
000038: Jungle_Boots
Copyright © 2025 by Joseph A. Farmer
www.5madfarmers.com
5madfarmers@gmail.com
All Rights Reserved.

No part of this book may be used or reproduced by any means, graphic, electronic, 
or mechanical, including photocopying, recording, taping, or by any information 
storage retrieval system without the written permission of the publisher except in 
the case of brief quotations embodied in critical articles and reviews.

What do I know about this?

Nothing.  Let’s see if we can figure it out together.

Indians

Let’s start with the Indians.  Sub-continent Indians.  Elephants and such.
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English and Hindoostanee dictionary.  1777.  Arabic and Persian tossed in for good measure.

A “puttee” is from the Hindoostanee for dressing.  Makes sense.  A wrap.  Like a long bandage.

Meanwhile, a bit earlier and most of the way around the globe:

“Spatter-dashes.”  Haven’t heard that recently.

George Washington was mentioning spatter-dashes for the troops.  Leggings.

Puttees and leggings.  Same function but completely different method.  Why puttees in India 
and Leggings in America?



The Philippines in 1907.  Leggings are not a good jungle type clothing.  Reasons detailed 
above.  Puttees are superior in this environment.  It’s not limited to jungle climate though as the A.E.F. 
dispensed with leggings in favor of puttees.  Doubtful there was an abundance of leeches in the 
trenches of France.

The Quartermaster was overly fond of leggings.  Breeches and leggings.  It’s what’s for dinner.

In 1940 the spiral wool puttees could still be had from the Quartermaster.  $.81.  Get them fast, 
as once they’re gone, they’re gone.  The little “1” means limited stock and won’t be replaced.

Trousers

Right before WW2 the horsey pants were on the way out.  Trousers were on the way in.  What 
to do?  Always good to look at the horse people.  The Army liked horses.



At left is the standard horsey troop boot from the 1930s.  That used a legging.  After the pants 
came into play, they integrated the legging into the boot itself.  As seen at right.  Let’s get a bit more 
detailed.  Note the name of the boots.

The “Boot, leather, laced, for enlisted men” is actually for “mounted enlisted men.”  With this 
being specification USA 9-63A, that is a revision.  USA 9-63(no revision) would be earlier than 1933.  
This is the standard horsey boot.  I don’t have a date for USA 9-63 itself, but it’ll be 1929.  Pattern 
matching makes that clear.  9-59 was for a leather cape with that being June 4th, 1928.  So shortly after 
that, for USA 9-63 itself.

USA 9-63C was adopted on the 22nd of November, 1948.  “Boots, leather, laced, legging top.”  
Those two boots share the same exact specification.  One replaced the other.  Those are horsey boots.

USA 9-63C was formalized as the USA specification after the war.  It was developed as Boston 
Quartermaster Depot Tentative Specification 59.  The “A” revision for that is dated in the summer of 
1942.  The “raw” introduction was in late 1941.  Unless it was predated by a dated tentative 
specification.



Combat Boot

I covered the “legging top” boot as it, in my opinion, explains those buckles at the top of the 
standard combat boot of WW2.  This, BQD-114(), post-dates the horsey boot.  The pattern is clear.

We’ll finish with that combat boot quickly and move on.

Boot, service, combat, the one above, is MIL-B-2489.  The full laced version is MIL-B-1720A 
at this point.  So the “non-legging” edition came about.  This is generally known as the combat boot 
from Korea.  They didn’t persist with the legging bit.

Tracking MIL-B-1720, it was adopted as a MIL spec in 1949.  That replaced USA 9-119.



USA 9-119 was adopted in 1948.  Replaced by the MIL spec the following year.  So before the 
Korean War.  I’m not saying that the legging top combat boot was gone, I am saying the writing was on 
the wall.  That USA 9-119 might have been predated by a BQD spec, but I’m unaware of any.

Jungle Boot

In 1942 there was something of a panic to produce a jungle boot.  So they did.  Universally 
considered to be garbage.  Generally the Quartermaster could easily fall down on coming up with 
anything useful but in this case it was warranted.  A useful piece of footwear for the jungle was a very 
hard item to get right.

The Jungle Boot didn’t provide useful support to the feet.  In mud, it didn’t grip.  The only 
saving grace it had was it outlasted leather.

