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THE RE~AGE~ BRIDGEHEAD: TH~ SICNIFICANCE 
Of A~flONS T~KE~ 8Y UNITED STATES A~D 

GFR~t:\N FOI{CES Bl:Th' EEN 7 M~D 17 ~lARCH 1945 
(RESEARCH). 

I , UTRODUCTION 

A. Overview . On 7 March 1945, members of Comp any A, 
27th Ar~ored Infantry Batta]ion , 9th Armored Division , 
att3cked and seized the ~udendorff Bridge c rossing the 
Rhine River at Remage~ . Th e Rhine River represented 
Germany ' s last defensive barrier. The seizure of the 
only remaining bridge across the Rhine provided a spring­
b~ard for the fin31 th rust in t o t he heart~and of Germany . 

In thel~ e x t e nsive pla nn ing and preparation for 
the Rhineland Campaign, Allied commanders completely 
disregar ded Remage n as a possible bridge crossing site. 
~he sudden re&lization that the Ludendorff Bridge was 
still intact thrus t Remagen iil the limelig~t . The 
spectacula r seizure uf the Ludendorff Bridge ranks as 
one of the mos t dramatic events of Wor ld War II. It was 
estimated that the capture of the br i dge intact saved the 
Americao nation over 5,000 dead and more than 10,000 
wounded and substantially hastened the end of th~ w~r 
(6:223) . lt is worth noting that the 9t~ Arruored Division 
crossed the Rhine River precisely 2 , 000 years after 
Caesar ' s first assault crossing at Andernach. Andarnach 
is less than 12 miles south of Remageo (J0:22) . 

B. Scope. The period from 7 March (when Company 
A seized the b~id3e) until 17 March (when the bridge 
finally collapsed into the Rhine) is the concern of this 
monograph. Additional discussion of the long-range plans 
for the Rhiueland Campaign and u. s . Army actions prior 
to the seizure of the bridge i& necessary in developing 
the situation. I shall review what was done and left 
undone by both American and German forces, 

C. Objectives . I shall examine the seizure of the 
Ludeodorff Bridge and the subsequent exploitstion of the 
bridgehead in order to determine those factors which 
influenced the o~eration. I shall try to determine the 
applicability of tqe lessons learned at Rem&gen to the 
present~day situation and h ow these lessons leerued CPO 
be inc~rporated into current doctrine. 

D. Method of Development. The paper wi ll be 
developed in the following manner . A brief description 
of the town of Remagen and the surrounding country~ide 
will be given. This description will include a discussion 
of the Ludendorff Bridge and the demolition p lan for tne 
bridge . ~dditional discussion cf the Ge r man forces 
securing the bridge is necessary to set the stage for 
what occurred during tne seizure . T~e remainder of the 
paper will be developed in the chronological crder of 
events. 



II . BODY 

A. General Situation . 

1 . The Town of Rernagen (see appendix A) . 

Rernagen was a small , una~bitious resort 
cocmunity locatPd on the west bRnk of the ~hine River 
midway between Cologne and Cobl~nz. fhe village h ad a 
popula~ion of about 5 , 00G . As i de from the Ludendorff 
Bridge spanuing the Rhine Rlver , Remagen h~ld l i ttle of 
strategic value , However , several la r ge build i ngs , in 
particu lar the imposing Chu r ch of Sain t Apo l l inarus , 
offered the occupying fo r ce excellen t point s of observa ­
tion. Li kewise , the n arrow, t wistin g s tre et s pro v ided 
the enemy e xcel l e nt s t ro ngpo i nts fo r ant i a rmo r positio ns, 
assuming e n emy troops a n d matecial we r e availab l e to man 
them . The roads l eadi ng t o Rem a ge n f rom t h e we s t we r e 
genera l ly good . Th e smoo th, r olling ter rain favo re d t he 
attacker on t h e wes t side of the river . However, the 
rugg ed terrain and th ic k fore st s 0n the east side of the 
river pr e sente d many o b s tacles t o the at t a c king f orc e, 
The con f luence o f the Ahr River and Rhin e Riv~r sou t h 
of Rema gen add s c onside r a ble spee d and t u rb u lence t o 
t he 7 00-fo ot-wi~e rive r as it pa sses Rema g en (6 : 5 4-6 1 ) . 

On the east bank o f the Rhine, across f r o m 
Remagen, a 6 00- f oot cliff, called the "Zrpeler L~y ," 
l ooms against the sky. The hi~h gro und provides the 
occupying f0rce a c~mmanding view of the countryside 
fo e 10 miles in all dire c tions , Additionally, the occupy ­
ing force has an excellent vantage point for placing direct 
fire on tbe bridge below , To the north and east ri s e 
the Se iheoge birge ("Seven Hounta ins") and other thickly 
for es ted, mountainous are as who se steep sl opes and 
gu ll ies provide natu=al t a nk tra pc against advan c ing 
ar mor . Th e t errain scrongly f a vors the defender (6:4-5). 

