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FOREWORD

One of the more consistent patterns in U.S. military operations since the end of World War II
has been our growing involvement in contingency operations around the world. Recognition of this
significant role for our military forces has been reflected most recently in the establishment of
several new commands-First Special Operations Command, USREDCOM, USCENTCOM-which exist
in order to improve U.S. capability to respond to worldwide threats on short notice. Concomitantly,
there is renewed interest in low-intensity conflict operations, and the Army is pursuing the develop-
ment of light divisions especially designed for strategic mobility and rapid deployment.

This CSI Research Survey by Lt. Col. Gary H. Wade, Rapid Deployment Logistics: Lebanon,
1958, reminds us that strategic power projection must be founded upon a responsive and syn-
chronized logistical base. Indeed, failure to provide the "tail" during short-notice contingency operations
will blunt or even doom to failure the sharp bite of the "teeth," namely, the fighting forces.

This detailed, comprehenisve study of the logistical planning and in-country support of the U.S.
military intervention in Lebanon in 1958 is of imminent value to the U.S. Army today. Many of
the issues faced by the logisticians in Beirut in 1958 are identical to those facing force developers
of the light division today, such as the questions of diverting line soldiers to support duties,
securing materiel in a potentially hostile lodgment, synchronizing sealift with airlift, and establishing
priorities for deliveries. The study has particular value as well for its analysis of tailoring logistical
units for contingency operations and for eraits investigation into the unique problems of the noncombat
phase of operations. Not surprisingly, a good number of the logistical problems encountered in
Lebanon in 1958 recurred in the U.S. intervention in Grenada twenty-five years later.

Rapid Deployment Logistics also has much to say about the conduct of joint operations, for in
no other arena are the services more intricately intertwined than in the logistical support of
"break-in" operations. The lessons contained in this CSI Research Survey will help today's planners
and operators to anticipate and thus avoid the mistakes of the past. Rapid Deployment Logistics
once again demonstrates the relevance, utility, and necessity of the study of military history to the
effective conduct of the profession of arms.

DAVE R. PALMER
Major General, USA
Deputy Commandant

Cover: This U.S. Air Force photo shows personnel and equipment disembarking at Beirut.

CSI Research Surveys are doctrinal research manuscripts, thematic in nature, that investigate the
evolution of specific doctrinal areas of interest to the U.S. Army. Research Surveys are based on
primary and secondary sources and provide the foundation for further study of a given subject.
The views expressed in this publication are those of the author and not necessarily those of the
Department of Defense or any element thereof.
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INTRODUCTION

The Operation

The countries of the Middle East experienced
intermittent crises during the 1950s. Lebanon was no
exception, as internal turmoil and outside pressures
threatened its existence. This research survey, however,
will not dwell on the political situation of either the
entire Middle East or, specifically, Lebanon in the spring
of 1958.1 Suffice it to say, President Camille Chamoun
of Lebanon made an urgent plea on 14 July 1958 to the
governments of France, Great Britain, and the United
States to deploy military forces to Lebanon to stabilize
the situation. Received .in Washington at 0600 on 14 July,
this message became the first test of the Eisenhower
Doctrine, which had been announced in January 1957.

Through the Middle East Resolution, or Eisenhower
Doctrine, Congress authorized the United States to provide
economic and military assistance to requesting nations to
preserve their independence.2 The Eisenhower Doctrine
stated that the independence and integrity of these Middle
East nations were vital to world peace and to the national
interest of the United States. If these nations were
"attacked from a country under the control of
international communism then the President was authorized,
upon request, to send forces to resist that attack."3

