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ABSTRACT 

"Allied Associates: The Relationship Between Field- 
Marshal Sir Douglas Haig and General John J. Pershing" 

by Deborah C. Cavin 

Born less than a year apart, Douglas Haig and John J. 

Pershing were destined to command the armies of their respec¬ 

tive nations during the largest conflict the world had yet 

witnessed. The American seemed an unlikely candidate for 

such a high position, since he was not the scion of a pres¬ 

tigious or wealthy family, and since he came to soldiering 

only that he might obtain a college education. Haig, on the 

other hand, as a younger son of wealthy parents, followed a 

typical British pattern in choosing the military as a career. 

Both men served with distinction as young officers in a num¬ 

ber of posts throughout the world. They were promoted because 

of ability and hard work, but each one managed to make influ¬ 

ential friends and a helpful marriage along the way. 

Upon assuming command of the American Expeditionary 

Forces, Pershing was troubled by jealousy among his rivals, 

particularly Generals Leonard Wood and Peyton March. But he 

was steadfastly supported by his superiors, Secretary of War 

Newton D. Baker and President Woodrow Wilson. They gave him 

the backing necessary to establish the American Army as a 

"separate entity" in France, when the Allies continually 

pleaded for the amalgamation of U. S. troops with British 

and French units. 

Replacing Sir John French as Commander-in-Chief as 1916 



dawned, Haig also faced enemies at home. Lord French became 

friendly with Prime Minister David Lloyd George, Haig's bit¬ 

terest critic, who would gladly have replaced him if he had 

felt it possible to do so. In George V, however, Sir Douglas 

had a loyal friend, and the Chief of Imperial General Staff 

Sir William Robertson was also a staunch ally who guarded 

Haig's interests against political backbiting. 

That Britain and the United States emerged closer than 

before from World War I was due in no small measure to the 

cordial relations that existed between their army commanders. 

The friendship which developed between Pershing and Haig was 

based on several factors: similar ideals about proper profes¬ 

sional behavior, discipline, and duty; pride in a common 

Anglo-Saxon heritage; trust in one another and a joint dis¬ 

trust of the French. Each man thought the other sincere, if 

sometimes misguided, so that they were able to rise above dis¬ 

agreements concerning not only amalgamation, but also training 

methods, British shipping plans, supreme command, and the 

withdrawal of American troops from the British sector as the 

final offensive began. 

After the war, the two commanders continued their cor¬ 

respondence, and each worked to cement the friendship be¬ 

tween their two nations. Haig, retired but busy with his 

work for veterans, died in 1928, while Pershing, as Chief of 

Staff, reorganized the American Army and even lived to see 

their war "refought." At the Great War's end, Pershing and Haig 

had said, respectively, that the Allies should either push 

for unconditional surrender or else construct a lenient peace 

iii 



that would not totally humiliate Germany. World War II was 

due partly to the shortsightedness of the politicians in ig¬ 

noring the advice of the two commanders. 

Britain and the United States were not spared another 

war, but the efforts of the military men nevertheless bore 

fruit. Pershing had learned much about organization from 

his British mentor, and he incorporated that knowledge into 

the post-war U. S. Army structure. And unity of command was 

not a foreign concept in World War II, since the commanders 

had struggled with it twenty years earlier. Finally, the 

friendship between Haig and Pershing served as an example 

for the two democracies which needed all their joint re¬ 

sources to defeat an aggressive Germany once again. 

iv 
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PREFACE 

At 9:28 on the morning of April 4, 1919, Colonel 

Edward Bowditch, Jr., glanced around nervously at the 

distinguished-looking assemblage in the Chaumont train 

station. Was there—could there be—anything left un¬ 

done? As Aide to General John J. Pershing, Commander- 

in-Chief of the American Expeditionary Forces in France, 

Bowditch had been told that this farewell visit by 

Field-Marshal Sir Douglas Haig was to proceed without 

a flaw. "Blackjack" Pershing was a notorious perfec¬ 

tionist; when he insisted that this should be "the best 

inspection and review yet held in the A.E.F. from the 

standpoint of appearance and marching,"^ Bowditch knew 

that he meant it. Already, a problem had arisen over 

which no one had control—rain threatened to spoil the 

day. 

A whistle interrupted his worrying and announced 

the punctual arrival of Haig’s train. Bowditch was 

reassured by the appearance of his C. 0. At fifty- 

eight, Pershing prided himself on having the appearance 

and stamina of a man many years his junior. .Tall, pain¬ 

fully erect, and perfectly turned-out, he was the arche¬ 

typical clear-eyed and strong-jawed career soldier. 

When the train halted, out stepped a shorter 
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counterpart of the American. Sir Douglas Haig was also 

meticulously dressed, and he displayed the dignity befit¬ 

ting Great Britain's foremost military man. Bowditch 

watched as the two commanders, whom others often de¬ 

scribed as cold or aloof, greeted each other warmly. For¬ 

mal they were, displaying their rigid military salutes, 

yet their cordial relationship was evident as introduc¬ 

tions were made and officials were greeted. The six 

members of his staff who had accompanied Haig were pre¬ 

sented to Pershing, his chief of staff and aides, and 

also, with great courtesy, to the Mayor of Chaumont and 

the Prefect of Haute-Marne. 

Outside the station, Bowditch was hopeful as he 

saw that the weather showed signs of improving. With¬ 

out a moment's delay, when the two commanders appeared, 

bugles and drums of the band from the Band School sound¬ 

ed the ruffles, followed by a sharp rendition of "The 

General's March." On the left of the station door and 

beyond the band, the guard of honor waited impressive¬ 

ly in two single lines facing each other, with bayonets 

fixed. Walking with Pershing, Haig proceeded to inspect 

the guard and then while M. P.'s kept the curious vil¬ 

lagers from entering the yard, the generals and their 

parties got into the waiting cars for the short ride to 

General Headquarters. . 

Behind the scenes as the commanders drove off, and 

with a drizzle continuing, the troops were hastily loaded 



into trucks. Upon arrival at G.H.Q., they prepared for 

inspection. The immaculate Headquarters Band, known as 

3 

"Pershing's Own," was already drawn up into position. 

Every man in it—though there were more than 100—knew 

the pride of special place. Since the war's end, the 

Old Han had made a point of organizing bands throughout 

the army because he felt, as he told Haig that morning, 

that "experience[si in the war showed the value of 
9 

them." Discipline and smartness were still essential 

values to a soldier, even in peacetime. 

In Pershing's office, meanwhile, the dignitaries 

conversed while a quick decision was made to remain in¬ 

doors temporarily. When the troops were assembled, 

General Haig was summoned to Pershing's window to watch 

the guard mounting. Taking part in the ceremony, the 

band performed as Pershing had hoped, and General Haig— 

another perfectionist—noted their admirable perform¬ 

ance . ^ 

At 11:00, the party moved outdoors for the planned 

decorations ceremony. Fortunately, the weather was 

clearing at last to reveal a fine spring day. A small 

crowd, had gathered, since General Pershing had invited 

the members of the various foreign missions, as well as 

assorted French officials, to witness the ceremony. As 

Haig and his entourage arrived at the bandstand, the 

band played four ruffles. With precision, the command 

was presented to Sir Douglas, and the officers marched 
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to their places for the awards. Then, adding to the emo¬ 

tion of the occasion for both Americans and Britons, 

"Pershing's Own" struck up the measured strains of "God 

Save The King." 

Of all men, Douglas Haig disliked public speaking, 

but he felt it his duty, on this occasion, to say a brief 

word of thanks to the assembled Americans on behalf of 

the army he commanded. He noted that 1917 had been "a 

most critical period" and that the arrival of General 

Pershing and several members of his staff "in that summer 

[had] produced a most heartening effect both on Cthe 

BritishJ and the French." Standing on French soil and 

surrounded by French officials, he omitted any mention of 

the mutinies in the French Army, but later, talking with 

Pershing privately, he emphasized the importance of the 

American general's appearance in France at a crucial 

moment. Pershing was touched. While he knew that he and 

his men had been desperately needed, it was very pleasant 

to hear an ally say it, especially as he felt that the 

Americans had been slighted by the French when thanks 

were passed out.^ 

Calling the names one by one of the sixty or seventy 

men to be decorated, Haig proceeded to take the medals 

from a table and make the awards. After the last offi¬ 

cer had smartly stepped forward and then returned to his 

place, the ceremony was concluded. 



5 

Pershing then collected the Field-Marshal and his 

staff for a tour of the various sections of the American 

General Staff's offices. At each stop, the Commander in¬ 

troduced the officer on duty, who, having been warned in 

advance, was ready to point out particular items of in¬ 

terest in his section. 

Much care had been taken to provide an enjoyable 

luncheon, so after the tour of offices, Pershing, his 

staff, and guests moved to his chateau for the noon meal. 

Again, preparations were appreciated, Haig clearly en¬ 

joyed the "sumptuous" spread and the generals lingered 

talking at lunch till 2:30, a bit longer than planned. 

The American was anxious to show off his young 

troops, however, so at 3:00 the Field-Marshal was given 

the chance to inspect the 116th Regiment, from the 29th 

Division, at the "Aviations Field" just east of Chaumont. 

With the Headquarters Band again providing the accompani¬ 

ment, these Virginia troops made their Commanding Officer 

proud, both of their appearance and of their performance. 

Haig was impressed, and recorded in his diary later that 

"they were well turned out, clean and handled their arms 

well." 

Finally, at 4:30, the Field-Marshal returned to 

Chaumont Station, where he received a farewell salute 

from yet another honor guard.** His visit had been a blend 

of the spit and polish professional precision he admired 

and the personal courtesy and consideration which he and 
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Pershing both believed should be extended to brother offi¬ 

cers. In reflecting on the day in their respective dia¬ 

ries, howéver, both Pershing and Haig gave evidence that 

the farewell visit was more than smoothly perfunctory. 

"I am most pleased to have had this visit from Sir Douglas 

before his departure from France," wrote the American, 

"and I believe he and his staff enjoyed their short trip 

here.Haig noted, "my farewell visit to the Americans 

was a great success. All ranks from General Pershing 

downwards were wholeheartedly anxious to make us enjoy 

ourselves, and make us feel at home with them. In this 

they certainly succeeded very well."^ 

The friendship manifested on that April day in 1919 

between the two commanders endured until Haig's death in 

1928. It was not remarkable for its length; it was re¬ 

markable for its very existence. From the time of their 

first meeting in 1917, each of these two stubborn men 

influenced a nation from a position at the pinnacle of 

its military establishment. Each held fixed opinions — 

clashing opinions—on the most appropriate method for 

coordinating those establishments' efforts in the Great 

War. Haig insisted that the attachment of American troops 

to British units ("amalgamation" in military" nomencla¬ 

ture) was the most efficient means of using the United 

States' manpower resources. Pershing countered with an 
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inflexible determination to form an American Army, a sep¬ 

arate entity, while taking advantage of British offers of 

assistance with training and transport. 

Another plausible reason for antagonism between the 

Commanders-in-Chief was their respective positions of 

authority, especially in 1917 in France. Both were ac¬ 

customed to command. On the one hand, Haig was the vet¬ 

eran of more than two years of the holocaust that was 

World War I; by virtue of this experience alone he felt 
8 ... qualified to instruct the newcomer. He was, moreover, 

commander of the army to which would fall the heaviest 

burden for the remainder of the war, since many French 

units had been drained or decimated. Pershing, on the 

other hand, was a newcomer to mass murder, having pre¬ 

viously commanded, as his largest force, only the rela¬ 

tively small Punitive Expedition to Mexico, which had 

fought under conditions far removed from those in France. 

But—while his position as a general without an army in 

France was surely a frustrating one, as his troops arrived 

in a trickle—he was commander of a force with almost 

unlimited potential. He could have argued, and must have 

wanted to at times, that men who had made little progress 

in almost three years of war obviously had no solutions 

to offer to his army. 

Finally, it should be mentioned, since both men 

were mortal, that each had cause for jealousy. Haig had 
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never known pecuniary difficulties, and his family’s so¬ 

cial connections afforded him a place in the highest ech¬ 

elons of society in accordance with British tradition. 

While Pershing also had ’’influence" through his wife's 

father, he was the proverbial self-made man who had strug¬ 

gled to rise in status, both financially and profession¬ 

ally. Once in France, however, Haig was just another 

commander, while Pershing was greeted as the representa¬ 

tive of the sorely-needed American army by "an outpouring 

of people" the equal of which, "it was said, [hadj never 

before [been seen] in the history of Paris . . . . 

These divisions that were apparent to any observer 

of Haig and Pershing were not minor ones; nevertheless, 

the two men did form a lasting friendship. What was it 

in their backgrounds, in their experiences, in their 

attitudes toward allies, in their characters, in their 

very differences that enabled them to respect and appre¬ 

ciate one another? Their relationship had an effect not 

only upon the course of the war they fought, but also 

upon the course of subsequent Anglo-American relations 

and military cooperation. It is important, therefore, to 

examine the nature and development of that relationship. 



CHAPTER I 

SOLDIERS ARE BORN—AND MADE 
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In our age of charismatic anti-heroes, it is diffi¬ 

cult to assess fairly General John J. Pershing and Field- 

Marshal Sir Douglas Haig as military leaders. They were 

born less than a year apart in a century that preferred, 

if not charisma, at least heroic qualities. Enough time 

has passed so that traditional assessments of each are 

now being reappraised and denied or confirmed. 

In the emotional period immediately following the 

First World War, almost all of the top military figures 

were strongly criticized for the "slaughter" which they 

commanded. They were condemned for being distant from 

the chaos, unfeeling and inhumane. While there were 

voices raised to protest the "slander"—for example, 

those Haig biographers John Charteris and the Countess 

Haig—several authors have continued with this genre of 

wholesale condemnation.^ Others simply use less accusa¬ 

tory phrases to describe the cataclysm in attempting to 

arrive at a "balanced view" of the various leaders. 

Difficulties abound in evaluating Pershing and 

Haig. Equivocating, one biographer of the General has 

recently written that he "was an unloved disciplinarian, 

a humorless man in a profession noted for humorless 

men," but that he "was the one recognizable American 

2 
hero" (whatever that may mean) in World War I'. A 
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modem British historian has mildly described Haig, who 

has perhaps suffered more at the hands of critics than any 

other commander, as "a Lowland Presbyterian Scot, with 

the appropriate seriousness and sobriety . . . (whose 

diaries display] a flat conventionality coupled with 

something approaching self-satisfaction." He then char¬ 

acterizes Haig as "shrewd" and "stubborn," but mentions 
o 

his "open-mindedness" as well. In any case, many con¬ 

temporary authors would apparently agree with Cyril Falls' 

statement that " [Pershing] resembled Haig in lacking per¬ 

sonal magnetism and inspired more confidence than affec¬ 

tion."^ Yet, the latest well-received biographies of 

both Haig and Pershing have been written by authors 

totally sympathetic to their subjects."* 

Evidently, then, great caution must be exercised in 

attempting to analyze the character and the military 

acumen of either of these commanders. In understanding 

their reactions to one another, it is essential to 

examine the "baggage" of personal background and military 

experience that each man carried. 

Bom on September 13, 1860,^ John Joseph Pershing 

was the eldest son of John Frederick and Anne Thompson 

Pershing, who made their home in Laclede, Missouri. One 

of nine children, Pershing became, as so many eldest 

children do, an achiever and a purposeful person. His 

mother’s precept was that everyone has certain moral 
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obligations and duties to fulfill, an influential belief 

for a future manager of men to inherit. While John Joseph 

had before him the example of a faithful and loving Meth¬ 

odist father, his stern moral sense was definitely derived 

as well from his mother. After her death, he recorded in 

his Memoirs that "she left behind the finest heritage 

which a parent can leave a son, the example of a fine 

Christian character."^ This tribute is as revealing of 

the son's character as of the mother's. 

