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THE FOUNDATIONS

OF ARMY OPERATIONS

Fundamental to operating successfully across the full range of military operations is an understanding of the Army's doctrinal foundations-the principles of war and the tenets of Army operations.

THE PRINCIPLES OF WAR
The nine principles of war provide general guidance for the conduct of war at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels. They are the enduring bedrock of Army doctrine.  The US Army published its first discussion of the principles of war in a 1921 Army training regulation.  The original principles adopted by the Army, although slightly revised, have withstood the test of time.  Today's force-projection Army recognizes the following nine principles of war.

Objective
Direct every military operation toward a clearly defined, decisive, and attainable objective.
The ultimate military purpose of war is the destruction of the enemy's armed forces and will to fight.  The ultimate objectives of operations other than war might be more difficult to define; nonetheless, they too must be clear from the beginning.  The linkage, therefore, between objectives at all levels of war is crucial; each operation must contribute to the ultimate strategic aim.

The attainment of intermediate objectives must directly, quickly, and economically contribute to the operation.  Using the analytical framework of mission, enemy, troops, terrain, and time available 

(METT-T), commanders designate physical objectives such as an enemy force, decisive or dominating terrain, a  juncture of lines of communication (LOCs), or other vital areas essential to accomplishing the mission.  These become the basis for all subordinate plans.  Actions that do not contribute to achieving the objective must be avoided.

Offensive
Seize, retain, and explore, the initiative.
Offensive action is the most effective and decisive way to attain a clearly defined common objective.  Offensive operations are the means by which a military force seizes and holds the initiative while maintaining freedom of action and achieving decisive results.  This is fundamentally true across all levels of war.

Commanders adopt the defensive only as a temporary expedient and must seek every opportunity to seize the initiative.  An offensive spirit must therefore be inherent in the conduct of all defensive operations.  The side that retains the initiative through offensive action forces the enemy to react rather than act.

Mass
Mass the effects of overwhelming combat power at the decisive place and time.

Synchronizing all the elements of combat power where they, will have decisive effect on an enemy force in a short period of time is to achieve mass.  To mass is to hit the enemy with a closed fist, not poke at him with fingers of an open hand.  Mass must also be sustained so the effects have staying power.  Thus, mass seeks to smash the enemy, not sting him.  

This results from the proper combination of combat power with the proper application of other principles of war.  Massing effects, rather than concentrating forces, can enable numerically inferior forces to achieve decisive results, while limiting exposure to enemy fire.

Economy of Force
Employ all combat power available in the most effective way possible; allocate minimum essential combat power to secondary efforts.

Economy of force is the judicious employment and distribution of forces.  No part of the force should ever be left without purpose.  When the time comes for action, all parts must act.  The allocation of available combat power to such tasks as limited attacks, defense, delays, deception, or even retrograde operations is measured in order to achieve mass elsewhere at the decisive point and time on the battlefield.

Maneuver

Place the enemy in a position of disadvantage through the flexible application of combat power.
Maneuver is the movement of forces in relation to the enemy to gain positional advantage.  Effective maneuver keeps the enemy off balance and protects the force.  It is used to exploit successes, to preserve freedom of action, and to reduce vulnerability.  It continually poses new problems for the enemy by rendering his actions ineffective, eventually leading to defeat.

At all levels of war, successful application of maneuver requires agility of thought, plans, operations, and organizations.  It requires designating and then shifting points of main effort and the considered application of the principles of mass and economy of force.  At the operational level, maneuver is the means by which the commander determines where and when to fight by setting the terms of battle, declining battle, or acting to take advantage of tactical actions.  Maneuver is dynamic warfare that rejects predictable patterns of operations.

Unity of Command

For every objective, seek unity of command and unity of effort.
At all levels of war, employment of military forces in a manner that masses combat power toward a common objective requires unity of command and unity of effort. Unity of command means that all the forces are under one responsible commander.  It requires a single commander with the requisite authority to direct all forces in pursuit of a unified purpose.

Unity of effort, on the other hand, requires coordination and cooperation among all forces-even though they may not necessarily be part of the same command structure-toward a commonly recognized objective.  Collateral and main force operations might go on simultaneously, united by intent and purpose, if not command.  The means to achieve unity of purpose is a nested concept whereby each succeeding echelon's concept is nested in the other.  In combined and interagency operations, unity of command may not be possible, but the requirement for unity of effort becomes paramount.  Unity of effort-coordination through cooperation and common interests-is an essential complement to unity of command.

Security

Never permit the enemy to acquire unexpected advantage.
Security enhances freedom of action by reducing vulnerability to hostile acts, influence, or surprise.  Security results from the measures taken by a commander to protect his forces.  Knowledge and understanding of' enemy strategy, tactics, doctrine, and staff planning improve the detailed planning of adequate security measures.  Risk is inherent in war; however, commanders must not be overly cautious.  To be successful, commanders must take necessary, calculated risks to preserve the force and defeat the enemy.  Protecting the force increases friendly combat power.

Surprise

Strike the enemy at a time or place or in a manner for which he is unprepared.
Surprise can decisively shift the balance of combat power.  By seeking surprise, forces can achieve success well out of proportion to the-effort expended.  Rapid advances in surveillance technology and mass communication make it increasingly difficult to mask or cloak large-scale marshaling or movement of personnel and equipment The enemy need not be taken completely by surprise but only become aware too late to react effectively. Factors contributing to surprise include speed, effective intelligence, deception, application of unexpected combat power, operations security (OPSEC), and variations in tactics and methods of operations.  Surprise can be in tempo, size of force, direction or location of main effort, and timing.  Deception can aid the probability of achieving surprise.

Simplicity
Prepare clear, uncomplicated plans and concise orders to ensure thorough understanding.
Everything in war is very simple, but the simple thing is difficult.  To the uninitiated, military operations are not difficult.  Simplicity contributes to successful operations.  Simple plans and clear, concise orders minimize misunderstanding and confusion.  Other factors being equal, the simplest plan is preferable.  Simplicity is especially valuable when soldiers and leaders are tired.  Simplicity in plans allows better understanding and troop leading at all echelons and permits branches and sequels to be more easily understood and executed.
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Chancellorsville
Hooker had not had an easy time of it during his military career.  Graduating from West Point in 1837 barely in the upper half of his class, Hooker entered the artillery and served in Florida in the Seminole War.  Like many of his contemporaries, he participated in the Mexican War, wherein he had a personal confrontation with Winfield Scott.  In 1853, Hooker resigned and took up farming in California.  With the coming, of the Civil War in 1861, Hooker was one of the first to offer his military skills to his country.  He was turned down repeatedly.  Eventually, Lincoln had him appointed as a brigadier general of volunteers and commander of a brigade.  The man had a very disagreeable personality and a reputation as an intriguer; he had never been popular with his West Point classmates.  Moreover, because of his sharp tongue, caustic remarks, constant criticism (especially of his military superiors), and ruthless ambition for promotion and more prestigious military responsibilities, his contemporaries distrusted him.  Yet for all his faults, Joe Hooker was also known as a man with great courage in battle, and had a reputation as a superb combat 26 leader. The question in the minds of many, however, was whether Hooker was the best man for the job.

Hooker's Reforms and Lee's Preparations
Low morale, desertions, a deteriorating administration, bad food, cold weather, and the need for a reorganization of the army were the initial problems facing Hooker in January 1863. To complicate matters, Halleck informed him that the administration in Washington wanted the army to take the offensive against Lee as soon as possible.  Hooker interpreted "as soon as possible" to mean "as soon as practicable." He had an army to bring back from the brink of despair first, a fact Lincoln had appreciated when he warned Hooker:

I much fear that the spirit which you have aided to infuse into the army, of criticizing their commander and withholding confidence from him, will now turn upon you. . . . Neither you nor Napoleon. if he were alive again, could get any good out of an army while such a spirit prevails in it.27
The ranking generals who had fought at Fredericksburg were gone, with the exception of Hooker.

If Hooker had had any effect on the army's morale with his almost insubordinate actions and talk, 

it is ironic justice that he was called upon to solve a problem he may have helped cause.

Hooker was fortunate in that his newly appointed chief of staff had survived the shake up following the fiasco of Fredericksburg and the "Mud-March." Daniel Butterfield was a graduate of Union College and had been a merchant in New York City before the war.  Upon the commencement of hostilities, he had enlisted, and soon was commissioned in the volunteers. Engaging in combat during the Peninsular Campaign of 1862, he was wounded. (In 1892, he was awarded the Medal of Honor for his actions at Gaines' Mill in 1862.) He commanded the V Corps at Fredericksburg, and was involved in the ill-fated attacks on Marye's Heights.  Butterfield had also composed the bugle call known ever since as "Taps."28 He and Hooker got along well right from the start.  Hooker was the professional soldier, and Butterfield was the "organization man”: together, they were a good team and exactly what the Army of the Potomac needed.

Grand Divisions became a thing of the past when Hooker’s reorganization began to take effect.  The new Army of the Potomac would be comprised of seven corps of infantry, and the cavalry would be consolidated into an eighth corps.  No longer would bits of the mounted arm be attached to brigades and divisions, a practice that usually caused the cavalry to be either ignored or improperly utilized in battle.  Fredericksburg was a perfect example of the misuse of cavalry.  Most infantry commanders to whom the cavalry were attached did not understand how the mounted arm was to be used or what missions the regiments were to be given.

Brigadier General George Stoneman took charge of the new Corps of Cavalry.  His divisions were commanded by Brigadier General Alfred Pleasonton, Brigadier General William W. Averell, and Brigadier General David Gregg.  The cavalry had never performed satisfactorily against Stuart's horsemen, but now that the Union cavalrymen were being armed with the latest in breech-loading firearms (Sharps), it was hoped that they would make a better showing.

Another matter that demanded Hooker's attention was the gathering, evaluation, and dissemination of military intelligence.  When Hooker assumed command, no intelligence section or agency existed.  A contemporary critic noted:

When General Hooker assumed command of the army there was not a record or document of any kind at headquarters of the army that gave any information at all in regard to the enemy. There was no means, no organization, and no apparent effort, to obtain such information.  And we were almost as ignorant of the enemy in our immediate front as if they had been in China.29
Hooker appointed Colonel George H. Sharpe, a regimental commander, to head a "separate and special bureau" of Military Information.  Placing the bureau under the Provost Marshal, he appointed Sharpe as Deputy Provost Marshal General.30  Sharpe proved to be the ideal man for the job.  A graduate of Rutgers and the Yale Law School, prior to the war he had practiced law and served with the diplomatic service until he entered the volunteer forces in New York."31 His first action in organizing the Military Information Bureau was to select scouts from the cavalry and infantry who could survive on their own and make accurate observations and reports.  Later he added some signalmen, because they were usually in a position to observe enemy movements.32 Sharpe continued to use Lowe's balloons for observation, but he also used a goodly number of spies. (So did Longstreet and Jackson, although Lee had an aversion to the use of spies on moral grounds.)

In an effort to prevent Lee from easily obtaining information.  Hooker also took action in the area of counterintelligence.  Heretofore, the Confederates had only to get copies of the New York and Washington newspapers to learn of military strengths, intentions, sickness rates, morale, and movements.  Hooker set about plugging some of the leaks that the press was exploiting.  By the end April, he had begun to control what reporters were writing by decreeing that correspondents must clear stories through his headquarters on pain of expulsion from the army area.33 Hooker's organizational reforms in the overall intelligence area were well considered and effective; by the end of the war, his bureau had become an army-wide agency that coordinated all military intelligence activities.  In reorganizing the artillery, however, Hooker erred.

