in Sinai. The use of an oil embargo by the Arab
members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries (OPEC) against Israel’s allies forced nations to
consider carefully the potential costs of supporting Israel.
The initial Arab successes produced a fear in the interna-
tional community that Israel would be forced to use the
nuclear weapons that many believed it possessed. For the
first time, both Superpowers assumed a position of readi-
ness because each felt that the other might intervene mili-
tarily, even if only to enforce a cease-fire.

Assessing the military aspects of the war, the Superpow-
ers had cause for concern. The ammunition expenditures
and armored vehicle losses seemed astronomically high for
such a short war. Sophisticated weapons for air defense
and antitank use were shown to be chillingly effective. The
substantial losses inflicted on high-performance aircraft
by missile air defense systems caused some military ana-

Committed Captured/

Nation Forces Killed Wounded Missing Total

Egypt 315,000 5,000 " 12,000" " 8,031 25,031
Syria 140,000 3,100 6,000 500 9,600
Jordan 5,000 28 49 — i/
Iraq 20,000 218 600 20 838
Other Arab States 25,000 100 300 — 400
Total Arabs 505,000 8,446 18,949 8,551 35,946
israel 310,000 2,600" 8,000+ 508 11,108

* Postwar deaths from wounds not included. Soviets estimate about 8,000 killed in action.
+Wounded not evacuated from field medical facilities not included. Soviets estimate about 20,000 wounded in action.
*"U.S. estimate about 13,000 killed in action and 11,000 wounded in action.

Forces and Losses for the 1973 War




Recurrent Conflict and Elusive Peace

lysts to doubt the viability of close air support in the fu-
ture. The effectiveness of inexpensive precision antitank
missiles against very complex, expensive armored vehicles
also raised questions about the utility and survivability of
armor on modern, high-intensity battlefields. Massive re-
supply efforts had to be launched to maintain client states.
The United States drew upon its NATO stocks of weapons
to keep Israel supplied, while the Soviet Union shipped
large amounts of equipment to the Arabs by sea and air.
The war continued only because the Superpowers pro-
vided the materiel needed; otherwise, fighting would have
ended on October 15 for lack of supplies.

After the war, the Superpowers resupplied their clients
with arsenals greater than the pre-1973 levels. Given these
arms and the tensions of the region, the potential for an-
other war is always present. With OPEC’s control of oil
and its support of the Palestinian movement, Israel may
find itself isolated from outside support in another war.
Accordingly, Israel has attempted to become militarily
self-sufficient. The 1979 peace accords with Egypt solved
some of Israel’s problems, but Egypt cannot completely
isolate itself from the other Arab countries. Israel still
cannot relax while Syria remains hostile and the Palestin-
1an question remains unsolved. The treaty with Egypt does
not guarantee peace for Israel, but it does offer hope for
the future—a hope that the continuing war might end, and
the elusive peace be secured.

A Perspective

The Israeli military experience provides an excellent mod-
ern example of how an outnumbered nation can fight and
win. Because of the continual danger of national extinc-
tion, the Israelis have organized as a nation in arms. With-
out maintaining a large regular force or permitting exces-
sive military influence in the government, they have
responded to their peculiar strategic challenge in a way
that has allowed them to dominate their region militarily.
Universal conscription, a responsive reserve system, cen-
tral position, and a highly competent, mobile regular force
have allowed the Israelis to successfully counter each per-
ceived or real military threat. At the tactical level, their
operations have been marked by audacity, courage, and
decentralized control. In a very short time, the Israeli
armed forces have established a tradition of excellence and
a worldwide reputation for professionalism.

Critics of Israel, however, have argued that the Israelis
have relied too heavily on the application of military force,
that the essence of the Clausewitzian relationship between
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war and politics, military force and political ends, has
somehow eluded Israel’s leaders. Because of political fail-
ures in 1956, military victory did little to guarantee Israel’s
security. After the 1967 military victory, the Iraelis felt that
a solution to their security problem had been found in the
strategic depth provided by the occupied lands. Yet the
occupation of this new territory severely strained their mil-
itary and economic resources, further isolated them from
the world community, and damaged the world’s percep-
tion of the legitimacy of their cause. Ironically, it was the
success of Arab arms in 1973 and the temporary lsraeli
military setback that created a political environment
which, for the first time, allowed the Israelis to conclude
peace accords with their most formidable enemy. How-
ever, the Israeli military response to Palestinian guerrilla
operations, coupled with their treatment of the Arab pop-
ulation in Israeli-occupied lands, has eroded international
support for Israel, strengthened the Arab political posi-
tion, and increased the willingness of the Palestinians to
resist Israeli domination.

The Arab nations have mitigated the effects of their
military disasters with political resolve and skill. More-
over, the Egyptians in particular have demonstrated that a
defeated military force can quickly reform itself and per-
form creditably in the next conflict. After 1967, the Egyp-
tians looked to the future and initiated changes. They
modified the composition of their military forces by draw-
ing soldiers from the most educated segments of their soci-
ety, developed a simple plan to minimize command and
control problems, and vigorously rehearsed planned oper-
ations to achieve a high level of performance. Moreover,
they mastered necessary technological skills and success-
fully deployed new antitank and antiaircraft missiles to
counter the traditional strength of Israeli armored and air
forces. Finally, Egyptian President Sadat limited his na-
tional objectives, realizing that even a limited military vic-
tory would have enormous political effects.

Both Superpowers have used the Middle East as a test-
ing ground for technological innovations. Because they
have provided their clients with some of their most sophis-
ticated weapons, military analysts have looked to the
Arab-Israeli conflicts to test theories regarding the future
high-intensity battlefield. Analysts have frequently com-
mented on the similarities in doctrine and tactical skill
between the Israelis in 1967 and the Germans in 1939 and
1940. But the Israeli ‘‘blitzkrieg’’ may have been the last—
the end of an era. In 1973, the two weapons systems
around which ‘‘blitzkrieg’” was devised—the high per-
formance airplane and the tank—were seriously chal-
lenged by the proliferation of relatively inexpensive preci-
sion-guided missiles. Pronouncements that the tank and
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Annex A
The Origins of the
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Israeli Army, 1909-1948

MEMBERSHIP/

MISSION/TRAINING/

settlements.

DATE ORGANIZATION STRENGTH LEADERSHIP DOCTRINE/OPERATIONS REMARKS

1909 Hashomer Less than 100 Organized to protect
(“watchmen”). members at its peak. Jewish villages and fields

against robbery, murder,
and rape. Also attempted
to carry out small re-
prisals against Arabs
who tried to harm Jews.

World  “Zion” Battalion, Jewish volunteers. Fought first at Gallipoli, Proposed to British

Warl Judean Battalion and later in Palestine. by Josef Trumpeldor
(British Army). and Ze'er Jabotinsky.

Post- Overt regional A few hundred Organized strictly for

World defense units. volunteers. self-defense.

Warl

1920 Haganah. Small group of unpaid No organized leader- Organized to protect Formed from local

activists. ship; local branches Jewish populace from defense groups; an
run by volunteers. Arab violence; little illegal, clandestine
systematic training; organization.
passive defense.

1929 Haganah. Small group of unpaid 5-man committee of Poorly trained and llegal, clandestine

activists. Jewish Agency equipped; training organization.
assumes responsi- standards varied from
bility for supervision place to place.
of Haganah.

1931 Irgun Zvai Leumni Small group of unpaid Even less training than Splinter group of
(national military activists. the Haganah. Haganah.
organization popu-
larly known as
“Haganah B”).

1936 Nodedet (“patrol”). Young volunteers from Yitzhak Sadeh. Aggressive defense; used Brief experiment;

Jerusalem Haganah. to track down and not supported by
ambush Arab guerrillas. Haganah.

1936 Jewish Settlement 22,000 members at Provided small guard Raised, trained,
Police (JSP). peak in 1939. units for isolated armed, and paid by

British; gave the Ha-
ganah alegal cover.













The Protracted War

On Saturday, October 1, 1949, Mao Tse-tung* stood atop
Tien An-min Gate in the city of Peking and formally pro-
claimed the establishment of a People’s Republic of
China. In doing so, he brought to a close some 37 years of
civil warfare and established the first reasonably secure
regime in China since the fall of the last imperial dynasty in
1912. Already, his opponents—Chiang Kai-shek and his
Nationalist Party—were re-establishing their regime on
the island of Taiwan. By the end of the year, they would be
completely ejected from the Chinese mainland. But pro-
tected by American naval power, they would continue to
provide a threat and a challenge to Mao’s new regime,
providing a source of tension and instability throughout
East Asia that remains today.

The story of how it was possible for Mao and his group
to topple Chiang and his Nationalists, despite Chiang’s
American advice and assistance, is one that is particularly
relevant to students of military affairs. The civil war that
continued in varying degrees from 1912 to 1949 spawned
important new strategies of revolutionary and people’s
wars. The Communist success in China also demonstrates
the very close integration of China’s military affairs with
its social, economic, and political contexts—a relationship
that is always present in a nation, but rarely as obvious asit
is in this story. Finally, this account illustrates the danger
of failing to understand cultures that are different from
Western ones in terms of aspirations, moral values, and
socioeconomic organization. Had Americans understood
the Chinese, they would have realized by 1945 that Mao

*Since the Chinese language is written in characters, several systems have
been devised to phonetically render it in Western script. The system devel-
oped by the People’s Republic of China and seen in contemporary news-
papers is called the Pin-yin system. However, as most scholarly works still
utilize the older Wade-Giles system, this has been used throughout this
chapter. In Pin-yin, Mao’s name would be written Mao Zedong, and
Peking would be Beijing. Also note that the Chinese surname always
comes first. Further details and pronunciation guide are contained in
Annex B on page 65.

would probably win the contest for China, and that the
assistance they provided—or could have provided—would
not change the outcome.

Historical Background

Chinese civilization stretches back in an unbroken course
for some 3,000 years. It was based on a labor-intensive
agrarian sector that always employed about 75 percent of
the total population. These peasants farmed very small
plots of land on a family basis and lived very close to the
subsistence level in order to support the remaining 25 per-
cent of the population, which lived in the cities and towns.
Indeed, the average family plot was only 1.7 acres, the
minimum amount of land upon which an average family
could subsist.' However, frequent natural disasters ofteri
dropped these farmers below the subsistence level. Thus,
throughout Chinese history, the peasants rarely had
enough to eat. Mere survival was a full-time occupation—
increasingly so in the twentieth century.

Although Chinese agriculture was labor-intensive,
most of this labor was required only during the planting
and harvesting seasons. For this reason, only about 35
percent of the peasants normally worked full time in the
fields.? During the growing seasons, the excess laborers
were available for cottage industries, military service,
forced labor, or—when times were bad—banditry.

The heavy labor requirements for planting and harvest-
ing combined with the small plots of land to make agricul-
ture a communal activity. Although the land was privately
owned or rented, everybody in the village worked together,
sharing tools and animals. Indeed, the water control sys-
tems required cooperation to insure both maintenance and
equitable water usage. Unlike the American farmer, who
relied on himself for success and thus prized his individual-
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ity, the Chinese farmer always depended on his group.
Thus, it is not surprising that the traditional Confucian
ethical system stressed the subordination of the individual
to the group—be it the family, the village, or the state—
and condemned individualism as being selfish.

This economic basis was reflected in the traditional Chi-
nese political organization. Instead of seeking power and
wealth, the basic purpose of the Chinese Government was
to provide for the welfare of the people. In support of this
principle, the Government maintained reserve grain stocks
to compensate for periodic famine. It directly operated
major water control projects, such as the dikes that kept
the Yellow River in its channel and the 1,100-mile Grand
Canal that linked north China with south China. It also
controlled the prices of critical commodities such as grain,
salt, and iron. Private trade was regarded with suspicion,
as the merchant hurt both producers and customers in
making his profit. Similarly, during the founding years of
most of China’s major dynasties (each of which ruled for
about 300 years), the new government would nationalize
all land and equitably redistribute it among the peasants.
However, despite these early attempts at state socialism,
the basic theory was that the best government was that
which governed least. Thus, the Government dominated a
tiny portion of the gross national product—less than 2
percent during the mid-nineteenth century.’

This complacent and stable society was rudely shaken in
the nineteenth century by the interjection of Western ideas
and influences. Spurred by their Industrial Revolution,
enticed by a vast Chinese market, and convinced of the
superiority of their own civilization, the westerners de-
manded trading privileges and backed these demands with
force. Easily beaten in a series of minor wars from 1839 to
1895, the Chinese were forced to sign a series of treaties
that imposed heavy indemnities, allowed the westerners to
administer large regions on behalf of the Chinese Govern-
ment, and permitted the westerners to defend these regions
with their own troops. By 1900, France and Japan domi-
nated much of the coastal region in south China, the Brit-
ish controlled the Shantung Peninsula, and the Russians
and Japanese vied for control of Manchuria. (See Atlas
Map No. 15.) The treaties were demeaning to the Chinese.
Not surprisingly, therefore, the elimination of foreign in-
fluence became a major objective, and remained so until
the westerners were finally expelled in 1949.

The increasing Western pressure greatly weakened the
traditional Chinese sociopolitical order. The Chinese Gov-
ernment tried to develop industries that would provide a
sufficient industrial base to make the aid from the West-
erners unnecessary, but it lacked the resources to do so. To
fund this vain effort, the Government compounded its
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problems by negotiating massive foreign loans at a high
rate of interest. Even as late as 1935, fully a quarter of
Chiang Kai-shek’s governmental budget was committed to
paying the interest on loans that the last dynasty had ar-
ranged.* The political balance of power within China was
also disrupted. New military technology acquired to re-
spond to the Western threat gave the Chinese armed forces
a greater capability to intervene in domestic politics than
they had ever possessed. However, because of the Govern-
ment’s poverty, those forces were regionally recruited,
commanded, and funded. Thus, the Government lacked
any control mechanism over either the forces or the re-
gions in which they operated. Pre-eminent among these
regional forces in the early twentieth century was the Pei-
yang Army—a German-trained modern force of six divi-
sions under Yiian Shih-k’ai, who was the local civil gover-
nor. The Pei-yang Army enjoyed such independence that,
during the Boxer Rebellion of 1899-1901, when the Gov-
ernment rashly declared war on eight major foreign
powers, Yuan was able to declare his neutrality and suc-
cessfully remain aloof from all fighting.

The Western impact also caused fundamental social
changes. The new armies were staffed with a new type of
professional soldier—one who discarded many of the tra-
ditional ways of life, but did not fully adopt Western ways.
In the treaty ports, the influx of industry, small as it was,
also created an entirely new class: the urban proletariat. At
the same time, despite the inferior status accorded to mer-
chants in the traditional social order, a new merchant class
arose in the treaty ports. Many members of the compra-
dore class—so-called because it was largely comprised of
entrepreneurs who had gotten their start by serving as Chi-
nese contracting agents for Western firms—became quite
wealthy by 1900. However, because they generally adopted
Christianity as well as Western styles of dress and living,
they were condemned by conservatives and radicals alike
as traitors to their cultural heritage—the ‘‘running dogs of
imperialism,”’ as a contemporary phrase put it. In sum,
particularly in the urban coastal regions, a society that had
been stable and unchanged for millennia suddenly experi-
enced more change in decades than the Europeans had in
centuries. This was naturally very disruptive, and was
made more so by the fact that in the inland regions, the
rate of change was much slower—when there was any
change at all. The society began to lose cohesiveness and to
fragment. Illiterate and generally unaware of the changes
going on in the world about them, the peasants were
largely unaffected by these events, except to the extent that
their lot was worsened by new industrial products that
wiped out the traditional cottage industries.

Finally, the arrival of the Westerners with their superior
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science and technology caused major changes in Chinese
thinking as the social and ethical systems were called into
question. In spite of a natural reluctance to abandon ideas
that had been accepted for over 3,000 years, some of the
intellectuals uncritically accepted Western ways. However,
most of them tried to determine exactly what formed the
foundation for Western success in financial, technologi-
cal, and military areas, and to adopt the bare minimum
necessary from Western practices. These intellectuals be-
gan to translate Western theoretical works, and thus, for
the first time, to expose themselves to ideas such as democ-
racy, liberty, individualism, liberalism, capitalism, and so-
cialism. This caused serious problems, because ideas that
had taken generations to be developed and refined circu-
lated in China simultaneously, making it extremely diffi-
cult to resolve their contradictions. This difficulty was in-
creased by the problem of translating these new concepts
and their definitions into a language not equipped to deal
with them. “‘In a culture where the closest definition of
liberty was ‘running wild without a bridle,” concepts of
free elections and delegated responsibility tended to be
vague.”’® Overall, the impact was very unsettling—as if in
American society the entire Judeo-Christian and Greco-
Roman ethical values were discredited, and no one could
decide which values should be abandoned or how they
could best be replaced. There was an ‘‘ideological vac-
uum: the ancient Confucian ethical sanctions and . . .
imperial rule had lost their potency, while modern beliefs
and institutions of popular government, either parties in
competition or party dictatorships, had not been estab-
lished.’*

The Revolution Begins

Given these profound changes, by 1900 the stage was set
for the fall of the imperial system. It came in the city of
Wuhan* in central China on October 9, 1911, when units
of the new army mutinied, seized the city, and proclaimed
the fall of the dynasty. Their rebellion was spontaneously
joined by all who were dissatisfied with the old regime—
particularly with its inability to keep the westerners at bay.
Although there was virtually no fighting, by the end of
December 1911, the dynasty ruled little more than the im-
perial palace in Peking. However, since the revolution oc-
curred almost by accident, there was little coordination or
cohesion between the regional groups that had indepen-
dently thrown off imperial rule. Chaos reigned, and into

*Wuhan actually consisted of three contiguous cities on the Yangtze
River—Wuchang, Hankow, and Hanyang.
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Sun Yat-sen

this confusion stepped two men, neither of whom had
been directly involved with the outbreak of the revolution.
The first of these men was Sun Yat-sen, one of the
world’s first professional revolutionaries. Intensely na-
tionalistic, Sun had launched his first abortive putsch in
Canton in 1894, aiming first to overthrow the dynasty and
then to expel the westerners. By 1905, he had amalgamated
several revolutionary groups to form an organization that
later evolved into the Kuomintang, or Nationalist Party.
He rapidly gained support by proclaiming his famous
Three Principles of the People—nationalism, democracy,
and people’s livelihood. However, except for nationalism,
his definitions of these principles were vague. Continuing
his struggle against the dynasty, Sun launched his tenth
putsch in Canton during March of 1911 but, once again,
he was unsuccessful. However, without his knowledge, his
followers rebelled in Wuhan six months later. Sun was then
in the United States, but he returned to China, arriving in
Shanghai in December 1911. There, on January 1, 1912,
he was proclaimed President of the Chinese Republic.
The other man who sought and gained political power
was Yiian Shih-k’ai. It was to Yuan that the dynasty turned
for salvation as it rapidly lost support in the final months
of 1911. In his Pei-yang Army of 40,000 men,* he had the
finest and most cohesive body of troops within China. A
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master politician, Yian played the revolutionaries and the
imperialists off against each other. By the end of January
1912, he had maneuvered the imperial court into abdicat-
ing in return for a generous settlement.® He also demanded
that Sun resign so that Yuan could take his place.

After less than one month in office, Sun’s government
was already faltering because, while he was an inspiring
leader, he was an inept administrator and was directing
inexperienced people. To all involved, only Yiian seemed to
be capable of creating a new political order, so Sun re-
signed in his favor in February 1912, and a traditional
authoritarian government was set up under the facade of a
representative government. However, while he possessed
the ability to outmaneuver both the dynasty and Sun and
to secure international recognition for his regime, Yiian
lacked sufficient legitimacy and military power to over-
come the provincial groups that had seized power during
the revolution. ‘“Without the moral sanction of the emper-
ors and lacking the troops to effectively police the vast
nation, Yuan . . . recognized any [provincial] authority,
legitimate or not, that could enforce order and remit
[some] revenues to Peking.”’'* While Yian lived, the unity
of his Pei-yang Army lent credibility to what claimed to be
a national government. Unfortunately, this unity was due
only to personal loyalty; when he died in 1916, the national
polity fell apart as the generals began to maneuver among
themselves to assume his mantle.

After Yiian’s death, China entered the Warlord Per-
1od—a period that, despite a nominal unity imposed by
Chiang Kai-shek, really only ended with Mao’s victory in
1949. Although the facade of a national government con-
tinued to be maintained, China was actually divided and
ruled by a varying number of competing warlords who
maneuvered politically by using military force. There was
no commonly understood or accepted set of moral or po-
litical values to replace the traditional ethics that had been
discredited with the fall of the dynasty. Thus, the political
process inevitably descended to the use of force; as Mao
later said, ‘‘politics come from the barrel of a gun.”

An understanding of the Warlord Period is important
to the comprehension of later events. The boundaries and
leaders varied over time (see Atlas Map No. 16), and each
area governed and financed itself from the traditional land
tax and such foreign loans as it could obtain. Though
nominally military men, the warlords were basically politi-
cians who used force because no other recognized medium
of political expression existed. There was fighting
throughout the period, but results were as often deter-
mined by negotiation as by fighting.* When two forces
*In part, this practice was common because from the time of Sun Tzu,

traditional Chinese military theory emphasized that, when possible, it is
better to achieve the objectives of war through negotiation or bribery.
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met for battle, the weaker leader usually tried to achieve
the best terms possible. The stronger was equally keen to
reach an agreement because the losses that he would incur
in battle would leave him vulnerable to a third party.
Moreover, if he negotiated, he could co-opt his rival’s
forces into his own and be that much stronger. The fight-
ing that did occur took place along critical lines of com-
munication and, although large numbers in all armies
lacked firearms,* casualties were high because of the lack
of medical services. Nonetheless, there was no shortage of
soldiers; a total of some 2 million men were under arms
through 1925." However, soldiers joined armies not out of
motivation for a cause, but rather to insure being fed at
reliable intervals. If fed, they cared little about whom they
served; if at all possible, however, they preferred not to
fight at all.

During the Warlord Period, little direct damage was
done to the economy except for the diversion of scarce
capital that could have been funneled into economic devel-
opment. The modern sector of the economy in the treaty
portst was not damaged, although it was slowed by dis-
ruptions. In the agricultural sector, crops were destroyed
or taken as the poorly disciplined armies supported them-
selves by pillaging from the hapless peasants. Even though
no lasting direct damage was done in the agricultural sec-
tor, the Warlord Period did cause significant indirect dam-
age. Due to instability in the countryside, many of the
leading families, which had always furnished rural leader-
ship, fled to the protection of the treaty ports, leaving a
leadership vacuum. Moreover, it was not uncommon for a
victorious army to demand the annual land tax from an
area after that area had already paid its annual land taxes
to the losing army. Because this drove many peasants to
sell their land, during the 1920s and 1930s land increas-
ingly became concentrated in the hands of a relatively
small group of wealthy owners. In sum, overall conditions
in the countryside worsened. Already at the subsistence
level, many of the peasants began to slip beneath it."

During the early part of this period, Sun Yat-sen and his
Kuomintang (the KMT, or Nationalist Party) tried three
times to establish a government in south China at Canton.
Each time, he failed to obtain the Western financial aid
that might have enabled him to succeed, and each time he
was chased out by the local warlord coalition. After the
failure of his third attempt in 1921, he went to Shanghai,

*Through 1949, all Chinese armies— Warlord, Nationalist, and Commu-
nist—had one-half to two-thirds as many rifles as men. The remaining
troops served without arms in rear echelon assignments, or were expected
to equip themselves on the battlefield.

A treaty port is a port that must be kept open for foreign trade according
to the terms of a treaty.
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the focal point of Chinese intellectual activity during this
period.

During the Warlord Period, also, a new sense of Chi-
nese nationalism arose in the treaty ports—a nationalism
directed against the westerners and the Japanese, who
seemed to be encouraging the fragmentation of China. To
a degree, this nationalism was precipitated by the First
World War, which greatly benefited the modern sector of
the Chinese economy by forcing European industry to
concentrate on the war effort, allowing indigenous Chi-
nese industry to thrive, unhampered by competition. Con-
comitantly, the Japanese joined the Allied Powers in Au-
gust 1914 and seized the German concessions in the
Shantung Peninsula in north China. Despite the fact that
Chinese nationalists felt that these concessions should re-
vert to China, the Japanese kept them. Furthermore, in
1915, when Yiian Shih-k’ai could not obtain funds from
Western bankers, the Japanese agreed to a favorable loan.
However, they simultaneously presented the infamous
Twenty-One Demands, and thus attempted to turn China
into a virtual Japanese colony.” While Allied pressure pre-
vented implementation of the worst of these demands, the
Japanese greatly strengthened their position in China. In
response, during August of 1917, China, also, joined the
Allied Powers, with the objective of obtaining a seat at the
peace conference in order to forestall the Japanese. This
appeared logical, since American President Woodrow
Wilson’s principle of national self-determination seemed
to preclude the old spheres of influence. The Japanese,
however, had already made secret agreements with the
other powers that confirmed their possession of the Shan-
tung concession, thereby frustrating the Chinese. When
the results of the Versailles Conference became known in
China, the urban intellectuals protested vigorously, and
there were massive strikes and boycotts against Japanese
goods in the treaty ports.

The overall result of China’s experience in the First
World War was the discrediting of the Western example
among many of the intellectual and commercial elite. Chi-
nese entrepreneurs of the compradore class saw how much
more successful they could be without Western competi-
tion, while leading thinkers saw the wide discrepancies
that existed between the idealistic foundation of Wilson’s
Fourteen Points and the cynical reality of politics as it was
really practiced. The Chinese had difficulty understanding
this dichotomy, because throughout their history the deed
had always remained close to the word. Disillusioned and
bitter, these men saw Western aspirations and the ideals of
democracy and liberalism as shams. There was also the
image of a war that had almost destroyed Western civiliza-
tion before it ended, leading many Chinese to argue that it
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probably would be better not to follow the Western exam-
ple. After all, immersed as it was in civil war, the Chinese
civilization did not need lessons in self-destruction.

During this period of disenchantment with Western
ideals, the militant Marxism of the Soviet Union was par-
ticularly attractive because it offered an alternative means
of dealing with the great powers in the international arena.
If a country could not obtain equal treatment within the
existing international system, it could withdraw from the
system, as the Soviet Union had done, repudiate the obli-
gations of the previous regime, and nationalize foreign
holdings. The Soviet model also offered a mechanism for
solving China’s internal difficulties—for unifying the
country and expelling the westerners. Marxism provided a
plausible, if incomplete, explanation of history, an ideal
for social organization, and a detailed strategy for mobi-
lizing, organizing, and bringing these changes about. It
seemed to be a badly needed primer on nation building.*
The Soviet Union cleverly maximized the impact of its
example; too weak and torn by civil wars to enforce old
treaties, it unilaterally renounced all of them and any
rights in China. In this atmosphere, a group of men, which
included some of China’s most distinguished intellectuals,
met to form a Chinese Communist Party (CCP) in July
1921. At that time only 27 years old, Mao Tse-tung was a
provincial delegate representing his home province of
Hunan.t At this same time, in Shanghai, after the failure
of his third attempt to establish the KMT in south China,
Sun Yat-sen sought two things: aid in organizing the di-
verse groups that followed him into a cohesive and dy-
namic party, and financial support. Unable to satisfy these
needs by other means, he allied the KMT with the Commu-
nist International (Comintern)** in January 1923." The
price of that alliance was that the members of the small but
dynamic CCP joined his KMT but retained their CCP
membership.

The KMT-Comintern alliance was important. The KMT
was reorganized along the lines of the Soviet Communist
Party and, although not itself Communist, it sent dele-
gates to the annual Comintern congresses in Moscow. In

*This is one of Marxism’s biggest advantages. It provides a blueprint for
nation building that, despite great costs, obviously works, based on the
example of the Soviet Union rising to Superpower status. While Ameri-
cans understand what a democratic society should look like in its sum,
they seem unable to explain it systematicelly and to integrate its compo-
nents in a way that is meaningful to a person who has not had American
values inculcated within him from birth.

tMao was born on December 26, 1893. While only 27 vears of age by
Western style of counting, since the Chinese have always counted the time
spent in the womb as one year, he was 28 by their reckoning.

**The Communist International—also called Comintern and the Third

International—was organized by the Bolsheviks in 1919 to direct the
activities of Communist movements throughout the world.
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February of 1923, Sun Yat-sen and the KMT returned to
Canton once again to establish a new government. This
time, his government was to last, even though the Western
nations rejected his final plea for financial assistance. At
the same time, Sun’s thinking became increasingly leftist.
His principle of people’s livelihood became defined in so-
cialistic rather than capitalistic terms—not surprising,
given the traditional Confucian emphasis on socialism. As
he now saw it, his revolution would take place in three
stages. First, there would be a military phase to accom-
plish the reunification of the country under martial law.
This would be followed by a period of political tutelage
under a party dictatorship, while the people were politi-
cally awakened and educated. Finally, once the people
were ready for it, the third stage of true democracy would
begin. It was to be the KMT’s tragedy that it got caught
between the authoritarian first and second stages of the

Chou En-lai
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revolution, and never progressed further until it retreated
to Taiwan. During these years, the CCP played a decisive
role in KMT activities—a role far out of proportion to its
small membership. "

Rise of the Kuomintang

Only in tenuous.control of the Canton vicinity, Sun real-
ized that the formation of an army was essential if his
political party were to compete in the absence of a political
system. To create a military academy upon which a party
army could be built, Sun selected Chiang Kai-shek, a 36-
year-old professional soldier who had graduated from
both Yiian Shih-k’ai’s old Paoting Military Academy and
the Japanese Military Academy.' First, however, Sun sent
him to the Soviet Union in 1923 to study the latest concepts
in Soviet doctrine and organization. Although he admired
the efficiency and discipline of the Soviet Army, and par-
ticularly its system of political commissars, Chiang con-
cluded that Soviet communism was just czarist imperial-
ism under another name."” Upon his return to China, the
Whampoa Military Academy opened its doors to its first
class of 499 cadets in June 1924."* Eventually, it was to
graduate a total of 7,399 officers, each after six months of
study. Many of these were to rise high in China’s armed
forces; even four top Communist field commanders, in-
cluding Lin Piao, were Whampoa graduates. Training at
the academy was conducted with the assistance of Soviet
military advisers, and the course emphasized political in-
doctrination rather than purely military training. The ap-
pointment of a 26-year-old general, Chou En-lai,* to the
key position of deputy head of the political department
underlines the importance of the Communist role in the
KMT structure. In October 1924, the first Russian arms
werereceived by the KMT,"”and by the end of that year two
regiments of what was to become the National Revolution-
ary Army (NRA) were formed. A division-sized force was
created by April 1925, and Chiang was named com-
mander-in-chief of the NRA while remaining superinten-
dent of Whampoa.* However, he was still far from being
important in the KMT’s councils.

While the military arm of the KMT was gaining
strength, the political arm remained disorganized. Despite
the Soviet-style reorganization, the party was still a loose
amalgamation of individuals and interests whose sole uni-
fying ethics were nationalism and loyalty to Sun Yat-sen.

*Chou was born of a well-to-do family in Kiangsu Province in 1898. He
was later educated at Nankai University. It was in France that he em-
braced communism.
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The various groups on the left wing of the party, largely
composed of the urban intellectual elite, desired not only
to accomplish national reunification, but also to simulta-
neously implement a social revolution throughout the
country. The CCP was a minor element of this wing of the
party. The right wing of the party, composed largely of
members of the compradore class and of the urban com-
mercial elite, also wanted to accomplish the national re-
unification—but without disrupting the existing social sta-
tus quo. The left wing of the party had the advantage of
possessing a political program; while the right wing con-
trolled the party’s access to funds. In the center of the
political spectrum was Chiang and the NRA that he in-
creasingly dominated. When Sun suddenly died in March
of 1925, the left wing of the KMT, under his heir, Wang
Ching-wei, seemed to be dominant in the party. After
Chiang staged a coup in March 1926, however, it was obvi-
ous that he really had the upper hand, even though the left
wing still nominally held power.? Chiang was torn between
two courses of action: he wished to retain Soviet support
and improve conditions in the countryside, but he also
wanted to accomplish orderly reform without disrupting
the status quo and the right wing of the party. Thus, he did
not seek a decisive confrontation. Despite his ambivalent
centrist position, the Western press habitually referred to
Chiang as the ‘‘red”’ or ‘‘bolshevik’’ general, partly due to
the revolutionary slogans in his speeches and his habit of
ending them with a raised clenched fist and the phrase
““long live the world revolution.”’*

Chiang’s de facto leadership of the party was confirmed
in July of 1926, when he launched his Northern Expedition
to unify all of China under KMT rule. This had long been
Sun Yat-sen’s cherished ambition, and by launching it on
his own, Chiang assumed Sun’s mantle—even though
Wang Ching-wei was still the official leader of the KMT.
Now numbering some 85,000 troops and 6,000 Whampoa
cadets, the NRA was organized into six armies. However,
only one of these armies was actually composed of party
troops.* The remainder consisted of various warlord con-
tingents that had been absorbed into the NRA when their
leaders ‘‘simply joined the Kuomintang and continued in
their old commands but under a revolutionary designa-
tion.”’*

Striking first at the Yangtze River basin, the expedition
was organized into two columns. (See Atlas Map No. 17.)
The western column, consisting of three armies, was ex-
pected to defeat a warlord coalition of 250,000 men* and
capture Wuhan. It was under the command of General Li
Tsung-jen, an ex-warlord. Under Chiang’s personal com-
mand, the eastern column had as its mission the capture of
Nanchang and the defeat of another 250,000 men under a
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second warlord coalition. Overall, the campaign was ex-
pected to last all summer. Then, operating from bases at
Wuhan and Nanchang, the NRA would consolidate its
position in central China and push on to Peking.

The western column moved quickly, arriving at Wuhan
in September 1926. Delayed by more stubborn resistance,
however, Chiang did not capture Nanchang until Novem-
ber 1926. Despite frequently harsh fighting, the NRA’s

Chiang Kai-shek and Wang Ching-wei in Canton, November 1925
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rapid advance of some 600 miles along a front of approxi-
mately 400 miles was due to its superior motivation, train-
ing, and equipment, as well as to extensive popular mobili-
zation done by the KMT’s left wing in advance of the
armies. Moreover, continuing the warlord pattern of war-
fare described earlier, many of the minor warlord com-
manders preferred to switch sides and retain their com-
mands and stature rather than fight and lose everything.
Thus, some 34 district warlord contingents joined the
NRA during this first phase of the Northern Expedition.*
As planned, during the winter of 1926-1927, the NRA
proceeded to consolidate its position by mopping up much
of central China.

By the time that the NRA reached central China, it had
become obvious to all that the Northern Expedition was
going to be successful, at least initially. However, without
a strategy that specified what course to pursue after reuni-
fication was achieved, the debate greatly intensified
among the KMT factions over which direction the revolu-
tion should take. The need for immediate action further
heated the debate because, as the army had moved north,
members of the KMT’s left wing and of the CCP had
moved with it into the countryside, appropriating and re-
distributing the land, mobilizing the peasants, and build-
ing mass movements that threatened to get out of control.
In doing this, they were only responding to the dissatisfac-
tion voiced by the peasants over taxes, usury, and land
tenure—problems that were developing spontaneously as
a result of the political vacuum left by the departing war-
lord troops. As Mao Tse-tung, who then headed the
KMT’s Peasant Institute, later said concerning this period:
““We organized the peasant movement, we didn’t create
it.”’” These actions in the countryside irked the right wing
of the party, which saw the loss of its possessions, and
caused uneasiness within the army because much of its
officer corps came from well-to-do landowning families.*

The situation in Shanghai gave Chiang further reason
to favor the right wing of the party. Chiang and the KMT
leadership had originally intended to bypass Shanghai and
press on to Peking; then, when they moved against the
international community in Shanghai, they would do so
with a united China at their backs. They miscalculated,
however.

Shanghai refused to wait. The [25,000 or so] foreign
residents had reacted with panic at the epic surge
from Canton. They saw the victorious army of liber-
ation in only one color—red. For hadn’t the Soviet
Union armed and supplied it? Bloody revolution was
approaching and it could have only one meaning—
the looting of Shanghai’s wealth and the massacre of
its foreign population.”
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Following calls for assistance, some 30,000 foreign troops
were rapidly deployed in Shanghai.” Fearful that these
troops might intervene to the detriment of the reunifica-
tion movement, Chiang changed his mind and pressed the
KMT government, now at Wuhan, to authorize the imme-
diate capture and pacification of Shanghai. The Wuhan
leadership, however, insisted on retaining Peking as the
next objective, and, after further argument, it stripped
Chiang of his political posts. Although Chiang was re-
tained as militax;y commander-in-chief, the rebuff drove
him closer to the right wing of the party."

Matters reached a climax in February and March of
1927 when the leftist-inspired Shanghai General Labor
Union called general strikes that seemed certain to pro-
voke Western interference. Thoroughly alarmed by what
seemed to be the capping blow to a series of leftist excesses
that appeared likely to further fragment China, Chiang
quickly and decisively joined forces with the right wing of
the party. Beginning on April 12, 1927, he expelled his
Soviet advisers, moved his troops into Shanghai after in-
suring Western neutrality, and proceeded to exterminate
several thousand Communists and leftist KMT agitators.
Similar blows simultaneously struck by the NRA in Can-
ton and Nanking scattered the CCP to the countryside.
The Wuhan Government responded to this unilateral
move by dismissing Chiang from his position as com-
mander-in-chief of the NRA and by ejecting him from the
KMT. Then Chiang demonstrated where the real power lay
when he proclaimed his own rival KMT government at
Nanking on April 18, 1927. By the end of July 1927, the
Wuhan faction had capitulated and joined Chiang’s gov-
ernment.* From this point until his death in 1976, Chiang
was to remain the central figure in the KMT.