His father was typical of the nineteenth-century 

American breed of entrepreneur, trying a number of enter¬ 

prises with some degree of financial success. Unfortun¬ 

ately, neither store, lumber yard; nor farms protected, 

him from the "boom and bust" cycles that began in 1873, 

so that when the time came to think about college or 

career, young John Pershing had little choice. He had 

worked to help with, the family ventures and had taken 

care of the farm in his father's absences—had even 

8 
brought in extra money with a job as a school janitor. 

But at almost eighteen, he needed more money and so he 

went to work, after obtaining a teacher's certificate, as 

a schoolteacher. 

Throughout the next three years, Pershing alter¬ 

nately saved his money as he taught and spent it as he 

attended the "Normal" school in Kirksville, Missouri. 

This piecemeal manner of obtaining an education con¬ 

vinced him, when he heard about the opportunity, to 
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apply for the nomination to West Point—and he was success¬ 

ful. 

Who knows which of all the turning points in a per¬ 

son's life is the most significant? For Pershing, going 

to Kirksville had certainly been important, because the 

school opened the doors of higher learning to him and he 

liked what he saw. His powerful ambition, later so clearly 

a motivating influence, was first obvious at that point; 

he wanted more, wanted to be more, than was possible in 

Laclede or even in Missouri. Once he had established 

that education was what he needed, attending the United 

States Military Academy was obviously the logical way to 

proceed. His mind made up, but conscious of the wide gaps 

in his educational background, Pershing determined to work 

as hard as necessary to get into the Point and, once in, 

to be a success there. Soldiering, as a profession, was 

simply a by-product of the desired end. 

In another world, in a curious inversion, Douglas 

Haig was born the youngest of nine surviving children to 

John and Rachael Veitch Haig. When his "Benjamin" was 

born, on June 19, 1861, John Haig was almost sixty, an 

industrious and relatively wealthy manufacturer of the 

whiskey that, bore the family name. Far from having any 

stigma attached to.it in Scotland, the business made the 

9 
Haigs respected members of society. 

Again, as with the Pershing family, it was the 

mother who was especially remembered for having incul- 
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cated the religious and moral virtues in the children. 

Douglas, by all accounts, was extremely fond of his 

mother; after she died in 1879, he apparently transferred 

some of his affection for her to his sister Henrietta 

Jameson. In any case, there is no doubt that his mother's 

influence continued to make itself felt later in his 

life.^® According to the Reverend Professor G. S. Duncan, 

Haig's chaplain during the Great War, 

[Haig] used to say . . . that at church he saw the 
issues of the war in the proper perspective; it was 
for him more than a bloody conflict between opposing 
nations, it was a crisis in human history, and the 
Divine over-ruling was at work in it. As regards 
himself, he had since his boyish days had a strong 
sense of duty and purpose in life.H 

At the age of eighteen, while the young John Pershing 

was struggling to attend the Normal in the hinterlands of 

Missouri, the youngest Haig son entered the premier 

University in the English-speaking world. The Oxford 

career of the well-travelled, independently wealthy 

Douglas Haig was unremarkable. A resident of Brasenose 

College, he joined in the clubs and the sports of young 

gentlemen, especially polo. His participation in the 

game was not hurt by his possession of some excellent 

horseflesh, but he was, in any event, an admirable horse¬ 

man. 

It is tempting to conclude that while Pershing 

embraced soldiering as the means to a formal education, 

Haig left his education to take up soldiering.. But con¬ 

ceding the differences in the English and American 
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educational systems, one should perhaps assume only that 

the pull of pure academia was not sufficiently strong for 

Haig to remain in residence long enough to take his de¬ 

gree. Instead, he chose to begin—later than manyi—his 

professional schooling at Sandhurst, the Royal Military 

College, in 1884. There for the first time in his life 

he showed the promise of excellence that was to take him 

to the top of his chosen field. 

In an interesting coincidence, both Haig and Persh¬ 

ing were adjudged outstanding in their classes at the 

military academies. Pershing was appointed "first 

captain" in his senior year by the tactical department at 

12 West Point, which was the highest honor possible. Haig 

received the Anson Memorial Award as Senior Under Officer, 

a reward based on academic merit, as well as a citation 

13 for athletic distinction. Both men also entered the 

academies older than many of the other students, and no 

doubt this fact was significant in their superior per¬ 

formances . 

One problem plagued Haig and Pershing not only at 

the academies, but throughout their lives. Each was a 

poor public speaker. Pershing had, by the time he left 

West Point, suffered as a child in school recitations, 

as a young teacher before a class, and as a cadet both 

in the classroom and out of it. Though he was fre¬ 

quently called on to speak during and after World War I, 

and usually managed to get his point across, he never 
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developed a poised manner or a smooth delivery.^ 

Haig also agonized over speaking before an audience 

and had, perhaps, an even more difficult time than Persh¬ 

ing communicating his ideas verbally. This problem had 

its comic and its serious sides. Historian John Terraine 

cites the story of Haig's speech at the presentation of 

prizes at an interregional cross-country race. "I con¬ 

gratulate you on your running," he told the winners. "You 

have run very well. I hope you will run as well in the 

presence of the enemy."*''* 

The pain that utterances such as this one must have 

caused Haig was exceeded by the problems his inarticulate¬ 

ness created with politicians. David Lloyd George, in 

particular—a brilliant orator himself and Prime Minister 

during much of the war—showed no patience with Haig. He 

wrote in his War Memoirs, among other condemnations of 

the Field-Marshal, "In my experience a confused talker is 

16 
never a clear thinker." Robert Blake commented on this 

relationship in his edition of Haig's diaries, mentioning 

that neither Haig nor Sir William Robertson, Chief of 

Imperial General Staff and Haig's "principal ally," were 

good speakers. 

Political leaders are capable, no doubt,, of making 
allowances for such a defect, but they naturally 
find it exasperating, and get on better with someone 
who can speak with reasonable fluency. It is a matter 
of historical importance that during a large part of 
the First World War thé case for the British High 
Command had to be presented in council by Jtwo men so 
deficient in the art of persuasion.17 
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In spite of this flaw, both Haig and Pershing served 

with distinction in a variety of positions after leaving 

the institutions for military training. Haig saw service 

in numerous British colonies. He went to India with his 

first regiment, the 7th Hussars, in February of 1885. 

After eight years of service there and modest promotions 

within the unit, he left the 7th to take the entrance 

examination for the Staff College. Failing on two counts — 

color blindness and the mathematics score—Haig was 

obliged to return to his regiment. The following year, 

however, he managed to secure an appointment as Aide-de- 

Camp to the Inspector-General of Cavalry in England, after 

which he attended maneuvers in Germany in 1895, meeting 

the Kaiser and observing the German army. Upon his return 

to England, he served as Staff Officer to Sir John French 

in the June "staff ride" organized by Sir Evelyn Wood, 

who was then Quartermaster-General of the Army. Haig 

impressed Wood particularly with his recently-gained 

knowledge of the German Army, and the young officer bene- 

fitted later from the association. Possibly, too, Wood 

had a hand in. the Duke of Cambridge ' s special recommenda- 

18 
tion of Haig for the Staff College in 1896. 

After almost two years, Captain Haig emerged from 

Camberly at thirty-six and was fortunate enough to garner 

an assignment involving active duty in the Sudan, again 

thanks to the good gracés of Sir Evelyn Wood. After the 

sensationalized Battle of Omdurman, he returned to England . 

for a few months' stint as Brigade-Major, 1st Cavalry, at 
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Aldershot. Then, with another enviable assignment—this 

time to South Africa—he went to "the only war there was" 

as Chief Staff Officer to Sir John French. This was to 

prove his major exposure to battle before the beginning 

of the Great War, and he worked hard, earning high praise 

from French as well as decorations and an appointment as 

A.D.C. to King Edward VII. 

During the years between the Boer War and 1914, Haig 

showed obvious promise as an officer. He took command of 

the 17th Lancers, and spent time with the regiment in Edin¬ 

burgh before accepting an appointment from Lord Kitchener 

as Inspector-General of Cavalry in India. His education 

was further broadened with another staff assignment in 

India and with his appointment to one of his most impor¬ 

tant positions, as Director of Military Training back in 

England. In this assignment, Haig did perhaps as great a 

service to England as was possible; he was instrumental 

in helping Lord Haldane effect his Army Reforms between 

1906 and 1909. Haldane was an able and influential man, 

but he had tackled a superhuman task, and he was the first 

to share credit for his accomplishments with Douglas Haig 

and Field-Marshal Sir William Nicholson, who became the 

first Chief of Imperial General Staff. It was not un¬ 

expected, then, for Haig to be made Commander-in-Chief 

at Aldershot of "the only formed Army Corps in the British 

Empire in peacetime," over the heads of a number of out- 

19 
standing officers. 
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Pershing, meanwhile, had also received an unusual 

range of assignments in several parts of the world. Upon 

graduation from West Point in 1886, he had joined the 6th 

Cavalry in New Mexico. His first experiences in command¬ 

ing men proved successful, even with a troop of "un- 

20 
trained" Indian Scouts. But he longed for more of a 

challenge, as Indian-fighting died down, and he won an 

appointment in 1891 as professor of military science and 

tactics at the University of Nebraska. 

While reforming the curriculum and successfully 

imposing his brand of discipline at Nebraska, Pershing 

found time to continue his own studies. Ambitious as 

always, and still unsure of his final career choice, he 

took the required courses to obtain the Bachelor of Laws 

degree from the University. It was his four-year teaching 

experience in Lincoln that bore fruit, though, when— 

after a year and a half of duties with the 10th Cavalry 

and at Army Headquarters in Washington—he secured a 

coveted position as instructor of military tactics at 

West Point. 

He had by this time made a number of influential 

friends. His winter at Army Headquarters was spent on 

the staff of the Commanding General of the Army, Nelson 

A Miles. General Miles was impressed by Pershing, and 

it was while on an assignment for Miles that he met 

Theodore Roosevelt at a Military Tournament in Madison 

Square Garden. Pershing's friend Avery Andrews intro- 
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duced the two men, who "spent the evening in a lively 

exchange of views and stories of the West and formed a 

21 
friendship which lasted through life." Just how impor¬ 

tant to Pershing's career that friendship was to be 

Andrews could hardly have suspected. 

Life at West Point as a "tac" was in direct and 

bitter contrast to life at Nebraska for Pershing. His 

methods, highly effective at the University, made him as 

unpopular an instructor as any the cadets had. United in 

their efforts to wound him, they gave him the infamous 

"silence" when he entered the dining hall. In return, 

his discipline became ever harsher. Casting about for 

some other weapon, the cadets hit upon a racist nickname-- 

"Nigger Jack" or "Black Jack"—because Pershing had 

22 commanded black troops of the 10th Cavalry. 

Fortunately, at the end of one year, he was able to 

rejoin his regiment, which was preparing for action in 

Santiago. He took part in the Cuban campaign, receiving 

the Silver Star and a citation for gallantry. Afterward, 

a year's experience as the second Chief of the War Depart¬ 

ment's Bureau of Insular Affairs gave Pershing the back¬ 

ground for his three tours of duty in the Philippines. 

For four years, from 1899 to 1903, Pershing served 

in the United States' new territory, successfully command¬ 

ing three expeditions against the Moros of Mindanao. 

Then, after a year and a half of valuable experience as 

the U. S. observer of the Russo-Japanese War, he returned 
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for a second tour to command Fort McKinley, near Manila. 

This time his status was greatly changed since, on the 

basis of his record, particularly his excellent work among 

the Moros, he had been "jumped" in 1906 by President 

Roosevelt from the rank of captain to that of brigadier 

general. This controversial though not unprecedented 

23 
action, which meant that Pershing was placed ahead of 

many outstanding senior officers, was the source of much 

contention and ill-feeling toward Pershing. 

In all, between 1899 and 1914, he made four trips 

24 to the Orient and served ten years in the Philippines. 

During a third tour, he was Governor of Moro Province and 

Commander of the Department of Mindanao. Pershing also 

made several trips to Europe, both for army business and 

for his own education and pleasure. As the year of the 

Great War dawned, he returned to a position as brigade 

commander at the Presidio in San Francisco, followed by 

similar duties in El Paso, Texas, beginning a few months 

later. 

Pershing's final assignment before being tapped 

to head the American Expeditionary Force in France was 

to command the Mexican Punitive Expedition in its frus¬ 

trating hunt for Pancho Villa. As in the case of Haig 

at Aldershot, Pershing's command of about 10,000 men was 

Lilliputian compared to the size of the force he would 

later control in Europe. Nonetheless, active duty was 

always beneficial for the lessons it taught, and in 
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Mexico—besides having his tact sharpened by difficulties 

with the Mexican government—Pershing had an opportunity 

to test the new technology, especially motor trucks, 

machine guns, and airplanes. 

In fact, Black Jack had had more opportunities to 

broaden his military experience before World War I than 

any other American general. Soldier, teacher, governor 

of a province, commander of men and fort and expedition, 

he had also been military attache^, observer of foreign 

armies, general staff officer, and student at numerous 

institutions, including the War College. He was eminently 

suited to the highest command, and he was undeniably 

ambitious. The question raised by his detractors, not 

surprisingly, was--would he have risen to the command of 

the A.E.F. without political favoritism? 

Apparently, both Pershing and Haig always felt that 

they had chosen wisely the women they married. Certainly, 

for two men who aspired to leadership, the influence that 

each coveted, courted, and achieved was augmented by their 

marriages. 

Haig was endowed even before his marriage with 

decided advantages, including his wealth. One critic has 

written: "Haig was an impeccably dressed cavalry dragoon, 

devious often, and ambitious. Many times a millionaire, 

Haig usually seized the upper hand in personal relation- 

26 
ships by his superior snobbery." Whether that is a fair 

statement is open to dispute, but he did possess the pre- 
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requisite for such snobbery. His biographer Duff Cooper 

cites an incident in 1903 when the 17th Lancers celebrated 

a polo victory. They had a late supper at the Savoy at 

Haig's invitation, and he "as usual insisted upon bearing 

27 all expenses." 

He also, in a notable episode, lent a sizable sum 

of money to Sir John French, his senior officer. There 

was some difficulty about the repayment and Haig's trustees 

began to take action in the matter; he was in India and 

out of touch. Ironically, considering his later relation¬ 

ship with French, he wrote to his sister Henrietta Jameson 

after he was informed of the problem that he had lent the 

money not only out of friendship, "but also in the belief 

that {French's] retirement would be a. loss to the army." 

He did not want the debtor pressed, and said that he would 

prefer to lose the money than pursue the matter, and that 

in any case he could, with his salary, "afford to live in 

28 
luxury" out in India. 

Through his own seriousness toward soldiering, which 

was the exception in a man of his time and position in 

the British Army, Haig gained the favorable attention of 

influential men. But he was undoubtedly not harmed by 

his sister's friendship with the Prince of Wales (later 

Edward VII). As Robert Blake delicately put^it, "The 

friendship may have helped to bring about that connection 

with the court which was later to play an important part 

in Haig's career. 
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In any case, it is a certainty that his marriage in 

1905 to Miss Dorothy Vivian, daughter of an Ambassador* 

and Lady-in-Waiting to Queen Alexandra, brought him into 

still closer contact with the court. The Queen, in fact, 

"did everything she could think of to make things easy 

for us," wrote Haig's wife, including " ^helping] us by 

30 
arranging for our wedding to be at Buckingham Palace." 

(Snob material indeed!) 

Though the courtship had been a quick one—the 

couple met on a Thursday during Ascot Week at the Palace 

and became engaged two days later--there is no doubt that 

their affection was genuine and lasting. Similarly, John 

Pershing's correspondance with his wife Frances Warren 

leaves ho question as to their devotion to one another. 

But in an interesting parallel, the Chief of State was 

also present at Pershing's wedding to a powerful Senator's 

daughter. 

