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PREFACE

is the last in which the enemy powers enjoyed the initiative ;

it is the first in which the means of victory, in men and
materials, were assured to the Allies. The book begins with the
German invasion of Russia and includes the entry into the war of
Japan and the United States. By its close the Japanese expansion had
been checked by the American victories in the Pacific; the Axis
attack on Egypt had been held west of the Delta, and an Allied
descent on French North Africa was impending ; the German armies
had failed to secure the oilfields of South Russia and were soon to
meet disaster at Stalingrad. But in the meantime vast areas and
important cities of the Soviet Union had been overrun; the Western
Allies had paid heavy penalties for their unpreparedness in the Far
East; in the Atlantic the submarine threat had not been mastered.
The British bombing offensive was beginning to show results but was
not yet seriously interfering with the German war-effort.

The volume describes the creation of an Anglo-American organi-
zation for the central direction of the war and the emergence of an
Allied strategy. It shows how this strategy was based on the decision
to make the defeat of Germany its first object; how it was affected by
the determination to maintain the resistance of Russia, whose early
collapse was held to be more than possible ; and how the British and
Americans at length agreed after protracted controversy on the field
of their major effort in 1942.

The present volume was not planned as a composite work. It had
been intended that the whole should be written by Mr. Gwyer, and
it was only when it became clear that he would not be able to carry
his work beyond the end of 1941 that the Editor undertook to write
the chapters dealing with events in 1942 which now form Part IT of -
the book. This arrangement inevitably involved differences of style
and presentation which both authors regret, while expressing the hope
that they will not cause any serious difficulty to the reader.

We have been given unrestricted access to the official records.
Besides these our most important source has been the Churchill
papers. We are grateful also for the use of private diaries and other
material made available to us, as well as for the comments and criti-
cisms of all those who have been good enough to read our chapters in
draft. We alone however are responsible for the views expressed in
this book ; we have received no requests of an official nature for any
alterations of substance in our text.

X

THE PERIOD OF the war covered in the present volume
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For parts of our story we have been largely dependent on the
specialized researches of our colleagues in the military, civil, and
diplomatic series of the British official history ; we owe much also to
the official United States and Commonwealth histories and we are
grateful to their authors for reading and commenting on our drafts.
The volumes of the official Soviet history began to appear too late
for us to use them with profit.

We have also to acknowledge the help freely given us by the
British Service Historical Sections both in placing their monographs
at our disposal and in answering our exacting questions.

Our treatment of Naval and Air matters owes much to the know-
ledge which our colleague Captain S. W. Roskill, R.N., and Messrs.
J. C. Nerney and L. A. Jackets of the Air Historical Branch gener-
ously put at our service.

For information derived from captured documents and other
enemy sources, German-Italian and Japanese respectively, we are
greatly indebted to Mr. Brian Melland and to Colonel G. T. Wards.
Of Mr. Mclland’s staff we should like in particular to thank Mr.
E. M. Robertson for his invaluable monograph on the Eastern Front;
Mrs. J. M. Hamilton for a similar paper on German-Italian opera-
tions in the Mediterranean ; and Dr. G. W. S. Friedrichsen, who has
supplied us with information from the captured documents held in
the United States.

A study by Mrs. Oakley of the policy governing Bomber Com-
mand’s expansion and operations has been extremely useful.

Colonel T. M. M. Penney has again superintended the drawing of
the maps; we are most grateful for his skilled assistance. For the use
of several of the maps, originally prepared under their instructions,
we have to thank our colleagues, the authors of the relevant volumes
of this history.

We wish further to express our thanks for their advice and criti-
cisms to the members of the Editor’s Advisory Panel, namely, Admiral
Sir Charles Daniel and Lieut.-General Sir Frederick Morgan (in
succession respectively to Vice-Admiral Sir Geoffrey Blake and the
late Lieut.-General Sir Henry Pownall), Air Chief Marshal Sir Guy
Garrod and Lieut.-General Sir Ian Jacob.

In the Cabinet Office, the late Mr. A. B. Acheson gave constant
assistance in the early days of the book ; in its later stages it has owed
much to Mr. Michael Cary and Mr. A. J. D. Woods. We are greatly
indebted also to Mr. A. G. Banks, Mr. F. J. Trigger and Miss A. L.
Cooper of the Cabinet Office Staff.

We have left it to the last to acknowledge our debt to Miss P. M.
McCallum, who acted as research-assistant to each of us in turn.
Without her help in preparing drafts and studies on particular sub-
jects it would not have been possible to bring into focus the very
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varied material which goes to the making of a strategic history.
Much of the narrative is based directly on her work; and we have
also to thank her for saving us from many errors and omissions. Her
final contribution has been to compile the index. We cannot complete
our thanks and acknowledgements without recording that the
volume as a whole owes more to her than to anyone.

In conclusion the Editor would like to take this opportunity to
express his appreciation of the great services rendered to the military
histories by Lord Normanbrook. His interest and support have far
exceeded any which might have been reasonably expected from the
head of the Government Department under whose auspices the series
is being produced.

July, J M. A.G.
1963. J. R. M. B.
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CHAPTER 1
THE OUTLOOK IN JUNE

(1)
Growing Strength of the Allies

THIS VOLUME MAY well begin by reminding the

reader of a meeting which took place at St. James’s Palace on
12th June, 1941.! Its purpose was a formal declaration by the
Allies that they would continue to stand together until the war had
been won. Apart from Great Britain, the acknowledged leader of the
alliance, and the countries of the British Commonwealth, nine
nations were represented : Belgium, Czechoslovakia, France (in the
persons of General de Gaulle and the Free French Committee),
Greece, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland and Yugo-
slavia. This was a much wider combination than the one which had
faced Germany in September 1939; it was also much weaker. The
nine European nations had already suffered defeat in the field and
were represented in London only by governments in exile, which dis-
posed of no more than a shadow of their former collective strength.
Nevertheless, they retained certain assets of considerable economic
and strategic importance. In the difficult months before the passage
of the Lend-Lease Act, for example, the Belgian Government had
been able to provide gold-cover for our transactions with the United
States to the value of $300 million.2 The Norwegian, Dutch and
Greek Governments still controlled powerful merchant-fleets, in-
valuable to an alliance which depended so much on seaborne trade.
The Dutch Government also exercised sovereignty over a large
colonial empire, including the wealthy and vulnerable Dutch East
Indies, later to become the focal point of the war in the Far East.
The Belgian Government and the Free French likewise controlled a
vast and strategically important area of Central Africa, across part of
which ran the air-reinforcement route to the Middle East. Lastly,
most of the exiled governments were still in a position to put limited—
sometimes very limited—forces into the field. In June 1941, these
appeared to be negligible; but the time would come when Dutch
forces in the Far East, Polish forces in Europe and French forces in
both theatres would play an important part in Allied operations.

1 See Vol. 11, p, 560.
* Duncan Hall, North American Supply, (1955) p- 272.
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To speak of an alliance was not therefore an empty or merely sym-
bolic phrase. At this stage in the war the main burden, military,
economic and political, necessarily rested on the British Common-
wealth ; but the nations of Europe still had a contribution to make,
and one which would grow with time. That did not mean, however,
that the alliance as it then stood was adequately equipped for its task.
On the contrary, though it might continue to hold its own, to keep
alive the spirit of resistance in Europe and to harass and weaken
Germany, it was more than doubtful whether it could ever find the
strength to win a decisive victory. But that did not reduce the
importance of the alliance or the significance of its task, which was to
remain in being, to fight and to provide a rallying-point for the un-
committed nations of the world, when they in turn were drawn
into the struggle, whether from motives of idealism or in response to
some further threat or aggression by the Axis powers.

With this preamble we may turn to the military situation. At the
beginning of June 1941, it still appeared very grave, though no longer
so desperate as it had been in the previous year. The fact that the
Allies were still in undisputed control of their main base and centre of
production in the British Isles was a major victory in itself. Moreover,
in the twelve months’ grace which had been won since Dunkirk,
Great Britain’s defensive strength had increased considerably. It
could not yet be said that the country was proof against invasion—
the threat still remained and would continue to influence Allied
strategy for many months to come ; but it was no longer so immediate
or so apparently overwhelming as it had been in 1940.

The strength of Fighter Command, in this context the country’s
first line of defence, had risen from 55} operational squadrons at the
beginning of the Battle of Britain to 77 squadrons by June 1g4r.
There was little reason to expect that the mass daylight attacks, which
had been the intended prelude to invasion a year before, would be re-
peated ; a second trial of strength on the same terms would even have
been welcome. The night-bombardment, to which the enemy had
turned when their daylight offensive was failing, had also lost some
of its terror. The opening of the attack had found the country’s night-
defences in a primitive stage of development; and during the first
three months the enemy had suffered a negligible rate of loss, of the
order of one aircraft for every 200 sorties flown or even less.! Yet
despite this almost complete immunity the attack had failed to
produce the decisive results for which Germany had hoped. There
had been much loss of life and extensive damage to property, in-
cluding industrial damage of some importance; but Great Britain

1 This refers only to losses inflicted by the defence; total losses, including accidents of
all kinds, were higher.
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had emerged into 1941 with her war-potential intact and even en-
larged.

Over the turn of the year the efficiency of the night-defences had
been much improved. The inland warning-system had been re-
organized and extended and good progress had been made with the
application of radar to night-fighter and gunnery control. By the end
of May it was beginning to be possible to feel that a significant rate of
loss was being imposed on the enemy. No doubt there was some
illusion in this; and the calling-off of the night attack, which occurred
at about this time, was not in fact the result of a victory but of a
change in the enemy’s strategy. Nevertheless, there were solid grounds
for encouragement. It was clear that, if the attack were renewed on a
major scale, it would meet opposition which, though it might not be
decisive, would certainly be stronger than any that the Lufiwaffe had
yet encountered.

