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ways would be of more value to the Union than the Confederate forces.
Why then did Sherman insist on their absolute destruction? Constantly
he exhorted his divisions to destroy the railroads, and on the Montgomery
track booby traps were set to prevent obstacles in cuttings being cleared.
Thirty-six hours were spent on the railway whilst Sherman could have
moved around behind Hood. Why this mania for railway destruction?

When the Macon railway was finally reached, Sherman seemed
confused about his course of action. First he said to destroy the railway.
Then he said ‘push’ Hardee south so that the Union Army could return
to Atlanta. Then he said destroy Hardee. Finally he ordered the return
to Atlanta.

Sherman acted as though the situation was unexpected, and so it
was, for the truth of the matter was that he never intended that the mere
cutting of the railways should be the end of the operation. He was
experienced enough to know that he would have to destrov Hood and
if one looks at his order of 16 August (See page 30) it is apparent that
the army was to move ‘against the Macon railroad’” and he adds that
care will be taken to expose as little as possible of the trains of carts and
wagons ‘until the army returns to the river.

In other words the operation was to be no more than a gigantic
raid, the object of which was to do what the cavalry had refused to do.
[t was to be on such scale that the army could return to the operations
against Hood that were to secure his evacuation of Atlanta, in which
case Sherman could attack him in the open. When Atlanta fell, Sherman
sent the oft quoted telegram, ‘So Atlanta is ours, and fairly won,” but this
continued ‘I shall not push much further on this raid.’3

This explains why Sherman was so obsessed with the railroad, but
it does not really explain his inability to comprehend the situation and
crush Hood. Perhaps he had learnt his military lessons too well, for he
maintained his objective of destroying the railroad until Davis proved
that the enemy could be defeated. Sherman then acted quickly, but his
enthusiasm was lost on troops who lacked the spirit of urgency. Cautious
of Sam Hood, they struggled through thick undergrowth, and after their
leisurely advance it understandably took time to gather momentum.

Daring in conception, the operation was cautiously carried out and
it seems that Hood's aggressiveness affected even Sherman. He refused
to believe that Hood was departing from Atlanta until he had absolute

3 Official Records, 1, XXXVIII, 5, p. 777 — (Cauthor’s italics).
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proof.3¢ Meanwhile Hood escaped. When Sherman heard the explosions
in Atlanta he immediately put Thomas on the defensive, fearing Hood’s
attack on his rear. Had he swung his whole army —less a corps or two
to watch Hardee —upon Hood he must surely have defeated him,
especially since Slocum was advancing from the north.

Schofield said, ‘Had Sherman divided his army . . . and struck at
Hood’s rear, he might have found a chance to destroy that army as well
as the railroads in Georgia.37 Hood says in his Advance and Retreat,
that he could not understand why ‘Sherman should have occupied himself
with attacking Hardee’s entrenched position, instead of falling upon our
main body on the march around to his rear.’s8

Furthermore, when Sherman advanced to Lovejoy’s Station, he
once more had his men destroy the railroad. If he had turned his army
around Hardee, as he could have on the afternoon of the 2nd, he would
have cut him off from Hood and secured a victory. Indeed Schofield
‘offered to go with two corps, or even one, and intercept Hood’s retreat.”s?
At 10.25 a.m., 2 September, with his army in pursuit of Hardee, Schofield
wrote to Sherman that he had heard reports that Atlanta had fallen and
‘T have sent to find a road leading substantially parallel to the railroad,
if you desire me to pursue to Griffin.#? Sherman replied at 8 p.m., ‘1
have strong evidence that the enemy blew up his magazines and
abandoned Atlanta to General Slocum. If this is so, it is unnecessary for
us to go further at this stage.’#1

We shall probably never know for sure whether Sherman’s objective
was Atlanta and Hood, or merely Atlanta. What is clear, however, is that
by either good fortune or excellent management, he found himself in a
position from which he could achieve both. Had he done so, the war
may have been shortened, for Thomas would not have had to fight at
Nashville, and the forces so involved could have helped Grant to crush
Lee.

Alternatively, Sherman could have sent one army to Savannah and
another overland to Mobile, destroying the armament factories at Selma.

% An interesting point is that Sherman could have directed Slocum to send up
signal rockets on his arrival in Atlanta. These rockets were available and on
24 August Sherman had ordered Thomas to make use of these during the advance
for such trivial things as the movement of supplies. Ibid., p. 640.

37 A. H. Burne, Lee, Grant, and Sherman, (Aldershot, 1930), p. 121.

3 J. B. Hood, ‘The Defense of Atlanta’” in R. U. Johnson and C. C. Buel, (editors),
op. cit., p. 344,

3 A. H. Burne, op. cit.,, p. 122.

10 Official Records, 1, XXXVIII, 5, p. 773.

11 Thid., p. 774.



THE FALL OF ATLANTA 43

This appears to have been envisaged by Grant on his map which he sent
to Sherman. It would have damaged the Confederate resources and will
to fight even more than Sherman’s single march to the sea.