Surprised by the speed of Chiang’s coup and still trying
to follow orthodox doctrine, which dictated that the revo-
lution would be led by the urban proletariat, the CCP
leaders responded with a series of countercoups through-
out the rest of 1927 and 1928. Their plan was to first use
those NRA units loyal to their cause to capture key cities,
and then inspire the urban workers to rise in rebellion.
Thus, with 20,000 men they struck at Nanchang on Au-
gust, 1, 1927, a date that would be celebrated as the birth-
day of the Red Army. Their success in capturing the city
was due in part to the fact that the NRA commander,
General Chu Teh, a German-educated ex-warlord, was se-
cretly a Communist.” However, the expected proletarian
uprising never materialized; within five days, the city was
recaptured by an overwhelming NRA force, and the
poorly trained Communist troops were dispersed. The
CCP made similar attempts with other troops against Wu-
han and Changsha during the Autumn Harvest Uprisings
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in September 1927, but these were even less successful,

Mao, meanwhile, argued strongly against the CCP
stress on the urban proletariat. Acutely aware of the unrest
in the countryside, he stressed that the peasants should be
the vanguard of the revolution. He also argued that the
movement must depend upon a highly motivated, well-
trained, regular military force for success rather than on
worker uprisings, which might or might not take place.
For these heresies, he was condemned by the CCP’s Cen-
tral Executive Committee as a ‘‘rightist military opportun-
ist,”” and was suspended from his position as an alternate
member of the party’s politburo.* The existing policies of
the CCP continued to be pursued. However, thoroughly
fragmented, lacking regular contact with their advisers in
the Comintern in Moscow, and dispersed throughout the
countryside, the CCP seemed to offer little threat to any-
body.

Chiang has been criticized for not eliminating the CCP
in 1927. However, given the appalling conditions in the
countryside, even if the Communists had been extermi-
nated, other leaders would have risen to exploit peasant
unrest. After all, that had happened less than a century
earlier, when similar conditions existed during the T’ai-
p’ing Rebellion. Also, given the similarity between the
Communist programs that were developed later and the
Confucian traditions of authoritarian social welfare, any
programs promulgated by such replacement leaders would
not have been too different from those of the CCP. Pos-
sessing a rural background himself, albeit an elite one,
Chiang was very likely aware of this. However, if he had
successfully reunited the country, he would have had the
opportunity to moderate the situation by accomplishing
measured reform in an orderly manner. It was his misfor-
tune that he never had this opportunity because he never
managed to reunify the country.

After forcing the Communists into the countryside,
Chiang proceeded with the second phase of his Northern
Expedition—the march on Peking to eliminate China’s
legitimate government. This second phase of the Northern
Expedition differed radically from the first. The first
phase, the march to the Yangtze River basin in 1926, had
been a genuine revolutionary march. The NRA’s success
stimulated the growth of mass movements that, in turn,
facilitated its progress. Countryside social relationships
that had been virtually unchanged for millennia began to
be altered. However, the second phase, the march from
central China, was a war ‘‘very similar to the other war-
lord wars of the era.””** Facing disunited opposition led by
Feng Yii-hsiang in the northwest, Yen Hsi-shan in Shansi
Province, and Chang Tso-lin in northern China and Man-
churia, Chiang negotiated prior to marching. With a tri-
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umphant NRA that was stronger than each of the indepen-
dent warlord forces, he negotiated from a position of
strength. He secured Feng’s and Yen’s support by promis-
ing them virtual autonomy in their regions after the cam-
paign was over, and he recognized Chiang as supreme in
Manchuria if he would vacate north China.” The cam-
paign was decided before it was begun.

Initiating the second phase of the Northern Expedition,
four columns simultaneously converged on Peking. (See
Atlas Map No. 17.) Feng and Yen each led their own
troops, now flying the KMT banner, in separate columns,
while Li Tsung-jen advanced up the Peking-Hankow Rail-
way from Wuhan and Chiang moved through the eastern
provinces from Nanking.™ Beginning in April 1928, all
movements proceeded smoothly, encountering only token
resistance until Chiang’s column met well-equipped Japa-
nese forces, which were deployed in Shantung Province to
protect their substantial commercial interests. There were
bloodly clashes between the NRA and the Japanese before
Chiang was able to disengage, apologize to the Japanese,
and continue his march on Peking. All of this took time,
and Li Tsung-jen and Feng Yii-hsiang arrived first in June
1928. Asthey moved into the city, Chang Tso-lin retired to
Manchuria without fighting.*

With the Northern Expedition complete, Chiang estab-
lished his capital at Nanking* and prepared to enter the
second of Sun Yat-sen’s three stages of revolution—politi-
cal tutelage urder a party dictatorship. However, although
his regime was now recognized abroad as China’s central
government, the means by which Chiang had executed the
Northern Expedition, allying himself with and absorbing
self-sufficient warlord commanders still in command of
their own troops, meant that he never truly unified the
country. After the Northern Expedition was complete,
there were several major military factions. Even though all
flew the KMT banner and were nominally part of the
NRA, each controlled its own army of several hundred
thousand men and governed its own territory.* (See Atlas
Map No. 18.) Thus, Chiang and his NRA—now number-
ing some 420,000 troops* and by far the strongest single
contingent—directly ruled only some four or five prov-
inces in the lower Yangtze River basin. Despite Chiang’s
efforts to accomplish further reunification, the warlords
allied with him would neither give up their regional auton-
omy nor allow a reduction of their forces; to do so would
have weakened their political power in a political system
that still lacked accepted rules.

This lack of unity was reflected in further fighting. In

*The former capital, Peking, called ‘‘northern capital,” was renamed
Peiping, or ‘‘northern peace,”” and its metropolitan province, Chihli
Province, was renamed Hopeh Province.




42

mid-1929, Li Tsung-jen and his faction tried to expand
into central China. Chiang managed to block this move,
but Feng Yii-hsiang took advantage of his preoccupation
to try to expand into Shantung. In a campaign that in-
volved hundreds of thousands of troops, Chiang moved
troops north and managed to defeat Feng by November
1929.*

A much more significant threat occurred in the summer
of 1930. Fearing that Chiang’s rule was in danger of mov-
ing from a party dictatorship to a personal dictatorship,
Wang Ching-wei and his faction within the KMT allied
themselves with Feng and Yen Hsi-shan in the northwest
and set up their own national government in Peking in
June 1930. This time, the fighting was fierce—the bloodi-
est fighting since the dynasty had been overthrown in
1912. Chiang won only after receiving assistance from
Chang Tsolin’s son, Chang Hsueh-liang of Manchuria.
Although minor clashes continued to occur throughout
the 1930s, this was to be the last large-scale warlord con-
flict. The situation devolved into an uneasy state of mutual
tolerance that was made formal by a KMT decision in
1933. It was agreed that the warlords would give nominal
allegiance and some revenues to Nanking while the party
would no longer try to unify the country by force. Instead,
it would consolidate the few provinces under its direct
control and then gradually try to extend its influence to
other regions.*' New threats, however, were to abort even
this effort to achieve unification.

The Nationalist Decade

Based at Nanking in 1928, Chiang’s Nationalist Govern-
ment was a party dictatorship of the KMT that aimed to
carry out the second stage of political tutelage in accord-
ance with Sun Yat-sen’s three-stage revolution. However,
as it was established, the Government had a schizoid char-
acter. ‘‘Neither democratic nor totalitarian, neither social-
ist nor capitalist, the regime looked both to the modern
West and to the Chinese past as though stuck in be-
tween.””* In the best Soviet tradition, party and govern-
ment completely overlapped; indeed, many of the party
ministries simultaneously functioned as governmental
ministries. But unlike the Soviet model, the KMT was
never a cohesive or disciplined party. Instead, even apart
from the warlords, it was an amalgamation of competing
factions based only on a nationalism whose initial objec-
tive had already been achieved. Thus, Chiang ruled by
playing these factions off against one another and by shift-
ing his policies in order to keep in tune with shifts in the
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power bases. In the civil sector, he presided rather than
governed. This, of course, did not lead to the stable, well-
conceived, long-term policy planning and implementation
that was necessary for economic and social development.
In political terms, while some slow progress was achieved
toward centralization and a reduction of Western privi-
leges, warlords still effectively controlled most of China,
and Western gunboats still cruised the Yangtze River at
will. *

Two other aspects of the Nanking Government’s politi-
cal situation played an important role in the outcome of
the civil war. The first of these was the agreement with the
warlords that prevented it from seeking popular support in
most of China. The KMT was based almost entirely on the
urban sector of the population, which was only 27 percent
of the total population even in the small area that it did
govern.* Within this sector of the population, the KMT
was very successful in mobilizing support, and most of the
urban proletariat was won back from its earlier CCP affili-
ation. However, it never made a real effort to mobilize the
peasants in the countryside; virtually nobody in either the
KMT or the CCP during those years ever expected the
illiterate peasants to be concerned about the nature of
government. Thus, the KMT’s base of support was very
narrow. Much of it came from the compradore class, giv-
ing the CCP an easy target upon which to focus discon-
tent.

The other distracting aspect of the Government’s politi-
cal situation was that the party army was completely inde-
pendent of civil authority and subordinate only to Chiang.
This is not surprising, since Chiang’s power within the
KMT was directly based on his control of the army. Nor
should it be surprising that, from 1932 onwards, Chiang
turned those regions recovered from the warlords and
from the Communists over to the army for administra-
tion, instead of placing them under civil government.*
Over time, the army developed a vast bureaucracy that
paralleled and competed with the civil structure at almost
all levels. In the final analysis, instead of a government
with a subordinate army to implement its policies, the
NRA had a subordinate government to implement its
wishes. The tail was wagging the dog.

Another basic problem was that the Government’s
agreement with the warlords prevented it from tapping the
resources of most of the provinces. Indeed, 15 of the 27
provinces managed to appropriate a// of their provincial
revenues. Thus, the central government barred itself from
access to the 65 percent of the total gross national product

*The USS Panay was making such a patrol in December 1937 when it was
accidentally sunk by Japanese aircraft.
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that the agricultural sector represented. Because there was
no income tax, the largest source of government revenue
came from maritime customs. In disbursing this revenue,
even prior to the war with Japan, an annual average of
40.3 percent was allotted to pay military costs, while an-
other 25 to 37 percent serviced the debt. This left very little
for other uses such as industrial promotion or agricultural
development, particularly when one considers the fact that
total central government expenses averaged only 3.5 per-
cent of the total gross national product during this period.
It also left very little to pay the salaries of the civil servants,
a situation that encouraged the growth of corruption.
Even so, only 80 percent of the total government expendi-
tures were ever covered by revenue receipts.” The govern-
ment made ends meet by occasionally withholding pay-
ment or supplies from the troops, by borrowing additional
money at rates of up to 40 percent annually,® and by in-
creasing the amount of currency in circulation. As a conse-
quence of this last measure, the face value of the notes in
circulation rose from 350 million Chinese dollars in 1929
to 868 million Chinese dollars in 1935,* without any in-
crease in financial reserves. The result was spiraling infla-
tion.

To Chiang’s great disadvantage, conditions in the coun-
tryside remained virtually unchanged. Between 60 and 90
percent of the farmers were still tenants or semi-tenants,
and they still had to pay the land taxes and surtaxes that
could be as high as 350 percent of the basic tax.* The
interest on agricultural loans was still as high as 30 percent
per year.® The KMT, however, did promulgate a land law
aimed at reducing rents to only 37 percent of the annual
crops and reducing interest to only 15 percent per year.*
But even in the areas where the party directly governed,
every attempt to implement these provisions evoked such a
howl of protest from the landowning and moneylending
interests that the government was forced to back off.*> The
law remained on the books, but only as a reminder of
something promised and not granted. Given its very nar-
row base of popular and financial support, it was:

small wonder that . .. [the KMT] could not imple-
ment its professed social and economic programs. In
fact, a general feeling prevailed over many compla-
cent KMT personnel that since the peasants had suf-
fered for ages, it mattered little if they were asked to
wait a little longer—until the government had solved
the far more pressing problems of domestic insurrec-
tion and foreign aggression.*

*These surtaxes were often highest in those areas directly administered by
the Nanking Government.
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Had the peasants been left alone, this assumption might
have been valid. However, they were not.

Communist Revival

Ironically, Chiang did the Communist movement a favor
when he dispersed it into the countryside during 1927 and
1928. Before that time, the CCP leaders had competed
with the KMT in trying to mobilize the tiny urban sector of
the population. When driven from the cities and towns
with prices on their heads as bandits, however, they had no
option but to reluctantly follow Mao Tse-tung’s heretical
advice and turn to the peasantry as a means of supporting
their movement. In the countryside, the survivors of the
1927 and 1928 setbacks established themselves along the
provincial borders and in the zones where competing war-
lord or KMT jurisdictions met. These border areas mini-
mized the danger of attack, because the warlords or gover-
nors controlling adjacent provinces were reluctant to
make any move against the CCP that their neighbors
might interpret as an act of hostility.** In these reasonably
secure regions (see Atlas Map No. 19), away from the
major lines of communication, Communist survivors pro-
ceeded to develop their bases. The largest of these was
centered in the city of Juichin in Kiangsi Province, and was
under Mao’s rule. Here, in April 1928, Mao and his fellow
survivors of Changsha linked up with Chu Teh and-the
survivors of Nanchang. With a combined strength of only
about 2,000 men, Mao and Chu Teh used a process of trial
and error to slowly develop the integrated politico-military
strategy that was to result in overwhelming success 21
years later.”

The first requirement for a base area was that it be a
secure, self-sufficient region from which tax collectors
could be expelled and in which the CCP could implement
its own reforms and extract its own revenues. The means
used to achieve this security involved more than a mere
military defensive perimeter, for the CCP aimed not just at
controlling revenue, as did the warlords and the KMT. The
CCP sought to influence and mobilize the entire popula-
tion.* Thus, the movement had to establish deep roots
based on committed peasant support that was obtained
not by subversion but by responding to peasant needs and
aspirations.” To achieve this end, the CCP used the fa-
mous Mass Line Strategy—a strategy of integrated socio-
political and military mobilization that was related to eco-
nomic conditions. Although it did not originate with Mao,
he adopted it very early, and became its most avid propa-
gandist.” In fact, notwithstanding Western military ana-
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lysts’ emphasis on the Communist use of superficial guer-
rilla tactics, it was the Mass Line Strategy that was the key
to Mao’s eventual success.

In a typical implementation of this strategy, the first
step involved sending CCP political teams and regular
units of the Red Army into an area not yet controlled by
the CCP. Inherently conservative, the peasants were suspi-
cious of the troops. Ultimately, however, the people were
impressed by the good behavior and discipline of the Red
Army, since it not only refrained from looting, but also
worked with them during the critical planting and harvest-
ing seasons. Moreover, the Army showed unusual generos-
ity in dividing and sharing captured arms and ammunition
with the village militia organizations.*

The first job of the political teams was to investigate the
manifold peasant grievances in order to determine which
were most deeply felt so that they could be emphasized for
maximum effect.* Realizing that an individual’s courage
increases when he isin a group, the CCP held village meet-
ings at which the people could air their grievances and
discuss solutions for them.* Whenever possible, the politi-
cal cadre members attempted to encourage self-generated
solutions. This phase of open meetings was conducted si-
multaneously with selective terror aimed both at disorient-
ing and cowing the opposition and at showing the peasants
that they could take action into their own hands to im-
prove their lot.** At the same time, the political teams
organized the entire population into various groups—vil-
lage militias, Red Guards, youth leagues, and women’s
organizations—with the objective of eventually tying
everybody into at least one group. This facilitated popula-
tion control, the recruitment of future cadre, and the dis-
semination of information.® Eventually, township gov-
ernments were formed to coordinate these groups and
implement the Communist programs.*

The basic Communist program that was set up within a
liberated area depended upon a system of land redistribu-
tion that was virtually impossible to resist. Rather than
working to confiscate all private land, this system appro-
priated only that land which belonged to those whom the
CCP termed to be militarists, landlords, or rich peasants.
Unless these targets resisted, not all of their land was
taken; they were usually left with enough land to qualify as
middle peasants—which, of course, defused much of the
resistance that might otherwise have occurred.® All confis-
cated land was equitably distributed among the poor peas-
ants, while confiscated money and material goods went
into the party coffers.* Even so, there was not enough land
to provide everybody with an amount sufficient for subsis-
tence, so the CCP augmented the redistribution program
with reductions of rents and interest rates along the lines of
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the KMT’s own Land Law of 1930. The CCP also imple-
mented a progressive taxation system that spread the tax
burden more equitably.” While the result was short of a
utopia, these programs vastly improved the average peas-
ant’s condition, thereby inspiring unusual motivation and
commitment to the party. The peasants knew that if the
Communists were ejected, the original living conditions
would return. For the first time, the peasants had a reason
for making a commitment to a system; they had something
worth fighting fQr.

It must be emphasized that the Mass Line Strategy was
never rigid. This was so partly because of internal dissen-
sions within the CCP that caused shifts in the methods of
its implementation, and partly because Mao and his fol-
lowers emphasized flexibility. The CCP never did more
than the masses would directly support.* Thus, at any
given moment, the degree to which these programs were
actually in effect varied widely from region to region. As
Mao wrote at the time: ‘‘We must go among the masses;
arouse them to activity, concern ourselves with their weal
and woe; and work earnestly and sincerely in their interests
. ... If we do so, the broad masses will certainly give up
support and regard the revolution as their very life. . . »’¢
He constantly cautioned against moving faster than the
peasants were willing to go.

This strategy of revolution involved far more than just
troops and guerrilla tactics. The Red Army’s role in the
strategy was two-fold: first, to help the peasants revolt and
seize the land; then, to protect them. Because neither the
KMT nor the warlords had their locus of power in the
countryside, by the time their troops could be mobilized
and deployed, the CCP had frequently already consoli-
dated its territory.™

It is not surprising that the CCP’s results were most
spectacular in the Kiangsi region. Beginning with some
2,000 men in April 1928, Mao and Chu Teh had 22,000
men in their segment of the Red Army (the Fourth Red
Army) by the end of 1929. Political development pro-
ceeded in tandem with this military growth, and the auton-
omous Kiangsi Soviet was proclaimed in February 1930.
In November of 1931, Mao formally announced the re-
gion’s secession from the Nanking Government when he
established the Soviet Republic of China. At that time, the
Kiangsi region totaled over 19,000 square miles—about
the size of Switzerland—and contained some 3 million
people. In addition, there were another 6 million people™
scattered in five other major soviets that ‘‘had attained
some permanence and stability as independent political
entities.””™ (See Atlas Map No. 19.)

This spectacular Communist growth was not without its
problems. In 1927, when Chiang purged the Communists
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from the KMT, the CCP’s Central Committee went into
hiding in the International Community in Shanghai,
where Chiang could not reach them.” There, its leadership
continued efforts to mobilize the urban proletariat, still
believing that any revolutionary impetus would have to
come from the industrial workers. Virtually all agreed that
the role of the peasants—if they had one at all—was at
most auxiliary. Then, in June of 1929, Li Li-san was se-
lected by the Comintern to lead the CCP. Impressed with
the spectacular successes that the Communist soviets were
achieving and encouraged by the warlord risings against
the KMT in 1929 and 1930, Li decided that the KMT’s
fragile coalition was falling apart and that the time was
ripe for a major push out of the soviets and back into the
cities. As he saw it, Chiang had made the task even easier
by withdrawing most of the better NRA troops from cen-
tral China to fight in the north.™

In accordance with Li’s strategy, Red Army units were
to move out of the soviets, capture major cities such as
Wuhan, Changsha, and Nanchang, and then be reinforced
by spontaneous workers’ uprisings in the cities. In imple-
mentation, however, with the sole exception of Changsha,
the Red Army failed to take the cities. In all cases, the
proletariat failed to rise, and NRA counterstrokes once
again dispersed the Red Army. In disgrace, Li Li-san was
dismissed and recalled to Moscow. However, the damage
had been done; the campaign had forcefully drawn
Chiang’s attention to the fact that the CCP was far from
being impotent. He decided to deal with this resurgent
menace as soon as he finished with his current campaigns
in the north.™

A New Type of Civil War

After Chiang suppressed the Wang-Yen-Feng coalition, he
turned against the Communist soviets. He would spend
the next six years unsuccessfully trying to eliminate this
threat. Between October 1930 and October 1934, he
launched a total of five extermination campaigns against
the soviets. Due to factors largely beyond his immediate
control, none of these campaigns was successful. In the
first two campaigns, fought between October 1930 and
June 1931, Chiang concentrated against the Kiangsi Soviet
and Chu Teh’s Fourth Red Army. However, underestimat-
ing the Communist power, he used provincial warlord
troops against them in an effort to eliminate the Commu-
nist threat and weaken his warlord adversaries at the same
time. In each campaign, the NRA made a single thrust,
and in each case Chu Teh’s troops conducted a strategic
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withdrawal, exploiting the Clausewitzian law of the dimin-
ishing force of the offensive and encouraging the warlord
troops to disperse in pursuit. Then, mustering militia and
guerrilla reinforcements as he retired, Chu Teh would sud-
denly concentrate his forces and destroy major NRA for-
mations. The extermination campaign then collapsed, be-
cause the warlords naturally disliked losing their troops
and thereby their influence in KMT politics.™

Although the NRA forces were far superior to those of
the Red Army in numbers, arms, ammunition, and heavy
equipment, the Red Army had other advantages. Its
troops were more motivated; indeed, most of the warlord
soldiers captured during the campaigns were eventually
recruited into the Red Army. The Communist troops were
also more disciplined and more flexible in response to the
tactical situation.* With their light equipment and rates of
march that compared very favorably to Stonewall Jack-
son’s famous American Civil War ‘‘foot cavalry,”’ they had
an excellent mobile warfare capability.f Furthermore,
since the Red Army was operating in familiar terrain in-
habited by people sympathetic to its cause, it had superb
intelligence. Thus, Chu Teh’s tactics took maximum ad-
vantage of both his own strengths and his enemy’s weak-
nesses. In short, he implemented his defensive strategy
with guerrilla tactics—tactics that, as early as 1928, he
summed up in this poem:

When the enemy advances, we retreat.

When the enemy halts and encamps, we harass him.
When the enemy seeks to avoid battle, we attack.
When the enemy retreats, we pursue.”

Realizing the extent of the Communist threat after the
failures of 1930 and 1931, Chiang launched a Third Exter-
mination Campaign under his won command in July 1931.
This time, Chiang stiffened the army with elite units of his
own Central Forces and devised a more complex strategy.
Instead of the single thrust used in prior campaigns, he
planned a dozen simultaneously striking columns. More-
over, in addition to the Kiangsi Soviet, he aimed at mop-
ping up the various minor soviets. He was successful in
eliminating two of the outlying soviets in Hupeh Province;
but, once again, the drive to crush the Kiangsi Soviet
halted as Chu Teh slipped his regulars between Chiang’s

*This favorable attribute was largely due to the fact that commanders at
all levels in the Red Army were encouraged to use their initiative.

+In 1935, during the Long March, Lin Piao’s | Corps cov ered 125 miles in
3 days. (See William Morwood, Duel for the Middle Kingdom, New
York, 1980, p. 201). Also during the Long March, a Red Army regiment
was alleged to have covered 80 miles in 24 hours during the maneuvering
at the Lu-ting Bridge. (See Dick Wilson, The Long March, 1935, New
York, 1973, p. 200).
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columns to mount converging attacks in their rear.™ Be-
fore Chiang could respond, the Japanese absorption of
Manchuria in September 1931 required his attention.

Japan's involvement in China was intimately connected
with domestic Chinese events, and played a key role in
facilitating Mao’s eventual success. The Japanese had long
controlled the Manchurian economy, and they regarded
that region both as essential to their economy and as a
geopolitical bulwark against Russia. During the Warlord
Period, they had supported Chang Tso-lin and his son,
Chang Hsueh-liang, in Manchuria. In the summer of
1931, when it appeared to all outside observers that
Chiang was on the verge of crushing the Communists and
creating a more unified China, the staff of the Japanese
army in Manchuria, the Kwangtung Army, predicted that
Chiang’s next step would be a new alliance with the Soviet
Union and a joint assault on Manchuria. To preclude this,
on September 18, 1931, the Kwangtung Army began to
absorb Manchuria without governmental authority,
achieving total control of the region and forcing Chang
Hsueh-liang into northern China by early 1932. This
forced Chiang Kai-shek to abandon his campaign and
move north to watch both the Japanese and Chang Hsueh-
liang. In the treaty ports, and particularly in Shanghai,
anti-Japanese sentiment was quite fierce. However, de-
spite the intensity of anti-Japanese sentiment, Chiang be-
lieved that the primary problem facing China was not the
threat of external aggression posed by Japan, but rather
the threat of renewed internal dissension posed by the
CCP. Concentrating his own efforts on the domestic threat
and hoping that the Leauge of Nations would deal with
Japan, he negotiated a truce on May 5, 1932 that left the
Japanese in control of Manchuria.™ This decision was re-
alistic in military terms, since China was in no condition to
fight Japan. However, it cost Chiang much support among
the intelligentsia, the students, the urban elite, and even
the warlords—all of whom wanted to expel the Japanese.
Moreover, Chiang’s most powerful warlord competitor,
Chang Hsueh-liang, was now within China proper with his
army intact and hoping to recover Manchuria. Finally, the
truce gave a new weapon to the CCP. Far removed from
the Japanese in southern China, Mao’s new Soviet Repub-
lic of China declared war on Japan in April 1932.%

In December 1932, the accommodation with the Japa-
nese completed, Chiang turned back to deal with a CCP
that had been granted a 15-month respite. On both sides,
much had occurred during the interval. Convinced that the
future of its revolution lay with the rural soviets, the CCP
Central Committee had moved down to the Kiangsi Soviet
in late 1932, pushed Mao aside, and condemned him for
being overly conservative. Then, firmly in control, the
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Central Committee had pushed for radical redistribution
programs. It had 200,000 troops in all of the soviets com-
bined, and over 100,000 in the Kiangsi Soviet, the latter
now organized as the First Front Army. The Central Com-
mittee had also abandoned the Mao-Chu Teh guerrilla tac-
tics in favor of static positional tactics, seeking to deny all
liberated territory to the KMT." Thus, in the final analysis,
the respite had weakened the CCP’s ability to defend it-
self. On the KMT side, the foundations for a strengthened
NRA had beenﬂlaid by an increasing number of German
military advisers. Beginning as early as 1927, when Chiang
expelled his Soviet military advisers, a German military
mission had served with the NRA’s Central Forces. During
its tenure in China, which ended in 1942,® this mission
introduced German staff methodology, organization, and
equipment to the Central Forces. The concepts that these
experts introduced, however, were those that had been
thoroughly learned during the First World War—static,
positional tactics and the rectangular division organized
and equipped to fight in trench warfare.* They were quite
unsuited to a war of mobility.

It was in the context of these changes that the Fourth
Extermination Campaign began in December 1932 when
400,000 NRA troops assaulted all of the Communist sovi-
ets. Again, the planning envisioned multiple thrusts into
the center of the CCP territories. This time, fighting in line
under the new CCP policy that required all territory to be
defended, Chu Teh began to lose ground. Once again,
however, Chiang’s expected success caused uneasiness in
the Japanese Kwangtung Army. In March 1933, again
without governmental approval, it struck south of the
Great Wall in an effort to create a buffer zone between the
KMT and Manchuria. As in 1931, Chiang had to suspend
operations in the south and focus his attention on the
north, allowing Chu Teh’s counteroffensive to sweep the
NRA from its newly gained territories.” In accordance
with his earlier priorities, Chiang again reached a truce
with the Japanese in May 1933, allowing them to garrison
troops in Chahar and Jehol Provinces and creating a
demilitarized zone in the eastern part of Hopeh Province.
This new truce further increased Chinese discontent with
his regime, and further angered Chang Hsueh-liang.

Although the Fourth Extermination Campaign did not
make lasting gains within the Kiangsi Soviet, it did elimi-
nate several of the outlying Communist soviets located on

*The rectangular division was built around four regiments of infantry,
which were organized into two brigades. It was considerably larger than
the more flexible World War 11 triangular division, which was organized
around three regiments of infantry, and was designed to be more mobile.

+This truce is known as the T'ang-ku Truce. It also limited the number of
troops that each side could garrison in the Peiping district.
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its flanks. With these bastions gone, the way was clear for
Chiang to pursue a new strategy in his Fifth Extermination
Campaign—a strategy of encircling the main soviet, cor-
doning it off with concentric circles of mutually support-
ing blockhouses and pillboxes, and then gradually com-
pressing it until the CCP was crushed. Concomitantly,
following his own oft-quoted statement that suppression
of the CCP was 30 percent a military problem and 70
percent a political problem, Chiang planned to reorganize
the liberated population to resist future CCP actions.

The Fifth Extermination Campaign was launched in
October 1933. With 750,000 men, Chiang struck the
Kiangsi Soviet, while thousands of other troops moved
against the last remaining minor soviets. In accordance
with the new strategy, the NRA troops completed their
encirclement and established the first of their cordons.
Fully committed to the CCP’s new policy of static, posi-
tional defense, Chu Teh dispersed his 100,000 troops to
defend his entire perimeter. In doing so, he sacrificed the
initiative, forfeited the inherent advantages of his troops,
and played to the strengths of the NRA. His troops fought
well, but with a total of only 60,000 rifles, no artillery, and
five aircraft without fuel, they lost heavily as the NRA
steadily pushed the cordon inward with short, powerful
drives from all sides.*

In April of 1934, the CCP’s Central Committee realized
that the Kiangsi Soviet could no longer be held, and so
began planning a massive breakout. The survivors of the
remaining soviets were directed to disengage from their
opponents, and advance detachments of the First Front
Army broke out of the Kiangsi Soviet in the early autumn
of 1934. Some 15,000 soldiers and 20,000 to 30,000 politi-
cal cadre members were detailed to remain behind* in or-
der to carry on the movement in the south, while the bulk
of the First Front Army broke out of the cordon to the
southwest during late October 1934. Consisting of some
91,000 personnel, it took advantage of the NRA’s lack of
flexibility, mobility, and internal communications to break
through four successive cordons. In doing so, however, the
First Front Army was gradually reduced in strength. At
the end of November 1934, when it completed the break-
out and began the Long March, the First Front numbered
only 35,000.%

The Long March of the CCP was an epic achievement
by anybody’s accounting. Mao’s group moved first to the
west and then north and northeast to the town of Yenan in
Shensi Province. (See Atlas Map No. 19.) It marched a

*One of those left behind was Mao’s brother, Mao Tse-tan, the com-
mander of the Red Army’s S5th Independent Division. He was killed as the
NRA mopped up the area. Also left behind were Mao’s two infant chil-
dren by his third wife, Ho Tzu-chen. They completely disappeared.

The Long March

total of 6,600 miles in 235 days—averaging 17 miles per
day for the entire year, or 26 miles per day if the rest
periods are not counted. These were not easy miles, for the
CCP troops and party cadre had to cross 18 mountain
ranges and 24 major rivers; they traversed 11 of China’s
provinces, while fighting or skirmishing virtually all the
way. In all, the Long March was very much a time of
testing and proving. Only the fittest and most committed
survived. It is difficult to determine precisely how many
people completed the march, as different commands be-
gan moving at different locations and at different times,
and they arrived in Shensi Province at different times.
Furthermore, many of the troops and party members who
finished the march had been recruited enroute, while oth-
ers deserted or were dropped off along the way in order to
accomplish party work. However, as near as can be deter-
mined, only about 5,000 men survived the entire march.
As Mao himself arrived in Shensi Province with about
8,000 men, some 7,000 men arrived before him, and about
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30,000 arrived after him, the CCP totaled about 45,000
party members and soldiers at the end of the journey.*
The Long March decided the future leadership and
strategies of the CCP. When the First Front Army left
Kiangsi, Mao was at the nadir of his career, not only with-
out power in the party, but also with a party membership
that had been reduced to probationary status by the Cen-
tral Committee in July 1934.” However, after disengaging
from the main NRA forces in the Kiangsi region, the Red
Army captured the town of Tsunyi in Kweichow Province
in January 1935. (See Atlas Map No. 19.) There, the
columns halted to rest while the party leadership held a
conference to determine what had gone wrong and what
was to be done next. At this Tsunyi conference, Mao vio-
lently attacked the Central Committee’s leadership and
policies, emphasizing that the radical land policies had
detracted from the party’s support. He also argued that
the emphasis on defending all territory with static, posi-
tional tactics had been disastrous. As he was not alone in
this condemnation, and as his own previous strategies had
worked, the Central Committee reluctantly delegated all
substantive power to a new Revolutionary Military Coun-
cil under Mao’s chairmanship.™ It was also at this confer-
ence, again at Mao’s insistence, that the tiny soviet near
Yenan in northwest China’s Shensi Province was selected
as the CCP’s destination. Mao also shrewdly used the
march to further CCP ends. He turned it into a crusade,
arguing that the CCP was moving north to build a base
from which to fight the Japanese. ¥ Furthermore, as he
pointed out at the time: ‘‘The Long March is also an agita-
tion corps. It declares to approximately 200 million of
eleven provinces that only the road of the Red Army leads
to their liberation. . . ”>* From this point on, Mao was the
dominant character in the party’s decisionmaking process.
Yet, still not the official leader of the party nor its undis-
puted de facto leader, he ‘‘should probably be thought of
as first among equals in a collective leadership. ...
Chiang tried to halt the CCP’s march, but lack of com-
munications in western China prevented his formations
from moving at the Red Army’s speed. Making use of his
interior lines of communication, he attempted to insert
blocking forces ahead of the Red Army’s wheeling move-
ment. However, he was hampered by the fact that the
Communist forces were marching on different routes (See
Atlas Map No. 19.) Chiang also misjudged the ultimate
destination of the CCP forces. During the first part of the
Long March, he aimed at preventing a union of the CCP
forces. After that union was accomplished in June 19385,
he not unreasonably assumed that the CCP was headed
due north to Sinkiang Province or to Outer Mongolia—
there to link up with the Soviet Union and receive direct
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assistance.” Instead, the Red Army turned northeast to-
ward Shensi Province, inside Chiang’s blocking forces.
Finally, even when Chiang did manage to correctly posi-
tion blocking forces, he was frustrated by the Red Army’s
speed, because its vanguard frequently punched through
his barriers before sufficient NRA troops could converge
to halt it.

Once established in the Yenan region, Mao again imple-
mented the Mass Line Strategy to mobilize the population
and expand both his territory and his forces. However,
new elements were integrated into this sociopolitical strat-
egy. Aware that the literacy rate was only about one per-
cent in this particularly poor and backward area, Mao
introduced an extensive education program that concen-
trated on practical rather than theoretical or political edu-
cation; in so doing, the party made extensive use of films,
opera, and dance troupes to convey its message.” Other
subtle elements were introduced to gain popular support.
For example, even though in Yenan they controlled a
40,000-inhabitant county seat, the CCP leadership, rather
than living in the town, stayed in caves carved out of the
nearby hillsides. This, naturally, was meant to illustrate
the party’s egalitarian attitude.* In the same vein, as the
CCP rapidly grew in size and the complexity of govern-
ment increased, Mao launched a rectification movement
to insure that both the party and the Government re-
mained in touch with and responsive to the people.t Al-
though not entirely successful, ‘‘at least the Communists
tried to deal with the problems of bureaucratization . . . in
contrast to the Nationalists . . >’ who did very little along
these lines.” While not completely successful in party puri-
fication, by 1944, Mao was the undisputed leader of the
CCP. He insisted that the party lead by subtle guidance
rather than overt coercion.** Thus, although authoritar-
ian in nature, the party’s rule was benevolent by Chinese
standards, bringing it as closely in line with the traditional
ethic of government as the Communist ethic of individual
subordination to group welfare was to the traditional Con-

*These cave dwellings are very common in northwest China, as they are
warm in the very harsh winters and coolin the very hot summers. Thus, in
their romantic and egalitarian ‘‘caves of Yenan,”" Mao and his colleagues
probably lived far more comfortably than they would have in the town.

TThis rectification movement of the early 1940s was the direct ancestor of
Mao’s ‘100 Flowers Campaign’’ of the 1950s and his ‘‘Great Proletarian
Cultural Revolution’’ of the 1960s—both of which also aimed at destroy-
ing party elitism.

**An example of this technique was Mao’s campaign against the foot
binding of females, a practice stemming from the ancient custom of
binding baby girls’ feet to insure that they stayed tiny. While beautiful to
Chinese men, the girls grew up to be virtual cripples. Finding that his
exhortations and laws were being ignored, he simply created jobs for
nimble-footed girls. This had an immediate effect. Mao never hesitated
to use the indirect approach when he felt it necessary to minimize opposi-
tion.
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fucian ethic. By its actions, the CCP proved that it aimed
to enhance the welfare of the common man, who was, of
course, a peasant. It is not surprising that, once again,
support for the CCP grew by leaps and bounds.

