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Abstract:

This paper reviews the military duties of a number of American geographers during the Second World War.  It divides those duties into three kinds: spies, teachers and occupiers.  In each case, a specific form of geographical expertise is deployed, and instrumental to achieving a particular military end.  In particular, the paper examines the roles of geographers: first, in the analysis of military intelligence at the Office of Strategic Services; second, in the provision of geographical courses for the university-based Civil Affairs Training School and the Army Specialized Training Program; and finally, as agents of occupation in Japan once the Second World War ended.
Keywords: Second World War, Office of Strategic Services, military intelligence, occupation

American geographers and the Second World War: Spies, teachers and occupiers.
There were many ways for American geographers to go off and fight in the Second World War.  From 1944 William Warntz (1922-88) did it by serving as a navigator in a combat heavy bombardment group, 8th Air Force, based in East-Anglia and flying B-24 Liberators in bombing sorties over Europe.  Crash landing after being hit by enemy fire, Warntz was sent to Cambridge to recuperate.  At the university library he presciently read selective items deposited in the world’s largest collection of the papers of Isaac Newton.
  J. B. Jackson (1909-1996) did it as an intelligence officer (G2) with the 9th Infantry Division of the United States (US) Army.  He fought at Huertgen Forest throughout the autumn of 1944 and winter of 1945, still the largest and longest single land battle the US Army ever waged.  While billeted at a “Norman chateau” he found a “sizeable library” of geographical works, which he supplemented by books he bought by French geographers including by Paul Vidal de la Blache (Jackson 1984, 134).  In part they enabled him to be “transported,” to “read the landscape”, including the war-torn one he was in; that is, to interpret its “spatial organization [of] signs and boundaries,” its “animated ... collective purpose,” and its peculiar “whole way of life” (Jackson 1984, 135).  Finally, Richard Hartshorne (1899-1991) went off to war in early September 1941 by getting into his car in Madison, Wisconsin, and driving the 850 miles to Washington DC to take up the position of Chief of the Geography Division in a brand new branch of government, the Office of the Coordinator of Information (CoI).  It was renamed in June 1942 the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), precursor of the Central Intelligence Agency. 

 Each of these geographers engaged in war work, bringing to bear on their particular tasks different forms of geographical knowledge.  Geography is fundamental to war: its visualization, its surveillance, its targeting, its defense, its capture, its occupation.  Yves Lacoste (1976) writing in the shadow of the Vietnam War said that ever since the ancient Greek geographer Strabo, “geography served firstly to make war.”  Geography as environment and terrain, as well as spatial distance, is not some neutral plane on which war unfolds but enters into its bones and sinews, directing its form and content, determining whether it occurs at all.  Knowledge of geography and concomitant expertise in the use of spatial technologies are therefore vital to the performance of war, as are their transmission to others, as are their deployment in the field by practitioners, both combatants and occupiers.  It explains the long history of involvement of geographers in war, forming the discipline’s underworld (Barnes 2008).  Drawing on materials found in a series of different archives, in this short paper I identify three specific roles among others that American geographers performed within the underworld of the Second World War: as spies, as teachers, and as occupiers.

Geographers as spies.  
The conventional type of spy, the kind that rowed ashore in rubber dinghies on moonless nights, carried a short-wave radio, and had close-to-hand the famous “L” (cyanide) capsule for inescapable emergencies, was principally employed by the Strategic Intelligence Services half of CoI/OSS (Katz 1989, xii) .  The other half of CoI/OSS, Intelligence Services, employed quite a different sort of spy.  They would arrive at their office at eight, leave by six, carry a briefcase of office memos, and sit behind a desk.  This was the Richard Hartshorne type of spy.  Their mission was to gather, sort, order, analyse, interpret and reconstitute intelligence collected by others or that pre-existed in published form.
CoI was created by Executive Order on July 11, 1941, becoming operational on August 27th of that same year.  Its mandate was “to collect and analyze all information and data which may bear upon national security” (quoted in Troy 1981, 423), reporting directly to the President and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  CoI was led by William “Wild Bill” Donovan, a World War I veteran and friend of President Roosevelt (Ford 1970; Troy 1981).  Hartshorne was recommended to Donovan by the American geographer Preston James (1899-1986), also a World War I veteran, and a commissioned reservist in Military Intelligence (G2) since 1923 (Robinson 1980, 62-63; Martin 1988).  Hartshorne was a perfect candidate for CoI’s new Geography Division Chief.  Respected intellectually and revered by most in the discipline, he was a political geographer interested in European national boundaries, spoke German fluently, and before the War had travelled and lived in Germany and Austria.
  In fact, the tome that made Hartshorne (1939) so revered, The nature of geography, was primarily written in Austria after the Nazi Anschluss while Hartshorne was on sabbatical (1938-39).