U.S. military analysts believed that Lebanon was
threatened internally by strong and numerous rebel bands,
"most of which were strengthened by Egyptian and Syrian
infiltrators constituting a fifth column," and externally
by the armed forces of Syria "poised in strength" along
the border.4 Given this situation, the United States
intervened. President Dwight D. Eisenhower wanted "to
move into the Middle East, and specifically into Lebanon,
to stop the trend toward chaos."5 Ten hours after the
receipt of President Chamoun's message, the Chief of Naval
Operations ordered the U.S. Sixth Fleet (Mediterranean)
eastward to land Marines in Lebanon. On 14 July, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) alerted U.S. forces in Europe
and the Tactical Air Command in the United States tobe
ready for immediate military action. The JCS also
activated a Specified Command, Middle East (SPECOMME), and
designated Adm. James L. Holloway, Commander in Chief,
North Atlantic and Mediterranean, as the Commander in
Chief, SPECOMME (CINCSPECOMME). According to a JCS
memorandum, "These actions marked the beginning of
operation 'Blue Bat,' the first United States
airborne-amphibious operation to occur in peacetime."6
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By 16 July, over 3,000 Marines had landed. The U.S.
Army forces making up Army Task Force 201 (ATF 201)
consisted of the 187th Battle Group from the 24th Infantry
Division. This force began arriving in Beirut on the
nineteenth, and, by the twenty-fifth, over 3,000 personnel
and approximately 2,500 short tons of equipment had been
brought in aboard 242 air missions. 7 Shortly there-
after, the sealift in support of the Army brought in an
additional 3,650 soldiers and 45,450 measurement tons of
supplies in three transports and thirteen cargo vessels.8

The U.S. forces landed unopposed and quickly found
themselves in a role limited to showing force instead of
using it. With the 31 July election of General Fuad
Shehab, commander of the Lebanese army, as the new
president and his subsequent inauguration on 23 September,
a semblance of order returned, and U.S. forces began their
departure. During the three months of American
involvement, one U.S. battle death occurred, while U.S.
armed forces caused no civilian casualties. The American
projection of power had worked, as the political situation
had at least become stabilized temporarily.

This absence of combat did not radically alter the
logistical support for the force, which still had to be
fed, clothed, housed, and cared for. Of course,
ammunition resupply, casualty evacuation, and combat loss
replacement were not important parts of the effort, but
other functions, such as civil affairs, construction, and
health and comfort activities, came to the fore.

Because the United States has in the past deployed
military force without using it in combat (and may do so
again), it is instructive to study the logistical effort
behind the intervention, that is, the deployment and
sustainment of this force. This research survey is
concerned with the lowest level of this effort, called in
some sources battlefield supply or tactical logistics.
This study examines how the Army organized in 1958 to move
and to support itself in the field and what process it
used to do so. This research survey discusses aspects of
combat service support, including such functions as
resupply, transportation, procurement, civil affairs, and
medical support. Rapid Deployment Logistics: Lebanon,
1958 presents a model for .planning, deploying, and
sustaining a task force--a model that offers many lessons
for today's Army. The absence of combat focused more
attention on these aspects than would have been the case
in combat operations, and the participants had the time to
document their problems and recommendations. Thus, a
study of this operation will be of particular benefit for
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the planner, logistician, and combat arms officer. This
study reconstructs the logistical doctrine for a rapid
deployment contingency force as it existed in 1958 and
evaluates its implementation in the Lebanese crisis.

Although the Army's logistical doctrine was generally
sound, rapid deployment logistical planning for
contingency force operations, such as the U.S.
intervention in Lebanon, was weak. Before World War II,
contingency planning had focused on technical questions
and tended to ignore organizational issues. Therefore,
the basis of "how to accomplish tasks" or doctrine had
developed in a haphazard fashion. This doctrinal
development must be examined to understand the status of
contingency force operations in 1958.

GARY H. WADE
LTC, FA
Combat Studies Institute,

USACGSC
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CHAPTER 1

THE FOUNDATION

Doctrine

Joint Chiefs of Staff Publication Number 1 defines
logistics as "the science of planning and carrying out the
movement and maintenance of forces." Logistics is the
procurement, maintenance, and transportation of materiel,
facilities, and personnel in support of a military
operation. It can mean anything from acquiring raw
materials to delivering a bullet to the soldier in the
field.

Gen. George C. Marshall once stated, "The requirements
of logistics are seldom understood. The burdens they
impose are seldom appreciated." Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower
added, "It is logistics which controls campaigns and
limits many."l Logistics, for example, was the reason
that Operation Overlord, the invasion of Normandy in
World War II, and Operation Anvil, the invasion of
southern France, could not occur at the same time as
planned.

Today, the U.S. Army is again pondering the doctrine
of how we fight and how we sustain the fight. Although
moving and supporting the force has traditionally held
less interest than combat, the fight cannot take place
without materiel and services. Combat and combat service
support should be coequal concerns on the battlefield,
hence the need for studying logistical doctrine in concert
with battle analysis.