Again, it was through his own efforts that Pershing 

had first come to the attention of his superiors. In 

fact, in one of Miss Warren's first references to her 

future husband, she mentioned meeting the man who had been 

the subject of Presidential praise (for his work with the 

31 
Moros). But it was deemed significant by many, given 

the number of well-qualified officers over whom Pershing 

was jumped, that the promotion went through only after his 

marriage, especially since his new father-in-law was Chair 

man of the Senate Military Affairs Committee. President 
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Roosevelt made an attempt to stifle the controversy by 

making public his letter to Senator Warren in which he 

wrote, "To promote a man because he marries a senator's 

daughter would be infamy; and to refuse him promotion for 

the same reason would be an equal infamy." Perhaps it 

would be fair to say only that during his many long 

absences from Washington after his marriage, Pershing had 

a constant advocate in a prominent position exerting a 

certain power by his very sympathies, if not always by 

commission. 

Given their backgrounds, their ambitions, their hard 

work, their connections, then, it was logical that Haig 

and Pershing should rise to positions at the top of their 

respective military hierarchies. But their experiences 

as Commanders-in-Chief were very different, colored by 

the differing circumstances surrounding their appointments, 

as well as by their reactions to friends and enemies at 

home. 



CHAPTER II 

DESTINED FOR HIGH COMMAND 
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Walter H. Chandler, representing the 19th District 

of New York, was granted the floor. "Send Pershing to 

France?" he expostulated. "Pershing, who ran all over 

Mexico six months trying to capture Villa and didn’t get 

him. Give Roosevelt the force Pershing had and I will 

wager he’ll capture Villa in a month." Reviewing his 

speech later, however, the editor of the Syracuse Post 

Standard took issue with Representative Chandler's state¬ 

ments. "General Pershing is the finest type of American 

soldier. He demonstrated his courage, resource and 

authority in the Philippines and on the plains, and his 

expedition into Mexico did no damage to his reputation." 

Continuing, the editor pointed out that it was Roosevelt 

who had been responsible for Pershing's great promotion.^ 

Throughout the balmy days of early May, 1917, news¬ 

paper reporters had a field day speculating on who would 

be appointed to command an American force, in Europe. It 

was knowp that Pershing had been summoned to the capital, 

and rumors multiplied. A wag wrote in the Indianapolis 

News ; "There is some speculation as to what General Persh¬ 

ing is doing in Washington, but perhaps he was only called 

2 
in to lead a punitive expedition up Capitol hill." 

As reported on May 15 in the New York Evening Globe, 

all the "top brass" ached to get the command. The artir* 

cle’s purpose was to give the public an idea of the possi- 
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bilities. After mentioning Pershing, the author wrote, 

For a time, there was talk of General Scott, Chief 
of Staff, but as he has been sent to Russia . . . 
that idea has been silenced. Also, there has been 
talk of General J. Franklin Bell, in command at New 
York; General Leonard Wood, lately shifted to Charles¬ 
ton, South Carolina; General Thomas H. Berry [Barry] , 
now at Chicago; General Clarence Edwards, now at Boston, 
and several others. 

If any one of these officers goes the expedition 
will have capable leadership. Pershing, just fresh 
from the border, where he had little chance to display 
his ability, would fit the role well, according to the 
bulk of army opinion. He has seen much hard service 
and his campaigning in the Philippines showed he could 
handle men. The same is true of General Bell, who is 
primarily a field soldier, and not a desk man .... 

General Wood's capabilities, both in the field 
and as an organizer, are familiar to the country, 
although it is not expected he will be permitted to 
get into the limelight to the extent of heading an 
expedition to France.3 

Favorable reactions to rumors of Pershing's appoint¬ 

ment were widespread. In a backhanded compliment, one 

reporter wrote that "even those who do not like him person¬ 

ally . . , regard him as the most capable officer in the 

army of the United States." Furthermore, "efficiency is 

his specialty, and the secret of his success." Another 

journalist maintained that "he would not lead his men into 

unnecessary danger as might a less experienced officer 

and his handling of the problems on the European battle¬ 

field, with the counsel and advice of the Allied leaders, 

would be of great benefit to the armies of Great Britain 

and France."^ 

Ironically, those armies did not want Pershing, at 

least not according to General Joseph Joffre, head of the 

French mission sent to the United States to discuss coor- 
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dination of war efforts. Leonard Wood’s biographer has 

cited a letter that Roosevelt wrote to Wood reporting 

Joffre's statement to Roosevelt "that it was 'the general 

expectation and desire' of the French . . . that Wood be 

given command of the American forces, [and J. that the 

British, too, wanted Wood."^ 

Secretary of War Newton Baker had no intention of 

appointing him, however, since he knew that Wood was un¬ 

acceptable to President Wilson. The General had opposed 

the Chief of State's attempts to preserve neutrality, and 

was a supremely political animal—not to mention, a 

Republican. In any event, Wilson had expressed publicly 

his lack of confidence in the General’s discretion and 

loyalty.^ 

Pershing was also a Republican, but less political 

or at least more politic. B. H. Liddell Hart has summed 

up Pershing's appeal, discussing his adherence in Mexico 

to the President's instructions: 

As he was a man of undeniable ambition, this 
rigid subordination of himself, uncommon among men of 
such strong personality," probably sprang less from 
belief in the infallibility of authority than from a 
farsighted wisdom—smoothing the way for his own 
ascent. His combined tractability and efficiency won. 
him favor in the eyes of President Wilson.7 

Pershing's relationship with Wood, his former su- 

erior, deteriorated after Wilson overlooked the latter as 

head of the A.E.F. Wood apparently felt betrayed, as 

evidenced by a comment he made in his diary; he had thought 

Pershing would "stand by him." Early in Pershing's career, 
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Wood had -written a letter of recommendation about the 

young lieutenant’s actions in Cuba. Then, five years 

previously, at a difficult time in Wood’s career, Persh¬ 

ing had written of his "deepest sympathy" for the Chief of 
g 

Staff when he suffered a number of "unwarranted attacks." 

The decision by the President to name Pershing head of the 

expedition to France created a bitterness that never abated. 

Pershing's subsequent refusal to be pressured into accept¬ 

ing Wood for high command during the war, when he felt 

that Wood was creating dissension and undermining his 

influence, was an added insult, and Wood became a perman¬ 

ent enemy. , 

Beginning in March of 1918, Pershing had another 

rival to contend with: his former subordinate, whom he had 

recommended for the rank of major general as Commander of 

Artillery. Peyton March took over as Chief of Staff back 

in Washington and an unhappy relationship was born. His 

attitude toward Pershing can be demonstrated by a passage 

from his book The Nation At War, in which he pointed out 

carefully that "The Chief of Staff by law (act of May 12, 

1917) takes rank and precedence over all officers of the 

army," including the "subordinate commander" Pershing as 

head of the A.E.F. March was clearly peeved that his 

was the inglorious desk job; he made reference in his 

book to his disgust "with the prospect of having to return 

to America."*® He later felt, in fact, that the title of 

Pershing's work My Experiences in the World War should 
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have been Alone in France 1 ^ 

Pershing also did not fail to take the opportunity 

to insert a dig at March in his memoirs (which were never 

published). He wrote, 

There is one point that should be very clearly empha¬ 
sized: the change from the old system to the new 
placed the Secretary of War in immediate command of 
the military establishment as the representative of 
the President, with the Chief of Staff as his execu¬ 
tive but with no authority in his own right except as 
commandr fsic] of the War Department General Staff 
.... . . That was Mr. Root's intention, plainly stated 
in so many words. ■Lii 

Even though Pershing was discussing in this instance 

the chain of command as it had stood back at the time of 

the General Staff's formation, the inference is clear: 

no desk soldier should be able to interfere between the 

Secretary and his commander in the field. Regardless of 

the May act, Pershing preferred to take his orders from 

Baker. 

Near the end of the war March told Colonel Edward 

M. House, Wilson's personal envoy to Europe, not to let 

Pershing "undertake diplomatic work of any kind, and that 

he was peculiarly unfitted for it." Ignoring Pershing’s 

excellent work in the Philippines, March tried to bolster 

that statement by saying, "the average army officer is 

not qualified for diplomatic work." Pershing's "inabi¬ 

lity to work with" several generals March put down to 

Roosevelt's "impulsive" jumping of him from the rank of 

captain to brigadier general; then, getting down to the 
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root of his jealousy, he asserted that Pershing's basic 

flaw was his lack of sufficient experience in command or 

as a General Staff officer.^ 

Given the natures of the jobs they held, it is not 

surprising that the two men often found it difficult to 

agree, but their grievances went beyond that stage. In 

this case, Pershing must have felt as Wood had: here was 

a former subordinate whom he had recommended, now turning 

on him. Pershing believed that instead of being supported, 

as he had been by previous chiefs of staff, particularly 

General Hugh Scott, he was hindered in his efforts by 

many of March's actions. 

In September of 1918, for example, Pershing remarked 

that the Chief of Staff was giving out press reports about 

"positions and operations of our divisions .... which 

must be of considerable value to the Germans." On another 

day he recorded that some members of his staff whom he 

had recommended for promotions had not been promoted. 

When he had written Washington asking about it, he had 

gotten an unsatisfactory answer. He noted, "The question 

of promotions involves some transactions on the part of 

the Chief of Staff at Washington which I am afraid would 
— . 1C 

not look well in the light of an honest investigation." 

This incident was particularly irritating because of the 

freedom which Pershing had theretofore been given by 

Secretary Baker to decide on these matters.^ 
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After the war, Liddell Hart accepted March's version 

of the dispute, writing that his "honesty" and "fearless- 

17 ness in . . . testimony" put Pershing in a bad light. 

Another critic took a differing attitude in his review: 

Neither Pershing nor March suffered from an inferiority 
complex. In the whole course of their books neither 
confessed to making a mistake. But Pershing did possess 
a basic modesty and at least some semblance of humil¬ 
ity which gave him a certain attractiveness. March, 
on the contrary, was proud—not to say conceited—and 
he showed it. 18 

One thing remains to Pershing's credit: after consideration, 

19 he diluted his criticism of March in his book. Since 

March's subsequent book was so strident a tale of his 

rival's lack of ability, the Chief of Staff emerged stained 

from his own mudslinging. 

Fortunately, Pershing's relationships with other 

important figures were happier. From the President he 

received little direction, since Wilson was of the philosophy 

that war should be left to the experts. Secretary of 

War Baker told Pershing he considered it impossible to 

provide military directions from back home to the commander 

in the field, and, futhermore, that he would give Persh¬ 

ing only two orders, the first to go to France and the 

second to return home. He supported Pershing steadily 

against all comers, beginning by accepting his estimate 

that America would need, instead of some token force, 

one million men in arms by May, 1918. In the amalgamation 

controversy that figured so prominently in Pershing's 
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relationship with Haig, as well as with the French, Baker's 

22 
backing was crucial. 

Support was also forthcoming from General Tasker H. 

Bliss, who served as the American Military Representative 

to the Supreme War Council. In an oft-quoted story, when 

he and Pershing disagreed about a plan suggested by the 

British for transporting 150,000 American troops, Bliss 

suggested they cable Baker for a decision. Pershing 

replied that if they were to do so—showing their inability 

to do the work they had been sent to do without assistance— 

they would both be relieved, and rightly. Bliss then 

relented and agreed to support Pershing's ideas, showing 

"fine loyalty" and "recognition of the fact that the 

Commanding Officer must command," as Pershing's friend 

23 and Chief of Staff James Harbord put it. 

When Peyton March criticized Pershing for being 

afraid of men with ability, he must have been blind to 

the talent the General gathered for his work in France. 

Besides choosing the able Harbord, Pershing relied on the 

multitalented Charles G. Dawes--later vice president of 

the U. S. during the Coolidge Administration—to organize 

the American supply effort. Dawes was also persuaded to 

stay on, after the war ended, to run the Liquidation 

Commission, and he disposed of $400,000,000 worth of 

U. S. surpluses.^ Perhaps most importantly, Dawes was 

a crony and one with numerous political contacts. He 
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never spared his efforts to help his old friend from law 

school days. And Dawes, conversely, was upheld by Persh¬ 

ing's aid. He wrote in his diary during the war, 

If it were not for [General Pershing'sj thorough 
understanding of the difficulties of my situation and 
his ever loyal and sympathetic aid, I fear I could 
not keep myself at times from discouragement, which 
is generally equivalent to a paralysis of effort. . But 
his words of commendation are a stimulus, equal almost 
in their force to the combined sense of duty and fear 
of failure. That is a tribute I can justly pay to his 
character and personality.25 

From their earliest times together, pinching pennies at 

cheap restaurants in Lincoln, Nebraska, to their grand 

dinners in France with heads of nations, to Pershing's 

last days in Walter Reed hospital in Washington, Dawes 

was someone Pershing could talk to about anything. 

It is also noteworthy that among the military leaders' 

of the post-way army, two were aides to Pershing. George 

Marshall and George Patton were two of Pershing's "boys" 

who were destined for high command, and who learned much 

from their association with the General. He, in turn, 

profited from their talents and companionship. 

More than a year of warfare was to pass before 

Douglas Haig got his chance for the highest command and, 

unlike Pershing, he inherited an already-functioning 

organization. But the situation was similar.in one 

respect: Sir John French, the man Haig replaced, became 

a critic of his successor, so Haig, too, had battles to 
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fight at home. The circumstances surrounding Haig's 

appointment cannot be separated from a discussion of his 

friends and enemies. 

When war broke out in 1914, Haig was made Commander 

of First Army Corps. According to what he wrote, he was 

very happy:" ... in all my dreams I have never been so 

bold as to imagine that when . . . war did break out, I 

should hold one of the most important commands in the 

26 
British Army." Yet, despite the cordial relationship 

which apparently existed between Lord French and his sub- 

ordinate, Haig immediately expressed doubts about his 

C.O.'s abilities. "His military ideas often shocked me 

when I was his Chief of Staff during the South African 

War," Haig noted in his diary on August 13, 1914. And, 

"in my own heart, I know that French is quite unfit for 

this great command at a time of crisis in our Nation's 

history." Haig admitted, however, that "most certainly 

. . . French . . . [had] much to commend" him, and he 

suggested no replacement, so he determined "to be thor¬ 

oughly loyal and do . . . [his] duty as a subordinate 

should."28 

Throughout his career, Haig had followed the 

peculiarly British custom of corresponding with his civilian 

and military superiors. Americans would have found it 

improper that he freely responded to the invitations he 

received from, among others, Sir Evelyn Wood, King Edward 

VII, and King George V to send them his opinions. At 



37 

times Haig had overreached himself, but he was unabashed, 

as shown by a letter written to a friend shortly after the 

turn of the century: 

Henrietta writes me a second edition of advice which 
the Prince of Wales was good enough to give to Willie 
Jameson for my benefit. The same advice was admin¬ 
istered to me . . . after the Soudan campaign—namely, 
that I am too fond of critising my superior officers. 
My 'criticisms' says H.R.H. 'may be correct, but it 
does not do.' Now I never criticise people except 
privately, and what a stupid letter it would be if I 
did not express an opinion. Besides, I think we would 
have better generals in the higher ranks and the 
country would not have had to pass through such a 
period of anxiety had honest criticism, based on 
sound reasoning, been more general in reference to 
military officers during the last twenty years.29 

In any case, Haig apparently saw no inconsistency in 

his resolve "to be thoroughly loyal" to French, and his 

report to the King when the monarch asked his opinion about 

French. He said that he was certain Sir John would do all 

possible to carry out his orders, but that he had "grave 

doubts" about French's ability "to discharge properly the 

30 very difficult duties" that he would face in Europe. 

