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(non-interview dialogue)

Q Okay. Good. We're ready to start. What we're going to do is my questions will not be part of this. So if you'll just nclude uh, more or less the- the questions (unintelligible) in a complete phrase.

(non-interview dialogue)

Q Um, okay. We are actually recording now. And why don't you-- If you'd say your complete name for the camera, and also spell it just so the person whose gonna make the little thing at the bottom, will make sure we have it on there as you like it, and then also you can give your title as you would like to be known. Okay?

GS Alright. Doctor Gary Sheffield. G-A-R-Y S-H-E-F-F-I-E-L-D.

Q Okay. Good and uh--

GS And uh, affiliation?

Q Yes.

GS Yeah. Uh, Department of War Studies, Earl Mertury(?) Academy Sound Hearst(?).

Q Okay. Excellent. Good. Um, I'd like to start asking you about the state of the uh, well-- The state of the armies in 1914. Both the French army-- Obviously if I ask you something you don't feel comfortable answering, just say so and that will be fine. The French army, the German army-- (unintelligible) you can start with the British Army, the French army, the Russian army, and then the German army.

GS Alright.

Q And um, I'm interested to know a little bit about some of the changes lets say between the turn of the century and 1914, just so we can get a sense of the evolution of what was happening. (unintelligible) talk to Kelly and make eye contact with him and forget that I am here. Okay?

GS Well the armies of Europe in 1914 were standing on the edge of a major technological breakthrough in conduct of war. Although many of them in 1914 didn't realize that. There had been tremendous developments in military technology, hardware, and other social developments which- for example, having increased the size of armies since about 1850. The British army was the smallest of the armies of the major European powers in 1914. In many ways the most professional. It had come through a very difficult campaign in South Africa (unintelligible) 1899 and 1902, and had a lot of mistakes. Had

suffered a lot of defeats early on, but used the years from 1902 very effectively to put right many of the things that had gone wrong. Um, by comparison, the French and the German armies were both very large. They were recruited uh, by conscription, taken the certain number of the young men every year. Trading them up. Putting them back into the reserves. That meant that both France and Germany by 1914 were really fairly militarized societies. The French have also had a good deal of experiencing colonial warfare. The German some, but not as much. The thing to remember is that nobody had fought a major war against a main European enemy since 1870, 71.

Q And what was the difference between-- How did change-- How did the war between the European powers change between 1870 and 1914. How would you-- How would you uh, describe the difference?

GS Between about 1870, 71 and 1914, weapons had become much more powerful. Uh, the American Civil Wars fought between 1861 and 1865 had horrific casualties, but it has been said that if it was fought ten years later, those casualties would be even higher because by then machine guns were coming in, more modern artillery. All of this was to transform the nature of warfare by 1914. So some of the key weapons were things like the Franc 75 millimeter artillery piece, which was a quick firing gun. In other words, once it fired, it would recoil back into the same position. You didn't have to re-set it after every shot. The standard soldier's firearm was a- a bolt action rifle capable of getting off a large number of shots

in the hands of a trained rifleman. And of course machine guns were now very widespread although their proper use was not always understood. After that you had things like the railway and the telegraph which mean that you can move troops to and from battlefields much more quickly than for example a hundred years before, and communications were that much

better. It was possible to keep in touch with field armies from a very great distance providing the telegraph system was working. One of the great ironies of the first World War is telecommunication was that the telephone system behind the lines was extremely extensive. The best that anyone had every seen up to that point, but of course the moment that soldiers got out to the front line trench and marched across no man's land, that telephone system became useless they carried it with them. Of course that had the problem that the wire were likely to be cut by shell fire.

Q And, specifically, what changes-- Now there was a new technology. How did the new- new technology change the tactics- changed the (unintelligible) the ways in which uh, generals thought about war?

GS Well up to 1914?

Q Up to 1914. How did it begin to shift? (unintelligible) how did- how was it perceived? First of all, there was a perception of what this technology could do. Perhaps they came out of certain formations, then (unintelligible) the technology. In 1914, how was it perceived lets say on the British side, on the French side, on the German Side?