Hartshorne’s Geography Division was one of several disciplinary-based divisions that constituted CoI/OSS’s Research and Analysis (R&A) Branch.  Described as the “Chairborne Division” (Katz 1989, xii), R&A was in effect an elite college of academics within the Washington wartime government.  It was composed of a swathe of high-profile American and later émigré scholars drawn from across the humanities and social sciences.  In Bruno Latour’s (1987) terms, R&A functioned as a “center of calculation” carrying out three main types of activities (Barnes 2006).
First, it brought the rest of the world as it bore on military and political strategy either to R&A’s headquarters in Washington at the South Building, 23rd Street and East, or to one of its Outposts located close to a pertinent theatre of war.  The world came to R&A in the form of various kinds of paper inscriptions and representations such as maps, photos, on-the-ground reports, census information, regional monographs, academic articles, newspaper clippings, statistical tables, line drawings, foreign encyclopedia entries, and much, much more.  This was the material to be studied in detail by “carefully selected trained minds” as Donovan called those who worked at OSS’s Intelligence Services.
  By the end of the war R&A had assembled 300,000 captioned photos, 300,000 classified intelligence documents, over 2 million assorted types of maps, 350,000 foreign serial publications, 50,000 books, and thousands of biographical files.  Through the prodigious efforts of Wilmarth Lewis of the Central Information Division, it also possessed one million 3x5 inch index cards organized by subject, cross-indexed, and containing pictorial material.

Second, the staff at R&A at their desks linked, combined, and synthesized these heterogeneous sources.  In Latour’s (1987, 254) vocabulary, they “paper shuffled” or engaged in “translation” in order to produce new geographical intelligence.   An undated R&A Report written to justify the workings and aims of the Branch averred that its main “function … [was] by analysis to digest … all possible elements of intelligence from all available sources … into an essentially new product” 
  That new product, the result of paper shuffling, was most often an R&A Report.
  Its production required strict management and discipline, however.  Central to its preparation was applying “logical processes of scientific reasoning,” and mirroring the practices of natural scientists.
  And enforcement came through a set of internal bureaucratic rules and procedures, at the centre of which was often Richard Hartshorne.  From November 27, 1942 until the end of War, Hartshorne served as Chair of the Projects Committee that set the standards for and vetted all individual intelligence reports written by R&A staff.
  Hartshorne was central to all aspects of the research and writing of such reports, including determining, as Katz (1989, 15) puts it, what counted as “grammatical ‘peccadilloes,’ ‘stylistic misdemeanours,’ and outright ‘crimes against objectivity.’”
Finally, the resulting synthesized intelligence was then sent from the center either directly or indirectly in order to dominate other locations, enabling the centre to “act at a distance on many other points” (Latour 1987, 222).  To that end R&A sent its research reports – more than 3,000 were produced – automatically to the Washington-based arms of government and the military, and then farther afield to potential consumers who could be even specific individuals engaged in active combat.  They were sent by “pouch communication” leaving the South building on Monday and Thursday mornings. 
  How much they effected action at a distance is debatable.  Latour argues any network along which circulation proceeds is only as strong as its weakest link, and the R&A network contained a number of weak links.  Feuding among intelligence agencies was one, and which included the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).  Donovan once said (and he was thinking primarily of Edgar J. Hoover), “our greatest enemies were in Washington, not in Europe.”
  Another was the deep suspicion by the military of advice from academics as well as the suspicion by academics of other academics including those who worked within R&A itself.
  And another were the sometimes inadequate resources, particularly trained personnel, who as soon as they were up to scratch in their new positions were transferred out of the job.
  