When the first year and a quarter held no notable • 

successes for the British Armies and French wavered be¬ 

tween optimism and pessimism, Haig's doubts grew. Finally, 

out of the failure of the British to exploit an advantage 

during the Battle of Loos came Haig's resolve to see the 

commander removed. French attempted to cover his own 

error in not having had reserves close at hand by handing 

the responsibility to Haig. The latter became furious, 

especially since he had foreseen the reserves problem and 
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been ignored. A procession of leaders--Haldane, Robertson 

(soon to be Chief of Imperial General Staff) , and the King— 

came to France to look into the matter. As Haig recorded 

in his diary, he told the King that French should have 

been removed after his "mismanagement" of the first British 

retreat. After he was not, Haig (somewhat optimistically, 

in view of his opinions of French) had felt that, given a 

larger army fighting a trench war, "there was no great 

scope for French to go wrong." But, he concluded, 

French's handling of the reserves in the last battle, 
his obstinacy, and conceit, showed his incapacity, and 
it seemed to me impossible for anyone to prevent him 
from doing the same things again. I therefore thought 
strongly, that, for the sake of the Empire, French, 
ought to be removed. I, personally, was ready to do 
my duty in any capacity, and of course would serve 
under anyone who was chosen for his military skill to 
be in command. The King said that . . . [other general si 
had told him startling truths of French's unfitness 
for the command. General Robertson had also told him 
that it was 'impossible to deal with French, [as] his 
mind was never the same for two consecutive minutes. '31 

Finally, Sir John French resigned, and in a letter 

dated December 8, 1915, Prime Minister Henry Herbert 

Asquith asked Haig to succeed him. A meeting was arranged 

with French on December 18, in which the retiring Commander- 

in-Chief asked of the incoming Commander-in-Chief only 

that an infantry battalion be given to Winston Churchill, 

to which Haig agreed. Sir John then went back to England 

to command the Home Forces. 

Eventually, French and Haig were "reconciled," but 

in the meantime French allowed himself to be used by Lloyd 

George as a weapon against Haig. After Lloyd George became- 
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Prime Minister, he was Haig's bitterest enemy and critic. 

He sent French to visit General Joffre for the purpose of 

reporting on France's artillery and tactics, prompting 

Haig to record his feeling that he should have been the 

one consulted in the matter. Then, when Lloyd George 

wanted to bypass Haig, he asked Lord French and the noto¬ 

rious schemer Henry Wilson (to whom Haig applied his 

strongest epithet, "politician") to prepare papers on 

strategy. Since Haig and Robertson had each submitted a 

memorandum on the subject already, the C.I.G.S. indig¬ 

nantly prepared to resign in protest, but Haig persuaded 

him to refrain. Sir Douglas was furious, however, after 

reading the papers and recorded in his diary on October 31, 

1917, that Lord French 

. . . belittles the work of the British Armies in 
France since he left and comes to the conclusion that 
we ought to wait and do nothing until the Americans 
are organized in 1919 ... . It jthe memorandum] 
is a poor production and is evidently the outcome of 
a jealous and disappointed mind.32 

In spite of their frank discussion,which Haig's biog¬ 

raphers all record, French and Haig remained on uneasy 

terms. The Commander-in-Chief was aware of criticism at 

home, some of which was merited but none of which was 

welcome. A leading political figure recorded, for example, 

that after the British were driven back across the old 

Somme battlefield during the March crisis of 1918, "French 

was most bitter about Haig, who, he said, was no judge 
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of men, [and who] had surrounded himself with stupid peo¬ 

ple and bad commanders .... He considered Haig had 

badly let down the Army in shattering it in the hopeless 

33 
Flanders offensive." French's part in "shattering" the 

original British Expeditionary Force went unmentioned. 

With or without Lord French, Lloyd George made life 

miserable for Haig. The origin of the politician's aver¬ 

sion to the soldier is not clear, but certainly Haig's 

opposition to the Prime Minister's schemes to defeat the 

German Army in some theater other than France, combined 

with the previously-mentioned inarticulateness, were 

significant factors. After Haig's death, Lloyd George 

wrote in his introduction to the book French Replies to 

Haig that his diaries 

. . . [reveal] a Haig plunged in squalid intrigues 
which are not pleasant to contemplate. While the 
diaries are futile as a rebuttal of the facts narrated 
by me in my Memoirs, they unveil a treacherous egotism 
with which I had never charged him .... I knew 
Lord French well .... In my judgment, he was a 
bigger man than his successor .... (Haig] had not 
that breadth and instinct or military vision which 
Lord French possessed.34 

This pointless public comparison of the two men, regard¬ 

less of their respective merits, showed the depth of the 

politician's desire to blacken permanently the name of 

his antagonist. 

Even Pershing mentioned the unhappy conditions exist¬ 

ing among the British. Discussing his conversation with 

Lord Derby of April 19, 1918, he wrote that they had both 

criticized the government "because of its attitude toward 
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the military High Command." He presumed, furthermore, that 

since Lord Derby was known to be a supporter of Haig, his 

resignation as Minister for War could have been caused by 

"the relations between the civil and the military author¬ 

ities."35 

In any event, Lloyd George's animosity toward Haig 

manifested itself in two critical ways during the war: 

first, in his desire to make Haig subordinate to the French 

General Robert Nivelle and, second, in his withholding of 

much-needed troop replacements in the winter of 1917-1918. 

When Haig had first met Nivelle in December of 1916, he 

was impressed that the soldier seemed straightforward and 

also by Nivelle's appreciation of the fact, with which 

Haig agreed, that surprise was crucial to any forthcoming 

attack. The British Commander agreed to cooperate, within 

the limits of his ability, with Nivelle in his grand plan 

to achieve victory. As early as January 4, however, Haig 

noted in his diary (after receiving Nivelle's proposals) 

that the Frenchman had neglected to provide for action in 

case "the French decisive attack does not achieve the 

36 
success anticipated!" 

Given the depression in both British and French 

ranks that followed Nivelle's subsequent fiasco, one wonders 

what the result would have been if Lloyd George had suc¬ 

ceeded in his attempt to follow Nivelle*s command plan. 

It called for the practical elimination of the.post of 

British Commander-in-Chief and the substitution of the 



42 

office of Chief of Staff—for which Nivelle’s candidate was 

the Francophile Henry Wilson! One cannot help remarking, 

at this point, the contrast between Lloyd George's willing¬ 

ness to "sell out" his commander to an ally and Newton 

Baker's later determination to bolster his general's 

authority in the face of Allied encroachment. Haig, who 

was furious at Lloyd George's perfidy in springing this 

idea upon him at the Calais Conference, told the Prime 

Minister that "the 'Tommies' wouldn't stand being under a 

Frenchman." Lloyd George replied, "Well, Field-Marshal, 

I know the private soldier very well. He speaks freely 

to me and there are people he criticizes a good deal more 

strongly than Nivelle."^ 

After the smoke cleared, it was decided that Haig 

would subordinate himself to Nivelle for the period of 

preparation and attack, expected to be about two weeks. 

The resounding failure of this French-led venture, spoiled 

from the beginning by a lack of secrecy on Nivelle's part, 

did not deter Lloyd George from his unwillingness to trust 

his own commander. 

During the following winter, Haig, Robertson, and 

others became increasingly concerned with the shortage of 

manpower (hence, their desperation for the amalgamation of 

American troops with British units). On January 27, 1918, 

Haig noted, "the problem seems to me to be how to bring 

home to our Prime Minister's mind the seriousness of our 

present position and to cause him to call up more men while" 
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there is yet time to train them." But Lloyd George 

turned a deaf ear to Haig's entreaties, choosing to "starve" 

the Army because, as the author of the Official History 

put it, "in the Prime Minister's opinion, if more men were 

sent to France they would be used up in indecisive opera¬ 

tions." A report by a War Cabinet Committee contained 

recommendations for manpower priorities which placed the 

Army's needs below those of the Navy and Air Force, the 

shipbuilding industry, the agricultural and timber-felling 

industries, and the segment of the construction industry 

which built facilities for food storage. Recognizing that 

the Army would thus be short of men, the report's authors 

suggested "reducing wastage" and the Cabinet came to the 

decision not to provide the reinforcements requested, which 

according to Edmonds, "adversely affected the security of 

the Western Front.Finding it necessary to fill gaps, 

Haig was forced to order the breaking up and reassignment 

of numerous units, knowing the confusion that would attend 

such a move. In fact, when the Germans mounted their des¬ 

perate and powerful attack on March 21, the British Army 

had just completed the reshuffling less than three weeks 

earlier.^ One author has pointed out that from January 

1 to March 21 Haig received only 174,379 men (as "none 

were available") , whereas from March 21 to August 31—in 

addition to approximately 100,000 men whom Lloyd George 

brought from minor war theaters to France—drafts of 

544,005 men were sent to Haig.^ The disasters of March, 
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then, could have been, if not avoided altogether, at least 

greatly reduced but for Lloyd George's stubbornness. 

Haig was not without allies in his battles with 

jealous and hostile critics at home. Lord Esher was an 

experienced politician with many contacts who often warned 

Haig about trends, opinions, or conspiracies within the 

Government. Lord Bertie, British Ambassador to France, 

was a faithful friend who later became guardian of Haig's 

son. Derby, as previously mentioned, was loyal to Haig, 

as were most of the Army leaders. Several of the latter, 

including Deputy Chief of Staff Sir L. E. Kiggell and, 

most notably, Director of Military Intelligence John 

Charteris, were unfortunately less than competent. The 

Commander came under fire for supporting Charteris when 

it had become obvious to others that the Army was suffer¬ 

ing due to Haig's reliance on faulty intelligence. 

One loyal friend for whom Haig did not fight was 

Lord Robertson, C.I.G.S. Without Robertson’s aid and 

sympathy at home, Haig's position would have been unten¬ 

able. Yet, despite the fact that he had suggested 

Robertson for the post of C.I.G.S., he never showed the 

affection for him that he did for others. When Lloyd 

George determined to be rid of Robertson, Haig wrote to 

his wife that while he was sorry for him, nevertheless 

"it seems to me . . . that he has not resolutely adhered 

to the policy of 'concentration on the Western Front' — 

He has said that this is his policy, but has allowed all 



45 

kinds of resources to be diverted to distant theatres at 
/ Q 

the bidding of his political masters." This statement 

showed a lack of empathy for a man with a most difficult 

job and reflected an tinbecoming lack of gratitude as well. 

Finally, much of Haig's confidence in himself un¬ 

doubtedly arose from his knowledge of the King's firm 

support. As stated earlier, the King had close personal 

relations with the Haig family, as well as an admiration 

for Haig's own professional abilities. Not only was he 

instrumental in getting Haig appointed to the High Command, 

he also expressed his confidence in the Commander by making 

him a Field-Marshal in December of 1916. In his letter of 

appointment, he commented to Haig: "By your conspicuous 

services you have fully merited this great position. I 

know this will be welcomed by the whole Army in France, 

whose confidence you have won."^ 

This question of rank is the final element in the 

respective careers of Haig and Pershing which must be 

considered before looking at the emergence of their per¬ 

sonal relationship. Unity of command, vested in Marshal 

Ferdinand Foch, was hardly conceivable when Pershing was 

chosen to lead the A.E.F. There was much speculation, 

therefore, about the American's position within the estab¬ 

lished hierarchy (whatever that wasl) of European commanders. 

The absence of a rank in the U. S. Army corresponding to 

field-marshal muddied the waters still further, and besides, 

what size force would Pershing command? 
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One paper timidly ventured to suggest that "Major- 

General John J. Pershing . . . may he raised to the rank 

of lieutenant-general or general and put in charge of all 

the American forces ultimately sent to the front." The 

reporter pointed out that only Lieutenant-General Nelson 

A. Miles, retired, currently held that rank, while there 

had been no full general since Grant. "If Pershing is 

given the rank of general," the article continued, "he 

would be more on a footing with Haig or [Major General 

Henri] Petain; if a lieutenant-general he would be on a 

footing with Lieutenant-General G. T. Bridges," who headed 

the British war mission's military division.^ 

Another paper explained a statement from the War 

Department but gave it the wrong interpretation. A source 

had stated that General Pershing would give the direct 

orders to the A.E.F., but that the strategic part to be 

played by the Americans would be decided by "the senior 

officer in command on the front." The reporter affirmed 

that "by virtue of his field marshal's rank, Sir Douglas 

Haig outranks the French commander, General Petain" ; thus, 

it was believed that the Americans would take orders from 

46 
the British. This article prompted another with the 

headline, "Pershing's Army Will Be Attached to French 

Forces," in which the distinction was made that while 

"practically" Pershing would be subordinate to the French 

field commander, (then General) Foch, eventually the 

Americans would probably form a separate command.^ At 
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last, the New York Times got the story straight, explaining 

that General Pershing's recommendations concerning where 

the A.E.F. would fight would be 

. . . practically final .... This was reiterated 
today at the War Department in response to published 
reports that it had been arranged to have General 
Pershing's force operate under General Petain . . . 
and not under Field Marshal Haig. It was pointed out 
that General Pershing would be an independent commander, 
like Field Marshal Haig, necessarily cooperating with 
the French high command while on French soil.48 

Obviously, this was a matter of great interest and if the 

American press, consulting with the War Department, had 

such difficulty de terming who was going to outrank whom, 

the stage was set for confusion in France. 

Recognizing the problem, the U. S. Senate passed an 

act in early October making Pershing a full general, though 

49 the rank was nob permanent. Many persons were critical 

of the action, since Pershing had not yet proven himself 

as Commander-in*Chief, as had the European leaders before 

receiving the highest honors. Again, the New York Times 

editorialized that the step was practical, since Pershing 

was to command a force—it was by then under stood—which 

would grow to more than a million men. "Such an army can 

hardly be commanded by an officer holding no higher rank 

than that of a corps commander." The armies of France 

and Britain were being commanded by men holding the highest 

possible ranks,"and the inconveniences of having the 

Americans commanded by an officer of inferior rank will 

amount to real obstacles."*^ 
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Ultimately, the obstacle proved to be that Pershing, 

besides fighting on foreign soil, always commanded the 

smallest force among the Big Three. It was not until one 

month before the war ended that he organized the Second 

Army, so that he could stand as a General in Chief over 

the two Army Commanders, Hunter Liggett (First Army) and 

R. L. Bullard (Second Army) . He showed by a comment in 

his diary that it was only then that he considered himself 

the equal of Haig and Petain: Foch "agreed with General 

Pétain's suggestion that I should take immediate command 

Pershing had fought from the day he arrived in France for 

independence of action as American Commander-in-Chief and 

it was this struggle that was to strain most severely his 

basically congenial relationship with Douglas Haig. 

￼the same status as Marshal 
/ R o 

Haig and General Petain." But equal in status or not, 
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He acted American. A reporter noted immediately after 

General Pershing's arrival in London that "he was as hearty 

with the engine-driver and stoker of his special train as 

he was with the great who were at Euston [Station] to greet 

him." That comment would have been cold comfort to the 

American's aristocratic colleague commanding the B.E.F. in 

France, but the article also contained the information 

that Pershing and his staff had presented an excellent 

appearance, looking to be "shrewd and practical men of 

affairs."'*' Haig was quickly apprised of the first impress¬ 

ions left by Pershing; less than a week later the Field-* 

Marshal wrote back to his friend Lord Derby, "I am so glad 

to hear that you think well of the American General . . . ." 

But Haig was wary of placing too much trust in a "co- 
o 

belligerent." He continued, in his letter to Derby, 

I do beg of you to do your utmost to prevent our Gov¬ 
ernment delaying to take action until the American 
Army is in the field. We heard in 1916 the same 
arguments used regarding the advantages of waiting 
till Russia should be ready this yearI There is no 
time like the present .... We cannot tell how our 
Allies will stand another winter.3 

Perhaps Haig was reassured by the "unanimous praise" 

of his officers which was bestowed on Pershing, according 

to the partisan American press accounts, after his arrival 

in France on June 13, 1917. Mention was made of Pershing's 

"fighting face" which helped to stimulate "renewed con- 
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fidence in an early victory."^ He was different from 

other officers, who had swaggered and boasted; instead, 

he modestly set about planning the creation of a "model 

army."'* Haig hardly expected the paragon of the news 

descriptions. His own opinion of Americans was not high, 

but since friends were definitely favorably impressed-- 

what manner of man was this, he wondered. 

At last, almost six weeks later, he found out. At 

6:30 a.m. on Saturday, July 20, Pershing drove out of 

Paris--oddly still and peaceful at that early hour. Ac¬ 

companying him were three of his favorites, C.G.S. James 

Harbord, A.G. Benjamin Alvord, and A.D.C. George Patton. 