Immediately after the Communists arrived in Shensi
Province at what became the Yenan Soviet, Chiang
launched an improvised attack. When it failed, he began
to prepare a Sixth Extermination Campaign, which was to
be conducted by 300,000 troops, mostly drawn from
Chang Hsueh-liang’s Northeast Army.” However, Chang,
increasingly bitter at the loss of his territory in Manchuria
and north China to the Japanese, was becoming more
responsive to the popular outcry that the Chinese should
be killing the Japanese instead of other Chinese. Thus,
while sending back reports that he was still preparing to
move against Yenan, he actually reached an informal truce
with the CCP in the summer of 1936.*

In October of 1936, Chiang flew to Sian and obtained a
promise from Chang that he would move immediately
against Yenan. However, Chang not only ignored this
promise, but actually allowed a separate supporting attack
to be routed by the Red Army.” When Chang continued to
procrastinate, Chiang flew to Sian again on December 7,

Chiang Kai-shek at the Time of the Japanese Invasion of China
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1936 and threatened Chang with retaliatory action. This
time, Chang moved. While Chiang Kai-shek was resting at
a spa near Sian, Chang’s troops attacked his villa just
before dawn on December 12, 1936, forcing Chiang to flee
up the hillside while his bodyguard was killed.”* Within
hours, he was captured and brought before Chang. There,
Chang demanded that he reverse his policies regarding the
Japanese. CCP and KMT histories disagree on precisely
what happened next, but Chiang was released on Decem-
ber 25, 1936 through the joint intervention of his wife and
Chou En-lai of the CCP. Within weeks, a United Front,
which joined the KMT, the CCP, and all other minor par-
ties against Japan, was proclaimed. This was not a coali-
tion government, but rather an informal alliance of all
factions throughout China, designed to counter the com-
mon enemy. Nonetheless, Chou En-lai led a Communist
delegation to Nanking. This uneasy alliance—and, in-
deed, the entire situation in China—was profoundly af-
fected by an incident that occurred near Peking six months
later.

An Interruption: Japanese
Expansion in China and World
War I1

On July 7, 1937, an unpremeditated incident took place at
the Marco Polo Bridge, in the demilitarized zone near
Peking. There, during night maneuvers conducted by the
Japanese garrison in the tiny treaty port of Tientsin, a
Japanese soldier disappeared.* At once, the Japanese
commander demanded Chinese help in finding him. By
dawn, fighting had broken out between the garrison
troops and the NRA’s Twenty-Ninth Army.” The local
commanders tried to negotiate, but the higher echelons on
both sides were unwilling to compromise. The Japanese
High Command again saw the dangers of a united China
allied with the Soviet Union—and, as it turned out, this
was a very real danger. From July 1937 to June 1941, the
Soviet Union provided almost half of all foreign aid re-
ceived by the KMT, as well as some 500 pilots and military
adviserst and about 1,000 aircraft.'™ In 1938 and 1939,

*The lost soldier is alleged to have turned up a few weeks later as a
deserter.

tAs a good-will measure, this Russian effort far exceeded that of the
unofficial United States ‘‘Flying Tigers’’ effort. In terms of quality,
however, the American assistance probably compared much more favor-
ably. The Flying Tigers, organized in 1941, consisted of about 100 Ameri-
can aviators—former United States Army, Navy, and Marine officers—
and maintenance personnel who volunteered to serve as mercenaries in
China. They were under the command of Claire L. Chennault, a colonel
in the Chinese Air Force who was a retired United States Army Air Force
captain.
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Japanese fears were further fueled by serious clashes be-
tween the Soviet Far Eastern Army and the Kwangtung
Army along the northern Manchurian border.

Knowing that popular opinion would not condone an-
other truce with the Japanese, Chiang made an aggressive
speech on July 17, 1937 and moved NRA troops into the
demilitarized zone. The Japanese respoaded by announc-
ing a deadline for the withdrawal of these troops. They
attacked before the deadline expired,'’ however, and with
this act of aggression, Japan’s China Incident began. It
was to have a tremendous impact on the outcome of the
duel between Chiang and Mao.

With the onset of war, the Chinese implemented the
United Front and, in August 1937, the Red Army was
formally incorporated into the NRA as the Eighth Route
Army* under Chu Teh. “‘The units remained Communist
but adopted Nationalist uniforms and standards . . . and
received weapons and supplies . . .”’ in the amount of some
500,000 Chinese dollars per month through 1940. Later, in
* The Eighth Route Army was later redesignated the 18th Army Group,

but the former designation is used throughout this text because the force
was best known by that name.
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October 1937, Chiang’s headquarters authorized the for-
mation of a second Communist NRA organization, the
New Fourth Army, which was to amalgamate those Red
Army units still operating in southern China.'* This
United Front would work reasonably well as long as Japan
exerted pressure; but when that pressure lessened, the
United Front collapsed in all but name and aspiration.

The Japanese were unprepared for the conflict. When
war broke out, the Kwangtung Army was in the throes of
reorganizing from rectangular to triangular divisions, and
Japan did not mobilize its economy for war until March
1938."" The initial Japanese strategy envisioned a general
southward drive from north China and Manchuria, simply
attacking the NRA frontally until Chiang was forced to
the negotiating table. In line with this strategy, the Japa-
nese cleared the Peking vicinity of NRA troops during
August of 1937. In September, the main drive to the south
began;'™ but already the focus of action had shifted even
farther to the south.

Hoping to gain Western support to defeat the Japanese,
on August 8, 1937 Chiang directed that an attack be made
on the Japanese position in the International Settlement in

The International Settlement in Shanghai, 1937
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Shanghai. Chiang’s intention was to provoke a Japanese
response that would involve the substantial Western con-
tingents there.* However, the Western troops remained
strictly neutral and, on August 13, 1937, the Japanese
began to deploy forces in the Shanghai vicinity that totaled
over 200,000 men by November 1937. In response, Chiang
committed more and more of his best troops, and eventu-
ally had over 1 million men engaged on the Shanghai
front. Harsh and bloody fighting leading to 50 percent
casualties on both sides continued until December, when
the Japanese finally made a wheeling movement that out-
flanked the Chinese defenses and cleared the road to Nan-
king.'” Abandoning that city to a Japanese sack that lasted
two weeks and killed between 40,000 and 100,000 civil-
ians,'® the KMT government withdrew to Wuhan, still
vainly trying to gain Western assistance. This failing,
Chiang commenced to plan a further withdrawal up the
Yangtze River to Chungking in Szechwan Province. His
idea was that ‘‘retreat to the hinterland was the better part
of valor until the international situation blew up and pro-
pelled allies his way.’"” Furthermore, he correctly antici-
pated that withdrawal before each enemy advance would
cause the Japanese to overextend themselves and thereby
make their eventual defeat that much easier. While they
did overextend themselves, the result was far from what
Chiang intended.

After the capture of Nanking, the Japanese paused to
recoup their losses. In the summer of 1938, with their
reserve forces mobilized, they began a slow push up the
Yangtze River from Nanking. Despite minimal NRA re-
sistance, they did not take Wuhan until October 1938,
and this gave the KMT enough time to evacuate the gov-
ernment as well as much of the industry between the cen-
tral Yangtze basin and Szechwan Province. However, this
gain for the KMT was more than offset by a simultaneous
Japanese amphibious push down the south Chinese coast
that captured all of the port cities, including Canton, by
October 1938.'” With Chiang’s major channels of outside
support severed, the Japanese had realistic expectations of
forcing his capitulation by destroying his capability to
wage war.

In north China, meanwhile, the Japanese were making
overall gains, if occasionally suffering a setback. In late
September 1937, Lin Piao, commander of the Eighth
Route Army’s 115th Division, gave a foretaste of things to
come when he ambushed two Japanese divisions in Ping-
hsin Pass in Shensi Province. The Japanese suffered 6,400
casualties at a cost of only 300 of Lin’s forces, but this
*In addition to the Japanese garrison, there were a British brigade, a

French brigade, a U.S. Marine regiment, and minor Dutch and Italian
contingents in the Shanghai International Settlement at the time.
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victory was not enough to stem the Japanese tide.'" In the
spring of 1938, they launched a new offensive aiming at the
Yellow River. It was the eastern column of this drive, con-
sisting of some 80,000 men, that Li Tsung-jen attacked
with some 400,000 NRA troops on April 1, 1938 at Taier-
chuang. Personally advised by General von Falkenhausen,
the chief of the German Military Advisory Group, Li’s
army inflicted heavy losses on two Japanese divisions'' in
what was to be China’s only major victory in eight years of
war with Japan. Nevertheless, despite the fact that the
NRA broke the dikes of the Yellow River, killing hundreds
of thousands of Chinese civilians, the Japanese reached
their objectives by June 1938, when they captured the city
of Kaifeng in Honan Province. Thus, by the end of 1938,
Chiang’s forces had been pushed out of north and central
China, had sustained some 800,000 casualties, and had
lost most of their best troops and equipment.' (See Atlas
Map No. 20.) From this point until 1944, the war in China
developed into a desultory stalemate between the Japa-
nese, the KMT, and the CCP.

Whereas the Japanese originally had expected to force
Chiang to the negotiating table within three months, by
the end of 1938 they had deployed 1,500,000 troops to
China and sustained over 300,000 casualties. Japan
wanted to end the war, but neither Chiang nor Mao was
ever willing to accept the proffered terms. Most of Japan’s
troops in China were subsequently deployed either in
Manchuria—to watch the primary enemy, the Soviet Un-
ion—or on the southwestern front, to watch Chiang and
the remnants of the NRA. The few remaining troops,
about 250,000 men of the North China Army, were
sparsely deployed in garrison and railway-patrol duties.'"”
Without sufficient men to control the countryside, the
Japanese were confined to the cities, the towns, and the
railway lines between them. In effect, although they had
driven the KMT out of north China, the Japanese had
failed to replace Chiang’s leadership. Consequently, from
1938 onward, the Japanese strategy in China was passive;
capable of doing little more than awaiting the anticipated
but never realized Chinese surrender, Japanese troops
mounted no major offensives until 1944.

When the Japanese pressure slackened, the United
Front began to crumble. Although still providing financial
support to the Eighth Route Army, in mid-1939 the KMT
deployed 200,000 troops (the number was later increased
to over 500,000) to blockade the Yenan Soviet. At the same
time, the NRA attacked to recover parts of Shensi Prov-
ince from the CCP, and moved to eliminate CCP cells
throughout those parts of southern and western China
that it still controlled."* Some semblance of cooperation
continued, however, until January 1941, when the NRA
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turned on the New Fourth Army and wiped out its head-
quarters."* Although joint cooperation between the two
factions ended then, the Communist forces continued to
be listed in NRA tables of organization, and their troops
still wore NRA uniforms. Furthermore, the two sides still
negotiated, and the CCP continued to maintain a liaison
office in Chungking.

Secure behind the mountains of the upper Yangtze Val-
ley, Chiang settled down in Chungking to await allies and
assistance. At the same time, he planned to rebuild his
economy and to train new armies, first with German and
Soviet aid and later with American help. The basis for this
reconstruction had been laid during the withdrawal from
the lower Yangtze basin when defense-oriented industries
were taken apart and carried to Szechwan. Although
about 70 percent of these industrial plants were success-
fully re-established, they were to prove of little worth. The
Japanese seizure of the coast isolated the KMT from the
outside world, and the loss of the maritime customs reve-
nue exacerbated already critical raw material and trans-
portation shortages. Saddled with a massive bureaucracy
and rampant corruption, the faltering Government
proved totally inadequate to deal with problems that
would have taxed even the most efficient of governments.
Given critical scarcities of food, housing, and raw materi-
als, the officials controlling these assets found it most
profitable to withhold them to drive the prices up; as a
consequence, very little was produced.'® Even with Ameri-
can aid after 1941, the reduced KMT revenue base was
unable to meet the ever-increasing war expenses and, with
expenses five times as great as its revenues, the Govern-
ment could only resume its prewar practice of printing
more money to pay its debts. The result was staggering
inflation. In 1937, 3 Chinese dollars equaled 1 American
dollar; by 1945, an American dollar was worth 120 Chi-
nese dollars.'"”

The KMT’s armies were a reflection of the ineffective
and often corrupt Government. Officers of depleted for-
mations drew pay and supplies for full-strength units, and
then withheld rice from their troops to sell on the black
market. Thus, although Chiang’s armies totaled over 5.7
million men, he:

... had few men of any quality left. . . . Tne Kuomin-
tang armies were rotting away in idleness, eroded by
desertions and disease. New recruits were con-
scripted by press gangs paid by the head for the men
they brought in. Only peasants too poor to afford
the immunity were caught. Roped together, they
were marched to induction centers where beatings
and starvation diets began. Conditions were so bad
that only 56 percent of the inductees reached their
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assigned units, the rest deserting or dying on the way.
Of the 1,670,000 men drafted in 1943, 735,000 sim-
ply disappeared, either as fugitives or corpses.'*

In this situation, American aid, which totaled some $1.54
billion from 1941 to 1945,* was inadequate. ‘‘Coming late
to a hard-pressed government, [it] served more as a crutch
to lean on than as a means to cure its ailments.””'"*

By way of contrast, in Yenan, Mao established a solid,
self-sufficient base with extensive popular support. Both
inflation and bureaucracy were under control, and his
army increased daily in size and effectiveness. Indeed, the
American Dixie Mission that was sent to Yenan in 1944
reported that *‘. . . the Communists’ area [was] ‘a different
country’ and Yenan [was] ‘the most modern place in
China. >’

Although the Yenan region was even more isolated than
Chiang’s Szechwan, its population and resources were suc-
cessfully mobilized through application of the Mass Line
Strategy. Unhampered by the requirements of positional
warfare (e.g., regularized battle traces and lines of com-
munication), Mao slipped small regular units of the Eighth
Route Army behind Japanese lines, where they further
pursued the Mass Line Strategy. Their task was facilitated
by the fact that the Japanese had destroyed the traditional
leadership structure without replacing it. Indeed, since
many of the wealthy collaborated with the Japanese, the
CCP political cadres were easily able to create the impres-
sion that nationalism and socialism were but two sides of
the same coin. By the summer of 1939, Red Army units
were dispersed behind Japanese lines throughout north
China, creating and defending bases, mobilizing irregular
guerrilla units and militia, and turning the Japaﬁese rear
areas into the frontline.™

This strategy of using guerrilla military tactics to sup-
port political development, however, proved frustrating to
many of the commanders of the Eighth Route Army. En-
couraged by the United Front concept, they wanted to
fight a conventional war. To curb their desires, Mao de-
tailed the military component of his strategy in a 1938
pamphlet entitled Problems of Strategy in Guerrilla War
Against Japan. ‘‘As a final carrot for hiscommanders, . . .
[he] promised that guerrilla warfare would be expanded
into a more aggressive form that he called ‘mobile’ war-
fare and, as a last step, transformed into ‘regular’ warfare
when the time came to take the offensive and drive the
Japanese out of China.””'? This is the genesis of Mao’s
famous Three Stages of People’s War. It is ironic that it

*This amounted to only about 3 percent of the total amount of lend-lease
aid the United States doled out to all recipients in World War 11.
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was initially formulated as a response to the conventional
desires of the soldiers, and that it was never implemented
in its original context. By 1940, when the Eighth Route
Army had some 400,000 regular troops under arms'*—a
figure almost ten times its authorized strength—its com-
manders were even more keen to fight conventionally.
Eventually, Mao authorized the Hundred Regiments Of-
fensive, which began on August 20, 1940 with some
150,000 soldiers. This offensive was aimed at doing maxi-
mum damage to the enemy by attacking industrial sites
and lines of communication and then smashing the Japa-
nese as they responded. Even though accorded very little
publicity at the time, it was the largest Chinese offensive of
the war, and cost the Japanese and their puppet troops
some 38,000 casualties.'* Although successful in the short
run, this semi-conventional offensive proved to be prema-
ture, as the CCP did not have the political bases in the
occupied zone to consolidate its success. Accordingly, af-
ter December 1940, the CCP’s basic strategy reverted to
the political mobilization of Mao’s Mass Line concept.'”

The Hundred Regiments Offensive served to awaken
the Japanese to the Communist threat, and Japan’s North
China Army responded with a drive to expel the Red Army
from the occupied zone. At first, this drive involved raids
to search out and destroy the Communist troops, but these
raids rarely managed to uncover CCP military activity.
The Japanese then escalated their efforts, cordoning off
villages, expropriating the grain to starve the CCP (and the
inhabitants), and summarily executing all within each vil-
lage whose families had not lived there for generations.'*
While this policy achieved some success, it failed to make
serious inroads on CCP development; usually, the cadres
were alerted by sympathetic peasants, and were able to
evacuate themselves and much of the grain before the Jap-
anese troops arrived.

Despairing of the ineffectiveness of these measures, the
Japanese further escalated their efforts in the fall of 1941
with the Sanko Seisako, or Three Alls Campaign—kill all,
burn all, and destroy all. In this campaign to exterminate
the CCP, the north China ‘‘villages became slaughter-
houses in the course of looting and raping; then funeral
pyres as the torch was applied. The sack of Nanking was
daily repeated in miniature everywhere in the land,”'” and
the population of this region of north China declined from
some 44 million people to about 25 million people. How-
ever, as with the London blitz or the Allied bombing of
Germany in the concurrent European war, this use of ter-
rorism served to stiffen the will of the people to resist. The
peasants could not ignore the Japanese even if they so
wanted. They had no option but to fight back, and the
CCP provided them with the necessary weapons, organi-
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zation, training, and leadership. Thus, the CCP reaped the
benefit of the backlash against the Japanese atrocities.
Even if not attracted by socialism or nationalism, the de-
sire for mere survival made the people join the Communist
movement, because the CCP was the only faction fighting
the Japanese behind their lines.

In response to the horrors of the Three Alls Campaign,
the CCP decreased its overt military activity, fighting Jap-
anese detachments only when necessary to secure arms or
supplies. This, in turn, resulted in decreased Japanese mil-
itary activity. For the rest of the war, the CCP devoted 70
percent of its effort to sociopolitical organization, 20 per-
cent to countering KMT attempts to frustrate the Commu-
nist movement, and only 10 percent to fighting the Japa-
nese.'® However, unlike the idle NRA, of which it was
technically a part, the Red Army was busily engaged in
organizing and helping the peasants in the countryside.
The result was that by 1945, the CCP had some 860,000
regulars under arms, and actually controlled much of the
territory in north China that was nominally occupied by
the Japanese.'” (See Atlas Map No. 21.) Long before the
war with Japan was over, the CCP had built the extensive
base that was to prove decisive in supporting its eventual
victory over the KMT.

The three-way stalemate continued until 1944, with
both the CCP and the KMT waiting for the United States
to defeat Japan while preparing for the eventual show-
down that each wished to avoid but regarded as inevitable.
American leaders during this time urged Chiang and the
KMT to go on the offensive against the Japanese. After
all, over half of Japan’s overseas troops were in China
even though the front was relatively stable and quiet." It
was correctly assumed that a reawakening of the front
would force the Japanese to devote even more effort to
China, and thus shorten the war. The mission given Gen-
eral Joseph Stilwell was to open the Burma Road and
increase the supplies reaching Chiang’s Szechwan base, to
reorganize and streamline the NRA, and to launch the
offensive against the Japanese. To enhance the NRA’s effi-
ciency, Stilwell planned both to reduce its organization
from 300 to 100 divisions and to replace inefficient gen-
erals with competent officers (e.g., Li Tsung-jen, Chiang’s
most threatening political rival)."

Focusing only on the military aspects of his mission,
Stilwell ignored the political realities of Chiang’s delicate
balance of power with the semi-independent warlords.
Chiang, however, saw no reason to waste his slender and
carefully-husbanded strength when all in China knew that
the Americans would easily beat the Japanese, regardless
of what the Chinese did. On the other hand, he did not
wish to abruptly refuse the Americans and thus risk losing
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their aid. Chiang therefore took advantage of a dispute
between Stilwell and his nominal subordinate, Major Gen-
eral Claire Chennault, who commanded the Fourteenth
U.S. Air Force. An infantryman, Stilwell claimed that
victory could only be won on the ground. A disciple of
Douhet and Mitchell, Chennault argued that, once he built
up his base infrastructure in south China, he could bomb
the Japanese islands into submission. By supporting
Chennault, Chiang found a tailormade excuse to do noth-
ing.'* As the ancient Chinese strategic text, the Sun Tzu,
said: ‘* ‘To win a hundred victories in a hundred battles is
not the acme of skill; rather it i1s to subdue the enemy
without fighting at all.’ And that is exactly what Chiang
had done. He had kept himself on the side of victory with-
out contributing his strength to it.””'*

Japan radically changed the situation in May 1944 by
invading the rest of central and southern China. This oper-
ation was meant both to destroy Chennault’s airbases and
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to establish a direct land link between Manchuria and In-
dochina—a link that had been made necessary by the de-
struction of most of the Japanese merchant marine forces.
(See Atlas Map No. 21.) In this largest Japanese offensive
since 1938, Japan not only accomplished its objectives,
but also proved that the NRA was powerless to resist its
troops in the field.

Following the Japanese capture of Chennault’s ad-
vance airbases, American policymakers tried to induce co-
operation between the CCP and the KMT. They hoped
that a workable coalition could be created and brought to
bear against the Japanese. Although both Chinese fac-
tions were far more concerned with the shape of China
after the war than they were in temporary expedients to
expel the Japanese, they agreed to talk. But neither side
trusted the other, and with good reason. The CCP de-
manded a full coalition government, intending to com-
plete the bourgeois revolution and then begin the socialist

General George C. Marshall (second from left) and Mao Tse-tung (far right) During Marshall’s Visit to China, 1946
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revolution years later; the KMT demanded that the Red
Army be disbanded. Both realized that the CCP could and
eventually would try to subvert a coalition government,
and that with the Red Army disbanded, the KMT could
and would try to exterminate the CCP. Nevertheless, the
talking continued when World War 11 ended with meetings
between the leaders of both parties—both Chiang and
Mao participated—taking place from August 28, 1945 to
October 10, 1945."* Conducted at the KMT’s wartime cap-
ital of Chungking, these meetings resulted in several prom-
ising agreements: cooperation in developing a new consti-
tution that would complete the transition to democratic
government in accordance with Sun Yat-sen’s three-stage
revolution; a plan to implement phased, parallel reduc-
tions in force that would maintain the KMT’s 5 to 1 numer-
ical troop superiority; and the establishment of tripartite
truce teams, consisting of equal numbers of U.S., KMT,
and CCP personnel, to mediate truce violations.'*

Promising as these agreements were, both sides balked
at implementing them. When this became obvious in No-
vember 1945, President Harry Truman sent General
George C. Marshall to China. Marshall managed to resur-
rect the negotiations, and in January 1946 he actually
achieved agreement by both sides concerning the structure
of a coalition government. But the two factions were actu-
ally stalling for time. Having no intention of allowing an
armed CCP to participate in a coalition government,
Chiang wanted to move his troops into position in the
former Japanese-occupied territory in north China and
Manchuria. For their part, the Communists wanted to
expand their liberated areas and to mobilize popular urban
support for a new government, which they intended to
dominate." As a result, Marshall’s efforts came to
naught.

Maneuvering for Position

In its initial moves, the KMT planned to reoccupy north
China and Manchuria as quickly as possible. To this end,
the United States deployed 113,000 troops and moved
some 500,000 NRA troops by air and sea into north Chi-
na’s cities to accept the Japanese surrender.'”” Despite this
American assistance, inadequate planning made the KMT
effort less than successful. As it evacuated its Szechwan
base, the KMT neglected the industries so laboriously
moved there in 1938. Then, as it moved into the north
China’s cities, it treated the recovered factories as war
booty and the residents as collaborators—whether justi-
fied or not. One particularly unwise measure required in-
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habitants to exchange their occupation currency for Chi-
nese dollars at an unfavorable rate of exchange that wiped
out their savings. This especially affected the small but
vocal urban middle class, and left very little capital avail-
able for private economic development. Furthermore,
government factories received preferential treatment in fi-
nancing and in the allocation of raw materials. To many
capitalists, the choice was essentially between inefficient
and corrupt socialism imposed by the KMT or efficient
socialism imposed by the CCP. Finally, and all too under-
standably, KMT bureaucratic corruption increased as offi-
cials sought to compensate themselves for the deprivations
they had suffered during the war years.'*

During this initial postwar period, the CCP was not
idle. Beginning in March 1945, just before the war with
Japan was over, the Red Army had launched a series of
offensives that were intended to establish a CCP barrier
between China and Manchuria, thus improving its posi-
tion on the ground.' At the end of the war, Chu Teh
immediately sent his troops forward to accept the Japa-
nese surrender, but General Douglas MacArthur’s head-
quarters directed the Japanese to surrender only to the
Soviet Union in Manchuria and to the KMT in that area
from the Manchurian border through North Vietnam. As
a result, the CCP disarmed only some 30,000 Japanese
troops in north China, while the NRA took custody of
some 1,250,000 Japanese troops and re-equipped itself
with their arms.'* But even considering American assist-
ance to the KMT, the CCP had a tremendous advantage in
north China for reasons already recounted but little under-
stood at the time. The CCP already controlled the north
Chinese countryside and the railway lines between the cit-
ies. Thus, the post-VJ Day race for north China had been
won before it was begun.

The situation in Manchuria, however, was another
story. Because neither the KMT nor the CCP had any base
there, Manchuria was the big prize as both parties at-
tempted to control what Japan had developed into China’s
most advanced region. Pursuant to the Yalta agreement
between all of the Allied Powers except China—the one
most involved—Soviet troops invaded Manchuria on Au-
gust 9, 1945, just prior to the Japanese surrender, and then
proceeded to disarm the Kwangtung Army. Although the
Soviet Union might have been expected to support the
CCP, it actually played a very equivocal and contradictory
role. As the Americans airlifted KMT troops and officials
into the Manchurian cities and Lin Piao led some 100,000
Red Army regulars into the Manchurian countryside, the
Soviet Union’s most significant effort was to appropriate
and ship industrial equipment valued at over $858 million
back to Russia."*" Apart from this, the Soviets recognized
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KMT sovereignty in Manchuria and helped install KMT
officials in the cities. Although the Soviet Union had the
ability to insure CCP control of Manchuria, it failed to do
so. Perhaps this was because the CCP was by then confi-
dent in its own form of Marxist doctrine, and, not willing
to become a Soviet satellite, shunned further Soviet assist-
ance. Perhaps, also, the Soviet Union feared a new war
with the Americans, or assumed that the KMT would win
anensuing struggle. At any rate, the Russians worked with
the Americans to bring the CCP and the KMT together,
and gave the CCP little direct aid. Nevertheless, when the
Soviet troops departed, some 300,000 rifles and 50,000
machineguns that had belonged to the Kwangtung Army
were turned over to Lin Piao’s forces, which then pro-
ceeded to occupy the major Manchurian cities."?

Once negotiations with the KMT became deadlocked in
late 1945, the CCP abandoned its hopes to achieve social-
ism via the bourgeois revolution and confidently began to
seek total victory through further fighting. However, even
though the CCP had a more committed popular base of
support, better control of its economy, better motivated
troops, less corrupt bureaucrats, and a comprehensive and
successful strategy, it commanded only 600,000 to 800,000
regulars and some 2 million militiamen to counter a KMT
that could muster over 5 million regular troops.'** Accord-
ingly, the CCP’s strategy continued to be tactically defen-
sive but strategically offensive—aimed at expanding terri-
torial control while reducing the KMT forces to numerical
parity. Key aspects of this strategy involved continuing the
land reform, fighting only when the Red Army had a mini-
mum local superiority of 3to 1, refusing to defend specific
territory unless such a defense had a probability of suc-
cess, and recruiting ex-puppet troops and NRA prisoners
of war. This last aspect of the strategy proved most effi-
cient as over 800,000 ex-NRA troops were integrated into
the CCP formations between 1945 and 1949. Chiang bore
the cost of their training and equipment while Mao reaped
the benefits of their service."* Furthermore, since the Red
Army did not deliberately commit itself to battle unless it
stood an excellent chance of winning, it generally did win.
This gave its troops tremendous confidence in their ability.

Chiang’s strategy of attempting to achieve a military
solution and then working on political, economic, and
social reconstruction ironically complemented Mao’s
plans. To implement his military strategy, Chiang intended
to position about 5 million troops on a massive arc stretch-
ing from Harbin to Lanchow—an arc that would extend
from Boston to St. Louis to Tulsa in the United States. (See
Atlas Map No. 22.) He would then launch two converging
attacks from the arc with the 1,330,000 men that consti-
tuted his effective field strength.™ An ambitious strategy
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under any circumstances, in Chiang’s case it was particu-
larly ambitious, given the worsening economic conditions
and the general disenchantment with the KMT as it moved
back into the cities. In 1946, prices rose 700 percent in the
areas of China that the KMT controlled, and the KMT’s
currency steadily depreciated until it was worthless. While
an American dollar had been worth 120 Chinese dollars in
1945, it was worth 11 million Chinese dollars in August of
1948.'+

General Ma.rqshall warned ‘‘that further military efforts
would only exacerbate Chinese economic and political
conditions, since the Communists were too strong to be
destroyed militarily. . . .’ But Chiang discounted this
warning. He did not believe that inflation would bring
about economic disaster ‘‘because the agrarian economy
of China was governed by forces different from those of
industrial western states.”’"** Since the rural subsistence-
level economy was largely a self-sufficient barter economy,
Chiang was correct in his basic analysis, and his advisers
were wrong. In his calculations, however, he overlooked
the fact that the CCP-controlled rural economy of north
China was little affected by the inflation, while his own
base of support, which had always been in the cities, was
badly damaged by it. Basically, Chiang gambled on a
quick military solution—on winning within six months,
before the whole structure came tumbling down.'*

In contrast, the CCP continued to expand its Mass Line
Strategyin order to fight a long war. Its leaders confidently
expected that the KMT’s political and economic problems
would pull it down over time, especially if prodded by
judicious military action. As a direct result of the land
reform programs, some 1,600,000 poor peasants joined
the Red Army during the final stages of this long civil war.
Mao and his colleagues were so confident that they pro-
claimed in June 1946 that they would win no later than
June 1951; soon afterwards, in August 1946, they publicly
published a detailed strategic analysis that accurately fore-
cast precisely how and why the KMT would lose."*

The Civil War Resumes

Sustained open warfare broke out in June 1946, when the
NRA commenced the clearing of the central and northern
Chinese cities and lines of communication, and drove Lin
Piao’s forces out of the Manchurian cities that they had
occupied since the Soviet withdrawal two months earlier.
Instead of retreating to the southwest to rejoin the main
elements of the Red Army, Lin withdrew due north to a
position from which he could threaten the right flank of
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Chiang’s great cordon."' By October 1946, the cordon was
completed as the NRA captured the pivotal Manchurian
city of Kalgan. As a result of these KMT moves, the nego-
tiations between the CCP and the KMT finally ended on
November 19, 1946, and Marshall departed China for the
last time on January 8, 1947. During the initial phases of
its great campaign, the NRA was most successful. But
Chiang’s gains, however impressive, did not insure ulti-
mate victory.

. . . it seemed that Chiang Kai-shek was triumphant
everywhere. He held all the major cities of Manchu-
ria and North China and seemed capable of taking as
many more as he chose with little effort. Few under-
stood the real situation—that outside the cities, in
the vast and decisive countryside, the Communists
were dominant, fighting a shrewd war of attrition
calculated to whittle the Nationalists down to size.'*?

Indeed, Mao’s war of attrition was most effective. By
1947, some 400,000 of the NRA’s regulars had been killed
or captured, while the strength of the CCP forces—now
renamed the People’s Liberation Army (PLA)—had
grown to 1,950,000 regulars and guerrtllas, in addition to
the militia.'*

Even though his cordon was in place, Chiang’s grand
offensive was delayed by inflation, starvation, and the
lack of money to pay his troops. However, it finally com-
menced in March 1947, when 230,000 men began a drive
north from Sian to Yenan. This force was intended to link
up with a comparable drive to the west from Kalgan, the
two movements constituting a giant pincers operation.
(See Atlas Map No. 22.) Pursuant to the CCP strategy
already outlined, Mao refused to defend Yenan, and the
CCP leadership retired to the northwest. Thus, although
the CCP capital of Yenan was captured, the result was an
empty victory, much like the British capture of Philadel-
phia in 1777 during the American War for Independence.
Furthermore, as Mao retreated from Yenan, PLA regulars
ambushed and halted the drive from Kalgan while simulta-
neously cutting the lines of communication of the forces
making the Sian drive, forcing them to fall back on Sian
with over 100,000 men killed, wounded, or captured.'*

Chiang’s grand strategy was ruined. He had gambled
and lost, and his American military advisers now urged
him to withdraw south of the Great Wall. Although a with-
drawal would possibly have been a militarily wise solution,
Chiang refused to do this because it would have entailed
abandoning Manchuria to the CCP and accepting a de
facto partition between north and south China."” This was
politically unacceptable, because it would have undoubt-
edly toppled his faction from its insecure control of the
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KMT. No regime that had fought the Japanese primarily
for the control of Manchuria could afford to abandon it so
quickly. To Chiang, abandoning Manchuria was tanta-
mount to abandoning his struggle for the control of
China.

Realizing that the KMT rear areas and lines of com-
munication were weak and overextended, the CCP began
limited counteroffensives in the summer of 1947. With
much of the NRA’s strength still in Manchuria and north
China, the PLA struck at central China, particularly at the
railways that ran through the region. By November 1947,
it had cut the Peking-Hankow (Wuhan) Railway, the criti-
cal link between north and central China. No longer using
guerrilla tactics, but rather the tactics of mobile war, the
PLA still sought to overextend and sap the strength of the
NRA instead of win territory; its military action was still
complemented by political and social mobilization."*¢ The
lack of flexibility within the NRA’s structure made it diffi-
cult to respond to these PLA initiatives. Moreover, even if
the NRA had been as technically proficient as the German
or American armies, China’s lack of a decent rail or high-
way net would have precluded its ability to transfer suffi-
cient reserves and defeat these widely separated and irritat-

Mao Tse-tung With His Army, 1947
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ing PLA thrusts, particularly since the PLA merely retired
when it met stiff opposition.

In December 1947, while the NRA’s attention was di-
verted to central China, Lin Piao’s 4th Field Army* began
to move south in Manchuria against KMT forces that had
been sitting idle in their city garrisons. Reinforced by a
massive recruiting of peasants and ex-puppet troops, Lin’s
forces far outnumbered the NRA garrison forces. Striking
quickly, the 4th Field Army inflicted some 150,000 casual-
ties on the NRA, pressed the remaining 300,000 troops
into the Changchun-Mukden area, and cut the NRA’s land
communication with north China. From this point on, the
KMT had to resupply its Manchurian garrisons by air,
using Chinchow on the south Manchurian coast as a
base.'"’

By the summer of 1948, the CCP had achieved its initial
objective of reducing the enemy to military parity. At that
time, the PLA had 3,000,000 regulars to oppose only
2,900,0001n the NRA ranks."* The KMT was on the defen-
sive with some 300,000 troops still in Manchuria, another
100,000 in Shantung Province, 500,000 more in the rest of
north China (centered in Peking), and the remaining
troops in central and southern China. Moreover, the PLA
was supported by a massive militia to handle its auxiliary,
rear area, and garrison duties, as well as to provide a pool
of semi-trained replacements. By contrast, the NRA’s re-
serves were depleted, and there was political unrest in the
cities due to the ever worsening economic conditions.'"
Emboldened by this new position of parity, the PLA cap-
tured the Manchurian supply base at Chinchow in August
1948, sealing the fate of the remaining NRA forces in
Manchuria. Then, the next month, an all-out CCP offen-
sive began, with the PLA operating for the first time in
large tactical formations which were supported by cap-
tured tanks and artillery.'®

In four quick and brilliant campaigns that were con-
ducted almost simultaneously and on a geographic scale
surpassing any military action in European history, the
PLA smashed the NRA, ejected it from north China and
Manchuria, and crushed its ability and will to resist. The
first of these campaigns involved the final conquest of
Manchuria, an area roughly the size of modern France. In
October 1948, Lin Piao’s 4th Field Army, 600,000 men
strong, attacked the 300,000 men in the encircled and
starving NRA garrisons at Changchun and Mukden. (See
Atlas Map No. 23.) Changchun was captured by the PLA
on October 20, 1948, after the NRA’s Sixtieth Army re-
volted and turned on the other defending troops. Mukden
fell on November 2, 1948. The Manchurian Campaign

*PLA field armies were the equivalent of army groups.
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cost the KMT some 470,000 of its best trained and
equipped troops. '

While Lin Piao’s 4th Field Army was completing the
conquest of Manchuria, General Ch’en Yi’s 3rd Field
Army drove east to conduct the Liaohsi-Shenyang Cam-
paign in Shantung Province (See Atlas Map No. 23.) Last-
ing from September 12 through November 2, 1948, this
campaign completed the conquest of the Shantung region,
an area the size of the Low Countries in Europe. The NRA
lost another 100,000 men and 50,000 rifles to the PLA.'*

For the next campaign, Ch’en Yi’s 3rd Field Army was
joined by the PLA’s 2nd Field Army under General Liu
Po-Ch’eng directly after the conquest of Shantung. To-
gether totaling between 550,000 and 600,000 men, Ch’en’s
and Liu’s forces quickly wheeled and turned south. (See
Atlas Map No. 24.) To counter this thrust, Chiang decided
to defend a line along the Huai River—the traditional
boundary between north and south China. Centering on
Hsuchow, he deployed some 550,000 to 600,000 men. The
PLA opened the offensive on November 6, 1948, only four
days after Ch’en Yi had closed the Liaohsi-Shenyang
Campaign. Almost immediately, four NRA divisions in
the center of Chiang’s long defensive line switched sides
and joined the PLA. The PLA then drove into the gap,
splitting the NRA forces. This was followed by drives
down the seacoast and in the west to cut the NRA units off
from reinforcement or supply by sea. When these three
PLA columns met in the south, they created two massive
encirclements within which virtually all of the defending
forces were contained. Once the encirclements were com-
pleted, the PLA began to mop up the NRA formations,
unit by unit.'s

Chiang immediately tried to break through to his encir-
cled forces with a drive from the south spearheaded by his *
armored corps, but extensive PLA antitank ditches, the
adverse weather of mid-winter, and logistical difficulties
involving NRA tank movements halted the relief effort
before it could break the encirclements. Failing to effect
the relief of the trapped forces and losing his elite armored
corps in the process, Chiang then ordered his air forces to
bomb his troops’ own positions and thus prevent their
equipment from being captured by the PLA. This ‘‘proof
that their supreme commander thought more of hardware
than of the lives of his own men [virtually] ended resist-
ance,”’'* and the last trapped NRA units surrendered on
January 10, 1949. Following this surrender, the PLA’s 2nd
and 3rd Field Armies immediately pushed south to the
Yangtze River.