In Henry Hunt, Hooker had a great artillery commander.  Hunt had distinguished himself in the Mexican War as an artilleryman, and after the war had served on a board that established doctrine for the use of artillery. Nevertheless, Hooker removed Hunt from command of the artillery, and relegated him to an administrative role.  In turn, he gave tactical control of the artillery batteries to the division and corps commanders.  This shift in tactical control was disadvantageous for two reasons: first, in the absence of an overall commander, it became very difficult to mass the fires of the numerous batteries; second, because the high-level personnel often lacked artillery experience, the deployment of artillery frequently depended on junior battery commanders.  Additionally a generous promotion and transfer policy among artillery officers resulted in very few being left for the upcoming campaign season.  In fact, by April, there were only 5 field grade officers left in the artillery to direct the 10,000 men and 412 guns in the Army of the Potomac.34 With so few officers of all ranks, and with Hunt involved in the administration of the branch instead of remaining in control of the batteries, confusion and chaos were inevitable.

     As April 1863 brought the promise of spring, Hooker's faith in himself knew no bounds.  He also had faith in his army, "the finest army on the planet." In numbers, he had almost 135,000 men under his command, with another 125.000 in support between Washington, D.C. and North Carolina.  The Army of the Potomac alone outnumbered Lee's force 2 to 1. In artillery the ratio was even more in favor of the Union army being almost 3 to 1.35 Since Fredericksburg, several changes had been made in the commanders of the corps. (Compare Atlas Maps No. 2.5 and No. 26.) These corps also now had distinctive insignia, designed and issued at Butterfield's instigation. The revitalized Army of the Potomac was fit and anxious to take the field against Lee's Army of Northern Virginia, which, in turn, had been putting the winter months to equally good use.

On the morning of December 15, 1862, when Lee had awakened to find Burnside and his army gone, he knew that the Army of the Potomac would be back, with or without Burnside. The Battle of Fredericksburg had been won decisively, by the Army of Northern Virginia, but not without

irreplaceable losses.  Brigadier General Thomas R.R. Cobb had died at the same stone wall where his men had killed thousands of Federal infantrymen.  Maxcy Gregg, too, had died.  There were also over 5,000 men who would have to be replaced, if possible.  Moreover, Lee was worried about supplying his army.  Regiments were forced to forage for food over a countryside that had long been depleted of sufficient foodstuff.  Blankets, clothes, shoes, tentage, and horses were all in scarce supply.  The situation was so serious that Lee informed the Secretary of War that he feared his men might have difficulty enduring the hardships of the approaching campaign.

There were some things in Lee's favor, however.  He had superb subordinates who had grown accustomed to his tactical schemes during the past year.  Aggressive generals like Jackson, Early, A.P. Hill, and Stuart were a few of his most valuable assets.  Lee knew that all of his commanders, from regimental to corps levels, were outstanding, and could be depended upon to execute any order received on the battlefield.  He also had the advantage of interior lines.  By utilizing Stuart's cavalry to gain early warning and develop the situation, he could react to a threat from Hooker's army by massing his forces at the critical point and time.                         

 Once it was determined that Burnside would not resume hostilities following the "Mud March,"

the Army of Northern Virginia went into winter quarters on the site where it had fought the Battle of Fredericksburg.  As noted earlier, the troops kept warm during the day by digging even more extensive and sophisticated entrenchments. Before they were done, the entrenchments stretched from the vicinity of Port Royal almost to Banks' Ford nearly 22 miles.36 Many of these positions were prepared in depth, with interconnecting communications trenches that were designed so that if the first line fell, the Confederates could drop back to the second line and continue to fight.  If the attack came from a flank, the connecting communications trenches would become fighting trenches.  Soldiers fighting in World War I would have found the trench system on the heights above Fredericksburg, a familiar sight.

    Besides improving their defensive positions, the Confederate soldiers were kept busy drilling and preparing for the spring campaign.  On January 20, 1863,  Jeb Stuart even held a review of his troops for Lee and Jackson.37 New weapons captured from Federal troops were issued to the infantry, and the men were trained in their use.  Some members of the B Corps were issued European rifles.38 The weapons derived from these various sources enabled Jackson to replace over 10.000 muskets during the winter.39 He also improved discipline and training in his corps, raising the men to a peak of military efficiency.  Kyd Douglas, a company commander in Jackson's old brigade, noted that "everybody seemed to be working to get the army in effective condition and I may say here that it never was in better shape in discipline and morale than it was when the next campaign opened.”40
During, the winter respite from campaigning, Lee did some reorganizing of the artillery in his army.  Separate batteries were consolidated into battalions of four batteries each, and the battalions were assigned to the corps.  The corps chief of  artillery had direct control of the battalions,41 with a small

reserve being maintained under the army chief of artillery, Brigadier General William N. Pendleton.

Lee was a little worried about his ability, to repulse a strong attack in the vicinity of Fredericksburg.  He had sent Longstreet with two of his divisions to Suffolk, far to the south, to gather supplies to sustain the army during the summer and to watch the Union IX Corps.  

The two divisions that Longstreet had left behind (McLaws and Anderson) were stretched rather thinly.  In all, Lee had about 60.000 men to face more than twice that number.  The situation was a familiar one-that of Lee facing a numerically superior, well equipped force with a poorly supplied, relatively small army comprised of stalwart fighters and outstanding combat leaders.  It was very important,therefore, that Stuart's cavavalry, covering both flanks, be able to give immediate warning of any advance by Hooker's army.42
 Not unnaturally, these considerations weighed on Lee's mind on April 29, 1863, as he rode to confer with Jackson in response to a message brought by courier.  Arriving at a vantage point above Fredericksburg, he joined Jackson, who was observing Union engineers assemble ponton bridges on the far side of the Rappahannock River.  Lee watched for a while, decided it was a feint on Hooker's part, and then remarked to Jackson, "I think, that if a real attempt is made to cross the river, it will be above Fredericksburg.”43 He decided to wait and see what Hooker was up to before making any commitments.

Hooker's Plan

Right up until the time of execution.  Hooker was very secretive about his plans, refusing to discuss them in detail even with his staff.  In answer to a message from the Union commander at Suffolk in which Hooker was advised of Longstreet's activities and asked for information about his plans.  Hooker replied: "I have communicated to no one what my intentions are."44 Even when he began implementing his grand plan, he declined to issue a general order, contenting himself instead with the issuance of individual letters of instruction, veiled in secrecy, to subordinate commanders.  It appears, however, that initially he hoped to force Lee out of his position at Fredericksburg by sending the Union cavalry on a deep raid to attack the Confederate lines of communication; this accomplished, he would follow up with the infantry, trapping Lee’s army between the infantry and the cavalry.

     Stoneman's cavalry, 10.000 strong, moved out on April 13, carrying double the basic load of ammunition for carbines and pistols and supported by a train of 275 wagons.  The written order from Hooker to Stoneman reiterated an earlier admonition: "fight, fight, fight, bearing in mind that time is as valuable to the general as the Rebel carcasses.”45 Stoneman appeared to have several advantages-well equipped troops in good spirits, an enemy that remained unaware of his movements, and an intelligence document giving enemy strengths and locations. Stoneman made good progress toward the upper Rappahannock fords-until it began to rain hard on the night of the fourteenth. (These operations not shown on Atlas Maps.) The rain continued steadily for three more days, and intermittently for the next two weeks.  When Stoneman was unable to cross the river.  Hooker's plan became unhinged.

    Hooker's modified plan was better than the original scheme, and involved the entire army from the outset. (See Atlas Map No. 26.) Bold in concept, it required that the three corps of Slocum, Howard, and Meade make a turning movement by way of Kelly's Ford, while the three corps under Major General John Sedgwick stage a demonstration below Fredericksburg by crossing troops to hold Lee's attention.  If Lee withdrew troops from the heights, Sedgwick was to attack and carry the position. (Major General Daniel E. Sickles' corps. although assigned to Sedgwick, was really more in reserve.  As events developed, it actually moved in support-of the turning force.) Couch's corps -less Gibbon's division, which was under Confederate observation-would take position at Banks' Ford, ready to support the main effort.  The cavalry still had the mission of destroying Lee's line of communication.46 It  was an ambitious, aggressive, and daring plan.  Hooker was going to divide his army in front of an enemy but one that was obviously defensively oriented.  The scope and sweep of the plan was almost European in its conception, involving maneuver on a grand scale, attacks on communications, the use of feints and demonstrations, an envelopment of the enemy's army, and exploitation of the cavalry's mobility and shock action.  Perhaps the egotistical intriguer was really what the Army of the Potomac needed.  Unlike his predecessors, Hooker appeared to be looking for a fight.

A Promising Beginning

The execution of Hooker's plan commenced auspiciously. On April 27, while George Stoneman and 10,000 horsemen waited for the swollen Rappahannock River to recede, the corps of George Meade, O.O. Howard, and Henry Slocum began winding their way up the Rappahannock.  Using the terrain along the river's edge to screen their movement, the infantry columns worked their way north to the fords, undetected by the Southerners across the river.  On April 28,Couch's two divisions (French and Hancock), which had been so cruelly punished at Fredericksburg on December 13, moved to Banks' Ford, where they demonstrated.  Farther upriver, roads to U.S. Ford were prepared for heavy traffic.  Hooker had reduced the number of wagons needed to transport supplies by substituting 2,000 pack mules.47 Men of the V Corps, XI Corps, and XII Corps crossed the receding Rappahannock River during the night of April 28.  The next day, while Lee and Jackson watched engineers build bridges as part of the demonstration assigned to Sedgwick's VI Corps and Reynolds' I Corps at Fredericksburg, the three flanking corps crossed the Rapidan River.  Meade moved across Ely's Ford, while the other two corps used the Germanna Ford.  They were soon joined by Couch's II Corps, which crossed at U.S. Ford.48 On April 30, Sickles was ordered to bring his II Corps to join Hooker and the maneuver force at a crossroads known as Chancellorsville.

   Hooker had done it.  He had outmaneuvered Robert E. Lee, and was now sitting, on his flank and rear.  His improved intelligence and counterintelligence programs had aided him in the brilliant accomplishment.  The movement of the three corps of Meade, Howard, and Slocum was unknown to Lee. (Stuart had allowed Hooker's force to get between his and Lee's positions, thus necessitating a longer time to transmit information to Lee.) Sedgwick's demonstration was a failure in that Lee was not fooled, but the turning movement had nevertheless been made.