It thus appeared by June that the command of the air over the
British Isles, on which so much depended, had passed or was passing
into Allied hands. So long as that position could be held, the danger of
invasion was thrust into the background. It was also true that Britain
now possessed, apart from her air-shield, something like an adequate
land-force with which to meet the threat, if it should develop again.
The Chiefs of Staff had estimated that the defence of the United
Kingdom required an army of 374 (equivalent) divisions, ten of
which should be armoured. By June, if one reckoned in numbers of
men only, this garrison was almost up to strength. It is true that the
training and equipment of the troops was not uniform and that there
was still a grave shortage of armour. In place of the ten armoured
divisions of the estimate it had only been possible to form five com-
plete divisions and 2-2/3 Army Tank Brigades; and of these, two
divisions and all but four battalions of the brigades were either with-
out tanks or had only a small proportion of their establishment.
But despite these obvious deficiencies, which were slowly being
filled, Home Forces was already a formidable instrument of war
by comparison with the disorganized, unequipped and even partly
demoralized army with which we should have faced invasion in
1940.

In all these respects Britain’s recovery had been miraculous: her
survival, which had seemed impossible a year before, was now a fact.
But this did not mean, unfortunately, that the general strategic
position had changed. The Allies were still living under the shadow
of their earlier disasters. In the spring of 1940 it had been possible to
believe that, whatever defeats or setbacks might be met on the
way, superiority in manpower and war-potential must ultimately

ensure an Allied victory. But now that advantage had passed to the
enemy:
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‘The summer disasters had indeed brought down the balance of
manpower in favour of the Axis. Crude comparisons of popula-
tion were, of course, highly misleading. If all the heads of the
British Empire were counted, the balance was still weighted in
favour of Britain; the 400 million and more in India and the
Colonies were decisive. But the economic and social structure of
the Colonial Dependencies could not sustain a ponderous mobili-
zation and the productive effort of India was as yet barely in its
initial stages. A more realistic comparison would emphasize
rather the combined strength of Britain and the Dominions,
pitted against the Europe over which Germany sprawled—some
75 million against more than 200 million. This comparison was
also very crude. For example, output per head in many of the
agricultural communities of Europe was notoriously low. On the
other hand, the United Kingdom was separated from the Domin-
ions by thousands of miles of ocean. For these and similar reasons,
there could be little statistical refinement in comparisons of
strength. One thing, however, seemed clear. Provided the Ger-
mans were sufficiently ruthless, their war effort could not fail for
lack of labour. But how could Britain ever hope to arm, and place
in the field, forces large enough to conquer?’?

For a brief moment in the spring of 1941 it had seemed that an
answer to this question might be found in the Middle East. The
defeat of the Italians in North Africa and Abyssinia, the sturdy re-
sistance of Greece, Turkey’s hesitations and finally the Simovi¢
coup d’etat in Yugoslavia, had all combined to open a bright, though
fleeting, prospect. If a combined front could be formed in Greece and
Yugoslavia, reinforced from the Middle East and supported by
Turkey, then the Allies would acquire a new bridgehead on the
Continent and with it sufficient resources of manpower to challenge
Germany again by land. These were the thoughts which had been in
Mr. Churchill’s mind at the end of March and which he had confided
to Mr. Fadden in a telegram sent immediately after the Yugoslav
coup d’etat:

‘When a month ago we decided on sending an army to Greece, it
looked a rather bleak military adventure dictated by noblesse
oblige. Thursday’s events show the far-reaching effect of this and
other measures taken on the whole Balkan situation. German
plans have been upset and we may cherish new hopes of forming
a Balkan Front with Turkey, comprising about 70 Allied Divisions
from the four powers concerned. This is, of course, by no means
certain yet. But even now it puts ‘““Lustre’? in its true setting not
as an isolated military act, but as a prime mover in a large
design.’

1 W. K. Hancock and M. M. Gowing, British War Economy (1949), p. 281.
$ The Greek operation.
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But this was not to be. Before even the semblance of a Balkan front
could be created, the German invasion of Greece and Yugoslavia had
destroyed the foundations on which it might have rested. At the same
time a series of other operations had brought the main Allied position
in the Middle East into serious danger. By the end of April, resistance
in the Balkans was over and a counter-offensive on the Libyan front,
led by Rommel’s Afrika Korps, had recouped all the Italian losses of
the previous January and carried the fighting back to the Egyptian
frontier. By the middle of May, Raschid Ali’s revolt, inspired and to
some extent supported by Germany, was threatening our control of
Iraq; the air-borne attack on Crete was about to begin; and there
were persistent rumours of German intervention in Syria. Middle
East Command, so lately on the crest of the wave, now found itself
exposed to attacks and diversionary movements on every side. It was
a reversal of fortune as sudden and almost as serious as that which the
Allies had suffered in the West in the previous year.

By the middle of June the situation had been partly restored. The
Allies had reconciled themselves, as well as they might, to the loss of
Greece and Crete and their last foothold on the Continent. The
German-Italian attack in the Western Desert, having spent its initial
force, had been checked at Sollum. Firmness and vigour had quelled
the Iraqi revolt ; and the occupation of Syria by combined British and
Free French forces was proceeding. For the moment the Middle East
was safe; but it was not supposed that the respite would be long.
All Germany’s recent actions suggested that she was preparing a
major offensive, to which her operations in the Balkans and the
Western Desert and her political intrigues in Iraq and Syria had been
merely the prelude. No one could tell how soon the blow would fall or
from which direction it would come, whether from the north through
Turkey and Syria or (as now seemed more probable) from the west
by a further reinforcement of the Italian thrust on Alexandria. But
that it would come was regarded as certain; and it was an open
question how far it could be met.

The Chiefs of Staff considered that an adequate defence of the
Middle East would require, apart from local forces, a field-army of
19 divisions, including 5 armoured divisions, supported by an air
force of not less than 22 fighter and 23 bomber squadrons. By June
this total was not even in sight. Reinforcements were flowing out
from the United Kingdom as fast as they could be spared and
shipped ; but the best estimate was that by the beginning of August,
if no heavy casualties had been incurred meanwhile, the army in the
Middle East would consist of only 11} infantry divisions, of which
five were on a reduced establishment and only partially trained, and
14 armoured divisions. In the air there would be 35 squadrons—20
fighter and 15 bomber—in place of 45. There was little hope of
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further reinforcement, at least on a major scale, so long as the United
Kingdom itself remained under threat and the garrison there was still
below its full strength.

Under these conditions was it worth while to try to hold the Middle
East? A withdrawal—or for that matter a defeat—would certainly
leave very valuable prizes within the enemy’s grasp. The elimination
of Allied naval control of the eastern Mediterranean would relieve
Germany of any immediate anxiety over her oil supplies by opening
the sea-route from Rumania to Italy. From Egypt and Turkey she
could expect to draw many commodities, notably foodstuffs, cotton,
chrome and wool, of which her economy was greatly in need. The
denial to the Allies of the Iraqi oilfields, even if she were unable to
exploit them herself, would be an important stroke; and from ad-
vanced bases in the same area she would also be able to bring the
more important Persian oilfields, and the refinery at Abadan, within
range of air-attack. All this was much for Germany to gain. On the
other hand, it could be argued that the economic loss to the Allies
would not be catastrophic, so long as Abadan itself could be protected
and naval control preserved in the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf.
And from other military points of view it would come as an immense
relief to abandon the Middle East and re-deploy naval forces and
shipping, to say nothing of troops and aircraft, which were urgently
needed elsewhere.

Against this had to be set the incalculable moral effects of yet
another withdrawal. They would be felt not only by public opinion at
home, already depressed by a long series of disasters, but also in the
remaining neutral countries and especially in the United States.
Confidence in the Allies would be further shaken with an immediate
effect on the efficiency of the blockade and the extent of the economic
and political support which we might expect in the future. There was
also another argument, simple but decisive, in favour of continued
resistance. The Middle East was the only theatre in which the Allies
were fighting Germany by land as well as by sea and in the air, or in
which they had any immediate prospect of doing so. Since wars
cannot be won without fighting, the only course was to continue,
even though it might be at a disadvantage or in vain.

For these reasons the Cabinet had remained firmly resolved to
defend the Middle East and had not even brought the alternative
into formal discussion. Their confidence was rewarded by events. But
there is no doubt that it seemed at the time to imply a dangerous
dispersal of force, the more so since an attack on Suez was not the
only, or even the most pressing, danger which threatened the Allies
in the Mediterranean. There was also the risk—then regarded almost
as a certainty—of a German move into Spain with the object of cap-
turing Gibraltar and closing the Straits. By this operation Germany
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would deny the Allies their only naval base between Plymouth and
Freetown, clear the western Mediterranean of hostile forces and her-
self acquire a series of new bases from which to extend her surface
and submarine attacks on Allied shipping in the Atlantic. The con-
sequences in terms of the war at sea would be little short of disastrous ;
but no completely effective counter-stroke could be devised. We may
quote from the strategic review which the Joint Planning Staff
circulated in June:

‘We do not believe that Spain, though she may procrastinate
until Germany’s hands are freed elsewhere, will offer any organ-
ized resistance once she is faced with an ultimatum capable of
immediate enforcement. Even if she did resist, we are unable to
give effective military assistance and within three to four weeks
Germany would be in a position, if not to capture Gibraltar, at
least to deny us the use of the naval base. In the more probable
event of Germany acting with the passive acquiescence or active
assistance of Spain, she would reach her objective in a matter of
days.

At any time that Germany chooses and whatever line Spain
may take, the naval base at Gibraltar can, therefore, be denied to
us. We believe that sooner or later Germany will take this action.

Subsequently, to maintain any form of blockade, as well as to
restrict the egress of Italian or even French naval units into the
Atlantic, an alternative naval base must be acquired. Moreover,
a refuelling point between the United Kingdom and Freetown is
essential. To meet such a threat, we must have the use of the
Canaries and, if possible, of the Azores as well.

