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A Reunited Artillery

By Bricavier GeENerAL Jomxsox Haeoop, U. §. 4rmy

Eprror’s Nore: This article was written in 1920, but not submitted for publication. It is now
submitted by General Hagood in view of the recent discussion of the subject in the press,

FTER living together happily for more than a hundred years
the Coast and Field Artillery were separated by a special Act

of Congress dated January 25, 1907, and their respective functions
were defined as follows:

Sec. 3. The Coast Artillery is the Artillery charged with the care
and use of the fixed and movable elements of land and coast fortifica-
tions, including the submarine mine and torpedo defenses.

Sec. 4. The Field Artillery is the Artillery which accompanies an
army in the field, and includes light artillery, horse artillery, siege
artillery, and mountain artillery.

Major General Arthur Murray—one time Chief of both Coast
and Field Artillery—in a report to the Secretary of War dated
December 10, 1915, said:

From my personal knowledge, in each instance, I can state that
without the able work of Major Johnson Hagood, Coast Artillery Corps,
before committees of Congress, and his personal influence with individual
members of Congress, and the confidence these committees and members
of Congress had in his infegrify, neither the Artillery Increase Bill of
1907, the Army Pay Bill of 1908, nor the Extra Officers Bill of 1911,
would have been enacted.

If the writer is to be given the credit or the blame for having

caused the separation of the Coast and Tield Artillery, it is hoped
14693
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that that fact will add something to the arguments about to be made
for their being reunited. General Murray’s fine compliment is only
an instance of his characteristic generosity in giving credit to his
staff. It goes without saying that it was he himself who was largely
responsible for the artillery legislation of 1907. However, more of
that later.

In the matter of a reunion of the Artillery, there are two
schools of thought. As a general proposition, Coast Artillery
officers are in favor of it and Field Artillery officers are opposed to
it. There is a third school whom it is believed have not given the
matter much detailed study. These would turn what thev call har-
bor defenses over to the Navy. Our friends the Marines would
probably not object to this, and they would handle it as they have
always handled everything—with great credit to themselves and to
the country.

It is a principle of parliamentary law that the motion to recon-
sider must be made by one who voted with the majority. In pre-
senting the arguments in this paper, it is therefore my purpose to
show at the outset that Coast Artillery officers were primarily re-
sponsible for the separation, and that for this reason if for no other
the voice of Coast Artillery officers should be heard in favor of a
reunion. In other words, if the Field Artillery had succeeded in
cutting itself off from the Coast Artillery; had set up an organiza-
tion of its own, and had obtained a position of advantage, it would
not be with good grace that the Coast Artillery could demand a
reconsideration, as the question would have been already settled to
their own disadvantage.

But let us see what really happened.

An attempt will be made to indicate who started the trouble,
what the reasons were that led to the separation, and how these
reasons do not apply to the existing situation.

The first agitation which led to the final separation of the Coast
and Field Artillery seems to be an article in the ArTirrery JoURNAL
of January, 1892, by Lieutenant W. A. Simpson, 2nd Artillery,
wherein he concludes a long argument for the reorganization and
improvement of the coast defenses as follows:

The light and horse artillery should have a distinct organization of
their own. There is much more similarity in the functions of mounted
artillery and cavalry, than between mounted and seacoast ariillery.
Their kinds of work and spheres of action are entirely different. If we
had a modern defensive system and a modern armament, with all #s
expensive and complicated accompaniments, any officer would have all the
work he needed to perfect himself in their use, and having atfained some
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degree of proficiency, it would be folly to detach him and send him for a
tour of duty with a light battery, or vice versa.

This is a very large subject and cannot be thoroughly treated in an
essay. I hope this paper, though, will have some effect in turning the
attention of artillery officers to the subject, and in helping to convince
them that what we want is a corps organization with a chief of artillery,
and a permanent divorce of the personnel of seacoast from field and
horse artillery.