The counterintelligence effort to screen the movement of Stoneman's cavalry corps was very

successful.  False messages were allowed to fall into the hands of Stuart's patrols, and the Confederate general was convinced that the Federal cavalry was enroute to the Shenandoah Valley.49 Stoneman's real mission was a modification of his original one.  He was to move as quickly as possible to "strike and destroy the line of the Aquia and Richmond Railroad.”50 On April 30, the cavalry did finally cross the Rappahannock, meeting light resistance.  Stoneman continued his ride around Lee. He did some damage to Lee's rear, but was mostly ignored by the Confederates for the rest of the campaign.51 Averell got bogged down at Rapidan Station with 3,400 men against an imaginary foe.  He was later relieved of command and replaced by Brigadier General Alfred Pleasonton.52
    In an amazing reversal, once he had Stoneman running through the rear of Lee's army his infantry corps concentrated at Chancellorsville, the crossing, sites secured, and Sedgwick across the river at Fredericksburg, Hooker stopped and did nothing. (See Atlas Map- No. 26.) Instead of pushing a little bit farther uncovering Banks' Ford and getting out of the area known as the Wilderness, he halted and waited for Couch to close in and for Sickles' corps to move up from Fredericksburg.  The troops were in high spirits because they had fooled the enemy.  Hooker had beaten Lee at his own came.  Even the generals were enthusiastic about their accomplishment.  George Meade, the "Old Snapping Turtle." greeted Slocum at Chancellorsville:

This is splendid, Slocum; hurrah for old Joe!  We are on Lee's flank and he doesn't know it.  You take the Plank Road toward Fredericksburg, and I will take the Pike, or vice versa, if you prefer, and we will get out of this Wilderness.53
But Slocum dashed Meade's hopes by showing him an order just received from Butterfield.  The order had been issued at 2:15 p.m. on April 30:

The General directs that no advance be made from Chancellorsville until the columns [II, III, V, XI and XII Corps] are concentrated.  He expects to be at Chancellorsville tonight.54
The high spirits of the army began to dissipate in the dank and eerie gullies, ravines, and endless thickets of the Wilderness.  The primary reason for the loss of morale was Hooker's hesitation at this crucial time.  When he reached Chancellorsville, Hooker issued an order that he had written earlier in the day.  In it, he severely criticized the Confederates and concluded by saving that the recently completed Union turning movement would cause Lee either to flee or to come forth and attack 

Hooker's force.  There it was-Hooker's admission that he preferred to defend, thereby passively surrendering the initiative to Lee.  All the fruits of the brilliant maneuver were to be relinquished at the first sign of Confederate aggressiveness.  Subordinates did not miss the point, even though

Hooker bombastically added.  "God Almighty will not be able to prevent the destruction of the rebel army!”55, 

Initial Actions

Hooker had his first inkling of Lee's next move when Anderson's division appeared at Chancellorsville. (See Atlas Map No. 26.) As early as April 27, Stuart’s patrol had warned Lee that a sizable group of Federal soldiers was moving up the Rappahannock. By the twenty-ninth, Lee felt that the Federals might be trying, to outflank him.  Accordingly, he decided to shift Anderson west towards the crossroads at Chancellorsville-just in case.56 He also moved the three divisions on his right flank closer to Fredericksburg.  Deciding that Chancellorsville was too far forward, Anderson pulled back to Tabernacle Church and began entrenching.  If Hooker was trying to flank the, Army of Northern Virginia, Lee wanted to know about it.  Furthermore, he wanted to have some force capable of delaying Hooker long enough to enable Lee to react with the remainder of his army.

     When Jackson awoke on April 30, he watched the Federal troops on Stafford Heights and to his immediate front.  He was all soldier now-an aggressive, fierce, belligerent corps commander, eager to fight.  Would Lee give him permission to attack?  Maybe.  Then Jackson received his orders: "Move at dawn tomorrow up to Anderson."57 Jackson decided that Early's division would remain at Marye's Heights, reinforced by Barksdale's brigade of Mississippi riflemen.  First, Hooker had divided his army in front of the enemy; now Lee was doing the same.  The long winter was over; it was time to fight.

Jackson's usual foresight enabled him to have his troops on the march towards Chancellorsville shortly after midnight. Arriving at Anderson’s position early on May 1, he informed that commander of his plan for an advance, and ordered him to join forces.  There would be no entrenching for the II Corps.

Jackson's corps was moving into an area of Virginia (the Wilderness) that was sparsely populated. (See Atlas Map No. 26.) The ground was thickly wooded with scrub oaks, long needle pines, swamp maples, and ash, all entwined with grape vines, ivy, and hoIIy. The gently undulating terrain was crisscrossed by shallow streams that were almost covered by the brush and trees.  Movement through the thickets and along the streams or runs was almost impossible, and ground cover severely restricted the use of artillery and cavalry.  There was, however, one piece of, terrain that was open and a little higher than the rest; it was called Hazel Grove. (See Atlas Map No. 27.)
Maneuver through the Wilderness was to a large degree limited to the road net and for such a desolate place, the net was more than adequate.  The road that Jackson's corps moved along towards Chancellorsville was the Plank Road; it was covered with planks two inches thick and sixteen feet ]ong nailed to two parallel logs buried in the ground.  This gave the road a hard, level surface and a fairly good all-weather capability.  The roadway was far from ideal, however; a number of planks were missing, broken, or so rotten that they broke through under the weight of a cannon or supply wagon.58 Another major road was the Turnpike.  In the swampy sections it was corduroyed and covered with gravel to a depth of three to four inches; like the Plank Road, it was sixteen feet wide.  While not an all-weather road the Turnpike was considered a high-speed avenue through the endless thickets and swampy bottoms of the region.

Ignoring both the difficulty of the terrain in the Wilderness and the advantage in time he had gained over Lee.  Hooker dawdled, delaying his eastward advance until 11:00 a. m. on May 1. Having only . Pleasonton's brigade of cavalry, which had difficulty penetrating Stuart's screen, Hooker's three columns moved somewhat blindly (See Atlas Map No. 27.) At this same time, the two columns of Jackson and McLaws were moving on a collision course with the Federal forces.

Initial contact between the Union and Confederate forces was light and limited to pickets exchanging shots.  Gradually, the situation developed.  Major General George Sykes' division (Meade's V Corps) found McLaws' brigades moving up the Turnpike and drove them back.  Sykes pressed his advantage until he found himself flanked, and then fell back and withdrew through Hancock's division, which held firmly on a slight ridge line.  Slocum had similar success in halting Anderson's men.  Both columns reported that they were in good positions, having left the Wilderness and reached relatively clear terrain.  In the meantime, with the bulk of his corps, Meade had continued to march.  He now found himself unopposed and on the Confederate flank.  Hooker had the upper hand.  Holding an overall preponderance of numbers, he had massed his army (with the exception of the cavalry), forced Lee out of his fortifications overlooking the Rappahannock River, and fought him to a standstill clear of the Wilderness.

Then, just when everything was in his favor.  Hooker lost his courage.  Earlier, in the April 30 order released at Chancellorsville, he had shown signs of equivocation and hesitancy.  Back at Fredericksburg and Banks' Ford, Professor Lowe's balloons had been active, observing Lee's shift of troops and the weakening of his position on Marye's Heights.  The news that the largest part of Lee's force was moving, toward Chancellorsville apparently unnerved Hooker. At about 2:00 p.m. he ordered his corps commanders to break contact and fall back to Chancellorsville. (See Atlas Map No. 27.) They were incredulous.  Every advantage they had gained was to be given up. Couch wanted to hold the ridge line that Hancock had organized, and asked permission to stay in place: permission was refused.  Then Hooker countermanded the retirement order-but it was too late.  The Confederates had seized the ridge.

Meanwhile,  Sedgwick's efforts had been stymied by a series of disparate, mishandled orders.  A directive from Hooker told Sedgwick to demonstrate, but not to attack.  Then Hooker changed his mind, ordering Sedgwick to attack if success seemed probable.  Sedgwick, however, received the second message, ordering the attack, before the first, ordering, the demonstration.  Thus, Sedgwick, understandably confused and thinking that the later message was the final one, decided to make a demonstration.  Hooker next canceled Sedgwick's instructions because it was too late to launch an attack.  It was beginning to appear that Hooker planned to fight defensively with his right wing-the stronger one-while expecting Sedgwick to go on the offensive against well-entrenched troops.  Most critical of all, however, was the fact that Hooker had surrendered the initiative to the always dangerous Lee.  He would not regain it.59
From the Confederate viewpoint, the situation was equally vague, but leaders more determined than Hooker were in control.  Jackson advanced up the Plank Road with the II Corps, while McLaws moved up the Turnpike. (See Atlas Map No. 27.) The latter had already contacted Federal skirmishers, as previously noted, but Jackson was disturbed because he had yet to make contact.  He was also worried about his left flank.  Then came the sounds of musket fire from Anderson's skirmishers.  Although Jackson now knew that Hooker's army was to his front, he still fretted over the security of his flank.

"Press them," shouted Jackson.  He knew that he might find superior numbers to his front-perhaps even a prepared defensive line-but he wanted to avoid blundering into a Federal army drawn up behind a prepared defensive position.  As the soldiers of the II Corps pushed into the thickets along the Plank  Road, Jackson, fearing an ambush, would halt them when a thicket appeared particularly dark or impenetrable.  He would then have a battery of guns brought up, and throw shot and shell into the threatening location.  Once it had been determined by his "reconnaissance-by-fire" that the enemy  was not planning an ambush, his troops pressed on.60  In this fashion, Jackson's men- followed Slocum's corps back into the Wilderness.  During the process, a messenger rode up to Jackson carrying word from Stuart that the cavalry had closed on the left flank and were in position to alleviate any worry that Jackson had about Hooker's attacking.  Greatly relieved, Jackson sent word back to Stuart to "keep closed on Chancellorsville.”61
While Hooker and Lee gathered their forces for the now inevitable pitched battle in the Wilderness, the small Confederate force left at Fredericksburg stiffened its defenses for whatever action Sedgwick might initiate. (See Atlas Map No. 27.) With a reinforced division and 45 guns, Early held the position against Sedgwick's total of 40,000 men.62 Against these odds of 4 to 1, it was clear that the Confederates would have to make maximum use of the fortifications that had been so laboriously built by the I and II Corps.

A Bold Plan

As night fell on May 1, 1863, the leaders on both sides wondered what the enemy was planning. Jackson pondered Hooker's dispositions in the endless thickets of the Wilderness.  Was there a way around Hooker's flank that would enable the II Corps to pounce on the Union rear?  Were there roads other than those shown on the map made by Jedediah Hotchkiss?  Jackson rode back along the road from Catherine Furnace to its junction with the Plank Road.  There, he met Lee.  The two generals went into the woods and sat down on a log.  They discussed the day's events and wondered what had prompted Hooker's withdrawal to Chancellorsville.  Jackson felt sure that Hooker's offensive was a disaster and that the Army of the Potomac would be in full retreat the next day.  Lee was not at all sure that Hooker's plan had failed, or even if his main attack would be made at Chancellorsville.63  While the two men talked, they were joined by Jeb Stuart.  The cavalry commander was in an expansive mood, and announced that while Fitz Lee and his brigade were reconnoitering to the west, they had discovered that the Federal right appeared to be exposed. 

    Scouts earlier sent to the front to survey the Union lines had determined that the Federal infantry and artillery were behind field fortifications.  Trees had been felled to bolster the hasty defenses; the Army of the Potomac was preparing to fight a defensive battle.  Lee realized the futility of attacking a force that was not only superior to his in numbers but was also protected by breastworks; he also knew that time was important, and that Early's small force could not stop a determined assault by Sedgwick.  Looking at the trackless woods pictured on the map, Lee made the decision to attack Hooker's flank.  Jackson would lead the maneuvering force.  Jackson was jubilant at the prospect of flanking Hooker; he quietly announced, "My troops will move at 4 o'clock.”64 Somehow, with Stuart screening the force, Jackson would find a way around Hooker's right flank.  There must be a way through that tangles of vines and underbrush.

  Jackson departed, moving deeper into the woods to get some sleep.  Stretched out on the ground, he dozed until awakened by the cold.  He found a small fire and tried to warm his chilled body Chaplain Lacy joined the general at the fire.  Jackson remembered that the minister had once tended his flock in the vicinity of Chancellorsville.  Although Lacy knew of many little trails to the west, he was unsure about their capacity for carrying artillery.  However, Lacy did know a Colonel Charles C. Wellford at Catherine Furnace who was quite familiar with the area and had a son who could guide them.65  Jackson sent Lacy and Hotchkiss, Jackson's trusted topographer, off to Catherine Furnace to learn if a road existed that would permit the II Corps to slip around Hooker's right flank.  After they left, Jackson was joined at the fire by Colonel Armistead L. Long.  As Jackson sipped the coffee offered by Long, both heard a clattering sound.  The noise had been caused by Jackson's sword; having been only propped against a tree, it had fallen to the ground.  The general paid no attention, but Long thought the incident a bad omen.66
  Lee, wanting to know Jackson's final plan, joined his lieutenant at the fire.  Jackson told him about the reconnaissance mission on which he had dispatched Lacy and Hotchkiss.  The two men were sitting on crates around the fire, trying to ward off the morning chill, when into the circle of flickering light came Jed Hotchkiss.  He announced that there was a road, and also a man to guide them. (See Atlas Map No. 28.) Lee asked, "General Jackson, what do you propose to do?" Jackson pointed to the map and the road sketched in by Hotchkiss.  "Go around here," he said.  "What do you propose to make this movement with?" asked General Lee.  "My whole corps," replied Jackson.67
Lee had already divided his army in the face of the enemy, and now his most trusted subordinate was telling him that the army was to be divided again, leaving Lee with only McLaws' and Anderson's divisions.  Those two divisions were already in contact on the right and center.  Jackson would take 26,000 men and attack the open Union right flank, while Lee and two-thirds that number of troops tried to hold off Hooker's entire army- It was a very daring plan-one that could mean victory or destruction in detail, depending upon the Union reaction.  The two soldiers knew what Lee's final decision would be.  "Well, go on" stated Lee.68 As May 2 dawned, "Stonewall" Jackson prepared his soldiers for the flank march to the west.