R&A employed more than 900 at its height, with at one point 129 geographers.  Chauncy Harris (1914-2003) became one of them, although not until August 1944.
  Harris throughout his long life was a keen compiler of numbers, and during the War years he was concerned especially with enumerating geographers working for government in Washington, DC, and at OSS and R&A in particular.
  In the summer of 1943, Harris recorded 224 geographers employed in Washington, of which the largest contingent was at R&A (77), and within it, the Map Division (38).  They had been trained at 40 different universities, the University of Chicago the most prominent (45 geographers received their graduate education there including Hartshorne and Harris).  Some of those geographers were actively recruited through the War Manpower Commission that compiled a National Roster of professional expertise based on answers to a questionnaire.
  But many arrived at R&A serendipitously.
Initially, those geographers were ghettoized within a single Geography Division headed by Hartshorne.  That changed radically in January, 1943, when R&A’s former discipline-based organizational grid was abandoned.  After that date, research and analysis was organized by theatre area: Europe-Africa, USSR, Far East (including the Pacific), and Latin America.  For each area, research and analysis focused on the economy, topography, and politics, culture and society.

The change caused much trauma (Katz 1989, 22).  The old academic model was broken up, put back together in a completely different form, and requiring very different research practices.  The focus was no longer disciplinary-defined but military-defined problems.  To tackle these required not solitary disciplinary study but interdisciplinary cooperation under the geographical mantle of one of the four regional theatres of war.  The move towards an interdisciplinary protocol meant social scientists and humanists who worked at R&A would now, like their natural scientist counterparts at such laboratories at Los Alamos or at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), work as a team on specific practical problems requiring group effort to solve.  The work model at R&A increasingly became like big science: group-projects, multi-disciplinary, and specific problem solving using objective reasoning and on occasion mathematical logic.  The transition to this new model was not always smooth.  There was sometimes resentment, specifically a sense that an internal disciplinary pecking order continued to hold sway with economics usually on top.   That at least appeared to be Preston James’s view as expressed in a letter to Chandler Morse, Chief of the London R&A outpost:

we still have a certain amount of friction at the so-called working level ….  Can the economist ever be made to stop speaking of the gathering of facts and the plotting of details on maps as a lower order of thought than that required for the building of formulae?  And can the geographers ever realize that unless they devise more accurate and objective procedures they can not hope to achieve the results they wish (quoted in Rössler 1996, 78).
Nevertheless it more or less held together, although there remained sporadic outbreaks of “friction,” and not always between geographers and economists (see fn. 11).  Perhaps the greatest success of geographers at R&A was in the area that James suggests economists judged a “lower order of thought,” mapping.
Arthur Robinson (1915-2004) was a serendipitous R&A recruit.  On the drive from Madison to Washington, DC in early September, 1941, Hartshorne stopped overnight in Columbus, Ohio, a guest of Roderick Peatie at the Ohio State Geography Department.  Peatie introduced Hartshorne to a former graduate student cartographer just starting his Ph.D., Arthur Robinson (1979, 98).  Hartshorne was impressed enough that in October, 1941 he offered Robinson a job.  He became Hartshorne’s third hire,
 and the first member of the Cartography Section that sat under the Geography Division. 
  Following R&A’s reorganization in 1943, however, a new, separate, free-standing Map Division was created with Robinson as Chief.  At one point it employed 250, with “outposts in London, North Africa and the Far East” (Crampton 2014, 80).  Over its wartime life, the Division answered 50,000 requests for map information, distributed over five million intelligence maps, provided the cartography for four Roosevelt-Churchill summits, produced 8,200 new maps, and collected and catalogued 1.7 million maps, the largest catalogued map collection in the world.  In Quebec in September, 1944 at a meeting of the Allied conference, Robinson was asked to turn a rough sketch of Germany (possibly drawn by President Roosevelt) into a properly drafted map that could be used during the next day’s meeting to decide where to divide Germany.  He stayed up all night agonizing about where to put the boundary (Crampton 2014, 80).  If wars are fought as much by maps as by weapons, including future Cold Wars, Robinson and his Map Division were at the epicenter of the battle. 
Geographers as teachers
The center achieved action at a distance in part by sending out military intelligence.   But there was another way: to train and to teach those who went out into the field to think like the center, to embody its knowledge and expertise.  Those who were trained would act in the field as the center’s proxy.  Officers, or would-be officers, who performed the role of middle-rung managers both in battle and in occupied territories, required knowledge about the places in which they operated: its physical environment, people, language, customs, institutions, and history.  They required geographical education.  Courses providing instruction in geography became a mainstay of military training for American army officers and aspiring officers.  During the Second World War, hundreds of thousands of American military personnel went back to school.  As Cardozier (1993, 135) put it, “The Presidents of Princeton and Purdue universities were exaggerating only slightly in 1943 when they described their campuses as military camps.”  
There were many university and college training programmers established by different branches of the US Armed forces during World War II (Cardozier 1993).  I focus on two: the Army Specialized Training Program (ASTP); and the Civil Affairs Training School (CATS).
ASTP was much the larger program, enrolling over 200,000 students during the course of the War.  Admission was based on I.Q. scores, with students cramming into 36 weeks of “basic” training what normally was taught in 64 weeks.  A minority of graduates went on to an “advanced phase,” also 36 weeks long, and which included the specialty, “Area and Language.” There trainees were taught to speak fluently “one of 20 European or 11 Asian languages,” and to acquire “comprehensive knowledge of the history, meaning and political and social institutions of the area to which the acquired language is indigenous.”
  Being an ASTP recruit was no soft option though.  Apart from being subject to 24 hour military discipline, the schedule of daily activities was punishing, the antithesis of the carefree student life.