Realizing the importance of these islands to us, we consider it
very possible that Germany will try to occupy the Canaries coinci-
dentally with an ultimatum to Spain, thereby depriving us of
any chance of a peaceful occupation even in the unlikely event of
Spanish resistance. To recapture the Azores against German
opposition may be possible, though costly, but once installed in the
Canaries, it is doubtful if we could eject the enemy.

In a matter so vital to our conduct of the war we feel that no
chances can be taken. Had it not been that passage through the
Straits of Gibraltar is essential to our ability to reinforce the
Middle East quickly, we should have recommended immediate
action to secure at least the naval base in the Canaries, even if we
thereby provoked Spain into open hostility. By such action,
though the loss of Gibraltar to the Navy, always inevitable, might
have been accelerated, we should at least have made certain of an
alternative base which would have enabled us to protect our
trade and prosecute our offensive with some measure of success.
Although such a postponement may thus be necessary while the
situation in the Middle East remains critical, we must at all times
be prepared to act instantly, if there are any indications of Ger-
many’s attention turning to the Western Mediterranean.’
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This was the most that could be done and the Cabinet had already
accepted the policy. As early as July 1940 plans had been formed for
the occupation of either the Spanish or the Portuguese islands in the
event of a German move. Since then a succession of postponements or
changes of plan had intervened as the political situation fluctuated ;
but the project had always remained in being and forces had con-
tinued to stand by in England, Gibraltar or Freetown. By June 1941
three, separate operations were still on hand: Operation ‘Thruster’
for the Azores, Operation ‘Springboard’ for Madeira and Operation
‘Puma’, the largest of the three, for the Canaries. Troops and shipping
had been assembled ; but everything was held in suspense by a recent
Cabinet decision to postpone action for another month. Germany
had not yet moved ; and nothing was to be gained by antagonizing
Spain, still less our ancient ally Portugal, prematurely or unneces-
sarily.

The three operations were not, however, dismounted. By a later
decision, taken in July, they were combined into a single, enlarged
force, for which the code-name Operation ‘Pilgrim’ was adopted, and
in that form continued to stand by at short notice during the rest of
the year. The great potential importance of the operation and the
need for instant action if the moment came, made this arrangement
inevitable; but it imposed an altogether disproportionate strain on
the meagre resources of the time. Although the land-forces amounted
to less than a division with certain Special Service detachments, or
approximately 24,000 men in all, the provision of landing-craft and
assault-shipping was a major commitment, absorbing almost the
whole of the fleet which then existed. As we shall see in a later chap-
ter, so long as Force ‘Pilgrim’ remained in being, it was impossible to
mount any other amphibious operation of equivalent size.

(1)
The War at Sea

So far we have spoken only of the war by land and in the air. But in
the summer of 1941 by far the most immediate and pressing danger to
confront the Allies was by sea. A new and still more threatening phase
of that intense struggle, which the Prime Minister named the Battle
of the Atlantic, had opened at the end of February or the beginning
of March. It had been designed by Hitler as a combined operation in
which the German surface and submarine fleets and the Luftwaffe
would act together to strangle the British Isles. ‘In the spring,” he had
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said in January, ‘our U-boat war will begin at sea; the Luftwaffe
also will play its part and the whole Wehrmacht will force a decision
by hook or by crook’.! Events were to show that he had spoken pre-
maturely and that German naval strength in 1941 was not in fact
equal to a decisive campaign. But the margin was very narrow. Dur-
ing the opening months of the offensive appalling losses were in-
flicted on the Allies; and if the attack had been able to keep its
initial impetus for even a short while longer, the results might well
have been crippling.

In June the crisis was at its height. The Allies had entered 1941
with a cargo fleet which was already between 1-5 and 2-5 million tons
smaller than it had been at the outbreak of war.? Moreover, the
carrying capacity of the ships had been reduced by the exigencies of
war, by longer and sometimes slower voyages in convoy or by
evasive routes and by delays and congestion in port. The Allies’
shipping capital was declining and they now had to face a heavy in-
crease in the current rate of loss. During March, April and May a
total of 473 ships of 1,728,649 tons had been sunk by enemy action or
natural causes. This was the equivalent of an annual loss of nearly 7
million tons; and there was no sign in June that the rate was falling.
Damaged shipping was also accumulating in port far faster than the
dockyards could deal with it. By the end of April something like a
million or a million and a half tons had been immobilized from this
cause alone. Every effort was being made to accelerate repairs and
clear the yards; but there was little hope of any substantial reduction
for many months. In the meantime ships put out of service for repair
added the equivalent of several million tons to the prospective
annual loss.3

These strains were clearly reflected in a falling rate of imports. A
calculation made in June showed that, in order to feed her population
and maintain her war production, Great Britain required to import
between 36 and 38-5 million tons of dry cargo in 194I1. She also
needed, in the eight months between May and December, to bring in
not less than 720 tanker-cargoes of oil. But at the rate at which cargo
was actually being landed she would only receive 285 million tons of
dry cargo and 660 tanker-cargoes of oil. By the end of the year there
would be a deficit of nearly 7 million tons of supply imports (raw
materials and semi-manufactured goods) and 2 million tons of food.
Oil stocks, which were already nearing the danger point, would have
shrunk by another 318,000 tons; and imports of manufactured goods

(at that time mainly American munitions) would also be in arrears.

! Reichstag speech of goth January, 1941.

* This was the estimate made at the time. The difficulty of giving an accurate figure is
explained in British War Economy, pp. 248-68.

* S. W. Roskill, The War at Sea (1954), Vol. I, App. R; Hancock and Gowing, p. 251.
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For the moment all these shortages, except the last, could be met by
withdrawals from stock. This process might tide over 1941 ; but the
outlook thereafter was bleak indeed.

The Navy, already at the utmost strain, could promise little. It was
true that by the spring of 1941 we had begun to reassert control over
our own coastal waters and that U-boats could no longer operate
with impunity close inshore, as they had done with deadly effect in
1940. The battle was being gradually pushed out into the empty
waters of the Atlantic. By April new bases in Iceland had made it
possible to give convoys some degree of anti-submarine protection as
far west as 35°. By June, with the help of the Canadian Navy,
arrangements were in train to provide continuous anti-submarine
escorts, though still inadequate in strength, over the whole Atlantic
route. At the same time the number of independently-routed ships,
always the most vulnerable, was drastically reduced; from the end
of June onwards all ships of a speed of 15 knots or below sailed in con-
voy. But these measures had not yet reduced the rate of loss. Since
March U-boats alone had accounted for 142 ships of a total of
817,887 tons—an average of over 270,000 tons a month, which was
comparable with the worst period of 1940. Moreover, the enemy’s
strength was increasing almost daily. In April Germany had had only
32 operational U-boats. By July, as the new submarines laid down in
1939 began to come into service, she would have 6o or more and by
the end of the year perhaps 100. It seemed, therefore, that each im-
provement in the defence would be offset, or more than offset, by a
proportionate increase in the weight of the attack.!

And the submarine war was only one aspect of the offensive. At the
end of February a new directive had switched the Luftwaffe’s main
effort to ‘targets the destruction of which will assist or supplement the
war at sea.’® This had marked the last and potentially most dangerous
phase of the night attack, a concentrated bombardment of the west
coast ports, through which the bulk of incoming traffic then passed,
combined with a great increase in aerial mining and night attacks on
coastal shipping. At the same time the creation of the new post of
Fliegerfuehrer Atlantik had temporarily stilled inter-service jealousies
and brought the German submarine command and the long-range
bombers of the Luftwaffe into effective co-operation. The success
of these measures was immediate. During March, April and May
losses directly attributable to air-attack had reached the total of 157
ships of 583,070 tons.? The bomber had become a naval weapon

1 Roskill, Vol. I, Chap XXI and App. Q and R.
3 Fuehrer Directive of 28th February, 1941.

8 This figure includes losses by air-attack in operations off Greece and Crete; but
does not include ships sunk by mines laid by aircratft.
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as formidable as the U-boat—within its more limited range
perhaps even more formidable.

Lastly, there was the threat, at this time still acute, of a major raid
by units of the German surface fleet. Earlier in the year one battle-
ship and three cruisers—the Admiral Scheer, the Scharnhorst, the
Gneisenau and the Hipper—in three relatively short cruises had sunk
nearly 200,000 tons of shipping and disorganized the cycle of Atlantic
convoys to an extent, measured in loss of imports, which was almost
as serious as the actual sinkings. In April, after the return of these
ships to port, a new and larger incursion had been planned, using the
newly-commissioned battleship Bismarck and the cruiser Prinz
Eugen in conjunction with a second raid by the Scharnhorst and
Gneisenau. At the end of May two Allied operations—the continuous
bombing of the Scharnhorst and Gneisenau in Brest and the long sea-
chase which ended in the sinking of the Bismarck—had temporarily
dislocated this plan. But the danger was still there. The two cruisers
had only been damaged not sunk and other heavy ships, including the
Tirpitz and the Luetzow, were already coming into service. A new
break-out in force, of which it was hard to foresee the consequence,
might occur at any time.!

In face of these varied dangers, actual and potential, the Allies
could not look forward to any early relief from a strain which grew
greater with each month that passed. They were obliged to expect,
even on the most conservative estimate, that before the end of the
year their merchant fleet would have suffered a further loss of at least
4 or 5 million tons. If this process continued, their entire war-effort
would be strangled at the source. But how could the losses be made
up? The combined output of all Commonwealth yards did not
exceed 1 million tons of new shipping a year.2 Opportunities to aquire
additional tonnage by purchase or charter were much restricted ; and
it was not expected that more than -5 million tons could be brought in
in 1941. Various economies were possible in the use of shipping, in-
cluding the acceleration of repairs and of the normal turn-round of
ships in port, and, perhaps, some reduction in the 4-2 million tons,
which were then allocated to the Services and thus largely withdrawn
from the import trade. But it was estimated that all these measures
taken together would barely suffice to maintain imports at the level
of 28-5 million tons a year, to which they had sunk by June. At the
end of 1941 there would be a deficit of at least 7 or 8 million tons and
no prospect (with a fleet still further reduced) of making it good in the
future.