In the words of Peter Young, a distinguished British
military historian, this 65-day battle, the Huai-hai Battle,
was ‘‘one of the great battles of modern history.””'* By the
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time it was over, the NRA had suffered 175,000 more casu-
alties, and an additional 325,000 men had been captured
by the PLA.'" Furthermore, since the PLA’s 1st Field
Army was still in the northwest, the Huai-hai Battle com-
pleted the encirclement of the remaining 500,000 NRA
troops in north China. These troops became the objective
of the PLA’s fourth great campaign, the Peking-Tientsin
Campaign. Even before the Huai-hai Battle was over, Lin
Piao’s 4th Field Army moved south from Manchuria in
December 1948 and joined General Nieh Jung-chen’s
North China Field Army* to advance on the NRA garri-
sons in Peking and Tientsin. (See Atlas Map No. 24.)
These were overwhelmed by the end of January 1949.

The Peking-Tientsin Campaign completed the PLA’s
great offensive. As a result of this blitzkrieg, in the space
of only three months, Chiang lost a total of 1,400,000 men
and their equipment. This amounted to about half of his
nominal strength, but a much greater percentage of his
actual combat power since his remaining formations were
generally second echelon units. Although Chiang had held
supreme command throughout one of the worst disasters
in world military history, it must be remembered that his
uncertain control of China’s inadequate rail network
made it impossible for him to move troops rapidly enough
to counter PLA initiatives. Even a tactical genius would
have had difficulty under these conditions. Nevertheless,
the NRA’s problems should not dim the accomplishments
of the PLA’s commanders. Even given the superiority of
their troops and tactical intelligence, the PLA com-
manders faced precisely the same obstacles to effective
communication and coordination. Thus, the precise inte-
gration of rapid and massive troop movements over an
area as large as all of Western Europe qualifies Chu Teh
and his army group commanders for inclusion in the ranks
of accomplished commanders. At the conclusion of these
brilliant campaigns, China was effectively partitioned at
the Yangtze River into a Communist north and a National-
ist south. The Nationalist south, however, was defended
by an army whose will and capacity to resist had been
broken.

The remainder of the civil war was somewhat anticli-
mactic. It was obvious to all that only a miracle could save
the KMT. While the Huai-hai Battle and Peking-Tientsin
Campaign were still drawing to a close, Chiang attempted
to negotiate peace terms. Mao contemptuously rejected
them. Chiang also appealed desperately to the West for aid
in salvaging the KMT’s position, but there too he was
rejected.'” Then, on January 21, 1949, he resigned the

*The North China Field Army is sometimes referred to as the 5th Field
Army, but it was never formally so designated.
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Presidency of the Republic of China, and a new govern-
ment under Li Tsung-jen took charge. While the PLA was
regrouping and reorganizing, Li sent a delegation to the
CCP headquarters in Peking to negotiate a peace settle-
ment. Although the delegation accomplished its mission,
the settlement gave all real power to the CCP; thus, Li’s
government rejected it on April 20, 1949. Meanwhile,
Chiang began planning a withdrawal to Taiwan. In the
months following his resignation, he began to move
500,000 of those men whose commanders were still loyal
to him as well as the remainder of the government’s finan-
cial reservest and much of its archives and art treasures to
Taiwan."* (See Atlas Map No. 25.) This, of course, left Li
with few resources with which to establish his government
or conduct a viable defense of south China.

On April 21, 1949, the day after Li’s government re-
jected the peace settlement that its representatives had ne-
gotiated in Peking, the rested PLA 2nd and 3rd Field Ar-
mies crossed the Yangtze River on a 300-mile front—a
major achievement of military engineering because the
Yangtze River was several miles wide and, in that area,
deep enough to accommodate major ships. They then
swept through Nanking, Nanchang, and the southeast
China countryside. At the same time, Lin Piao’s 4th Field
Army moved on their western flank, capturing Wuhan on
May 17, 1949. Lin’s forces then took Changsha. Finally,
on October 14, 1949, two weeks after Mao had proclaimed
the formation of the People’s Republic of China, Lin cap-
tured Li Tsung-jen’s last capital at Canton.'” (See Atlas
Map No. 25.) Throughout the areas of China that the PLA
had bypassed, warlords and KMT administrators strug-
gled to obtain the best possible terms from the CCP. With
the capitulation of Szechwan Province in December 1949,
37 years of civil war came to an end.'” However, the begin-
ning of a new era had already been signaled in April of
1949, when the British sent four warships up the Yangtze
River to protect foreign investments. Firing on them, the
PLA captured one ship and chased the other three out of
the river. Thus, 107 years of foreign intervention came to
an end, achieving what had been the major underlying
purpose of the revolution in the beginning.""

A Perspective

An explanation of how the Communist victory took place
is important not only to an understanding of China today

+The financial reserves consisted of approximately $300 million. About
2,000,000 persons fled the mainland with Chiang’s forces.
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but also to a comprehension of precisely what Mao’s form
of revolutionary war, or people’s war, really involves. The
military aspects of the war reveal very little that was new;
guerrilla tactics were used successfully in the American
Revolution and in the Spanish War for Independence,
from which the term ‘‘guerrilla’ derives. However, the
military dimensions of Mao’s type of war mean nothing
without the underlying political, social, and economic di-
mensions. In the 1920s, the political game in China was a
closed game, with competition restricted to the warlords,
who jockeyed for political power by using force. By ex-
panding the participation in the game through involve-
ment of the urban elite, the 25 percent of the population
that was aware of contemporary events, the KMT proved
able to gain a precarious dominance over the warlords. By
further expanding the game through mobilization of the
previously quiescent peasants, who comprised 75 percent
of the population, the CCP proved able to control the
game completely, notwithstanding KMT efforts.

Once the CCP was forced to mobilize the last 75 percent
of the population, and once it was allowed to do so with-
out hindrance, the KMT could never have won with its
narrow base of support. When the CCP moved into the
countryside, implementing its drastic but necessary pro-
gram of social reform, the KMT’s only chance for success
would have been to move in a parallel manner. It would
have had to implement its own reforms and adopt a strat-
egy similar to the CCP’s Mass Line, carefully integrating
military aspects into the socioeconomic aspects of a coor-
dinated and mutually supportive political strategy. Had it
done so, it probably would have been successful, since it
succeeded when it competed with the CCP for the support
of the small urban proletariat. It is ironic that once he was
confined to Taiwan Province and freed from vested inter-
ests, Chiang quickly adopted draconian land reform pro-
grams and built a viable and dynamic regime upon them.
Had he been able to do so on the mainland 20 years earlier,
the CCP might have had its support co-opted before it
became a major threat. Obsessed with military solutions to
the social and economic problems that the CCP repre-
sented, and both distracted and weakened by the war with
Japan, the KMT never had a chance to do so.

After the 1927 coups, when Chiang moved politically to
the right and made that wing of the KMT dominant, the
party stood for capitalism and individualism. These were
Western concepts that were alien to traditional Chinese
ethics and, indeed, actually condemned and despised by
them. Since they were concepts borrowed from the hated
westerners, they also represented a betrayal of the initial
objective of the revolution—the expulsion of foreign in-
fluence. This was in direct contrast to the CCP’s programs
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of socialism, group endeavor, and individual subordina-
tion, concepts highly prized by traditional Chinese ethics.
The CCP’s close association with the traditional ethic be-
came more pronounced in 1927 when it was forced by the
KMT to deviate from Marxist doctrine and concentrate on
the peasants instead of the proletariat. Thus, the KMT
accidentally converted a rather innocuous rival with little
chance for success into a major contender whose success
was very likely. Furthermore, after 1927, the KMT ceased
to be a revolutipnary party in all but name. Instead, it
aimed at preserving the status quo that had been achieved.
This would have been a viable objective had existing con-
ditions been to the satisfaction of the majority of the pop-
ulation and provided for everybody’s minimum expecta-
tions from life. After the CCP awakened the peasants and
proved to them that they could demand and get a more
equitable division of China’s resources, however, condi-
tions needed further modification, and the KMT failed to
provide it. Thus, the KMT aborted its own very promising
revolution before it was completed.

A key problem that hampered KMT success was the fact
that it was never a cohesive and unified party. This disunity
precluded stable, integrated long-term planning, and also
precluded the actions necessary to develop a viable and
effective government. The inability to reduce military ex-
penditures and produce a balanced budget represents but
one example of this problem. Furthermore, the lack of
cohesion precluded gaining adequate party control over
the countryside. If the CCP hadn’t existed, or the KMT
had worked in relative harmony with the CCP, Chiang
could have been successful in the long run. However, the
CCP did exist, and Chiang refused to co-opt or otherwise
use it after 1927.

By 1945, the KMT’s only real chance to dominate China
eventually would have been to compromise and establish a
coalition government, working either to bring the CCP
into its own movement or to win the CCP’s support. Had it
done so, the KMT might have been able to emulate the
Western Europeans and forestall the CCP’s plans to bring
about a socialist revolution after the bourgeois revolution
had been completed. A key problem here was the KMT’s
perception of the CCP as a tool of Russian communism.
This perception was totally mistaken. In actuality, the
CCP was a nationalistic expression aiming at reform that
was basically compatible with the Chinese tradition. Dur-
ing its early, formative years, it was heavily dependent on
the Comintern for advice and direction. After the failure
of the Li Li-san Line in 1930, however, and particularly
after Mao’s rise to ascendency, the CCP rejected Russian
guidance and boldly implemented its own radically differ-
ent programs. While certainly Communist, the CCP was,







62

Notes

'Figures taken from James Harrison, The Long March to
Power (New York, 1974), p. 9. Ever since the first census, that of
A.D. 2, the average Chinese family contained five persons. Dur-
ing the author’s 1978 travels through the People’s Republic of
China, he found that the figure of five persons per family was still
being used for planning purposes. Today (1987), in an effort to
control the birthrate, the Chinese Government penalizes families
that contain more than three persons.

*Albert Feuerwerker, The Chinese Economy, 1912-1949 Ann
Arbor, M1: University of Michigan Center for Chinese Studies,
1968), p. 33.

'Dwight Perkins, ‘*Government as an Obstacle to Industrial-
1zation: The Case of Nineteenth Century China,”’ in The Journal
of Economic History, Vol. XXVII, No. 4 (December 1967), p.
487.

‘Feuerwerker, Chinese Economy, p. 53.

‘William Morwood, Duel for the Middle Kingdom (New
York, 1980), pp. 32-33.

“John Fairbank, Edwin Reischauer, and Albert Craig, East
Asia: The Modern Transformation (Boston, 1964), p. 649.

"Morwood, Duel, p. 30.

‘Ibid., p. 53.

'Ibid., pp. 52-53.

""Ibid., p. 68.

""Harrison, Long March, p. 43.

"“This paragraph is based on arguments in Feuerwerker, Chi-
nese Economy, pp. 22, 28, 32.

""Morwood, Duel, p. 66.

"“Harrison, Long March, p. 51.

"“Harrison, Long March, pp. 76-77.

""Morwood, Duel, p. 34.

"Ibid., p. 96.

"Hy Pu-yu, A Brief History of the Chinese National Revolu-
tionary Forces (Taipei, 1973), p. 5. Of the Whampoa Military
Academy’s entering class of 499 cadets, some 80 were affiliated
with the CCP and its youth organization (Harrison, Long
March, p. 56).

"“Fairbank et al., East Asia, p. 682.

“Hu, Revolutionary Forces, pp. 14-15.

*'James Sheridan, China in Disintegration (New York, 1975),
p. 161.

“Morwood, Duel, p. 113.

*'Fairbank et al., East Asia, p. 687.

“*Sheridan, China, p. 168.

“‘Harrison, Long March, p. 83.

“*Fairbank et al., East Asia, p. 687.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 84.

**Sheridan, China, p. 170.

“Morwood, Duel, p. 117.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 93.

Ibid., pp. 88-90.

‘Ibid., p. 96.

'Ibid., p. 122.

“Morwood, Duel, pp. 152-153.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 130.

“This quotation and the analysis that precedes it is from
Sheridan, China, p. 179.

The Chinese Civil War I

“Morwood, Duel, p. 157.

"Fairbank et al., East Asia, p. 696.

“Morwood, Duel, pp. 157-158.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 152.

“'Harrison, Long March, p. 152.

“Sheridan, China, pp. 184-185.

“Ibid., p. 186.

“Fairbank et al., East Asia, pp. 691-692.

“Feuerwerker,«Chinese Economy, p. 7.

“Fairbank et al., East Asia, p. 697.

“'Feuerwerker, Chinese Economy, pp. 48-53; Immanuel Hsu,
The Rise of Modern China (New York, 1975), p. 688.

“Fairbank et al., East Asia, p. 700.

“Feuerwerker, Chinese Economy, p. 53.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 211.

“'Ibid., p. 318.

“Morwood, Duel, p. 215.

“Hsu, Rise, p. 687.

“Scott Boorman, The Protracted Game: A Wei-ch’i Interpre-
tation of Maoist Revolutionary Strategy London, 1969), p. 73.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 143.

*Boorman, Protracted Garmne, p. 62.

“Sheridan, China, p. 248.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 346.

“Morwood, Duel, p. 150.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 205.

*“Morwood, Duel, p. 150.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 207.

“Ibid., p. 145.

“Ibid., p. 207.

“Morwood, Duel, p. 168.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 207.

“Ibid., p. 146.

“Ibid., 210.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 209.

“Boorman, Protracted Game, p. 70.

""Harrison, Long March, pp. 164, 199; Morwood, Duel, pp.
168, 178; Hsu, Rise, p. 672.

"*Sheridan, China, p. 249.

"Hsu, Rise, p. 666.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 176.

“*Morwood, Duel, p. 170.

"This account of the First and Second Extermination Cam-
paigns is based on Harrison, Long March, p. 192, and H.H.
Collier and Paul Chin-chih Lai, Organizational Changes in the
Chinese Army, 1895-1950 (Taipei, 1969), p. 159.

“Sheridan, China, p. 247.

"Collier and Lai, Chinese Army, p. 159; Morwood, Duel, p.
171; Harrison, Long March, p. 191.

“Hsu, Rise, p. 664.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 191.

“"Hsu, Rise, pp. 672-673; Harrison, Long March, pp. 200-
201.

“Peter Young, A Dictionary of Battles, 1816-1976 (New York,
1978), p. 198.

“'Hsu, Rise, pp. 665, 672.

“Harrison, Long March, pp. 192, 239, 246; Collier and Lai,




The Protracted War

Chinese Army, pp. 185-186.

*Harrison, Long March, pp. 234, 242-244.

*Harrison, Long March, pp. 238-239; Sheridan, China, p.
252; Hsu, Rise, p. 675.

*Hsu, Rise, p. 674.

*Morwood, Duel, pp. 197-198.

“Ibid., p. 199.

“Harrison, Long March, p. 238.

*'Harrison, Long March, p. 246; Morwood, Duel, pp. 198-
199, and Sheridan, China, p. 252.

**Morwood, Duel, pp. 199-211.

“*Harrison, Long March, p. 320.

*“Ibid., p. 317.

“Morwood, Duel, p. 225.

*Harrison, Long March, p. 267.

“Ibid.

*Morwood, Duel, pp. 231-232. See also Harrison, Long
March, pp. 268-269, and Hsu, Rise, p. 678.

“Hsu, Rise, p. 701; Lincoln Li, The Japanese Army in North
China, 1937-1945 (Tokyo, 1975), p. 34; Marius Jansen, Japan
and China: From War to Peace, 1894-1972 (Chicago, 1975), pp.
393-394.

'“Hsu, Rise, p. 724; Harrison, Long March, p. 278.

'“"Jansen, Japan and China, p. 394.

"“Harrison, Long March, p. 269.

'%Ppeter Duus, The Rise of Modern Japan (Boston, 1976), p.
220.

'“Harrison, Long March, p. 276.

'"“Morwood, Duel, p. 258.

'“Morwood, Duel, p. 258 gives the figure of two weeks for the
sack of Nanking. Hsu, Rise, p. 703 claims that there were 100,000
civilian casualties, while Young, Dictionary, p. 104, puts the fig-
ure at only 40,000.

'Morwood, Duel, p. 262.

'“Harrison, Long March, p. 277.

'®Young, Dictionary, p. 164.

""Harrison, Long March, pp. 276, 296; Morwood, Duel, p.
260.

"'Ibid., p. 261.
"’Young, Dictionary, pp. 164-165; Jansen, Japan and China,
p. 395.

'"SLi, Japanese Army, p. 9.

'"“Harrison, Long March, pp. 280, 350.

"“Ibid., p. 280.

"Feuerwerker, Chinese Economy, pp. 22, 24.

""Morwood, Duel, p. 130.

"Ipid., p. 300.

"“Fairbank et al., East Asia, p. 717.

'Hsu, Rise, p. 722.

“'"Morwood, Duel, p. 274.

“Ibid., pp. 270-271.

'“Harrison, Long March, p. 269.

*Morwood, Duel, pp. 280-281; Harrison, Long March, pp.
300, 316.

'"“Harrison, Long March, p. 316.

Morwood, Duel, pp. 282-283.

""Ibid., p. 384; Harrison, Long March, pp. 300, 316.

63

'"*Morwood, Duel, p. 321.

'"“Harrison, Long March, p. 294.

"Hsu, Rise, p. 736.

“'Morwood, Duel, p. 292.

"*Morwood, Duel, pp. 292-312; Barbara Tuchman, Stilwell
and the American Experience in China, 1911-1945 (New York,
1972), pp. 454-463.

"*Morwood, Duel, p. 305.

"*Morwood, Duel, p. 5.

"“Harrison, Long March, pp. 377-378, 386.

"“*Morwood, Duel, pp. 314, 337; Harrison, Long March, p.
375.

"“"Harrison, Long March, pp. 371, 386.

"*Feuerwerker, Chinese Economy, pp. 24-25; Harrison, Long
March, p. 382; Morwood, Duel, p. 355; Hsu, Rise, p. 771.

"“John Gittings, The Role of the Chinese Army (London,
1967), p. 2.

'"“Harrison, Long March, p. 371.

"“'Gittings, Role, p. 2; Harrison, Long March, p. 379.

"“’Gittings, Role, p. 14; Harrison, Long March, pp. 379, 390;
Morwood, Duel, p. 339.

“}Ibid., pp. 371-372.

"““*Morwood, Duel, pp. 342, 349-350; Gittings, Role, p. 6.

““Morwood, Duel, pp. 340-342.

"““Harrison, Long March, p. 391; Morwood, Duel, pp. 356-
357.

“"Harrison, Long March, p. 391.

"“*Hsu, Rise, p. 756.

'"“Gittings, Role, p. 10.

"““Harrison, Long March, p. 390; Gittings, Role, p. 10.

"“'Gittings, Role, p. 6; Harrison, Long March, p. 390.

"*Morwood, Duel, p. 350.

"“*Harrison, Long March, p. 396.

"**Morwood, Duel, pp. 350-354.

"**Gittings, Role, p. 4; Morwood, Duel, p. 354.

"“*Gittings, Role, pp. 6-7.

'Gittings, Role, p. 7; Hsu, Rise, p. 759; Harrison, Long
March, p. 373.

"**Gittings, Role, p. 18.

'“*Gittings, Role, p. 7.

'“Ibid., p. 8; F.F. Liu, ‘‘Defeat by Military Default,” in The
Kuomintang Debacle of 1949: Conquest or Collapse? (Boston,
1966), p. 9.

"“'Harrison, Long March, p. 424; Liu, ‘‘Defeat,”’ p. 11; Hsu,
Rise, p. 416.

'““’Harrison, Long March, p. 423; Gittings, Role, p. 8.

'“*Morwood, Duel, pp. 369-370; Hsu, Rise, p. 760; Gittings,
Role, p. 8.

'“Morwood, Duel, p. 369.

'““Young, Dictionary, p. 172.

'“Harrison, Long March, p. 424; Morwood, Duel, p. 369.

'“’Gittings, Role, p. 8.

'“*Harrison, Long March, pp. 425-426; Morwood, Duel, p.
374.

'““Harrison, Long March, pp. 425-426; Gittings, Role, p. 9.

"°Gittings, Role, p. 9.

"""Harrison, Long March, p. 426.







The Protracted War 65

Annex B

Wade-Giles/Pin-Yin Conversion and
Pronunciation Guide

This guide covers the principal Chinese names contained in the text. The column on the left shows the Wade-Giles spelling as
used in the text, while the Pin-yin spelling is given in the center column. The phonetic rendition given in the right column,
sounded as in English, provides the correct pronunciation. Each group of letters—e.g., “Youahn™ or “Jiahng”—should be pro-

nounced as one syllable.

WADE-GILES

PIN-YIN

PHONETIC

Names

Chang Hsueh-liang

Zhang Xueliang

Jahng Shway-leeahng

Chang Tso-lin Zhang Zuolin Jahng So-lin
Chen Yi ChenYi Jen Yee

Chiang Kai-shek Chiang Kai-shek Jiahng Kai-shek
Chou En-lai Zhou Enlai Joe En-lie

Chu Teh Zhu De Jew Duh

Feng Yu-hsiang Feng Yuziang Fung You-Shiang
Li Tsung-jen Li Zongren Lee Soong-ren
Lin Piao Lin Biao Lin Beow

Liu Po-ch’eng Liu Bocheng Lew Bo-cheng
Mao Tse-tung Mao Zedong Mao Zuh-doong
P’eng Teh-huai Peng Dehuai Pung Duh-why
Sun Yat-sen Sun Yat-sen Soon Yaht-sen
Wang Ching-wei Wang Jingwei Wahng Jing-way
Yen Hsi-shan Yan Xishan Yen She-shan
Yian Shih-k’ai Yuan Shikai Youahn Sher-kai
Places

Changchun Zhangzhun Jahng-jun
Changsha Changsha Jahng-shah
Chinchow Jinzhou Jin-joe
Chungking Chongqing Jung-king
Huai-hai Huai-hai Hwhy-hi -
Kiangsi Jiangxi Jiang-see
Nanchang Nanjang Nahn-jahng
Nanking Nanjing Nahn-jing
Peking Beijing Bay-jing
Shanghai Shanghai Shahng-hi

Sian Xian See-ahn

Tsunyi Zunyi Soon-yee
Yangtze Yangze Yahng-zuh
Yenan Yanan Yon-ahn













Korea: From Victim to 3

Victor

Muffled by the persistent rains of the early summer mon-
soon, the artillery of the North Korean People’s Army
opened fire on troops of the Army of the Republic of
Korea as they stood watch south of the 38th Parallel. The
first rounds fell at approximately 4:00 a.m. on June 25,
1950. Unlike border incursions in the recent past, they
continued to fall until well after daybreak.* The first
South Korean troops to suffer the full impact were dug in
on the Ongjin peninsula and in the Kaesong area, both of
which lie on the western side of Korea.t (See map on page
70.) About 30 minutes after the preparatory fires began,
the North Korean 1st and 6th Infantry Divisions, the 3rd
Constabulary Brigade, and one regiment of the 105th Ar-
mored Brigade crossed the border to fix the South Korean
defenders in place while troops of the main effort prepared
to strike. An hour later, at 5:30 a.m., the clanking of North
Korean T-34 tanks signaled the advance of the units mak-
ing the main attack. They moved just north of Uijongbu,
astride the shortest route between the 38th Parallel and
Seoul, the capital of the Republic of Korea. Here, the rest
of the 105th Armored Brigade spearheaded the North Ko-
rean 3rd and 4th Infantry Divisions in a drive to capture
Seoul. Farther to the east, in the mountains of central
Korea, two more infantry divisions, the 2nd and the 7th,
struck the South Koreans. The fourth prong of the attack
was aimed down the east coast of Korea. There, the 5th
Infantry Division, a motorcycle regiment, and an indepen-

*The precise time that the North Koreans opened fire varied as much as
an hour from one end of the frontier to the other. Korean time is 13 hours
in advance of eastern daylight time; therefore, 4:00 a.m., June 25, was
3:00 p.m., June 24 in Washington, D.C. Each time used in this chapter is
the local time at the place where the action being described occurred.

{Spelling of place names is taken from maps, Korea, 1:50000, AMS
L524, produced by the Army Map Service, United States Army Corps of
Engineers, 1950. The single exception to this policy is the use of the
anglicized spelling of Inchon. This spelling was chosen because of its
common and frequent usage throughout this text.

dent infantry unit, all supported by previously infiltrated
guerrillas, crossed the 38th Parallel heading for Sam-
ch’ok. At 6:00 a.m., motorized junks and sampans landed
amphibious assault troops on the coast, north and south
of Samch’ok.' Thus began the military confrontation be-
tween forces of the Communist bloc and the United States
and its allies.

In response to this attack, President Harry S. Truman
ordered the armed forces of the United States to intervene
on behalf of the Republic of Korea against the invading
army of North Korea. In subsequent months, General of
the Army Douglas A. MacArthur led the fight to save the
South Koreans from being overrun, first defending at Pu-
san and later counterattacking decisively at Inchon. Con-
currently, the United States undertook the leadership of
the Western Allies against what were perceived to be the
hostile intentions of the Soviet Union. Early in October,
MacArthur’s United Nations Command crossed the 38th
Parallel in pursuit of both the remnants of the North Ko-
rean Army and the unification of Korea. Instead of vic-
tory, however, MacArthur found his men fighting a new
enemy, the Chinese Communists. By the end of November,
the United Nations Command had suffered defeat at the
hands of the Chinese. Thereafter, both sides fought for
tactical advantage near the 38th Parallel in a war of attri-
tion. Meanwhile, the Chinese and North Koreans waged a
propaganda campaign, and, through negotiation, the
United Nations sought a way to disengage.

The Allies’ military defeat in Korea deserves far more
attention than soldiers have given it in the past, for it had a
profound effect on future military policy and command
relationships. Most military commentators have empha-
sized the victories at Pusan and Inchon. Gaining satisfac-
tion from these examples of tactical and strategic mobility,
they have explained the subsequent American defeat by
charging civilian leaders with unwarranted interference in

69






From Victim to Victor

military affairs or by decrying the lamentable state of
American preparedness. While there are elements of truth
in these arguments, they avoid the main issue. The search
for an explanation demands that we ask how MacArthur’s
United Nations Command managed to maneuver itself
into such a vulnerable position in the first place. With a
limited kind of victory in hand along the 38th Parallel at
the end of September 1950, what happened to bring on
defeat in November and to force the United States to seek
a negotiated peace in the ensuing years of the war?

The International Background

When the guns of World War II fell silent in 1945, and
Americans overwhelmingly demanded the role of world
leadership, President Truman led the United States into a
close peacetime bond with Europe.? A solid majority in
each region of the country embraced internationalism in
some form—either by membership in the United Nations
(UN) or by participation in some type of postwar alliance
or international policy system.> Whether through cause or
effect, American internationalism flowered at the same
time that hostility between the United States and her
former ally, the Soviet Union, was mounting.

In the years that followed, the Cold War erupted and
intensified as the United States and the Soviet Union
clashed over their conflicting interests. Soviet actions in
the eastern Mediterranean, Czechoslovakia, and Berlin
made the United States determined to contain the spread
of Soviet influence. The political position of the United
States was reflected in a series of commitments and poli-
cies: the Marshall Plan, which offered postwar aid to those
war-ravaged countries of Europe; the Truman Doctrine,
under which the United States assisted Greece and Turkey
in the fight against communism; the policy of contain-
ment, a corollary of the Marshall Plan that sought to pre-
vent Soviet expansion; and membership in the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Once again, the
United States had cast her lot with her traditional allies in
Western Europe. By 1949, the structure, if not the sub-
stance, of the central alliance system of World War II had
been re-established. The enemy had changed, and the issue
was now containment of the Soviet Union, but most of the
old friendships and the ground over which the allies might
fight were the same. Meanwhile, the war and its aftermath
also entangled the United States with Asian allies.

Though far less consciously contrived than the Western
alliance, links of various strengths had been forged be-
tween the United States and Japan, Taiwan (formerly
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President Harry S. Truman

called Formosa), and Korea. (See Atlas Map No. 26.) Sta-
tioning her strongest occupation force in Japan immedi-
ately after the war, the United States governed through
General MacArthur, who acted as the Supreme Com-
mander for the Allied Powers as well as senior American
military commander in the Far East. Under the vigorous
leadership of that old hero of the Pacific war, the United
States formed close political and economic bonds with
Japan as the years passed. In a speech delivered in January
1950, Secretary of State Dean Acheson demonstrated the
strategic importance of Japan by including her within the
American defense perimeter of the Pacific. Acheson de-
scribed a line that ran from the Aleutian Islands to the
Philippines and included Japan and Okinawa. By exclud-
ing Taiwan and Korea, he reaffirmed the accepted policy
of the administration, one proposed by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) as early as 1947 and publicy endorsed by Mac-
Arthur in 1949.¢ In 1950, therefore, approved emergency
plans for the Far East did not provide for the defense of
either Taiwan or Korea.’

Following World War II, Chiang Kai-shek’s struggle
with the Chinese Communists had frustrated the hopes of
the Truman administration for China. Well before Mao
Tse-tung and his forces drove the Chinese Nationalists
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from the mainland to Taiwan in the fall of 1949, Washing-
ton had anticipated Chiang’s ultimate defeat. Although
the administration did not want to wash its hands of
Chiang, the cost of defending Taiwan was simply too
high.® By 1950, America’s commitment to China was at its
lowest ebb.

In contrast to its relationship with Chiang Kai-shek’s
government on Taiwan, the United States had assumed
responsibility for setting up and protecting the South Ko-
rean Government.” When the war against Japan came to
its sudden end in 1945, the United States found itself unex-
pectedly in charge of the southern half of the Korean pen-
insula. (See Atlas Map No. 26.) With Russian troops ad-
vancing on Korea from the north and American forces on
Okinawa preparing to land in South Korea, the JCS pro-
posed that the Russians accept the surrender of Japanese
forces north of the 38th Parallel and that the United States
take the surrender in the south. Accordingly, Russian
troops moved into Korea on August 8, 1945, and United
States forces entered the country on September 8. At that
time, the 38th Parallel had no great political significance.
It simply served to divide Korea in such a way as to give the
United States a port in the north (Inchon) and one in the
south (Pusan) to facilitate the repatriation of Japanese
troops.*

The United States and the Soviet Union then estab-
lished a joint commission to form a provisional Korean
government. But the Soviets and the Americans disagreed

The Korean War

on the credentials of various Korean political groups that
sought to govern the land, and mutual suspicion mounted
as the Soviets condemned the United States as a colonial
power. By May 1947, discussions had reached a complete
stalemate on all major issues inherent in Korean unifica-
tion. Ominously, the 38th Parallel hardened into an inter-
national boundary between the Communist Democratic
Republic of Korea in the north and Syngman Rhee’s Re-
public of Korea in the south. Increasing tension along this
boundary led to _frequent military clashes between North
and South Koreans throughout 1949 and into 1950. In
August 1949, North Korea launched a large-scale invasion
of the Ongjin peninsula. After heavy fighting, the assault
was repulsed, only to be renewed in October. Guerrillas,
who reportedly were subject to general orders from the
North, waged a campaign of terror over large areas of
South Korea.’ By June 1950, even though the Korean pen-
insula was outside of the defense perimeter described six
months earlier by Acheson, South Korea was potentially
an important part of the American postwar system that
had been erected to contain Soviet influence.

Strategic Issues

When the JCS contemplated the strategic problem faced
by the United States in the Cold War milieu, they agreed
that the abstract concept of containment of the Soviet
Union and its Communist ideology had to be given shape
and substance. At the close of World War II, the United
States had accepted obligations that were to become mili-
tary requirements in the years ahead. She agreed to occupy
Germany, Austria, Trieste, Korea, and Japan, both to help
guard against the revival of fascism and to begin political
reconstruction. Commitments to support the United Na-
tions and to occupy and govern the defeated territories
required the stationing of conventional military forces
both in the United States and overseas. Quite naturally,
however, the American people and their elected leaders
demanded a demobilization of the wartime force. Even
before the war ended, the United States had begun to re-
duce her armed strength to a postwar level of about 1.5
million men. In six months, demobilization was halfway
complete. During that time, the Army discharged 4 million
men; it would discharge over 2 million more in the next six
months. Matching cutbacks in the Army, the Air Force
dropped from 218 groups to 109. The Navy boasted that
its demobilization was over halfway complete by January
1, 1946.
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As the political breach between the Soviet Union and
the Western Allies widened, Soviet military strength
quickly replaced resurgent fascism as the main military
threat to the interests of the United States. If the Soviets
resorted to war, they would be able to employ overwhelm-
ing land forces almost immediately against the nations of
Western Europe and the occupation forces of the United
States. The great distance between the Soviet European
heartland and the Far East limited possible Soviet opera-
tions in that area and reduced the threat accordingly. Al-
though lacking long-range aircraft, the Soviets could sup-
port ground operations with powerful tactical air forces.
At sea, the Soviet surface navy was a negligible threat, but
the Soviet submarine force was growing. The Soviet Union
had potentially abundant resources and, as time passed,
could develop an industrial capacity far exceeding its
achievements in World War I1."° At least initially, the Joint
Chiefs believed that Soviet capabilities restricted opera-
tions to Europe and the land masses adjacent to the Soviet
Union. But weapons the Soviets could develop in the fu-
ture would pose a genuine threat to the continental United
States. Civilian and military analysts alike estimated that
the Soviets could develop long-range strategic bombers,
nuclear weapons, and missile delivery systems. Soviet po-
tential, in the long run, was seen to be virtually unlimited.
The critical unknown was the length of time it would take
them to deploy the new air-nuclear weapons system.

Until the Soviet Union developed a nuclear capability,
the Joint Chiefs knew that the possession of nuclear weap-
ons gave the United States an important military advan-
tage. The new technology suggested new parameters for
military power. Jet propulsion assured increased range,
speed, and striking power, causing many strategists to ac-
cord greater importance to airpower than to seapower."
Moreover, beyond the contemporary manned aircraft, one
could reasonably anticipate the use of rockets and guided
missiles as nuclear delivery systems. Civil defense had been
of questionable value even in World War II; now, the
quantum jump in offensive striking power raised serious
questions about the ability of any defense system— even
one using modern radar and propulsion techniques—to
affect the survival of a nation and its ground forces under
nuclear attack. Since Hiroshima, many observers had real-
ized that the strategic threat posed by nuclear weapons
relegated all tactical and strategic doctrine, so painfully
developed during the war, to the status of theories that
once again had to be thoroughly studied.’

With the passage of time, military strategists tried to
detach themselves from their experience in World War II.
The Army staff, including at that time the Army Air Force
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staff,* studied the nature of the strategic problem and
concluded that the United States could no longer defend
itself as anisland, isolated from the rest of the world. In an
age dominated by airpower, warfare would be truly global,
and distance alone would provide the cushion of time in
which to react to attack. Never again would there be time
to mobilize while allies absorbed the shock of aggression,
as had been the case in 1914 and 1939. Convinced that the
traditional battlefield would all but disappear, the staff
believed that the only effective defense was to be found in a
worldwide network in which offensive forces would be
constantly alert and prepared to engage an aggressor."” The
implications of the new warfare demanded a peacetime
command system patterned after the successful organiza-
tion that had brought victory in World War II.

Army and Army Air Force leaders advocated a merger
of the services under a single cabinet officer and a chief of
staff. The Navy, on the other hand, opposed merger, in-
stead supporting a federal system of cooperation and co-
ordination." After a series of abortive attempts to gain
passage of a satisfactory bill, a compromise finally e-
merged in the form of the National Security Act of 1947.
The new organization—essentially following the Navy
proposal—federated the Army, the Navy, and the new Air
Force in a National Military Establishment.{ The legisla-
tion recognized the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a permanent
agency and provided them with a small 100-man coordi-
nating staff. The law authorized the JCS to prepare strate-
gic and logistical plans and to give strategic direction to the
armed forces. To accomplish these tasks, JCS committees
assisted the small joint staff. One of the most important of
these, the Joint Strategic Plans Committee, prepared cur-
rent and future strategic plans, studies, and policies."

By the spring of 1950, the Joint Chiefs had developed a
strategic plan for study by the National Security Council
(NSC) and its supporting agencies.'® The new emergency
war plan contemplated a strategic defensive in Asia and a
strategic offensive in Europe against the Soviet Union.
The mid-range objective was to retain a foothold in West-
ern Europe that would serve as a base of operations for the
offensive once ample forces had been assembled. To do
this, the United States had to be prepared to deploy a
strategic reserve rapidly. The first task of this reserve was
to defend the United Kingdom and to hold a line that
protected Western Europe, preferably no farther west than

*The comment here refers to a time frame before 1947. With the passage
of the National Security Act of 1947, the United States Air Force came
into being as a coequal of the Army and the Navy.