CATS was not quite so demanding, but almost.
  Its charter was to train exclusively future occupiers.  Enrollees were commissioned junior officers who signed up for one of two programmers: Europe or the Far East.  Initially the university part of both programs was 12 weeks long which included training to achieve “proficiency in speaking and understanding the spoken colloquial language” (Hyneman 1944, 345).  That was later changed to eight weeks for Europe, and 26 weeks for the Far East (a result of the difficulties in particular in learning Japanese).
  Instruction was intense with students given 62 contact hours of instruction a week in classes that ranged in size from 55 to 95 (although language conversation groups were a maximum of eight).
Over 600 institutions of higher education participated in providing ASTP programmers ensuring that large numbers of American geography instructors and professors participated.  For example, Chauncy Harris was lured to the University of Chicago for a year of ASTP sessional teaching, 1942-43, where he lectured 75-125 students a quarter on respectively Germany (fall), the Soviet Union (winter), and Japan (spring).

The CATS program was more limited, offered at only ten universities, including Harvard.  Those universities, though, were often desperate for teaching staff.  Edward Ackerman (1911-1973) had taught at Harvard before he was recruited to R&A in October, 1941.  On June 3rd, 1943, Harvard’s Dean of Faculty, Paul Buck, wrote to William Langer, Chief of R&A, to request the return of Ackerman.  Buck realized that “the loss to you would be quite a blow,” but, he continued, “the University itself has war functions to perform and certain members of its staff are essential to discharging these functions.” 
  Consequently, Ackerman returned to Harvard “Monday morning, August 16, ... ready to resume [his] post with the University.”

Before the War, Ackerman’s regional interests as an undergraduate and graduate student at Harvard were primarily in North America and Europe (he was fluent in French and German).  His 1936 Ph.D. thesis was on the New England fisheries.  Nonetheless, in returning to Harvard as an Assistant Professor in August 1943 he was assigned to teach Japan and Southeast Asia.  He tried to bone up, taking classes in Japanese, but never became fluent.
  However, he was Chief of the Topographical Subdivision of the Far East Division at R&A, with access to its significant geographical resources, including the reports, manuals and memos written by members of that Division itself, and in his CATS teaching he drew upon them.
From Ackerman’s mimeographed notes distributed to CATS students, it is clear that his lectures were a continuation of the classic regional tradition in which he had been schooled.  The facts of the region were parceled under well-established typological categories like climate, agriculture, forestry, industry, transportation and cities.  For example, his three-page, single-spaced lecture handout to CATS students for January 16, 1945 on “Manufacturing Areas and Urban Settlements” opened with the geographical locations and character of Japan’s leading urban-industrial centers.  Then came a list of factors that influenced their location, followed by another inventory of different types of manufacturing, and finishing with a discussion of the “City Landscape.”
  Absent were any larger organizational concepts, let alone theories, or even a discussion of the broader Japanese national context that one would think would be required to understand the country’s industrialization and urbanization,
On August 15th, 1945, six days after “Fat Man” was dropped on Nagasaki, and the day Emperor Hirohito came on noontime radio to announce Japan’s surrender,  Ackerman wrote to the geographer Charles Colby at the University of Chicago.  He told him “too much of my time has been devoted in the last two years to lecturing about things in which I am a mere beginner.”
  That did not stop Ackerman in spring, 1946 from accepting an invitation from the War Department to go to Japan as an adviser to the Natural Resources Section within the US military government of occupation under General Douglas MacArthur.  Ackerman was about to use his geographical intelligence as an occupier.