There was only one other source to which the Allies could apply for

1 Roskill, Vol. I, Chap, XVIII.
* These calculations refer only to dry-cargo ships; tankers were a separate problem.
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help. Early in March the Prime Minister had sent Sir Arthur Salter to
Washington with instructions ‘to bring [the facts] home to the United
States administration and to convince them that they must act
accordingly’. There was no doubt of America’s theoretical ability to
help. In the First World War she had built up almost from nothing a
shipyard capacity which had enabled her by 1918 to turn out 4
million tons of new shipping a year. An equivalent effort would meet,
almost exactly, the Allies’ annual net loss; but whether America
would be willing, or indeed able, to make such an effort while she
herself was still at peace, was more than doubtful. Moreover, even if a
building programme on this scale were accepted at once, the Allies
could not draw benefit from it for at least another eighteen months.
In the meanwhile the outlook was very grave.

Such was the shipping position as it appeared in June. It seemed
then that disaster was imminent and could only be averted by timely
and extensive American help. But even this would not provide a com-
plete solution. In the immediate future the use of American shipping
might make it possible to raise imports to what was then believed to
be the level of minimum requirements. In following years an en-
larged American building programme might keep pace with current
sinkings and the Allied merchant fleet at least grow no smaller. But,
assuming that the same high rate of loss continued, there would be
little or no margin on which to rebuild the fleet which had already
been sunk, still less to enlarge it. It followed that, unless some radical
improvement could be made in the defence, the shipping shortage in
a more or less acute form would become permanent. Allied strategy,
especially so far as it concerned any future offensive, would have to
conform to this new limitation. On this point the Joint Planners’
paper, already quoted, was explicit:

‘We conclude from the foregoing statement of the position that it
is only by a reduction in the rate of loss that a real margin of
safety can be acquired. The increment to our escort forces which
would result from the entry of America into the war would have
an immediate effect on our shipping losses. Apart from the use of
the Irish bases, it is the only means by which we can rapidly im-
prove our position at sea.

It also becomes clear that until hopes give place to concrete
reality, there is a paramount need for the exercise of the greatest
economy in the use of our available shipping. It follows that,
during this period, no new large-scale military commitments in-
volving an ocean passage can be justified.

These conclusions, as will be seen, exercised a strong influence on
Allied planning at the time. They were held, indeed, to govern the
whole basis of future operations. But this, as it proved, was a false
view. Inevitable though they appeared at the time, the J.P.S. con-
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clusions were not in fact well-founded and had been partially dis-
proved even before the end of the year. It is true that the shipping
shortage continued and even grew worse in 1942—it was not until
well on in 1943 that the Allies were finally relieved of their major
anxieties on this head; but its effects were never so stringent, nor
strategically so crippling, as it had seemed in June that they would be.
There were many reasons for this, some of which lie outside the scope
of this volume; but one important factor must be noted here—the
favourable turn taken by the Battle of the Atlantic in the second half
of 1941.

After the end of June there was a sharp fall in the rate of loss. The
monthly average of sinkings declined from 482,000 tons between
January and June to 237,000 tons between July and December. This
figure, moreover, included the unexpectedly heavy losses incurred in
the Far East in December as the result of Japan’s aggression. In the
Atlantic the improvement was even more striking. Many factors, not
all of which could have been foreseen in June, contributed to this
result. The threatened break-out of the German surface fleet did not
take place and there were other unexpected easements. But the main
cause was the success of the defensive measures already referred to,
which began to take effect from midsummer onwards. The reorgan-
ization of the convoy system so as to reduce the number of indepen-
dent sailings, the provision of continuous escorts across the Atlantic,
improved armaments and better air-support all combined to blunt
the edge of the enemy’s attack. The last point, that of air-support,
deserves particular attention. By the second half of 1941 it had be-
come possible to provide convoys with an air-escort over a distance of
up to 700 miles from the British Isles, 600 from the Canadian coast
and 400 southward from Iceland. Only during the central section of
their voyage—a three hundred mile gap in mid-Atlantic— were ships
without direct protection from the air. And it was precisely within
this gap, not closed until the summer of 1943, that the great majority
of sinkings now occurred. But the fact that the main battle had been
thrust outwards into mid-ocean was in itself a great advantage. It
reduced the number of active U-boats in proportion to the whole
fleet, since each took longer to reach and return from her operational
area. It also greatly complicated the problem of search; and it was
here that numbers told. A small fleet of 20 or 30 U-boats could be
deadly in the congested waters round the British Isles ; but even twice
that number were still too few to cover the whole stretch of the
Atlantic.! '

This outward drift of the battle, combined with better armament,
including catapult-launched aircraft and the first escort carriers, also

! Roskill, Vol. I, Chap. XXI and App. R.
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went far to break the co-operation between sea and air power on
which Hitler had built so much of his hopes. A German account,
written later in the war from the point of view of the Fliegerfuehrer
Atlantik, describes the process:

‘Our attack on shipping met (initially) with no opposition either
from flak or aircraft; and early successes, especially in the Atlan-
tic, were surprisingly great. Six months later, however, the situa-
tion had changed completely. The use of the Kondor as a dive
bomber, the only form of attack suited to its armament, had to be
discontinued, first against convoys and then against single ships,
owing to the introduction of strong defensive armament by the
enemy. The continued use of the Kondor on reconnaissance for
the submarine fleet would have been to our advantage, if system-
atic attacks on convoys had been maintained. But as convoys
came to be more and more strongly escorted by destroyers and
aircraft, our submarines suffered increasingly high losses and their
area of operation was shifted to a point on the convoy route to
America outside the range of the Kondor . . . By December 1941,
almost all combined operations with the submarine fleet had to be
broken off, as no more submarines were available for operations
in European waters.’

The last sentence of this extract introduces another factor of great,
though temporary, importance in easing the strain in the Atlantic.
This was the transfer of U-boats to the Mediterranean, which took
place in October and November, when the Allies, as will be de-
scribed in a later chapter, were again able to take the offensive on the
Libyan front. Before the end of the year upwards of a third of
Germany’s submarine strength was employed on this service and,
despite the growth of the total fleet, there were actually fewer U-boats
at work in the Atlantic than there had been in June. In the mean-
while, the Allies had received an important accession of strength. In
September, as we shall also see later, the American ‘Hemisphere
Defence Plan No. 4’ came into operation. This meant that the
Neutrality Patrols, which the United States had maintained since the
previous year, were enlarged and became for the first time an integral
part of the Allied defensive system. American merchantmen joined
Allied convoys and, over certain sections of the route, American
warships provided the escort. The value of this help in 1941 still lay
more, perhaps, in the moral than the practical sphere; but that
scarcely diminished its importance. In the words of the naval histor-
ian, it brought with it the assurance ‘that though the road might yet
be arduous and many set-backs be suffered, the Battle of the Atlantic
would finally be won’.

On the opposite side of the picture—the acquisition of new shipping

1 Roskill, Vol. I, Chap. XXI.
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—Allied gains were more prospective than actual. The Salter Mission
was able to secure the use of enough tanker tonnage to raise oil stocks
before the end of the year from the low level of June to the country’s
maximum storage capacity of about 7 million tons. But dry-cargo
tonnage was harder to come by, since America had at that time barely
sufficient for her own needs and the programme of new building still
hung fire. There was, however, a considerable quantity of shipping,
both Allied and enemy, in North or South American ports, part of
which the Allies hoped to be able to appropriate to their own use by
the intervention or with the help of the United States. In the mean-
while the use of American shipyards for repair helped to clear the
block of damaged shipping, which had assumed such dimensions in
the spring, or at least to ensure that it grew no worse.

The final effect of these easements was to reduce the Allies’ net
shipping loss for the year to something under 2 million tons instead
of the 3 or 3-5 million which had been expected. The import trade
benefited accordingly. By the end of 1941, apart from the building up
of oil stocks already mentioned, more than 2 million tons of dry cargo
had been landed in excess of the estimate made in June. The final
total of a little over 30-5 million tons for the year was still far below
what had been calculated as the minimum figure; but here again
reality proved to be less alarming than the forecast. In the summer of
1941 import-planning was still in its infancy. Departments lacked the
experience or the machinery to estimate their requirements exactly ;
and the figures given were found to have been uniformly, and in
some cases wildly, overstated. Thus the Ministry of Supply, which
had put its minimum needs at 21 million tons, had only received 15
million. Nevertheless, by the end of 1941 stocks of raw material had
actually risen by 2-5 million tons over their 1940 level. Food stocks
had also risen by nearly 1-5 million tons, although the Ministry of
Food had received 300,000 tons less than it had asked for.!

The year ended, therefore, on a note of confidence in strange con-
trast to the deep and general pessimism of June. The Allies had
demonstrated their ability to keep open the lines of sea-communica-
tion on which their survival depended. This was a great deal in itself;
but it could not yet be said that they had won the Battle of the
Atlantic, nor even that they were within sight of doing so. In the
spring the struggle would be resumed against an enemy whose
strength was constantly increasing. What the final outcome would be,
could not be predicted with any certainty.