GS Well the generals in the years running up to 1914 were very much aware of the impact of the new technology. The - the (unintelligible) war. The Russo-Japanese war of 1904, 1905. They had shown that now defense was increasingly powerful, and becoming more and more difficult to break through in trench positions. But the- the generals on the whole did- didn't decide that uh-- Let me start again. From the whole, the generals didn't see that as being a reason to stop  conducting fences, rather they had to do it rather different ways. So for example there was a school of thought in France, Britain and Germany for that matter which saw the need to have soldiers with very high morale, who would be prepared to

close the last few yards of the so called killing zone to come to grips with the enemy. There was also the belief that new technology could be harnessed, but tradi- than traditional ways of fighting. So for example, the British were the only major army in 1914 that had done away with brightly colored uniforms and moved toward (unintelligible). The French went to  war in 1914 wearing uh, scarlet trousers and blue jackets. Even the Germans wore uniforms which were to be very significantly modified during the war itself. So in the 1914 I think it's wrong to say that generals haven't appreciated what technology was going to do. They did realize it that warfare was going to change. What they hadn't realized was quite how

profound those changes would be, and the years from 1914 to 1918 uh, would be- there was a period in which the generals had to come to terms with these major changes.

Q What changes did they have to come to terms with in 1914 and 1918?

GS I think it's fair to say that warfare in 1914 was quasi Napoleonic. If Napoleon had returned from Val Halla(?) or wherever it happens to be, and had arrived back on the battlefield back in 1914 he more or less would have recognized what was going on. The tactics. The formations. They had not changed that dramatically. Horse calvary for example was a major part of every of each army. But if he delayed his return till 1918, I think he would have been totally lost because warfare had changed dramatically in those periods. If you take a battle like the battle of Amian(?), uh, 8th of August, 1918, the first major British empire defensive of the war winning campaign. You find all the elements of the modern battle

in place. You have (unintelligible), form of tanks, and armored cars, infantry equipped with modern uh, automatic weapons, the airforce cooperating by dropping bombs. Um, let me start again on that one. If you look at the battle of Amian on the 8th of August, 1918, the first major British empire fensive(?) of the hundred day defensives(as said). Doesn't make sense either does it? Start again.

Q No problem.

GS If you go back to-- If you-- If you look at the battle of Amian on the 8th of August, 1918, the first major British empire battle of the hundred days fences which ended by winning the war, you find most of the elements of the modern battlefield are in place. You have for example, infantry equipped with modern weapons. Machine guns. Mortars. You have armor (unintelligible) tanks and armored cars. You have the airforce uh, carrying out ground attack operations into ditches, bombing, even dropping supplies. You have chemical warfare. You even have horse calvary being used to some  instant. And the whole of this new form of warfare was tied together by use of wireless communications. Radio. Now in comparison to the beginning of the second World War, it was all rather primitive, but still it was a very dramatic

improvement over the sort of weapons, weapon systems and tactics that were available in 1914.

Q Okay. That was good. Now I'd like if you could say-- Because the audience may not know exactly, what was—How would Napoleon have recognized his troops? What were the characteristics of that sort of warfare? And then if you could talk a little about some of the details, that would be very useful for the audience.

GS In 1914, as in 1815 of the battle of Waterloo, many ar-- Let me start again. In 1914, as ninety-nine years before in the battle of Waterloo, armies tended to fight in dense formations. Uh, in battalion columns and in lines. Artillery tended to push its guns forwards up to fight among the infantry. The battle of Lacato(?) in August 1914 was for example the last occasion in which the British (unintelligible) artillery actually fought its guns side by side with the infantry. After the end of 1914, this was quite simply no longer appropriate. Artillery had to be placed further back out of harm's way, and fire became largely indirect by use of observes, including those in the air in balloons, or in an aircraft. All of this of course

would have been (unintelligible) unknown to Napoleon, but the actual battle tactics of 1914 would not have been that unfamiliar to the French emperor had he been able to see them.

Q Good. Excellent. Now lets-- Okay, how did command control and communication structures change? Now I think would also be good here if you could talk a little bit about the idea that there was a general and how he would communicate with his troops in the past, and show how he would do it now so- because it's a somewhat abstract concept so I would like-- And I think it's very important to see it. And there was obviously a point I think in French warfare were once these guys were all on the top, it broke down. And that's very important, and it's- as they rushed to their deaths. So we can take it in pieces.

GS Okay. I'll start by talking about what command control is?

Q Yes. Okay. Good. Lets do it like that. What is command control?

GS Well command control has been compared to the functions of the human body. Uh, in that in the body the brain sends out messages and those messages reach the limbs who carry out actions programmed by the brain. It is the same way in the military sense. Uh, command control can be seen as equating to the human body. The brain is the commander in chief, and his staff. He sends out orders uh, vie his messengers, and those messengers carry those messages to the fighting troops who equate to the limbs. And so just as in the human body, if you cut off the supply of messages from the brain to the limbs, the body stops functioning. As in an army, if the messages from the brain are no longer r- reaching the front line troops, then the army isn't going to function very effectively. That actually brings in one of the key methods of destroying

an army's cohesion, by destroying the commander and his staff the brain, all the rest of the army and the other parts of the body ceases to function. I didn't think that was really coher--

Q Try that again. That was again, but try to get it (unintelligible).