Geographers as occupiers
Ackerman arrived in Japan in July, 1946.  American troops had begun their occupation in early September, 1945.  The head of the new military administration in Japan, the Supreme Commander of Allied Powers (SCAP), was the American General Douglas MacArthur.  Initially MacArthur exerted absolute control, becoming “a minor potentate in his Far Eastern domain” (Dower 1999, 79).  He was generally a benign potentate, though, even politically progressive.
  Under MacArthur, as Dower (2002, xx) writes, Japan was “subject to one of the most audacious exercises in social engineering in history.  Substantive reformist policies were introduced into virtually every level of society.”  
Ackerman was assigned to the Natural Resource Section (NRS) at General Headquarters SCAP.  NRS was charged with “advising SCAP on resource policy for agriculture, fisheries, forestry, mining and geology in Japan, Korea, and Japan’s former Pacific territories” (Takema 2002, 188).  It was headed by Lt. Colonel Hubert G. Schenck, a former geology professor at Stanford.  The section received most attention from its involvement in land redistribution.  Japan’s agricultural system had remained effectively feudal, but through a vigorous land redistribution scheme overseen by NRS, “more than one third of land changed hands, which affected 30% of all Japanese” (Schaller 1985, 43).   Ackerman was not concerned with land redistribution but with natural resources.  He was charged with inventorying them using a massive survey he administered, and devising policies to make the most efficient use of their limited supply.  
On December 31st, 1949, Ackerman’s two-volume, 559-page A report on Japan’s natural resources was published.   It took almost three years to research and write, with contributions from 200 technical experts.  Only 57 copies were made, however (Ackerman 1953, ix), but in 1953 the University of Chicago Press published an amended version which provided a wider circulation (Ackerman 1953).

The book was a blueprint for the social engineering of post-War Japan.  Following the prevailing discourse of development, that blueprint was couched in terms of modernization (Escobar 1995).  The modernization of Japan would derive from rational intervention applied to its limited natural resources of capital, science and technology.  To achieve that end, required first of all bureaucratic intervention, the rule of experts, and which Ackerman as a geographical expert and occupier provided (Mitchell 2002).
Conclusion

In a retrospective essay, an R&A alumnus, Kirk Stone (1979, 89) said that “World War II was the best thing that has happened to geography since the birth of Strabo.”  On the face of it, the statement at best is hyperbolic, at worse deliberately tendentious, with Stone as provocateur, shocking for shock’s sake.  While Stone’s reputation was as a maverick, I have suggested in this short paper that his statement was plausible (Dobson et al. 1999).  Stone was pointing to the importance of war’s underworld.  While war might be miserable, cruel and horrific, it could also be transformative, redrawing social relationships, reconstituting institutions, reorganizing and creating new kinds of knowledge.  Such effects are rarely recognized.  In histories of geography, there is almost no mention of the Second World War, even though some of these disciplinary histories, such as Preston James’ (1972) All possible worlds or Robert E. Dickinson’s (1969) The makers of modern geography, were written by geographers who not only served in the War, but explicitly used their academic geographical knowledge for military ends.
 Nonetheless, in these scholarly histories they treated the War as an interruption, a diversion, a blank space between the inter-War and the post-War periods, only after which real geography began again.  In support of Stone, I argued that the Second World War was no blank space, but teemed with geography and geographers.  Geography was made for war.
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� Warntz’s later work as a graduate student at Penn (1949-55), as a Research Associate at the American Geographical Society (1956-66), and eventually as a professor at Harvard (1966-71) was in social physics.  In his case, that meant applying Newtonian astrophysical formulations to terrestrial phenomena (Janelle 1997, 2000).