Storm in the West

By ordering, his commanders to break contact and fall back on May 1, Hooker had lost the respect of his subordinates and revealed his own lack of confidence.  Late in the afternoon of that day, he issued a directive ordering an immediate preparation of the position for defense.  Perhaps he had been unduly swayed by the devastating result of Lee's defensive fighting, at Fredericksburg; at any rate, he was no longer the bombastic boaster, and his nerve had been shaken.  The directive concluded: "The Major General commanding trusts that a suspension in the attack today will embolden the enemy to attack him.”69 The troops had been cutting trees for breastworks and abatis since they had fallen back to Chancellorsville.  In anticipation of the defensive battle he now nervously expected, at around midnight Hooker had ordered Reynolds' I Corps to join the bulk of the army at Chancellorsville.  The folly of failing to allow Meade to secure Banks' Ford earlier in the day would be revealed when Reynolds moved early on May 2 and, finding the ford in Confederate hands, was forced to use U.S. Ford.  Lee had foreseen the importance of the crossing site and had dispatched Wilcox late the previous evening to secure the ford. (See Atlas Map No. 28.)
     Early on the morning of May 2, as Hooker inspected the field fortifications in the immediate vicinity of the Chancellor House, he was heard to remark, "How strong, how strong!"70 The only problem with fighting a defensive battle with an advantage in numbers of troops and superior artillery-all behind prepared works-is that one must be dealing with an enemy who is ignorant of the ways of war and who wants to die.  Hooker would not find that enemy at Chancellorsville.  While Hooker was checking his fieldworks, Jackson's column was on the march in an attempt to evade most of them.

    On the morning of May 2, Brigadier General David Birney's division of Sickles' corps occupied the key terrain of Hazel Grove.  From that vantage point, at about 8:00 a.m. Birney observed a large column of troops, with many wagons dispersed throughout the column, moving south, away from the front.  He reported this to Sickles and Hooker, whose initial action was to warn Howard to advance his pickets and to pay attention to his right flank, as it appeared that the enemy was moving "to our right-" However, Hooker did not personally visit Howard, and within four hours directed his commanders to load supplies for a movement the next morning. Within six hours, he ordered Sedgwick to attack Marye's Heights because "the enemy is fleeing." These actions leave some doubt as to Hooker's real conclusion.  It would seem that by 5:00 p.m. he had reconfirmed in his own mind what he had been saying all along would happen when Lee encountered the Army of the Potomac.71 It apparently never occurred to him that a strong and timely attack against Jackson's column-Meade's corps and most of Sickles' corps were not in contact with the enemy-might reap untold advantages.

    The sight of Jackson's Corps marching across the front of one of the divisions of his III Corps was more than Sickles could stand. (See Atlas Map No. 28.) A politician temporarily turned soldier.

    Sickles was aggressive and impetuous, too much so sometimes.  Now he badgered Hooker to let him attack, foreseeing an opportunity to hurt Lee's army badly and also believing that the Confederates were withdrawing.  Around noon, he finally received permission to make a cautious, harassing advance.  Using Birney's and Major General Amiel W. Whipple's division, Sickles turned it into a fullfledged attack.  Ultimately, on Hooker's orders, Sickles also pulled in Brigadier General Francis Barlow’s brigade of the XI Corps.  Howard personally selected this brigade - his corps reserve-and went with it, a bare two hours before Jackson's onslaught.  Sickles' sortie achieved inconsequential results, primarily because it came too late to do much more than nip at flank and rear guards and take a few prisoners.  However, it did cause two of Jackson's brigades to reverse the direction of their march as a precaution to protect the column; consequently, neither of them was initially able to take part in Jackson's assault.72
    It took Jackson's men about six and a half hours to cover 12 miles of road and reach a position on Hooker's right flank.  Jackson's foot cavalry had done it again.  Now the general faced a new challenge-deploying, an infantry corps in that tangle of undergrowth and thickets.  Even with the veterans of the II Corps moving as quickly as possible, it took over three hours to deploy properly.  And then, only 6 of Jackson's 15 brigades were in position to participate in the initial attack and pursuit of Howard's corps. (See Atlas Map No. 28.) It was not until almost 6:00 p.m. that the following exchange took place between Jackson and a subordinate:

Are you ready, General Rodes?  

Yes, sir.

You can go forward, sir.73
With that simple command, Jackson unleashed a furious attack on Howard's unprepared XI Corps.

     Without detracting from the boldness of the Lee-Jackson concept and the brilliance of its execution, the unprepared state of the XI Corps was as much a result of Union neglect as Confederate surprise.  Warned by Hooker before noon, Howard replied that he was taking measures to ward off an attack from the west.  His measures were, in fact, very inadequate, largely because Howard believed the woods to be practically impenetrable.  At mid-afternoon, warnings came in from the pickets about the sizable body of troops forming for an attack. Nevertheless, both Howard and Hooker elected to downplay these reports.74 The result of this breakdown in security was dramatically exploited by "Stonewall" Jackson.  In John Brown’s Body, Stephen Vincent Benet describes the attack:

When the blue-coated unprepared ranks of Howard saw that storm, heralded by wild rabbits and frightened deer, burst on them yelling, out of the whispering woods, they could not face it.  Some men died where they stood, the storm passed over the rest.  It was Jackson's storm.  It was his old trick of war, for the last time played.75
Wild-eyed deer, rabbits by the dozen, flushed partridges, and other frightened animals ran toward the east, out of the cover of the protecting thickets.  The soldiers of the XI Corps who were right on the flank were startled by the panicked denizens of the Wilderness.  A few moments passed; then the Union troops could hear the bugles ordering the brigades forward, followed by the chilling screams of thousands of rebel infantrymen.  Panic began to grip the soldiers in blue who were about to be swept up in a gray and butternut wave.  Now they could see the Confederate infantry through the trees.  Thick lines of white smoke rose above the front ranks as the Rebels began to fire in volley.  Those Federal troops who could reach their stacked weapons fired once, and then turned and filled the tracks left by the fleeing animals.  For the next hour, units of Howard's XI Corps broke and fled in disorder and panic before the onrushing rebel horde.  Pockets of Union resistance were overcome.  Later, with the coming 

of darkness and the stiffening of Union ranks, Jackson’s attack began to grind to a halt.  He had reached a point just west of Fairview Hill.  In the meantime, Lee had made limited attacks against the Union left.

At about 8:00 p.m. Jackson and a small party of mounted staff officers rode forward of the Confederate lines to reconnoiter the Federal positions.  Jackson wanted to ascertain both the activities of the Union forces and the feasibility of continuing, the attack that night.  The small party rode close enough to hear Union soldiers yelling at each other and felling more trees with which to bolster their defenses.  Jackson's aides were becoming increasingly alarmed at his exposing himself to so much danger, and finally convinced the general to return to his own lines.  As the reconnaissance party approached a North Carolina unit that had been attacked by a battalion of Union cavalry earlier in the evening, a volley of musket fire blazed in the night.  Jackson's horse, frightened by the fire, ran through the underbrush, out of control.  Jackson tried to tighten her reins, but his left arm and right hand had been struck by bullets.  One of his staff ran toward the Carolinians and shouted that they were firing on their own men.  His shout was answered with another volley.  A.P. Hill was finally able to convince the Confederates that they were firing on friendly forces.  Jackson eventually controlled his horse, but with much pain.  His arm, he knew, must have been broken.76
Dismounting with the help of his companions, Jackson, weak and in shock, stumbled back toward his lines with the support of two aides.  Once inside the lines, be lay down near a tree until the corps surgeon could be summoned.  Fearing a counter-attack any moment, Hill went to lead his division.  No sooner did he arrive there than a Federal shelling began.  A round exploded near Hill, wounding him in the legs.  Ordinarily, with Jackson wounded, Hill would have taken command; but being wounded himself, Hill decided to advise Stuart of the situation and ask him to take temporary command of the II Corps.  Stuart, replying almost immediately, expressed regret at the wounding of his good friend, Jackson, and agreed to take command of the troops.77
 A litter had been brought to carry the Confederate leader to the rear.  Jackson did not want his

 troops, especially the ones who had shot him, to know that he had been wounded.  While the

 bearers were trekking, through the dark tangles of the Wilderness, the Federal cannonade that

 had begun with the wounding of Hill was renewed.  At times, Jackson’s aides shielded his body

 with their own-he must be protected against any further injury.  Although Jackson sustained no

 additional wounds, one of the bearers tripped on a vine, and Jackson was dropped on his

 wounded arm.  It was a severe blow and the pain was almost more than he could endure.  After

 an eternity of suffering, the general was brought to a road and a waiting wagon.  Jackson was

 loaded into the wagon for a bumpy and pain-racked ride back to a safe area where he could be

 cared for properly.  Although not mortal, the wounds were serious.

Lee at His Best

If Hooker had taken the initiative on the morning of May 3, he might well have destroyed 

Lee’s army in detail.  The Confederates were divided into three parts: Early's force at Fredericksburg.  Stuart’s (Jackson's) force in the west, and Lee's force in the center. (See Atlas Map No. 29.) The three were not mutually supporting. If Hooker had kept his cavalry with the army instead of sending it on a raid, he might have seen able to determine where the weak points in Lee's lines were. As it was, he had only Pleasonton’s small force, and this he did not use very effectively.  Even lacking cavalry, however, Hooker should have better appreciated the importance of the position that Sickles occupied at Hazel Grove on the morning, of May 3. Not only was it important as a position for artillery, but it also provided the salient* point from which Hooker could freely attack either Stuart or Lee-and he had the fresh yet experienced I and V Corps available to launch the attack.  The fact that upon visiting Sickles early that morning Hooker had ordered the III Corps pulled back to Fairview is just one more indication of how completely Lee had gained a moral ascendancy in the contest of wills between the two men.