2 . The Ludendo~ff Hridg e (s e e appendix B). 

Th e Ludendor i: f B?"' ~~e wa s constructed in 
1918 and crosAed the Rhine Rive~ . rom the southern edge 
of Remagen to the southern edge of Erpel . The bridge 
was 1,069 feet :ong and consisted of thr~e symmetrical 
archP.s resting on four stone pilings . Two stone towers 
at e&ch end of the bridge command~d both the entrance 
to t he bri dg e e nd the surrounding lands c~~e . The three­
s toty towers were intersticed with gun aperturee and 
provided excellent observati0n from roofto~ p~sitio~s. 
The towere c ould easily have quartered a full battalicm 
of troops . The bridge allowed railroad traffic in both 
d i r e c tions. Additionally , there ~as a 1 - meter footwalk 
on each side of th~ bridge. On the east side of the river, 
t he railroad track~ led in t o a 1)200- foot t~nnel through 
the base of the " Erpeler Ley" (6:59-64). 
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3 . German l~molition Plan for the Ludendorf[ 
Bridge (see appendix S) . 

An elab o rate demolition plnn for the bridge 
was put into effect in 1938. Sixty demolition containers 
were strategically emplaced along rhe hridge . The con ­
tainers held 8 pounds of explosives . The explosives we~e 
~o be electrically detonated by a fuze attached to a cablP. 
ldid beneath the tracks . The fuze ignition s wi t c h was 
loca:ed in the tunn~l . The system was designed to detonate 
all 60 char&es simultaneou sly , causing the br i dge to 
collapse into the river . In addition, an eme rge n cy han d­
lit primer cord could be utilized s h ould t h e e l ec trical 
fuze fail to function . Fu rt hermo r !, i n 1944 t o offse t 
possible rapid armored adva n ces , German e n gin eers pla n ted 
decolitions along t h e caus eway ap p roachin g th e br i dge 
on the J es t bank . The char ge was des igne d to bl ow a ditc h 
JO feet wide a n d 1 2 fee t d eep ac r oss the entr ance wa y 
(6 : 65 - 69) . 

4 . German Fo rces Securing the Ludendorff Bridge. 

The German for c es securin g the bridge we re 
comp rised primarily o f t he sick and wounded and whateve r 
loca l Uolkssturm for c es that could be mu s tered . Cap ~ain 
willi Bratge was designated c ombat c ommander of the Remagen 
a r e a in December 1944. His f0rces consi s ted of a 36-~an 

b r idge secu rity company, about 180 Jugend (Youth Corps) 
membere, and 120 Russian volunteer s of dubious l 0 yalty. 
Captain Karl Friesenhahn commanded a 120-man engineer 
co~oany . Additionally, there were several antiaircraft 
units consisting of less the n 200 meo and a rocket battery 
with less than 20 men. Although the Volksstur~ commanders 
c ounted over 500 memberR i n their ranks , they admitted 
that only one-tenth o f tha t figure would actually take up 
arms and f ight. German forces totaled less than 1,000 
p oo rly trained a nd ill-dis ci p li~e d troops. Confusion in 
command c hannels and poor c ommuni ca tions f ur t her complicated 
Captain Bratge' s efforts t o unify German forc~s into an 
effe ctive deterrent fnrce (6 : 41-53). 

S . The Rhineland Campaign (see app~ndix C) . 

~fter months of planning and preparatio~, 
Al lied forces launched the Rhineland Camp~ign in February 
19 45. In formulating the plan for the final plunge into 
Germany, Gen~ral Eisenhower wae ~rimarily concerned with 
the co~rse of action once the Rhine River was breached . 
In developing the plan, General Ei~enhower established a 
twofold mission: {1) Prevent German force~ defending 
the west bank of the Rhine River from escaping to the east 
bank where they could be effec tively deployed in a final 
de f e nsive effort and (2) in so doing, Allied forces would 
be free to select those crossing sitea where theit forces 
could be concentrated witl1 minimum forces defen ding along 
the remainder of the front . In that little hope vas held 
for c apturing a Rhiue River bridge intact, huge stores of 
bridg~ng equi~meut were moved to the fronc (1:3). 
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Elsenhower developed his operation in three 
ph~ses. In phase one . the First Canadian Army and the 
Ninth U. S . Artr~y under th~ command of Field Narshal 
Montg~cery ~ould seizP the west bank of the Rhine froM 
~ijQegen to Dusseldorf£ . Concurrently , General Bradley ' s 
First U. S . Army focces would cover Ninth Arm y ' s southern 
flank and destroy any resistance bypassed throughout 
the zone . In phase two , Montgomery would continue prupara­
tions for a crossicg on the lower Rhine . In developing 
the bridgehedd, Bradley ' s forces woul d secure the west bank 
of the Rhine from Dusseldo rf£ to Coblenz , aggressively 
striking the enemy ' s flank and rear to the southeast . 
~eanwhile , Thi r d u. s . Army was tv attack eastward from 
Pru~ to Cobl enz . In phase t~r ee while Montgomery 's fo r ces 
were expanding t h e brid gPhad , Third and SevenLh Armies 
would destroy a n y rema jning re s i s tance in the Mose lle ­
S3ar-~hine triangle and secure the Rhine River as far 
sou th as Karlsruhe (12 : 668). Although Eis enhower ' s initial 
plans c a lled :o r a crossing in t h e lower Rhineland by 
Fie£d Marshal Montgomery ' s forces, the seizure of the 
ludendo r ff Bridge necessitated a sweeping change in plans. 
The original mission was changed in order to exploit the 
bridgehead . 