1 Hancock and Gowing, pp. 200 and 266-8.
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(1)
The Far East

After this brief excursion into later events, we must return to the
situation as it stood in June. Even on the most favourable view, and
making every allowance for an upward turn of events, such as
actually took place in the Atlantic, the Allies’ strategic weakness was
obvious. They might continue to hold their own in the British Isles
and the Mediterranean, by sea and in the air; they might even be
able to force a stalemate; but it did not appear that they could, by
themselves, develop the necessary additional strength to attack and
defeat Germany. This was the conclusion reached by the Joint
Planners in the strategic review circulated in June, from which
extracts have already been quoted. Having examined the Allied
position from every angle, they could only express the opinion that
the immediate entry of the United States into the war had now
become essential. “‘Without this,” they added, ‘it is difficult to see how
or when we can pass from a grim defence to a resolute offensive.’

But even an American declaration of war would not mean an easy
or a quick victory. On the contrary, the J.P.S. analysis of the results
to be expected was extremely cautious:

“The practical effect of U.S.A. intervention would be most im-
mediately felt on the sea, where help is most immediately needed.
Our naval position, particularly in the North Atlantic, will at once
be improved. More adequate convoy escorts would reduce the
present crippling rate of losses, the transfer of ships would be
assured, and the long term shipbuilding programme would gain
in size and intensity by the substitution of war-time for peace-
time conditions. Our imports are already short of our require-
ments and are dropping still further behind. The sooner the
U.S.A. come in as belligerents, the less will be the leeway to be
made up.

Strategically, the effect of U.S.A. intervention will be most
marked in the area of the South Atlantic. It is from there that
American security is most directly threatened, and it is there that
the U.S.A. have shown the greatest willingness to act. The com-
bined resources of our two countries might make the occupation
of the Spanish and Portuguese Atlantic Islands, and the French
West African ports a less difficult problem than it would be for
ourselves alone.

If we look still further into the future, a time may come when
American forces, already established in West Africa, may be able
to push northwards. Friendly elements in the French Empire,
gaining courage and confidence from active and powerful support,
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may be strong enough then to overthrow the authority of Vichy
and re-establish their independence. If the enemies of the Axis
were once again established on the southern shores of the Mediter-
ranean, new opportunities would be opened out for the growing
might of the American forces to close in on German-occupied
Europe.

On land, American assistance will be limited, in the first place,
by the shortage of trained and equipped troops, and, although
more troops will become available, shortage of shipping will pre-
vent more than a comparatively small force being used outside
the Americas. Even so, the assumption by the U.S.A. of our
responsibility in Iceland and of our potential commitments in the
South Atlantic would be of considerable value in releasing our
troops for essential duties elsewhere.

The active participation of the American Air Force in the
offensive against Germany will be small at the beginning and will
grow only slowly. During 1942 it should be big enough to be an
appreciable addition to our own offensive effort. Meanwhile, the
addition of American fighter and reconnaissance squadrons will
increase the security of the United Kingdom and our sea com-
munications.

In the economic sphere, the entry of the U.S.A. into the war,
especially if it is followed, as it may well be, by similar action on
the part of other South American countries, would lead to a con-
siderable increase in the effectiveness of control at source. Even
more important, however, are the additional opportunities which
may thus be given to deal with the French Empire, either by
helping French territories to withstand German attack, or, if that
fails, by actively blockading them even if the hostility of the
French Navy is thereby incurred.’

Such was the expected position in Europe ; but unfortunately Allied
strategy could no longer be discussed in European terms alone. Since
the previous September, when Germany, Italy and Japan had signed
the Tripartite Pact, the war clouds had also been gathering in the Far
East. The impending storm might still be delayed for some months;
but it was almost certain to break, if it had not done so before, on the
day when the United States joined the Allies. The diplomatic position
was all too clear. By the terms of Article 3 of the Pact, Japan had
bound herself to give Germany the fullest military support, if the
latter were attacked by any Power ‘not at present involved in the
European conflict’. In other words, if Japan honoured her engage-
ment, an American declaration of war on Germany would be fol-
lowed automatically by a Japanese attack on Allied possessions in the
Far East. So much was clear ; the only question of doubt was whether
Japan might not antxcnpate her obligations by launching the attack
in any case, without waiting for the formal signal of American inter-
vention.
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At the end of January Japan had renewed her pressure on French
Indo-China, from whom she had already extorted certain concessions
in the previous year. She now demanded the use of the naval base at
Camranh Bay and the right to station troops and aircraft in the
southern provinces. There could be no military purpose in this
manceuvre except that of acquiring a forward base from which to
threaten Singapore, Borneo or the Dutch East Indies. In March
M. Matsuoka, the Japanese Foreign Minister, had visited Berlin and
held long conversations with Hitler and Ribbentrop. Their purpose
was uncertain; but it was necessary to assume that they marked a
further step in Axis collaboration. They had been followed at the
beginning of April by another significant development: Japan had
settled her differences with the U.S.S.R. On 13th April the two
countries had signed a neutrality agreement, which would have the
effect of safeguarding Japan’s vulnerable flank in Manchuria, if she
decided to commit her main forces to a southward move.

By the first half of June a crisis was felt to be imminent. Japanese
forces were still moving southward ; and there were already consider-
able concentrations in Formosa, Hainan, Indo-China and the South
China Sea. On 17th June the economic negotiations between Japan
and the Dutch authorities in the East Indies, which had been in
progress since the previous autumn, finally broke down. The fact was
important since it affected Japan’s supplies of rubber and oil, two
commodities of which she was critically short. Public opinion in
Tokyo was known to be excited and perhaps deliberately inflamed.
In these circumstances an attack, whether on the East Indies alone
or on neighbouring British possessions as well, was possible at any
moment.

It will be clear from the map how serious the strategic implications
might be, if this attack took place while the Allies were still without
American support. Everything would then depend on the defence of
Singapore. With this base as the corner-stone, the Allies could expect
to hold a defensive line, which covered at any rate the more vital of
their Far Eastern interests. From behind its shield, they could draw
on the produce of Malaya and at least part of the East Indies; their
sea-communications across the Indian Ocean would be protected;
and they would be well placed to check any Japanese movement
against Australia. But if Singapore fell, the whole defensive system
would be unhinged ; and it was difficult to see where new positions of
any real strength could be found east of India or north of Australia.
The vast intervening area, which included Malaya, Burma, Indo-
nesia and the approaches to the Indian Ocean, would be opened to
Japanese penetration with results—moral, economic and strategic—
which it was impossible to measure.

As matters stood in June, Singapore was already dangerously
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exposed. The main defences of the base were admittedly strong; but
they had been designed on the assumption, valid when the base was
first designed, that the main enemy attack would necessarily come
from the sea. Now, with Japan established in Indo-China, an over-
land attack through Thailand was equally possible and might prove
far more difficult to meet. British land and air forces in Malaya,
though recently reinforced, were still inadequate to the size and im-
portance of the territory which they had to defend ;! but no further
reinforcement was possible, on the scale which the new situation de-
manded, without critically weakening either the United Kingdom or
the Middle East. Moreover, the local defence of Singapore and
Malaya could never be effective by itself, unless the Allies also held
command of the sea. But until the acute strain, under which they
were then labouring in Europe, had been relieved, there was no
possibility of their being able to build up an effective naval force in
the Pacific.

This grim, uncertain situation would be radically altered, if the
United States were also belligerent. In the first place, the Allies would
then acquire, in the American Pacific fleet, a naval force immediately
available with which to challenge Japan’s control of the sea. This fact
would be a powerful deterrent in itself, since complete security of
movement and communication in the China Seas and the eastern
Pacific was essential to all Japan’s operations. Secondly, the United
States controlled a forward base at Manila, which lay directly across
the main line of communication between Japan and her objectives in
the south. While this remained in Allied hands, a major assault on
Singapore or the East Indies would be extremely hazardous. Indeed,
the larger the force that Japan committed at any point south of
Manila and the farther that it penetrated, the more dangerous her
own position would become. She would either have to accept this,
and curtail her southern operations accordingly, or stake the issue of
the war on a fleet-action with the United States—a risk which she
might not be willing to take. In either case a strategic equilibrium
would be restored, in which Japan’s advantages in the south were
offset by the threat of American pressure on her flank.

But this argument was subject to one important qualification: it was
only actual strength not theoretical dispositions which would deter
Japan. She had already shown, when she signed the Tripartite Pact,
that she was not necessarily afraid of war with the United States, if
she could be assured in advance that the latter’s main force would be
committed in Europe. Presumably she calculated, in that event, on
being able to mask or neutralize Manila until such time as she had

1 The policy was to rely largely on air-power for the defence of Malaya; but the force
available in June numbered only 12 squadrons instead of the accepted minimum of 22.
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achieved her primary objectives in the south. It scarcely mattered
whether this calculation was correct or not, since the immediate prac-
tical result would be the same in either case. A major part of the
strictly limited force available to the United States during the early
stages of her intervention would have to be deployed in the Pacific
in order to hold Japan in check. The extent of her help in Europe
would be proportionately reduced ; and it was probable, unless Japan
changed her attitude, that even the modest offensive programme out-
lined above would be reduced or retarded in practice.



CHAPTER 11
THE DISTANT FUTURE

(1)

Economic Warfare

peared in early summer of 1941, were outlined in the last

chapter. It was round these immediate problems—the Battle
of the Atlantic, the defence of the United Kingdom, the German
threat to the Middle East—that strategic discussions of the time
largely revolved. That was inevitable, since all these were matters of
plain survival. But Allied strategy in its full sense had a wider scope;;
it was concerned with final victory not less than with present defence.
Sooner or later, with or without help from the outside world, the
Allies would have to pass to the offensive and find the means, not
merely to survive, but actively to impose their will on the enemy. But
how could this be done, granted their present and prospective weak-
ness in relation to Germany?