     Not long after Sickles pulled his troops back, Stuart occupied Hazel Grove and immediately planted a 31 -gun battery there. (Compare Atlas Maps Nos. 28 and 29.) Although the Confederate guns could not dominate the numerically comparable Union battery at Fairview, Stuart's gunners were able to rain very effective fire on the Federal infantry in support of the fierce assault that Lee's divisions and Jackson's avenging brigades soon mounted.  After two hours of furious fighting, the Federal ammunition began to run low and the Confederate attacks slowly gained, ground.  Then a Confederate artillery round struck the pillar of the Chancellor House against which Hooker was leaning, knocking him unconscious.  Up until then, he had been little more than a passive spectator of the raging battle.  Upon being revived, Hooker summoned Couch, the next senior, but refused to relinquish command.  Instead, at midmorning, he directed Couch to move the army rearward, to a new position. (See Atlas Map No. 30.) A fierce fighter, Couch was crestfallen, but he obeyed.  This enabled the Confederates to unite their two wings, and Lee, ever the aggressive leader, pushed his tired troops forward in an attempt to reap a greater victory.78  At about this time, word reached him that Jackson's left arm had been amputated.  The saddened Lee remarked.  "General Jackson has lost his left arm, but I my right.”79


Having
ordered the withdrawal.  Hooker was content to sit with his sizable force in a defensive 

posture while waiting for Sedgwick to carry out the demanding task he had given him.  At 9:00 p.m. on May 2, Hooker had sent the VI Corps commander an order to attack Fredericksburg, capture everything, in the town, and then move down the Turnpike and take Lee from behind.  Accordingly, at dawn on the third, Sedgwick had attacked Early's strongly fortified position and had been repulsed three times. (See Atlas Map No. 29.) His fourth attack, however, 

*A salient in a line of troops is a protrusion of the line of contact toward the enemy.
was successful.  Early then fought a delaying, action along Telegraph Road while Wilcox and his brigade delayed along the Turnpike. (See Atlas Map No. 30.)
     Upon being informed of Sedgwick's success.  Lee reacted in predictable fashion, again showing the calculating, bold, and brilliant brand of generalship he had displayed during the past few days.  He had correctly evaluated Hooker's worth as a leader.  Without hesitation, Lee detached McLaws' division and hurried it eastward to stop Sedgwick, at the same time reluctantly canceling plans for another assault of Hooker's new position.  Fighting each other to a standstill, McLaws and Sedgwick bivouacked that night on the battlefield near Salem Church.

     During the night of May 3, the two opposing commanders considered courses of action and issued orders.  While Butterfield tried to keep an increasingly skeptical President informed as best he could,* Hooker lapsed into an increasingly passive and defensive attitude.  More than ever, he seemed to envision Sedgwick's small force as the prime Union instrument of action.80 A message dispatched to Sedgwick at about midnight - he received it on the morning of the fourth - informed the VI Corps commander that Hooker wanted Lee to attack the entrenched Army of the Potomac and that Sedgwick, while still expected to advance, had permission to withdraw via either Banks' Ford or Fredericksburg if his corps became endangered. (Foreseeing his possible isolation from Fredericksburg, Sedgwick had arranged with the army engineers the day before for the construction and securing of a ponton bridge at Scott's Ford.)

     On the Confederate side, Lee continued to think offensively.  Correctly gauging Hooker's defensive intentions, he decided to try to destroy Sedgwick, and to again split his own forces. That night, he ordered Early to unite with McLaws.  The next morning, he added Anderson's division and went to command the attack himself, leaving Stuart behind to contain Hooker. (See Atlas Map No. 31.) The Confederate deployment took considerable time, largely because of Sedgwick's skillful defensive alignment, which obstructed Confederate communications.  When Lee was finally able to attack late in the afternoon of May 4, Sedgwick defended doggedly withdrawing in good order during the night.  Before dawn, he crossed the Rappahannock at Scott's Ford.  Meanwhile, although outnumbering Stuart 3 to 1, Hooker made no effort to advance.  Whether his injury was responsible for his passivity is not known; his lack of action is well documented, however.

     Hooker had no fight left in him.  At a council of war held, on the night of May 5, he overrode the majority opinion of his corps commanders and elected to withdraw across the Rappahannock. (See Atlas Map No. 32.) Covered by Meade's V Corps, the crossing began during the night and continued unhampered early into the next morning.( The "finest army on the planet," led by "Fighting Joe" Hooker, who had boasted that he would have no mercy on Lee, would have to wait another day to force defeat upon Lee and the Army of Northern Virginia.  Although Lee had completely dominated and defeated Hooker with his brilliance and daring, the Army of the Potomac was more humiliated than hurt.  This is more evident today than it was in 1863, when the complex maneuvering and fighting that took place during the first week in May presented a bewildering mosaic to the onlooker.  A diarist humorously noted:

*During most of the battle, Butterfield and several of the staff remained at Hooker's original Army Headquarters at Falmouth.  Via telegraph, Hooker communicated with Sedgwick through Butterfield.
It would seem that Hooker has beaten Lee and that Lee has beaten Hooker; that we have taken Fredericksburg, and that the rebels have taken it also; that we have 4500 prisoners, and the rebels 5400; that Hooker has cut off Lee's retreat, and Lee cut off Sedgwick's retreat, and Sedgwick has cut off everybody's retreat generally, but has retreated himself although his retreat was cut off; that.  Longstreet has not left Suffolk at all, and again that he has never been there.  In short, all is utter confusion.  Everything seems to be everywhere, and everybody all over, and there is no getting at any truth. 81  

It was probably Jackson who first analyzed Hooker's disaster.  While being carried from the field, he said:

It was, in the main, a good conception, sir: an excellent plan.  But he should not have sent away his cavalry; that was his great blunder.  It was that which enabled me to turn him, without his being, aware of it, and to take him by his rear.  Had he kept this cavalry with him, his plan would have been a very good one.82
 Jackson was only partially correct about what had happened at Chancellorsville; for, if it had not been for Lee's courageous decision to split the army again in the face of a numerically superior foe, Hooker would not have been taken on the flank.

     As it turned out.  Hooker had contributed to his own downfall by showing utter ineptness as an army commander once his excellent plan required battlefield execution.  Not only had he sent the cavalry away, but he also had not committed all the infantry corps.  Lincoln had directed him to “put in" all his men, but he had failed to do this.  His and Howard's haphazard security precautions, his failure to better coordinate the wings of the army, and his blunder in giving up Hazel Grove were important factors in his defeat.  Perhaps most critical of all, his surrendering of the initiative not only cost him the confidence of his subordinates, but gave the daring Lee the opportunity to exploit the situation.

 ( Lee had planned an attack for early on May 6. As at Fredericksburg, he was taken completely by surprise by Hooker's evacuation and did not realize until well into the morning that the Union forces had left.
Lee on the Rappahannock

    On the Confederate side, Lee had the complete confidence and trust of his commanders. He also used them very well.  Undoubtedly, Lee's courage and daring had more than a little to do with Hooker's humbling.  Always outnumbered, the Confederate leader acted wisely on the available information, had the strength of conviction to take daring risks, and utilized interior lines brilliantly.  Above all, he sought the initiative and, once having gained it, refused to relinquish it. Lee’s battlefield brilliance was never more in evidence than during the Chancellorsville Campaign.  He was truly at his best.

If casualties can be used as a scale to measure success in battle, Chancellorsville would almost be a draw.  Lee lost approximately 13,000 men while the Army of the Potomac suffered almost 17.000 casualties.83 Lee could not replace his losses, however, and Hooker could absorb his and still greatly outnumber the Army of Northern Virginia.  One of Lee's losses, moreover, was irreplaceable.  Jackson developed pneumonia and died on May 10.  Lee had lost a staunch friend and the greatest of his lieutenants.  He would sorely miss him during the Confederate invasion of Pennsylvania the following month.
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[PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL.]





HEADQUARTERS ARMIES OF THE UNITED STATES,


                                                                              Washington, D. C., April 4, 1864





Maj. Gen. W. T. SHERMAN,


          Commanding Military Division of the Mississippi:





     GENERAL: It is my design, if the enemy keep quiet and allow me to take the initiative in the spring campaign, to work all parts of the army together and somewhat toward a common center.  For your information I now write you my programme as at present determined upon.


     I have sent orders to Banks by private messenger to finish up his present expedition against Shreveport with all dispatch; to turn over defense of the Red river to General Steele and the navy, and return your troops to you and his own to New Orleans; to abandon all of Texas except the Rio Grande, and to hold that with not to exceed 4,000 men; to reduce the number of troops on the Mississippi to the lowest number necessary to hold it, and to collect from his command not less than 25,000 men; to this I will add 5,000 from Missouri.  With this force he is to commence operations against Mobile as soon as he can.  It will be impossible for him to commence too early.


     Gillmore joins Butler with 10,000 men, and the two operate against Richmond from the south side of James River.  This will give Butler 33,000 men to operate with—W. F. Smith commanding the right wing of his forces, and Gillmore the left wing.  I will stay with the Army  of the Potomac, increased by Burnside’s corps of not less than 25,000 effective men, and operate directly against Lee’s army wherever it may be found.


     Sigel collects all his available force in two columns—one, under Ord and Averell, to start from Beverly, Va., and the other, under Crook, to start from Charleston, on the Kanawha, to move against the Virginia and Tennessee Railroad.  Crook will have all cavalry, and will endeavor to get in about Saltville and move east from there to join Ord.  His force will be all cavalry, while Ord will have from 10,000 to 12,000 men of all arms.


     You I propose to move against Johnston’s army, to break it up and to get into the interior of the enemy’s country as far as you can, inflicting all the damage you can against their war resources.


     I do not propose to lay down for you a plan of campaign, but simply to lay down the work it is desirable to have done, and leave you free to execute in your own way.  Submit to me, however, as early as you can, your plan of operations.


     As stated, Banks is ordered to commence operations as soon as he can.  Gilmore is ordered to report at Fortress Monroe by the 18th instant, or as soon thereafter as practicable.  Sigel is concentrating now.  None will move from their places to rendezvous until I direct, except Banks.  I want to be ready to move by the 25th instant if possible; but all I can now direct is that you get ready as soon as possible.  I know you will have difficulties to encounter getting through the mountains to where supplies are abundant, but I believe you will accomplish it.


     From the expedition from the Department of West Virginia I do not calculate on very great results, but it is the only way I can take troops from there.  With the long line of railroad Sigel has to protect he can spare no troops, except to move directly to his front. In this way he must get through to inflict great damage on the enemy, or the enemy must detach from one of his armies a large force to prevent it.  In other words, if Sigel can’t skin himself he can hold a leg whilst some one else skins.


     I am, general, very respectfully, your obedient servant,





                                                                          U. S. GRANT,





                                                                              Lieutenant-General.
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      The views expressed in this article are the author’s and are not necessarily those of the Department of the Army or the Command and General Staff College. 


        This article was prepared for publication prior to the receipt of the 27 September 1954 issue of the Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations. —The Editor.





        A BASIC aim of the Command and General Staff College is to develop, in potential commanders and staff officers, the ability to solve military problems.  This the College attempts to do—and does quite successfully—by presenting the basic factors of, and their influence on, the problem and, through appropriate forms, a sound, logical approach to the solution of problems is reached. 


      Yet commanders and staff officers-including some graduates of the college-do make wrong decisions. There are many reasons for this-mental, emotional, and physical. The factors and their influences may be incorrectly estimated. The process itself may not be fully recognized. The logic may be faulty. The thought processes by which a problem is solved may be misunderstood. At the risk of oversimplification, it can be stated that the basic mental reasons for poor decisions are three in number: lack of understanding of the problem, lack of knowledge of the factors and their influence on the problem, and incomplete knowledge and use of thought processes in solving the problem.


     Adequate knowledge of the factors involved in a military situation and their influence on the decision requires years of experience and study. Although our military colleges can help provide knowledge, they can never completely replace personal experiences. On the other hand, our schools can and do provide instruction and practice in sound methods of recognizing problems and arriving at decisions.





Estimate of the Situation


     The best example of such a method is the commander’s estimate of the situation which receives great emphasis at the Command and Staff College.  The estimate-its present form is a product of many years’ study and experience-provides for a natural, sound approach to the solution of a tactical problem. Following a statement of the mission, the significant conditions of weather, terrain, and the opposing forces are listed. Next are listed those courses of action which appear feasible and which, if successful, will accomplish the mission. Then the commander mentally “war games” each of his courses of action against each enemy capability and determines the probable outcome, while further testing the feasibility of his courses of action and determining the factors which are most significant. 


After the “war-gaming” the commander compares his courses of action in the light of the significant factors. Finally, he selects the best course of action and embodies it in his decision.





     Thus, in our estimate of the situation, we have followed what the United States Naval War College terms the "natural mental process for solution of any problem.” (See Figure 1.)