B. Seque n ce of Events . 

1 . Disposition of All ied Forces During Early 
Stages of Rhineland Campaign . 

Phase one commenced on 8 February when the 
First Ca n adian Army, despite stubbo rn enemy resistance 
and early thaw floodwaters , attacked the ReichswAld south­
east of Nijmegen. They reached the Rhine River opposice 
Emmerich on 14 February . Retreating German forces flooded 
the Roer Valley by destroy ing the discharge valves on Roer 
River dams , therein preventing First and Ninth Armies from 
joining the phase on~ offensive until 23 February. On 
that date , they la·mched a coordinated attack across the 
Roer River . Under cover of the Ninth Air Force and British 
Second Tactical Air Force, saveral bridgeheads were secured 
across the Roer River. Capitslizing on their initial 
mome ntum, First ~rmy continued its advance toward Cologn~~ 
while Ninth Army veered sharply to the northeast following 
the Munchen- Glajbach- Dusseldorff axis , The Nir.th Ar~y ' s 
movement to the ~o rtheaat caught the enemy by surpris~ 
allowing Ninth Army forces to advance to the Rhine at Neuss 
on 1 March. Three days later Ninth Army linked up with 
the Canadian First Army at Geldern (2:19-22). 

Mean~hile , First Army, commanded by General 
Courtney Hodges , conti~ued its advance to Cologne with 
VII Corps securing Njnth Army ' s southern flank. Third 
Corps and V Corps attacked southeast towa~d Remagen and 
the Ahr Riv~r encountering disorganized units from the 
German Fifteenth Army. Enemy morale was low, and resu~ply 
was virtually nonexistent (1:5). 
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By 6 ~larch , \' tT Corps had seized Cologne 
a n d o c c upied positions alons the Rhine River to Ninth 
A r~y ' s southern boundary at Dusseldorf£ . Elements of 
III Corps had advanced to within 3 miles of t he Rh ine 
dnd occupied posit i ons along a line exten din g southeast 
through Stadt Meckenheim and Merzbach . Concu rrent l y , 
V Corps was disposed along a lin e from Kirspenich on 
the north to the Erft River and Dahlem Io!oods on the sou•.h 
(1~5) . 

Ninth Army co ntinued mopping up po c ket s 
of resistance with in its zone , while T hird Army continued 
its advance to Cob lenz and Andernach. General Hodges 
ordered VII and III Co rps t o close to the Rhine on 7 March, 
while V Corps was instructed to occupy positions along 
the west bank of the Ahr River. In that the Remagen 
Bridge was the only remaining span across the Rhine, III 
Co rps was ordered to seize it intact (1:5) . 

In accomplishing this mission, III Corps 
planned to attack with four divisions across its front 
(s ee appendix D). The 9th Armored Division , com~anded 
by General John Leonard , was to attack in a southeast~rly 
direction seizing Remagen and those remaining Ahr River 
c rossings near Sinzig , Heimersbeim, and Bad Neuenahr. 
The 1st Infantry Division was to seize Bonn while 
securing III Corps ' left flank with the 14th Cavalry 
Group. The 9th Infantry Division was ordered to attack 
southeast and seize Bad Godesburg and Lannesdorf. The 
78th Infantry Division was ordered to seize Ahr River 
crossings at Ahrweiler while protecting III Corps ' right 
flank (1 : 6). 