+After the act was amended in 1949, the National Military Establishment
was known as the Department of Defense.
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the Rhine River. The United States would also have to
secure a bridgehead in northwest Africa to maintain con-
trol of the western Mediterranean Sea. In addition, the
Joint Chief’s considered the Cairo-Suez area critical; they
demanded continued control of that area and a secure line
of communication extending from it to Gibraltar. In the
Far East, the primary task was to defend Japan, Okinawa,
and the Philippines. Taiwan was to be denied to the Soviets
as a base of operations.'” To make all of this possible, the
United States had to defend the Western Hemisphere
against all forms of attack, particularly from the air. This
was to be accomplished by maintaining an around-the-
clock readiness to deliver an atomic attack against the
Soviet Union and by controlling essential lines of com-
munication.

Agreeing on a strategy was far simpler than creating the
forces necessary to implement it. In a period of fiscal aus-
terity, the plan failed to resolve really hard issues pertain-
ing to traditional service roles and missions. In a battle of
the budget between 1948 and 1950, the Air Force was
clearly the victor, and air-nuclear deterrence of the Soviet
Union came to be viewed as the predominant solution to
the nation’s strategic problem.

The Air Force emphasized its primary responsibility for
air-nuclear retaliation by concentrating its share of the
budget on the creation of a strong strategic air force—to
consist of intercontinental-range B-36 bombers—at the
expense of tactical support for ground forces. The other
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services were somewhat neglected in the rush to build an
effective air-nuclear deterrent. Naval officers complained
of generally unsatisfactory readiness caused by a continu-
ous turnover of personnel, a shortage of experienced
crews, and a reduction in the number of combatant ships.
Major combatant ships operated with only 67 percent of
their wartime strength, and the two Marine Corps divi-
sions numbered less than 40 percent of their authorized
wartime strength.

In regard to being capable of dealing with the situation
it was about to facé, the Army ended up in the worst shape
of all. Of the ten Army divisions and separate regiments on
active duty when the Korean War broke out, four infantry
divisions (the 7th, 24th 25th, and 1st Cavalry Divisions)
were in Japan on occupation duty. The Sth Regimental
Combat Team was in Hawaii, and the 29th Infantry Regi-
ment was in Okinawa. In addition, one infantry division,
two infantry regiments, and a constabulary force roughly
equal to a division were in Europe, and two infantry regi-
ments were in the Caribbean. The remainder, constituting
the general reserve, was concentrated in the United States.
All of the divisions, except the one in Europe, were under-
strength in each of their three regiments. All four of the
divisions in Japan were below their authorized peacetime
strength of 12,500, a figure that was itself only 66 percent
of the wartime strength. Available manpower had been
consolidated so that each regiment had only two instead of
the normal three battalions, none of the regiments had its

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1950: (Left to right) Admiral Forrest P. Sherman, General Omar N.
Bradley, General Hoyt S. Vandenberg, and General J. Lawton Collins
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authorized tank companies, and artillery units were oper-
ating at reduced strength and with only two-thirds of their
units.' To make matters worse, troops assigned to Europe
and Japan were young and inexperienced, and they had
grown soft from the relatively easy life of an occupation
army."

Although the Army maintained its authorized ten-divi-
sion structure, it did so at the expense of combat readiness,
not only by reducing the strength of individual units but
also by eliminating units that were part of the mobilization
base.” During the pre-Korean War years, the goal of the
Army was minimum reduction of combat units and maxi-
mum elimination of ‘‘fat.”” Thus, although in the Army, as
in the other services, the percentage of combat forces in-
creased, there was also a dangerous reduction in the sup-
port units—the ‘‘fat’’—so essential for sustained combat.
Moreover, the Army’s budget was used largely for mainte-
nance, pay, and allowances, at the expense of equipment
modernization. The only bright spot for the future was the
maintenance of the machinery for selective service. Other-
wise, the Army was a hollow shell.

Although the flaws in America’s strategic plan were not
initially perceived by the Joint Chiefs, these deficiencies
became all too apparent at the outbreak of the Korean
War. As events would show, the major weakness of the air-
nuclear strategy was that it was based on erroneous as-
sumptions about the effect of nuclear deterrence. While
the defense system might influence an industrial power
like the Soviet Union, how was the United States to cope
with enemies elsewhere in the world, where the theory of
strategic air warfare had less application—or, perhaps, no
application at all? How was she to deter an agrarian foe,
lacking the vulnerable industrial plants upon which West-
ern societies depended? How was she to fight against an
anti-mechanistic strategy based on overwhelming man-
power in the hands of governments unintimidated by nu-
clear weapons, and confident that they would not be used
in any event? This was precisely the dilemma created by
the North Korean attack.

Decision to Intervene in Korea

As officials in the Department of State worked to fashion a
fitting response to the North Korean attack, they were
totally unaware of the ultimate intentions of the North
Koreans, or even the extent of the invasion. Information
was still confined to sketchy reports provided by the
American Ambassador and the Korean Military Advisory
Group (KMAG). General MacArthur’s headquarters in
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Tokyo was no better informed. From the very first notifi-
cation, however, decisionmakers and their advisers as-
sumed that there was a major crisis, and therefore an ur-
gent need to take action. As they surveyed their options,
the quickest, safest, and most attractive choice was to act
through the United Nations; no alternative was seriously
considered. Ambassador at Large Philip C. Jessup
summed up the feelings of the moment: ‘‘We’ve got to do
something, and whatever we do, we’ve got to do it through
the United Nations.”’*

After studying initial reports of the North Korean inva-
sion, the United States Government called for an emer-
gency session of the United Nations Security Council on
June 25. When the details of the situation had been con-
firmed and it had been determined that the North Korean
attack was a breach of the peace, the Security Council
called upon the North Korean Government to cease hostil-
ities. The resolution further requested ‘‘. . . all members to
render every assistance to the United Nations in the execu-
tion of this resolution and to refrain from giving assistance
to the North Korean authorities.”’? By June 27 it was clear
that the North Koreans intended to disregard the resolu-
tion, so the Security Council met again. The American
delegate reviewed the deteriorating situation in Korea and
proposed a new resolution. After a considerable debate
over a less strident proposal offered by the Yugoslav dele-
gation—Ambassador Jacob Malik of the Soviet Union
was not present to veto the American proposal—the Secu-
rity Council recommended that ‘. . . the members of the
United Nations furnish such assistance to the Republic of
Korea as may be necessary to repel the armed attack and to
restore international peace and security in the area.’®
With this act, the UN laid the legal groundwork for the
second important decision, one that had already been
made by the United States Government—the decision to
provide military aid to the Republic of Korea.

As soon as they received word of the attack, the Joint
Chiefs began to study the implications of American aid. In
a series of conferences with President Truman and his top-
level advisers that began on June 25, they concluded that
while the combat readiness of MacArthur’s forces suf-
fered from the economy drive that had been in effect for
the past five years, the Soviets—if, indeed, they were re-
sponsible for the North Korean invasion—had picked the
one area in the world where American military forces of all
arms were well positioned to intervene.* Still, American
involvement only increased slowly during the week that
followed. At first, United States air and naval forces were
directed only to protect Korean ports and the evacuation
of American noncombatants from Korea, and to provide
supplies to the Republic of Korea (ROK) Army. Later, on
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June 26, the President instructed MacArthur to provide
air cover to the ROK Army south of the 38th Parallel. On
the twenty-ninth, the President decided to let MacArthur
employ his air forces against military targets in North Ko-
rea when such support would directly benefit ROK opera-
tions. Army logistical and signal troops were to be sent to
Korea to perform essential service and communications
tasks. Further, the President permitted MacArthur to use
Army combat troops to secure the port and an airfield at
Pusan, on the southeastern tip of Korea. These combat
troops were specifically restricted from assisting the ROK
defense farther to the north.

On the night of June 29, the last act of American inter-
vention unfolded when General J. Lawton Collins, the
Army Chief of Staff, received MacArthur’s somber re-
port: the South Korean forces were in confusion, had not
fought seriously, and lacked leadership; they were incapa-
ble of gaining the initiative. The only remaining hope was
to introduce United States ground forces. Reluctantly, the
President approved MacArthur’s request.” He and his ad-
visers had proceeded cautiously during the week, for they
genuinely wanted to avert war. In particular, the Joint
Chiefs wanted to avoid a commitment that might divert
strategic weapons from Europe and the Soviet Union and
tie up scarce ground forces in Korea. The irony of the
situation was all too clear to them: the world’s greatest air-
nuclear power was about to engage in a conventional land
war against the soldiery of Asia. It is hard to imagine a
more asymmetrical situation. But the decision to intervene
in Korea was political, not military. President Truman and
Secretary of State Dean Acheson were convinced that the
North Korean—and Soviet—challenge had to be met with
something more than UN resolutions if the credibility of
the United States as the leader of the ‘‘free world’” was to
be maintained. As a result, leaders of the administration
coped with the crisis in a series of discussions, wavering
between political determination and military caution. De-
termination finally prevailed over caution, and the nation
committed its meager conventional forces to a local war in
Asia.

By nightfall on July 1, a small advance force of two
reinforced rifle companies of the Ist Battalion of the 21st
Infantry Regiment, 24th Infantry Division landed at Pu-
san. Their arrival signaled the beginning of an unprece-
dented problem of time and distance in which North Ko-
rean forces, by now well south of the 38th Parallel, would
race MacArthur’s forces for the port of Pusan. Mean-
while, 5,000 miles away, the United States began to mobi-
lize her military power. Somehow, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had to equalize those distances.

The Korean War

Command Organization

When the United Nations and the United States decided to
cast their lot with the Republic of Korea, the situation
could not have been much worse. American intelligence
estimated that the advance elements of the 24th Division
and the weakened South Koreans were facing nine North
Korean divisions numbering 80,000 men and capable of
threatening theport of Pusan within two weeks.* In light
of this estimate, the UN Security Council resolution of
June 27, which aimed at restoring peace and security in the
area, seemed overly ambitious. Nevertheless, on June 30,
the Joint Chiefs directed MacArthur to employ his ground
forces in addition to the air and naval forces already com-
mitted.”

But for what purpose were these forces to be commit-
ted, and how were they to know when they had accom-
plished their mission? General Omar N. Bradley, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, later stated that
MacArthur’s military objective was to repel the attack and
drive the North Koreans back, north of the 38th Parallel.*®
There was no formal directive to MacArthur giving a con-
crete objective, for a commander at his level of responsi-
bility was normally given mission-type orders, devoid of
detail and qualification. In the early days of the war, the
goal of restoring the status quo ante gave MacArthur all of
the direction he needed while confining the war to the
Korean peninsula. In terms of political effects, such an
objective had universal appeal, as it established an appro-
priate penalty for North Korea’s act of international out-
lawry while avoiding direct confrontation with the Soviet
Union. For the time being, it was an objective that could
be supported by all right-minded men—and it was, per-
haps, even more than MacArthur could accomplish on the
battlefield.

For the first two weeks of the war, the armed forces of
the Allies operated under MacArthur by dint of the resolu-
tion of June 27 and by the cooperation of individual gov-
ernments, rather than as part of a unified military com-
mand. UN Secretary General Trygve Lie and President
Truman moved quickly to link the UN to the battlefield. A
resolution passed on July 7 requested all member states
wishing to provide military forces and assistance to South
Korea to make such forces and assistance available to a
combined command operating under the Government of
the United States. Further, the Security Council requested
that the United States designate the commander of the
force. By this act, the United States Government became
the Executive Agent for the UN for all matters affecting
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the war in Korea, and MacArthur became the Com-
mander-in-Chief, United Nations Command. There was
no provision for close supervision of operations by the
UN; the resolution asked only that the United States Gov-
ernment report to the Security Council on the course of
action taken by the unified command in Korea.* In effect,
then, the United States Government controlled the Allied
war effort in Korea.

Within the Department of Defense, the chain of com-
mand from the Joint Chiefs to MacArthur was clear, and
day-to-day direction of the war came from the JCS. Be-
cause the Korean War was essentially a land war, the Army
dominated the operation. General Collins, the Army
Chief of Staff, was the Joint Chiefs’ Executive Agent for
the Far East, and as such initiated many recommendations
for study and decision. Moreover, although MacArthur
was a unified commander, subordinate to the Joint Chiefs
and exercising operational command over all land, sea,
and air forces in the Far East Command, he never really
changed the style of command that had served him so well
during World War II. MacArthur ran an Army headquar-
ters in which the handful of assigned Air Force and Navy
staff officers played relatively minor roles. Naval and air
planning went on in the naval and air component head-
quarters, much as it had during the last war.®

Until the North Korean invasion, the Eighth Army,
commanded by Lieutenant General Walton H. Walker,
had been on occupation duty in Japan. When war broke
out, its divisions quickly deployed to Korea. Once a senior
headquarters of the United States had been established to

Lieutenant General Walton H. Walker (/eft)
and Major General William F. Dean at the
Front, July 8, 1950
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command the ground action, Syngman Rhee, President of
the Republic of Korea, instructed his Chief of Staff to
place himself and the ROK Army under American com-
mand. Later in the war, contingents from other UN mem-
ber nations also joined Eighth Army under Walker’s com-
mand.

Almost wholly dependent upon the existing American
chain of command, the efforts of the defenders accom-
plished about as much as could be expected. The Joint
Chiefs scoured military posts and bases in search of rein-
forcements for MacArthur. The General Reserve was dev-
astated as half of its 140,000 men and much of its equip-
ment went to MacArthur during the summer of 1950."
Congress gave strong support by reviving the dormant
Selective Service System, permitting the President to order
units and personnel of the Reserves and National Guard to
active duty, raising the statutory strength ceiling of the
armed forces, and authorizing the President to place mem-
bers of the armed forces on active duty for a year. But most
of this was long-term support, while MacArthur’s immedi-
ate problem was salvaging the tactical situation in Korea.

Delay and Withdraw

MacArthur’s sole hope of saving the South Koreans was to
hold the port of Pusan until help arrived. Pusan was the
only port left in UN hands that could accommodate the
entry of modern military forces in large enough quantities
to affect the outcome of the war. It possessed enough piers
and cargo handling facilities to berth 23 deep-water ships
and 14 Landing Ships Tank (LSTs). In 1950, it could only
discharge 14,000 tons per day, however, because shortages
of skilled labor, cargo handling cranes, railroad cars, and
good highways prevented full utilization of the port. Thus,
a race was underway, with North Korean forces—a mere
200 miles to the north—and American forces in Japan
struggling to reach and secure this decisive objective. The
outcome of the race would depend upon MacArthur’s
ability to marshal and move enough combat troops to
delay the North Koreans, while the Joint Chiefs rushed
reinforcements from the United States, 16 sailing days
away. MacArthur’s first problem, then, was to slow the
advance of the enemy.

Capitalizing on the surprise their invasion had
achieved, North Korean troops pressed their successful
main attack toward Seoul. (See Atlas Map No. 27.) North
Korean infantry crossed the Han River on June 30, and
suddenly ran into bitter resistance. For three days, their
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advance was markedly slowed. Finally, after concentrat-
ing a tank force on the south side of the river, the North
Koreans once again broke loose. On July 4, they rolled
into Suwon in the west and into Yoju and Wonju in the
center. On the east coast, a ground column linked up with
the amphibious force at Samch’ok.

After their landing on July 1, the first two rifle compan-
ies of the American 24th Division moved immediately to
positions near Osan. On July 5, the rifle companies,
known as Task Force Smith, made their first contact with
six North Korean tanks and an undetermined number of
infantry just north of Osan.* With the arrival of American
troops, the enemy offensive slowed somewhat, but overall
it continued to move southward along each of the three
axes of advance.* Clearly, regardless of the local effect of a
handful of American troops, the success of the delaying
action depended upon resistance by the South Korean
Army.

After the initial surprise, the performance of the South
Korean Army improved markedly. It was, however, lim-
ited by the lack of materiel. In 1949, when the American
military forces finally withdrew from Korea, they left
enough supplies to support a land army of 65,000, a civil
police force of 3,500, and a coast guard of 4,000. The
equipment for this force consisted of 91 light artillery
pieces, 19 armored cars, 11 half-track armored vehicles,
and 20 liaison-type aircraft. Army units could count on
nothing heavier than rifles, carbines, and mortars. Their
equipment was divisional in nature and intended to sup-
port a force designed only to prevent border raids and to
preserve internal security.* Armed as they were, the South
Koreans might fight valiantly, but their effectiveness
against modern armored columns was marginal.

After committing Task Force Smith to battle near Osan,
MacArthur pushed the remainder of the 24th Division into
Korea, completing the move by July 6. In Japan, the 25th
Infantry Division and the 1st Cavalry Division prepared to
follow. The 24th Division rushed north to confront the
enemy on what appeared to be the axis of the main attack
leading from Seoul to Taejon and Pusan. (See Atlas Map
No. 27.) On July 8, 24th Division troops engaged the en-
emy at P’yongt’aek and Ch’onan. On the eleventh, further
engagements took place at Choch’iwon. Then, between
July 13 and 15, the 24th Division fell back to take advan-
tage of the natural obstacle of the Kum River. Meanwhile,
on July 8, the 25th Division began to move from Japan to
Korea, and then advanced north to join the 24th Divi-
sion.*

As early as June, when he had reconnoitered the Han
River line, MacArthur had conceived of a counterstroke.
In his plan, a marine brigade and the 1st Cavalry Division
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would land at Inchon while the 24th and 25th Divisions
drove the enemy back against the Han River. But after the
24th Division had been driven from its positions around
Choch’iwon on July 12, the situation became so desperate
that the Commander-in-Chief had to scrap his plans for
mounting an early counteroffensive.* Further, between
July 18 and 22, the Ist Cavalry Division landed on the east
coast at Pohang and deployed inland to block the enemy
drives down the east coast and in the center.” Thus, by late
July, all of MacArthur’s resources, less the 7th Infantry
Division, were engaged in battle.

Lieutenant General Walker, commanding the Eighth
Army, took a good, hard look at the developing situation.
Although they would be of no help in mounting a counter-
offensive, reinforcements were on the way. The 5th Regi-
mental Combat Team (RCT) was enroute from Hawaii,
and the 2nd Infantry Division and Ist Provisional Marine
Brigade had sailed from the United States. After collecting
all available data on the status of troops in Korea, the
progress of those enroute and scheduled to arrive in the
next 10 days, the organization of the port of Pusan, and
the ammunition and supply levels, Walker developed a
plan to delay the enemy. His idea was to use the 24th and
25th Divisions and the South Koreans to gain maximum
possible delay west and north of a line that ran north from
the southernmost coast along the Naktong River, and then
turned east and ran to the coast at Yongdok. (See map on
page 79.) If forced to fall back, he would defend Pusan
with all available forces from behind the Naktong River
line until reinforcements arrived and the Eighth Army
could undertake a counteroffensive.*

A .30-Caliber Browning Light Machinegun in Position
South of Taejon, July 1950
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If this concept were to succeed, Walker needed a delay
of two full days at Taejon. (See Atlas Map No. 27.) The
task fell to the battered 24th Division. In a fierce battle
costing many casualties, including Major General William
F. Dean, its Commanding General, the 24th gave Walker
the two days he needed.” Still, enemy pressure continued
to increase, forcing the Allies to shrink their line even
further. For his part, General Walker was disappointed by
the failure of his divisions to stop the enemy, particularly
between Taejon and Taegu late in July. Once again, Mac-
Arthur diverted forces earmarked for the counteroffensive
by ordering the Ist Provisional Marine Brigade and the
2nd Division, then enroute to Japan, to sail directly for
Pusan.®

Suddenly a new development threatened Pusan and the
UN lifeline. On July 23, aerial reconnaissance detected
two North Korean units, the 4th Division and the 6th Divi-
sion, moving down the west coast of the peninsula. Mak-
ing a deep turning movement, they appeared to be heading
toward Kwangju and then east to Masan and Pusan. (See
Atlas Map No. 27.) While there was no way to prevent the
enemy from outflanking the Eighth Army, MacArthur be-
lieved that if the Eighth Army held the main attack in the
center on the Taejon-Taegu axis, the enemy would be
stopped. In fact, he told the Joint Chiefs that the situation
was developing just as he had anticipated. Nevertheless,
the Joint Chiefs were apprehensive, and began to consider
a seaward withdrawal of MacArthur’s forces should they
become compressed into an indefensible bridgehead.

At the front, there were no discussions of withdrawal.
MacArthur publicly proclaimed that there would be no
“Dunkirk”’ in Korea. Walker voiced similar sentiments to
the commanders and staffs of the 1st Cavalry and 25th
Divisions following withdrawals in those units.* In effect,
Walker ordered the Eighth Army to hold fast.

Stopping the enemy, however, was easier to order than
to accomplish. The pressure in the central regions and in
Masan and Pusan to the south threatened the entire posi-
tion. The North Korean 6th Division, advancing from
Kwangju to Masan, encountered the 24th Division, which
was trying to hold a 65-mile-long line with only two regi-
ments. Walker sent two recently arrived battalions of the
29th Infantry Regiment to assist the battered 24th. These
two battalions, nothing more than raw recruits, went into
combat without training, without test firing their weap-
ons, and without time to ready their equipment. In desper-
ation, untrained Koreans were also ordered into the fight,
100 to each American rifle company. After fierce fighting
in front of Masan, the enemy drive came to a halt—but
only after Walker had committed the 27th Infantry Regi-
ment, his last reserve.

]
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Defense of the Pusan Perimeter

Weighing the overall situation, Walker decided that he had
to reduce the length of his front in order to defend against
further enemy penetrations. He could no longer afford the
luxury of delay and withdrawal; the defenders had run out
of space. At the same time, he had to preserve sufficient
depth in his position to permit the maneuver of reserves
against penetrations that might successfully breach the
line. Walker therefore ordered the Eighth Army to with-
draw behind the Naktong River line, effective August 1.
There it would establish what came to be known as the
Pusan perimeter.*

A three-sided front, the Pusan perimeter was 150 miles
long, running from Masan in the southwest, north to the
village of Naktong, and then east to Yongdok on the coast.
(See map on page 79.) American troops defended the west-
ern side, while South Korean units held the northern one.
Within the perimeter, a railroad loop connected the port of
Pusan with Taegu and Kyongju, enabling supplies to reach
the defending forces. The Naktong River line was never a
continuous, coordinated defensive position, enjoying
overlapping and interlocking fires. On the contrary, be-
cause manpower was at a premium, the line consisted of
scattered strongpoints and a few local reserves.* It was an
area too large to defend with the forces at hand, but too
small to permit further enemy advance. It survived only
because of the timely arrival of reinforcements rushed to
Korea by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

As infantry, artillery, and armored units arrived, they
moved quickly to the front, where every man was needed.
When the perimeter battle began, MacArthur’s forces to-
taled four understrength American divisions; five South
Korean divisions, reorganized from the survivors of the
invasion; the 5th Regimental Combat Team; the st Provi-
sional Marine Brigade; and all the tactical aircraft that the
Air Force, the Navy, and the Marines could muster. By
mid-August, reinforcements of over 500 medium tanks
had changed the odds to 5 to 1 in favor of American ar-
mored units. Naval gunfire supported friendly units on the
sea flanks of the perimeter, and the blockade of enemy
seaports and sea movement continued. As the battle for
the perimeter raged in an area far more constricted than
had been the case during the withdrawal, the Air Force
found it possible to give effective close air support to the
ground troops.

During this period, a favorable air situation and the
arrival of reinforcements enabled Walker to mount his
first counterattack. He chose to direct it against enemy
forces closest to Pusan, in front of Masan. (See Atlas Map
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Infantrymen Direct 75-mm Recoilless Rifle Fire Against Enemy
Positions During the Defense of the Pusan Perimeter

No. 28a.) Walker first instructed the 25th Division to as-
sume responsibility for the southern half of the 24th Divi-
sion’s overextended sector. On August 7, after attaching
the 5th RCT and the marine brigade to the 25th Division,
he unleashed this force against the enemy in Chinju. Be-
cause the operation had been hastily organized, the per-
formance of the task force suffered from poor coordina-
tion. The attack was stalemated, and after five days of
seesaw battle, Walker called it off in order to cope with
new problems farther to the north.*

The North Koreans had readied 10 divisions for an as-
sault on the Naktong River line. Beginning on August 5,
they launched two attacks—one against the South Korean
forces north of Taegu and the other against the American
forces that held the western line of the river. (See Atlas
Map No. 28a.) In sizing up the threat to Pusan after stabi-
lizing the situation in front of Masan, Walker decided to
give first priority to that sector of the Naktong River line
south of Taegu—an area known as the Naktong Bulge. An
enemy penetration in this region would have cut the rail-
road line from Pusan to Taegu and placed the defenders in
mortal danger, whereas enemy success north of Taegu
would have merely pushed the defenders back along their
lines of communication, without disrupting the flow of
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supplies. Fortunately for the UN forces, the North Kore-
ans failed to coordinate the two blows to achieve simulta-
neous impact. This played into the hands of Walker, an
experienced commander of armored forces who was pre-
disposed to employ mobile warfare. Walker had to defend
his extended fronts with understrength units in scattered
strongpoints, blocking the likely avenues of approach. By
American standards, Walker’s artillery support was weak;
no more than three batteries could mass their fires at any
one point on the line.* To compensate for his deficiencies,
Walker attached his reserve, the 1st Provisional Marine
Brigade, to the 24th Division. The 24th counterattacked
on August 17, and by the next night the bulge was clear,
freeing the reserve to move to counter a new threat. On the
Taegu front, held by the South Korean I1 Corps, the North
Koreans forced a crossing of the Naktong River between
August 4 and 9. Drawing up in front of the South Koreans
and the 1st Cavalry Division, these forces attacked toward
Taegu, forcing the South Korean Government to evacuate
that city and withdraw to Pusan. Again, Walker relieved
the pressure by rushing his reserves to the north, this time
stopping the enemy in a battle fought between August 18
and 25. On the east coast, the South Korean I Corps
slowed and finally stopped a North Korean drive aimed at
Pusan. Walker sent only a small American task force, con-
sisting of an infantry battalion with artillery and armor, to
support the South Koreans.

By the end of August, the defenders had thrown back
all the enemy units that had assailed the Eighth Army and
South Korean positions in the uncoordinated offensive.
But Eighth Army had little time to enjoy its respite. The
next onslaught began the night of August 31, and this time
it was well coordinated.

The September offensive had the same objectives as
those designated for the August attack, but differed in that
the blows fell simultaneously and more savagely. By Sep-
tember 10, Eighth Army was again under heavy pressure.
(See Atlas Map No. 28b.) In the east, the North Koreans
captured Pohang on the coast and severed the Pohang-
Taegu lateral road. In the center, they forced the 1st Cav-
alry Division back to within 15 miles of Taegu. Further,
they drove the 2nd Division almost to Yongsan in the
Naktong Bulge sector, and then resumed their drive on
Masan after making gains in the 25th Division sector. Once
again, the invaders neared Pusan and threatened to cut the
lifeline running north from the port.

Reacting in such a way as to cover Pusan and at the
same time reinforce the most threatened sectors, Walker
again employed a mobile defense, shifting and committing
reserve units at the critical moment. He attached the ma-
rines to the 2nd Division and ordered it to clear the
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Naktong Bulge. He then positioned 24th Division head-
quarters and one of the division’s regiments where it could
move to the aid of the 25th Division, the 2nd Division, or
the ROK defenders to the north. The battle raged, but by
September 12, the North Korean offensive had spent itself
on all fronts. By then, virtually all enemy combat units
were concentrated against Pusan. Their long line of sup-
ply, under constant air bombardment, presented an invit-
ing target for a turning movement. The time for a counter-
offensive had arrived.

The Inchon Landing

MacArthur had been planning a counterstroke against the
waist of the Korean peninsula since the first week of the
war, but North Korean successes had forced him to post-
pone any action until September. On July 23, MacArthur
had first informed the Joint Chiefs of his concept for a
two-division landing at Inchon. Once Walker withdrew
inside the Pusan perimeter, MacArthur felt sure that the
Eighth Army could hold its position. Thus, he began to
build an invasion force by diverting forces to Japan that
had been intended for Korea.”” The Joint Chiefs disliked

The Korean War

the plan. But MacArthur was ruthless; he committed just
enough force to impede the North Korean attack on Pu-
san, while husbanding men and materiel to mount the
counterattack. His reliance on an instinctive sense of how
much to send and how much to withhold was both his
greatest gamble and his most striking professional accom-
plishment.

Inchon was the worst sort of amphibious objective. The
hydrographic conditions there were so bad that even
though Inchon was the capital port, and the second largest
port in South i(orea, its development had been inhibited
by the nature of its harbor.®* The tides in Inchon harbor
averaged 29 feet, and ran as high as 36 feet. The many
small islands standing offshore funneled the tides into the
harbor at high speed and then acted as buffers to the reced-
ing water. Therefore, over the centuries, great mud flats
extending out from shore as far as 6,000 yards had devel-
oped, forming a vast swamp at low tide. LSTs could ap-
proach only at flood tide, and would settle in the mud as
soon as the tide turned. The LSTs required 30-foot tides to
float, and such conditions occurred only three or four days
a month. Low tides were common from May to August,
and beginning in October, rough waters made the ap-
proach through the narrow Flying Fish Channel extremely
dangerous. Hydrographic records indicated that Septem-
ber 15 was the ideal time for a landing at Inchon; after
that, the next available date was October 11.¥ MacArthur
favored the September date, as it would allow him to gain
an additional month of campaigning before the onset of
winter.
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Wolmi-Do and the Harbor of Inchon

The Inchon objective area presented almost as many
tactical problems as it did ones caused by the hydrographic
conditions. The tides, the current, and the treacherous,
twisting, narrow channel required a daylight approach
with an assault landing in the afternoon. There would be
little time for consolidation of an objective before dark.
Furthermore, the approach to Inchon had to be made by a
route dominated by Wolmi-do Island, which, if fortified
and manned, could complicate the landing. Wolmi-do had
to be seized first, on an early tide; the landing at Inchon
would have to await the next high tide. Tactical surprise
would therefore be lost.

The objective of the landing force, the city of Inchon,
was in character with the rest of the area. The city had a
population of about 250,000—comparable in size to
Omaha, Nebraska—and had to be approached directly
from the sea. There were no beaches. Assault troops
would have to storm over the 12-foot-high seawall that
protected the town from the tides.* An alert enemy would
presumably know the hydrographic conditions and be pre-
pared to defend Wolmi-do, concentrating his fire on the
confining approach route during periods of greatest vul-
nerability. Should the landing force make it to the seawall
and gain a foothold ashore, the task of fighting house-to-
house through Inchon would present a formidable chal-
lenge.

From the first, MacArthur maintained an unwavering
faith that the strategic opportunity that would result from

a seizure of the Inchon-Seoul area would far outweigh the
technical difficulties of landing in Inchon harbor. He be-
lieved that the North Koreans, concentrated far to the
south against Pusan, would be vulnerable to a turning
movement aimed at the thinly held zone between the 38th
and 37th Parallels. To arguments that he should land
closer to the Eighth Army, MacArthur countered that
while a landing farther south might cut the enemy’s com-
munications, it would not destroy his army. The real vul-
nerability of the enemy was his long, exposed supply line;
cut it, and the Allies could seal off the peninsula and gain a
complete victory.* But there were many doubters, some of
whom were in MacArthur’s own command. Rear Admiral
James H. Doyle and Major General Oliver P. Smith, Com-
manding General of the 1st Marine Division, were his chief
opponents. Both had been amphibious commanders in
World War 11, and both were disenchanted with Inchon as
a landing site. There were doubts at other levels as well.
The Joint Chiefs worried about the strategic consequences
of failure, and their skepticism originated in part from the
fears shared by the Navy and Marines. This does not mean
that the Joint Chiefs opposed a counteroffensive; on the
contrary, they realized that regaining the initiative by of-
fensive action was the next logical step. The question was
where and when. The Joint Chiefs had to consider the
problem of rescuing MacArthur if his plan misfired. They
hesitated to strip the General Reserve bare and then *‘risk
all on one daring throw of the dice. . . ”’** In spite of
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Marines Head for the Beach at Inchon, September 15, 1950

opposition, MacArthur’s eloquent defense of his scheme
resulted in reluctant concurrence by the JCS.*

Briefly, the plan was as follows. Beginning early in Sep-
tember, naval air elements from the carriers of the Seventh
Fleet were to strike targets on the west coast of Korea,
gradually converging on Inchon. Air Force aircraft were
to provide general air support to the whole theater by
isolating the objective area. In addition, the Air Force was
to support the Eighth Army in the Pusan perimeter and be
prepared to drop the 187th Airborne Regimental Combat
Team into an objective area on order. ROK marines were
to feint at Kunsan, threatening the enemy forces concen-
trated around Pusan. The landing force——two regiments
of the 1st Marine Division under the command of the
newly formed X Corps—was to land in Inchon on Septem-
ber 15, D-Day, under the cover of naval gunfire and close
air support provided by the 1st Marine Air Wing. (See map
on page 85) After the capture of Inchon, X Corps was to
press on to Kimpo Airfield and the south bank of the Han
River by D+2. The marines were then to cross the Han
River, capture Seoul, and seize the dominant high ground
north of the capital. Meanwhile, the 7th Infantry Division
was to land in Inchon and advance on the right, or south,
flank of the marines to secure the south bank of the Han
River and the high ground north of Suwon. Thereafter, the
X Corps was to be the anvil on which the Eighth Army

*Army Chief of Staff, General J. Lawton Collins, later stated that at all
times the JCS were in complete agreement with assaulting Inchon. How-
ever, the evidence indicates that Collins must have been using the word
“‘Inchon’’ interchangeably with ‘‘counteroffensive,’’ for he certainly ob-
jected to Inchon as a landing site. The dominant opinion in Washington
was that amphibious operations were obsolete. MacArthur specifically
ascribes this view to General Omar Bradley, chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Bradley, MacArthur claims, believed there would never be an-
other successful amphibious movement.*

would deliver a hammer blow to destroy the North Kore-
ans. The Eighth Army’s attack was to begin on D+1 and
follow the Taegu-Taejon-Suwon axis until linkup with X
Corps was complete.*

On September 12, the Sth Marines, formerly the 1st
Provisional Marine Brigade, sailed from Pusan for Inchon
and a rendezvous with the rest of the 1st Marine Division.
Following a brief but intense gunfire and air preparation
at dawn on the fifteenth, the regiment’s 3rd Battalion went
ashore at Green Beach on Wolmi-do. (See map on page
85.) After an easily won skirmish lasting only 45 minutes,
the island fell. That evening, the 1st and 2nd Battalions of
the Sth Marines landed at Red Beach. Using ladders to
scale the seawall, LSTs to ram breaches in the wall, and
explosives to blow holes in it, the marines stormed into the
city. At Blue Beach, the Ist Marines came ashore. By
nightfall, both regiments had dug in and were ready for the
expected counterattack. It never came; MacArthur had
been right.

Early the next day, the marines attacked Kimpo Air-
field, securing it before nightfall. (See Atlas Map No. 29.)
On D+2, the 7th Infantry Division landed unopposed at
Inchon and sped inland to sever the main escape routes of

the North Korean Army, then concentrated around Pusan.

Without stopping, the marines swept into Seoul, where
they met bitter resistance from its defenders. MacArthur
announced its capture on the twenty-fifth, although on
that date there were still a number of North Koreans
fiercely defending part of the city. It wasn’t until Septem-
ber 28 that fighting finally subsided and the capital was
secure. By October 1, the marines held a line well to the
north, controlling the main approaches to the city and the
port. (See Atlas Map No. 29.)
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A Marine Fires on the Enemy in Seoul

Far to the south, the Eighth Army experienced great
difficulty breaking out of its perimeter on D+1. The
troops were worn and exhausted after months of sustained
combat, and ammunition was in short supply.* Moreover,
the units lacked the proper equipment to cross the
Naktong River. There were only two bridges available for
the entire army, and armor in particular had great diffi-
culty getting across the river. The greatest obstacle, how-
ever, was the enemy. Despite constant bombardment by
psychological warfare leaflets and broadcasts, the enemy
gave no sign whatsoever that he was even aware of the
Inchon landing. The air offensive that was supposed to
weaken him seemed to have fazed him not at all. Finally,
on September 22, the North Koreans showed the first signs
of collapse. The next day, they began a general with-
drawal, and Walker ordered the Eighth Army to pursue.
(See Atlas Map No. 29.) Suddenly the front fell apart, and
columns of Eighth Army and South Korean units
streamed north, taking the surrender of thousands of en-
emy soldiers. Late on September 26, a task force from the
Ist Cavalry Division linked up with the 7th Infantry Divi-
sion near Osan. Thereafter, the United Nations forces’
only task was the policing of defeated North Korean
troops.

Until this point, the war had been waged with marked
success. The American Government had been aggressive
in meeting the crisis, Congress had been cooperative, and
the Joint Chiefs’ dispatch of reinforcements had equaled
the task, winning the race for Pusan. MacArthur and
Walker had met the challenge of the North Korean inva-
sion, had effectively patched together a coalition field
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command, and had saved the South Koreans by pushing
back the enemy. MacArthur’s brilliant generalship, partic-
ularly at Inchon, had provided the edge. Perhaps most
remarkable of all, the delay, withdrawal, defense, and
counteroffensive had been supported logistically with little
or no unnecessary hardship to the fighting men. Relations
among the Allies were smooth as the American effort was
slowly transformed into a United Nations operation. But
the euphoria that followed the victory at Inchon obscured
the indications of approaching disaster. The United Na-
tions’ warmakirﬁg machinery had performed spectacularly
during a period of adversity, but it was destined to floun-
der in its search for an option that gave promise of victory.