At first sight the problem appeared insoluble. Nevertheless, there
were certain elements of hope. However heavily the balance of
manpower and immediate war-potential might be tipped in her
favour, Germany was not invulnerable. Some obvious weaknesses
remained in her position, which the Allies could exploit, though with
what effect only time would show. In the first instance, as the reader
will remember, they had put their main faith in economic warfare.
In a memorandum, written in 1940 in anticipation of the fall of
France, the Chiefs of Staff had stated explicitly that ‘upon the
economic factor depends our only hope of bringing about the down-
fall of Germany’. They had based this opinion on reports from the
Ministry of Economic Warfare, which suggested that Germany was
already suffering from certain acute shortages, and might be expected
to reach the point of crisis within six or nine months at the outside.
These shortages included food (especially fats, animal feeding-stuffs
and fertilizer), textiles, rubber, a number of important alloy metals
and finally oil. It was expected that they would show themselves in a
more or less acute form by the winter of 1940—41 and would reach
such a pitch by the summer of the following year as to provoke a
general industrial breakdown throughout Europe.

Time was to show, however, that these predictions were un-
realistic. Germany did indeed suffer, more or less severely, from all

THE MAIN PROBLEMS of Allied defence, as they ap-
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the shortages named ; but it did not follow that a general crisis was
imminent. Her great technical ingenuity, especially in the use of alloy
metals and synthetic substitutes, enabled her to survive foran extended
period on supplies of textiles, metal and rubber, which would have
been regarded as wholly inadequate in peacetime. Her conquests
brought in very considerable stocks of other scarce materials, includ-
ing oil. Moreover, the economic area, which she controlled from
1940 onwards, was so large and the margin for the internal manipula-
tion of supplies so wide, that essential industry was slow to feel the
effects even of a genuine shortage. Allied calculations had also
assumed a level of German military activity, and therefore of con-
sumption, which was not immediately attained. The nine months’ lull
between the Battle of France and the attack on Greece, during which
few major operations took place, was enough in itself to upset any
forecast of the economic position in 1941I.

There was also another point, perhaps of greater importance. The
forecasts of 1940 had been based on the assumption that Germany
would be cut off from all overseas supplies. But this was not in fact
the case. For more than a year after the Battle of France two major
leaks remained in the Allied blockade, which it was found impossible
to plug. The first was through Soviet Russia. By a series of agree-
ments, signed in August 1939, February 1940 and January 1941,
Germany received important supplies of scarce material from the
Soviet Union itself; and Russia also acted as Germany’s agent for the
purchase of other materials from China, Japan and the Far East
generally. The nature and value of this traffic is more fully discussed
in another volume.! Here it is enough to say that the supplies of grain,
oil, manganese and other metals, animal and vegetable fats, rubber
and cotton, which reached Germany in this way, were regarded by
her own experts as ‘a very substantial prop’ to her war-economy.?
This was not an overstatement.

There was, however, little that the Allies could do. Direct ex-
changes between Germany and Russia were clearly outside their
control. Some interference was possible, and was attempted, with
Russia’s purchases on German account; but no complete stoppage
could have been achieved without closer American co-operation than
was then forthcoming, and a degree of naval control in the Pacific
which the Allies, acting alone, were unable to exercise. The Russian
leak therefore remained until the time when Germany, by an extra-
ordinary act of aggression, voluntarily closed it herself.

The second leak was through Vichy France. By this channel
Germany obtained the produce of the French African territories and,

1 W. N. Medlicott, The Economic Blockade, (1959).
8 See Nazi-Sovict Relations (U.S. Department of State 1948), pp. 199-201.



ECONOMIC WARFARE 23

to a lesser extent, of the French colonial empire as a whole. The most
important items were vegetable fats and fertilizer ; but small quanti-
ties of other scarce materials, including rubber from Saigon, were
also brought in. Substantially the whole of this traffic entered Europe
through the French Mediterranean ports, where in theory it was
liable to interception by the Allies. But in fact little or nothing was
done to hinder it, for reasons which were explained in June 1941 as
follows:

‘At present, traffic from French North Africa within the Mediter-
ranean passes unmolested, and such few interceptions as have
been possible between Dakar and Casablanca have had no
deterrent effect. Despite certain difficulties due to Spanish
territorial waters, an effective, though not complete, blockade
could be maintained, if we were not restrained by the fear of an
incident which would precipitate French hostility and the active
use of their fleet and ports against us. With our existing naval
resources strained to the utmost, this would constitute a danger to
the maintenance of our vital lifelines out of proportion to the
advantages in the economic offensive which we might hope to
gain.’

The combination of all these factors made it more than doubtful
whether economic warfare alone could ever defeat Germany. It re-
mained true, of course, despite the defects and disappointments of the
blockade, that the German area was not self-sufficient in a number of
important products. Continued denial, or even partial denial, of these
was bound in time to weaken her economy severely. But how long
would it be before weakness reached the point of catastrophe or even
the point at which it would seriously hamper military operations?
There was no answer to this question. Indeed, if an abstract com-
parison were made between the Allied blockade of Europe and the
German blockade of the British Isles, it was impossible not to feel that
here, as elsewhere, the advantage lay with Germany. It was at least a
theoretically possible operation to isolate the British Isles completely;
and in that event England would starve to death within a few months.
But the Allies could not isolate Germany; nor, even if they could,
would the results be clear-cut and decisive in the same degree. So
long as Germany remained in economic control of the greater part of
Europe, she would always have a wide margin of manceuvre.

The force of these and similar arguments was already apparent by
the summer of 1941. It would be wrong to say that the Allies had lost
faith in the economic war. On the contrary, traces of the optimism of
1940 were still to be found, perhaps more frequently than the facts
justified ; but the tendency was now towards caution. The economic
experts of the Ministry continued to predict a major crisis in Ger-
many ; but the date of that event had receded and their new forecasts
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were hedged with a number of important qualifications. It was
expected that Germany’s economy would begin to show a marked
deterioration during the winter of 1941-42, which would continue
and grow worse during the following year. This would not be a result
of any single catastrophic shortage but rather of the cumulative effect
of a number of associated difficulties and deficiencies, none of which
would be decisive in itself. Though the effects would be felt first, and
always more severely, by the civilian population, it was probable that
certain shortages, as of rubber, leather, textiles and later on various
metals, would also impinge on the armed forces. Some loss of effi-
ciency was to be expected during 1942, but it was unlikely to become
serious before the following year at the earliest. Even so, the exact
extent of the damage could not be predicted with any certainty. The
experts were now careful to frame their prophecy only in the most
general terms:

‘We believe that, even if nothing occurs to accelerate German
collapse, the strains and shortages of 1943 could not be supported
without a drastic reduction in the power of her armed forces,
which would leave Germany highly vulnerable to any enemy
still retaining power and vigour.’

These conclusions referred to the blockade as a whole. There re-
mained, however, one particular shortage from which more distinct
and immediate results were still expected. This was Germany’s
shortage of oil. On this point, of such importance and so exhaustively
discussed, it is of interest to examine the Allied figures in some detail.

The original estimate, made shortly before the outbreak of war, had
been that German stocks (reckoned at approximately g million tons)
would only suffice for a campaign of four and a half to five months.
This was very close to the facts; and there had been no lack of
nervousness at the time on the German side. Nevertheless, when the
plunge was taken, no disaster followed. On the contrary, Germany’s
campaigns of 1939 and 1940 yielded a handsome profit on the balance
of oil spent and oil gained. Exact calculations are difficult; but it is
probable that the three campaigns in Poland, Norway and France
cost Germany under -5 million tons of oil, in return for which she
received captured stocks amounting, perhaps, to 2 million tons and
additional annual production (from the western Polish fields) of
about 160,000 tons.

In the light of this, Allied calculations had to be revised. A new
estimate, made in July 1940, suggested that Germany, being now in
direct or indirect control of the European supply, would be able to
postpone the final crisis for another twelve months. By the second half
of 1941, however, stocks would be exhausted, and she would face the
future with an annual oil production of only 9-7 million tons with
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which to meet expenditure of not less than 15 million. But this second
figure was over-optimistic. It assumed that Germany would not be
able to reduce general European consumption by more than 50 per
cent. Further calculations, made at the end of the year, indicated that
a much more rigorous rationing was possible and was being applied.
On this new basis, which allowed for a cut in European consumption
of up to 8o per cent, Germany’s supplies could be expected to last
until the end of 1941 or even, with rigid economy and at some risk to
the distribution system, for a few months thereafter.

These broad conclusions were still accepted in the following June;
but by then refinements of some importance had been added. It was
calculated that, during the six months between April and October,
1941, Germany’s position would be at its easiest, since the Danube
would be open and she would be able to draw freely on Rumanian
supplies. It was likely that her receipts of oil over this period would
roughly balance her expenditure. She would therefore enter the
winter with stocks at much the same level as they had been in the
previous spring, or say about 4 million tons in all. The next four or
five months, when winter reduced or halted the river traffic, would be
a period of great stringency. But if Germany survived it, she would
find her position much improved in the following spring. By then her
own synthetic production would have risen by another -5 million tons
a year ; and Rumanian production would also have increased, though
the full effects of this might not be felt before 1943. It was also prob-
able that Germany would have solved her main distribution pro-
blem, either by opening the Mediterranean sea-route to her tankers
or by making such improvements in the railway system as would
enable her to lift the whole Rumanian surplus by land. In either case
her position, though not permanently secure, would be free from
immediate anxiety.