(non-interview dialogue)

GS Command control can be I think equated to the human body. Just as in the body the brain sends out messages to the limbs, in an army, the general and his staff who equate to the brain send out messages to the front line soldiers who equate to the limbs, and just in the body, if you destroy the brain, the limbs don't work. In an army, if you destroy the headquarters, the front line troops can no longer function efficiently. Between 1861, the beginning of the American Civil War, and 1914, armies grew in- to an enormous degree, and so whereas Robert E. Lee or Ulysses S. Grant, let alone Napoleon or Wellington were able to physically control their armies by riding on a horse up and down the lines, or sending

out a small number of aid to com uh, (unintelligible) officers to dispatch messages, it was quite simply no longer possible for the Haigs(?), the Ludendoffs(?), the Geoffs(?) to control their armies in the first World War in the same way. The armies were too large, and they were far too dispersed. This has led to what is being described as chateau generalship. The idea that generals sat miles behind the lines in comfortable chateau um, totally divorced from their troops not knowing anything that was going on in the front line. Well this is a myth. Like most myths, it does contain a grain of truth, but the major factor to remember is that generals had to be at a communications center, in other words, at the end of a telephone,so they could keep in touch with their armies on call. If a general went and in 1914 to 1918 went forward, all he could

control would be the handful of troops within a few hundred yards radius, and that was useless for someone like Haig or Ludendoff. They had to stand back and see the big picture. The fact that this did tend to separate them from their troops was something that the generals were very well aware of. So for example in 1917 uh, during the Passiondale(?) offensive, Haig, having learned the lessons of the previous year, had a forward command post to train which steamed up and down behind the front lanes. Still not the same as commanding from your horse- as horseback as Wenton(?) had done, but nevertheless it's the terms- to come to terms with the problems of command control, and of course if you move forward (unintelligible) Montgomery of course served as a junior officer in the first World War having his headquarters in lets say a

small number of caravans just behind the front lines in a desert or in Normandy(?). But he could do that because the communications of the second World War were vastly superior to those of the first. In the first World War, generals, if they went forward were separated from their telephones and they could not command anything. So I think in the first World War, the problems of fighting a recognizably modern war, with recognizably modern weapons, but without modern communications, helped to explain a large number of the command control problems. The problem was quite simple, that generals could send down their orders by telephone, (noise in background) Italian commanders would then brief their troops and send them over the top into no man's land, but the moment they went over the top of the parapet and advanced toward the enemy, the company- the commanding officer could no longer control them. It-- Control became

simply a matter of whoever was in a position to shout orders to soldiers-- (unintelligible) do that bit again. When the soldiers went over the top, advanced toward the enemy, their commanding officers could no longer command them in any real respect. The most that anybody could command would be the handful of soldiers within shouting distance. Therefore, command became (unintelligible) to very low levels and a battle like the Sum(?) or Passiondale was very much a junior officers, and MCOs and even the private's battle. The general could make plans. They could send people forward. They could send reserves forward. They could have very little control of what was actually being on- on the battlefield itself, and there are numerous occasions in which successes were gained by troops on the ground, but because they are unable to get messages back to their superior officers to- for them to send reinforcements, those successes were simply not capitalized upon.

(non-interview dialogue)

GS At the battle of Mirshapel(?) in the March 1915, the first major British offensive during the war, the British succeeded in breaking through the first line of German trenches, advancing some considerable distance beyond that. The problem was that it proved to be so slow to get a message back to headquarters, and then for troops to be sent forward to reinforce success. By the time the reserves arrived, the Germans had rushed up their own reserves and blocked the hole in the line. Up to that point, the battle of Mirshapel had been a great success, but failures of communications, failures really due to the primitive nature of communications, technology of the time, meant that the battle of Mirshapel ended not in a British

victory, but rather in a stalemate.

Q Was that also true for the Germans? Did the Germans have the same problem?