Following the publication of Lieutenant Simpson’s article, and
up to 1901 we find a continuous agitation for an increase and reor-
ganization of the Artillery. All of it was based primarily upon the
necessity for a stronger system of coast defense, and the officers
behind it—with the exception of the Assistant Sccretary of War,
Colonel William Carey Sanger—were all Coast Artillery officers.
They included Simpson—now Major and A. A. G—Captain C. de
W. Wilcox, Lieutenant H. W. Whitney, Major J. P. Storey,
and others.

Such prominent officers of the day as Lieutenant General Miles,
commanding the Army, Lieutenant General Schofield, who had com-
manded the Army and had subsequently served as Secretary of War,
Brigadier General J. C. Breckenridge, Inspector General of the
Army, and a great number of the older Coast Artillery coloncls
opposed the corps organization in hearings before Congress, and
advocated the organization of the Artillery into regiments, some
heavy and some light. But the corps organization prevailed, with
126 batteries of heavy artillery and 30 batteries of field artillery
Act of February 2, 1901.

There the matter stood until May 27, 1904, when Major G. F.
E. Harrison, a Coast Artillery officer detailed in the General Staff,
initiated the legislation that finally resulted in the Act of January
25, 1907.

This was started by a letter written by him pointing out the
deficiencies of the submarine mine defense. His letter resulted in a
number of schemes being proposed by the contending forces in the
War Department, and finally the President, Mr. Roosevelt, took a
hand by addressing the following memorandum to the Secrefary of
War:

‘White House,
‘Washington,
March 13, 1905.
To the Secretary of War:

The proper organization and iraining of the ariillery arm are so im-
portant to secure our mnational defemse that I desire the Chief of
Arttillery may submit to the General Staff on or before June 30th next,
recommendations on the following subjecis:
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1. The separation of the coast and field artillery; and if recom-
mended, the best way to accomplish it.

2. The increase, if any, necessary in the personnel of the coast artillery,
the organization it should have, and the inducements that should be
given to retain the technically skilled enlisted men in the artillery service.

3. The organization the field artillery should have to prepare it for
war and the increase, if any, that should be made in its personnel.

4. In what tactical units should field artillery be assembled for
station in order to better train it in time of peace for war?

5. At which military reservations in our country can field artillery
best have practice under conditions akin to those of active service and
which of these are recommended as stations for field artillery?

6. Should examination for promotion of officers in the artillery
include all grades?

7. 'What examination should be given to candidates for appointment
as second lieutenants of artillery in order to insure their qualification for
that branch of the service?

8. What is the cost of completing the entire torpedo defense of
the United States including the accessories of such defense, and what
personnel does it require to man it?

9. Is the present appropriation for target practice sufficient to
qualify skilled gunners in both branches of the artillery corps?

I wish, if possible, the report of the General Staff, including a draft
of the legislation recommended, to be in the hands of the Secretary of
‘War for his consideration by September 1, 1905,

If the policy recommended for artillery garrisons requires an in-
crease of shelter the Quartermaster General should include the necessary
estimates for the coming year so that supplementary estimates may
be avoided.

THEODORE ROOSEVELT.

It was generally believed at the time that this letter had been
drafted by Major Harrison himself and had been given to Mr.
Roosevelt by Captain Dan T. Moore, a Field Artillery officer on
duty in the office of the Chief of Artillery, and aide-de-camp to the
President.

This letter resulted in a number of bills being drawn by a
General Staff committee of which Captain Peyton C. March was the
¥ield Artillery member. The final draft, however, was made in the
office of the Chief of Artillery, at that time General 8. M. Mills.

It was here that the writer was broughi into the matter. He
had nothing to do with drafting the legislation, but was in charge
of its enactment. He arranged for the hearings, assisted the clerks
of the House and Senate military committees in drafting the com-
mittee reports, arranged for the bill to be brought up under a Sus-
pension of the Rules, and had the pleasure of seeing it passed by
both House and Senate within 40 minutes, without a dissenting vote
on either side.
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The first hearing was by Harrison, who had become a lieuten-
ant colonel, and was acting as Chief of Artillery, May 22, 1906.
This is all that was said during that hearing about the question of
separation:

The Chairman—Why is it necessary to separate the artillery? Why
cannot you have the whole artillery under one head as it is now, and
provide for the increase and the increased pay? What is the reason for
separating the artillery into two classes?