Lt. Gen. Lesley J. McNair, Commanding General, Army
Ground Forces (1942-44), made great innovations in the
organization of ground combat units (the triangular
division concept), but organizational planning for
logistical units did not keep pace. The problem of
logistical organization became apparent upon America's
entry into that war. Before World War II, the problem of
support for logistical units had largely been confined to
technical studies (i.e., mathematical computation of
supply rates) rather than to the organization of service
units.2

The 1942 North African invasion demonstrated that too
many officers did not yet understand elementary logistical
considerations.3 Improvisation all too often replaced a
planned logistical effort. The Pacific theater also
experienced numerous instances of misplaced supplies,
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wasted transportation, hastily organized headquarters, and
shortages of critical service units.4 For example,
shortages of shipping and service troops came perilously
close to costing the United States the Guadalcanal
victory.5 The resupply to overseas theaters appeared to
be an ad hoc process rather than the planned, rational,
and efficient system that many had thought existed.

For World War II logistics, it was essential to have a
supply stockpile of so many days of materiel on hand in
the forward areas. Instead of relying on a constant flow
of supplies, field commanders, by and large, wanted large
stocks pre-positioned before they began an operation.
They were reluctant to depend on an overseas line of
communication that necessitated adequate ports, large
secure supply areas, and a large number of people to
handle the supplies. Thus, when a communications zone
(COMMZ) section was established, a headquarters would be
formed. A table of distribution and allowances would be
written specially for that immediate purpose and composed
of people who happened to be thrown together on the job.
The result was confusion and wasted effort. Furthermore,
the procedure led to "empire building" because no
permanent tables of organization existed. 6

In the Continental United States (CONUS), multiple
organizations and agencies were responsible for the
logistical effort, but the importance of a single command
was recognized by the Army Service Forces. "For the first
time, there was a full recognition of the importance of
logistics to the Army and the advantage of concentrating
logistic operations in a single command."7 In 1944, the
Command and General Staff College studied the problem and
recommended the organization of a logistical division:

Just as the infantry division was a basic unit of
combined combat arms, the logistical division
would be a basic unit of combined technical and
administrative services. It would have organic
service and administrative units numbering
approximately 26,000 men to provide communications
zone support for a reinforced corps. The
proposals further envisaged a logistical corps
with a strength of some 67,000 men for the support
of a field army.8

This study indicated a need for teams from each
technical service to form combined units and for
headquarters staffs to be formed and trained to control
these teams. Teams would train together in peace for
wartime employment. These general conclusions formed the
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basis for organizing logistical command headquarters on
tables of organization and equipment (TOEs).9 Thus, by
the end of the war, World War II logistical divisions and
corps had evolved.

Planning for logistics has not been one of the Army's
strongpoints. Much of the planning that had occurred
before World War II had been technical and not
organizational in nature. Without a plan for organization
and a definite chain of command, however, doctrine remains
rather hazy, for either doctrine guides organization or
organization sets the doctrine. In either case, plans
should state how logistical units are to be controlled
rather than use the ad hoc process of World War II.

In 1945, the U.S. Army dropped the logistical corps,
expanded the logistical division, and tested it in 1946.
After-action reports were "generally favorable." In 1949,
the "logistical division" became the "logistical command,"
a change probably made to reserve the term "division" for
combat units.10

Three types of logistical command TOEs existed in
1949, each one configured to support forces of different
sizes. The type A logistical command consisted of a
headquarters designed to command an integrated
organization of technical and administrative service units
ranging from 9,000 to 15,000 men who would support
approximately 30,000 combat troops* (figure 1).
Logistical command type B was established to command
35,000 to 60,000 personnel and would support a force of
100,000* (figure 2). A type C command consisted of
between 75,000 and 150,000 men and would support more than
400,000 troops* (figure 3).11

The Korean War saw the first combat use of the
logistical command structure.12 The 2d Logistical
Command, a type C organization, was formed in September
1950 primarily to receive, store, and forward supplies for
the Eighth Army. It also forwarded requisitions to the
Japan Logistical Command. After the Inchon landing, the
3d Logistical Command, a type B organization, was formed
to support the X Corps. Based on their experiences,
participants indicated that the concept of a table of
organization logistical command appeared to be "sound in
concept and realistic in proposed mission."13 One
officer noted, however, that "a smoother operation and

*Combat troop numbers included the assigned organic
support troops of the companies, battalions, brigades, and
divisions.
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more effective support would have resulted if organized
and trained logistical commands had been available prior
to the initiation of hostilities."l4 It would have been
better to have had logistical commands in existence and
staffed for a wartime deployment because training and
teamwork are just as essential for logistical commands as
they are for combat units.