But Hood was not defeated by Sherman. Why? Hood's rapier
thrusts had induced a high degree of caution in the Union Army from
private to general, and the Confederate soldiers fought bravely and
efficiently. After foolishly recalling Lee, Hood's retreat was swift and
well organized. His troops knew the country and the remmants of his
cavalry served him well. Sherman did not make the fullest use of his
cavalry since he had lost confidence in it. Wheeler was still absent, and
the Union cavalry could have greatly harassed Hood, and could have cut
the railroad below Jonesborough if more effectively handled.

The opportunities were there to be seized by an enterprising com-
mander. It has been claimed that Sherman was served by poor subordinate
commanders, and that this occasion was one of his rare lapses. On the
first point, Sherman had instilled into his men the necessity for sticking
rigidly to his plans. Often the best laid plans were spoilt by arguments
over rank in which Sherman was amazingly tolerant. In the words of
Liddell Hart, Sherman ‘prized harmony even above energy, sometimes
to the sacrifice of results,'#2

It must be expected that if a commander is to be called really great,
then he should not have ‘lapses’ at vital moments. In a private letter to
Halleck, Sherman wrote, ‘T ought to have reaped larger fruits of victory.”3
Later he said ‘You cannot attain great success in war without taking great
risks,** and this is probably one reason why he never won a great

battle. []
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ON THE SYRIAN FRONTIER — 7 JUNE 1941

Qur particular selection (wrote one soldier) was bounded on one
side by the outskirts of an infantry battalion, on another by an anti-tank
company, and at the rear by a low stone wall used by the local vendors
to display their wares, where one could buy anything from a boiled egg
to a bottle of cheap wine. The olive trees were dispersed widely
enough to allow vehicles to move in almost any direction through
the grove. The trees were low but capable of concealing the bonnets
of vehicles, and were a useful shelter from the sun and reconnaissance
planes during the day . . . One ill-conceived method of concealing
the presence of Australians in the olive groves at Er Rama was an in-
struction to distort the familiar shape of our slouch hats so to render
them unrecognisable; but while it provided opportunities for the
company humorists, as a measure of deception it was a dismal failure
from the start,

For most of us the 7th of June was a day of rest. All our prepara-
tions for invasion had been completed. There was some last-minute
checking of personal equipment, but for most it was a day for playin
cards or draughts, reading, writing or merely talking. Men stml]eﬁ
around in shorts and shirts from group to group, occasionally pausing
to fll a bottle at the water-tank, or sauntered over to other camps to
see their mates. In other lines there were some simple but oddly moving
church services during the day. Towards dusk, when it was usual to
change into slacks and roll down shirt sleeves, a group of us gathered
round the tailboard of a truck to swap varns and discuss prospects for
tomorrow. We were to move off befgre midnight and none but the
most phlegmatic considered it worthwhile to sleep. A few were inclined
to scoff at any predictions of a pushover, and regarded the projected
slouch hat invasion as a prize piece of colonial impertinence. One said
‘All we’ve got to do tomorrow is walk in, wave our hats to the Frogs
and walk on. ’

— Gavin Long, Greece, Crete and Syria (1953)
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SINCE 1965 the Free World Military Assistance Forces (FWMAF)
in Vietnam have been steadily increased. With increased strength, these
forces have conducted wide-ranging offensive operations deep into Viet
Cong (VC) and North Vietnamese Army (INVA) base areas. As a
result of these operations casualties have increased, and because of the
size and ‘glamour’ of these operations they have overshadowed other
equally important activities conducted by the Vietnamese. The American
and Australian publics, disturbed by higher casualtics, have asked why
the Vietnamese Army (ARVN) is not fighting its own war and why
the FWMAF does not pull out of the jungles and paddies and do
more towards securing the populated areas.

Basically, two tasks must be accomplished if the war in Vietnam
is to be ended and if the Republic of Vietham (RVIN) is to emerge
a free and viable state. First, the VC/NVA forces must be destroyed or
driven off. Secondly, the Government must be responsive to the people
and involve their willing support and participation. Both tasks must be
pursued concurrently and brought to a successful conclusion. A military
victory by itself will not solve the problems. Yet unless the VC/NVA
is destroyed, or at least driven off, the Government will be unable to
initiate the political, social, and economic activities essential to winning
the support of the people.