Colonel Harrison—The reason for that is technical. They have no
relation to each other. In one case the guns are guns of position. In the
other case the guns are part of the mobile army. The conditions, the
training, the nature of the work to be done by each is radically different
from the other. Of course, they are mutually associated to the extent
that they both use what might be called relatively high-power guns. The
field gun is a high-power gun in a way, but after all it is a small arm
compared to the guns emplaced in the coast defenses. Of course, there
can be and there are lieutenants who are interchanged, and the lieuten-
ants are delighted to have the chance to serve with those field batteries,
even though it is for three years, but the great trouble is, the captains
remain with the field batteries. When we get a first-class captain with a
field battery we leave him; we do not like to change him until he gets his
promotion. When, however, he gets his promotion to major, the vacancy
in all likelihood will be in the Coast Artillery, and we have to take a
first-class light battery man and make of him a very poor and indifferent
field officer of Coast Artillery. If the two were separate and the promo-
tion were kept within the limits of each organization, that thing would
not happen.

The Chairman—But they both deal with high-power guns. I do not
see why a man who is a good artilleryman cannot serve with either
branch, particularly if this idea of all-around soldiers which we have
heard so much about is any good. In other words, if a field officer of a
field battery knows something about artillery, naturally you could not
put him in the line of cavalry or infantry, because they are not studying
this line of work. I can understand that, but I have never been abie te
understand why the corps of artillery, with accomplished artillecymer,
would not accomplish better results than if you divorced them and they
had no interchangeability at all.

Colonel Harrison—1It is on the principle of “jack-of-all-trades and
master of none.”

The Chairman—This is not “all trades™; it is just one irade in two
branches.

Colonel Harrison—We have had a great deal of difficulty. TFor in-
stance, at this time quite 2 number of field officers have been sent down
to Fort Monroe for three months because they are up for examination
for promotion to the mext grade. They have been removed for years
from the Coast Artillery, which has been making in the meaniime
immense strides in the introduction of all this complicated machinery
and accessories, and when they come up for examination they are abso-
Iutely unfit to pass the examination now reguired under ihe law of an
artillery officer. They are examined in both Coast and Field Artillery
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work, and it is necessary to take the officers for three or four months and
send them down to Fort Monroe in order to let them undergo a system
of eramming for their examination.

The next hearing was on January 8th. At this hearing was
the Secretary of War, Mr. Tait; the Chief of Staff, General J.
Franklin Bell; the Chief of Artillery, General Arthur Murray; and
myself. In explaining the separation features of the bill, Mr. Taft
said:

Secretary Teaeft—Its main feature, with respect to the change of
organization, is that it separates the Coast Artillery from the Field
Artillery. Under modern conditions the Coast Artillery and the Field
Artillery ought not to be wunited. The Field Artillery is part of the
mobile army, composed of the light artillery, siege guns, and mountain
batteries, which are supposed to move with infantry and cavalry. The
Coast Artillery in some countries—like France—is really made part of
the marine force, but not all of it. There are modern coast batteries in
France that are manned by sailors.

The practical difficulties with reference to the two, or the mainte-
nance of the two together, are really very great. In the matter of the
examination of officers, for instance, the Coast Artillery requires a dif-
ferent kind of preparation from that of the Field Artillery. The truth is
that there is quite as great a difference between the large guns of the
Coast Artillery and the lighter guns of the Pield Artillery as there is
between the lighter guns of the Field Artillery and the Springfield rifles
of the Infantry or the Cavalry.