The General was in a good mood, and all four men enjoyed 

the beauty of the rolling French countryside "smiling 

with summer crops," as Harbord later remembered it. They 

drove through St. Denis and sleepy little Beauvais, with 

its glorious cathedral soaring too high. A beautiful 

example of Gothic architecture, the church lacked only a 

roof; its ambitious architects had failed to provide a 

structure that would support one. 

Having left so early, the men enjoyed a leisurely 

morning, stopping twice to avoid being early for lunch, 

which was a strange circumstance for the habitually tardy 

Pershing! At first they watched the people—women, old 

men, and children—tending the crops. Then, later in the 

morning, still driving past miles of double rows, of trees. 
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they began to see first French and then British camps. 

At one point, they were interested to notice German 

prisoners of war working in the fields, and later someone 

pointed out troops of the Portuguese division. An aide 

made the others smile with his mock-learned assertion that 

one of these soldiers was correctly termed a "Portugoose." 

At 12:15, they arrived at Montreuil to have lunch 

with the British Adjutant General. A guard of honor, 

which Pershing thought "very smart-looking," greeted them, 

and then General Fowke made his old friend heartily welcome. 

He and Pershing had served together as observers in Man¬ 

churia twelve years earlier, so the two of them thoroughly 

enjoyed reminiscing during lunch at the chateau. After¬ 

ward, the Americans were given a tour of the various offices, 

with a chance to compare the U. S. and British systems. 

After tea, Pershing said goodbye to his friend, and 

drove on to Haig's headquarters at Blendecques, about an 

hour away. It was just dusk when the car approached the 

old chateau, "half-hidden in a magnificent grove of chest¬ 

nut trees." It must have given a farm boy from Missouri 

pause, knowing how different from his was the background 

of the Field-Marshal, waiting now against his backdrop of 

French great house. But Pershing, too, had lately been 

the companion of kings and ministers, mobbed.by admirers, 

trusted by his President, respected by his nation. So 

the moment arrived and it was simply a professional col- 
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league who met them at the door, dignified yet cordially 

welcoming, wanting to make his guests feel at home. His 

staff, also, was there to greet them—Colonel Fletcher, 

Assistant Military Secretary, and Major Sir Philip Sassoon, 

personal secretary to the Field-Marshal. 

After an hour of settling in, the Americans came 

down to meet the British brass assembled for dinner. 

Besides the Chief of Staff and his assistant, there were 

representatives of the Royal Flying Corps, the Artillery 

Branch, and several others. They were twelve in all for 

dinner, and it was a relief to the Americans to have a 

relatively intimate group after all the formal affairs in 

London and Paris. 

Conversation was not stiff. Haig and his staff 

lost no time confiding their opinions and worries, par¬ 

ticularly about the French. Pershing was informed that 

the French troops were suffering from "serious discontent" 

resulting from their defeats under Nivelle's leadership. 

The French government and temperamental peculiarities 

were discussed, and Haig told Pershing there had been 

numerous failures in cooperation on their part. Pershing 

made a mental note that "real teamwork" was obviously lack¬ 

ing between the Allies, just as he had suspected. 

After dinner, the men took coffee out on the lawn 

and continued their conversations. "Peaceful" was an odd 

word to describe a military headquarters, but even with 

the continuous thunder of artillery wafted in by the 
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evening breeze, the war sounds were distant and the Amer¬ 

icans relaxed a bit. The British continued to "poison the 

well," apparently anxious because the French had had first 

chance at the Yankees. 

That evening was the most leisurely time that the 

Americans had with their hosts, since the rest of their 

three days was spent trying to absorb all the details of 

running a huge military organization. Pershing later 

commented that probably the most important thing they did 

was to study the organization of the General Staff. They 

admired British efficiency and profited from their lessons. 

The General added that "the cordial relations and good 

under standing established between Sir Douglas Haig and 

myself and between the members of our staffs later proved 

to be very advantageous for us." For Haig's part, he was 

happy finally to be able to measure Pershing personally, 

and he liked what he saw. He noted in his diary, "I was 

much struck with his quiet gentlemanly bearing—so unusual 

for an American. Most anxious to learn, and fully re¬ 

alizes the greatness of the task before him. He has 

already begun to realize that the French are a broken 

reed." Haig wanted an ally in his struggle with the French, 

and it was important to his relationship with Pershing : 

that he believed he had found one. 

Of two of Pershing's companions, the Field-Marshal 

did not think so highly. He noted that Alvord. and Harbord 

were "men of less quality, and . . . quite ignorant of 
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the problems of modem war." Harbord looked "soft" and 

Alvord—Haig noted in a peculiarly British insult—had 

served long in "hot places . . . £and thus seemed] to be 

less mentally alert than the others"! Patton, however, 
g 

found favor; he "is a fire-eater, and longs for the fray." 

After this visit, the Americans were, in a sense, 

initiated. They had seen the inner workings of both 

British G.H.Q. and French G.Q.G. There was still much 

to learn and do, and many adjustments to be made. Prob¬ 

lems there were for which solutions had to be created, 

not copied. Haig was destined to be disappointed in his 

primary hope, because while Pershing was "anxious to 

learn," he had no intention of using his army to fill gaps 

in British ranks. Pershing knew—or at least he thought 

he knew--the problems involved in creating a huge new 

military organization equipped to function so far from 

home. Why, then, was he so adamently opposed to amal¬ 

gamation? 

From the date of America's entry into the war, the 

combining of American and European forces had been dis¬ 

cussed. General Bridges, of the British mission to the 

U. S., suggested that since few American officers spoke 

French, the Americans should be issued English uniforms 

and, after the "normal" seven weeks of training in 

Britain and one week's orientation in France, they should 

join the line in Flanders. He presented a memp, signed 

by Haig and Sir William Robertson, to that effect.^ But 
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American public opinion was involved in the decision 

against any such idea. Responding to a statement by 

Wilson on American war preparations, the Brooklyn Times, 

in a widely copied article, asserted with full-blown 

jingoism: 

There was only one note in the President's statement 
we did not like. It was . . . that he was being 
guided in every act by expert advice, 'from both sides 
of the water.' We think it would be better to be 
guided in this American enterprise of war ... by 
the advice of the military chiefs of the United 
States .... Comrades we are with all who war on 
our side of this fiery litigation, but we must never 
subordinate the American interest to any .... 
Therefore, we are glad that the American leader who 
is to march at the head of the first American expedi¬ 
tion into the whirlwind of flame is John J. Pershing, 
an American soldier with a flashing sword in his hand, 
a true American heart in his breast, and a true Amer¬ 
ican brain in his head.8 

In a more reasoned article, another writer wondered 

if American troops were to be incorporated into the French 

Army, and expressed his anxiety; 

We sympathize with French aims, but they are no more 
our aims than those of the rest of the entente. 

We are in this war to beat Germany. But the idea 
of what constitutes that defeat may be widely different 
in our case. We may not see it as France sees it. 
Our view may be different to [sic] the British 
view .... 

The cost will have to be considered. And in this 
decision, involving perhaps the loss of thousands of 
American lives, we must have a voice .... 

Pershing must have freedom of choice such as that 
jwhichj is possessed by the British ... in France.° 

This concern with having a voice in the peace negotia¬ 

tions was sounded by all the Allies throughout the war. 

For America, it was also a question of pride: if her troops 

were amalgamated, it might make American effort seem small.V* 
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Even a temporary combination of soldiers, according to 

Pershing, would "irk Americans at home" and possibly em¬ 

barrass the Administration. And, probably, it would make 

it impossible for him ever to gather his troops to form 

an American Army.^ 

After much discussion, Secretary Baker issued Persh¬ 

ing his orders, giving him much latitude to determine the 

Americans' degree of collaboration with the French and the 

British armies. Pershing was directed 

to cooperate with the forces of the other countries 
employed against [Germany] ; but in so doing the 
under lying idea must be kept in view that the forces 
of the United States are a separate and distinct com¬ 
ponent of the combined forces, the identity of which 
must be preserved .... Until the forces of the 
United States are in your judgment sufficiently strong 
to warrant operations as an independent command, it 
is understood that you will cooperate as a component 
of whatever army you may be assigned to by the French 
Government,12 

These were the orders with which Pershing came to 

France, but even before American soldiers began arriving, 

European leaders were attempting to bypass Pershing to 

get his soldiers for their armies. The French politicians 

Georges Clemenceau and Paul Painlevé, as well as Prime 

Minister Lloyd George, attempted through their Ambassadors 

and their missions in Washington to get a commitment from 

Baker and Wilson. On Christmas Day, 1917, Pershing re¬ 

ceived a cablegram from Baker telling him that the Allies 

were pressing the President for amalgamation. Trying to 

clarify Pershing's position, the Secretary told him that 

while they still desired to avoid losing the "identity" 
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of American forces, they acknowledged the difficult prob¬ 

lems of England and France regarding manpower, so he was 

to consider their primary goal to be "the meeting of any 

critical situation by the most helpful use possible of 

the troops" under his command. Baker reiterated, however, 

that "the President . . . desires you to have full au¬ 

thority to use the forces at your command as you deem 

wise in consultation with the French and British Commanders- 

* 
in-Chief." Their inability to accomplish this "end run" 

frustrated the politicians, and Lloyd George, choosing 

his own interpretation of the facts, castigated Pershing 

in his War Memoirs. While Baker was "able, broadminded 

and understanding," wrote the Prime Minister, "against 

the stickiness of the professional general officer stand¬ 

ing for his rights, intelligence and common sense struggle 

in vain."^ He was determined to project into Pershing’s 

relationship with Baker his own problems with Haig. Lloyd 

George soon learned, as an American historian has recently 

pointed out, that "Pershing held trump cards" in the amal¬ 

gamation struggles, because "he had the full backing of 

his government. 

If necessary, the Allies were willing to accept some 

kind of compromise, so the discussions continued. When 

American troops began to be attached (as whole units) to 

the British for training, Haig was impressed by them. He 

wrote to his wife that he had been wrong in his "idea of 

what American men are like ... ! Those we are working 
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with are quiet, unassuming, practical fellows .... [who 

are] very much like our own officers. I need give them no 

higher recommendation."^ These were valuable men, so he 

continued negotiating with Pershing at a conference at 

Versailles on January 29, 1918. 

When he entered the new Trianon Palace Hotel, noted 

Haig, a heated debate was underway, as Pershing had ap¬ 

parently stated that he was against giving an American 

battalion to each British brigade. 

I gathered that the people in America were criticis¬ 
ing their Government because there seemed to be no 
results to show for the money which America has been 
spending1 No troops in the field, no aeroplanes, no 
guns, no nothing yet in fact ! ! After a time I pointed 
out that the Battalions would come to me for training, 
and would then be grouped together into American Reg¬ 
iments and Divisions. At once Pershing's attitude 
changed and he said that he was quite agreeable to 
send 150 Battalions to the British Army on the lines 
I had indicated.17 

But in fact, no conclusion was reached that day because 

Pershing wanted something in return for the use of his 

18 
troops: shipping help from the British. So, Generals 

Pershing and Bliss journeyed back to Versailles the follow¬ 

ing day, and Lloyd George accepted a new plan of Pershing's, 

which involved the bringing over of six American Divisions. 

Throughout the year, Pershing created tension as he 

tried to carry out his instructions. On his shoulders 

rested the difficult decision when to give in, in order to 

avert a catastrophe, and hand over American troops. That 

he was not unreasonable is, of course, supported by events. 

During the true crisis period in March, he offered Foch— 
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by then Generalissimo--all that he had, to use as Foch saw 

fit. When Pershing spoke with Petain on March 25, he in¬ 

sisted, as always, "that it be the policy to work toward 

the formation of an American Corps," but he agreed with 

Petain "that it is not now the time to form this corps. 

Yet, when the German offensive began to ebb, Pershing in¬ 

sisted to the British that the flow of organized American 

divisions be resumed in June. To Haig this was maddening. 

As his son has pointed out, Haig's "view was that Persh¬ 

ing's determination to build up a separate American Army 

was a detriment to his [hurry] ... to win the war in 

1918." Again, however, Pershing was "vindicated" by 

events, since the war was won in 1918, against the ex¬ 

pectations of many. Understandably, much of Haig’s re¬ 

sentment faded afterward when it was demonstrated that 

Pershing had not in fact jeopardized the victory by a 

misassessment of the military situation. 

Meanwhile, though, Pershing assumed a large risk. 

Harbord commented that he took "the chance of being cursed 

to the latest generation if, through his failure to co¬ 

operate, the War were lost. He accepted that hazard, and 

his justification existed in many conditions which he 

obviously could not then cite to our Associates." One 

of those conditions was Pershing's fear that.the 150,000 

Americans that Haig said he must have would soon be spent, 

if he used them in counterattacks. That, in turn, would 

have meant the destruction of the foundation, as Dawes put 
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it, of the American military organization. 

Lloyd George made the critical comment that "the 

blunt truth was that in Pershing's view the building up 

of an American Army took precedence of the utilization of 

these men to beat off the German offensive, while for us 

the defeat of the offensive and the consequent shortening 

23 
of this destructive War was all-important." Undoubtedly, 

he was not alone in holding this view of Pershing's atti¬ 

tude but the fact that Pershing did delay the forming of 

complete divisions during the spring crisis, and offered 

his troops to Foch, should not be forgotten. While it 

could be argued, furthermore, that the use of American 

troops sooner might have ended the war sooner, it was just 

as logical an argument, at the time, that if the war 

continued through 1919, the Americans would constitute 

the largest force and should certainly have their own 

organization (in which they would presumably be most ef¬ 

fective) . In any event, the repeated comments by Lloyd 

George that Pershing usurped President Wilson's authority 

and refused to obey his wishes concerning amalgamation are 

exaggerations. Wilson had, after all, delegated his au¬ 

thority, through Baker, to Pershing. As as Pershing told 

Foch in April, 

When the Secretary of War was in France,.he had ex¬ 
pressed the opinion, to which he adhered firmly, that 
as soon as practicable there should be formed in 
France an American Army; that the Secretary stated 
that this was also the opinion of the President of 
the United States .... The President, the Sec¬ 
retary of War and I were of the opinion that this is 
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of the greatest importance in order to sustain the 
interest of the people of the United States in the 
war.24 

Haig would have been the last to criticize Pershing's 

relations with his political superiors; if anything, he 

must have envied him. The Field-Marshal simply desired 

to obtain the greatest military value possible from Persh¬ 

ing's troops, and the word he repeatedly applied to the 

American was "obstinate." That did not mean that he doubt¬ 

ed Pershing's good intentions; on April 19, Haig noted 

that the General "is anxious to take part in the battle, 

and to help in every way he can." What he doubted was 

Pershing's judgment. 

At the Supreme War Council's conference on May 1, 

Pershing—believing that the crisis had abated--resumed 

his arguments for bringing more than American infantry 

units to France.. Haig still felt the situation precarious: 

"I thought Pershing was very obstinate, and stupid. He 

did not seem to realize the urgency of the situation." 

Sir Douglas sincerely saw no practical gain in rushing 

over entire divisions. Pershing, he noted, "hankers after 

a 'great self-contained American Army,' but seeing that 

he has neither Commanders of Divisions, of Corps, nor of 

Armies, nor Staffs for same, it is ridiculous to think 

such an Army could function unaided in less than two year's 

time." That he was wrong was due in part to Pershing's 

very single-mindedness. 

Again in June, after a conversation with Foch, Haig 
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was moved to record his thoughts on the Americans. Foch 

had commented favorably on their "fighting qualities," 

and had told Haig of his discussion with Pershing about 

where the American Army would eventually be grouped. 