GS It's fair to say the Germans had much the same problem. Of course we should remember that for most of the war on the western front, at least between the end of 1914 and the beginning of 1918, the Germans were on the defensive, and the allies were attacking. So this did not prove to be as much a problem for the Germans in the main body of the war. Having said that, in the March offensive of 1918, when the Germans did succeed in restoring mobile warfare, they also came across precisely the same problems as I've been talking about. One major uh-- Start again. One non-technological way in which the generals tried to come to terms with this problem was by decentralizing command. In other words, giving junior officers, or more junior officers a greater degree of responsibility in conducting operations. Interestingly enough, this

is something which has been very much cultivated by modern armies. The British army knows this- for example, has mission command. The United States army has mission tactics. The Germans, alftrod(?) tactics. The idea that you give great responsibility and encourage initiative among junior officers. Thus to some extent short-circuiting the problems that are created when you have a more rigid style of command.

Q How- how did- how would you say the breakdown in uh, command and control structures contributed to the massive  uh, casualty figures? Might one say that?

GS Though one tries to understand the reason for the very high casualty figures, we have to bear in mind that fact that first the weapons were extremely lethal. Start again. When we're trying to understand why casualty figures were so high in the first World War, we got to take into account the very advanced nature of the technology being used, but we certainly can't put to one side the command control failures. To give one uh, quite well learning example, on the 1st of July, 1916, the 36th Alst(?) division attacking at Feetvall(?) on the Sum succeeded in taking a large number of their objectives, but they were unable to be reinforced by following on troops. Now the heavy losses of the forces on that day must in part be put

down to the accurate nature of the German artillery, but command control failures also accounted for the fact that they were unable to be- to be reinforced. We should also not neglect the fact that despite-- Uh, let me start again. Um, the traditional interpretation of the reason for heavy casualties in the first World War is of course the generals were simply stupid. That they- that the armies of Europe were- were lions led by donkeys. Well this is a gross oversimplification, but I'll be the last person to suggest that all generals of the first World War were uniformly competent. They weren't, but what I would say is by the end of the war, most of the worst generals had actually been weeded. And there was another whole the very competent bunch of commanders in 1918. Particularly in the forces of the British empire.

Q Uh, what were the offense-- (unintelligible) question about the command control. What were the intent-- Uh, (unintelligible) a little bit differently, what were the intended effects of the revolutions in command control? And then what were the unintended effects?

GS The problem is I never thought through that there was a revolution for the war.

Q Well you can speak about that. I mean in some ways it was a revolution that came uh--

GS I've got it. That there was a revolution in command control during the first World War. The problem was that all of the armies and particularly the British were very much learning the rules of the game as they went along because to a very large degree, these problems have not been foreseen before the war. Well immediate uh, solution, the British came up with this, in the first half of the War, was to bureaucratize the process. So for example, before building the Sum campaign, there was very rigid hierarchal control. The higher commander laid down very precise and specific objectives, and ways of carrying out operations. Now that's not to argue that there was no scope for initiative at lower levels, um, but on the whole

it was discouraged. After the 1st, at the battle of the Sum, the 1st, J- July 1916, the British very quickly became aware that this was possibly not the best way forward, and so a greater degree of flexibility was built into the system, but there was always this tension throughout the first World War between allowing more junior commanders to have flexibility to take ex- to take-- Start again. During the first World War there was a certain amount of tension between the idea of allowing junior commanders a greater level of flexibility, for example, to take advantage of particular opportunities which might arise on the battlefield unforeseen by higher command. But there was also the need to keep these advances within check. During the middle of the third battle of Ep, that's known as Passiondale for example, uh, general Plumb's second

army attacking up in Flanders, scored a number of very notable successes, basically, by carrying out what was known as bite and hold operations. That is, deliberately keeping the advance of the troops limited to within the range that the artillery could cover them. Now the problem with them of course was if there- if an opportunity to advance beyond the preset line came up, the troops ran the risk of running into their own shells, and one of the great successes in view of the mobile battles of 1918 was finally striking the right balance between allowing initiative at junior levels while keeping a rather looser reign at the level of army and uh, and British (unintelligible) force at the command level.

Q Was that a function of tactical uh, of tactical comprehension?

GS To some extent this- this was uh, uh, an example of tactical comprehension, but it was also quite simply people were learning from their experiences. Historians today are very prone to talk about the learning curve of the armies. Particularly the British army in the first world war, and quite simply in terms of generalship, staff work, and tactics, even by the end of 1916, the British army was a much more competent force than it had been say a year earlier.

Q Uh, what you know-- As a military historian, what's the role of this period for the army, for the army?