Early in that theater, there weren’t a lot of troops.  The industry in Australia and New Zealand 
were available and a significant amount of necessary items were sourced there.  They had a shoe 
industry.  Reviews were done in theater, and troops from various locations were interviewed.  The only 
useful information gathered was that the Dutch from the East Indies had a hobnailed shoe, and the 
hobnails were useful.  Leather rotted fast.  Beyond that there wasn’t much to go on.  Leather is heavy, 
doesn’t breathe, and rots.  Rubber doesn’t.  Canvas doesn’t.  Nothing grips well in the mud.  Most 
materials, when wet, don’t dry fast and get heavier.  Doesn’t do the foot any good at all.



Boots, Combat, Tropical.  A late WW2 development.   These were BQD-268.  I don’t have a 
date for that specification.  BQD-267, the one before that, was adopted on April 2nd, 1945, so right 
about there.  The “claw” tread is clear.  Go look at the normal combat boot above – totally different.  
These have the equivalent of integrated hobs.  They experimented with nylon and cotton for the tops.  
Those are not leather ankle bits.  These are the real predecessors to the Boot, Combat, Tropical of the 
Vietnam war.  They did get a legging top…



Vietnam

Sigh.  This is well past what I normally do.  So I’ll have to make it up as I go and make it sound 
plausible.  It’s going to get ugly.

In order to succeed at this, we’ll need to play “battleship.”  By hitting on either side of 
something, you know where to hit it.

We also should address some other bits for the picture to be complete.

MIL Spec Gets Weird

Early in WW2 the aviation types figured out they had a lot in common.  P-47 fighters used 
R2800 engines.  So did Corsairs and Hellcats.  They used the same .50 machine guns.  They got 
together and developed “AN” specifications.  Army/Navy.  It was an aviation thing.

There was force applied to the Army and Navy itself.  “Copy what they’re doing!”  The JAN 
specifications were born.  “Joint Army/Navy.”  Which also included the USMC and USAF for non-
aviation stuff.  After WW2, the JAN specs morphed into MIL specs.  Just change the first bit.  JAN-
C-89 becomes MIL-C-89.  That type of thing.  No new JAN specs.  They also applied force to get rid 
of all the other specification systems.  Took a while, but they did manage it by the late 1950s.

JAN specs started with the number just being sequential.  JAN-S-100 could be followed by 
JAN-B-101.  It was kind of predictable.

When indexing them I hit a weirdness in the early 1950s.  The numbers jumped.  Drastically.  
MIL-T-1800, or thereabouts, was followed by MIL-P-10100.  Examples for illumination only.  In any 
event, the numbers went crazy.  After poking at it, I discovered they had decided to assign blocks to 
people.  Thus, the new numbers were sequential within the blocks.  MIL-T-11009 (Quartermaster) 
could be followed by MIL-G-10401 (Quartermaster).  They stopped that after a while and went back to 
sequential across the board.

The normal combat boot, MIL-B-1720A, received a warp to MIL-B-11077 (QMC).  This is 
from the 1952 index.

Mil-B-11077 was adopted on April 12th of 1951.  So we’re up-to-date with the normal laced 
combat boot.  Developed at the end of WW2, or just after, and in 1951 it’s MIL-B-11077.



Yeah, they’re all hard to read.  MIL-B-110777 was canceled on May 10th, 1965.  With a note.  
“Use MIL-B-41818.”  A new boot.

Just so we’re on the same page – this is the normal combat boot.  Not the tropical.

The 1967 specification index has MIL-B-41818 as the “A” revision with 2 amendments.  So 
that date, March 30, 1966, is for that Second Amendment.  When was the specification adopted?  Time 
for battleship as the indexes don’t exist for every year.

MIL-B-41805 isn’t terribly earlier than MIL-B-41818.  That blanket was adopted on November 
21st, 1961.  Thus, the “new” combat boot replaced the late 1940s one in 1961.

In the 1967 specifications we note that MIL-B-43481 is the new combat boot.  This one with a 
direct molded sole.  This replaces MIL-B-41818.  Date?  It already has a amendment date of May 26th 
of 1967.  The good news is MIL-C-43482, the following MIL Spec, is dated February 3rd of 1967.  
Thus, MIL-B-43481 received that amendment quite early.  Based on the following specification’s date 
MIL-B-43481 (no amendment) is late January 1967 or early February of that year.

The normal combat boot had three specs really.  1948/1949, 1961, and 1967.  That is the 
progression.  The direct molded sole came along in late January 1967 for that boot.  At least that is 
what the specifications point to.  “Direct molded sole” doesn’t appear in MIL-B-41818, but it does with 
MIL-B-43481.