2. Advance to Remagen. 

The extensive road network throughout the 
zone facilitated rapid advance . The Kotten Forest 
extending throughout the center of the corps zone offered 
the attacking forces a covered approach leading to the 
battle area . In general, the terrain leading to the 
west bank of the Rhine favored the attacker. The terrain 
on the eastern side of the river greatly favored the 
defender . To facilitate command and control , 9th Armored 
Division was divided into two combat commands. Combat 
Command A was to attack to the southeast seizing the Ahr 
River crossings at Bad Neuenahr and Hcimersheim. Concurrently, 
Combat Command B was to seize Remagen and Sinz ig in a two­
column attack with the northern column capturing the 
Remagen Bridge and the southern column seiz i ng Ahr River 
c rossings south of Remagen. The northern coluron. designated 
Task Force Engeman aiter its commander LTC Leonard Engeman, 
contained the 27th Armored Infantry Battalion, 14th Tank 
Battalion (minus Companies B and C), one platoon of the 
89th Reconn~issance Squadron, and one platoon of Company 
B, 9th Armored Engineer Battalion. LTC Engeman's scheme 
of maneuver was to clear Remagen of enemy forces, seize 
approaches to the Ludendorff Bridge, and establish a bridge­
head on order . The tank force was scheduled to cross the 
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initial point (lP) soutl1 of St1dt Neckenheim at 070730 March . 
The task (ore~ consisted o[ the following units listed in 
order of march sequence : 

Company A, 27th Armored infan t ry Batta lion , 
with one platoon of Company A, 14th Ta n k Ba tt a li o n a tt ached 
(advan ce g ua r d ) 

14th Tank Battalion ( - ) 

27 t h Armo r ed I n fant r y Ba ttal i on (- ) 

1st Pla too n, Com pa n y B, 9th Armo red En g in e er 
Batta l ion 

Co mp an y B, 2 7th Ar more d Inf a ntr y Batt a lio n 

Company A (-), 14th Tank Battalion 

Co mpan y C (-), 2 7 th Armored Infantry Battalion 

Company D, 14th Tank Ba ttalion 

1st Platoon, Company C, 27th Armored 
Inf a ntr y Battalion 

89th Reconnai s san c e Platoon as flank protection 
and to screen the front (1 : 7-8) 

Throughout their s ector, Task Force Engeman 
en c ountered isolated rear guard units . There was no 
established line of defense . At or about 071230 March, 
element s of the a dvance guard seized positions overlooki~g 
the entire city . The Ludendorff Bridge was discovered 
intact and jammed with retreating German forces . It was 
decided that no artillery fire would be directed against 
the bridge for fear of destroying or damaging it. LTC 
Engeman planned to attack at 1310 with the 27th Armored 
Infantry Battalion . Company A was ordered to attack s o uth­
east and secure the bridge approach while Companies B and 
C were ordered to clear the city and protect the flanks . 
Their fire support included an assault gun platoon and 
m0rtar position located on the hill overlooking the city 
(10:1- 3). 

3. Seizure of the Bridge . 

Upon entering the city, Company A encountered 
heavy sniper fire necessitating house-to-house fighting. 
Ne vertheless, Companv A reached the bridge and secured 

~ 

the western approach by 1500. Shortly before their arrival, 
the German forces exploded a demolition charge in the 
causeway approaching the bridge. The explosion left a 
30-foot crater . An interrogation of prisoners cap t ured 
during the attack indicated the bridge was schedulecl to 
b e blown at 1600. Spurred on by the realization that the 
brid ge would be destroyed shortly, Company A was ordered 
acro ss. Additionally, one squad of Company B, 9th Armored 
Rngineer Battalion, was attached to Company A (10 : 2). 
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and equ i pment (6 : 159 - lbO) . A l i sting of signifi ca nt 
acti\.'it i es du r ing t he e xploi t al:ion of th~ bri <e.ehead fr om 
8 to 1 ·, ~I a r c it f o llows : 

8 March 19!;5 

Shortly af t er midni ght , Company B, 9 t h 
Ar~o r ed En g ineer Battalio n , c o mplet e d repairs to the b r idge . 
Attempt s t o push r einforcements across thE b ridge caused 
f urt h er problems whe n a tank dest r oyer slipped off th e 
b r i dg e runway and became ~edged in the br i dge str u c tu r e . 
All vehicular t raffic was hal t ed a n d backe d u p bu mper-to ­
bumper as fa r as Bi rresdor f . T h e bridge was fin ally c leare d 
a t 080530 Ma r c h, an d r e in fo r ceme n ts b ega n s t Yaaming a c ross. 
During the r emainder of the d ay , th e 47th a nd 3llth Infantry 
Regime n ts a l o n g with five separate infantry battalions and 
a ssor ted s upport units were pu s h ed acro ss the bridge 
expa n d ing t h e bridgehead 1 mile deep a nd 2 miles wide . 
Road b l oc ks were established and d e fensi ve positions were 
fo rti f ie d . Howe ver , the narro w s treet s o f Remagen became 
so congested with troops and equipment that only one more 
ba tt a l i on c rossed during the ni ght o f 8 - 9 Mar c h (10:9-10). 