GS I think if you're going to engage in a grueling attritional campaign like the western front between 1914 and 1918, esprit de corps is absolutely essential. The 19th century Proshun(?) military officer called Lonclosavitz(?) argued that he should differentiate between what he describes as mood(?), which is transient. Can change from moment to moment depending on whether you're wet or dry, hungry or welfared(as said) or whatever, and spirit. That's determination to fight on no matter what the cost is. What amazes me looking at the soldiers of the first World War is how much they were prepared to put up with, and I think without a higher level of esprit de corps, we would have seen major breakdowns in discipline in

their combatant armies long before we did. The French armies mutinied in the Spring of 1917, but we shouldn't forget that they had already gone through-- Was it two years or three years?

Q Three years? From 14.

GS 1915, 1916, three years. The French army mutinied in the spring of 1917, but we shouldn't forget the French army had already gone through three years of horrific fighting, and had sustained millions of casualties. The Russian army also disintegrated in 1917, but again, not before it put up an awful of fighting. I think what the first World War tells us is not so much about the frailties of the human being in battle, but rather how resilient they are. In circumstances in which the modern individual always beg or belief.

Q How did uh, between 1914, what was the idea, how did the British military uh, attempt to keep the spirit of the troops, to keep the esprit of their troops up? What did they do?

GS One of the major advantages of the British army in the first World War is that the officer corps to a very large extent retained the ethos(?), and even to some extent the personnel of the old prewar regular army. The prewar regular army had placed a very great deal of emphasis on paternalism, on officers looking after the men. Both um, materially and morally. Treating them to some extent- to some extent as children, but also-- (unintelligible) stop here. Start over again. Where can

I go from-- Just say the whole bit again?

Q Yeah. (unintelligible)

GS The ethos of the British officer corps was one of paternalism, but officers had to look after the men. They had to make sure they were well fed, that their bullets were dry, that if the men had problems at home, they could talk to their officers. All this was of course of vital importance of keeping up morale during the war. The British soldier of course did not spend all of his time in the trenches. Far from it. In the time that he spent out of the trenches, a lot of it was spent doing very grueling laboring work, but there was also plenty of opportunities for recreation. There were things like canteens, uh, endless football matches, band concerts, sports days. Even trips to the seaside. It's been suggested that one of the major factors in French mutinies of 1917 is that the French officers did not have the same degree of paternalism to their men, and many of the gripes of the French soldiers in the mutinies of 1917 were about purely materials things. Lack of leave. Poor quality of the food. Lack of recreation. So on and so forth. (coughs) Excuse me. But we should also be aware that in the British army at least the first World War was a popular war. Though I don't mean by that that everybody in the British army was in the sort of almost holiday mood of August 1914. Rather, there was a general understanding in the British army and the British side as a whole that Britain was engaged in a life or death struggle. That the Germans were a ferocious enemy, and if the Germans won, life for the average person in Britain would be very grim indeed. It's very noticeable that in the Spring of 1918 two events occurred minor simultaneously. First one was the German march

offensive. When the Germans broke through the British lines, reopened mobile warfare, and for a time looked as though they were going to win the war. The other event was the signing of the treatise of Brestlertask(?) which ended the war with Russia. And the British uh, government authorities made very, very good-- Start again. The British authorities took very good care to make sure that the terms of the treatise of Brestlertask, which was a very harsh treatise, became known to the British public. And so the British public put two and two together. The Germans win and you end up being reduced to

a vassle(?) state in part of the greater German empire. That I think played a significant part in stiffening British resolve, both on the battlefront and out on the home front, and determination to fight on to a victorious conclusion, paradoxically was never higher in the middle and end of 1918.

Q But there was also a British troop mutiny. What was that-- What in your opinion was the cause of that?

GS The only major mutiny which occurred among British soldiers on the western front while the war was in progress was the one which took place at Atop(?) base camp in September 1917. Now some people have looked at this mutiny as a suggestion that this was s- show-- Let me start again. Some people have looked at this mutiny and have suggested that it showed signs that the British army were always weakening. It was after all in the middle of the third battle of Ep, the Passiondale [sic] offensive where casualties were particularly heavy, and the conditions of fighting were particularly grim. It came just a few months after French mutinies, and of course Russia was in revolution at that very time. I personally don't think that those factors are particularly relevant. What was relevant about the mutiny of 1917 was-- Start again. I-