The Field Artillery has become more and more jmportant in the
make-up of an army. The experiences in the Russian-Japanese War,
and the possibility of using a regiment or a brigade of artillery in such
a way as to have what they call indirect fire, making it very destructive,
and puiting it in such a situation as to avoid attack, make the develop-
ment of that branch exceedingly important.

The Chairman—1I suppose if I get an idea in my head it is a hard
thing to get it out—I do not get engugh of them to crowd each other out
—but coming back to this matter of separation, the whole theory of our
legislation since the Spanish War has been to make all of our officers
trained men in as large a degree as we could. The detail system was to
give them training in different lines so that they would be valuable
wherever you put them. The Coast and Field Ariillery are separate
services, although nearer alike than any other two services, and if you
could separate a regimental organization—and you practically have a
regimental organization now—by making them by Executive order, we
should, T imagine, by law provide for at least six regiments of them.

Secretary Taft—The truth is, if you will allow me to say so, that the
subjects on which the officers are examined—and that, after all, deter-
mines what they ought to knmow—are very different in some fmportant
branches, such as the Coast Ariillery, the light artillery, and the Field
Artillery, and it is really not fair fo a man who is fitted for the light
artillery, and who is devoting his whole attention o acguiring a knowl-
edge of that branch of the service—and there are no officers in the Army
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who are more enthusiastic than the officers of the Field Artillery—to
compel him to go down to Fortress Monroe and sit down for six months
and cram up on a lot of subjects that he does not need as a field officer,
merely in order to get promoted. It seems to me it is a waste of effort.

The Chairman—What 1 was getting at is why the light artillery—
which is part of the mobile army, with the new arrangements of fire con-
trol, range firing, and all that adopted for the Field Artillery, as well
as for the other—is not in point of detail the same.

Secretary Taft—It is something of the same, but if you will examine
the subject of the examination you will find that they are quite different.
The Coast Artillery ought to be made familiar with torpedo and sub-
marine work, with which the Field Artillery has nothing whatever to do.

The Chairman—But as to the guns, the fire control, the calculation
as to the angle that should be mapped out, it is pretty near the same in
detail?

Secretary Taft—Yes, sir. I suppose they are rather more profound,
if I may use that expression, in the Coast Artillery than they are in the
Field Artillery with respect to such matters. Then, on the other hand,
you ought to consider, it seems to me, that these field artillerymen are
cavalrymen in a sense. They have to learn—and it is a very technical
subjeet—the drill of a batlery of Field Artillery, and why should the
coast artillerymen be subjected to an examination on equitation or in a
drill that is required with a light gun?

As might be expected, the Secretary of War and the Chief of
Staff did most of the talking at this hearing, especially as it drifted
into a discussion of brigade posts, but General Murray, anticipat-
ing this situation, had prepared a very complete statement in ex-
planation of the bill. This had been printed in advance and was
handed by him to the committee when he found that he would not
have time to make an oral explanation. In it he said:

Having indicated the changes that the bill would make in the or-
ganization of the Artillery, I will consider briefly the reasons for each.

Seraratiox OrF Tas Coast Axp Fizrp ArTiTiERY

It is a sound military principle that only such arms of the service
as have a fighting or tactical relation with each other should be combined
for organization purposes. The Coast Artillery, organized solely for
the proper handling of the two correlative elements of harbor defense—
heavy guns in fixed emplacements and submarine mines fixed in position
in channels to be defended—constitutes in realily a passive defensive
force which has no tactieal relation whatever with the active forces of
infaniry, cavalry, or Field Artillery, the three fighiing elements of a
mobile army. In all mobile armies there is a definite ratio between the
three fighting elements whenever these are combined In organizations
for tactical purposes, the size of the organization or of the mobile
army delermining the amount and organization of its Field Artillery.
The Coast Artillery, constituting the defense of harbors against an
enemy’s fleet, not only has no iechnical relation with any of the fighting
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elements of a mobile army; but there is no definite ratio between the
two fighting elements, heavy guns and mines. The number and character
of the guns and the number of mines vary with each harbor to be de-
fended. The combination of the Coast and Field Artillery into a corps
as is now done is not only unsound as a military principle, but the fre-
quent interchange of officers between these tactically unrelated arms is
considered to be clearly detrimental to the efficiency of both.