� A likely exception were geographers at Berkeley, particularly, Carl Sauer and John Leighly, who disagreed with, often feigned not to understand, but mainly just ignored Hartshorne (see Porter 1978).


� Hartshorne arrived in Vienna to begin his academic leave five months after the Anschluss.  In a 1989 letter to Derek Gregory about that period, Hartshorne wrote: “we were living mostly with Jewish people.  Our choice and the right choice because if they were being herded towards Auschwitz they did not have to pretend it was a good thing, they could be human on the way.  And we could help them a little by being there, even though we felt like deserters [‘cowards’ in the previous draft, and ‘traitors’ in an even earlier draft] when we pulled out our American passports and waved goodbye.”  R. Hartshorne to D. Gregory, October 19, 1989, Box 195, Hartshorne correspondence/D-E, Papers of Richard Hartshorne, American Geographical Society Library, University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee, WI. 


� “COI came first,” Office of Strategic Services: America’s First Intelligence Agency,  , �HYPERLINK "https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-monographs/oss/index.htm"�https://www.cia.gov/library/center-for-the-study-of-intelligence/csi-publications/books-and-monographs/oss/index.htm� (last accessed 30th August, 2014).


� Functions of Research and Analysis in strategic services, R&A No. 2700, no date, pages 2-3, RG 226, Box 9, Folder 3, National Archives and Record Administration (NARA), College Park, MD.


� M. Rössler (1996, 79) provides a list of titles and in some cases authors (although all reports were anonymized when published).  Some representative titles include: “German political emigration,” “Current agricultural conditions in the Russian occupied Zone of Germany in 1945,” “German social stratification,” “The Housing situation,” and “Transportation and communication in Japan.”


� Functions of Research and Analysis in strategic services, R&A No. 2700, no date, page 2, RG 226, Box 9, Folder 3, NARA.


� “All requests for studies are referred to the [Projects] Committee and it considers all projects for studies instituted within the Branch.  It assigns priorities and designates what division is to be responsible and what other units should cooperate or be consulted in the preparation of the work.  Finally, it passes upon [sic] finished reports and controls their distribution.”  Functions of Research & Analysis in Strategic Services, no date, RG226, Box 9, Folder 3, NARA.


� Functions of Research & Analysis in Strategic Services, no date, page 4, RG226, Box 9, Folder 3, NARA; R&A Administrative Regulation # 2, March 12 1943, RG226 Entry 1, Box 1, Folder 2, NARA.


� C. T. Pinck and D. Pinck, The best spies didn’t wear suits, The New York Times, December 10, 2004; �HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2004/12/10/opinion/10pinck.html?_r=0"�http://www.nytimes.com/2004/12/10/opinion/10pinck.html?_r=0� (last accessed August 30th, 2014).


� An example was the clash between Hartshorne and staff from the political subdivision of the Europe-Africa Division who included former Frankfurt School members Herbert Marcuse and Franz Neumann.  Hartshorne tried to block the publication of their R&A Research Report 1549, Germany’s Social Democratic Party, suggesting that it did not meet R&A’s standards of “sound, mature and objective scholarship.”  Such standards, however, were exactly the ones being called into question by the ex-Frankfurt School members. R. Hartshorne to S. Kent and Lt. C. E. Schorske, R&A No. 1549, page 1, 14th July 1945, RG 226, Entry 1, Box 4, Folder 1, NARA.


� W. L. Langer to W. J. Donovan, Personnel situation R&A Branch, May 10, 1943, RG 226, Box 4, Folder 11, NARA.


� Apart from Richard Hartshorne, Preston James and Chauncy Harris, some of the more prominent geographers at R&A in Washington included Edward Ackerman, William Applebaum, George Brightman, Clarence Fielding Jones, John Morrison, Clarence Olmstead, Arthur Robinson, Kirk Stone, Edward Ullman, and Leonard Wilson.  


� C. D. Harris, Geographers in Washington, ca. 1941, Box 89, Folder 16, Chauncy D. Harris Papers (CDHP), Special Collections Research Center, University of Chicago Library; C. Harris, Professional geographers in government offices in Washington, D.C., June 30, 1942, Department of State, Box 99, Folder 9, CDHP.