personally, I don't think those factors were very relevant. What was relevant about the mutiny of September 1917 was that at the base camp you had very large numbers of soldiers who were being put forward-- Start again. What was relevant was that in the mutiny of September 1917 in this base camp, you had very large numbers of soldiers who were being subjected to a pretty grim disciplinary regime. The relationship between the officers and soldiers in the front line British units was on the whole very good, but at Atop the v- the officers and ordinary soldiers were very carefully segregated. What you had instead were military policemen and so-called canaries who were uh, instructor MCOs that wore yellow bands on their caps. Both groups of people, military groups and canaries were hated by the ordinary soldier. I think we can under-- I think we can explain the Atop mutiny of September 1917 in terms of simple bread and butter

issues. Soldiers were fed up. They didn't have much to do. They were being badly treated, and many of these people in the base camp were soldiers who had already seen combat service. They were wounded and had recovered at home and sent back out to France. The reforms that were put into place as a result of the 1917 mutiny insured that made the worst excesses of the regime were done away with, I don't think is significant. There was not another major mutiny on the western front until the war ended. Once the war ended, there was a large number of strikes among British soldiers, but that's basically related to the fact that they had joined to do a job, to beat the Germans, the Germans had been beaten and now they wanted to go home. This has nothing whatever about the commitment of the average British soldier to the war

effort during- while the war was going on.

Q What about the Germans? What happened? Was there-- Were there rebellions in the German side?

GS When the Germans launched their offensive in March 1918, the army was told this was the offensive which would win the war. And quite clearly it was. It was the last gasp of the Germans because the Germans did not succeed in knocking the British and French out of the war early 1918. The American forces would start arriving in huge numbers from summer onwards, and it was quite clear that the Germans would be faced by an additional two million Americans. And the Germans had really no illusions about what the result would be. When the German army attacked they succeeded in making some ground initially, but thereafter their advanced is slowed, and one of the reasons for the advances slow-

slowing was that the Germans captured very large British supply dumps. And in those supply dumps they discovered things like chocolate that the Germans hadn't seen for years. So not surprisingly, the Germans that were attacking, stopped to gorge themselves and help themselves to whatever was left. But though this had a bad effect on- on morale, it also had the effect on morale in the sense that German troops had been given to understand that the baddest(as said) times were for them, the British were having it just as bad, and capturing this vast food supply dumps, they came to (unintelligible) this

simply wasn't true. I think more than anything else, that showed to the Germans what they were up against in terms of material resources put against them. So in the second half of 1918 uh, when the Germans were on the defensive, some units felt very well. Others didn't. And certainly there was a good deal of unrest in some German units. It's difficult to generalize about this because while some German units were very well up- literally to the last minute, uh, when the armistice was signed, other German units did not fight well at all. And I think a significant weakening in German military resolve was an important factor in their military defeat in Autumn of 1918.

Q Uh, I'm gonna shift a little bit here. Uh, what role did intelligence play in the war of 1914?

GS I'm not very big on intelligence. I can say--

Q Okay.

GS You probably better get somebody else to talk about that to be honest.

Q Okay. Uh, did well, could you- would it be outside of your- would you feel comfortable talking about what role intelligence played in command control in a general sense?

GS Okay. Yeah. Alright. Intelligence involves the collection of information about the enemy, and then that information must be scrutinized, must be examined, and conclusions must be drawn from it. I'll start again. (unintelligible) Intelligence involves the collection of information about the enemy. That information must then be interpreted and then you must draw conclusions from it. It (unintelligible), I think it can be compared to a jigsaw puzzle. You might have lots of pieces of the jigsaw puzzle in a box, but until you succeed in fitting them in the right order you don't get a coherent picture. Haig's intelligence staff has been criticized quite heavily by historians because Haig seems to have been rather optimistic throughout the war, and his intelligence staff appear to have told him what they thought he wanted to believe, rather than

the truth. Now possibly this picture has been somewhat overdrawn, but it's certainly true to say that intelligence perhaps was not as good as it might have been throughout the war. To give on concrete example, when the Germans, at the end of the battle of Sum in the early months of 1917, withdrew from their battle positions and fell back some miles (unintelligible) Hindenburg(?) line, this seems to have taken the allies by surprise. Um, that doesn't say very much about the standard of Allied intelligence by it- at this stage of the war. But by 1918, as in almost every respect the Allied intelligence service had improved dramatically, and toward 1918 they were bringing off some considerable coups, which also I think consider the impact of failures of German intelligence. Perhaps-- Let me start again. One of the most significant examples of the German intelligence service was failing to recognize what was going on, uh, occurred before the battle of Amian(?) on the 8th of August 1918. At this stage the Canadian corps was one of the best corps in the British army, and it was pretty clear wherever the Canadians were in position, that's where the attack was going to take place. Therefore, the British succeeded in bringing Canadians south of the Sum area and putting them in the line up to the Germans without the Germans realizing it, thus, bringing off a very major surprise on- on the 8th of August. It was very interesting how this happened b- how-- It's very interesting how this was brought about because the methods that were being used prefigured