These calculations and those of the previous December, though
partly based on guess-work, were surprisingly accurate. Figures given
by the Zentrale Planung show that Germany’s actual receipts of oil
in 1941 were between 11-2 and 11-5 million tons, against a total
expenditure of 12:8 million. By the end of the year, as the Allied
experts had foreseen, her stocks were nearly exhausted ;! and the next
twelve months were a period of recurrent crisis, during which even
the Wehrmacht lived from hand to mouth. In September 1942 the
Luftwaffe held a bare month’s supply of aviation-spirit and by
October the Army had run through all its reserves of motor-gasoline.
Nevertheless, there was no general breakdown. Certain restrictions

! No complete figure is available; but stocks of the three major products (aviation-
spirit, motor-gasoline and diesel-oil) had sunk to below 800,000 tons by the end of 1941.
The distributional minimum for these products was reckoned by the Germans at between
0.8 and 1.3 million tons.
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were placed on training, which contributed to a loss of efficiency in
the future ; but there is little evidence of any adverse effect on opera-
tions. Indeed, it appears that, despite local and temporary shortages,
a rough balance between receipts and expenditure was achieved for
the year 1942 as a whole. This was made possible by the rise in
synthetic production already mentioned and a further cut—made,
apparently, with no ill effects—of 2-8 million tons in the civil con-
sumption of Germany and German-dominated Europe. By the end
of the year the worst of the crisis was over. During 1943 by the
exercise of ruthless economy Germany was even able to rebuild a
small margin of stock, which she maintained until Allied bombing
of her synthetic plants precipitated a final crisis in the autumn of the
following year.

We can see in these facts the strategic limitations of the oil-block-
ade. At the end of June 1941, in circumstances described in the
next chapter, Germany launched her attack on Russia, the largest
land-operation of the war, to which more than 100 infantry and go
armoured or motorized divisions were committed. For the next
eighteen months her advance into Russian territory was pressed con-
tinuously to the accompaniment of heavy fighting, and reached its
farthest point over the winter of 1942—43. These immense operations,
which the Allied estimates had not foreseen, thus coincided almost
exactly with the period when Germany’s oil supplies were at their
lowest ebb. Nevertheless, the impetus of the German offensive was
scarcely affected. It is possible to argue, as we shall see, that the oil
shortage exercised a certain influence on the strategic direction of the
campaign; but the actual fighting-power of the Wehrmacht was
never touched except in the minor degree noted above. It was not
until 1944, when it became possible to supplement the blockade by
the offensive bombing of German synthetic oil plants and other
installations, that a degree of famine could be imposed, which had
measurable and distinct military consequences.

It will be seen that what was true of the blockade as a whole was
equally true of the oil-blockade in particular. It was within the
Allies’ power to impose certain difficulties on Germany by economic
action alone; but these were not insurmountable. They weakened
Germany and thus laid a foundation—perhaps the indispensable
foundation—for her subsequent defeat by other means; but they
were not, and could never have been, decisive in their own right.
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i)
The Air-Offensive

The second instrument of Allied offensive strategy was the bomber.
In their memorandum of 1940, already quoted, the Chiefs of Staff
had given ‘air-attack on economic objects in Germany and on Ger-
man morale’ an equal place with the blockade as the two principal
means of enforcing pressure on Germany. In a paper written in the
following September, when the bright prospects of the economic war
were beginning to fade, Mr. Churchill had carried the same argument
a stage further:

“The Navy can lose us the war, but only the Air Force can win it.
Therefore our supreme effort must be to gain overwhelming
mastery in the air. The Fighters are our salvation, but the
Bombers alone provide the means of victory. We must therefore
develop the power to carry an ever-increasing volume of explosives
to Germany, so as to pulverize the entire industry and scientific
structure on which the war-effort and economic life of the enemy
depends, while holding him at arm’s length in our Island. In no
other way at present visible can we hope to overcome the immense
military power of Germany, and to nullify the further German
victories which may be apprehended as the weight of their force
is brought to bear on the African or Oriental theatres.’

The intended policy was thus clear ; but in the summer of 1941 the
Allies were in no position to carry it out. In the first place, their
bomber force was far too small for decisive operations. In June, the
order of battle of Bomber Command showed the equivalent of only
51 standard! squadrons (8 heavy, 35 medium and 8 light) compared
with 55 at the outbreak of war. By the end of the year the total had
risen to 62 squadrons, of which 15 were equipped with heavy
bombers. But these were only paper figures, subject to many deduc-
tions in practice. Some squadrons were short of establishment; the
supply of trained air crews was inadequate; and the new heavy
bombers—Manchesters, Stirlings and Halifaxes—were still involved
in more or less serious technical troubles. During the whole six
months between June and December, therefore, the Command could
only muster an average of 380 medium and 40 heavy bombers, which
were actually available for operations.

How serious a state of affairs this was, may be seen by comparison
with the pre-war programme. The original Expansion Scheme M of
October 1938, which aimed to build up a striking-force approximately

1i.c. at 16 aircraft to the squadron.
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equal to Germany’s, had called for the creation of no less than 82
heavy bomber squadrons by April 1941. And since then require-
ments had risen steeply. Germany’s victories in 1940, besides greatly
increasing the importance of the bomber as a strategic weapon, had
altered the balance of air-power. Allied aircraft, deprived of their
advanced bases, had nearly twice as far to travel to reach a distant
target in Germany, as German aircraft to reach an equivalent target
in the British Isles. If only for that reason, a much larger force was
now needed to maintain parity, let alone to secure predominance.
Moreover, the experience which had been gained by the summer of
1941, whether of German bombing in England or of Allied bombing
in Germany, indicated that the total tonnage of bombs required to
produce a given result had been gravely underestimated. Earlier
calculations about the optimum weight of individual bombs had also
been revised. Bombs of 1,000, 2,000 and 4,000 lbs. were now in gen-
eral use; and it was agreed that something even heavier would be
needed in future. All this implied a further increase in the total
strength of Bomber Command and even more complete reliance on
the new type of heavy bomber, which alone could carry the necessary
weight of bombs over the required distance.

By June, therefore, the Command was working on a new and much
enlarged programme : Target Force E. In its original form this called
for an expansion to 100 medium or heavy (standard) squadrons by
the end of the year, and 250 heavy squadrons by the summer of 1943 ;
but certain modifications were later introduced. The first came when
Bomber Command presented its new plan of organization. It was
then decided to exchange the standard squadrons for 168 enlarged?
squadrons with a total of 4,032 aircraft. In July the Target Force was
further increased by the addition of 6 (enlarged) medium squadrons
and 20 (standard) light squadrons, the latter change being largely
the result of the first appearance and great operational promise of
the Mosquito bomber.2 This made the final total, to be achieved in
rather less than two years, 194 squadrons of 4,496 aircraft.

Judged in these terms, which were the only ones appropriate to
Allied strategy, the position in 1941 was little short of disastrous.
With each month that passed the gap between promise and per-
formance grew steadily wider, until by the end of the year the pro-
gramme might be said to have lost all touch with reality. Thus at the
end of November, when the 100 squadron goal should have been in
sight, Bomber Command could only muster 54 squadrons of 955 air-
craft. Reckoned in terms of bomb-lift, the deficiency was even greater,
for only seven squadrons were equipped with the new heavy bombers.

1 j.e. at 24 aircraft to the squadron.
2 This aircraft had already seen service with Photographic Reconnaissance Units.
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And so it continued. Even in the following February, when bombers
of the new type should have formed the staple of the force, the Com-
mand was still largely dependent, as it had been since 1940, on the
older Wellington, already regarded as obsolescent.

There were many reasons for this constant failure to reach, or even
approach, the target. Bomber Command had suffered heavy losses in
the Battle of France; and it had been necessary since then to divert
aircraft and crews both to the Middle East and to Coastal Command.
It was also true that in 1941 the general rate of wastage from all
causes, including accident, was nearly twice as high as had been
anticipated before the war. Aircraft lasted on an average for only 10
to 16 sorties instead of the planned 20 to 25. These facts were enough
in themselves to upset the programme. During the four months
between April and July 1941, for example, 1,715 new bombers were
produced, of which 520 were sent overseas. The total number of air-
craft lost during the same period was 776, leaving a balance available
in Great Britain of only 419. But even these did not count towards
expansion, for metropolitan units, as the result of past set-backs, were
already short of establishment by almost exactly the same number.

But too much cannot be set down to heavy losses and diversions,
neither of which could be avoided. The root of the trouble lay else-
where. For reasons which can only be explored briefly here, British
aircraft production was not keeping pace with the rising needs of the
Command ; and American production, on which the Allies should
have been drawing heavily by 1941, was lagging still further behind.!
In England a part of the delay could still be attributed to the events
of the previous year. Although the general industrial damage done by
enemy bombing had not been severe, certain factories of particular
importance to the aircraft industry had been hit. Damage to the
B.T.H. magneto factory in Coventry, for example, was reckoned to
have delayed the production of aero-engines for nearly a year; and
other instances could be cited. The drive for fighter production in the
summer of 1940 had also affected the position by depleting stocks and
throwing long-term plans out of gear. It is true that normal working
was resumed in October; but the after-effects of the emergency,
which included a legacy of industrial fatigue, were still traceable for
many months thereafter.?

In the main, however, these were temporary and superficial
difficulties, which were already on the way to be mastered. The real
causes of delay, which affected American no less than British produc-
tion, lay deeper and were less easy to remove, being inherent in the
nature of the problem. Of all the weapons of war military aircraft

! According to the current programme 642 American Bombers should have been
delivered in England between April and July 1941 ; but in fact only 69 were received.
* M. M. Postan, British War Production, (1952) pp. 123-4, 164~5.
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were the least amenable to mass-production. Their design, manufac-
ture and assembly was an immensely complicated task in which little
streamlining was possible. New types were constantly being evolved
or old types improved ; and each modification disturbed the rhythm
of production. Factories had to be re-tooled, reorganized or enlarged ;
there were delays in the production of new components; and in some
cases (such as the Vulture engine) new designs proved unsatisfactory
in service and had to be discarded even after serial production had
begun. Moreover, each new type tended to be heavier and more
complicated than its predecessor and thus to make greater demands
on the industry in terms both of man-hours and technical ingenuity.
This applied particularly to the new heavy bombers. The airframe of
a Manchester was 5,000 lbs. heavier than that of a Wellington ; that of
a Halifax nearly 1,800 lbs. heavier still; and so on in an almost
geometrical progression.!