Check my math.



Vietnam Again

When we left it, that WW2 tropical combat boot existed.  I’ll assume it received the “mildew 
resistant” treatment but nothing significant.  As Vietnam was heating up in the early 1960s, they started 
looking at the jungle stuff.  The hammock, as an example, was tested in 1962 and 1963 in nylon.  That 
was adopted in 1965. 

Leather had been a problem.  It rotted.  It was heavy.  The two big items on the list for the boot 
were the grip in mud and a non-leather construction.  Well, the leather itself wasn’t as much of a 
problem as a separation of the welt.  At least half of the boots turned in during WW2 were for welt 
issues.  That is where the sole is sewn to the top.  “Direct molded sole” eliminated that outright.  As 
long as the rubber was strong enough, the glue was strong enough, and they had the machines to do it.  
They added “punji stick” defense to the mix.

A report of government activities.  This is dated to February 1963.



This would imply that the new tropical combat boot was being sent to Vietnam.  Which could 
very well be possible.

In 1967 the Boot, Combat, Tropical, Man’s, Leather and Nylon Duck, Direct Molded Sole, 
Spike Resistant is MIL-B-43154C, revision 1.  Dated May 26th, 1967.  When was that specification 
adopted?  Again, we’ll need to play battleship as it has revisions and amendments.

MIL-C-43153 is the preceding specification.  Dated July 12th of 1963.  The Vietnam tropical 
combat boot was adopted in the summer of 1963.  Warts and all.  Not everybody liked it.  Because it 
was being rushed.

Marine Corps.  July 1963.  The very month that boot was likely adopted.



The USMC recommended against it.  Needed more baking.  Which the Army readily admitted.
The USMC had tested the boots for 6 months.  Which means the boots were out in 1962.  The 

part most liked was the direct-molded sole.  The spike protection was bad.  The Army was well aware 
of the issues.  The glue used in the boot was too weak.  The spike protection was wrong.  Almost no 
manufacturer had the equipment to make it.  There were other issues.  It was a diamond in the rough.

Work on using the direct molded sole on the normal combat boot had started at the same time.  
In both this, and the USMC articles, they both claim a production boot would be out shortly.  Based on 
the specifications detailed above, it took until 1967.  Same problems but on a bigger scale.

I am not carping on the development people here.  It was a new technology.  They were having 
issues.  On the main combat boot they went the conservative route.  On the tropical boots they had a 
gun to their heads.



They were contracting for the boots.  With the problems they had I’d expect the consumption 
rate was high due to the glue issue.  Also, a slow ramp-up in production due to the shoe companies not 
having the necessary equipment.  Which they had been working on.  The USMC wouldn’t meet their 
requirements until the middle of 1967.  “JCS controls and allocations of these utilities and boots should 
be lifted in April 1967.”  Demand was outstripping supply.



October 1965.  DSA seeks new suppliers.  “Boot, Combat, Tropical, DMS, MR, MIL-B-45154”

Getting people to make them was just one of the issues.

Safety First Shoe Co.  273,312 pair.
Hi-Pals Footwear.  104,000 pairs.
Bata Shoe Co.  308,376 pairs.

Bata Shoe from Belcamp Maryland?  Spies!



Bata is the largest shoe company in the world as I type this?  Sorry for the digression.



Safety First Shoe Co.  263,400 pairs.
Endicott Johnson.  160,000 pairs.
Bata Shoe Co.  160,000 pairs.
Hi-pals Footwear.  145,000 pairs.
Randolph Mfg. Co.  126,114 pairs.

Endicott Johnson and Randolph added to the mix.



Randolph Mfg. Co.  225,304 pairs.
Hi-Pals Footwear.  150,000 pairs.
Bata Shoe Co.  360,000 pairs.
Safety First Shoe Co.  448,500 pairs.
Endicott Johnson.  168,000 pairs.
Wellco Shoe.  91,000 pairs.

Not only are the number of suppliers increasing, but so are the contract quantities.  With this 
increased capacity, after they have alleviated the shortages of the tropical boots, they’ll have the 
capacity to do the regular combat boots used world-wide.

Well, at least that is the picture I see there.  You decide.  They hit a home-run with that boot.  I 
was issued a pair of those once.  Strange that it didn’t have integrated leggings though.


	What do I know about this?
	Indians
	Trousers
	Combat Boot
	Jungle Boot
	Vietnam
	MIL Spec Gets Weird
	Vietnam Again