To facilitate comma nd and control , separate 
command g roups were established o n bo th s ides of the riv er . 
Commu n i c atio n between command g roups was almost nonexistent . 
Fo rtunately, the enemy failed t o launch a counterattack , 
a n d enemy resistance was sporadi c . Despite poor weather 
conditions, the Germans did attempt 10 air raids against 
t he bridge . Eight aircraft were shot down (10:9- 10) . 

9 March 1945 

The Germans were desp e rate . The German high 
commanJ ord e red the bridgehead contained at all costs . 
Ene my opposiLion stiffened with the arrival of elements 
of 11 German division s . Nevertheless, the bridgehead was 
s tre ngthened with the arri ~al of the 309th Infantry 
Re g iment , the remainder of the 310th Infantry Regiment, 
and additional antiaircraft units . Furthermore , extens i ve 
obstacles were emplaced to protect the bridge from floating 
mines and enemy swimmers (10:10-11) . 

Engineer units began c onstructing a treadway 
b r i d g e l es s than 500 meters north of the Ludendorff Bridge. 
Likewis e , cons truction was also beg un on a heavy ponton 
bridg e upstream at Kripp . No artille ry units had as yet 
c r os sed the river . Division and corps artillery units 
s u p ported th~ operation from the west bank . Overcast skies 
a n d limited visibility r e stricted a erial support during 
the da y ( 1 0:10-12). 

10 Mar c h 1945 

By 10 March , the situation was fairly well 
in hand . The bridgehead was expan~ed despite very heavy 
r es i s tanc e and sharp enemy counterattacks . Advances were 
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~ade in the n~rthe,st 3nd s~utheast b~ the 309th and 60th 
13fdntry RP&i~~nts respectlv~ly . rhe lost elements of 
th~ 9th lnfantr· ~vision co~pleted their crossing by 1825 . 
Ele~ents of the 99tll Inrontrv Divis1on b~gan crossing at 
1530 (10 : 12-13) . 

11 March 19~5 

There was little progress on 11 March. 
Ho~ev~r, additional reinforcements were push~d across 
the bridge . Heavy con centrat ions of co unterbattcry fire 
~ere instrumental in breaking up German counterattacks . 
The treadway bridge north of Remagen and the heavy ponton 
bridge at Kripp were opened to traffic despite heavy 
enemy artillery fire and airstrikes . Three ferry sites 
were a~so placed in operation . As a result of damage 
sustained by artillery fire , t.he treadway bridge was only 
able to handle light traffic (10 : 13-14) . 

12 March 1945 

By 12 March , three divisions had crossed 
the river. Coordinated attacks by all three divisions 
encountere d heavy res istance . Aggressive counterattacks 
by German armor and infantry units forced the American 
units to defend in olace . Four additional field artillery 
battalions crossed the river on 12 March . Over 50 air­
strikes were directed against the bridge in a desperate 
attempt to cut off American supplies and reinforcements. 
One~ again u.s . antiaircraft batteries proved highl~· 

successful in destroying 26 aircraft (10:14 - 15) . 

13 March 1945 

Stubborn enemy resistance coupled with 
extremely rugged terrain continued t o slow the expansion 
of the bridgehead on 13 March, The Ludendorff Bridge 
was closed temporarily to allow repairs and t 0 install 
additional protective measures to counter enemy mines and 
swimmers . However , the treadway bridge and ponton bridge 
were opeLational, and reinforcemen ts continued to ~low 
across . Si gnificant advances were made by the 3lltb 
Infantry Regiment , 78th In_antry Division , Smaller advances 
were made by the 9th and 99th Infantry Divisions. Once 
again the Luftwaffe made desperate attempts to destroy the 
bridge but lost 26 aircraft tn the process (lO : fS -16). 

14 March 1945 

There was some progress in the northeastern 
sector on 14 March, but the situatio n remained fairly 
stable elsewhere . Additional field artillery reinforce­
men ts proved effectiv~ in coun tering enemy artillery fire 
and counterattacks (10:16 - 17). 

15 March 1945 

Significant advances were made on 15 March 
with the 78th and 9th Infantry Divisio~advancing to 
within 1500 meters of the autobahn. Throughout the 
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bridgehead ure3, there were indicntions that the enemy 
was weakening . Enemy counterattac~o . a~tillery fire, 
a n d a i r 8 t r i k ~.; d i m i n i s •: e d c <• n s i d e r a b 1 ~· t h r o u g h o u t t h e 
bridgehead (10 : 18-19) . 

New boundaries a~J objectives were 
established for III and VII Cor?S . Likewise, the Corps 
were restructured to facilitate command and control. 
The bridgehead was spli t. The VII Corps, \o~ith tto1o 
divisions , assumed responsibility for the norchern 
se~tor , and III Corps , with three divisions, assumed 
resvonsibility for the southern half (10:18-19). 