Once the organization had been determined, the process
for providing supplies needed to be determined. One
system, a push system, automatically sent supplies to
forward units based on so many days of supplies for a
particular item being on-hand at all times. In a pull
system, supplies were delivered forward, based on unit
requisitions. A more recent development, the push-pull
system, had each unit determining its needs beforehand,
which were then packaged in sets and sent forward on
demand of the unit. The first two of these systems were
tested during World War II.

Based on World War II experience, the War Department
expected three successive phases for supply operations
when opening a new overseas theater. The first phase
would be automatic, with calculated amounts of materiel
sent to consuming units. Automatic resupply would
continue until phase two was reached, generally after the
beachhead was secure. Phase two would be semiautomatic:
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replenishment of rations and ammunition would be based on
status reports, and replenishment of other items, such as
repair parts, would depend on unit requisitions. Phase
three would go into effect when a theater had been
stabilized, and resupply would be by requisition only. It
can be argued that automatic resupply should have worked
best in a stabilized theater where information would have
been complete and abrupt changes in status reports less
frequent. The War Department, however, determined that
the beginning of an operation, when automatic resupply was
the most difficult, was precisely when it was most
necessary.15 Since World War II, the Army has generally
continued to use this automatic push system at the
beginning of an operation and resorted to unit
requisitions once a front was established, just at the
time when automatic requisitions would have worked best
with the least confusion.l6 This decision continued to
cause problems for later operations.

This dilemma between pushing supplies forward or
waiting for a unit to declare its need has been the
traditional bane of the logistician. The goal of just-in-
time logistics, whereby a new item reaches the user just
as the old one runs out, proved as elusive as ever.
Another problem with the push system was that it required
many service personnel and laborers, a problem that
plagued later contingency operations. For example, in the
Korean War, the 2d Logistical Command eventually employed
over 100,000 Koreans to make the system work.1 7 This
should have warned future planners regarding the need for
inordinately large numbers of indigenous help to sustain
the system of automatic resupply.

Still, the Korean experience seemed to validate the
logistical command tailoring concept and phased resupply.
In the 1950s, logistical doctrine led to the establishment
of the Administrative Support System. This integrated
system of personnel, units, equipment, organization,
principles, procedures, and techniques was geared to
provide administrative support extending from the source
(the zone of the interior) to the forces in the combat
area where a logistical command would be in operation.
The Administrative Support System was to be designed to
support tactical operations or campaigns that were to be
organized as task forces tailored to a specific mission.
This flexible system was also to provide the required
support for a specific military operation. The origins of
this system date from World War II.

So, by 1958, our logistical doctrine consisted of
tailoring a logistical command, to support a specific
operation and then basing that support initially on
automatic requisitions and phased resupply. In that same
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year, a preplanned logistical command supported a rapid
deployment force in an operational theater. Logistical
doctrine was about to confront actual planning.

Pla nning

The commander of the 201st Logistical Command (type A)
in 1958 was Col. Adam W. Meetze. Meetze, now a retired
brigadier general, commented:

Many, many hours went into the planning for this
organization and how it should operate. We
utilized the philosophy that originated at
Leavenworth years ago that combat commanders in an
operational theatre with troops of this magnitude
would have one supply unit--one individual being
responsible--that he could go to for all classes
of supplies, maintenance, and the support required
for him to attain his combat objectives. In other
words the logistics doctrine in Lebanon in 1958
was to have a logistical command tailored to
specific combat units for an assigned mission.
This was the first time, to the best of my
knowledge, that a tailored logistical command had
supported a combat force in an operational
theatre.18

Backround

In the late 1950s, the United States was moving away
from a policy of massive retaliation toward more flexible
military forces. To meet this requirement, Army planners
reshaped divisions to meet the Pentomic structure, making
divisions lighter, more mobile, and more flexible. Also,
planners devised and tested new logistical concepts with a
view to making drastic reductions in the supply pipelines
and stockages for the support of these mobile, flexible
field armies of the future.