many of those being used in the second World War, and the subsequent wars. Um, a small number of Canadians were left out in the north, and told to really to make sure the Germans were aware that they were there by carrying out trench raids and so and so forth. A warning(?) station was left in place issuing orders to not exist in units. Strict security measures were put into operation which allowed the Canadians to be moved south and put into the line opposite the Germans near Amian without the Germans being any the wiser. And as a result, the Allies brought off one of the greatest surprise attacks of the entire war. Might appeal to the Canadian audience.

Q Yes, it certainly did. I thin that's it. Is there anything else you wanted to add that you feel you haven't covered that--

GS No. That's unless you want to ask me about these specific generals, what have you.

(non-interview dialogue)

GS Something we shouldn't loose sight on is the sheer novelty of commanding troops of this-- Let me start again. Something we shouldn't loose sight of is the sheer novelty of commanding armies of these size. One of my favorite examples concerns the (unintelligible) general Moorland(?), commander of British 10th Corps at the beginning of the battle of Sum in 1916. Now Moorland decided for reasons best known to himself to command his corps that day from the top of a tree. Uh, which he was linked by um-- Let me start again. Moorland decided to command his troops that day for reasons best known to himself from the top of a tree, which he was linked by a rather precarious telephone while which had a habit of breaking down. Now this sounds almost too ridiculous to be true. Like something out of Black Hatter(?), but I think the key point is that Moorland had no experience of commanding at corps level and really he'd have a very-

very little advice anybody could give him about the best way of commanding troops in that sort of battle. His idea was to be in a prominent place where he could see troops going into action. As it turned out the experiment didn't work. But nonetheless, I think this is an example, though a bit rather an extreme one of the modelling and learning of the job which took place in the early years of the first World War.

Q That's interesting. Uh--

GS It was also complete (unintelligible)

(laughter)

Q Um, I'm just curious, personally, how do you think the generals reacted to all the killing they saw? I mean how- how did they continue to-- I mean they must have felt-- I mean this is obviously looking back, twenty-twenty hindsight, I mean how did they feel loosing all these men again and again and again with so little military progress?

GS A couple actually lost their own sons. I'm trying to think. I think Humvey(?) was one of them. And they just (unintelligible)--

(non-interview dialogue)

Q Uh, okay.

GS People have often wondered how generals succeeded in carrying on against the background of the enormous casualties of the war. Well the quite simple- deceptively simple answer is that they were professionals. They had trained all their lives to do this job. They were given commission by the British government to do so. They carried on. That's not to say that these men were heartless by any means. Uh, a number of British generals lost relatives, including their own sons in the very operations they were commanding, but nevertheless they carried on. It was-- Start again. They were products of

the Victorian era which showing your emotions was not-- Start again. They were products of the Victorian era in which men were trained not to show their emotions. They were also Victorian gentlemen who believed in carrying on with whatever job that they had been given. It's a different mindset I would say from that today.

Q I- I was wondering (unintelligible) whether or not they were capable of even- given the scale of the destruction if they were psychologically or sociologically you might say capable of comprehending the scale of destruction since it was unprecedented. So now- now we can began conceiving numbers of millions of people dying because of our historical knowledge of the first World War, the second World War, uh, the Holocaust, etcetera, etcetera, Rwanda most recently. So when you talk in terms of these large numbers, they're not quite the abstractions for us as they may have been for- for people seventy, eighty, ninety years ago.

GS I'm not sure I can answer that.

Q (unintelligible)

GS (unintelligible) Well they were the first people (unintelligible) in that position to do that. Well having said that because (unintelligible) in the days of Napoleon um, in absolute numbers lost were lower, proportional numbers they were the same if not higher. You know, that's what generals do.

Q Okay, now the one question (unintelligible), how were animals used?

GS Animals.

Q In the first World War.

GS Right. Um, well the armies of the first World War were very largely relying on horse-drawn transport um, to move troops from place to place. Calvary was not used to a great degree on the western front, at least until the very end of the war because of the conditions were not uh, suitable for their employer, but animals were used to pull wagons, to—Start again. Having said that, there were very large numbers of horses on the western front, but only a small percentage of those were actually used by the cavalry because the horse was a standard method of transport by the- being ridden by officers, or more often pulling a wagon or a cart throughout the war. There were also other- there were also other examples of

animals being used. Carrier pigeons an obvious example. The Germans used dogs trained to carry messages- m—The Germans used dogs tat were trained to carry messages. There was even, believe it or not, a Belgium army unit in 1914 who had trained dogs to pull little carts with machine guns on the back.