SOLUTION OF A PROBLEM





   


The Natural Mental Process





Step 1. The establishment of the


             proper basis for solution of the 


             problems, including (a) a 


             grasp of the salient features of the         


             situation, (b) a recognition of


             the incentive, and (c) an


             appreciation of the effect


             desired.





Step 2. The actual solution of the problem


             through the employment of 


             reasoning power in the 


             consideration of various possible 


             solutions, and the selection of the 


             best solution.





Step3. The conclusion or decision 


           embodying the best solution.





�
The Commander’s Estimate





    (a)   Determination of the mission.


 Statement of the factors of weather,  terrain, and own and opposing forces.


 Determination of those suitable courses  of action which, if successful will  accomplish the mission.





 (d)   Analysis of each course of action in light of each enemy capability.


 (e)  Comparison of courses of action.


 (f)   Conclusion as to best course of action





Decision embodying the best course of action.�
�
                                                Figure 1.





An orderly process? Yes.  Sound?  Yes.  Simple?  No.


The complexity of the estimate process arises from the numerous chances of error which present themselves.  First of all, the estimate must contain a number of subordinate estimates.  At the outset, the mission must be estimated.  This, of course, is a relatively simple matter if one has been ordered to seize and hold a certain hill, but is it a simple matter when a commander must decide whether to attack or defend?  If the commander does not state his mission correctly, then any decisions he reaches is likely to be a bad one.


    The statements of the conditions of weather, terrain, and opposing forces constitute not only facts but-in a large measure-estimates as well. Here, staff estimates are usually involved-personnel, intelligence, operations, and logistical estimates.  Perhaps the intelligence estimate offers the greatest chance for error-but our own capabilities can also be misunderstood.


    The selection of courses of action involves another estimate-or series of estimates.  If only one or two courses are Iisted, there is the possibility that the best will not be considered.  If too many courses of action are considered, then the estimate will be very long and involved.


    Finally, there is the estimation involved in analyzing and comparing the various courses of action in order to select the best.


   








 According to the Naval War College’s Sound Military Decision:


      Logical thought separates the rational from the irrational. Its use avoids the wastefulness of trial-and-error method. 


   By its insistent employment, dormant powers of reasoning are awakened, and the danger that attends instinctive, spontaneous, impulsive, or emotional acceptance of conclusions is lessened. The evil effects of an inclination to dodge the issue or of a disinclination to face the facts are thus also avoided.


      Man is a rational animal. Man’s rationality, however, is unfortunately influenced strongly by tradition, habit, bias, and a lazy tendency to accept plausible suggestions. Too often what little reasoning man does is concerned with justification of a decision already reached.


    A notable characteristic of the human mind is a constant search for reliable rules of action inspired by an intuitive belief in cause and effect.  If not provided with sound rules, man will devise his own experience and follow them, although they may be faulty.  This drive for valid guides has given us a mass of proverbs, adages, and aphorisms dating from antiquity.





Our principles of war, and those of other nations, represent those proved concepts or points of doctrine  which, in the opinion of the times, deserve more emphasis than other equally valid concepts or doctrines





The Principles of War





     We must reckon, then, with this psychological drive for valid guides; and the best solution is to provide ourselves with  valid  rules.  Since warfare is a science that is, since the phenomena of war follow the natural law of cause and effect-we  should  be able to state the general relationships between causes and effects in war, although not with the quantitative  precision customary in the physical sciences. In other sciences such statements are known as principles-they are natural laws  because  they express facts of nature. 


     The search for valid rules of conduct by it the armies of the world has led to the formulation of principles, rules, maxims, and doctrine in an effort to capitalize on past experience. A vast number of casual relationships and historical examples form the science of war.  However, the mere compilation of knowledge is not enough. Too many commanders have failed because they blindly applied methods which-however successful in the past-were inadequate in a new situation. The resulting disillusionment led to two schools of thought.  One group averred that brilliantly successful generals like Napoleon and Alexander were geniuses whose successes were due to intuition rather than methods, and that warfare could never be reduced to a science. Maurice de Saxe, Marshal General of the armies of France, once stated that:





     War is a science so involved in darkness, and attended with so much imperfection, that no certain rules of conduct can be given concerning it; custom and prejudice, the natural consequence of ignorance, are its sole foundation.


     Fuller in his Foundations of the Science of War, quoted Dragomirov as stating:





     First of all, science and theory are two different things, for every art may and must be in possession of its own theory be preposterous to claim for it the name of a science…Nobody will venture today to assert that there could be a science of war. It would be as absurd as a science of poetry, of painting, or of music.





     In the opposing camp are men like Clausewitz and most modern military leaders who believe that there are principles which can be discovered.


     Jomini believed:





     The fundamental principles upon which rest all good combinations of war have always existed, and to them all others should be referred for the purpose of arriving at their respective merits. These principles are unchangeable; they are independent of the arms employed, of times, and of places.





     Napoleon advised:





     Peruse again and again the campaigns of Alexander, Hannibal, Caesar, Gustavus Adolphus, Turenne, Eugene, and Frederick. Model yourself upon them. This is the only means of becoming a great captain, and of acquiring the secret of the art of war. Your own genius will be enlightened by this study, and you will learn to reject all maxims foreign to the principles of these great commanders.





    From the work of this latter group has developed the principles of war which are recognized by the various nations.  From ancient China has come the 13 principles of Sun Tsu. From Napolean’s writings have been derived 115 maxims. The German Von Clausewitz gives us three, seven, or more principles, depending on how one interprets the word. The French General Foch listed four principles at the turn of the century, ending his list with a significant “et cetera. ” The British General Fuller deduced 6 principles in a work of 1909; later he expanded this number, first to 8, then to 11, and finally settled on 9. From these writers and others, the national principles shown in Figure 2 were derived.





The differences in the number of principles accepted by the various nations are based, not so much on doctrinal and organizational differences, as they are on the desired degree of emphasis to be given certain concepts.  No one will say that British plans and orders are likely to be complicated because they have ignored the principle of simplicity. Similarly, tactics of the French are not defective because they profess to find only 3 principles rather than 9 United States or 10 British principles. All of the concepts embodied in the principles are taught in all armies, but with differences in interpretation and emphasis.


    The United States official list of principles is a product of the twentieth century. Our Field Service Regulations of 1904 are reported to have contained the following statement-but not a list of principles:


     While the fundamental principles of war are neither very numerous nor complex, their application may be difficult and must not be limited by set rules. Departure from prescribed methods is at times necessary. A thorough knowledge of the principles of war and their application enables the leader to decide when such departure should be made and to determine what methods should bring success.


      Training Regulations 10-5 of 1921 contains what is apparently the first official list of principles, but the publication gave the names only without explanation and the list was rescinded in 1928. The Field Service Regulations of 1923 treated the principles without naming them. Its successor, Field Manual 100-5, Field service Regulations, Operations, continued this approach until our present edition of 1949 which both names and discusses the principles.


 Lieutenant Colonel Marshall L. Fallwell served in Sicily, Italy, and the European Theater with the 3d Chemical Mortar Battalion during World War II.  From 1946 to 1949, he was assigned to the Intelligence Division, Department of the Army, General Staff. He went to Korea in July 1951, where he was a member of the G2 Section, Headquarters, Eighth Army.  He is a graduate of North Carolina State College and attended The Infantry School from 1949 to 1950. Upon his graduation from the Command and General Staff College in 1953, he became an instructor at the College.




















     Although our Army was apparently late in its official acceptance of the principles, they were taught much earlier, as evidenced by General Pershing's statement: 


    But the principles of warfare as I learned them at West Point remain unchanged. They were verified by experience in our Indian wars, and also during the campaign against the Spaniards in Cuba. I applied them  in the Philippines and observed their application in Manchuria during the Russo-Japanese War.





   In the British Army a very similar procedure took place. General Fuller has related how, in 1911, he read in the British Army Field Service Regulations that “the fundamental principles of war are neither very numerous nor themselves very abtruse…”; but that he searched for them in vain. Spurred by the need for valid principles, he finally evolved nine principles; in 1923, he realized the satisfaction of seeing most of them printed in a service manual.  The original British principles remained substantially unchanged until after World War II when two others, Administration and Maintenance of Morale, were added, due, one may guess, to the influence of Field Marshal Montgomery.


     Within the United States Army, the principles of war have been regarded as basic truths, applicable to all situations, intelligent application of which will aid success. Although apparent conflicts between principles are recognized-mass and security for example-we teach that a principle should be violated or disregarded only after mature considerationof all factors involved.  The principles have never been stated as laws of cause and effect.  They represent, in fact, certain durable, proved concepts which, in the opinion of the times, deserve emphasis over all other concepts.  Interpretation of the concepts has varied, of course,. and will doubtlessly vary in the future.


                                                           





                    



















































































CURRENT PRCINCIPLES OF WAR





United States	    British	              French	                  Soviet





Objective	    Selection and		_______                  Advance and


                              Maintenance                                              Consolidation


                              of the Aim





Simplicity               _________                ________                _________





Unity of	                  Co-operation             ________               Combined Arms 


Command                                                                  	 





Offensive	    Offensive Action         _______           	      Offensive








Maneuver              Flexibility                    Liberty of                 Maneuver and


		                                       Action              	      Initiative


			


Mass                     Concentration             Concentration          Concentration


                              Of force                       of Effort                    








Economy of           Economy of                 _______                 Economy of


Force                     Effort                                                          Force








Surprise                 Surprise                      Surprise                  Surprise and


                                                                                                  Deception








Security                 Security                       _______                  Adequate                                    


                                                                                                  Reserves





 ______                  Maintenance                _______                  Morale


                              of Morale








______                  Adminstration               _______                 ______


______                  ________                     _______                 Annihilation
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Figure 2.























Criticism of the Principles





    Captain Frank L. Johnson, United States Navy, wrote, "The mere mention of the term 'principles of war  brings out the semantic beast in certain individuals."





 As soon as the principles were published, an argument began which has continued until the present day.  For every article in a service journal which expounded the official line, there appeared another article attacking one or more of the principles. Most early objections were based on the grounds that the principles were a mere list of nouns or noun substantives which could be interpreted in many ways.  Some wanted to expand the list.  Others-appealing to the dictionaries-wished to discard all which were not basic to every situation. As an example, Brigadier General Charles M. Bundel-former Commandant of the Command and General Staff School--could find only five basic principles-offensive, simplicity, objective, superiority, and security. The others he thought valid as doctrine but not as principles.


     Later critics-notably the Naval War College and Colonel E. S. Johnston, former instructor and librarian at Fort Leavenworth-attacked the principles on firmer ground.  While not denying their value as concepts, they claimed the principles were not stated properly-that is, that relationship between cause and effect was not shown; that doctrine and method was being confused with principle; and that the label "principle" had misled 


some





                         DEVELOPMENT OF THE UNITED STATES PRINCIPLES OF WAR





TR 10-5	                 FSR*	                    FM 100-5, Tenative*                 FM 100-5*          FM 100-5


(1921)                     (1923)	                     (1939)                                      (1944)                 (1949)				


		


   GENERAL              GENERAL PRINCPLES


PRINCPLES           PRINCIPLES                      FOR                             DOCTRINES       PRINCIPLES


OF WAR                 OF COMBAT             CONDUCT OF WAR             OF COMBAT       OF WAR


�
�
Objective	   Objective                 Objective                                Objective              Objective


Offensive	   Offensive	      Offensive(Mobility)                 Offensive              Offensive


Mass                       Concentration of      Concentration of	          Concentration       Mass


                               Superior Forces        Superior Forces                     of Superior


		      (Economy)                              Forces


Economy of            Economy of Force         ________                         ________            Economy of


Force                                                                                                                                  Force


Surprise                  Surprise                   Surprise                                  Surprise               Surprise


Simplicity	   Simplicity	      Simplicity	                         Simplicity             Simplicity


Security	                 Security                   Security                                   Security               Security


Movement               _____                      ______                                     ______               Maneuver


Co-operation           _____                      Unity of Effort                           Unity of               Unity of


                                                                                    Command           Command


  ______                 Quality**                         ________                           Quality**               ______


  Fire Superiority


 NOTE:  *Where the principles are not formally titled, the key word or major concept of each numbered 


               paragraph has been chosen. Lesser included concepts are placed in parentheses.