On this question the General Stafi as a whole reported:

“This separation is one of the most important and necessary parts
of any scheme looking to the improvement of the present conditions ex-
isting in the Artillery Corps.”

The separation was further recommended by a special committee
of the General Staff, consisting of two infantry, two cavalry, and one
artillery officers, appointed to consider the special needs of the artillery,
and General Chaffee, as Chief of Staff, in approving the report of this
cominittee, stated:

“I concur with the special committee that the Field Artillery should
be given a regimental organization, and that it be completely separated
from the Coast Artillery and become a distinet arm of the service in
every respect.”

The necessity for this separation is self-evident to anyone conver-
sant with the duties of the two arms and with the difficulties connected
with the administration of the two when combined as at present.

The next hearing was by myself, January 11, 1907; it lasted
two days. The first day was a very informal conference, with no
stenographer present, and was simply an effort on the part of the
members of the committee to unravel certain features of the bill
they did not understand. The second day they brought in a ste-
nographer, and the hearing was subsequently printed, but it did
not include the reasons given by me for the separation. It did,
however, include several pages in explanation of the details of the
proposed Field Artillery organization which is of no consequence
in connection with this article.

In the Senate report on the bill the reason given for the sepa-
ration was as follows:

Another difficulty about the artillery which the bill proposes to
remedy is the fact that we have united in one corps iwo branches
of the army service which, under modern conditions, under the lessons
of modern warfare, are as distinet as cavalry and infantry. They should
be separated. The reason is technieal. They have no relation to each
other. In one case the guns are of position. In the other case the
guns are part of the mobile army. The conditions, the training, the
nature of the work o be done by each is radically different from the
other. In one case the guns are guns of position. In the other case the
both use what might be called relatively high-power guns. The field gun
is a high-power gun in a way, but after all it is a small arm compared
to the guns emplaced in the coast defenses. In the Russian and Japa-
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nese War, one of the great features of the campaign was the massing
of field batteries into regiments and brigades for the purpose of
driving troops of the enemy out of entrenchments and cooperating
even more, very much more, with the infantry than ever have been done
before. 1t was not an uncommon thing in the Japanese war for brigades
of field artillery to have the fire of their batteries massed on one point,
aimed and fired by officers and men who saw no mark, but who were di-
rected by the colonel or the general in charge of the tactical combination
by electrically communicated orders how to aim their guns in order that
the explosives which were sent from those guns should explode in and
over entrenchments entirely beyond the vision of the retired and con-
cealed brigades. That makes the regimental and brigade formation of
the field artillery most important—59th Congress, 1st Session; Senate
Report No. 4298.

These reasons had been extracted from the General Staff re-
port on the bill and given to the committee by me.

The House report on the bill was simply an explanation of its
provisions and gave no reasons why the separation should be made.

SUMMARY

By an examination of the above quotations and a number of
other contemporaneous extracts from Service Journals, annual re-
ports, etc., which have been omitted from this article, we see that
the reasons which led to the separation of the Coast and Field Ar-
tillery may be summarized as follows:

First—A number of distinguished authorities said it should
be done, without giving any reasons.

Second —There was no tactical relation between the horse
drawn artillery that accompanied an army in the field and the fixed
fortifications of the coast defenses.

Third —It was not fair to require Coast Artillery officers to
learn, and to pass examinations upon, methods of the mobile army,
and vice versa for Field Artillery officers.

Fourth—It was not practicable to have Coast Artillery of-
ficers and Field Artillery officers in the same line of promotion.

Fifth—It was necessary to organize the Field Artillery into
regiments and brigades, and this did not fit in well with the corps
organization of the Coast Artillery.

Sizth—The strongest and most logical arguments were pre-
sented by General Arthur Murray, who proposed to separate the
two arms along the line of their separate functions in time of war.