*Lieutenant-Colonel Bartlett was a member of the ROTC at the San Jose State
College, California from where he graduated BA in Business Administration in
1957, In 1958 he received a regular commission in Armour in the US Army.
After service in Germany with USAREUR (1962-64) his more recent assignments
have been Operations Adviser and Operations Field Liaison Officer with USMACV.
Graduating from the Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth in
1967 he wrote this essay during the 1968 course at the Australian Staff College.
He is presently on the Staff and Faculty at Fort Leavenworth.




46 ¥ _ ARMY JOURNAL

Province.

This article concerns the second task, that of winning the hearts
and minds of the people, and its objective is to explain Revolutionary
Development and the military tasks involved: it will point out why
the ARVIN was selected to perform these tasks and describe its methods,
and the relationship FWMAF operations have to pacification.

Pacification is the military, social, political, and economic process
of establishing or re-establishing local government that is responsive to,
and includes the participation of, the people. It includes the provision
of sustained territorial security, the destruction of the enemy’s under-
ground government, the assertion or reassertion of political control, and
the initiation of economic and social activity capable of being self-
sustained and expanded.

Revolutionary Development is a part of the larger activity of
pacification. It is the formalized programme of the Vietnamese Govern-
ment whereby the security, political, economic, and social activities
of pacification are provided in selected hamlets throughout the country.
Revolutionary Development is divided into three phases. These phases
are called Clearing, Securing and Development. The purpose of the
Clearing Phase is to drive away or destroy enemy main forces from
the area to be pacified. During the Securing Phase, the aim is to eliminate
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the remaining VC influence and to prevent its main forces from
returning. In the Development Phase, effort is directed towards improving
the life of the people and establishing permanent administrative struc-
tures. The frst two phases principally are the responsibility of the
military, whereas the last phase is undertaken by civil agencies.

The military plays an indispensable role in Revolutionary
Development. Without military operations to establish and maintain
the essential secure environment, the civil aspects of pacification cannot
progress. Military activities in the frst two phases of Revolutionary
Development cover a variety of missions. These missions are categorized
as tactical support, control of resources, re-opening of vital communi-
cation links, defence of political and economic installations, psychological
warfare and civic action, and relief of refugees. These missions must
be conducted concurrently throughout the country during all three
phases of the Revolutionary Development Programme.

Obviously, this range of activity requires a considerable military
force. Today the ARVN is responsible for carrying out these operations.
It is important to understand why, because it was the adoption of this
role that brought about the allegation that the Vietnamese were not
fighting their own war,

A children’s choir: one aspect of education of children under guidance
of Revolutionary Development cadre.
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Until mid-1966 the primary mission of ARVN was to seck out
and destroy the enemy’s main force units. This type of operation requires
excellent air and ground mobility, a flexible and responsive logistic
system, modern target acquisition means, massive firepower, and highly
trained soldiers with superb morale. Unfortunately the ARVN did not
have these characteristics. Also, about this time, the situation changed.
FWMAF were available in sufficient numbers and with a suitable logistic
base to enable them to conduct offensive operations in depth, and the
Government was planning a new and ambitious Revolutionary Develop-
ment Programme for 1967, After analyzing the programme, two factors
emerged. First, that because the programme involves the people and is
designed to improve the image of the government, a Vietnamese military
force would be preferable to one of another nationality. Secondly, the
programme would continue even if the war ended; therefore a Vietnamese
military force would again be preferable to one which might be withdrawn
from the country as a result of any peace agreement. For these reasons,
the United States urged the Vietnamese Government to change the
ARVN’s primary mission to the support of pacification, a role to which
they agreed but with some reluctance.

In furtherance of this decision ARVN corps commanders were
told to allot fifty per cent of their combat battalions to support of the
1967 Revolutionary Development Programme and, where feasible, to
place them under the operational control of the province chief. As a
result of this directive ARVN units were to clear areas selected for
Revolutionary Development and then maintain  security, assisted by

Regional Forces (RF) and Popular Forces (PF).

In that RF and PF operations are integrated into the total military
security effort, some knowledge of their organization and function is
necessary. RF and PF are the military organizations specifically established
for assignment to the provinces and districts. Although they are within
the armed forces command structure their functions more nearly approxim-
ate that of militia.

RF are organized into companies. Usually they remain under the
command of the province chief, though often they are placed under the
operational control of the district chief. RF are used primarily to provide
local security for Revolutionary Development.

PF are organized into platoons. Usually they are under the command
of the district chief and are assigned as village or hamlet security forces.
They are also used for securing lines of communication and bridges, for
maintaining outposts, intelligence and security patrols, and night and
day ambushes.
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interpretation by the historian. If, for whatever reasons, we fail to use
the historian’s techniques, especially in the grossly neglected administrative
field, we increase the chances of repeating our short-comings in future
operations. As always it will be the regimental officers and men who
will pay the price.

Senior Lecturer in History, A. ]J. Hill ]
Royal Military College,
Duntroon, A.C.T.