The Army had a rapid deployment force in 1958, the
Strategic Army Corps (STRAC). STRAC was to provide a
flexible, mobile strike capability by using a two-division
force, the 101st Airborne Division and the 4th Infantry
Division. This force should have been able to be
"deployed without declarations of an emergency."19 The
commanding general of the XVIII Airborne Corps was
responsible for properly coordinating the necessary
logistical planning. In case of a general conflict, the
1st Infantry Division and 82d Airborne Division would also
join STRAC.
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Deficiencies in strategic mobility became the
Achilles' heel for the use of STRAC units as an instrument
of national policy.20 These deficiencies were
quantitative and qualitative. The Military Air
Transportation Service (MATS) had a total of 188 million
ton-miles* available for all services. Army planners
figured that the Army alone would need eighty million
ton-miles for a general war. On 10 April 1958, Maj. Gen.
Earle G. Wheeler, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations and Plans, testified before the Department of
Defense (DOD) Subcommittee on Appropriations "that the
total airlift requirement stated by all the services for
the first month of general war is approximately equal to
the maximum Army airlift requirement for a limited war.
If the general war requirement could be met, it would seem
likely that the limited war requirement of the Army could
be met in most situations."21

A limited war in the Middle East required 123 million
ton-miles with a twenty-day close-in, leaving a surplus of
20 million ton-miles for additional requirements.22 Out
of a possible 188 million ton-miles, 143 million ton-miles
was a sizable portion for such a limited operation. This
was significant considering that much of the available
ton-miles was already committed to other operational
needs. Unless the President declared a national
emergency, MATS probably would not be released from its
priority missions of supporting the Strategic Air
Command. Indeed, the question of whether the Army would
even receive priority over other services in a limited
operation had not been addressed.

Exacerbating the quantitative problem, the capacity
for the 188 million ton-miles included over 350 commercial
airline planes. in the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF)
earmarked for supporting military operations in an
emergency. CRAF would have been useful for troop lift,
but not for more critical cargo lift. More important,
CRAF probably would not have been implemented without a
declaration of a state of emergency, which would have
placed additional new demands on the entire logistical
system.

It was unrealistic to expect that 143 million
ton-miles would have been allocated because JCS refused to
grant any preallocations for Army use. Yet the Department
of the Army (DA) hoped for these assets and "failed to

*A ton-mile is the lift capacity necessary to carry
2,000 pounds one mile. It would take one million
ton-miles to carry 1,000 tons 1,000 miles.
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give adequate considerations to the airlift implications
of theater contingency plans." 23 Moreover, theater
commanders also had been making plans for the deployment
of strong battle groups and supporting elements in similar
emergency situations without regard to airlift
capabilities. These problems eventually forced JCS to
decide which of the contingency plans were to be
implemented and to assign the lift resources
accordingly.24 Basically, it appeared that MATS did
have sufficient airlift for contingency operations, but
this total airlift proved to be unsatisfactory because of
service priorities, theater requirements, operational
commitments, and misleading aggregate totals (by including
CRAF).

What MATS lacked in quantity was not made up in
quality. The C-124 aircraft in 1958 (134 in regular MATS
service) could carry 12.5 tons for 3,000 miles, but they
were rapidly approaching obsolescence. MATS had twenty
C-133 aircraft that could carry twenty-six tons over 4,000
miles.25 At the time of the operations in Lebanon, the
322d Air Division in Germany had forty-eight C-130s,
forty-eight C-124s, and fifty C-119s available
(table 1).26

The Military Sea Transportation Service (MSTS) was in
somewhat better condition. The Army was still MSTS's
biggest customer, although it was moving toward air
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passenger service more and more. Given available sealift,
the surface elements of the lead division force and the
full follow-on division force could possibly be in the
objective area within 30 days "but not necessarily
unloaded. "27 The main problem was the long time
required for conventional shipping to load and discharge
cargo. The Army was aware of the problem and had long
been researching different methods of cargo handling.
Roll-on and roll-off ships provided one solution. In
1954, Congress authorized DOD to purchase roll-on and
roll-off vessels, and, in January 1958, the first of
these, the USNS Comet, was put into service in Europe.
Heavy vehicles and armor could drive directly on or off
this ship instead of being loaded or unloaded by a crane.