              **By “Quality” is meant “greater mobility, higher morale, and better leadership.” FSR paragraph 381.


                                                     Figure 3.�
�



commanders to believe that these concepts were basic rules to be applied to every situation. Thus, it was said, faulty rules of actions have been derived from concepts designed to replace such faulty rules.


Colonel Johnston cites the following from World War I on the confusion of principle and method:





     General Harbord says that to induce acceptance of the American original idea of unity of control of supply, our General Headquarters had likened it to unity of command.  Foch then seized upon this opening to press for the project-not so bad for the French, but certainly undesirable for us-of complete unity of interallied supply. 'It was a bit awkward,’ Harbord tells us, 'for General Pershing to urge the principles and the limitations at the same time.'-It was awkward, no doubt of that.  It was awkward because our General Headquarters had mistaken a method for a principle.





         In a search for true Principles, these later writers were led to expand on the old adage, "It depends on the situation,” and to produce such statements of causal relationships as appear in the Naval War College's Fundamental Principle of War:





     The attainment of a military objective (the creation or maintenance of a favorable military situation depends on effective operations involving the salient features of


     [I.]  Effective action with relation to correct physical objectives,


    [2.]  Projection of action from advantageous relative positions,


   [3.]   Proper apportionment of fighting strength, and


   [4.]   Ensurance of adequate freedom of action, each fulfilling the requirement of


          [a.] Suitability, as determined by the factor of the appropriate effect desired, 


         [b.] Feasibility, by reason of relative fighting strength as determined by the factors of themeans available and opposed, influenced by the factor of the characteristics of the theater of operation, and


        [c.] Acceptability, as determined by the factor of the consequences as to costs, which factors are in  turn dependent on each other.


      Statements of this type have a definite value in that they constantly refer one to the controlling conditions of the current situation. Whether or not they will ever satisfy man's inherent thirst for set rules of action is questionable.  One feels that man may make an equivalent error by applying yesterday's conditions in lieu of tomorrow's.  Still, causal principles are in accord with "the Natural Mental Process" described earlier. Their further use should be studied by our service schools.


      Their first application could be to the solution of two problems incident to the commander's estimate of the situation --the determination of a suitable mission, and the formulation of courses of action to be considered at length.  In this connection, the following propositions apply:





    1. The determination of a suitable objective depends upon:


            a. The suitability of the objective in light of the future mission of the command.


          b. The feasibility of the objective as determined by the means available and                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            opposed, the time available, and the condition of the theater.


          c.  The acceptability of the costs involved.


    2.  The selection of a suitable course of action for accomplishment of an objective                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     depends upon:


          a. The suitability of the course of action with regard to the objective and the future                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  mission of  the command.


          b. The feasibility of the course of action, as determined by the means available                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       and opposed, the  time available, and the conditions of the theater.


          c. The acceptability of the costs involved.





    There is nothing new here, of course.  Our first proposition merely states that an objective must further the mission of the command, must be capable of achievement in the time available, and must be acceptable as  to costs.  This last statement is correct and the language is familiar to all; so, why change it? One must admit there is no great necessity.  The advantage of the proposition, however, is that it points out the relationship of the factors involved and thereby contributes to a frame of mind-a method of thinking--which is a distinct asset to the service officer.


     In the remaining pages, the author proposes to examine our principles of war and determine their application  to the solution of military problems.





Objective





The ultimate objective of all military operations is the destruction of the enemy’s armed forces and his will to fight. Selection of intermediate objectives whose attainment contributes most decisively and quickly to the accomplishment of the ultimate objective....must be based on… complete knowledge of the enemy and theater of operations…-Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations..





   The term "objective" has two distinct meanings.  In the larger sense, it is the “effect desired," or the creation of a favorable military situation.  This we usually term the mission.  In the first sense, the objective is common to all military operations.  Applied to offensive operations, it may be the seizure of certain terrain or the destruction of an enemy force; in defensive operations, the objective may be to deny an area or facility to the enemy, or it may be simply to maintain the integrity of a certain force.  The proper sequence of planning is to first determine the ultimate mission. Based upon this, one determines favorable military situations which favor accomplishment of the ultimate mission.  These situations then become intermediate missions.


In the second sense, in tactics, the creation of a favorable military situation can often best be expressed in terms of physical objectives for an attacking force.  This is the second, and more usual, meaning of the term.





The one principle of war which is controlling is the objective.  In solving military problems, the first step is to establish the objective or mission.  An improper objective must inevitably lead to wasted resources-- if not to failure.  In arriving at his objective, the commander must bring into play all of his knowledge and reasoning power. This heavy responsibility grows with the degree of discretion permitted, but it is not inconsiderable even when a physical objective has been assigned by the higher commander. Nearly always, there will be missions to be deduced or implied, and intermediate objectives to be chosen.


To aid us in selecting physical objectives, certain criteria are laid down in our field manuals.  We say that a proper objective must be attainable in the time and space limits imposed and should facilitate future operations; the threat of its capture should compel the enemy to evacuate his position or risk destruction therein; it should produce a convergence of effort; and it must be easily identified.  We have no analogous criteria in our field manuals regarding the selection of an objective in the sense of the mission, but certain guides can be determined. Earlier, we stated that a suitable objective or mission of the command will be capable of achievement in the time available, and will be acceptable as to costs.  Other desirable characteristics could be deduced, but these are the basic ones which must be present in all cases.


We are striving to produce leaders who use their reasoning powers rather than rely on set rules of action. The danger in this principle - and others as well - is that the unwary may convert it into an invariable rule of action or slogan, such as "seek out and destroy the enemy's main force.” Views such as this were at least partially responsible for the bloody and indecisive fighting during most of World War I. Dr. Bernard Brodie cites the more recent example of the United States Third Fleet at Leyte Gulf. Following the United States landings on Leyte, the Japanese initiated a naval counterattack involving two task forces, comprised mainly of battleships and cruisers, which were to encircle the island from the east and converge on the landing areas. A small decoy force of carriers approached from the north and west. The United States naval commander decided to steam north and attack the carriers because of the then current concept that “the enemy’s main force is where his carrier’s are.”


     Dr. Brodie then said:


       But the question asked was, ‘Where are the enemy’s carriers? That is where the main force must be.’ I submit that this was true for the proceeding 2 years of the war, but at the time of Leyte Gulf it was no longer true, and I submit also that the intelligence was available to the fleet which should have indicated that it was no longer true…In that battle the enemy’s main force comprised in fact his battleships. That would have been clear except for the existence of the slogan.











The Offensive


 


Through offensive action, a commander preserves his freedom of action and imposes his will on the enemy. The selection by the commander of the right time and place for offensive action is a decisive factor the factor in the success of the operation, A defensive attitude may be forced on a commander by many situations; but…should be deliberately adopted only as a temporary expedient…-Field Manual 100-5, 


Field Service Regulations, Operations.


Our doctrine of the offensive is as basic as any concept in the United States Army; for only through offensive action can we ultimately destroy the enemy's armed forces. Only through the offensive can we retain the initiative. Therefore, we are taught that even when forced to assume the defensive we should conduct an aggressive or offensive defense.   


     The basic nature of this principle, however, has misled many commanders who elevated it to the  "rule of war" by insisting on the attack at all times. Marshal Foch, whose early writings on this principle had much influence in World War I, had the following to say in his postwar Memoirs:


 …the doctrine of the offensive…tended to impose an invariable rule leading too often to tactics that were blind and brutal and for that very reason dangerous. It also produced a strategy that was bare and uniform, easily sterile, unproductive of results, and costly.





     This degeneration of a sound concept into a faulty rule of action is a very human failing. Man seeks invariable rules of action and is immensely comforted when he thinks he has discovered one. No bitterer condemnation of a commander of this type has been written than the following words by General Fuller in speaking of a high British commander during World War I:


     


     His [Haig’s] theory of fighting was as simple as General U.S. Grant’s, and he never once budged from it, whilst Grant did. From history he [Haig] had learned that battles passed through the following phases: the maneuver for position, the first clash of battle, the wearingout fight of varying duration, and the  eventual decisive blow, which would give victory.      


 It had been so and, consequently, it must be so in all circumstances and irrespective of changes in armaments.  As the decisive blow in former wars had been delivered by cavalry, cavalry remained the decisive arm; consequently, they figured in all his battles, irrespective of  mud, fire, and wire. As this blow had to be preceded by the wearing-out fight, which hitherto had been carried out by infantry and artillery, this must continue;; for of the new arms Haig could grasp nothing, because pf them history could tell him nothing. His creed was that ‘firm hold be kept of first principles, and that plan, when once it had been accepted, must be adhered to and pursued with determination.’ This meant that, ‘whatever the strategy, final victory could come only when, after the first clash of battle, the wearing-out fight, of whatsoever character it might be, had exhausted and reduced the enemy’s power of resistance and his will to fight.’ So it happened that on 28 June 1917, he is reported to have said, ‘that if the fighting was kept up at its present intensity for 6 months, Germany would be at the end of her available manpower.’





      The solution to the problem, of course is not to discard our valid principles and concepts but to state them so that the relationship of cause and effect is evident, and to educate our leaders to rely on their powers of reason rather than “invariable” rules of action.


  The ultimate value of the offensive is that it is the only reliable way to break the enemy’s will to fight-with the possible exception of strictly limited conflicts. The everyday results of successful offensive action are initiative and high morale. General Patton thought so highly of these that he once forbade dissemination below general officer grade of an order to assume the defensive.


     In solving military problems, the action taken must be consistent with the ultimate destruction through offensive action of the enemy’s will to fight. If the correct present decision is to assume the defensive, the plan adopted must provide for suitable offensive action such as raids, and limited objective attacks and counterattacks.





                                                                           





                                                                           Mass








     Mass or the concentration of superior forces, on the ground, at sea, and in the air, at the decisive place and time, and their employment in a decisive direction, creates the conditions essential to victory. –Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations.


     


          The concept of mass is certainly basic. Mass or concentration of forces is recognized as a principle of war by most world powers-with the notable exception of France.


     The idea of mass has given birth to many familiar slogans and quotations—all of which are not wise: “God is on the side of the biggest battalions.” “Git tha fustest with the mostest.” “Fire kills.”


     Mass, like the other principles of war, must be applied with caution. Above all, the equation of mass and mere numbers must be avoided lest we become involved in another killing match between huge armies such as occurred in World War I. Compare the Communist reliance on massed power and their callous acceptance of huge losses. Although numerical superiority is often desirable, there are other factors which may be equally, or more, important in obtaining mass—armor, artillery, air, the state of training, and morale, to mention but a few. In solving military problems, we must consider the principle of mass at all times. In the formulation of courses of action, mass for the main effort is usually stated in general terms only. In the analysis of opposing courses of action, the degree and nature of mass, both that necessary and that available, can be visualized. Finally, details are developed in the complete plan to ensure the desired mass at all foreseeable stages of the operation.


      Mass is not achieved for its own sake. For a modern example, let us return to Dr. Brodie's comments on the Battle of Leyte Gulf . The American naval commander tells us that after discovering the three Japanese task forces moving toward Leyte, he formulated three courses of action: to remain where he was; to attack the carriers to the north with all his force;  or to divide his force, keeping part in the area and sending part to attack the carriers. He decided against splitting because this would conflict with the “principle of concentration of force.” Dr. Brodie has the following to say concerning this reason:





    The purpose of the principle of concentration of force is to suggest that one should so allocate one’s forces that one can hope to be superior to the enemy somewhere, preferably in the most important place, or at least minimize one’s inferiority in the decisive place. I submit that the commander of the Third Fleet had forces so overwhelming superior to those of the enemy that he could have divided his forces between San Bernardino Strait and the north and have remained overwhelmingly superior locally to each enemy force. And when you are overwhelmingly superior—how much more superior do you want to get?