16 Harch 1945 

At 161415 March, the 309th Infantry 
Regiment, 78th Infantry Division, seized the autobahn 
in its se~tor. The 393d Infantry Regiment , 99th Infantry 
Division, advanced some 4,000 yards to the Weid River . 
Likewise , the 9th Infantry Division made significant 
advaaces in its sector . The lst In f antry Division 
• ompleted its crossing and closed in assembly areas by 
1300 (9 : 19). 

17 March 1945 

Expansion continued on 17 March, and 
additional segments of the autobahn were sei7ed . 
Significant advances were made on all fronts within the 
b~idgehead . The enemy appeared to be weakening . Alert 
sho~e defenses observed and captured euemy swimmers 
towing explosives . In their desperation, the Germans 
began emp1oylng V-2 rockets against the bridgehead, but 
they proved unsuccessful (10 : 19-20). 

Succumbing to 10 days of continuous 
punishment, the Ludendorff Bridge collapsed into the 
Rhine River at 1500. Although there are no figures 
available on the number of personnel or the amount of 
supplies and equipment that c rossed the Rhine River 
during the 10-day period , the Ludendorff Bridge served 
its purpose . By 17 Mar~h, First Army secured a bridge- ~ 
head 12 miles wide and 5 miles deep . Five full divisions 
were located east of the Rhine, and seven other divisions 
were ready to cross . Germany ' s last detensive barrier 
had been breached. Her forces were reeling (10:19 - 20) . 

III. ANALYSIS AND CRITICISM 

A. Mistakes of the u. s . Army. 

1. Traffic Control. 

Perhaps the most serious deficiency in 
the bridgehead overation was the almost total lack of 
provisions for traffi c control. Routing all traffic 
through the center of Remagen caused severe bottlenecks, 
seriously hinder.in~ the normal flow of supply and evacua­
tion vehicles. In the initial effort to reinforce the 
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briJ;..:::h.;- ,Hl, th~ lack of adec;uat\! lrniiic ._,.ntrcl measures 
had vehicle$ backed up boJ3per-to-humper for ~~verol miles . 
The situation had deteriorated tn th~ point of calling 
u;>on ~aembers of t he division banol l > aid in tra ffic 
~ont rol . Their inexperience onlv heighten ed the probl ems . 
Further~ore , the failure to provide adequate radio communi­
cation to the al re ady undermanned and i nexperienced 
rraf f ic control element r endered th ei r effo rts almost 
useless . The high densit y of personnel and equipment 
lo~a l ed i n Hemagen provideo an extremely vulue~able and 
lucrative target t o enemy art i llery \7:34-35) 

2 . Communica tio n s . 

Inadequate communications in the early 
sca,~s of the bridgehead crea~ed tremrndous command and 
cont r o l probleu: s . On 8 Narch , Combat Command B headquarters 
wa s unable to ccmmunicate with the forward units on the 
east bank ot the river. Situac'nn reports were being 
delivered by messenger. The f ~c ~ard units in contact 
wer e unaole to call in artillery fire . By 9 March, the 
situation had improved considerably with the establishment 
or several radio relay points along the east bank o~ the 
river . However, dur i ng the first 2 days of the bridgehead, 
Acerican forces on the east bank ~f the ~iver remained 
in an extremely vulnerable situation . Likewise , the 
inadequate communications between traf fic control elements 
on both sides of the river further compounced the problem 
(7:35-36) . 

3 . Tactical Emplacement of Additional ~ridges . 

On 8 March, an engineer unit began construc­
tion of a steel treadway brid ge less than 500 meters 
north of the Ludendorff Bridge. Its pr0ximity to the 
bridge at Remagen rendered the treadway brioge susceptible 
to the same enemy artillery fire and airstrikes directed 
against the Ludendorff Bridg~ . In fact , construction on 
tue bridge wa~ halted temporarily on several occasions 
as a result of artillery fire and airstrikes intended for 
the Ludendorff Bridge. The treadway bridge was not 
completed until 11 March and was not able to accommodate 
heavy traffic for 2 additional days in that it sustained 
considerable damage. Although engineer units estimated 
const ruction of the bridge would require 12 hours, it 
actually took over 33 hours to complete construction of 
the 1 , 032-foot span (10 : 9 - 10). 