JCS was confident in MSTS's capability. By JCS
calculations, "hot bunking" (two men to a bunk on a shift
basis) could meet contingency operations. Accordingly,
JCS authorized a reduction of the MSTS active troop fleet
in fiscal year 1959 to 23 ships (table 2). That this
number, many on worldwide service, could not immediately
provide enough available ships for troop lift was all too
evident in the Middle East crisis.28

Plans

Since the mid-1950s, the Army Staff had been involved
in planning for contingency operations in the Middle East
and, by spring 1956, had a deployment plan designed to
deter or halt hostilities between Israel and an Arab
state. This plan, Swaggerstick, consisted of having a
two-division force of STRAC units (approximately 16,939
personnel) airlifted in approximately fifteen days to an
overseas terminal. Logistical support would come from the
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United States and designated overseas areas.29
Swaggerstick was never submitted to JCS for approval or
allocation of resources. Therefore, "Army planning for
the strategic lift of its 'Swaggerstick' forces was
largely speculative."30 In the end, it was the question
of inadequate strategic lift that canceled Swaggerstick in
favor of a theater plan.

The Egyptian-Israeli crisis in the spring of 1956
prompted JCS to direct the Commander in Chief, Naval
Element, Mediterranean (CINCNELM), to initiate contingency
plans at the theater level.31 (See figure 4.) On
receipt of orders, CINCNELM would become CINCSPECOMME.
From the beginning, this plan called for a joint effort:
the Sixth Fleet would provide Marines for initial
landings; the Commander in Chief, U.S. Air Force, Europe
(CINCUSAFE), would organize and deploy an air task force;
MSTS would provide the sealift; MATS, as directed by JCS,
would provide the airlift augmentation to CINCUSAFE; and
the Commander in Chief, Europe (CINCEUR), would be
directed to provide the necessary forces to implement
these plans. The Army requirement would be provided from
U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR), and would consist initially
of a regimental-size task force from the 9th Infantry
Division. When the 11th Airborne Division arrived in
Europe in 1956, it received the 9th's mission because of
its airland or airborne capability. The 11th Airborne
Division was shortly designated the 24th Infantry
Division, but its two designated airborne battle groups
remained part of this contingency plan. These airborne
battle groups and support units selected from available
USAREUR COMMZ units (later to become the 201st Logistical
Command) totaled over 10,000 men and became Army Task
Force 201.

One CINCNELM contingency plan for the Middle East,
code-named Bluebat, called for a combined operation of
British and U.S. forces. The unilateral U.S. portion of
Bluebat, CINCSPECOMME Operation Plan (OPLAN) 215-58,
provided for initial action by Marine units followed by
Army forces. Supporting plans developed by subordinate
headquarters were Emergency Plan 201 (EP 201) for
USAREUR, 24th Infantry Division's plan in support of
EP 201, and that division's load-out and marshaling plan
called Grandios.*

Based on these plans, Brig. Gen. David W. Gray,
assistant division commander of the 24th Infantry
Division, became the commanding general for ATF 201.

*Appendix A contains a summary of the plans developed.
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Source: "Infantry Conference Report," Comments, 210.
Figure 4. Organization for Planning

General Gray, while assigned to the DA staff, had worked
on the original Swaggerstick plan. Assigned to USAREUR in
1958, he would have to "execute a mission at a lower level
which he [had] helped conceive at a higher level."32
Because Bluebat was a joint effort, planning conferences
were necessary to enable future participants to become
acquainted with each other's problems and techniques. In
December 1957, the 24th Infantry Division headquarters
hosted a three-day conference for representatives of all
echelons of command from all three services. A conference
wargame required an airborne assault to seize a specific
airfield in a Middle Eastern country. Players wargamed
every phase of the operation and, for the first time,
carefully analyzed logistical requirements. According to
General Gray, "this wargame did more than anything to put
our planning on a sound, realistic basis."33

Such a meeting was imperative due to the multitude of
headquarters involved and their disparate locations.* For
example, CINCNELM was located in London; European Command
(EUCOM), Paris; USAREUR, Heidelberg; Seventh Army,

*There were at least twelve headquarters or agencies
(JCS, DA, DCSLOG, CONUS, CINCNELM, EUCOM, USAREUR COMMZ,
USAREUR, SETAF, 24th Infantry Division, MSTS, MATS) that
had to coordinate in implementing the logistical plan.
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Stuttgart; 11th Airborne Division, near Stuttgart; COMMZ,
Orleans, France; U.S. Port, Bremerhaven; 12th Air Force,
Ramstein; and the 322d Air Division, Evreux, France.
Officers identified more than 100 problems, and "periodic
followups were made so that by time of deployment most of
the problems had been resolved."34 Colonel Meetze
recalled that these conferences introduced the teamwork
that was so essential to any type of operation.35