Crossing the 38th Parallel

The turning point in the Korean War came when the
United States Government decided to cross the 38th Paral-
lel and enter North Korea. The decision to enter North
Korea was not an impetuous one. As early as July 11,
officers on the Army staff had wondered what would hap-
pen when UN forces reached the parallel.* Members of the
Joint Chiefs speculated about it in discussions with Mac-
Arthur during conferences held on July 12 to 14.5 On July
13, Syngman Rhee publicly asserted that the Koreans
would not stop at any boundary. Questions about crossing
the parallel arose in the Department of State, and by July
17 the matter had reached the National Security Council,
where President Truman asked the NSC staff to study the
matter.*

On September 1, the NSC staff sent its study to the
Departments of State and Defense. While admitting that
there was sound legal basis for the movement of UN forces
into North Korea, the NSC staff concluded that crossing
the 38th Parallel was not a necessary ingredient of victory,
that the war would ultimately stabilize along that parallel,
and that the probability of Soviet or Chinese intervention
in the event of such a crossing was dangerously high. The
staff also outlined restraints on military operations should
the President decide to move north. No UN troops should
enter Manchuria or the USSR; only South Korean troops
should operate along the Manchurian and Soviet borders;
and if the Soviets or Chinese intervened before crossing,
the operation should be canceled.*

The Joint Chiefs objected to much of the NSC study.
Future combat operations limited by the 38th Parallel
would solve nothing; contemporary doctrine demanded
the destruction of the North Korean Army to prevent a
renewal of the aggression. MacArthur would, therefore,
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have to pursue the enemy into North Korea. They dis-
agreed that UN units were likely to fight Soviet and Chi-
nese forces; the South Koreans would in all probability
simply mop up the remnants of the North Korean Army,
while other UN forces would withdraw quickly and con-
fine their activities to South Korea. In this debate, the JCS
adhered to the traditional view that no prior restrictions
should be placed on MacArthur if crossing the 38th Paral-
lel were necessary to accomplish his mission.® Sound as
their arguments may have seemed, they contained some
surprising inconsistencies.

On September 7—the same day that the Joint Chiefs
forwarded their opinions on crossing the 38th Parallel to
the Secretary of Defense, and only a week before D-Day at
Inchon—the JCS also sent a message to MacArthur, reo-
pening the question of the Inchon invasion. Pointing out
that virtually all of the nation’s ground power had been
allocated to Korea and that there would be no new rein-
forcements available until 1951, they expressed concern
that if the operation failed, the capability of the United
States to influence actions elsewhere would be crippled.
One can sympathize with the Joint Chiefs’ caution and
applaud their careful consideration of all the issues. What
is difficult to understand, however, is how they could si-
multaneously consider crossing the 38th Parallel. An ad-
vance into North Korea was dependent upon a successful
landing at Inchon, a matter of considerable risk according
to the Joint Chiefs. Certainly, then, a plan to continue the
offensive into North Korea—without reinforcements,
over increasingly mountainous terrain, and into the ex-
panded northern half of the peninsula—should have elic-
ited at least equal caution. The arguments marshaled
against MacArthur’s Inchon plan were equally applicable
to the question of crossing the 38th Parallel. In addition, a
new factor had to be considered: the possibility of inter-
vention by Chinese Communist Forces (CCF). Full-scale
intervention by the CCF was a continuing threat, even
though the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) concluded
that such intervention was unlikely in 1950, barring a So-
viet decision for global war.*' Regardless of the weaknesses
in the Joint Chiefs’ argument, the National Security
Council adopted their position, and on September 11—
four days before D-Day at Inchon—the President ap-
proved the new policy. MacArthur was to begin planning
for an advance into North Korea.

Not surprisingly, MacArthur’s success at Inchon al-
layed most of the earlier fears of the Joint Chiefs. Confi-
dence in the old hero soared, and the JCS felt free to turn
their attention to matters that assumed higher priority dur-
ing the crucial month of September. More and more, the
planning of military operations in Korea was left to Mac-
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Arthur, while the JSC attended to the details of supple-
mentary appropriations for rearmament of the United
States and her allies, oversaw the mobilization of the na-
tion’s military and industrial power, directed a wide vari-
ety of other wartime projects, and increasingly became
involved in negotiations affecting the reinforcement of
NATO against the worldwide Communist threat. On Sep-
tember 8, the President publicly committed the United
States to reinforcing NATO with four to six divisions.®
Thereafter, the Joint Chiefs were to press their search for
troops to send to Europe. As the situation seemed to im-
prove in Korea, they began to count on MacArthur’s ar-
ranging the early transfer of one or two of his divisions. So
they approved their commander’s concept for crossing the
38th Parallel without receiving the full details of the plan.
Too quick to give the general his head, the Chiefs had cause
for concern.

MacArthur’s plan for crossing the 38th Parallel was
flawed in several ways. Under it, the United Nations Com-
mand was to attack north of the 38th Parallel in order to
complete the destruction of the North Korean Army as an
organized fighting force. (See map on page 88.) Destruc-
tion of the enemy was to be accomplished by air and naval
action as well as an amphibious-ground campaign. Walk-
er’s Eighth Army was to conduct the main effort in a
ground offensive along the Kaesong-Sariwon-P’yongyang
axis in conjunction with an amphibious landing by the X
Corps at Wonsan. Once ashore, the X Corps was to ad-
vance across the peninsula to P’yongyang against the rear
of the enemy forces opposing the main effort. To avoid
alarming the Chinese, only South Korean forces were to
pursue the enemy north of the Chongju-Kunu-ri-
Yongwon-Hamhung-Hungnam line. The 3rd Infantry Di-
vision and an airborne regimental combat team were to
remain in reserve initially.* In order to be ready for the
amphibious operation, MacArthur ordered Major Gen-
eral Edward M. Almond, commander of the X Corps, to
turn over the Seoul area to Walker by October 7. Almond
was then to move the Ist Marine Division to Inchon for
embarkation on the ships that had brought it to Korea. To
avoid intolerable congestion in the port, the 7th Infantry
Division was to move by road and rail to Pusan, and em-
bark there. The corps was to load and sail in time to land at
Wonsan on October 20. Eighth Army was to plan the main
attack for October 19.%

MacArthur’s decision to send the Eighth Army over-
land in the main attack from Seoul to P’yongyang and to
withdraw X Corps from the Seoul area to carry out an
amphibious secondary attack at Wonsan is questionable.
First, contemporary doctrine for pursuit and exploitation
called for the employment of direct pressure and encircling
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Supplies Are Unloaded at Inchon

forces against a retreating enemy. According to that doc-
trine, the key to a successful pursuit and exploitation was
the speedy resumption of the offensive, either to prevent
the enemy from reconstituting an integrated defense or to
conduct an effective delay. The October 19 date chosen for
the main attack was simply too late to trap the survivors of
the Inchon reversal. Second, MacArthur made a funda-
mental error by adopting a plan in which the secondary
attack took priority over almost every aspect of the main
attack. When the Seoul campaign ended, the Eighth Army
was strung out from the Naktong River to Seoul; some
kind of reorganization was imperative before Walker’s

men could take part in the pursuit. On the other hand, the
X Corps was generally disposed to the north of the Eighth
Army. Moreover, it was well provisioned from ships still
unloading at Inchon, and relatively fresh when compared
with the units of the Eighth Army. In short, the X Corps
was in position to attack north over the 38th Parallel in any
direction MacArthur wanted. Yet, instead of exploiting the
speedy resumption of the attack that these dispositions
afforded, MacArthur chose to withdraw the X Corps to
the rear, while the exhausted Eighth Army moved north to
mount the main attack. Third, MacArthur created a seri-
ous logistical problem for the Eighth Army. By ordering
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the X Corps to embark the 1st Marine Division at Inchon,
he blocked the inbound movement of supplies at a time
when the Eighth Army was desperately in need of replen-
ishment after its 200-mile march from the Naktong River.
With only a trickle of supplies moving between Pusan and
Seoul, and with replenishment from Inchon denied, the
Eighth Army had to rely on approximately 1,000 tons of
supplies, including ammunition, airlifted daily to the
Seoul area to conduct the matin effort.*

These disadvantages were apparent to many in MacAr-
thur’s own command and to a few in Washington, yet no
one protested vigorously. Major General George L. E-
berle, MacArthur’s G-4,* favored placing the X Corps
under Eighth Army, and moving the whole force overland,
perhaps from Seoul, through Ch’orwon, to Wonsan. He
believed that such an organization would be easier to sup-
ply until Wonsan was captured and opened to shipping.
Major General Edwin K. Wright, MacArthur’s chief plan-
ner, also preferred placing the X Corps under Eighth Army
after Inchon, and did not approve of the inclusion of the
amphibious operation at Wonsan. Major General Doyle
Hickey, MacArthur’s Chief of Staff, was reportedly in
agreement with Eberle and Wright.* Vice Admiral C.
Turner Joy, Commander of Naval Forces, Far East, also
objected to the amphibious movement of the X Corps.
Along with many other naval officers, he believed that the
embarkation of the X Corps at Inchon would interfere
with the logistical buildup of the Eighth Army. He was
concerned that the concentration of shipping and landing
craft in an amphibious operation would reduce overall
combat replenishment. He also feared encountering the
mines that had been reported in Wonsan harbor. Joy felt
sure that the ROK I Corps, advancing rapidly along the
east coast road, could capture Wonsan before October 20,
thus making an administrative unloading of the marines
likely. Joy and his subordinates were convinced that the X
Corps could march overland to Wonsan in a much shorter
time and with much less effort than it could move by sea.®’

General Walker wanted to exploit the favorable loca-
tion of the X Corps and to continue the attack quickly in
order to complete the entrapment of the retreating North
Koreans. If that corps were to be placed under the Eighth
Army commander, Walker reasoned that the force could
advance rapidly overland to both P’yongyang and Won-
san. He thought it was a mistake not to press the advantage
so dearly won at Inchon and Seoul. Like Joy, Walker also
believed that the ROK I Corps would capture Wonsan and

*Since World War I, the staffs of American units commanded by general
officers have been made up of G-sections. A G-4 is the staff officer
responsible for planning for supply and services.
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that the Eighth Army would capture P’yongyang before
the amphibious force could even reach Wonsan. Walker
was supported by his own logistician, who believed that
the whole force could be supported from Inchon and Pu-
san and by air until Wonsan was captured.*

For whatever reason—the attraction of another am-
phibious operation, a failure to consult with his staff, a
poor appreciation of his logistical situation, or simply a
personal determination to lead intuitively—MacArthur
stuck to his decision and never admitted that he was aware
of the objections of his own staff or his naval advisers.
When Joy tried to take his objections directly to MacAr-
thur, Hickey, although sympathetic, told Joy that the gen-
eral had made up his mind about the landing; there was no
use trying to talk him out of it.

MacArthur then compounded the planning errors by
making the difficult logistical situation even worse. From
the time of the plan’s conception, the X Corps had made
its logistical arrangements with Japan Logistical Com-
mand. But in the midst of loading the X Corps, MacAr-
thur suddenly shifted responsibility for logistical support
of all UN forces in Korea to the Eighth Army. This in-
cluded the X Corps. Thus, Walker became responsible for
coordinating the logistical support of the corps without
having any control over its operations.® Why MacArthur
did this is not clear. He may have wanted to free the corps
staff to supervise the loading of the two divisions at Inchon
and Pusan in order to meet the tight time schedule. He may
have felt that the army logistical staff had a greater capa-
bility than the corps staff. Or MacArthur may have
planned on Walker’s assuming operational control of the
X Corps after the landing at Wonsan. If the latter were
true, MacArthur may have reasoned that the Wonsan op-
eration would be of short duration and that, therefore,
Walker’s responsibility would be continuous following the
landing.

Although the Eighth Army worked hard to assist the X
Corps in its embarkation, difficulties still arose when un-
loading began in the objective area. Rations arrived on
large ships, bulk loaded, requiring the complete unloading
of ships before they could be assembled for issue. The
distribution of signal supplies was delayed because all sig-
nal items had been loaded aboard one ship and unloaded
at a single location, even though required at three different
beaches. Because the request for petroleum, oil, and lubri-
cants (POL) for the 7th Division was canceled erroneously,
these materials were never loaded by Japan Logistical
Command. This necessitated an emergency shipment of
POL from Japan to meet the requirements of the division.
Colonel Aubrey D. Smith, G-4 of the X Corps, claimed
that these and other problems resulted from the change of
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command channels at a time when staffs were over-
worked, facilities were overcommitted, and the need for
close and continuous coordination was never greater.” In
any case, MacArthur’s action further complicated Walk-
er’s primary task of commanding the main attack across
the 38th Parallel.

Nevertheless, Walker was impatient to start north. By
the end of the first week in October, the ROK I Corps had
crossed the 38th Parallel on the road to Wonsan along the
east coast, and the UN General Assembly had passed a
resolution that cleared the way for the movement of UN
troops into North Korea. If Walker waited until Inchon
was once again open, following the departure of the ma-
rines, he would surely lose contact with the enemy. On the
other hand, should his logistical support break down com-
pletely, he could conceivably fail to catch the fleeing North
Koreans. Walker finally decided that his most urgent task
was to maintain the pressure on the enemy. Ready or not,
on October 7 the 1st Cavalry Division sent patrols across
the 38th Parallel. On the next day, more patrols followed,
and on October 9, the rest of the American 1st Cavalry
Division and the ROK II Corps also crossed the border.
Now the Allies were advancing in both the east and the
west. (See Atlas Map No. 30.)

MacArthur’s faulty campaign plan triggered other tac-
tical decisions that, although understandable, were inte-
gral parts of the unfolding tragedy. At first, resistance
crumbled quickly as the full weight of the Eighth Army
was directed toward P’yongyang. By nightfall of October

Cleaning Out an Enemy Emplacement
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19, a South Korean division had captured the center of the
North Korean capital. On the east coast, the ROK I Corps
advanced even more rapidly, and by October 11 it had
captured Wonsan. But the X Corps had not even left port
to rendezvous for the October 20 D-Day. A new problem
had arisen in the form of a complex minefield in Wonsan
harbor. Naval minesweepers were moved into the area and
reinforced by Japanese and Korean vessels, but October
20 came and went without the X Corps going ashore. Ulti-
mately, the 1st Marine Division landed on the twenty-
sixth, and the 7th Division landed at Iwon, 178 miles north
of Wonsan, where it disembarked under the watchful eyes
of the ROK I Corps.

In the end, the rapid advance of the ROK I Corps, the
early capture of P’yongyang, and the delayed arrival of
the X Corps forced MacArthur to change his plans. The
enemy had escaped. By October 20, in all likelihood the
North Koreans were already north of the Ch’ongch’on
River. North Korean Government installations had moved
from P’yongyang on October 12, and by the twentieth
they had set up a temporary capital in Kanggye, near ¢
Manchurian border. There was no longer a need either for
a westward advance by the X Corps or for further compli-
cating the Eighth Army’s supply situation. Having opened
the port of Wonsan and having advanced so far north in
the east, it would have been better to accept the failure of
the encirclement and make the best of the situation.

After returning from a meeting with President Truman
at Wake Island, MacArthur canceled the plan to cut and
seal the peninsula between Wonsan and P’yongyang. On
October 16, he issued an operation order for a parachute
assault by the 187 Airborne Regimental Combat Team on
October 20 in order to intercept the retreat of the North
Koreans from P’yongyang. The next day, MacArthur is-
sued new orders in which he established a boundary be-
tween the Eighth Army and the X Corps. The boundary
ran along the watershed of the Taebaek Mountains, from
the 38th Parallel to the Manchurian border. He ordered his
army to advance to a new restraining line located between
50 and 100 miles closer to the Yalu River.”" The offensive
rolled north at a rate of about 10 miles a day, aided by the
parachute drops of the 187th at Sukch’on and Sunch’on.
A week later, MacArthur lifted all restrictions on the ma-
neuver of ground forces south of the Yalu River. With this
act, he disobeyed the instructions he had received from his
government prohibiting the movement of non-Asian
troops into the territory immediately adjacent to Manchu-
ria and the Soviet Union.”™

Actually, MacArthur was reacting to the consequences
of his earlier decisions. Because of the difficulty of the
terrain, he had lost contact with part of the enemy army
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President Truman and General MacArthur at Wake Island, October 15, 1950

after Inchon. His subsequent decisions, lacking the inspi-
ration, insights, and careful staff work of his earlier ones,
failed to produce success. Realizing that the Wonsan oper-
ation would once again fail to trap his foe, MacArthur
tried to salvage his only chance for complete victory. He
resorted to a rapid overland pursuit to the Yalu River. (See
Atlas Map No. 30.) Now he could foresee a possibility that
the enemy forces would again escape if their destruction
were left to the limited quality and quantity of the_South
Korean army. Given these circumstances, from MacAr-
thur’s viewpoint the lifting of restrictions on the use of his
forces was a logical and essential step. He needed every
available man to destroy the enemy. What MacArthur did
not understand was that his crossing of the 38th Parallel
had caused the Chinese to set a giant ambush. Thus, his
decision to recover victory through direct pressure would

result in the situation that the United States had sought to
avoid: the intervention of Chinese forces.

None of this was known to the Joint Chiefs. Their in-
volvement in other matters made them oblivious to Mac-
Arthur’s errors and to the full extent of his danger. There is
no indication that anyone in the administration fully un-
derstood MacArthur’s dilemma. In the Pentagon, some
staff officers realized that MacArthur had lost contact
with a portion of the enemy forces; others saw the serious
risk to his army should the Chinese intervene; still others
understood his supply difficulties. But no one person or
agency appears to have understood just how bad his situa-
tion really was. Quite the contrary, it was precisely at this
time that the Joint Chiefs were planning to dismantle Mac-
Arthur’s forces in the belief that the war was essentially
over.
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Korea: ““An Entirely 4

New War’’

While General Douglas MacArthur’s forces were consoli-
dating their gains in the Seoul area in late September of
1950, the Department of the Army began to plan for the
end of the war. Secretary of the Army Frank Pace directed
areview of programs that could be curtailed in the event of
an early end to the fighting. Planners turned their atten-
tion to diverting supplies then enroute to Korea, returning
excess supplies to the United States, and stationing troops
who were to be redeployed from the Far East.' After Presi-
dent Harry Truman’s meeting with General MacArthur at
Wake Island on October 15, optimism soared. UN forces
were streaming north across the 38th Parallel virtually un-
opposed. MacArthur confidently promised to send the
2nd Infantry Division to Germany before the end of 1950
and to release the 3rd Infantry Division in the spring of
1951. Thereafter, the Army felt secure in canceling all re-
placements scheduled to arrive in Korea after November.
On October 25, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) concluded
that the services of the French battalion were no longer
needed. The next day, the JCS proposed that the Greek
Brigade be reduced to a battalion. Even Lieutenant Gen-
eral Walton H. Walker sensed the mood. On October 22,
his headquarters requested authority to divert ammuni-
tion ships to Japan since the stocks in Korea were ample
for the occupation. The next day, the Japan Logistical
Command sought to return the ammunition ships to the
States and to cancel all outstanding requisitions for am-
munition.? Current statistical reports of captured and de-
stroyed equipment reinforced the optimism and made
credible the predictions of a great victory.’ By October 26,
North Korean resistance seemed to have collapsed.

There was, however, little time to enjoy the successes of
late October. Beginning at about noon on the twenty-fifth,
the ROK 11 Corps on the right of the Eighth Army recoiled
in surprise from a furious counterattack that increased in
tempo as the days passed. (See Atlas Map No. 30.) The

ROK Ist Division was particularly hard hit, and a regiment
that had reached the Yalu River on the twenty-sixth was cut
off —swallowed up, almost without a trace. The climax
came on the night of November 1, when the 8th Cavalry
Regiment of the 1st Cavalry Division withdrew under at-
tack by an enemy division near Unsan in the center of the
line. The 24th Division on the extreme left, driving toward
Sinuiju, experienced little difficulty by comparison; but in
the east, the X Corps ran into similar problems. First the
South Koreans and then the marines encountered a rein-
vigorated enemy. On November 2, the 7th Marines, while
advancing toward the Chosin Reservoir after relieving a
Korean regiment, ran into stiff resistance. (See Atlas Map
No. 31.) The marines immediately engaged in a fierce run-
ning fight, inflicting heavy casualties on their foe. While
frontline troops fought for their lives, intelligence officers
tried to identify the enemy. Gradually, prisoner of war
reports from the Eighth Army and the X Corps indicated
that elements of several Chinese Communist Forces (CCF)
divisions were in contact.* By November 2, the senior field
commanders had undeniable evidence from across their
fronts that the CCF had intervened.

Chinese Intervention

Before the UN Forces’ October crossing of the 38th Paral-
lel, Chinese leaders had made an attempt to ward off direct
confrontation with the Americans. In late September, us-
ing the Government of India as its spokesman, the Chinese
Government warned the UN that it would intervene to
protect the existence of North Korea. The Chinese fol-
lowed this general warning with a more specific one on
October 3. Chou En-lai called the Indian Ambassador,
K.M. Panikkar, to an extraordinary conference, during
which Chou warned that if United States Army units
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crossed the 38th Parallel, China would enter the war. Chou
made clear that it was not the South Koreans he feared,
only the Americans. Panikkar immediately relayed this
information to the United States Government through the
British Foreign Office. On the same day, Andre Vishinsky,
the Soviet Foreign Minister, called for the withdrawal of
all foreign troops, a cease-fire, and a coalition Korean
government to rule until elections.® Secretary of State
Dean Acheson interpreted these events as a combined
Sino-Soviet attempt to save the North Korean regime. He
interpreted Chou’s words, therefore, as a bluff, rather
than as a policy statement.® A week later, the Chinese re-
peated their warning in a broadcast over Peking radio.’

American intelligence estimates had credited the CCF
with the capability of intervening, but most analysts re-
garded intervention as unlikely.® As early as October 4, an
intelligence summary from MacArthur’s headquarters
had estimated that nine CCF divisions may have entered
North Korea, and had observed that the increasing fre-
quency of these sitings was ominous. Between October 8
and 14, MacArthur’s headquarters concluded that the
CCF could mass at multiple crossing sites along the Yalu
River in great strength. Still, no one seriously believed that
the Chinese intended to intervene decisively.

-

Chinese Prisoners Captured in North Korea, October 1950
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After the Eighth Army crossed the 38th Parallel, the
Chinese delivered another warning. On October 11, the
Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs announced that
““Now that the American forces are attempting to cross the
thirty-eighth parallel on a large scale, the Chinese people
cannot stand idly by with regard to such a serious situation
created by the invasion of Korea. . . . *’* And the Chinese
were not idle. Unknown to MacArthur, Washington, or
anyone else, the Chinese began sending CCF divisions into
North Korea three days later. Between October 14 and
November 1, some 180,000 men of the Chinese 4th Field
Army crossed the Yalu River. Marching at night and hiding
in the forested mountains during the day, the CCF secretly
massed in front of the Eighth Army."

Regardless of intelligence indications to the contrary,
optimism prevailed following the Wake Island meeting of
Truman and MacArthur. Even after the stiffening resist-
ance that began on October 25, Chinese intervention was
not accepted at face value.'" Although Major General
Charles A. Willoughby, MacArthur’s G-2,* reported that
there were CCF units in North Korea, he did not believe
that their presence signified serious intervention. On Octo-
ber 28, he asserted that the time was long past for the
Chinese to save the North Korean Government.' Not sur-
prisingly, then, the presence of Chinese forces brought no
change in MacArthur’s plans.

The Precarious Position of the Eighth Army

While reports of CCF involvement may not have moved
MacArthur, enemy bullets had convinced Walker and his
men that it was time to take stock. Walker prudently
brought his headlong pursuit to a halt as he tried to fathom
the situation to his front. On October 31, he redisposed his
army by holding a bridgehead over the Ch’ongch’on River
near Anju and withdrawing the rest of his forces south of
the river. (See Atlas Map No. 31.) Fierce fighting contin-
ued until November 6, when the enemy suddenly broke off
his attacks and melted into the forests and mountains to
the north. In response to MacArthur’s demand for an ex-
planation of the halt and redeployment, Walker apprised
him of the facts.

Tactically, the situation was dangerous. On October 25,
the Eighth Army had begun advancing on a broad front in
widely separated columns in pursuit of the defeated North
Korean Army. An ambush and surprise attack by fresh
enemy units, at least some of which were Chinese, caused a
complete collapse and disintegration of the ROK I1 Corps.

*A G-2is responsible for planning for intelligence functions.
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An American Infantryman Whose Buddy Was Killed in
Action Is Comforted by a Comrade

In South Korean units, complacency and overconfidence,
encouraged by success against the North Koreans, were
immediately replaced by fear of the CCF. Abandoning all
that it had gained, the ROK II Corps retreated to Kunu-ri
before order could be restored; by that time, the corps was
only 50 percent effective.” Moreover, the CCF attack on
the South Koreans and the 1st Cavalry Division, on the
right (east) of the Army, seriously threatened the only road
supplying the US I Corps on the west flank. This forced
Walker to temporarily withdraw the exposed columns of
the American corps and to regroup the entire force south
of the Ch’ongch’on River. There, he proposed to build up
his meager supplies before resuming the offensive to the
border."

Once faced with serious resistance, the Eighth Army’s
logistical weakness finally took its toll. As Walker well
knew, the drive to the north had been a calculated risk,
with no possibility of accumulating reserve stocks of sup-
plies. The problem became one of keeping supplies mov-
ing forward to sustain the fast moving and dispersed
columns. However, the advance was simply too rapid to
allow the repair and renovation of transportation facilities
to keep pace, and a shortage of trucks was keenly felt. The
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construction of a fuel pipeline between Inchon and Kimpo
Airfield had allowed the reallocation of some trucks, but it
still took 200 trucks daily to transport fuel and food north
of Seoul.” Railroad trains could proceed only as far north
as Munsan-ni, near the mouth of the Imjin River, where
supplies had to be unloaded, trucked across the river, and
reloaded onto trains on the north bank. (See Atlas Map
No. 31.) As soon as P’yongyang had fallen, air force ele-
ments opened the airfield for the airlift of supplies from
Seoul and Japan. As much as 1,000 tons a day from this
source, much of which was ammunition, nourished the
Eighth Army in its drive to the Yalu River.'

Shortages imposed great hardship on the combat units
in the forward areas. Some troops had moved into regions
where the means of transportation were undeveloped or
nonexistent. The distribution of supplies to these units was
a real problem. For example, while there was sufficient
winter clothing in Korea to equip the men in the forward
divisions, many small units had to deploy before issue was
complete. Some men were still in summer clothing even
after the temperatures plummeted. Equally serious was
the shortage of food. The ports were shipping not more
than 20,000 rations a day, when 60,000 to 75,000 were
needed, and the forward units had no stocks to make up
the difference. Small units, moreover, often had to move
away from their kitchens. Thus when bad weather im-
peded the emergency airdrop of rations to remote out-
posts, the men had serious doubts about the availability of
their next meal."

These supply shortages and determined enemy resist-
ance forced Walker to order a halt of the Eighth Army’s
advance. Operating with as little as one day’s supply of
ammunition and facing strong CCF concentrations, Walk-
er’s army was in greater trouble than anyone in Tokyo or
Washington realized. Wisely, Walker concluded that he
must open the port of Chinnamp’o and extend the railroad
to P’yongyang before he could continue north. (See Atlas
Map No. 31.) MacArthur had to agree.

In spite of Walker’s caution, MacArthur believed the
Chinese intervention to be a piecemeal action designed to
achieve limited goals, rather than a coordinated effort
aimed at decisive action. Nevertheless, he gave them credit
for being able to commit up to 29 of their 44 divisions, then
disposed along the Yalu River, and to support them with up
to 150 aircraft. The picture darkened even more on No-
vember 3, when MacArthur’s intelligence summary re-
ported 316,000 CCF regulars and another 274,000 irregu-
lars or security forces deployed in Manchuria at crossing
sites along the Yalu. Still, MacArthur thought that the
Chinese sought only limited objectives." Not convinced,
Army planners in the Pentagon reversed the dismantling
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of forces in Korea as MacArthur suddenly called for more
combat strength and requested permission to bomb the
bridges over the Yalu to stop the movement of men and
materiel over the river.” The possibility of having to take
direct action against Chinese forces compelled officials in
Washington to rethink the whole question of limiting mili-
tary action.

An American Reassessment

Even in the darkest days before Inchon, administration
leaders had believed that restraint in the Korean War was
necessary to obtain and preserve the support of America’s
allies and other members of the United Nations. Above
all, they wanted to minimize the threat of retaliation, ei-
ther in East Asia or Europe. The Joint Chiefs, in particu-
lar, had urged a policy of limited involvement in Korea in
order to gain the time necessary to mobilize the nation’s
military and industrial resources. The United States was
not yet in a position to risk a showdown with the Soviet
Union, and military leaders hoped that the conflict could
be kept under control until the United States and her allies
had rearmed.”

To date, the only limits placed on MacArthur had been
geographical. Air and naval forces had been given strict
orders to avoid the borders of Manchuria and the Soviet
Union, and the ground forces of non-Asian countries were
to stop short of the Yalu River. The possibility of using
nuclear weapons, however, had first been discussed early
in July. Only a small circle of people in the administration,
including the military, had access to nuclear data. Even
MacArthur knew little of nuclear plans beyond discus-
sions about the possible use of the weapons in his own
theater of operations. The fact is that a policy on the use of
nuclear weapons had never been clearly stated beyond the
general assertion that the United States had no intention of
employing them in Korea. Even so, the Army staff was
prepared to recommend their use for the most compelling
military reasons: to cover and protect the evacuation of a
large United Nations force in order to avert a major mili-
tary disaster—presumably, the capture of significant por-
tions of the Eighth Army of the X Corps.*

There were also sound reasons for not employing nu-
clear weapons. America’s allies were strongly opposed to
initiating nuclear war. The British, in particular, tried to
influence American policy in this regard, largely because
they feared that the United States would become preoccu-
pied with a nuclear war in Asia and divert weapons from
the defense of Europe. Also, American policymakers
knew that the United States had too few weapons to permit
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their expenditure so far from Europe, the area presenting
the major threat to American security. Moreover, the
mountainous, compartmentalized terrain in Korea would
attenuate nuclear explosions, thus limiting their effects to
relatively small valleys. The nuclear weapons of that era
were simply not designed for such a battlefield. Staff offi-
cers worried that the employment of nuclear weapons at
that early date might result in the dropping of a dud, and
thus risk the study of the weapons by Soviet observers. It
was entirely possible that shortcomings might be revealed
that would difninish their deterrent value in Europe.? Fi-
nally, there was the practical problem of finding and hit-
ting targets. In Korea, the only appropriate targets were
troop units; the meager North Korean industrial plant had
already been easily destroyed by aircraft armed with con-
ventional weapons. By the time troop targets were identi-
fied, the fire mission requested, permission to use nuclear
weapons obtained from the President, and the flight from
Guam, Hawaii, or the United States completed, the enemy
troops would have long since dispersed.*

There was, therefore, little chance that the United
States would initiate a nuclear war in Korea. The real dan-
ger was that some accident might cause the war to spill
over its geographical limits. There had already been three
separate incidents in which American aircraft, through
error, had violated the geographical restrictions and at-
tacked targets in Manchuria and the Soviet Union. Fear of
border violations, or the threat of border violations, grew,
therefore, as United Nations forces advanced through
ever-diminishing North Korean territory to the interna-
tional boundary. To American leaders, if not the general
public, the world situation was explosive. The central
problem was the Sino-Soviet Treaty. China was the great-
est interest that the Soviets had in East Asia, and the risk of
lost prestige alone might force the Soviets to take action on
behalf of China. Should this happen, the probability of
expanding the war would greatly increase—and to the dis-
advantage of the United States. The Soviets could rein-
force the Chinese with large numbers of aircraft and vol-
unteer crews, eventually outnumbering United States air
forces. Already, significant numbers of MiG-15s were in
Manchuria. The Soviets might even reinforce the Chinese
with Soviet Army units.

What really frightened the administration was the abil-
ity of the Soviet Union to launch nuclear war. Intelligence
reports credited the Soviets with the capability of attack-
ing the United States with 50 bombs of 60-80 kilotons each
by the spring of 1951. Presumably, they had a lesser capa-
bility in the winter of 1950. Scenarios prepared for a civil
defense study estimated that a Soviet attack could strike
anywhere in the United States, with the main attack aimed
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at the Northeast or the Pacific coastal region. General
Bradley summarized the problem: the Soviets had the
bomb, how many could only be estimated from intelli-
gence reports; they had the ability to deliver the bombs by
aircraft with sufficient range to reach the United States;
the United States could not stop all of the aircraft should
the Soviets try to attack.* This realization, coupled with
the acknowledged conventional superiority of Soviet
forces in Europe, sobered American decisionmakers as
they weighed the consequences of a provocative incident in
Manchuria or the Soviet Union.

Ignoring for a moment the implications of a worldwide
expansion of the war, American military leaders consid-
ered the consequences of widening the war in East Asia. If
restrictions were lifted, the United States might have a
difficult time protecting Japan. The critical shortfall was
American airpower. According to General Hoyt Vanden-
berg, Air Force Chief of Staff, the United States Air Force
was operating on a ‘‘shoestring,”’ in view of the nation’s
global responsibilities. While the Air Force could proba-
bly successfully combat the Soviet Air Force, the resulting
attrition would cripple American airpower. It would be
1953 before American industry could make up the losses.
Practically speaking, the United States could neither
‘‘pick at the periphery’’ nor lay waste to China or the
Soviet Union.*

Military men also believed that a widening of the war in
East Asia, particularly in the air, would work to the tacti-
cal disadvantage of UN operations in Korea. The logical
targets for an air attack against China were so widely scat-
tered and so numerous that even a much larger air element
than that possessed by MacArthur would be relatively in-
effective. On the other hand, Chinese retaliation against
the highly concentrated UN installations at Inchon, Pu-
san, and Wonsan would inflict great damage. Further-
more, air attacks against UN ground forces, not yet under
attack, could interrupt airfield operations, the movement
of supplies, and the mobility of reserves. In short, military
leaders in Washington were virtually unanimous in believ-
ing that it was better to confine the air war to the Korean
peninsula than to endure enemy air attacks.*

Late intelligence estimates, circulating among all high-
level planning and policy groups, offered scant encourage-
ment. The most recent report, a Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) paper dated November 6, estimated—erro-
neously as it turned out—CCF strength in North Korea to
be between 30,000 and 40,000, with another 350,000
ground troops immediately available as reinforcements.
The CIA considered even this underestimated strength
sufficient to halt the UN advance, either by piecemeal
commitment or by coordinated action. The CIA con-

99

cluded that at any moment the situation could get out of
control. The Chinese had staked their prestige on support-
ing North Korea, and they knew the risks. They were ready
for general war.”

Renewal of the UN Advance

Against this ominous background, MacArthur’s messages
alternated in mood. On November 4, in response to a JCS
request for a new estimate in light of CCF involvement, he
stated that there was no serious threat, and that it would be
illadvised to reach hasty conclusions. But on the sixth,
MacArthur requested permission to use 90 B-29s to attack
the Yalu River bridge at Sinuiju in order to slow the flow of
reinforcements. After the Joint Chiefs’ refusal to author-
ize the bombing, MacArthur warned of the American
bloodbath that would occur if he were not permitted to
stop the infiltration by striking the bridges or if his free-
dom of action were further limited. Then, on November 9,
he sent the JCS his overall conclusions about the Chinese
intervention, this time sounding a contrastingly optimistic
note. He urged that there be no weakening of resolution,
and that the UN press on to victory.*

The President and Joint Chiefs were puzzled by the
variations in MacArthur’s tone. They were unclear about
the tradeoff between MacArthur’s proposed tactical meas-
ures and the risk of widening the war. Although the Joint
Chiefs feared that actions taken to bring about an immedi-
ate solution to the problem might create far greater strate-
gic problems in the long run, they chose to support the
general because he based his arguments on tactical consid-
erations. They simply could not argue tactics at long
range; above all, they feared assuming the responsibility
for denying MacArthur the requested authorization when
they lacked sufficient information upon which to base
such a decision. The Joint Chiefs had either to accept Mac-
Arthur’s judgment about his problems or to usurp his pre-
rogatives and probably force his relief. The former might
be militarily risky, but it also might work; the latter could
bring heavy political fire, both from MacArthur’s politi-
cian friends and from the public, to whom he was a hero of
gigantic proportions.

Neither the setback suffered during late October and
early November nor the growing caution within the ad-
ministration deterred MacArthur. He continued to pre-
pare for the renewal of the offensive. By mid-November,
his forces were at about 45 percent authorized strength.
They were located about 45 miles from the Yalu River, and
were widely dispersed. His logistical situation had gradu-
ally improved because of both the Eighth Army’s success
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in opening the port of Chinnamp’o near P’yongyang and
the Air Force’s all-out effort to airlift supplies to P’yong-
yang. Nevertheless, shortages of certain classes of supply
forced MacArthur to postpone his resumption of the of-
fensive until November 24. In a message notifying the
Joint Chiefs of the delay, MacArthur seemed optimistic
once again, adding that the air attacks on the bridges in the
last 10 days had greatly diminished the flow of enemy
reinforcements and supplies.®

By November 20, efforts to increase the stockage of
supplies had begun to produce results. Two days later,
General Walker notified MacArthur that he could renew
the advance. On the east coast, the X Corps had always
been better off logistically than the Eighth Army, receiving
ample supplies through the ports of Wonsan, Hungnam,
and Iwon. To increase MacArthur’s overall firepower, the
Joint Chiefs had sent reinforcements of three Marine
Corps fighter wings.* All was in readiness.