� A more detailed version of that questionnaire was also sent out in January, 1942, by Preston James and Richard Hartshorne, respectively Chair and Vice-Chair of the Committee on Geographic Research, National Research Council, to recruit yet more geographers;  National Research Council, January 7th, 1942, Box 89, Folder 16, CDHP.


� R&A Administrative Regulation, January 21, 1943, page 4, RG 226 Entry 1, Box 1, Folder 2, NARA


� Hartshorne wrote to Derwent Whittlesey, Professor of Geography at Harvard, on October 8th, 1941, about the state of hires at the Geography Division: “[Edward] Ackerman is the only person committed besides myself, so you can call that safe.  I am trusting next to get Robinson from Ohio State” R. Hartshorne to D. S. Whittlesey, October 8, 1941, Box 38, 1940-42, Ackerman, Edward A. Papers (AEAP), American Heritage Center, University of Wyoming at Laramie.


� Harris (1997: 251) says that Robinson “changed his career line” after that chance meeting with Hartshorne.  Robinson had gone to OSU intending to leave cartography, and in which he had completed an MA at Wisconsin.  Before meeting Hartshorne, his Ph.D. thesis was to be about the population of the Mississippi Valley; see also C. Olmstead, Recollections of map intelligence in the Office of Strategic Service during World War II, no date, Folder 4, Box 102, CDHP.


� Army Specialized Training Bulleting, No. 6, January 1944, pages, 3, 7.  School for Overseas Administration (SfOA), Harvard University Archive (HUA), uav 663.95.1


� Reveille was at 6:30 am, breakfast at 7:00 am, followed by three one-hour language classes beginning at 8:00 am.  At 11:00 am there was an hour lecture.  Lunch was between 12:15-1:20 pm, followed by two hours of supervised activities (lectures, films, study groups).  Drill was at 3:30 pm, supper at 6:30 pm, supervised study at 7:30 pm, taps at 10:30 pm (Keefer 1993, 75).


� The Director of Harvard’s CATS programmed, C. J. Friedrich, wrote in May, 1944, that “stiffness of the program mak[es] it virtually impossible for any but the very best men to do the job to their own satisfaction.”  Memo: Concerning the Civil Affairs Training School, May 26, 1944, SfOA, HUA, uav 663.95.1


� Hyneman (1944, 345) says the degree of language proficiency achieved by enrollees “was a revelation,” and led to the pedagogical techniques used at CATS being transferred to other government units that taught foreign languages.  Students were given between 120 and 136 contact hours to speak the new language colloquially.


� C. D.Harris, Oral history, January 14, 1986, pp. 9-11, Box 90. Folder 10, CDHP.


� Dean P. H. Buck to W. L. Langer, June 3rd, 1943, Box 38, “1943-1947,” AEAP.


� E. A. Ackerman to P. H. Buck, August 7, 1943, SfOA, HUA, uav 663.95.1.


� Ackerman’s lists five languages that he can at least read, but Japanese is not among them.  “United Nations Personal History” “Edward A. Ackerman Bibliography,” Box 1, AEAP.


� Industrializing areas and urban settlements, Outline of lecture by Dr. E. A. Ackerman, January 16, 1945, page 3, HUA, SfOA, uav.663.246


� E. A. Ackerman to C. C. Colby, August 15th, 1945, Box 38, “1943-1947,” AEAP.


� In his brilliant book about the American occupation of Japan, Embracing defeat, John Dower (1999, 23) says MacArthur’s acts as Supreme Commander were “a remarkable display of arrogant idealism – both self-righteous and genuinely visionary.”  Their progressive political character was achieved in spite of MacArthur’s barely muffled Christian missionary zeal, Republican Party membership, Orientalism, and a colonial jingoism that conceived the remaking of Japan as yet another of “the white man’s burdens.”


� James, as already discussed, was involved in military intelligence from 1923.  At R&A at different times he was Chief of the Latin American and Europe-Africa Divisions.  Dickinson was a British geographer with expertise especially in urbanization and the geography of Germany (where he travelled extensively in the second half of the 1930s before War broke out; Johnston 2001).  He served in intelligence within the Royal Air Force during the War, likely contributing to setting bombing targets in Germany including possibly the ones over which William Warntz navigated his B-24 Liberator.  Warntz also wrote about the history of geography but like James’ and Dickinson’s his histories were warless.





1