4. Lack of Reserve . 

Although the Ludendorff Bridge was reported 
intact on 6 March , there was no apparent plan for 
establishing a tactical re~erve to exploit the situation. 
Consequently , LTC Engeman was able to commit only one 
company to the seizure of the ~ridge . Upon seizing the 
bridge and establishing a foothold on the east bank, there 
were no available forces to reinforce Company A for over 
13 hours, Furt h~rmore, Corps artillery had been positioned 

11 



too far south to support the bridgeltead with effective 
fire . Had the enemy been prepared, they could have 
dest r oyed the initial bridgehead force with little 
efto,t . The sudden decision to exploit the bridgehead 
to the ~aximum resulted in p i ec~meal committing of units, 
destroyin g unit integrity and creating additional 
command and control problems (7 : 33) . 

Although Company A was able to seize and 
hold the bridge until reinforcements arrived , the overall 
strategic importance of the bridgehead warranted more 
positive planning . Quite obviously , an organized, mobile, 
well - balanced rese cve could have exploited the bridgehead 
mure efficiently and rapidly and at much less risk (7 : 33). 

5 , Intell i gence . 

Information of enemy troop s and disposition~ 
for the most part was insufficient and in some instances 
incorrec t . Fa ilure to rely on information gathered from 
commit t ed units oftentimes led to untimely and erroneous 
inte lligence . In that the enemy situati o n was unknown 
and prior reconnaissance was not possible , attacking forces 
were placed in a dangerous situation . In the case of the 
78th J ~ fantry Division, the regiments utilized every 
availtble c ollection agency to gather information ; however , 
little if any information , properly evaluated, ever filtered 
back down to the units (7 : 36 - 37) . 

B. Mistakes of the German Army . 

1 . Failure to Destroy the Bridge . 

In that the Ludendorff Bridge was unfavorably 
situated for a large- scale river crossing , Field Marshal 
Von -Rundstedt discoun ted the possibility of an American 
crcssing at Remagen . He ordered that t he bridge be 
r e tained until the las t poss i ble mome n t , Vo n -Rundstedt 
underestimated t he speed of First Army ' s advance until 
it was too late . Although U. S . Army engineers indicated 
the d emo litions failed to detonate as a result of poor 
wi ring and a faulty detona t or , Hitler placed the entire 
blame on Field Marshal Von- Rundstedt . Von - Ru n dstedt was 
relieved of command and reduced to the rank of private . 
Field Marshal Kesselring assumed command ; however , it 
wa s impossible fo r Kesselring to remed y the situation 
(1:25-26). 

2 . Inadequate Forces Sec uring Lhe Bridge , 

In that Von - Rundstedt ordered the bridge 
to be retained until the last moment , it is inconceivable 
that suffic ient forces were not provided to adequately 
secure the bridge . It seems obvious that the defense 
of a bridge as strategically important as the Ludendorff 
Bridge would warrant a security force more capable than 
that fou nd at Remagen . The priority for personnel 
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r~placement l<as else1-•h.:-re . Cal)tnin Brntge lUIS forced to 
rely on those rolkssturm torces anJ piecemeal units 
a~ailable to him . His re1uests for replacements went 
unheeded . 

Furthecmort , a poorly defined chain of 
c~mmand undermined Capta in Bratge ' s authority over those 
u~i ts assigned to Remageu. The antiaircraft and rocket 
un its were instructed to take orders only from their parent 
units . Some of Bratge's troops were responsible to the 
Replacement Ar my , and the remainder were responsible to 
the German Field Arm y . The tw o headquarters vied for 
autho rity, therein rendering Captain Bratge's position 
somewhat meaningless (6:41-53) . 

3 . Inadequate Logistical Support . 

The logistical situation for the German 
for~es was critical . Fuel and transportation were at a 
minimum and in some cases nonexistent. Some artillery 
uni ts were limited to 10 rounds per day. Captain Bratge ' s 
repeated requests for ammunition, weapons, and ba~rier 
material were turned down . Most of the crew- served 
weapons employed by the German security force were of 
foreign origin , and the operators were not entirely 
familiar with operating procedures or maintenance require­
men ts . Once again it seems obvious , in light of the 
strategic imncrtance of the Ludendorff Bridge , that 
supply prio~ities should have been directed to the 
security force at Remagen (6 : 41-53) . 

4 . Commanci and Control . 

The military judgment of the German commanders 
was blinded by the seizure of the Ludendorff Bridge . 
Ge rman divisions we r e thrown piecemeal into the l i ne in 
an attempt to destroy the bridgehead. Although elements 
of 11 German divisions were engaged in containing the 
bridgehead, the lack of strong and aggressive leadershi? 
rendered most units ineffective . C.~mmand channels were 
not established. Division and corps ~ommande rs were 
more interested in moving their headquarters than in 
taking immediate coordinated and aggressive action to 
counte r attack and destroy the bridgehead (6 : 41-53) . 