Along the battlefront, the enemy seemed to have disap-
peared. On November 20, MacArthur reported that en-
emy forces had broken contact and were apparently with-
drawing, although he was unsure of what this signified.
American commanders noted a defensive attitude on the
part of the North Koreans and the Chinese. The absence of
aggressiveness on the part of the enemy was of only mini-
mal comfort to the troops, however; winter had arrived,
and the temperature fell to 10° F in the west and -20° F in
the east. As Walker prepared to renew the offensive with a
closely controlled and coordinated attack, his orders to the
corps commanders reflected caution and prudent respect
for the enemy. By November 23, the troops of the Eighth
Army were in their attack positions preparatory to jump-
ing off the next day.

MacArthur was edgy about the stillness along the front.
He was even more concerned about the distance between
the flanks of the Eighth Army and the X Corps. He in-
structed his air arm to patrol the gap with great care, seek-
ing concentrations of enemy troops, weapons, and vehi-
cles. When nothing could be detected from the air,
MacArthur once again grew optimistic. In a Iast;minute
message to the Joint Chiefs, MacArthur counted his ad-
vantages: the Air Force had sharply curtailed enemy rein-
forcements and supply; X Corps was prepared to envelop
the enemy; and Walker’s Eighth Army was in position to
complete the compression and close the vice. This, he as-
sured the Joint Chiefs, should end the war.

On November 24, Eighth Army troops moved forward
as planned against light to moderate resistance, gaining 12
miles in the first 36 hours. Soon after dark on the twenty-
fifth, however, strong formations of the Chinese Commu-
nist Forces struck suddenly and with great force against
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the center and the east flank. (See Atlas Map No. 32.) The
ROK II Corps scattered under heavy attack near Tok-
ch’on; in the center, the US IX Corps reeled, held briefly,
and then gave ground again, falling back to the south side
of the Ch’ongch’on River; and, although under no pres-
sure, the US I Corps on the left withdrew in concert with
the rearward movement of the IX Corps. On November
27, Walker notified MacArthur at his headquarters in
Tokyo that the CCF were attacking in strength, but that it
was still too early to tell if they meant to sustain their
counterofferfsive. Meanwhile, in the eastern sector, CCF
units struck savagely at the X Corps, attempting to cut off
its widely separated columns from their line of communi-
cation. The next day, Walker estimated that the enemy
numbered 200,000. In his mind there was no longer any
doubt that the CCF had opened a major offensive against
the United Nations forces.

A Devastating Chinese Counterstroke

MacArthur reported the CCF offensive to the Joint Chiefs
on November 28. In another abrupt reversal of tone, he
now protested that his forces lacked sufficient strength to
meet the Chinese threat, and that *‘. . . consequently we
face an entirely new war. . . .”’ For this reason, his plan for
the immediate future was to pass from the offensive to the
defensive, making adjustments as required by the situa-
tion.” On the twenty-ninth, the Joint Chiefs approved
MacArthur’s plan to assume the defensive, but pointedly
asked how he would coordinate operations between
Eighth Army and X Corps.* The next day, MacArthur
replied that in order to reduce the pressure on the Eighth
Army he planned to leave the X Corps in northeast Korea
as a threat to CCF operations. Even though the Eighth
Army had begun reeling south, MacArthur still harbored
illusions about his capability for successful and decisive
action. Such an appraisal at that stage of the operation was
niore than the Joint Chiefs could accept, so they ordered
MacArthur to extricate the X Corps from its exposed posi-
tion on the northeastern front and to coordinate the junc-
ture of both forces.” By this time, it was clear that the CCF
intended to destroy UN forces and seize all of Korea.

In the days that followed, all UN elements withdrew
under the blows of the CCF. Falling back to P’yongyang,
the Eighth Army abandoned the North Korean capital on
December 5. After burning everything of value to the en-
emy, Walker’s command continued its march south, re-
crossing the 38th Parallel on December 15. In the X Corps’
sector in the east, the Ist Marine Division and the 7th
Infantry Division fought their way toward the corps base
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at Hungnam. Fighting gallantly under difficult weather
conditions and virtually surrounded by the enemy, the ma-
rines finally reached Hamhung on December 10 and com-
pleted their withdrawal to Hungnam the next day. Major
General Edward Almond’s X Corps began to evacuate its
two forward beachheads at Wonsan and Hungnam imme-
diately. The 3rd Infantry Division and ROK marines com-
pleted their seaborne withdrawal from Wonsan prior to
December 15, and at Hungnam the evacuation began on
the same date. By the twenty-fourth, the corps had com-
pleted the operation; in all, 105,000 American and ROK
troops, 17,500 vehicles, and 350,000 tons of cargo were
successfully embarked. Among the evacuees were 91,000
North Korean civilians who had elected to move south
with the UN troops.™

In the midst of the withdrawal, the Eighth Army lost its
commander when General Walker died in a jeep accident
on December 23. At MacArthur’s request, Lieutenant
General Matthew B. Ridgway flew immediately to Korea
and assumed command. Ridgway had had a distinguished
career as a combat commander in World War II. He had
been the first commander of the 82nd Airborne Division,
and had led the XVIII Airborne Corps during the drive
across France and Germany. After the war, he served in
key positions on the Army staff. There, he became inti-
mately familiar with the problems of waging a limited war
in the nuclear age. Taking over as the Eighth Army
streamed south, Ridgway sought to consolidate a position
on which he could reorganize his retreating command.
(See Atlas Map No. 33.) On January 4, 1951, he was
forced to abandon Seoul, the South Korean capital, and to
fall back once again below Osan and Samch’ok. But with
only light enemy patrols following, Ridgway was finally
able to establish a line running from P’yongt’aek in the
west, to Wonju in the center, to Samch’ok on the east
coast. There, the X Corps joined him. Organizing his army
with three American corps in the west and center and two
ROK corpsinthe east, Ridgway prepared to regain contact
with his enemy and resume the offensive to the north.

Changing War Aims

The war that Ridgway was to fight differed significantly
from the one that his predecessor had waged. Weeks ear-
lier, while Walker struggled to keep a foothold in South
Korea and MacArthur maneuvered to turn the North Ko-
rean flank, the two generals had few doubts about where
they were going and what they had to do. The enemy army
had to be defeated, its homeland occupied, and the will of
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Generals Douglas A. MacArthur and Matthew B. Ridgway

the North Korean Government and its people destroyed.
Regardless of the ruminations of the Truman administra-
tion, MacArthur had defined victory in traditional terms.
But the defeat along the Yalu and Ch’ongch’on Rivers
changed all that. In Washington, in the UN, and in the
capitals of those nations contributing UN troops and
equipment, the victory that MacArthur sought was unac-
ceptable if the price to be paid was a broader and more
destructive war.

MacArthur was quick to focus attention on the issue.
On December 3, he had told the JCS that the war in Korea
now had to be viewed as an entirely new war. The strategic
concepts applicable in a war against North Korea were not
appropriate for a war against China. To continue with-
holding resources would result in the steady attrition of
UN forces, leading to their final destruction. He called for
political decisions and strategic plans adequate to meet the
new situation.* The Joint Chiefs were deeply concerned,
both by the tone of MacArthur’s message and by the
course of the Eighth Army’s headlong withdrawal. They
decided, therefore, to send their Army member, General J.
Lawton Collins, to Tokyo to confer with MacArthur. On
December 6, the JCS announced that the situation in Ko-
rea had increased the possibility of general war; American
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commanders worldwide were directed to increase their
readiness.

At the same time, Allied governments also showed their
concern for the deteriorating situation. On December 4,
the British Prime Minister, Clement Attlee, visited Presi-
dent Truman to discuss the future of UN operations in
Korea. He had been disturbed by Truman’s public remark
that the United States was considering the use of all weap-
ons, including nuclear, to restore a favorable balance in
Korea. During their conference, which went far beyond
nuclear policy in its scope, the two leaders made a crucial
decision that was to change the direction of the UN war
effort. Truman and Attlee agreed to abandon the objective
of unifying the Korean peninsula and to revert to the origi-
nal war aim of preserving the Republic of Korea. Hereaf-
ter, UN forces were to contain the CCF while negotiating
to terminate the conflict.

Simultaneously, in the UN, member nations also sought
to initiate peace negotiations. The neutral states, led by
India, proposed that a three-member negotiating group
seek a cease-fire. To show their support for truce talks, on
December 19 the General Assembly adopted a cease-fire
resolution. But China’s reaction to the UN resolution was
consistent with its hostility. China demanded the immedi-
ate withdrawal of all Americans and other UN forces, the
removal of American protection of Taiwan, and the seat-
ing of a delegation of the Chinese Communist Govern-
ment in the UN. The UN concluded from such a militant
response that negotiations with the Chinese were not feasi-
ble at this time—whereupon the American delegation be-
gan seeking support for a resolution labeling China as an
aggressive nation. Even though such a resolution was
eventually passed, the consensus in the UN supported the
new and moderate limited war aims agreed to by Truman
and Attlee.*

Collins visited MacArthur on December 4-7, and began
the process through which the new war aims were to be
converted into a military directive. In the course of their
discussions, MacArthur told the Army Chief of Staff that
if the UN established an effective blockade of China, initi-
ated aerial bombardment of the Chinese ma\lnland, rein-
forced the UN Command with 60,000 Nationalist Chinese
troops, and permitted Chiang Kai-shek’s forces to invade
South China, he could continue to hold a favorable posi-
tion in Korea. Otherwise, the UN Command should evac-
uate the peninsula. Collins carried MacArthur’s views
back to the JCS, where they were discussed in the context
of the worldwide situation and the new war aims. Finding
MacArthur’s proposals for retaliation against China to be
inconsistent with the political goals of the UN alliance, the
JCS directed MacArthur to establish a line in South Korea
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that would be tactically advantageous. Further, he was to
defend in successive positions, inflicting maximum dam-
age on the enemy. The Joint Chiefs also requested MacAr-
thur’s views on evacuation from Korea.”

Replying on December 30, MacArthur offered a coun-
terproposal, recommending again the retaliatory meas-
ures that he had mentioned earlier to Collins, criticizing
the JCS for using only part of America’s combat power in
Korea, and once more suggesting that unless UN policy
was changed,{levacuation would be necessary. It was clear
that the old general seriously disagreed with the new war
aims adopted in Washington and the UN. Because his posi-
tion was irreconcilable, on January 9 the JCS rejected
MacArthur’s proposals for retaliation against China.
They repeated their instructions to defend Korea in succes-
sive positions, subject to MacArthur’s primary responsi-
bility for preserving his army and defending Japan. If it
was essential to evacuate Korea to save the army, he should
evacuate.®

MacArthur’s next response on January 10 was a turning
point in his relations with Washington, and undermined
the effectiveness of his position thereafter. He told the
Joint Chiefs that morale of his troops was at a low ebb
because they had been falsely condemned for their fighting
abilities. Reason demanded that they be evacuated; but
even though the position in Korea was untenable in view of
the restrictions placed upon his command, the army would
hold on to a bridgehead for any length of time, up to its
complete destruction.® As David Rees, a perceptive ana-
lyst of the situation, has pointed out, ‘‘MacArthur was
trying to reverse policy by using the threat of Eighth Ar-
my’s engulfment as a lever to force Washington to adopt
his programme.’* MacArthur thus employed the most
devastating and forceful argument he had: he predicted
annihilation of his command while shifting the responsi-
bility for such a disaster onto the policy adopted by his
superiors.

Understandably, MacArthur’s message was deeply dis-
turbing to the President and to his closest advisers. Out of
their deliberations, however, came a reaffirmation of the
policy that they had adopted. First, the JCS sent another
directive to MacArthur, ordering him to stay in Korea if
possible. Second, they prepared a contingency study for
the National Security Council, outlining possible courses
of action against China should the UN be driven off the
peninsula or confined to an enclave around Pusan. This
paper included MacArthur’s retaliatory proposals for fur-
ther study. To insure MacArthur’s complete understanding
of the new policy, President Truman wrote a personal let-
ter, explaining the advantages that would accrue to the
United States and her allies if the UN Command could
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hold on in Korea, and reaffirming his intent to punish the
aggressors against South Korea.*' Not willing to risk mis-
understanding by sending messages alone, Truman had
both the directive and his personal letter hand-carried to
Tokyo by Generals Collins and Vandenberg. Beyond act-
ing as messengers, Collins and Vandenberg had the more
important task of determining by personal inspection if
Ridgway and the Eighth Army were capable of holding out
on the peninsula. From what they saw at the front in the
following days, Collins and Vandenberg concluded that
the Eighth Army could continue operations in Korea as
long as it was in the best interests of the UN to do so. The
basis for their conclusion was Ridgway’s effect on the
Eighth Army—one of the great examples of generalship in
the history of American arms.

Ridgway’s War

Within two weeks after taking command, Matthew
Ridgway turned a retreating army into a deadly offensive
weapon. From the time that MacArthur had told him *‘the
Eighth Army is yours, Matt. Do what you think best,”’
Ridgway was determined to attack as soon as he could.*
Visiting divisional and regimental headquarters across the
entire front, the new commanding general sized up his
subordinates while listening to their views. He quickly
concluded that the army lacked a winning spirit, and then
set about forcefully reminding his commanders of “‘the
ancient Army slogan: ‘Find them! Fix them! Fight them!
Finish them!” *’* No longer would the Army resort to the
“‘bug out’’ that had become a routine part of unit plan-
ning. The Eighth Army must seize the initiative. Spurning
terrain as an objective, Ridgway wanted to destroy enemy
manpower, weapons, and equipment. From this point on,
the war of containment was to become a war of attrition to
force the Chinese to negotiate a cease-fire favorable to the
territorial integrity of South Korea. Stressing security, the
general insisted that his corps commanders coordinate
their operations carefully and inflict maximum punish-
ment on the enemy. After assuring himself that everyone
understood what he wanted and consolidating the Eighth
Army positions along the P’yongt’aek-Wonju-Samch’ok
line, Ridgway ordered all units to reestablish contact with
the CCF. Beginning on January 7, 1951, infantry patrols
began to probe northward. During the following week, it
was found that CCF units were passive in the eastern sec-
tor, but were massing for an attack between Osan and
Suwon in the west. The time was right for the Eighth Army
to move.
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Although his staff recommended against offensive
action, Ridgway decided to strike the massing enemy
force. The reluctance of his staff to attack was an expres-
sion of the general attitude afflicting the frontline units
when Ridgway took command. ‘““To a man the Eighth
Army Staff was against offensive action north and I alone
had to make the decision.”’* The attack, mounted by a
tank-supported regimental combat team and known as
Operation WOLFHOUND, commenced on January 15.
(See Atlas Map No. 33.) While the attack inflicted some
casualties on the enemy, it was most notable as an example
of the new offensive spirit instilled by the commanding
general. Moreover, the operation was observed by Collins
and Vandenberg during their visit to the Far East, and
strongly influenced their conclusion that the Eighth Army
could hold its own. On January 16, Collins told newsmen
that ‘“‘we are going to stay and fight,”” and Ridgway as-
serted that ‘‘there is no shadow of doubt in my mind that
Eighth Army can take care of itself in the current situa-
tion.”* In an optimistic report to the JCS, Collins ob-
served that the Eighth Army was in good condition and

General Matthew B. Ridgway
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was improving daily under the leadership of Ridgway. He
found conditions in the ROK Corps less encouraging, but
not without hope. His optimism was strongly reinforced
by the poor performance of the CCF units. They had usu-
ally fled in the face of American firepower, and had made
no major move south from the Han River. Most encourag-
ing were the signs of weakness in CCF logistics and the low
morale in some Chinese units. Collins concluded, there-
fore, that evacuation from Korea was a political matter
and need not be made for military reasons.

The Army Chief of Staff’s optimistic report had a pro-
found effect on American leadership. The credit belonged
to Ridgway, who refused to accept defeat. Although he
had been under no orders to halt the retreat, and could
have continued south without criticism, his combative
spirit and generalship were decisive in avoiding an even
greater military disaster.* He imbued his army with confi-
dence in the face of a numerically superior enemy. Rather
than resorting to political peptalks, Ridgway insisted on
maintaining a strict barracks-like brand of discipline. His
soldiers soon realized that they were fighting neither for
abstractions such as democracy nor against communism,;
they were fighting to seize objectives ordered by the chain
of command. From this time on, the Eighth Army became
a professional army, concerned with fighting a war of lim-
ited objectives, but seemingly undisturbed by the numeri-
cal superiority of its enemy. Perhaps more important,
Ridgway showed that the situation in Korea was not as
desperate as it had been pictured by MacArthur. The result
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Infantrymen From the 187th Airborne Regimental
Combat Team Fire a 75-mm Recoilless Rifle,
February 5, 1951
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was that the JCS began to bypass MacArthur with increas-
ing frequency and to deal directly with Ridgway. MacAr-
thur’s fall from his pre-eminent position had begun.

Encouraged by the success of Operation WOLF-
HOUND, Ridgway sought new opportunities for offen-
sive action. Following another successful reconnaissance
in force towards Inchon by the IX Corps on January 22,
Ridgway ordered the I and IX Corps to mount a two-
division drive north of Suwon and Yoju toward the Han
River. (See Atlas Map No. 34.) The objective of what came
to be called Operation THUNDERBOLT was to gain in-
formation about enemy dispositions, disrupt enemy con-
centrations, and inflict maximum destruction. The attack
began on January 25 and made steady progress against
light resistance. The tactics employed were fairly simple.
The operation commenced with a long-range artillery
preparation, followed by a heavy barrage from the more
accurate 105-mm howitzers firing from short range. Tank
guns fired directly at known and suspected fighting posi-
tions, and fighter-bombers burned the enemy defensive
works with napalm and bombs. Infantrymen, secure in
their holes, joined in with rifles, machineguns, recoilless
rifles, and mortars. Intense preparatory fires lasted
throughout the morning. In the afternoon, as an eyewit-
ness later recalled, ‘‘the infantry crept up the slopes of the
hills to find out if anyone was left there.””¥

By the end of January, Ridgway had still not located the
CCF main line of resistance. However, his forces were four
to six miles north of their starting line, and were gaining
momentum. By February 10, the I Corps had reached the
Han River and neutralized Seoul by capturing Inchon and
Kimpo Airfield. This was a promising beginning for the
UN drive which, known to its frontline troops as the
‘““meatgrinder,”’ was to continue rolling north for the next
three months.

With his left flank anchored on the Han River, Ridgway
designed Operation ROUNDUP to employ the X Corps,
located in the central sector, in a drive toward Wonju and
Hoengsong, supported by the ROK III Corps on its east
flank. (See Atlas Map No. 34.) As the UN troops advanced
north of Wonju during the night of February 11, two CCF
armies and a North Korean Corps attacked from north of
Hoengsong and broke through three ROK divisions. Mov-
ing over the snow-covered mountains and establishing am-
bushes behind the front in a manner reminiscent of their
operations in November and December of 1950, the Chi-
nese forced Ridgway to order a withdrawal to Wonju. The
enemy then shifted his attack west to Chip’yong-ni.
Ridgway was sure that the enemy attacks would falter if he
could hold Chip’yong-ni and Wonju. At Chip’yong-ni, the
23rd Infantry Regiment and the French Battalion de-
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Prisoners Are Brought in During Operation KILLER,
February 27, 1951

fended valiantly, breaking a ring of three enemy divisions
attacking in massed waves against the UN perimeter. For
three days, from February 14 to 16, the 23rd fought sur-
rounded and supplied only by air. When it was over, West-
ern firepower had killed thousands of Chinese soldiers in a
test of manpower against modern weapons. Farther east,
in what veterans called the ‘‘Wonju shoot,”’ the Chinese
renewed the attack, again employing waves of soldiers—
and again suffering heavy casualties. As David Rees
noted, ‘‘the UN defense had triumphed—and for the re-
mainder of the Korean War it would remain in the ascend-
ant.”’*

After six days, the enemy offensive subsided, exhausted
from losses and inadequate logistics. Ridgway seized the
initiative. In what was aptly coded Operation KILLER, he
sought to secure control of the road between Wonju and
Kangnung in the central sectors. (See Atlas Map No. 34.)
Employing the IX and X Corps, Ridgway directed a
closely coordinated movement within and between the two
corps with the main purpose of killing all enemy troops to
the front. The new offensive was launched on February 21,
and the enemy fell back with diminishing resistance. By
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the twenty-ninth, the Eighth Army had reached its limit of
advance. By March 1, the entire CCF front south of the
Han River had collapsed and the UN Command stretched
from Kimpo to Kangnung, 30 miles south of the 38th Par-
allel.

While the February offensives gave the Eighth Army
much reason for rejoicing, the troops still faced serious
problems. Foremost were heavy rain and thawing snow in
the combat zone. Movement of supplies by vehicle became
increasingly difficult over boggy roads and damaged
bridges, and Ridgway called for more resupply by air. Fur-
ther, Eighth Army was short of manpower in its combat
units. In an attempt to offset the CCF’s great numerical
superiority, the Commanding General cut his service units
drastically and transferred men to the combat divisions.
To assist, MacArthur levied service units in Japan and sent
urgent requests for reinforcements to the JCS. Still,
Ridgways’ units remained far below their authorized
strength, for the problem was Army-wide, and the state-
side mobilization base had not yet caught up with the
many demands for trained men. The shortage of man-
power also had a serious effect on rear area security. In
many parts of South Korea, CCF guerrilla operations
made the movement of supply convoys unsafe. ROK
troops, most of whom were only partially trained, shoul-
dered the brunt of counter-guerrilla operations; but even
though some improvement could be seen, there continued
to be a wastage of supplies and a diversion of combat units
badly needed in the line.*

Consistent with the offensive spirit instilled by
Ridgway, the advance resumed on March 7 when the
Eighth Army launched Operation RIPPER. The purpose
of RIPPER was to destroy all enemy forces below Line
IDAHO, a large salient with the town of Ch’unch’on at its
apex. (See map on page 106.) Although enemy resistance
initially restricted the drive to a slow pace, by March 13
Communist strength had begun to diminish. After UN
forces crossed the Han River east of Seoul and threatened
CCF communications, the Chinese withdrew from the
South Korean capital, leaving it largely undefended.
Eighth Army troops entered it on March 15. Ch’unch’on,
an important supply and communications center, was
seized on the twentieth, again without much of a fight.
Ridgway then decided to enlarge RIPPER by directing the
I Corps to advance in a northwestwardly direction to the
Imjin River. The corps would be supported by an airborne
landing to be made by the 187th RCT near Munsan-ni. The
paratroopers dropped on March 23 and quickly linked up
with ground elements, but most of the enemy had already
withdrawn; the advance to the Imjin was almost without
bloodshed. By the end of the month, as Ridgway’s forces
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Phase Lines Controlling the Advance of the UN Command in Operations RIPPER and RUGGED, March- April 1951

reached and secured Line IDAHO, it had become clear
from recent actions and combat intelligence reports that
the CCF was falling back to prepared positions north of
the 38th Parallel.

For the second time, the question of crossing the 38th
Parallel arose. Without orders to the contrary, MacArthur
choseto follow the CCF. ‘‘My present intention,”’ he wrote
to Ridgway, ‘‘is to continue current type of action north of
the parallel, but not to proceed further than your logistics
would support. . . .’* Clearly, MacArthur still did not
want such a decision dictated by political considerations.
Fortunately, neither the Department of Defense nor the
Department of State believed that the 38th Parallel had
any special significance any longer, so the President de-
cided to treat the crossing as a purely military problem.*

When MacArthur authorized Ridgway to cress the 38th
Parallel, the Eighth Army commander was ready.
Promptly he issued the order for Operation RUGGED,
which was to be another careful advance, made for the
purpose of inflicting casualties and retaining the initiative.
The operation had as its objective Line KANSAS, which
was entirely within North Korea. RUGGED began on
April 5. In four days, units in the western two-thirds of the
zone reached the objective; in the more rugged terrain to
the east, progress was slower. Anxious to keep the enemy
off balance and noticing that enemy resistance was stiffen-
ing, Ridgway decided to continue the advance to Line WY-

OMING. During the past two weeks, he and MacArthur
had become aware that the CCF were building strength in
the Iron Triangle—a communication center described by
the towns of Ch’orwon, P’yonggang, and Kumhwa at its
corners—and were rapidly assembling the men and mate-
riel to mount their own counteroffensive. The purpose of
advancing to Line WYOMING and seizing the southern
base of the Iron Triangle was to disrupt this assembly and
meet it on the most favorable and northerly ground. In
anticipation of a strong enemy offensive, Ridgway also
issued Plan AUDACIOUS on April 12. Its purpose was to
permit an orderly fighting withdrawal through carefully
chosen phase lines. He retained sole authority for imple-
menting the plan and emphasized that its purpose was to
make an enemy advance prohibitively expensive while
maintaining the tactical integrity of the defending corps.
This was to be Ridgway’s last order as Eighth Army Com-
mander, for he had suddenly been chosen Commander-in-
Chief of the Far East and UN Commands. In exaspera-
tion, President Truman had relieved MacArthur and called
him home.

The Relief of MacArthur

Like the protagonist in a classical tragedy, MacArthur has-
tened his own ruin as the consequence of a defect in char-




An Entirely New War

acter that was responsible for both his greatness and his
downfall. His tragic flaw was arrogance and overbearing
pride.

From the beginning of the war, MacArthur had relied
upon his reputation and strong personality to achieve his
ends. Still the national hero, his hauteur was accepted as a
natural trait of a great old soldier. In fact, one could argue
that without his arrogant treatment of friends and enemies
alike, he would never have been able to accumulate the
forces he used so boldly to surprise the North Koreans at
Inchon. On a more mundane level, the trait caused noth-
ing but trouble. Even before the intervention of the Chi-
nese, the general and the President had clashed over Amer-
ican policy regarding Taiwan. Early in the war, MacArthur
had made an ill-advised visit to Chiang Kai-shek to discuss
their mutual interests in East Asia. A public statement
issued by Chiang hinted at secret agreements between the
two, and cast MacArthur more in the light of an independ-
ent sovereign than an American general.” Truman was
irritated, but inclined to overlook the indiscretion. Later,
in a letter to the Veterans of Foreign Wars, MacArthur
stressed the strategic importance of Taiwan and called for
continued American control over the island. Just as the
United States might profitably use Taiwan as a base
against China, so too would it be a formidable threat to the
United States in the Pacific if controlled by the Chinese.

Because the United States position on Taiwan in Con-
gress and the UN was to deny any territorial ambitions or
special relationship with Chiang’s domain, Truman di-
rected MacArthur to withdraw the letter before it became
public. Although MacArthur protested innocence of any
overt attempt to embarrass the administration, Truman
was indignant, and considered relieving MacArthur as
early as August 26, 1950. Thereafter, MacArthur confined
his criticism—primarily concerning restrictions on his use
of combat power—to private official channels between
himself and the JCS. Nevertheless, he created great con-
cern in Washington and allied capitals when he lifted the
restraining line on nonAsian troops in October. Similarly,
he startled his superiors when he proposed bombing the
Yalu River bridges in November. But these disagreements
had been worked out quietly. More serious was MacAr-
thur’s erratic fluctuation of moods in response to evidence
of Chinese intervention in November; his alternating opti-
mism and pessimism began to undermine confidence in his
military judgment. Still, all criticism had been kept pri-
vate, and it was only after the Chinese intervened that he
decided to take his case to the public.

With his historical position threatened by the defeat of
the UN Command in North Korea, MacArthur spoke
sharply in his own defense. Early in December, he com-
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plained to the press that the restrictions placed upon him
were ‘‘without precedent in military history.”’* President
Truman smoldered, as by inference his administration had
been blamed for the defeat along the Ch’ongch’on River.
For the second time, the President considered relieving
MacArthur. More public criticism in the first week of De-
cember caused the President to issue an Executive order to
his Cabinet chiefs requiring government officials to clear
all public statements concerning foreign policy with the
Department of State and those concerning military affairs
with the Department of Defense.* Clearly, the order was
aimed at MacArthur. The general once again resorted to
official channels to communicate his views about his gov-
ernment’s policy. As discussed earlier, he proposed retalia-
tory measures against China and repeated them fre-
quently, but always properly, through the JCS. Then, on
February 13, 1951, he told the press that unless he was
permitted to attack the Chinese in their sanctuary, he could
not hope to move north of the 38th Parallel in strength.
Again, on March 7, he reminded the nation that a new
strategy for war against the Chinese—presumably, his—
had yet to be formulated. Both of these statements were in
violation of the President’s Executive order of December
6.

The crisis reached its peak in mid-March. Encouraged
by Ridgway’s offensive, the administration decided to re-
new its efforts for negotiation in hopes that the Chinese
might now be more receptive to a truce. The President’s
advisers reasoned that since the CCF and North Koreans
had been driven north of the 38th Parallel, the objective of
UN operations—that is, the ejection of the aggressors
from South Korea—had been achieved. Further, unifica-
tion of the peninsula should and could be accomplished
without further fighting. Placing the prestige of the Presi-
dent behind the proposal, Truman’s staff drafted a mes-
sage to the Chinese Government, offering to negotiate a
settlement of the war. On March 20, the JCS forwarded
the general contents of the President’s message to MacAr-
thur, making it clear that further coordination with allies
in the UN was necessary before it could be put in final
form. At the same time, they asked him to comment on
what latitude he needed in his directive to insure successful
operations in North Korea and the continued security of
forces. MacArthur replied that the restrictions placed on
his forces prevented him from mounting large-scale opera-
tions in North Korea leading to occupation, and that,
therefore, his current directives were adequate. Then, to
the shock of the President and his advisers, on March 24
MacArthur issued his own ‘‘ultimatum’’ to the enemy,

kicking the pins from under the President’s initiative.
Brimming with new-found confidence, the general
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claimed that the recent success of UN military forces re-
vealed the CCF to be overrated in all aspects of combat
power, except numerical strength. Despite the restrictions
placed on UN military activities and the advantages accru-
ing to the enemy, the Chinese were incapable of achieving
their goal of unifying the peninsula under Communist
rule.** Ignoring the intention of the President to invite
negotiations, MacArthur went on to say, ‘‘l stand ready at
any time to confer in the field with the Commander-in-
Chief of the enemy . . .’ to find a way to achieve the goals
of the UN without further fighting.®

President Truman was furious. Not only had MacAr-
thur pre-empted Presidential prerogatives and once again
criticized the policy of the United States, but he had also
frightened UN members, who now wondered just who was
directing the American war effort. The least of MacAr-
thur’s sins was violation of the December 6 directive on
public statements. Technically, MacArthur had stayed
within his authority as Commander-in-Chief, UN Com-
mand. He had not seen the full text of the President’s
message, and had clearly dealt with military matters only
in his own announcement. Nonetheless, he had acted at
cross-purposes with both his President and the UN. Tru-
man interpreted this to be a direct challenge to his author-
ity as Commander-in-Chief. He could no longer tolerate
what he saw as insubordination.

As it turned out, the chain of events that ultimately led
to MacArthur’s relief was already underway. On March
20, MacArthur had written to Joseph W. Martin, the mi-
nority (Republican) leader of the House of Representa-
tives, expressing his views on American foreign policy. In
that letter, which was a response to Martin’s request for
comments, MacArthur repeated his belief that Asia was as
important as Europe, and that the war in Korea should be
pressed to victory. On April S, close on the heels of the
negotiations incident, Martin released the contents of
MacArthur’s letter. The next day, Truman started the proc-
ess through which MacArthur would be relieved from
command on April 11.

From a historical point of view, the drama of this inci-
dent obscured crucial problems endemic to the Korean
situation in which the President and MacArthur found
themselves involved. MacArthur’s relief shocked the
American people, for he represented traditions and widely
held attitudes about the meaning of victory. His disagree-
ment with Truman’s policy of seeking a settlement short of
enemy capitulation was shared by many Americans. Al-
though short-lived, the clamor on his behalf amounted to
asizable political uprising, enjoyed and encouraged by the
President’s political opposition. Pressing their advantage,
Republican Congressmen forced a senatorial investigation
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of the facts behind the incident. During May and June,
lengthy hearings, which, for the most part, were open to
public scrutiny, enabled MacArthur’s advocates to vie
with administration spokesmen in a political struggle over
the history and future of American foreign policy. As the
contending arguments were aired, and after the emotion-
alism surrounding the general’s return to the United States
died down, a consensus emerged among Americans that
generally supported Truman’s actions. Thus, in the end,
the President won widespread support for his views that
America’s real interests lay with her European and NATO
allies, and that the fighting in Korea should be contained
and ended as quickly as possible to avoid a widening of the
war. Nevertheless, agreement with Truman’s overall view
did not imply support for the implementation of his poli-
cies. Throughout the last two years of the war, frustrated
critics decried the difficult negotiations, and condemned
the wasteful and seemingly meaningless war of attrition
fought along the line of contact in Korea. Eventually, dis-
enchantment with protracted war became the major politi-
cal issue in the Presidential election of 1952, and played a
large part in the victory of Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Less conspicuous, but perhaps more important to the
military profession than the political effects of MacAr-
thur’s relief, was the impact on the American system of
command. First, the traditional supremacy of civilian au-
thority over military command was affirmed. Even though
partisan Republican support for MacArthur grew hysteri-
cal at times, few seriously doubted that the facts in the case
warranted the relief of a general who challenged a consti-
tutional principle. It is possible to argue, at least in theory,
that MacArthur’s loyalty was to the Constitution, rather
than to the political administration that was temporarily
running the government. MacArthur considered it his
duty to speak out on issues that he thought were vital to the
security of his country. If he was stifled, who then would
warn the country of danger? Nevertheless, MacArthur’s
oath of office demanded that he obey the legal orders of
his superiors. This he repeatedly failed to do when he de-
fied the Executive order of December 6 requiring the clear-
ance of public statements by senior government officials.

For failing seriously to consider consolidation short of
the border, the nation’s senior military leaders must take
responsibility. The Department of Defense and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, relatively new organizations trying to lo-
calize the first potentially dangerous war in the nuclear
age, were at first prudently cautious. Overburdened by
their responsibilities, however, they too easily abandoned
their wary approach. The Joint Chiefs, conservative in
their response to the Inchon plan and then overbold in
their assessment of the risks to be incurred by crossing the
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38th Parallel, failed to see their inconsistency, and permit-
ted their error to be built into the President’s decision to
cross. Moreover, after the spectacular success at Inchon
they were only too willing to give the victorious MacAr-
thur wide latitude in winding up the whole Korean affair as
they concentrated their attention on the rearmament of the
United States and the reinforcement of NATO. As a conse-
quence, the Joint Chiefs saw the drive into North Korea
through the eyes of MacArthur. Too late, they realized that
the military situation was not as he had portrayed it.

But what were they to do? The Joint Chiefs, as well as
the President and his top civilian advisers, were grappling
with an entirely new experience. Never before had the di-
rection of battle contained such far-reaching implications
as it did in Korea in the nuclear age. In World War 11,
decentralization of authority and responsibility to unified
military commanders was found to be the only effective
way to direct the efforts of air, sea, and ground forces.
Under these conditions, MacArthur and the other theater
commanders worked effectively. The Joint Chiefs them-
selves had been a part of that system and fully endorsed it,
for they knew no other way. But once the Soviet Union’s
possession of the air-delivered nuclear weapon made stra-
tegic nuclear attack against United States territory a real
possibility, there was an urgent need to coordinate closely
the policies of the President, the Joint Chiefs, and the
theater commander. Failing this, an ill-advised decision in
a local war might easily spark a global conflict. Although
the President and his advisers understood this, they had
not as yet explored alternative systems for controlling their
field commanders, and were unwilling to risk the conse-
quences of tampering with tradition. As Truman said:
““You pick your man, you’ve got to back him up.”’ In the
end, it took MacArthur’s challenge to the constitutional
authority of the President to force a change in the Ameri-
can system of command.

Finally, the greater dilemma involved strategic direction
of the war. What had been missing all along was close
coordination between battlefield goals and worldwide co-
alition goals. Having assumed the leadership in both ar-
eas, the President and his advisers had allowed the battle-
field objective, which was to unify Korea by force, to
coexist with the broader strategic goal of avoiding a wider
war, a goal that proved to be incompatible with unifica-
tion. Either MacArthur should have been given the re-
sources to unify Korea regardless of the risks, or he should
have been stopped short of the Manchurian border in or-
der to avoid a wider war. After directing MacArthur to
cross into North Korea without the resources to defeat
both the North Koreans and the Chinese, the administra-
tion found itself faced with the worst possible outcome: a
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divided Korea and a war with China. Clearly, the Truman
administration was neither conceptually nor organization-
ally ready to fight a limited war. After the defeat in North
Korea, the administration finally subordinated the free-
dom of action traditionally accorded the local commander
to the demands of global strategy. Eventually, this priority
led to the dismissal of MacArthur.

Stabilizing the Front

When Ridgway moved to replace MacArthur in Tokyo,
Lieutenant General James A. Van Fleet, an experienced
corps commander in the European theater during World
War II, became the new Commanding General of the
Eighth Army. Van Fleet had returned from Greece a year
earlier after having directed the American advisory and
support effort that had resulted in a Greek victory over
Communist insurgents. During the summer of 1950, both
he and Ridgway had been seriously considered as Walker’s
successor should anything happen to the general. Now,
Van Fleet found himself in command of a victorious army,

High-Level Conference: Generals James A. Van Fleet and
Matthew B. Ridgway
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positioned north of the 38th Parallel, and awaiting the
expected CCF counteroffensive.

A change in command for a military unit can create
disruptions that linger in the unit for a period of time. This
was the case when Van Fleet assumed command of the
Eighth Army, many of whose personnel had grown to
deeply admire and respect Ridgway. Moreover, Ridgway
was convinced that the CCF were nearly ready to spring,
so his first order to Van Fleet restricted the new com-
mander’s offensive action to closing up on Line KANSAS-
WYOMING. Ridgway’s greatest fear was that the forces
would be overextended when the blow fell. Although he
was confident that the Eighth Army could repel the attack,
he specified that no large enemy units were to be bypassed
and that lateral contact within and between corps was to be
close.