The Army portion of Bluebat, USAREUR EP 201, called
for military forces to seize the Beirut-Ruzaq-Estabel area
by airdropping and/or airlanding Army forces, byinitiating an amphibious assault of the Marine battalion
landing team, or by combining both methods. Basically,
the forces were to deter or stop hostilities between
Israel and Arab states, restore order and stability,
assure the independence of a sovereign state, protect
American lives and property in that state, and provide
CINCSPECOMME with an Army task force reinforced with
minimum essential combat and combat service support
elements. The first tangible task of the force would be
to obtain and develop airfields and facilities. USAREUR
had to:

* Provide the logistical support to ATF 201 until
resupply from CONUS was established.

* Continue to furnish emergency resupply.

* Provide staff augmentation for CINCSPECOMME.

* Provide emergency replacements for ATF 201.

* Establish a USAREUR movement coordination center.

* Provide, upon request by CINCUSAFE an engineer
construction company to the air task force.3 a

USAREUR and CONUS shared logistical support for the
force. Section IV and annex D to EP 201 gave specific
logistical instructions. Logistical support for ATF 201
would be provided by USAREUR until E+30 days,* after which
DA would assume that responsibility. CINCUSAFE also had
to provide emergency class I support and support for the
advance party. EP 201 stated that the sea tail arriving
from USAREUR COMMZ on E+20 would bring all classes of
supply for the entire ATF 201 within prescribed levels.
The first DA resupply was slated to arrive at E+35

*E-day was the day on which execution of deployment
was ordered by higher headquarters.
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days.37 Here was a good place for execution to fall
apart because a USAREUR plan was dependent on CONUS for
support.

Coordination, however, did occur and the CONUS
resupply was ready. Lt. Gen. Carter B. Magruder, Deputy
Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG), DA, emphasized the
need for advanced planning, stating "we cannot afford to
wait until the movement is ordered to ask for the
necessary decisions."38 CONUS support consisted of
eleven separate increments, adding up to an estimated
48,767 measurement tons of resupply. In response to
General Magruder's initiative, CONUS depots physically
prepared the first of the eleven increments of automatic
resupply for shipment early in 1958. In addition, stocks
were administratively earmarked for later increments, and
various other steps were taken to assure the
implementation of the established resupply schedule.39
Part of this readiness effort included an unannounced
rehearsal of the capability of technical services to
resupply ATF 201 automatically. This exercise began on 17
June 1958 and involved the immediate picking, packing, and
shipment to terminals of one-half of the first increment
of supplies required to support EP 201. By mid-July, when
the crisis in Lebanon required execution of EP 201,
"virtually all the supplies involved in the exercise had
been shipped and were ready for subsequent disposition
instructions."40

Army logistical planners in the Pentagon limited the
first and second CONUS convoys to class I, III, and V
supplies, with only limited II and IV items included.*
Repair parts were to be restricted to first- and
second-echelon parts. After the second ship convoy from
CONUS, class V would be shipped only on call of the
commanding general, ATF 201. Routine resupply was to go
into effect six months after E-day.41

The Army ground forces to be supported by this
resupply effort were identified in EP 201 as a task force
divided into five elements, called Alfa, Bravo, Charlie,

*In 1958, classes of supply consisted of the
following: class I, rations and health and comfort items;
class III, petroleum, oils, and lubricants; class V,
ammunition; class II, clothing, weapons, and vehicles for
which allowances were fixed by TOE; and class IV,
equipment and supplies for which allowances were not
prescribed or which required special measures of control
and were not otherwise classified, such as fortification
and construction materials.
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Delta, and Echo forces. Alfa and Bravo forces consisted
of the airborne combat troops and their organic support;
Charlie, Delta, and Echo forces consisted mainly of units
from the 201st Logistical Command. (See appendix B for a
breakdown of forces.) Alfa and Bravo forces would deploy
with class V basic loads to last about ten days and with
the minimum of supplies necessary to maintain combat
operations until the 201st Logistical Command could
establish resupply at about E+3 days. At that time, the
first air resupply would arrive with ten days of class I
and five days of class III. Additional air resupply would
increase supply levels to fifteen days for class I and ten
days for class III, and an emergency sea resupply from the
Southern European Task Force (SETAF), arriving about E+10
days, would further increase supplies to twenty-five days
for class I, twenty days for class III, and ten days for
class V. All logistics would be provided on an extremely
austere basis, with classes II and IV kept to minimum
levels, just sufficient to sustain anticipated
operations. If deployed by air, Charlie Force would carry
enough supplies for about twenty days. Charlie, Delta,
and Echo forces, if deployed by sea, would have minimum
accompanying supplies to sustain the forces until the sea
resupply from CONUS arrived in the operational area.
EP 201 stated that this seaborne shipment was expected to
arrive in Turkey at E+20 days and was to contain twenty
days of all types of supplies. This plan further
stipulated that replacement of supplies was automatically
expected when levels dropped to ten days.42