Economy of Force





     The principle of economy of force is a corollary to the principle of mass. In order to concentrate superior combat strength in one place, economy of force must be exercised in other places.—Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations.





     Here the dependence of this principle of war is recognized.  Properly speaking, it is a method of achieving mass.





     The term economy of force has stages of acceptance among armies of the world but is not always interpreted the same way. One influential writer has raised this principle to the status of "the law of war." To the British and Canadian Armies, economy of force implies, "a balanced employment of forces and a judicious expenditure of all resources with the objective - of achieving an effective concentration at the decisive time and place." Here economy interpreted in the nineteenth century sense of "utilizing all resources" rather than in the twentieth century sense of "to economize; to save." 


      The inexactness inherent in the use of single nouns or noun substantives to signify concepts or principles is well illustrated.


       In the broad sense, economy of force pertains to the proper apportionment of forces and resources between main and secondary efforts and reserves. Weighting the main effort is naturally stressed in our Army schools. At this point, it might be well to show that secondary efforts must also be weighted at least to the extent necessary to enable them to accomplish their missions. Secondary efforts are not only desirable-they are required. “Every attack must have a main and secondary effort.”





     In solving military problems then, we must clearly state the minimum objectives to be attained by the secondary effort and to allot the minimum forces required.


     Any remaining resources are used to strengthen in priority the main and secondary efforts. The question is, where can we afford to economize, and to what degree?   























Unity of Command





    Unity of command obtains that unity of effort which is essential to the decisive application of the full combat power of the available forces.-Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations.





    Here, of course, unity of effort-or co-operation in the British Army and United States Air Force-is the desired end or principle, and unity of command is but a means to that end.  Certainly, unity of command is not fundamental to all situations.  To bear out this statement we need cite only two examples: the normal relationship between a regimental commander and his supporting artillery, and the relationship between a field army commander and the supporting tactical air force.  One may be tempted to reply that unity of command in these situations is exercised by the division commander and the theater commander, respectively. If so, one also must admit that the principle is invalid in some cases and at some echelons.	


   On the other hand, unity or effort, or co-operation is highly desirable and	should be fundamental in every situation. History affords us many instances of opportunity lost because unity of effort was not achieved. Two examples which readily come to mind are Stuart's cavalry at Gettysburg and the lack—until—1918—of an effective high command  among the Allies in World War I. World War II will doubtlessly furnish other examples. One potentially bad situation was that described by General H. H. Arnold regarding conflicting zones and interests between theaters of operations in the Pacific and the Far East. 


    Unity of effort depends on a number of factors.  First of all, various units and services must be working toward a common goal if complete co-operation is to be achieved. There must be no discordant jealousy or rivalry.  Common training and equipment -especially signal communication means-are also vital to full cooperation.


     Co-operation between allies—which has become more and more important—introduces still other factors such as national aims, divergent customs, and language difficulties. In dealing with allies one cannot do better than remember that “allies are at times difficult to deal with; when this occurs it is well to remind oneself that one is also an ally.”


     The degree of unity of effort achieved by a plan of action is a test of the validity of the plan. Therefore, unity of effort can be used as an aid in solving military problems. The statement of the mission, the selection of physical objectives, and the selection of possible courses of action all affect the co-operation to be achieved. In general, it can be stated that the maximum co-operation should be developed in the execution of a plan, but that the degree of inherent unity of effort is not the dominant factor in deciding on one of several courses of action. On the other hand, the ability of the command to achieve the unity of effort required in a particular course of action is a dominant factor in the retention or rejection of that course of action. In this last statement, we can see a close relationship to the application of surprise and simplicity. In this sense, the test for required unity of effort is a feasibility test.  


     For example, we may consider an attack across open terrain. As to time of attack, two general courses of action are possible: day and night. A night attack is a complex operation requiring careful coordination and teamwork among all elements. In other words, success in a night attack depends to a considerable degree on the ability of the force to achieve the required unity of effort. The ability of the command to accomplish the required co-operation would determine whether the night attack would be seriously considered. 


     In solving military problems then, we can ask the following questions:


     1. Does the formulation of the mission allow for full development of co-operation?                                


  2. Is the command capable of achieving the degree of co-operation required by the proposed courses of action?





Maneuver





Maneuver in itself can produce no decisive results, but if properly employed it makes decisive results possible through the application of the principles of the offensive, mass, economy of force, and surprise.—Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations.





This quotation shows that maneuver--like unity of command and economy of force-is properly a method of achieving combat superiority.  It is, however, an important concept which deserves emphasis. Maneuver is, of course, not to be sought for its own sake. Like all the other principles, except the objective and possibly security, maneuver may not be applicable to every occasion.


   Maneuver is movement to place troops and fire at a more advantageous position with respect to the enemy. The comparable British principle, flexibility, is somewhat more inclusive than the United States term, maneuver. What is meant is not only maneuver of tactical units, but such considerations as mobility of mind inculcated during training, and mobility of supply.


    Although it is hard to imagine that anyone would turn this principle into an end to be sought, the United States Naval War College has seen fit to warn: “Avoidance of movement (maneuver) is frequently the correct decision, because movement, if it offers no advantages, is scarcely justifiable even if it entails no material loss.”


    The principle has considerable application in the statement of possible courses of action and in development of the plan of action. The following questions are useful in selecting missions, objectives, and courses of action:


Is the command capable of achieving the required degree of maneuver?  If not, the objective or course of action is infeasible.


Is the command's capacity of maneuver used to best advantage?


What is the degree of maneuver for the command relative to that for the enemy initially and throughout the action?





Surprise





     Surprise must be sought throughout the action by every echelon of command.  Surprise may be produced by measures which deny information to the enemy or deceive him…; by variation in the means and methods employed in combat; by rapidity and power of execution; and by the utilization of terrain which appears to impose great difficulties.—Field Manual 100-5, Field service Regulations, Operations.





 Surprise, like many of our principles, is not sought in itself. In reality it is but a means or method for achieving combat superiority.


  The first sentence of the quotation is representative of the more dogmatic statements which still appear in our field manuals. If by the phrase “must be sought” we mean “must be attempted” or “must be gained,” then the statement is not taken literally and need not be. While surprise is usually desirable—and may even be essential—many measures—and especially active deceptive measures—require an expenditure of effort, the effect of which, on the main effort, must be weighed carefully. Again, a degree of surprise may be deliberately forfeited—as when we announce to the enemy that certain targets will be attacked, or when we disclose our own order of battle through the press.


    In the estimate of the situation, we must ask ourselves four general questions. Are the courses of action stated in a manner to allow development of surprise? What degree of surprise is necessary to success in each course of action? What degree of surprise is likely in each course of action? What will be the effect of this surprise, or the lack of it? Detailed measures for surprise, of course, will be developed after the decision is made.	





Simplicity





Plans should be as simple and direct as the attainment of the objective will permit. Simplicity of plans must be emphasized, for in operations even the most simple plan is usually difficult to execute.—Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations.


 Simplicity in a plan or order has been interpreted in two very different ways: simplicity of statement of the plan or order and simplicity of the operation involved.


As an example of the first interpretation in which simplicity is synonymous with clarity, we may refer to General Eisenhower’s directive:  


   "You will enter the Continent of Europe, and in conjunction with the other United Nations, undertake operations aimed at the heart of Germany and the destruction of her Armed Forces."


     This directive has been cited as a model of simplicity. Certainly it is a classic of its kind: brief, concise, and clear; but, one is entitled to wonder how simple it really is. Few will doubt that the concept involved, the conquest of Western Europe, entailed some of the most complicated operations of all times.                               


    The second interpretation, simplicity of operation, is the more usual, but vastly more difficult to attain.                                        


     Our 1923 Field Service Regulations state: “The task assigned to any unit must not involve a complicated maneuver. Simple and direct plans and methods are alone practicable in war.”


     In his High Command in War, Field Marshal Montgomery stated:   


     The first requirement of a simple plan is that each component part of a force should have its own task to carry out, and its operations should not be dependent on the success of other formations or units.





     The years of experience reflected in our manuals tell us that simple plans and simple maneuvers are usually best. This must be good advice, and is not to be discarded lightly. But the application of the principle of simplicity is not easy.


    This is so primarily because we do not seek simplicity in itself. Instead, we seek what we believe to be an effective means to a desired end. If the means we devise are complicated, we may sometimes discard them; but more often, we attack the complexity itself and attempt to reduce it by training and through better organization and equipment. Thus, our concept of simplicity includes the notion of acceptable complexity. With this in mind, we may expand our principle by adding:


     “Complexities should be introduced into military operations only after careful consideration of the additional results to be obtained, the ability of the force to overcome the complexity in the time available, the cost and the risk involved.”


     By complexity, we mean such matters as maneuver, movement, organization, coordination, and timing which are relatively difficult and which may require special training, equipment, and control. Certain operations such as the raid, the night attack, and chemical warfare can be very complex and difficult. Newer concepts such as amphibious, airborne, and atomic warfare are usually complex.


     In the estimate of the situation, we can apply this principle by eliminating those courses of action whose complexities cannot be overcome, and by removing obviously unnecessary complexities in other courses of action.


    In our expanded principle of simplicity we have a practical statement which refers us constantly to the determinants of the situation. It is compatible with our quotation from Field Manual 100-5, but is definitely contrary to the old Field Service Regulations which stated that plans must not involve a complicated maneuver. Strict adherence to the latter would induce sterility of thought and would have ruled out many developments such as airborne and amphibious warfare.


     The evident change in interpretation of simplicity in the last 15 years throws considerable light on the nature of our principles.





Security





     Adequate security against surprise requires a correct estimate of enemy capabilities, resultant security measures, effective reconnaissance, and readiness for action.—Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations, Operations.





    Security is recognized as a principle of war by all major armies except the French.


    The quotation above points out only one aspect of security. Not only must the commander protect against surprise, he must also guard against known enemy capabilities. In the offense, security measures are taken to retain the initiative despite enemy counterstrokes. Active security measures include secondary attacks and the reserves. Passive security measures are designed to limit enemy knowledge of our activities and to minimize damage from enemy attack.


    The commander must not take counsel of his fears, however, lest he develop a defensive attitude. “Bold action is essential to success in war.”


    In the estimate of the situation, the problem of security arises where our own courses of action are analyzed with respect to enemy capabilities. Then the general nature and timing of each threat is visualized. Detailed planning comes later.





		


    One of the more interesting problems concerns risk, the obverse of security. The solution, of course, depends on how much one can afford to lose. Earlier, we stated that the suitability of any objective or course of action depends, among other things, upon the degree of risk involved.








Summary





    In this article it has been suggested that the principles of war were developed through man's instinctive search for valid rules or guides. The nine principles of the United States Army and those of other nations represent those proved concepts or points of doctrine which, in the opinion of the times, deserve more emphasis than all other equally valid concepts or doctrines. A study of the principles has made it obvious that their statement and even their number has undergone steady change and refinement. 


   The same desire to minimize error in military decisions which produced our principles of war, has also produced our estimate of the situation which is a standard sequence for reaching tactical decisions. The estimate directs one’s attention to the influences of the factors of the situation or the relationship between cause and effect. In other sciences, these relationships or laws are termed principles, but not so in the military where “principle” means “doctrine.” Although the war of words has not yet terminated, the following points have emerged in the opinion of the author:


Our principles of war are valid concepts and doctrines.


Like all doctrine, principles of war are subject to change.


There is a requirement for fundamentals stated in the scientific form of cause and effect.
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