The Eighth Army was still edging toward Line KAN-
SAS-WYOMING when the Chinese attacked on the night
of April 22. (See Atlas Map No. 35.) The initial drive was
mounted from the lron Triangle, and was delivered by
three CCF armies west of the Hwach’on Reservoir. The
main attack came later, farther west through Munsan-ni,
and was aimed at Seoul. To the east of the reservoir, in the
X Corps and ROK sectors, a third drive, mounted by
North Koreans, advanced on Inje. Although the Eighth
Army held firmly on both flanks, an ROK division broke
in the center and fell back about 20 miles. To maintain the
security of his line, Van Fleet ordered Plan AUDACIOUS
(the withdrawal scheme) into effect, and the army retired
in an orderly manner back to Line KANSAS. The enemy
strength, however, amounted to some 337,000 troops in
the west, driving toward Seoul, and another 150,000
troops in the center. Followed closely by this formidable
force, Van Fleet had to abandon Line KANSAS and with-
draw well into South Korea, halting finally a bare five
miles north of Seoul. By the end of April, the Communist
logistical system was again in a depleted state, and the first
phase of the CCF offensive subsided.

In early May, Chinese and North Korean units fell back
to prepare for the second impulse of their spring offensive.
During the lull, they replaced losses and moved supplies
forward. Their aim was to take advantage of their numeri-
cal superiority by resuming the attack as quickly as possi-
ble. Ridgway and Van Fleet agreed that the best way to
minimize the effects of a renewed drive was to keep the
enemy off balance through aggressive offensive action.
Van Fleet sought, therefore, to retain the initiative by es-
tablishing patrol bases, each manned by a complete regi-
mental combat team, forward of the frontline divisions.
He established the bases some seven to eight miles in ad-
vance of the UN main battle position. From them, tank-
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infantry patrols probed even deeper into enemy territory
in search of CCF and North Korean covering forces and
assembly areas. Simultaneously, Van Fleet began planning
a renewal of the UN offensive. But before he could turn
north, intelligence reports convinced the army com-
mander that the CCF were ready to launch another drive.
Van Fleet thought that the Chinese would again strike at
Seoul, but between May 10 and May 16 they shifted their
main attack to the east. (See Atlas Map No. 36.) Late on
the sixteenth, fjve CCF armies attacked across a 40-mile
front extending from Hangye to Taepo on the Sea of Ja-
pan. In the week that followed, the CCF drove the X
Corps and the two ROK corps on the right flank well south
of the 38th Parallel.

Once the latest enemy drive was under way, Ridgway
sensed that the concentration of seven armies in the central
and eastern sectors indicated an imbalance of Communist
strength across the front. He calculated that there were
probably no more than four armies covering the remaining
front to the west. If this were true, Van Fleet should be able
to strike north of Seoul before the CCF could redeploy.
After reconnoitering the front, he ordered Van Fleet to
attack north through Uijongbu with at least two divisions.
Such an action would relieve the pressure on the IX and the
X Corps and open up possibilities for further exploitation
should the Chinese be caught off guard. (See Atlas Map
No. 37.) The rest of the army was to attack simultaneously
across the entire front.*” Accordingly, while the enemy was
still driving across the east-central front, the Eighth Army
moved north in a sudden counteroffensive. The effect was
immediate and dramatic as the enemy was caught by sur-
prise. UN units advanced quickly against weak resistance
and inflicted the highest casualties the enemy had yet expe-
rienced. By the end of May, the Eighth Army had almost
regained Line KANSAS, and the Chinese appeared to be
routed in confusion. Not only were the enemy dead
stacked up on the battlefield, but nearly 10,000 prisoners,
mostly Chinese, had been captured. So great were the esti-
mates that Ridgway was hesitant to accept the reports of
enemy dead, and could only guess at the number of
wounded who would probably die for want of adequate
care. Moreover, UN troops seized quantities of enemy
weapons and other supplies at a far greater rate than ever
before. Chinese prisoners complained of having to eat
grass and roots because of short rations. In all, Ridgway
concluded, the outlook for Eighth Army was excellent:

I, therefore, believe [he reported to the JCS on May
30] that for the next sixty days the United States
Government should be able to count with reasonable
assurance upon a military situation in Korea offering
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optimum advantages in support of its diplomatic ne-
gotiations.™

By mid-June, Van Fleet had gained a line, except in the
central sector, that was about where the contending forces
would fight until the end of the war, two years later. While
Van Fleet wanted to undertake further offensive actions,
he was ordered by his superiors to stop his advance at Line
KANSAS-WYOMING, as the prospects of a negotiated
settlement had improved greatly.

Negotiations

For some months, American policy planners had recog-
nized that the Korean War was unlikely to end in a decisive
victory for either side. The spirit of determination among
UN members, so strong the year before, had ebbed; the
American public had lost its enthusiasm for a limited war
ever since the Chinese victory in November-December of
1950; and political leaders in Congress and the administra-
tion were anxious to begin negotiations to end the con-
flict.” By April, the JCS had advised the National Security
Council that American forces should continue limited mil-

itary operations in Korea only until a political settlement
could be reached. They spelled out what they wanted in a
May 31 directive to General Ridgway. In essence, Ridgway
was to inflict maximum losses of men and materiel on the
Communists, operating within the geographic boundaries
of Korea, ‘“‘in order to create conditions favorable to a
settlement of the Korean conflict. . . .”’® Ridgway was also
charged with terminating hostilities by concluding an ar-
mistice and withdrawing non-Korean forces from the pen-
insula. Restrictions on military operations near the inter-
national boundaries continued, and now included a limit
of advance to a line through the Hwach’on Reservoir—in
effect, Line KANSAS-WYOMING. In short, Ridgway’s
mission became one of ending the war as quickly and pain-
lessly as possible.

Communist forces were also under strong pressures to
stop the shooting. Losses sustained during the May with-
drawal had been painful. Morale of both Chinese and
North Korean troops was low, and the men needed some
respite.

Diplomatically, the war had also begun to go badly for
the Communists. On February 1, the United States had
gained the support it sought in the UN, branding the Gov-
ernment of China as an aggressor. Words—even strong
ones—had little effect, however; the real pinch began on




112

May 18, when the General Assembly passed a resolution
demanding that its members place an economic embargo
on trade with China. Beyond that, the resolution called for
a complete embargo by a/l nations on the sale of arms,
ammunition, and other implements of war, including pe-
troleum and other items of strategic value. While it took
some time to develop, there was considerable support for
the embargo. Even the British curtailed their growing
trade with China, reflecting the closer Anglo-American
relations resulting from MacArthur’s relief. Further, Chi-
nese intransigence toward earlier offers to negotiate alien-
ated members of the UN. At the same time, the United
States won support for its policy of applying military pres-
sure while calling for an armistice on the basis of the status
quo. Suddenly, a barrage of quasi-official public state-
ments put pressure on the Soviets and Chinese to take
realistic measures to end the fighting.

In a UN-sponsored radio series aired during the last
week of May, Lester Pearson, Canadian Minister of Exter-
nal Affairs, observed that the object of the war in Korea
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was to defeat aggression, not to force the capitulation of
the North Koreans and Chinese. On June 1, Trygve Lie
said that a cease-fire in the vicinity of the 38th Parallel
would fulfill the purposes of the UN resolutions passed the
preceding June. During the MacArthur hearings, under-
way at the same time in Washington, Secretary of State
Acheson seconded UN Secretary General Lie, and secret
talks between the Soviets and the Americans began. Fi-
nally, on June 23, Soviet Ambassador Jacob Malik, speak-
ing on the UN radio series, offered real hope by revealing a
policy initiative by his government. As a first step, Malik
said, ‘‘discussions should be started between the belliger-
ents for a ceasefire and an armistice providing for the
mutual withdrawal of forces from the 38th Parallel.”’*' In
the view of the Soviet Government, this was the price to be
paid for peace. From this moment on, arrangements for
negotiations moved quickly from New York to the Korean
battlefield as all principal leaders, except Syngman Rhee,
lent their support.

As Commander-in-Chief of the UN Command,

The Conference Site in Kaesong on the First Day of Negotiations, July 10, 1951
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The United Nations Command Delegation to the Peace Talks:
(Left to right) Major General Laurence C. Craigie, Major
General Paik Sun Yup, Vice Admiral C. Turner Joy, Major
General Henry 1. Hodes, and Rear Admiral Arleigh Burke

Ridgway made the first move. On June 29, he broadcast a
message tc his Communist counterpart, announcing his
willingness to negotiate and offering to name a representa-
tive upon receipt of a favorable reply. After three days,
Kim Il Sung, Premier of North Korea, and General Peng
Teh-huai, commanding the CCF, proposed a meeting at
Kaesong. Ridgway agreed, and on July S, liaison officers
gathered in a Kaesong teahouse and chose July 10 as the
date of the first meeting of the truce delegations.

As it turned out, arranging the first meeting proved to
be the easiest part of the whole procedure. Whether to
strengthen their negotiating position, to gain propaganda
value, or both, the Communists engineered a series of
incidents that delayed serious negotiations. Although the
negotiations site was to have been neutral, the Commu-
nists were in actual control of the Kaesong area. From the
first, CCF and North Korean troops created conditions
that were far from evenhanded. As the UN delegation
drove into the conference site for the first time, carrying
the agreed upon white flag of truce, Communist photogra-
phers recorded their ‘‘surrender.”’ Even worse, no Western
newsmen were permitted to accompany the UN delega-
tion, thus depriving the West of a balanced account of the
sessions. Ridgway decided to make an issue of the press
restrictions. Reacting quickly, he discontinued the talks on
July 12 until the neutrality of Kaesong and the admission
of Western journalists were guaranteed by the Commu-
nists. Even after the first abrasive confrontations eased,
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child-like incidents continued to disrupt the negotiations.
On August 4, armed Communist troops blocked the en-
trance to the teahouse and herded UN delegates from place
to place, treating them like prisoners. Again, Ridgway
withdrew his representatives for six days. Once back at the
conference table, Vice Admiral Turner Joy, chief UN dele-
gate, found himself seated on an absurdly small chair un-
der the gaze of North Korean General Nam 11, who tow-
ered over him from an equally absurd high chair across the
table. A North Korean flag, part of the centerpiece, was
fully six inches higher than the UN flag beside it. Discus-
sions between delegates fared no better, and the language
of diplomacy degenerated into angry abuse. As the dele-
gates tested each other, the Communists insisted on being
called by full, formal titles while referring to South Ko-
rea’s president as ‘‘the murderer Rhee’’ and to Chiang
Kai-shek as “‘your puppet on Formosa.’® On August 23,
talks were interrupted again when the Communist delega-
tion accused the UN of violating the neutrality of the con-
ference area by dropping napalm. Serious discussions did
not really begin until the armistice negotiations were
moved to Panmunjom, a site that afforded unrestricted
access to both sides.

Finding a truly neutral site removed some of the oppor-
tunities for delay, but brought the delegates no closer to
agreement. Although the first debates arose over the
agenda, they actually reflected the opposing goals of the
delegations. The objectives of the UN Command were to
agree on a cease-fire along a militarily defensible line of

The Communist Delegation to the Peace Talks: (Left ro right)
Major General Hsieh Fang, Lieutenant General Teng Hua,
General Nam 11, Major General Lee Sang Cho, and Major
General Chang Pyong San
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contact, to establish some kind of commission to supervise
the truce, and to exclude all political questions from the
truce discussions, deferring their solution to a meeting of
interested governments at a later date. The Communists
emphasized two main points: that the 38th Parallel rather
than the line of contact be the truce line, and that all
foreign troops be withdrawn from Korea. Both of these
points were seen to be essentially political issues by the UN
delegates; the 38th Parallel had never been recognized as
an international boundary, and the Communists were not
inclined to view the Chinese as foreign troops. In this argu-
ment the UN finally prevailed, and on July 26 the two
delegations agreed to the following:

1. The adoption of an agenda for future talks.

2. The future establishment of a military demarcation
line so as to create a demilitarized zone (DMZ) as the
basic condition for a cease-fire.

3. The making of concrete arrangements for a supervis-
ing body.

4. The determination of arrangements for prisoners of
war.

5. The development of recommendations to the govern-
ments of countries concerned with the war.*

Considering that the negotiations dragged on until the
armistice was signed in July 1953, two years later, the ma-
jor flaw in the agenda was positioning the demarcation
line talks first rather than last. By discussing this issue
first, the UN Command permitted itself to be maneuvered
into a stalemate condition for the rest of the war.

Ironically, the stalemate emanated from Van Fleet’s de-
sire to keep military pressure on the enemy and a UN
proposal designed to gain a quick truce. Having been rein-
forced during the early summer lull and concerned that
inactivity would dull the fighting skills of the army, Van
Fleet launched a limited offensive beginning in late July.
His purpose was to adjust his front and to keep pressure on
the enemy by inflicting heavy casualties. Fighting for ter-
rain features such as the Punchbowl, Bloody Ridge, and
Heartbreak Ridge, the Eighth Army established a new line
on commanding ground, providing a much stronger de-
fensive position. (See Atlas Map No. 37.) It is difficult to
draw a firm connection between the course of negotiations
and military pressure, for on November 12 Ridgway or-
dered Van Fleet to cease offensive operations and begin
what he called an active defense. The active defense lim-
ited Van Fleet to battalion-sized operations; anything
larger required Ridgway’s permission. Its purpose was to
avoid needless UN casualties while negotiations reached a
conclusion regarding the demarcation line.
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On the seventeenth, the UN delegation presented a pro-
posal—drafted in Washington and the UN and vividly il-
lustrating their desire for a quick truce—that suggested
designating the current line of contact (see Atlas Map No.
38) as the demarcation line, provided that the general ar-
mistice be signed within 30 days after agreement to the
proposal. Although the proposal provided incentive to
achieve a quick truce, it also contained the potential for
stalemating the front. The Communists needed a 30-day
breather to mend the damage inflicted by Van Fleet’s of-
fensive.” All they had to do was agree to the present line of
contact as the demarcation line—which they did on No-
vember 27—and then not agree to the remaining three
agenda items by December 27. The result was, in effect, a
30-day truce during which the Communists built a defen-
sive system that protected their armies.

Stalemate

For the rest of the war, the two opposing armies dug them-
selvesinto the hills along Line KANSAS-WYOMING. The
Communists built a defensive zone 14 miles deep—deeper
than the German lines in World War I—that was designed
to withstand nuclear attack. Tunnels, fighting trenches,
and bunkers provided an integrated defense that was sup-
ported by large numbers of artillery and mortars. In fact,
so deeply was their artillery dug into the hills that it proved
unable to maneuver in support of offensive operations
thereafter. In an effort to protect themselves from the
dreadful effects of Van Fleet’s offensive power, the Chi-
nese and North Koreans had immobilized their armies.*

Similarly, but for different reasons, the UN Command
immobilized itself. First, Ridgway and Van Fleet agreed
that they could not advance farther into North Korea with-
out substantial reinforcements. The Joint Chiefs had long
since decided that there would be no significant reinforce-
ment in Korea. Although they had sent Ridgway the 40th
and 45th National Guard Divisions for the defense of Ja-
pan—and for use later in Korea—their first concern was
the reinforcement of NATO in Europe. Unable to ad-
vance, Van Fleet had halted on the best defensive terrain to
await theresults of the truce talks. But he had to stretch his
troops thinly across the 155-mile front, and accordingly
lacked the favorable ratio of men to front that would per-
mit him to crack the formidable defensive zone across the
valley. Consequently, for the next 20 months, as the two
sides haggled over the truce agreement at Panmunjom, the
armies skirmished with each other between their two main
lines of resistance.
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Across the front, infantry units on both sides waged a
strange kind of static war. On the surface, at least, their
purpose appeared to be the straightening of bulges in the
line, the gaining of better observation posts, and the denial
of vantage points to the enemy. For some, the war occa-
sionally erupted into violent battles that consumed men
but achieved nothing decisive or even substantial. For oth-
ers, the war declined into a state of boredom in which
engineering skills, rather than fighting spirit, were at a
premium. On the UN main line of resistance (MLR), in-
fantry companies organized positions along the fingers of
the steep, often barren hills, placing their platoons well
forward and maintaining only meager reserves. Along the
military crests of the hills and ridges, the infantrymen built
log and sandbag bunkers that protected their machineguns
and automatic rifles. These fighting bunkers were sited to
deliver automatic fire into the most likely avenues of ap-
proach and along final protective lines that interlocked the
entire company front and tied into adjacent companies.
On the higher peaks, overlooking the fingers that sloped
into the valley below, larger bunkers provided observation
posts for platoon and company commanders and the artil-
lery forward observers. Connecting the fighting bunkers
and the command posts were deep, narrow communica-
tions trenches that outlined the military crest of the hills,
ridges, and fingers in a curious pattern that was reminis-
cent of World War I. Along the trench lines, riflemen cut
individual bays from which they could fight to protect the
blind sides of the automatic weapons bunkers. All bunkers
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and trenches were camouflaged for concealment, the ex-
tent of the camouflage depending upon the ingenuity and
diligence of the infantry commanders. Small barbed wire
entanglements—called hedgehogs—were positioned on
the parapets, ready to be dropped into the trenches in
order to isolate a portion of the line should the enemy
penetrate the position. To further strengthen the position,
riflemen constructed protective barbed wire fences suffi-
ciently far down the slopes to prevent enemy troops from
advancing within grenade-throwing range. Beyond that,
more complex wire entanglements were combined with
antipersonnel minefields to obstruct the movement of en-
emy troops as they approached the killing zone, an area
that could be saturated by the fires of artillery, mortars,
and automatic weapons. Once constructed, the positions
were constantly improved and extended in depth to pro-
vide more flexibility in the defense. The more fortunate
infantry units shared their positions with hard-hitting
tanks whose guns were integrated into the defensive fire
plan.

Creeping outward from the fortified zones, the two ar-
mies occupied rival outposts over which the remaining war
was fought. Breaking the tedium of life in the trenches,
battles flared over colorfully named hills such as Carson,
Reno, Vegas, the Hook, Old Baldy, Porkchop Hill, the T-
Bone, Whitehorse, Outpost Harry, and Sniper’s Ridge.
Often, these fights—most of which were at night—re-
sulted from the engagement of probing patrols that sought
either prisoners or general intelligence, or from contact

—

Wy
e
— dmmgp

-~ —

— -

M4 Tanks Fire in Support of the 2nd Infantry Division, September 1951




116

A Patrol of the 35th Infantry Studies a Map Prior to Departure

patrols that were caught in ambushes. Occasionally, as at
Porkchop Hill, the UN forces or the Communists decided
to capture an outpost to gain a local tactical advantage.
When this happened, the other side might be equally deter-
mined to hold the position, and the process of “‘piling on’’ *
would result in a bloody and prolonged fight. More often
than not, such battles were related in some way to the
difficult negotiations that continued at Panmunjom.
Whatever the cause, the battles of the outpost line illus-
trated the problem of negotiating with the Communists.
As ground action waned, the UN turned to powerful air
and naval arms for the military pressure needed to support
its negotiating team. In August 1951—before Van Fleet’s
army adopted the active defense—air, naval, and marine
commanders concentrated all available aircraft on the in-
terdiction of Communist-controlled bridges, highways,
railroad lines and yards, and supply points. Most of the air
assets took part in Operation STRANGLE, a rail-cutting
scheme designed by Fifth Air Force to slow down the
southward movement of enemy troops and materiel. Dur-
ing the day, fighter-bombers raked the railroad lines; at
night, B-26s scoured the countryside for trucks. Approxi-
mately 96 fighter sorties a day continued to provide close
air support to the static ground war. For most pilots, how-
ever, the Air Force theme song became ‘‘We’ve been work-
ing on the Railroad.’® While enemy work details devised
ingenious ways to repair the railroad overnight, it was a
costly task. The North Korean Railroad Bureau employed
three brigades (7,700 men) full time on railroad repair,
and, at the height of the air campaign, used as many as

*When an enemy force is encountered, troops ‘‘pile on’’ by bringing
overwhelming numbers and munitions to bear against it.

The Korean War

500,000 soldiers and civilians to keep the lines open. At
first, Operation STRANGLE also forced the Communist
air forces out of their Manchurian sanctuary. Beginning in
September 1951, though, Communist MiG-15s became
more numerous and more aggressive over North Korea,
bringing an end to the Allies’ uncontested control of the
air. Nevertheless, enemy air forces never achieved their full
potential during the war. When Communist fighters chose
to challenge UN aircraft, they suffered heavy losses; even-
tually, UN airc;:aft once again concentrated their efforts
on providing close air support to ground forces along the
frontlines.*’

Paradoxically, the decision to remove ground military
pressure from the enemy and pursue an active defense also
removed the enemy’s incentive to negotiate. This was a
serious political error, for while the Americans and their
UN allies correctly believed that the enemy wanted to stop
the shooting—at least the Eighth Army offensives—they
failed to see that the Communists welcomed the opportu-
nity to wage a different kind of war by shifting the fight
from the battlefield to the arena of world opinion. Ameri-
can and UN leaders, pressured by growing disillusionment
with the war in Western democracies, jumped at the pros-
pect of a truce even after the military situation no longer
demanded one. Unlike their antagonists, the Communists
were far more concerned with issues than casualties, and
as long as they felt no military pressure, they felt no com-
pulsion to conclude a truce. They were perfectly happy to
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switch from a military struggle to a political one. Thus the
war dragged on as the delegation at Panmunjom debated
the last three points on the agenda, and the Communists
sought to discredit the UN in the eyes of neutral nations.

External Factors

Mixed in with the negotiations on the remaining agenda
items was a carefully thought out Communist propaganda
campaign. As the talks wore on through 1952 and 1953,
the Communists charged the Western powers, and particu-
larly the United States, with imperialism and warmonger-
ing. They encouraged a worldwide peace movement that
adopted anti-Westernism as its central theme. To make the
contrast between the peace-loving Communist states and
the imperialist warmongers even more vivid, they
mounted an almost believable campaign—employing pub-
lic testimony by American prisoners of war—charging the
United States with waging bacteriological warfare against
North Korea and China. While the peace campaign had
little direct impact on American policy toward Korea, it
would be unwise to conclude that neutral nations, in and
out of the UN, were unaffected. At the very least, there
was a coincident rise in the clamor for a quick peace.
Even if an armistice could not be concluded quickly, the
United States National Security Council hoped to develop
the ROK Army to a point where it could take over the war.
For his own reasons, ROK President Syngman Rhee called
for the immediate arming of additional infantry divisions
which, if necessary, would be commanded by American
officers. Although Rhee repeatedly returned to this theme,
there was little support for this radical proposal among
members of the American High Command. Both Ridgway
and Van Fleet objected on the grounds that the ROK Army
needed not more men and weapons, but long-term im-
provement of leadership and military training. To achieve
this, they advocated a reinvigorated military school system
for officers and non commissioned officers, the training of
ROK instructor personnel at American Army school cen-
ters, and the establishment of effective training programs
for the ROK units on line. Van Fleet introduced the latter
by rotating ROK units in and out of training camps set up
in the corps rear areas. While the American Army staff
favored a limited expansion of the ROK Army, it was
unwilling to commit additional logistical support if it
meant reducing the strategic reserve or depriving NATO.
Nevertheless, by the end of the war, there was a moderate
increase in ROK divisions, although well short of the num-
ber that Rhee wanted. More importantly, under Van

117

Fleet’s tutelage, the ROK Army became a much improved
fighting organization, able to stand up to heavy Chinese
attacks as the war neared its end.*

Logistical constraints not only influenced the expan-
sion of the ROK Army, but also became a serious problem
for the United States Army. Ammunition supply was par-
ticularly vexing. Following World War 11, the Army found
itself with large quantities of artillery and gun ammunition
stored around the world. For this reason, in the postwar
years of fiscal austerity, the Army staff gave little thought
to producing new ammunition in great quantities. Further,
the lack of an ammunition procurement program caused
the major suppliers to discontinue the production of am-
munition and convert to consumer goods. After the Ko-
rean War broke out, the Army had to draw upon the old
stocks, which soon began to dwindle. Congress appropri-
ated ample funds for procurement, but because the lead
time for ammunition production was so great—a year to a
year and a half—ammunition purchased in January 1951
could not be delivered until late 1952. To complicate mat-
ters, as the front stabilized in Korea and the enemy dug
into the hills, ammunition consumption rose dramatically.
In 1951, one artillery battalion engaged at Bloody Ridge
fired 14,425 rounds of 105-mm shells in one 24-hour per-
iod. By contrast, the average daily expenditure of a 105-
mm battalion during World War II had been 480 rounds.
Overnight, commanders in Korea called for increased
shipments to replenish their depleting stocks, and short-
ages developed in depot and theater stocks. This resulted
in limitations on daily expenditure rates, particularly in
the heavy calibers used to root enemy forces out of their
deep tunnels and holes. Generally, however, units under
attack or engaged in a critical offensive action were amply
supplied by a redistribution of ammunition found in unen-
gaged units and in local supply points.* Certainly, the am-
munition shortage, while disconcerting at the tactical
level, had no important effect on the outcome of the war.”
That rested on the truce talks at Panmunjom and the elec-
tion of a new American president in November 1952.

As the election approached, the war saw little activity
other than patrolling and the incessant haggling over an
armistice. In the summer of 1952, General Mark Clark
succeeded Ridgway as Commander-in-Chief, UN Com-
mand, and operated under the same policies and restric-
tions faced by his predecessor. The Chinese and North
Koreans seemed similarly restrained, avoiding serious mil-
itary action, and the Soviets showed no inclination to be-
come involved. Clearly, the American public and Congress
were disgruntled and frustrated by the stalemate; ending
the war became the major campaign issue. The Democrats
were hard pressed to defend the policy that had produced
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the stalemate, and despite the efforts of President Truman
and Adlai Stevenson, the Democratic candidate, the par-
ty’s popularity dropped before the charm of the Republi-
can standard bearer. Promising to visit Korea, ostensibly
to end the interminable war, Dwight D. Eisenhower swung
the electorate to a Republican administration. A month
after his election, the President-elect traveled to Korea and
toured the front, talking to commanders at all levels. He
concluded that there was no easy solution to ending the
war, and returned to Washington to organize his adminis-
tration for the difficult task ahead.

Armistice

Discussions concerning the demarcation line were largely
concluded in December 1951.” The only remaining issues
concerning the trace of the line were the width of the
DMZ—the Communists wanted a 4-kilometer belt—and a
provision for deferring the exact trace of the demarcation
line until all other agenda items had been settled. The UN
Command agreed to both. Not surprisingly, in late May
1953 the Communists exploited the latter agreement to
mount a spurt of offensives against the ROK sector and
thereby achieve the illusion of final victory. Although the
offensive was expected and the gains were limited, its polit-
ical effect was much as the Communists had hoped, partic-
ularly in the neutral nations that became increasingly anti-
Western as "negotiations on agenda items 3, 4, and 5
dragged on.

Arrangements for the supervision and control of the
armistice agreement proved to be negotiable, but ex-
tremely complex. For this reason, the UN delegation was
slow in developing a position, and ended up debating a
Communist initiative. The United States Government had
two fundamental goals: a supervisory armistice commis-
sion with free access to all of Korea, and an agreement that
there would be no reinforcement of personnel, equipment,
and supplies. Ridgway thought that the Communists
would not agree to free access by any inspecting body—he
was not too happy with the idea himself—so he proposed
inspections at selected ports of entry. Vice Admiral Joy
wanted to prevent the construction and repair of airfields
in North Korea, so he favored including provisions for
photo reconnaissance. As enemy air activity increased in
the winter of 1951-1952, Ridgway added his support to
Joy’s proposition, and the prevention of airfield construc-
tion and maintenance became a major issue; indeed, it was
considered necessary to insure the future security of South
Korea.

The Korean War

Before the UN delegation could offer a coordinated
proposal, the Communists presented their package. Their
comprehensive program sounded much like the develop-
ing UN position, but contained some significant differ-
ences. Under the Communist plan, not only were there to
be no reinforcements, but there was no provision for re-
placing the troops and equipment in Korea. This was unac-
ceptable to the UN, as agreement would lead to the obso-
lescence of equipment and an inability to replace veterans
of the war who were scheduled to return home. The Com-
munists also insisted that there be no interference with the
construction and maintenance of airfields and other facili-
ties. Regardless of the differences, a compromise slowly
emerged. The UN high command realized that it had no
practical way of preventing the restoration of airfields, so
photo reconnaissance was really not essential; the Chinese
agreed that there could be a rotation of 35,000 men a
month through selected ports of entry; and both sides
agreed that Sweden, Switzerland, Poland, and Czechoslo-
vakia would provide the members of the neutral armistice
commission.

Item S was settled in recordbreaking time when the
Communists proposed to recommend to the governments
involved that a political conference convene three months
after the armistice was signed. At that time, those issues
deferred during the truce talks, such as the withdrawal of
all forces from Korea, would be discussed. After suggest-
ing minor changes for clarification, Vice Admiral Joy
agreed so quickly that the Communists paused to re-exam-
ine their text for fear they had made a mistake. The fact
was that Joy was satisfied with the proposal as long as its
provisions were kept vague and were offered in the form of
recommendations. In all, agenda item S took only 11 days
to complete; the delegations were not prepared to deal so
quickly with the remaining item—arrangements for pris-
oners of war.

The handling of prisoners turned out to be the most
difficult problem faced at Panmunjom. Fundamental dif-
ferences between Western and Communist attitudes to-
ward both the process of negotiations and the humane
treatment of prisoners underlay the issue. The UN sought
voluntary repatriation in which those prisoners who did
not want to return to China or North Korea could remain
in the south. The UN delegation believed that a significant
number either had been captured early in the war and
forced to serve in the North Korean Army or had served in
the Chinese Nationalist Army before its defeat in 1949 and
did not want to live under Communist rule. The Commu-
nists wanted all prisoners returned to the losing side, even
if it meant forcible repatriation. They wanted neither a
public testimony of the unpopularity of Communism nor
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the loss of trained manpower for the armed forces. They
saw voluntary repatriation as a UN ploy to hold on to the
prisoners. To break the deadlock, the UN Command sug-
gested that the prisoners be polled by the International
Red Cross to determine how many wanted to go home and
how many wished to stay where they were. The Commu-
nists agreed. By April 5, 1952, 132,000 Communist pris-
oners and 37,000 civilians had been screened, and the
results were shocking. Among the soldiers, 54,000 North
Koreans and only 5,100 of some 20,000 Chinese chose to
return home. The Communists immediately accused the
UN of duplicity and refused to moderate their position.
For fifteen months, the prisoner question remained the
only major unresolved issue.

Organization of the prison camps by hardcore Commu-
nists complicated the problem further and illustrated the
totality of the Communist war effort. Operating in com-
munication and coordination with the truce delegation at
Panmunjom, Communist leaders gained control of the
compounds in which the prisoners were held. Coercion of
anti-Communist prisoners and outright resistance to camp
command resulted. The influence of the Communist lead-
ership became so strong that the UN Command decided to
separate the hardcore Communists from those who did
not want repatriation to North Korea or China. During
May 1952, in extension of Communist objections to vol-
untary repatriation at Panmunjom, hardcore prisoners in
the camp on the island of Koje-do seized Brigadier General
Francis T. Dodd in an unguarded moment and forced him
to negotiate with them for future humane treatment and
the discontinuation of forcible screening. After Dodd
publicly agreed to the prisoners’ demands, he was released
unharmed. Although Dodd had averted bloodshed in the
camp, he had put the UN in a very bad position by imply-
ing that the treatment of prisoners had been inhumane.
The Communist press made much of the incident as they
tried to discredit the concept of voluntary repatriation. It
was at this time that General Mark Clark replaced
Ridgway as Commander-in-Chief, UN Command, and
the Koje incident was his introduction to the war. Believing
that strong measures were needed to restore discipline to
the camps, Clark relieved Dodd and others above him in
the chain of command. He appointed Brigadier General
Haydon L. Boatner as the new commander at Koje and
reinforced his command with troops from the 2nd Infan-
try Division and the 187 Airborne Regimental Combat
Team. Boatner stormed the compounds with tank-infantry
teams and literally dragged the leaders out by the seats of
their pants. As his men later bragged, they ‘‘Boatnerized”’
the hard core and restored discipline. All in all, the pris-
oner affair had an adverse effect on the UN negotiating
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position; America’s allies disapproved of the handling of
the prisoners, and Communist opposition to voluntary
repatriation hardened.

A break in the deadlock finally came in the winter of
1952-1953. General Clark suggested that the two sides
exchange their sick and wounded prisoners. At the end of
March 1953, the Communists agreed, and on April 20,
Operation LITTLE SWITCH began. This seemed to trig-
ger a softening of the Communist position, for while the
exchange of the sick and wounded was underway, the ne-
gotiating teams agreed in principle to a solution of the
larger problem. Repatriation was to be offered to all who
wanted to go home. Those who did not want to return were
to be handed over to a neutral repatriation commission
that would hold the prisoners until they could be inter-
viewed by representatives of their armies. If they still did
not change their minds, the repatriation commission
would release them to whichever government they chose.
All seemed to be moving to a final agreement on the terms
of an armistice when President Syngman Rhee became a
formidable obstacle.

Rhee had always insisted that there could be no armi-
stice without unification. He was equally adamant about
voluntary repatriation. As agreement on a truce neared,
Rhee announced that the settlement was unacceptable to
the Korean people. Although he knew that South Korea
would have great difficulty should the UN withdraw its
support, he undertook a great gamble that in the end the
United States would not abandon him. American leaders
saw the reality of the situation as well; there was little they
could do to make Rhee observe a truce he did not want.
They were just not sure if Rhee was bluffing. He was not.
On June 18, he opened the gates of prison camps and
released some 25,000 North Koreans who wanted to live in
the south. In spite of UN efforts to tighten camp security,
Rhee’s men continued to aid the escape of anti-Commu-
nist prisoners.

The United States finally bought Rhee’s support of the
armistice. The price was high in terms of dollars, but it
paved the way for a final settlement. The Truman adminis-
tration offered Rhee a mutual security pact; long-term
economic aid, beginning with a $200 million installment;
expansion of the ROK Army to 20 divisions; and coordi-
nation of their goals and actions in the international con-
ference to follow the armistice.

While Rhee was winning his diplomatic victory, the
Communists sought one more military triumph upon
which to end the war. Beginning on July 13, elements of
five CCF armies attacked an ROK Army salient on the
Kumsong front. The CCF broke through the frontline di-
visions and forced a withdrawal. General Maxwell D. Tay-
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lor, commander of Eighth Army since the spring retire-
ment of Van Fleet, was concerned, and reinforced the
threatened sector with the 187th Airborne Regimental
Combat Team and the 3rd Infantry Division. By July 15,
the line had been stabilized and the attack stalled. Taylor
then ordered the ROK II Corps to counterattack. Al-
though the ROK corps recovered some ground, it could
not regain all that had been lost. As the action subsided on
the battlefield, the commanders and delegations of the
contending po'wers gathered to sign the truce. At 10:00
p.m. on July 27, 1953, the Korean War ended after over
three years of hostilities, two of which were spent trying to
bring it to an end.

How could a war conducted with inspirational general-
ship and brilliant maneuver—such as that displayed by
Walker in the Pusan perimeter, MacArthur at Inchon, and
Ridgway in the ‘‘meatgrinder’’—have ended in negotia-
tions, with a stalemate on the battlefield? There is no sin-
gle answer to this complex question. First, it is clear that in
June 1950, the United States was neither conceptually nor
organizationally prepared to fight a limited war. Success
was the result more of rapid crisis management than mili-
tary readiness and deliberate planning. Once the enemy
had been driven out of South Korea after Inchon, the
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President and his advisers seemed incapable of resolving
the conflicting demands of successful operations on the
battlefield and worldwide coalition goals. Having as-
sumed the leadership in both arenas, they allowed the bat-
tlefield objective, which was to uni ; Korea by force, to
coexist with the broader goal of avoiding a wider war while
rearming the United States and her Western allies. After
the Chinese intervened, and the risks and costs of unifica-
tion became too great to accept, the high command
changed goals once again, settling for a limited war along
the 38th Parallel while negotiating an end to the conflict.
Coincidentally, disagreement between MacArthur and his
superiors exposed a serious failure of command. MacAr-
thur and the JCS tried to practice traditional command
relationships in a situation that would not permit the wide
latitude normally given to a local commander. When Mac-
Arthur tried to change his government’s war policy by
taking his case to the Congress and the people, he was
relieved, and a new chapter in American civil-military rela-
tions opened. Finally, the eagerness of the Western powers
to end the war led to miscalculations that permitted the
Communists to stalemate the battlefield, prolong the war,
and seek a propaganda victory on the world stage.

What then were the significant consequences of the
war? South Korea remained free of Communist domina-
tion, but the peninsula remained divided. The Chinese
Communists ascended to a position of great influence in
the world, particularly among the unaligned states, and
the Soviet Union appeared more threatening than ever
before to the Western powers. The leadership of the United
States reacted by committing the nation to military pre-
paredness. The draft and large defense budgets became an
important part of American life; Europe and some Asian
powers, including former enemies, were rearmed;
multinational and bilateral treaties enmeshed the nation in
a complicated network of alliances designed to insure se-
curity; and a military-industrial complex maintained per-
manent readiness for war. In short, the Korean War inten-
sified the Cold War by redefining the struggle between the
non-Communist and Communist powers in global and
military terms. Containment by political and economic
measures was no longer the only option for the United
States. The long march to Vietnam had begun.
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