EP 201 included plans for a STRAC deployment that
would have added an additional fifteen days to the
resupply timetablei from CONUS, E+45 days as opposed to
E+30 days. All the planning for the deployment of a STRAC
unit under Swaggerstick had to be redone because the
entire force was now to be deployed by sea instead of the
initial airlift. This resulted again from a lack of
strategic airlift and from how the airlift was allocated
to the theater operations.43

Problems

Logistical planning for EP 201 was the responsibility
of small groups of people. As in other cases, plans and
annexes were classified top secret, with a strict need-to-
know policy enforced at all times. Excessive security
restrictions nullified much of the good work already
accomplished in the plans and caused the biggest breakdown
in planning for the operation. The logistical portion of
EP 201 called for the creation of a type A logistical
command to serve as headquarters for the technical and
service units selected for ATF 201. These units had
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already been carefully selected before the mission. But
because of the controlled access to EP 201, few of the
concerned units knew that they would be deployed.
Although these units were technically proficient, they had
no idea what they were expected to do, where they were to
go, and how many troops they were to support. They had no
knowledge of the, planners' accomplishments, such as what
automatic requisitions the planners had arranged and on
what basis they had calculated supply units. Lt. Col.
(later Col.) Dan K. Dukes, Jr., chief of plans at
Headquarters, USAREUR COMMZ, who later became the deputy
commander for the 201st Logistical Command, stated he did
not participate in the planning and, in fact, received no
briefing or any information concerning the plan. He
doubted that many other officers in COMMZ headquarters
were informed until shortly before the OPLAN was
implemented .44

Moreover, planners followed the contemporary doctrine
and formed a logistical command as a focal point for all
technical and service functions. They established a push
system of supplies via automatic requisitions. But the
planners never passed this information on to the technical
units that would probably support the operational plans.
USAREUR planners prepared requisitions for stocks and
repair parts, but the high security classification of the
plan precluded units from identifying or earmarking stocks
for fear of compromising the mission.45 Colonel Meetze
commented:

The pitfalls in this planning evolved into two
segments, with both hampered by the high security
involved: First, the selection of units required
for the mission, and second, determining the items
and quantities of materiel desired and when they
should be available. These two segments, of
course, include such details as what is a day of
supply of the various types of ammunition required
for the specific mission involved; how is resupply
to be handled (including automatic); what theatre
and organizations are to be the backup for
supplies and for how long; will it be possible to
procure subsistence items in the Operational
Theatre, and so on and on. Remember too that
coordination was required in the many echelons of
command: JCS, CINCSPECOMME, USAREUR COMMZ, etc.

Secrecy prevented us from obtaining valued
information from staff specialists and from units
which were included in the plan, and determining
the quantities of all items required was a
tremendous chore. The combat commanders made the
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decision of how much ammo and how much food each
man would have with him at the time of the initial
drop or landing but from then on it was the
responsibility of the Support Command. Here is
where the cooperation and frequent visits between
the combat forces and the logistical command
planners really paid dividends. Again, because of
the high security of the plan, stocks could not be
earmarked or segregated in warehouses or depots.
It was only logical then that when the
preprogrammed stocks were outloaded from depots to
debarkation points on a rush basis that conditions
were ripe for a "snafu." 4 6

Logistical policies set forth in EP 201 included the
provision that no supplies or equipment were to be
stockpiled prior to the implementation of the plan. This
proved to be a major stumbling block in the coming
load-out; moreover, no one, except a small cell of select
planners, knew what was supposed to happen, and, of
course, no one knew when it would happen.
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