Tare PreEsexT SrrraTtiox

Let us see now to what extent these several reasons apply to
the present situation.
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First—If the question were to be decided upon a matter of
opinion there are more expert witnesses today that would testify
in favor of reuniting the artillery than would testify against it.

Second.—The horse is no longer the main idea of the Field
Artillery. The model field artilleryman is no longer the man who
can execute a counter march at a gallop without knocking down
the tent pins. The Coast Artillery and the Field Artillery now
meet upon the common ground of the tractor, and the line of cleav-
age is between the 155-mm. long and the 155-mm. short.* The
Coast Artillery, in addition to the fixed guns and submarine mines
is now assigned to antiaircraft guns, trench mortars, all motorized
artillery of 6-inch long and above and to all railway artillery.
The Field Artillery is the divisional artillery and the Coast Artil-
lery is the corps and army artillery. * Both belong to the mobile
army, and both belong to the system of coast defense.

It might be said that if the Coast Artillery would give up these
mobile army functions, and would turn over to the Field Artillery
everything except the fixed guns and submarine mines the line of
cleavage would be as clear as it was heretofore, but this is not true.
This would require the Field Artillery to take over some of the
railway artillery and we would have two separate branches of the
Service armed with the same weapon—say l4-inch guns on railway
mounts—one to strike the enemy on the water and the other to
strike him when he puts his foot on shore. Present designs of rail-
way artillery are for use against either moving targets on the
water or fixed targets on the land. The German long range gun
was on a “railway mount,” while some of the French 75’ on the
western front were to all intents and purposes in fixed emplace-
ments. So also were some of the machine gun nests.

Third—In the scheme of preparing the country against a
great war the peace-time regular officer must be prepared to ex-
ercise in time of war higher command in any arm where his services
are most needed. During the World War the Coast Artillery sent
to France a grealer percentage of officers than did any other arm.
These officers served with “The Mobile Army” and they served with
every branch and in almost every capacity from corps commander
down. A Coast Artillery officer is the only one in the army to hold
all of the three highest American decorations—The Medal of
Honor, the Distinguished Service Cross and Distinguished Service
Medal. This officer had the unusual distinetion of serving in France

*This line of cleavage has since been wiped oni; both arms now have G. P. F.’s, ag
well as 8-inch and 240-mm. Howiizers. Of ithe movable guns, Railway Artillery and Anii-
airerafi only remain exclusively with the Coast Ariillery. The Field Artillery has all
Corps and Army Ariillery except Aniiaircrafi. J. H. 1924,
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as Chief of Staff of a division, as a Field Artillery brigade com-
mander, and as an Infantry brigade commander—all with great
credit. He got his Medal of Honor in the Philippines while serving
with the Signal Corps.

The methods of the Field Artillery in France conformed much
more closely to the old Coast Artillery methods than to the old
Field Artillery methods. The fundamental principles of artillery
fire taught in the schools of the two arms today are the same, as
are also some of the details of execution. There is practically no
officer now in the Coast Artillery of the grade of captain and above
who was not taught the technique of the Field Artillery during the
great war, and a great many of them, including the writer,* put this
into practical execution by actual service with mobile artillery
commands in the A. E. F.

On the other hand, some years ago when there was a little war
scare in the Philippine Islands the Field Artillery was rushed into
the seacoast fortifications at Corregidor Island.

In this matter Governor John A. T. Hull, of Towa, Chairman
of the House Committee on Military Affairs seems to have had more
foresight than did some of the expert witnesses who testified before
his committee.

Fourth.—ATll officers, including the Coast and Field Artillery,
are now on one list for promotion, and are by law eligible for assign-
ment to duty with any arm of the service. In order to accomplish
the combination, therefore, the only thing that remains to be done
is to combine the office of Chief of Field Artillery with that of Chief
of Coast Artillery.

Fifth.—There is a strong feeling in the Coast Artillery that
it should go back to the o