5. Communications , 

Not only was the chain of comma n d confusing , 
but the lines of com~unication between Remagen and higher 
headquarters were inadequate . Only one telephone line 
li nked Remagen with the regular Germany Army line between 
Bonn and Coblenz . Another line was connected via civilian 
hookup to headquarters in Weisbaden . Both lines we r e 
frequently seve r ed by Allied bombings . More often than 
not , it took a full day to complete a telephone call, 
Furthermo r e, Captain Bratge had to rely on civilian 
telephones to contact atta c hed units in Remagen, The 
civilia n telephone system was frequently put out of 
operatlon by Allied bombing, sometimes for as long as 
2 weeks (6 : 41-53) . 
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1\' . _!:i"Fl::CIS , DIPL I CATIO~S , .-\:\0 RECOHl-!_END.\TlO~S 

lhe Army Chief of Staff , Gene r al Geo r ge c . Marshall , 
summed up the seizure of the Ludendo r ff Bridge in th e 
following words : 

The promp t se izure and exploitatio n o( t he cross ing 
demonst r ated American initiative and adap tability at 
its best, from the daring action of the platoon leader 
to the Army comma nder wh o qui c kly directed all his 
moving columns . . The bridgehead provided a 
se r io us threat to the heart of Germany, a diversion 
of inca l culable value. It became springboard 
for the final offensive to come ( ~ : ~ 22-Z23) . 

The seizure of the bridge signal Germany ' s doom , Her 
last defensive barrier had been breached. ller \vill to 
figh t was go~e . German forces were sent reeling by the 
coordi nated American onslaught . 

Although the seizure of the bridge at Remagen is 
an excellent example of military exploitation, the tides 
of war could have easily been altered had the German 
forces capi talized on American mistakes . General Eisenhower 
attributed the success at Remagen to "the dash, the 
ingenuity , the readiness at the first opportunity that 
cha racterizes the American soldier" (6:228) . This is true 
for the mos t part ; however , I feel that American mistakes 
we re greatly overshadowed by German blunders . 

The failure of German forces co d~stroy the Ludendorff 
Bridge was indeed a grave mistake; however , the failure of 
th e German high command to collectively analyze the 
si tuation and take immediate aggressive and coordinated 
action was perha ps the single most important reason for 
the American success at Remagen . For 13 hours , only one 
battalion prevented the German forces from retaking the 
bridge , and yet the Germans were unable to effectively 
coordinate a counterattack for over 24 hours . 

Major General John W. Leonard , Commanding General , 
9th Armored Division , stated : 

First and foremost , t he operation is an out ­
standing proof that the American principles of war­
fare , wlth emphasis on initiative, resourcefulness , 
aggressiveness , and willingness to assume great 
risks for great results , are sound . The commander 
must base his willingness to ass~me thos~ great 
risks upon his confidence in his troops (10:11). 

It is my opinion that the lessons learned from the 
operat ions surrounding the Remagen bridgenead should be 
s tudied by all infantry advanced course students. The 
principles of warfare demonstrated throughout the 
ope ration ma y be applied today and should be incorporated 
into training programs throughout the Army . 
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These are my recomma nddtionY : 

1 . That n YtuJy b e co nd u cted t o de t e rmine th e 
ad~quacy of t r af f ic con trol pe r so nn el and trainin g in 
all :\r'!!ly units . 

~ Th=t co~mand• r s be ins t ructed in the c riti c a li ty 
~ f coati~uous coomunicat i o n s du r i n g o f fe n s i ve ac ti o n s . 

J . That portable br i dge s be em placed at su f fici e nt 
J~stances froo ~ ther b ri dges t o p r ec l ude bo th installati o ns 
tro= being destroyed by t he s ame ar ti lle r y barrage o r a ir­
stri.-e , 

4 • That comma nd e r s be f u r th e r instructed in the 
i~portance of withho lding a r ese rv e with which to exploit 
a success . 

5 . Tha t cocmaod e mphasis be pla c ed on t he acquisition 
and disseci nat i o n of timely and a cc urate intelligence . 

6 . Tha t adeq u a te pro visio n s b e t a ken to deny 
access to ke y t er rain b y enemy f o r ces , 

7 . That personnel and equipme nt be assigned a 
miss i o n commensurate with their abilities . Conve r sely , 
key ins tall a tion s should be allo c ated suffic ient pe r son nel 
and equ i pment ne c es s ary to provide adequa t e securi ty , 

8 . Th a t a c learly defined chain of command be 
established a nd enf o r c ed at alJ levels o f c ommand , 

9 , Th a t commanders d o no t allow their judgmen t 
to be b lin~P d b y the i mm ediacy of the situation . 

1 I 

,' . '1' ,../' 
MIC HAEL B, KECK -
Captain , Infantry 
544 - 1647 
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APPE~DIX H--Sketch of Ludcndorff Bridge to Include 
Demolition Plan 
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