Finally accepting a fact which Pershing had considered 

settled long before, Haig wrote, "I gathered that Pershing 

by his obstinacy has carried the day and that he will 

25 concentrate all his American Divisions somewhere 1" 

During the autumn offensive, Haig showed his char¬ 

acteristic courtesy in congratulating the Americans on 

their first victory as an army. But in October, when 

Pershing ordered the advance halted for some much-needed 

regrouping, Haig showed little patience with American 

organization, probably because he had expected problems 

with it from the beginning. Besides, he was still con¬ 

vinced that the operations could have been much smoother 

given more experienced—that is, British—commanders. 

Haig complained because the divisions were not being used, 

and said some of the Americans "had run off to get some¬ 

thing to eat," when the supply system had broken down. 

Foch had suggested to Pershing transferring "some of his 

Divisions elsewhere, but P. was obstinate and declined, 

saying that he would win through if left alone." Haig 

told Foch he could achieve rapid progress in forty-eight 

hours (that dream of the last four years) with three fresh 

American Divisions. Foch answered, however, that "it was 

impossible to get any troops from Pershing at this 
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27 
moment." Little wonder--the Americans were learning fast 

now from their own mistakes, and Pershing was about to form 

his Second Army. 

He was enraged, moreover, by a letter from Foch 

directing a resumption of the attack and stating that there 

should be no more halts. Pershing noted that Foch had 

"quite overstepped his bounds of authority in writing such 

a letter to me," since his function was to plan strategy, 

not direct tactics. In fact, the American Commander-in- 

Chief, mindful of his new status, wrote in a mood of exalted 

indignation, "I will not stand for this letter which dis¬ 

parages myself and the American Army and the American effort. 

He will have to retract it, or I shall go further in the 

matter." Pershing did, however, resume the attack the 

next day and the conflict was resolved when Foch sent an 

apology and "explained the matter in a perfectly satisfac- 

28 
tory manner." 

Most of the conflicts between the various commanders 

were settled relatively easily as in this case. Pershing 

himself later commented on their feelings in a lengthy 

passage that requires quoting: 

As to personal relations, it was gratifying always to 
find that these discussions, though often heated, were 
largely regarded simply as official differences of 
opinion. There was at the same time a very distinct 
impression in my mind . . . that the Allies, while 
greatly in need of assistance, were especially in¬ 
clined to press the plea for amalgamation as a means 

* of keeping us in a subordinate role. 
Yet, after these questions were settled, even 

temporarily, there was no ill-feeling in evidence, 
although, no doubt, at times each side thought the 
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other difficult to deal with .... Notwithstanding 
their attitudes with respect to the use of our troops, 
I continued to maintain a high regard for my Allied 
associates, in consideration of their many acts of 
kindness and friendship.29 

Pershing, then, could afford to be generous in re¬ 

reflecting on the amalgamation controversy; he had won. 

Some critics have suggested that it was ego which drove 

him to hold out for a separate American Army. But others, 

30 
including several British authors, have agreed with 

Liddell Hart's evaluation that while personal ambition 

may have been "a factor, there are side lights which 

suggest loftier and more far-reaching motives—to hand 

down to his country a tradition of military pride, to 

awaken her to a realization of her own power, [and] to 

31 
establish the permanent foundations of a national army." 

Even Haig, hardpressed for bodies to fill his ranks and 

determined to end the war as soon as possible, could not 

fail to respect his colleague for doing what he perceived 

as his duty to his country. And if some mentioned Persh¬ 

ing's ambition, Haig did not. He was the man who had 

written to his nephew, '"Aim High' .... (and] don't 

let the life of mediocrities about you deflect you from 

your determination to belong to the few who can command 

or guide or benefit our Great Empire .... It is not 

32 
ambition. This is duty." In this struggle, the 

adversaries could be friends because they valued the same 

ideals. 



CHAPTER IV 

AND SEVERAL LESSER ANNOYANCES 
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In any human relationship, tension can easily result 

from small sins of commission and omission. Sometimes, 

in fact, they lead to the destruction of the relationship. 

In other cases, after cross words, compromises are reached 

or one of the persons resigns himself to an acceptance of 

the other's flaw. Such was the situation between Douglas 

Haig and John Pershing concerning a number of disagree¬ 

ments during the war. 

First of all, for Pershing, punctuality was a prob¬ 

lem. On one occasion, Haig was exasperated by Pershing's 

arrival for a meal "when lunch was nearly finished." The 

American had been due much earlier, "but [was] usually 

very unpunctual," Haig was moved to comment.^ During 

another visit, Pershing's pecadillo embarrassed his Chief 

of Staff, who noted that on the first night at British 

G.H.Q., his superior was fifteen minutes late for dinner. 

On the second night, Haig's patience was exhausted, accord¬ 

ing to Harbord, who wrote, "I was mortified by my General 

being late to dinner. Sir Douglas waited about three 

minutes and then took us in and we all sat down." When 

Pershing appeared, almost ten minutes late, he "was ev¬ 

idently a little bit startled when he found that Sir Douglas 

had not waited for him.V^ 

This was a most unmilitary failing in so punctilious 
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a soldier. And as Captain Liddell Hart has suggested, it 

made Pershing's British colleagues wonder whether he would 
3 

also arrive late on the battlefield. For that matter, 

would he even get his troops to that battlefield before 

the Allies had been overwhelmed? 

It was one thing to insist on a separate American 

Army, but the slowness with which the Americans "geared 

up" was doubly frustrating to Haig. When the British re¬ 

cruits were getting only eight weeks' training, could the 

General not see that to insist on five months of prepara¬ 

tion for American troops was an impossible luxury? On 

June 28, 1917, the first American infantry began arriving 

at Saint-Nazaire, but it was not until October 31 that a 

full American Division entered the line. Roughly another 

year was to pass before Pershing could organize two army 

groups and make the first genuinely American assault. 

Perhaps Pershing's "time-blindness" would have been a bit 

less frustrating if it had not coincided with the very 

period of the Allies' greatest need, as they desperately 

prepared for the expected German offensive early in 1918. 

But he would not hurry his untrained troops into 

battle. From the time of his arrival in Europe, he deter¬ 

mined to explain that the creation of a proper fighting 

force would take time. He was rightly apprehensive about 

the Allies' high expectations and was naturally unhappy, 

he said, that the United States could not hope to satisfy 

these inflated hopes. During his first audience with 
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George V, he was dismayed when the King asked if it were 

true—as it most definitely was not—that the U. S. ex¬ 

pected soon to have 50,000 airplanes in the field. Try¬ 

ing to offset the optimistic hopes of the English, Persh¬ 

ing talked with C.I.G.S. Robertson about American plans 

for strengthening the small Regular Army and National 

Guard, and for training new units as well. He hoped, as 

he emphasized that properly preparing the new units "would 

take considerable time," that Robertson would understand; 

after all, "the British themselves had gone through the 

same experience about two years before."^ Given the man¬ 

power shortage, however, it was inevitable that the Allies 

would show little sympathy for Pershing's desire to train 

his model army and to make new recruits maintain the stan¬ 

dards of the professional soldiers of West Point. 

After the 1918 offensive by the Germans had petered 

out, Haig was still frustrated by the General's stubborn¬ 

ness. As he prepared for what was to become the last big 

campaign of the war, Haig wrote to his wife on September 5, 

1918, that Pershing had "neither [commanders] nor staffs" 

that were "well enough trained yet to mount and carry out 

a big attack on their own. So a great deal of valuable 

time has been wasted by Pershing and Co." Haig fretted 

that he could quickly roll the Germans back behind the 

Meuse all the way down the front, if only he had ten fresh 

U. S. Divisions under his orders."* The fact that the 

Americans succeeded during the next ten days in clearing 
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the St. Mihiel salient was only a small comfort; their 

organization was still raw when compared to the experi¬ 

enced British Staff. 

Britain had done all she could to hurry the Americans, 

including transporting a large number of them in her own 

ships. The shipping argument was an important side issue 

in the whole amalgamation controversy. Plainly stated, 

the U. S. had men but few ships; England had ships but few 

men. It seemed supremely logical that a deal could be 

made. 

When Pershing had first arrived in England, he had 

"felt out" the British on the question of troop transport. 

Both Robertson and Lloyd George indicated that Britain was 

by then hard-pressed to find enough tonnage to maintain a 

sufficient food supply, so Pershing should not count on 

British ships to bring American soldiers to Europe. During 

the two months of April and May, he was told, England had 

lost 1,500,000 tons to U-boat attacks. He could under¬ 

stand British fears, but felt that they were exaggerated.^ 

In any case, by January of 1918, Haig was ready to 

try and secure American forces by whatever means possible. 

He offered his scheme whereby one American Battalion would 

join each of a number of British Brigades, with more U. S. 

Battalions being added as they became available until, 

finally, Americans would take command of the principally 

American Brigades. It is noteworthy that Haig, knew his 

man; Pershing was interested in the plan if the British 



71 

could offer shipping help, whereas he had rejected alto¬ 

gether a rival plan presented by Lloyd George and Robert¬ 

son. ^ But unfortunately, Haig had no authority to secure 

any transport for Pershing, and his colleagues disliked 

the idea of using British ships to bring over what would 

become American Brigades. 

Robertson then offered the so-called ”150,000 Plan,” 

which called for British ships to bring over American 

combat troops only (that is, infantry and machine gun 

formations) . The units would be in addition to the troops 

already scheduled to be brought over for Pershing's army. 

It was tempting; these were men for whom transportation 

could not otherwise be found so soon. Of course, the 

150,000 men would be useful only to fill British gaps, 

since they would be brought without the support troops 

necessary for their independent functioning. Harbord 

was against it, because "it showed plainly enough that 

the shipping offered was not in the general Allied interest, 

but to get American replacements for British units—other- 
O 

wise, why had it not been offered before?” But Pershing 

understood the politics of the situation; the English 

could not afford to offer something for nothing when they 

had too little "something” in the first place! The ques¬ 

tion was what did they have least of—and the answer was 

men. 

At Compiègne on January 24, therefore, Pershing saw 

his opening during a discussion of the lack of troops for 
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a combined offensive. When Robertson, Petain, and Haig 

looked to him to speak, he said "that but few of the Allied 

authorities seemed to realize that our participation would 

depend upon the amount of shipping available for the trans- 

portation of our troops . . . . " He followed this lead- 

in a week later by submitting his "Six Division Plan," 

which called for English ships to bring over six complete 

American Divisions (which would be in addition to those 

scheduled to join Pershing's forces normally). In return, 

the British would have these troops by battalions for train¬ 

ing, including the officers, with the entire group thus 

forming a kind of reserve. Upon the completion of train¬ 

ing, the soldiers would be formed once again into American 

Regiments and Divisions under their own officers. 

Haig was not happy with this idea of trying to orga¬ 

nize American Divisions. It would require so much train¬ 

ing that, as he told the Supreme War Council, "he did not 

consider the Allies could expect the American force to be 

of effective support" in 1918.^ To some extent, in the 

actual event, circumstances were his ally: during the mil¬ 

itary crisis of March-April, Pershing felt forced to accept 

a modification of his plan, so that preference would be 

given to transporting combat troops of the six divisions. 

But when Lloyd George and British Ambassador.Reading in 

Washington managed to misunderstand President Wilson to 

their advantage, Pershing dug in his heels. 

Lloyd George told Pershing at the Beauvais Conference • 
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on April 3, 1918, that Wilson had agreed to send 120,000 

combat troops a month from April through July, to be placed 

in service with the British.^ Haig was skeptical and 

commented, "I hope the Yankees will not disappoint us in 

this!! They have seldom done anything yet which they have 

promised!" In fact, Wilson had not gone so far and after 

an indignant Pershing checked with Washington to get the 

true story, the British Ambassador was told he could dis¬ 

cuss the matter with Secretary Baker. What eventually 

emerged was a one-month agreement for the British to bring 

120,000 combat troops in May to train with their armies, 

13 
but these would remain under Pershing's nominal command. 

The General later agreed to another month's extension of 

the plan, with some of the troops to go to the French, 

and his colleagues, particularly Foch, at last agreed "in 

principle" to the formation of an American Army. The 

final shipping agreement called for both U. S. and British 

ships to carry a total of 500,000 Americans in June and 

July, 310,000 of which would be combat troops. 

In July, Pershing at last achieved his goal of creat¬ 

ing the First American Army, aided by British transporta¬ 

tion. Meanwhile, Haig had received little benefit from 

the American troops in training with his armies. This was 

to cause understandable resentment on his part which must 

be examined, but first it should be observed that Persh¬ 

ing had complaints, also. 

A serious lack of unity between the European Allies 
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had been noted by the Americans from the time of their 

entry into the war. Before the power struggle for American 

troops began, the Allies had not even agreed on what was 

needed from the United States. As General Tasker Bliss 

put it, "There was no common plan .... It is no wonder 

that the young giant [the United States} began to buckle 

on his armor and prepare to 'fight for his own hand,' just 

as the others were doing." 4 

Pershing's position was rather curious; while he 

determined to lead a separate army, he was annoyed at the 

lack of unity in planning and execution among the Western 

powers. As mentioned earlier, he believed that cooperation 

was lacking, and this feeling was confirmed by his first 

visit to Haig's headquarters. Pershing played the dip¬ 

lomat, listening to Haig's complaints, but he was unhappy 

that no teamwork was in evidence. The Field-Marshal, on 

the other hand, honestly saw no need for greater coordina¬ 

tion--partly because any "supreme commander" on French 

soil would undoubtedly be a Frenchman, and partly because, 

by the time of Pershing's visit, he felt the French capable 

of little but defense anyway. Haig maintained, moreover, 

that he had always adhered to Lord Kitchener's orders to 

allow the French to determine the larger questions of 

strategy. And through February of 1918, he insisted that 

he and General Pétain got along "very well and no co¬ 

ordinating authority [was] necessary" for them, ^ 

But with the fighting in March, 1918, and the 
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threatened break between the French and British lines, 

Haig became alarmed. At a late-night conference with 

Petain on March 24, Haig learned that his French counter¬ 

part intended to retreat toward Paris, even though that 

would entail losing touch with the British Army. This was 

contrary to their plan for mutual assistance and must 

have made Haig wish that he could somehow have found troops 

for the previously proposed General Reserve. 

Haig had insisted, after taking over some additional 

sections of the front from the French in January, that any 

spare troops he might have had to contribute to this force 

as his share (set at ten divisions) were being used on the 

extra line. His troops were in fact spread thin, but as 

Pershing pointed out, "this plan of the Supreme War Council 

did not meet with the approval of the armies, especially 

the British, who apparently regarded it merely as an in¬ 

direct means of assuming supreme command." This suspician 

was deepened when Foch was made Chairman of the Executive 

War Board, the body to which control of the Reserve would 

be given, and Henry Wilson was appointed by Lloyd George 

16 
as the British representative. After discussing the 

matter, Petain and Haig--both short of men and jealous of 

their prerogatives—pledged to come to one another's aid 

in case of need and ignored the idea of a separate Allied 

Reserve, commanded by someone else. 

When the attack came, Haig's first concern was to 

maintain an unbroken front, which would ensure that his 
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second worry—covering the channel ports--was unnecessary. 

He later wrote that 

what was urgently required at that moment was a. French 
Commander-in-Chief who would fight, because Petain had 
resigned himseit to a policy of defence, and was order¬ 
ing his troops to fall back, before there was good 
reason .... I was prepared to subordinate myself 
to any French General who would keep the two Armies 
united .... 

The Field-Marshal decided to ask Lord Milner, the new Sec¬ 

retary of State for War, and Henry Wilson, the new C.I.G.S., 

to come to France and discuss the change in French strategy. 

"This was the first step which I took," he recorded in his 

diary, "towards getting Foch appointed to the Chief Com¬ 

mand."17 

This statement sounds as though Haig had made a "road 

to Damascus" about-face on the question of unity of command. 

In fact, he simply saw this as the necessary evil. When 

Clemenceau suggested at the Doullens Conference that Foch 

should command a force to cover Amiens, Haig interrupted 

to recommend that Foch should be appointed to "co-ordinate 

the action of all the Allied Armies on the Western Front." 