Q I was interested cause I thought it might relate somehow to command control in ways of t- trying to bridge that- that growing separation.

GS Yeah. Well the pigeon was one of them.

Q (unintelligible) the example that came to mind.

GS I've got (unintelligible) a silly anecdote about that.

Q Go ahead.

GS There's a famous anecdote which is related by the future field marshall Montgomery, among others in his memoirs about a group of high level generals waiting with baited breath for the pigeon loft. For the bird to return with a vital message, and it's finally spotted flying in. The pigeon handler gets hold of the bird, hands the message over the general, and reads I'm sick and tired of carrying this bird halfway across France, signed Sergeant Smith or some such name.

Q Go easy on the (unintelligible). And the other question is I don't have the reference at the tip of my tongue, but someone has recently published a book on a history of military psychology.

GS Norman Dixon.

Q I don't think it's Norman Dixon.

GS Right. That's quite an old one right now.

Q The point that he wanted to raise was that um, he's gone back over and analyzed the kill ratios during the first World War and he's come to the conclusion that the soldiers that very often- the soldiers were shooting over the heads of their enemies, and that they were psychologically unprepared for the life of carnage that was being forced upon them. I was wondering if you had--

GS (unintelligible) I actually haven't seen that bit of research, but certainly that's been well known in respect to the second World War for some times. SLI- SLA marshall, American combat historian who reckoned that a good rifle company in 1944 was only about twenty-five percent for firing their weapons. Um, I've not seen the first World War research but I'd be surprised if it was anything different.

Q Yeah. One other question, at what point do you think there was a divergence between the government and the soldiers? That certainly when across Europe when people went to war I think it was quite safe to say that soldiers in the government, and there certainly- they supported each other, but there's a sense of soldiers supporting their government for patriotic reasons. At what point and how do you think it diverged?

GS Are you talking generally, or--

Q Well I think I mean (unintelligible) different in each country. Uh, you might speak a bit about that (unintelligible).

GS Well-- Armies are supposed to be instruments of the state which raise them, and some armies, noticeably the British, have the Canadian, Australian contingents in that, and also the United States army continues to have I think a close relationship with the government throughout the war. In other cases, most noticeably France, German, and Russia, the aims of the army and the aims-- Start again. In some other cases, most noticeably German, um, Russia and France, the aims of the soldiers that composed the army, and the aims of- if you like government, which (unintelligible) include high command, diverged. It was fairly clear that by the end of 1918, the German-- I'm not sure I can answer this actually--

Um--

Q Well you can break it up. How did you think it diverged in France? (unintelligible)

GS In France-- Stop. In France there was a great deal of war awareness in the nation and concluding the army by the spring of 1917, and it's really I think only because of very tactful handling about Marshall Patan(?) who took over command of the forces after mutiny, that he succeeded in nursing them back to some sort of military health. Quite clearly the French were not capable of carrying on sustaining the major burden of the war against German- against Germany (unintelligible) in a case up that point. And so the French were forced to like scale back their operations against Germany, and the bulk of the operations passed over to the British empire for the rest of 1917. In Germany quite clearly there was a

breakdown between the army and the government towards the end of the first World War, but that merely reflected the fact that Germany was in crisis. That the German army was simply part of that crisis. There was a mutiny by the German crisis fleet for example, and within Germany, separatist and revolutionary uh, organizations started to spring up. There was a general crisis within Germany. In Britain you never really s- got-- Let me start again. In Britain you really didn't get the same phenomena. Um, when British morale was at it's most stressed, which I think was in the end of 1917, beginning of 1918, even then, although there was a lack of enthusiasm for the war, it did not mean that the British army and the British public were not on the whole behind the British government's uh, objectives in fighting the war. And that I think is very

largely one of the reasons why the Allies won and the Central Powers, the Germans, and the Austria-Hungarians(?) lost. That the Germans and Austria-Hungarians ceased to um-- The Germans and Austria-Hungarians ceased to enjoy the support of the bulk of their populations. In the end of the total war, like the first World War, the side that has the greatest staying power is likely to win. That was certainly the case in 1918.

(non-interview dialogue)

END OF TAPE