This suggestion was made so that Foch would not be answer- 

able to Petain, because in Haig's opinion, "it was essential 

to success that Foch should control Petain."1® 

In fact, the powers granted to Foch were vague; he 

was to coordinate the action of the Allies, by coming "to 

an understanding with the Commanders-in-Chief." This was 

exactly as Haig wanted it, but Pershing was unsatisfied. 

At the subsequent meeting on April 3 at Beauvais, the 
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American read a memorandum in which he stated that he did 

"not believe that it is possible to have unity of action 

without a supreme commander .... Such coordination 

between two or three armies is impossible no matter who 

the commanders-in-chief may be." Enunciating a principle 

that was to have loud echoes twenty-odd years later, he 

continued, "Each commander-in-chief is interested in his 

own army, and cannot get the other commander's point of 

view or grasp the problem as a whole." 

Neither Haig nor Petain liked Pershing's sentiments. 

Hedging, Sir Douglas declared, "I agree with General Persh¬ 

ing's general idea that there should be unity of command, 

but I think we have had it." Petain expressed a similar 

idea. But with Lloyd George, the Americans, and the re¬ 

maining Frenchman for the idea, the two commanders were 

19 overruled. 

In the final evaluation, two British leaders gave 

much credit to Pershing for the move toward supreme com¬ 

mand. Lloyd George called his memo one of the best ever 

20 
written, and Lord Hankey emphasized that the Americans 

21 had a large influence on the decision. Haig's supporter . 

Robertson later maintained that unity of command "was due 

to no particular individual—unless it be to General 

Ludendorff—but to force of circumstances." Neither Gen¬ 

eral Petain nor Sir Douglas Haig was an exception to the 

rule that commanders prefer "to retain full control" over 

22 their own troops. This was something Pershing was in a 
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position to understand, but he was free from the particular 

age-old British-French rivalry that made it hard for Haig 

to accept the term "Generalissimo" for Foch. Once the 

decision was made, however, both the Scotsman and the 

American stood by it, because both realized that it prom¬ 

ised the greatest chance of an early end to the common con¬ 

flict.23 

Besides the command disagreement, Pershing's second 

complaint concerned the British—and French—methods of 

training. In one respect, Haig and Pershing were in com¬ 

plete agreement: both saw the need for maintaining strict 

discipline. As Pershing pointed out, particularly in a 

new army, the discipline that training imposes is the most 

important factor in the army’s efficiency.2^ But what 

should the training consist of? The American differed 

from the Allies in his assessment of which skills were 

most needed. 

At first, Pershing was pleased with the British. 

He was a novice at fighting a stalemate, and he appreciated 

the English methods of teaching trench warfare. "They 

taught their men to be aggressive and undertook to perfect 

them in hand-to-hand fighting with bayonet, grenade and 

dagger. A certain amount of this kind of training was 

necessary to prepare the troops for trench warfare . . . ." 

But war was still war and Pershing, for the very reason 

that he was a newcomer to this particular conflict, brought 

a fresh perspective to it. He had "difficulty" with the 
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Allied instructors because "the French and, to a large 

extent, the British, had practically settled down to the 

conviction that developments since 1914 had changed the 

principles of warfare," making open warfare preparations 

no longer necessary.^ 

Exhausted and disillusioned by enthusiastic plans 

which had ended in a muddy morass yards from the jumping- 

off line, the Allies felt that General Pershing was un¬ 

realistic. He declared that the war would not "be won 

until one side or the other climbed out of its trenches 

and moved forward." At that point, officers from the 

lowest level to the highest would need the tactical skills 

to direct their units as in any other war. And after 

the disaster in March.of 1918, Pershing was strengthened 

in his convictions. The Germans' success was at least 

partly due, he said, to the British and French omissions 

in training for open warfare "either offensive or defen¬ 

sive," while the Germans used "divisions trained expressly 

for" those circumstances. 

He stood firm against Allied attempts to impress 

their own methods on the Americans. That he was aware of 

their opinion of him made no difference; he noted a snide 

memo that the French headquarters sent to officers in¬ 

structing American troops which said that Americans "dream 

of operating in open country after having broken through 

the front." In the final months of the war, his stub¬ 

bornness was rewarded. Allied troops, feeling naked with- 
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out foxholes, did move forward at last, and the Americans 

acquitted themselves better than many had thought possible. 

Before the last drive, Pershing had reached his tolerance 

level and he informed General Bridges that he intended 

to have no further instruction with the Allies. He con¬ 

tinued that he did not want "to have the British instruct 

my men as they [did) their own," because he considered 

that "some of the instruction which we had received from 

the British [had been] a positive detriment." In short, 

they were "behind the times." Pershing was vindicated 

in the stammer advances when even Haig told his subordinates 

that "army commanders must do their utmost to get troops 

29 
out of the influence of trench methods." 

One other factor increased Pershing's irritation. 

When he discussed with the French the disagreement about 

training methods, it became apparent "that the French were 

really hoping to have our units amalgamated for service 

with theirs .... This was hidden away under the in- 

30 sistence upon taking over our training." So the old 

problem reared its head once more. Likewise, the British 

commanders were "casting envious eyes" upon the American 

recruits training with them, wanting to fill their skeleton 

divisions with the "fine American conscripts." Pershing 

recorded in his diary at the end of Hay that the men were 

already restless, showing "signs of wanting to get with 

their own people." He assured them, he said, that they 

would be left with the British only as long as was nec- 
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31 essary for training. 

So it was that he incurred Haig's extreme displeasure 

when he decided that the time had arrived for Americans 

to fight together. A small but significant disagreement 

had already surfaced in early July when Pershing had for¬ 

bidden the use of ten American Companies in a British 

attack. He stated that his men were not yet prepared, and 

Haig agreed to change the plan accordingly. But a sub¬ 

ordinate failed to carry out the change, and on July 4 the 

Americans went into battle. Upon learning of this, 

Pershing sent Haig a letter with a chilly passage inform¬ 

ing him that from then on "all propositions concerning the 

use of (American] troops in training" with the British 

would be referred to Pershing's headquarters. This was 

to be done to avoid any future "friction among our junior 

commanders." Pershing's patience was running short. 

Meanwhile, the General told the Field-Marshal in the 

same letter, dated July 7, that almost all of the artillery 

for the five divisions then training with the British was 

ready to join those divisions, if transport could be found. 

Upon the arrival of the artillery, Pershing would expect 

the units to be united under their own officers, and he 

would, he assured Haig, "undertake to give you ample notice 

of any decision to withdraw the five divisions from your 

front." "Ample" was an ambiguous word; only sixteen 

days later Pershing had Haig to dinner and avoided any 

mention of the divisions, though he was already consider- 
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ing their "probable early recall." He expected Haig to 

ask to use them in the fall offensive and was determined 

to say no, because he felt that—once involved in the 

British attack—they could never be extricated to serve 

with their countrymen. So, while the two commanders had 

a thoroughly enjoyable evening "talking shop," both of 
Q / 

them avoided an unpleasant subject. 

A week later the expected request came by letter. 

Pershing had by then signed the order creating the First 

Army, and plans were afoot for organizing the Second. He 

suggested to Foch, as supreme commander, that Foch make 

the request for the return of the five divisions from the 

British. Foch, ducking the issue, told Pershing to discuss 

the situation personally with Haig. On Monday, August 12, 

therefore, Pershing made the trip to Wiry-au-Mont to 

visit Haig, who had established his temporary headquar¬ 

ters on a train. 

General Pershing took one precaution before seeing 

Sir Douglas. On the day before, he told his Chief of 

Staff to announce to the press the First Army's formation. 

He also decided to ask for the release of only three div¬ 

isions, leaving two to mollify the British. When he ar¬ 

rived at British G.H.Q., he found Haig in a talkative mood 

and they had lunch together, chatting "about.everything 

except the object of my visit." But after lunch, there 

was no postponing the confrontation. 

Retiring to Haig's office car, Pershing told the 
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Field-Marshal that he would need the three divisions to 

use in the attack then being planned for the St. Mihiel 

salient. Sir Douglas was disappointed and angry; he was 

in the midst of the Battle of Amiens which had begun on 

August 8. Elated by initial success, the British troops 

were making genuine progress, and their commander had come 

to the conclusion that victory was perhaps obtainable in 

1918 after all. He told Pershing that he had understood 

the divisions would be left with the British after train¬ 

ing— that they had been sent to fight—and that having 

invested so much effort, he disliked having them removed 

"just as they had become useful." The General was ad- 

ament; as he later recorded, "the conversation was not 

pleasant for a while, though we both kept quite within the 

bounds of politeness." 

Reading the various comments on this conversation 

written by the commanders, one receives the picture of two 

determined men carefully restraining their emotions--iron 

against iron. Each understood the other's reasoning; each 

felt his own case was stronger. Pershing wrote in his 

diary, 

M did not propose to have my troops used, here, 
there and the other place at the will of any 
allies .... I brought it out very strongly that 
we are all fighting the Germans and that the best way 
at present for my troops to fight the Germans is in 
my army. I told Marshal Haig that I had not come to 
his headquarters to . . . [withdraw] my troops at the 
moment when he was in a battle, and that I had no 
intention of leaving him in an embarrassing position. 
He confessed to seeing my point of view and agreed to 
the withdrawal of the divisions.36 
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According to Pershing, Haig concluded by saying that there 

could never be any differences between the two men. The 

General replied that he always knew, at least, what Haig's 

opinion was on an issue, whereas that was not always true 

38 
when he dealt with the French. 

Given other personalities, these men might well have 

openly broken over this situation, but respect and re¬ 

straint were strong elements in their relationship. While 

Pershing took the opportunity during the first lull in 

battle to obtain his troops, he also wrote a note to thank 

Haig for his cooperation, particularly since he realized 

"how much . . . [returning the units might] have disar- 

ranged plans that you had already made." Apparently, 

Pershing quite understood that Haig had taken what he 

considered the only honorable course, but that he was very 

unhappy about it. On August 27, as if to remove any doubts, 

Haig answered Pershing's letter politely, but with a 

strong statement of opinion: 

As regards the movement of your Divisions from the 
British area, I was glad to be able to meet your wishes 
at once, and I trust that events may justify your de¬ 
cision to withdraw . . . [them] at the present moment, 
for, I make no doubt but that the arrival in this 
battle of a few strong & vigorous American Divisions, 
when the enemy's units are thoroughly worn out, would 
lead to the most decisive results.40 

Haig saved his greatest sigh of anxiety for his diary, in 

which he wrote that the last of the Americans* had entrained 

on August 25. "What will History say regarding this action 

of the Americans leaving the British zone of operations 
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when the decisive battle of the war is at its height, and 

the decision is still in doubt 1"^* If the war had not end¬ 

ed that fall, no doubt "History" and Haig would have treat¬ 

ed Pershing differently! 

This incident and one other demonstrated Haig's na¬ 

tive caution. As Pershing said, the Field-Marshal gen¬ 

erally did not fail to state his true opinions and most of 

the time that trait was counted by Pershing a virtue. Haig 

himself had written, back in 1907, that when dealing with 

allies, "on the whole, it is probably wiser to openly rec¬ 

ognize the danger and to risk hurting feelings rather than 

to misplace confidence. The so-called 'political consid¬ 

erations' have often spelt disaster.Haig, "recogniz¬ 

ing the danger," placed little confidence in Pershing's 

decision to withdraw the Americans from the British front 

in August; likewise, he was frank in discussing his doubts 

about the effectiveness of the American Army in late Octo¬ 

ber. 

At a conference at Senlis, the Allied leaders gath¬ 

ered to discuss armistice conditions. When Haig was asked 

by Foch to speak, he proposed offering lenient terms that 

the Germans would accept, since the French and British 

armies were so tired. The American Army, he continued, 

lacked organization and experience; furthermore, it needed 

time to recover from its staff problems which had surfaced 

in the recent fighting. J Pershing was stung by these 

remarks but said nothing Until later, when he let his 
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aide Colonel Robert Bacon (head of the American mission 

at British G.H.Q.) know that he was offended. 

Fortunately, Bacon was well-suited to a liaison posi¬ 

tion. He passed the word to Haig, who was surprised to 

find that his remarks had hurt. Sir Douglas immediately 

wrote Pershing a letter of apology, in which he stated 

that (possibly due to the double translation, as he had 

spoken in French), the impression had been mistakenly 

conveyed that he felt the American Army had failed. 

I write at once to correct this most incorrect im¬ 
pression of what I said. I yield to no one in my 
admiration for the grand fighting qualities of the 
American Soldier nor for the manner in which you & 
your staff have overcome the greatest difficulties 
during the past year .... 

At the conference ... I was anxious to direct 
attention to the actual state of all the Allied Armies 
in France. I feel that we soldiers ought not to min¬ 
imise to ourselves, nor give a false impression to the 
Allied Statesmen of the difficulties which have still 
to be overcome in the field before the German Army is 
forced to accept unconditional surrender. Foremost 
amongst these difficulties is . . . creating enough 
American Armies to make up for the rapidly dwindling 
numbers of the French and British .... That was 

my sole object in making the remarks I did.^4- 

That Haig was truly sorry to have given offense there 

is no doubt. He recorded in his diary that he had not in¬ 

tended to disparage the American Army at all. But he still 

believed that Pershing's hopes were too high concerning 

the effectiveness of the young Americans. Even Lloyd 

George, Haig recorded, had been pleased by his honest 

appraisal of the "real state and present military value of 

the American Army." Foch had told the Prime Minister much 

the same, but "would not tell Pershing to his face what 
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he really thought . . . 

In any case, Pershing was quite willing to accept 

Haig's apology and his offer to change the minutes of the 

conference modifying the offending statements. Replying 

to Haig's letter, the General wrote, "the very delight¬ 

ful relations that have always existed between us and be¬ 

tween the British and American officers and men everywhere 

are most gratifying to all Americans." He closed with his 

46 
"warmest personal and official regards . . . ." Persh¬ 

ing's feelings were summarized by his friend Dawes, to 

whom he confided the incident: "This [apology] is only 

another indication of the essential fairness and high¬ 

mindedness of Sir Douglas—and of all the English. They 

are stubborn and outspoken in argument, but at all times 

essentially helpful and cooperative."^ 



CHAPTER V 

CONFLICTS RESOLVED--AND AFTER 
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On November 12, 1918, vital arguments lost their 

importance. Peace allowed allies to be friends; victory 

quashed disagreements among military, if not civilian, 

leaders. In analyzing the resolution of differences be¬ 

tween Douglas Haig and John Pershing, it is enough to say 

simply that such questions as methods of training, speed 

of deployment, and allocation of troops were solved fi¬ 

nally by the Armistice. Relieved of divisive issues, 

these two commanders became more than mere associates. 

Why? What had made them draw together in spite of dis¬ 

agreements? 

Almost a year earlier at Compiègne, Pershing had 

confessed to Haig that he found the French very difficult. 

With this statement, as one author put it, Pershing "struck 

long suffering sympathy," and "a growing friendliness 

could be felt" between the two.^ Neither of the Anglo- 

Saxons was xenophobic; Haig urged the American "to do all 
o 

he could to get his units to work well with,the French," 

while Pershing later disapproved of the Field-Marshal’s 

criticism of the French effort. After the collapse of the 

British Fifth Army, Pershing noted that Haig's predis¬ 

position to criticize the French for their unsuccess . . . . 

[was] rather remarkable." Haig himself "admitted that 

criticism on his part was not quite in place and that he 
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was only saying this to me [Pershing] and that he was go¬ 

ing to play the game and do what they told him because he 
o 

realized the importance of this." But the very fact that 

the naturally cautious Haig would confide in Pershing gave 

evidence of trust, and the American could not help being 

flattered. He knew, furthermore, that Haig had endured 

more than he had at the hands of the French. As Captain 

Liddell Hart later wrote, Haig had weathered the intrigue 

surrounding the entire Nivelle offensive without letting 

nhis sense of injury obscure" the need for Allied co- 
A 

operation. 

But resentment there was, and Pershing shared it as 

he showed in various diary entries. In Hay, 1918, he 

wrote that he "gave [André} Tardieu some of my ideas on 

the attitude of [the] French in trying to lead us about 

too much by the hand and their disposition to occupy them¬ 

selves too much with our affairs." Then, in August, when 

Foch proposed breaking up the newly-formed American Army 

and changing its planned attack at St. Mihiel, Pershing 

simmered. "The Marshal left . . . having repeated many 

times his ideas that we must go to the battle ... ; 

that his was the only solution and he attempted to put 

me somewhat in the light of one who was not playing the 

game tinless I played it exactly as he said." Even General 

Petain, with whom Pershing's relations were usually cordial, 

incurred his wrath in September by stating in a. letter 

concerning an upcoming attack that there would be no 
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artillery preparation by the Americans. Pershing huffed, 

"Certainly I did not say (that] to General Pétain ... ; 

I stated that I wished to leave the question open; that I 

would not say at the time of the conversation whether there 

would be or would not be any artillery preparation. This 

is a matter which I will decide myself when the time comes 

to decide."'* Obviously, the American was tired of being 

in a subordinate position. 

Interestingly, Haig recorded in his diary (on July 

12) Lord Esher's comment that, back in the spring, the 

French had desired the abolition of all national commanders 

in-chief. With Foch supreme, they wanted to avoid any 

strengthening of Pershing's power as the American Army 

expanded. ** Naturally, Pershing and Haig would have jointly 

opposed such a scheme of absolute authority for Foch, just 

as they did his particular formula of attack. He had 

coined the phrase, "Tout le monde à la bataille," or "Every 

one to the battle." By 1918, neither Pershing nor Haig 

believed that an all-out attack on a wide front was proper 

strategy. Instead, they were united in advocating the 

theory of a concentrated effort against a narrow front, 

which would effect a breakthrough (to be widened as the 

enemy fell back).^ 

As the war ended, Pershing's pique with the French 

caused a petty but celebrated incident. Side by side with 

Americans, French troops were pressing on towards Sedan, 

planning to capture the symbol of French humiliation and 
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to erase the memory of Germany's victory in 1870. Accord¬ 

ing to the American commander, he told the general command¬ 

ing the French Fourth Army, in whose zone Sedan lay, that 

the boundary between the American First and the French 

Fourth Armies "might be ignored" if the U. S. troops "should 

8 
outrun the French." Fearing that his Americans had had 

too little chance to achieve glory, Pershing urged his men 

to capture the prize. While he later claimed that the 

French General Maistre "warmly approved" his statement of 

intent, Pershing was criticized by many, including Maistre, 

for his attempt to "steal" Sedan for the Americans. In 

the actual event, orders were misinterpreted and chaos 

ensued, with American Divisions crossing one another's 

boundaries as well as French lines. Finally, French troops 

took the town, but tempers on all sides were hot and re- 
Q 

criminations followed. 

Pershing and Haig commiserated in their disgruntle- 

ment during the spring following the Armistice. Haig made 

a note that, according to Pershing, 

the French seemed very jealous of the American Troops 
and out of spite, Foch had, at the last moment, re¬ 
organised the disposition of the troops in the Coblenz 
bridgehead with the result that the. Americans had to 
make long trying marches on which it was difficult to 
supply them properly. Pershing assured me that it 
would be impossible for any Officer or man of the 
American Army ever to forget the bad treatment which 
they had received from the French and that it was 
difficult to exaggerate the feeling of dislike for 
the French which existed in the American Army.i® 

In Haig, the epitome of the British soldier, Pershing nat¬ 

urally found a willing ear for his complaints about his 
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Gallic military hosts. 

It was particularly easy in the post-war period for 

British popularity to rise, and the French to fall, because 

the English were leaving. Back across the Channel they 

were friends and kinsmen of common language, culture, and 

blood, while the French were often unhappy hosts facing 

everyday clashes, holding unfamiliar attitudes, in a 

devastated country. The idea of ’’Anglo-Saxon solidarity" 

had begun to be felt during the war, partly because—due 

to language—it had been simpler for the U. S. troops to 

train with the "Tommies" than with the "poilus." Then, 

too, by the time the "Yanks" had arrived, it was commonly 

felt by the English, according to General Tasker H. Bliss, 

that the French were worn out. It would be necessary to 

win the war "by an Anglo-Saxon combination."^ 

After the war, as the Field-Marshal's son has pointed 

out, the two commanders "were united in their belief in 

the value of the Anglo-Saxon brotherhood." At a time when 

France was insisting on a harsh peace, Haig often mentioned 

in his speeches that England's safe future lay in closely- 

12 
cemented Atlantic ties. As the status of "superpower" 

passed from England to the U. S., the Earl recognized 

America as England’s best bet, while Pershing was aware 

that there was still much to be learned from the Mother 

Country. Besides, someday, he correctly surmised, America 

might again want a friend. 

In late 1921, the General made a trip to Europe, and 
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upon his return to the U. S., he wrote to his British 

colleague. He told Haig how much he had enjoyed their 

chat at the American Embassy in London and reminded him 

of the invitation extended then to come to America: 

It would give me the greatest personal pleasure and 
... I hope that you will bear in mind the possi¬ 
bility of your coming next year. Several high military 
officials of the French army have been here since the 
war, but Great Britain has not been represented. Com¬ 
ment upon these facts would seem unnecessary. You will 
readily appreciate the benefit that would come to us 
all through a visit from you. 13 

Haig answered that he was "sincerely touched" by 

Pershing's invitation, but—udderstandably for a man who . 

had taken on the burdens of the British Legion--he had "so 

many engagements" and "much to attend to" in Britain. He 

did want to come, but could not yet set a time, he told 

his friend. In a round-about comment on Pershing's allusion 

to the French, Haig noted in his letter, dated January 13, 

1922, 

To-day you will see that our Allies, the French, have 
got [sic] rid of Briand again! How unreliable the 
French still are—and they have always been the same, 
at least so I judge from history. And I am more con¬ 
firmed than ever I have been that the future welfare ^ 
of the world rests with the English speaking peoples. 

Both during the war and afterwards, John Pershing and 

Douglas Haig wrote numerous missives to each other. All 

were pblite--some to the point and brief, others effusive 

in praise and congratulation.^ But in letters such as 

these two, it is clear that the men felt a kinship of 

beliefs and ideas. It was more than the courtesy which 

each carefully practiced that kept the correspondence alive.* 
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They shared memories of events and responsibilities 

which few persons had known. Celebrations were naturally 

pleasant to remember, not only Haig's farewell visit to 

the American Army, but Pershing's trip to London in July, 

1919, for a marvelous dinner with Haig and both their 

personal staffs at the Carlton Hotel. American subordi¬ 

nates were united in their feelings that it had been a 

unique occasion. As Harbord put it, in a day spent in 

being honored by 400 persons at lunch, having tea at 

Buckingham Palace, and decorating (among others) Winston 

Churchill at Whitehall, the dinner was probably more 

significant for Pershing than any of the other events. 

Neither commander "had with him any officer not in his 

confidence," though there were more than forty men present. 

Approximately, only two speeches were made, and Harbord 

continued, "in a long life, too much of which has been 

spent in listening to speeches, I have heard none which 

has surpassed in strong feeling and friendly tribute the 
• 1 £ 

words of Douglas Haig and John J. Pershing." George 

Marshall found the speeches fascinating, because "they 

were quite personal and informal, that of Sir Douglas 

being a very remarkable tribute to what the General had 

done and the effect of American participation in the 

war."17 

Before returning to France, Pershing and Marshall 

had made time to drive up to the Haigs' simple house at 

Kingston Hill in Surrey. There, in his element—relaxed 
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in Scotch tweeds over tea—Haig enjoyed an informal after¬ 

noon with Pershing. He shared with the American, who had 

tragically lost his wife and three daughters in a fire in 

1915, the quiet pleasures of home. They watched the two 

Haig daughters playing tennis and then, while George Marshall 

and Lady Haig chatted at the house, the two commanders stroll 

18 ed through the rose garden, lost in intimate conversation. 

It was visits and personal talks like these that 

rounded out the relationship between Pershing and Haig. 

Few men knew the Scot, because few were allowed inside his 

characteristic reserve. As one contemporary commented 
♦ 

about Haig's behavior at Allied council meetings, 

after a session was over the others would tarry and 
exchange anecdotes and jokes, but Haig would pick up 
his papers and go after bows and quiet parting words. 
The others, aware how correct and clear headed he was, 
might wonder just how human he was and what he really 
thought ... ; but they did learn that, although he 
did not appear to be a very good fellow, he gave the 
rest of his life to fighting for better care of the 
disabled men who fought under him.19 

Those who caricatured Haig as an unfeeling butcher for 

sending men to a hideous death on the Western Front found 

it difficult to reconcile this portrayal with his devotion 

to the survivors. He worked continuously for improvements 

in pensions for veterans, and was responsible for uniting 

several ex-soldiers’ groups into the British Legion, 

believing that a single association would have more influ¬ 

ence. 

This concern for the men of their commands was an 

ideal shared by Pershing and Haig. The American accepted 
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the chairmanship of the American Battle Monuments com¬ 

mission in 1923. It was an appropriate task for a com¬ 

mander who had done what he could to assure that the con¬ 

ditions of his surviving troops in post-war Europe were 

bettered. He had pushed for improved medical and recre¬ 

ational facilities and instituted highly-popular systems 

of schools for the Doughboys. His later work as head 

of the Commission entailed serious, time-consuming effort-- 

discussions of budgets, arguments with architects, tours 

of the cemetery sites--but Pershing considered the job an 

honor and a duty, and made numerous visits to France to 

21 
supervise construction. 

Different nations reward their old soldiers differ¬ 

ently. Britain made Haig Commander-in-Chief of Home 

Forces until the post was abolished in January of 1920, 

22 
and then offered him no other professional position. He 

had been made an Earl and awarded the sum of £100,000 by 

Parliament in 1919 "as a reward for his services to the 

nation." A more treasured gift was Bemersyde, the Haig 

ancestral home, which was bought from another branch of 

the family with the proceeds from a national subscription. 

Pershing, on the other hand, came home from.France 

to a busy life. No such gift as an estate was offered; 

after all, the Pershings scarcely boasted an ancestral 

castle. But he received many tokens of esteem from indi¬ 

viduals, including perhaps the American "equivalent" of 

23 
British land—a new Cadillac 1 Some had suggested that 
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since every other U. S. war had "made a President of the 

United States," this one might, also.^ The new General 

of the Armies let it be known that he would not decline to 

run if nominated, but the Republicans chose Warren G. 

Harding, so Pershing turned his attention to other things. 

Fortunately for the returned commander, the one desk job 

he decided would be worthwhile soon came vacant, and he 

stepped into Peyton March's old position as Chief of Staff 

in 1921. For three years, until he reached retirement age, 

25 
he worked on the reorganization of the modern army. 

Then, he found other work to do, serving as a kind of Min¬ 

ister Without Portfolio on a number of political and dip¬ 

lomatic missions abroad for the U. S. Government. 

At the end of January in 1928, Pershing was shocked 

to receive the news that his British friend was gone. Haig 

had died unexpectedly—he was only sixty-six—of a heart 

attack. Newsmen immediately began calling Pershing for a 

comment, but he retreated long enough to ponder an appro¬ 

priate tribute to Douglas Haig. He wrote, revised, and 

finally released his statement: 

I am deeply grieved at the passing of Field-Marshal 
Earl Haig. We became very warm friends during the 
World War and I have the most pleasant recollections 
of our service together. He was ready at all times to 
aid in the training of our troops and his counsel and 
advice were most valuable. He was always fair minded, 
frank, and sincere. No officer ever served his coun- * 
try's cause with deeper devotion. As Commander-in- 
Chief of the British Armies he was an outstanding fig¬ 
ure in the World War and will go down in history as 
one of Britain's greatest commanders.26 

In his telegram to Lady Haig, Pershing added that he joined 
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27 
"the millions of American veterans who mourn with you" 

those fine soldiers Haig had admired and whom, but for 

Pershing's stubbornness, the Field-Marshal would also have 

commanded. 



EPILOGUE 

General of the Armies John Joseph Pershing survived 

Field-Marshal Earl Haig by twenty years. Infirmity did 

not spare the vigorous Missourian, and his final years in 

his suite at Walter Heed contained the frustrations of ill- 

health. But he enjoyed the respect and gratitude of a 

nation, and he lived to see and influence an era that the 

Field-Marshal never knew. 

Douglas Haig had chosen to let historians pass judg¬ 

ment on his career, unassisted and unhindered by memoirs 

or personal commentary (though his family allowed his 

diaries to be published in an edited form,in 1952). Persh¬ 

ing, on the other hand, spent much effort writing (and 

rewriting) his two-volume story of the A.E.F. and his work 

in France. One fact emerges clearly from a study of their 

records : both men were "right" in their fears about the 

armistice that ended their war. Haig had said, "We must 

not forget that it is to our interest to . . . have Germany 

a prosperous, not an impoverished country. Furthermore, 

we ought not to make Germany our enemy for many years to 

come." He argued, correctly as it turned out,' that a peace 

which completely humiliated Germany would engender resent¬ 

ment that could lead to renewed conflict.^ As another 
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military man later commented, whatever his shortcomings 

in the field may have been, Douglas Haig saw, when many 
o 

others did not, that "peace is the true aim of war." 

Pershing gave the same warning from the other side 

of the issue. He advised a peace based on unconditional 

surrender, so that the Germans would know they had been 

militarily defeated. If the Allied Governments decided to 

conclude an armistice, however, then "the terms should be 

so rigid that under no circumstances could Germany take 

up arms again." His counsel was also disregarded and the 

German Army was allowed, he noted later, "to march back 

to their homeland with colors flying and bands playing, 

posing as the victims of political conditions." After 

twenty years, thus, the "betrayal by the politicians” 

theory gained prominence, and the people of Germany were 

convinced to try once again for the victory of which they 

had supposedly been cheated. 

In one sense, then, the efforts of Pershing and of 

Haig came to naught: they were not allowed to prevent a 

recurrence of conflict. But in the next war, the lessons 

they had learned from each other formed the "givens" with 

which their successors began. As Pershing had seen, trench 

warfare was not the battle structure of the future; machines 

and tactics for a war of movement were essential. 

When the American Army was first organized, it was 

based on the British model. With the development of the 

General Staff concept, updating was nècessary, and—as 
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Harbord pointed out—while the Americans in World War I 

took the best from several armies to make their own organ¬ 

ization, it was perhaps inevitable that this organization 

should most closely parallel that of the English. The 

ties of common language and blood, and the origin of the 

U. S. Army system, almost ensured that result.^ But if 

Pershing had not been positively impressed from his first 

visit to Haig's headquarters with the British staff sys¬ 

tem, he would not have developed so similar a command form, 

nor would he have created, as Chief of Staff, the kind of 

organization which he did for the post-war army. In es¬ 

sence, then, Haig's influence could be seen on Pershing 

and certainly the General had an effect on the manner in 

which the U. S. waged war in the 1940's. In fact, in 1946 

Congress passed an act authorizing the presentation of a 

special medal to John J. Pershing for his "contribution 

to the preparation for, and the prosecution of, World War 

II."5 

Finally, the relationship between the two commanders 

was important because of the principle of unified command 

which they struggled to define. Even if, as one scholar 

has recently held, final "victory was obtained by the plod¬ 

ding, unimaginative approach" in the First World War, the 

post-war military students nevertheless "derived the cor¬ 

rect moral that unity of effort was the bedrock upon which 

all other projects must be based in coalition warfare."5 

As a result, the commander of the British Expeditionary 
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Force Lord Gort was subordinated to the French commander 

General Maurice Gamelin from the beginning. Then, after 

France's collapse and the United States' entry into the 

war, supreme command was eventually established under Gen¬ 

eral Dwight D. Eisenhower. The success of this command 

was made possible, in part, by the trust and good relations 

which existed between Britain and the U. S.—a circumstance 

for which Haig and Pershing deserve substantial credit. 
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