Another aspect of the problem should also be mentioned. All the
programmes of the Ministry of Aircraft Production, from that of
October 1940 to that of June 1943, were deliberately inflated by
about 15 per cent in the belief that the aircraft industry would be in-
spired to great efforts, if the target were always held just out of reach.
It was also customary, as a matter of statistical convenience, to
assume, when forecasts were made, that a short fall in the early stages
of a programme would be made good by increased production in the
later stages.2 But this assumption, for the reasons already given, was
rarely valid. Both practices were, of course, known to—and no doubt
allowed for by—the Air Ministry and Bomber Command, and did not
affect the real problems of production one way or the other. But they
added perceptibly to the atmosphere of unreality, which invested the
whole bomber programme in 1941 and 1942. Target Force E—the
4,000 bomber programme—remained the official goal; but from the
middle of 1941 onwards there can have been few people who still
supposed that it could actually be reached within a measurable time.

By the beginning of September, the outlook was so grave as to
attract the personal intervention of the Prime Minister. In a minute
to the Lord President, he pointed out that, to enable Bomber
Command to reach Target Force E by the agreed date, a total pro-
duction of 22,000 aircraft was required during the two years between
July 1941 and July 1943. The latest forecasts showed that British
factories would only produce 11,000. To this could be added a pro-
spective 5,500 from American production, leaving a deficit of the
same number to be made good. This was wholly unsatisfactory ; and
he had therefore directed, after discussions with Colonel Moore-

! Postan, pp. 169-70, 326-45.
* Postan, pp. 123—4, 173-4.



THE AIR-OFFENSIVE 31

Brabazon,! that a new plan should be made to raise British produc-
tion to 14,500. The Lord President was invited to bring the Ministers
concerned together and to ensure that the necessary adjustments
were made with as little dislocation as possible.

These demands, though fully justified from a strategical view, could
not be satisfied in practice. The Lord President was obliged to report
in the following month that they could only be met at all by extend-
ing the time limit and diluting the quality. By allowing the force a
larger proportion of Wellingtons to the new type of bomber, the
revised target could be reached by the end of 1943, if production
programmes were completed in full, or by June 1944, if they fell short
by the accustomed 15 per cent. This was a serious disappointment to
Bomber Command; but worse was to follow. In December the
Minister of Aircraft Production informed the Defence Committee
that shortage of labour would probably make it impossible to carry
out the programme in full. The new forecasts, which were received
from America at about this time, were even more disquieting. It was
now believed, for reasons which will be examined in a later chapter,
that not more than 2,100 aircraft would be forthcoming over the
period instead of the 5,500 which had been promised. Moreover, the
main hold-up in American as in British production was in heavy
bombers of the new type; and the few examples which had so
far reached England—the early Liberators and the Fortress I—
were proving technically even more troublesome than their British
counterparts.

At this point we may pause. The story of the bomber programmes
has been carried forward so far, only in order to make the position in
June fully comprehensible. It can now be seen that the high hopes,
which went to the framing of Target Force E, if not misplaced, were
at least premature. Before the end of the year it was necessary to take
a more cautious and sombre view. A strategic bomber force had,
indeed, been planned; and a growing proportion of the country’s
industrial effort was to be devoted to building it up. But it was already
plain that the force could net reach its full strength, or a strength at
which it could play a decisive part in the war, in less than two or more
probably three years. In the meanwhile, and especially during the
first year or eighteen months of the build-up, the role of Bomber
Command would be strictly limited. To gain experience, to harass
the enemy, to supplement where possible the effects of the blockade
—all these were valuable functions; but they were a long way from
the air-predominance of which Mr. Churchill had written in Sep-
tember, 1940.

Nor was the retarded growth of their force the only problem which

! Then Minister of Aircraft Production.
4
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faced the Allies. Many important questions of policy were also un-
resolved. It was agreed that the destruction of German industry and
the breaking of German morale were the two primary objectives; but
there was no settled view how either could be attained. Which objec-
tive was the more important? Could both be combined in a single
plan of operations? Should the attack be spread as widely as possible
or concentrated on a limited number of key-points? Which industrial
targets was it most important to destroy and which were the most
vulnerable? All these questions, the fundamentals of bombing policy,
were as yet unanswered.

It must be remembered that, although the tradition of the R.A.F.
had always favoured the use of bombers in an independent strategic
role, there had been little opportunity to test this theory in practice.
Throughout the first eighteen months of the war the main strength
of Bomber Command had been used tactically and defensively. First
there were the leaflet raids, then operations in direct support of the
Allied armies in France and Belgium, and finally attacks on enemy
concentrations in the Channel ports and on the bases in northern
France, Belgium and Holland, from which the German air-offensive
was being directed. Apart from a limited attack on the Ruhr at the
end of May 1940, and some loosely co-ordinated raids on German oil
installations and other industrial targets during the last three months
of the year, there was little which could properly be described as
offensive bombing.

The first real attempt to use Bomber Command in its intended
strategic role may be said to have begun in January 1941. This was a
time, as we saw above, of great optimism on the subject of Germany’s
oil supplies. A major crisis was thought to be imminent; and it was
believed that a concentrated attack on her synthetic oil plants, which
were said to have suffered some damage already, would force a com-
plete breakdown within a few months. The Prime Minister was dis-
trustful of this calculation, as of all others which attempted to show a
painless and certain method of winning the war, but agreed that the
attempt was at least worth making. Accordingly, Bomber Command
was instructed on 15th January, that ‘the sole primary aim of your
bomber force, until further notice, should be the destruction of the
German synthetic oil plants’. These were seventeen in number; but
it was estimated (optimistically perhaps) that the complete destruc-
tion of the nine most important would reduce production by more
than 8o per cent.

The attack on oil was pressed for two months, but produced no
significant result. Nevertheless, it had a certain value for the future,
if only for the lessons which it taught or emphasized. The first was the
astonishing extent to which bad weather could nullify, or even re-
verse, an agreed policy. During January and February Bomber
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Command was active on thirty-three nights; but only on three of
these was a major attack delivered on the oil installations, which
were ostensibly the primary target. On the remaining thirty nights
bad weather, or a combination of bad weather and other considera-
tions, diverted the main effort to secondary targets such as German
industrial towns or the Channel ports. In all, not more than 10 per
cent of the bombs dropped during this period were even aimed at the
synthetic oil plants ; and it must be supposed that few of these reached
their mark. This was the second lesson—the extreme difficulty of
identifying, still more hitting, a relatively small and isolated target.
Previously, the enthusiastic statements regularly made by bomber
crews, supported to some extent by Intelligence reports from Ger-
many, had encouraged the belief that our standard of navigation and
bomb aiming was high. Now the introduction of night photography
as a check on these reports was beginning to reveal the true position.
But more will be said on this subject below.

At the beginning of March, the first major crisis in the Battle of the
Atlantic forced Bomber Command to return to its defensive réle. For
the next three months U-boat bases and building yards, the two
battle-cruisers in Brest and the Focke-Wulf factories became the
principal targets. This pause in strategic operations was not wholly
unwelcome, since it gave an opportunity for the bases of policy to be
re-examined. At this time there were two more or less sharply opposed
schools of thought. The first, which had so far been in the ascendant,
advocated the precision bombing of industrial key-points (such as
oil installations or coking plants), the destruction of which would
shatter German economy at a single blow. The second, which was
now gaining strength, found a powerful advocate in Lord Trenchard,
who in May submitted a private memorandum on bombing policy to
the Prime Minister. This argued with great force that Bomber Com-
mand should abandon the ‘panacea-system’ and devote its whole
strength to an onslaught on German morale by the mass-bombing of
centres of population, especially those which housed industrial
workers.

In fact, the position in 1941 was such that neither policy could be
followed in its pure form. Attempts at precision bombing were use-
less, so long as the standard of accuracy remained as low as it was. On
the other hand, Bomber Command was still too small to make any
distinct impression by methods of wholesale destruction. Some com-
promise was necessary ; and the lines which it was to take were indi-
cated in a paper prepared for the Chief of the Air Staff in May on the
tactical requirements of a target policy :

‘(a) The targets selected for attack must be mainly in an area

which we can reach within the hours of darkness all the year
around.



34 THE DISTANT FUTURE

(b) The task we set ourselves must be commensurate with the
size of the bomber force available. At the moment our bomber
force, even under the most favourable conditions, is only capable
of dropping 200 tons of bombs on Germany on a given night.
Consequently the number of targets selected should be kept low
so as to ensure a concentrated effort upon each.

(c) Owing to the proved difficulty of finding and hitting precise
targets on dark nights, a large number of the targets should be so
situated that the misses and near-misses are of value.

(d) The targets should be in industrial areas, so that ‘shorts and
overs’ will kill, and if the precise objective cannot be seen there
will be no difficulty in finding a target, whose attack will strike
at the enemy’s morale.

(e) The precise targets selected for attack on moonlight nights
should be big enough to ensure that adequate damage can be
inflicted upon them.

(f) The plan should allow for alternative target areas, suitable
for attack when weather conditions over main targets are un-
suitable.’

In the meantime, there had also been some shift of opinion among
economic experts. By June, for reasons already examined, they were
no longer so confident as they had been that Germany would suc-
cumb to a shortage of oil or, indeed, to a shortage of any one particu-
lar commodity. Their tendency was now to rely on the cumulative
effect of a number of associated pressures, which included political
and administrative problems as well as material famine. This line of
argument, combined with the disappointing results of the attack on
oil, led them to offer a new series of targets for attack:

‘So far we have dealt only with the difficulties of Germany in
acquiring the commodities she lacks, but equally important are
her problems in distributing the supplies which she already
possesses. The rulers of Germany have been forced to undertake
the most gigantic task of economic management ever attempted.
So complex is the problem of the interchange of goods from un-
accustomed sources by unusual channels to people of varying
degrees of hostility and non-co-operation that it must strain the
German ingenuity and German resources to the breaking point
even under favourable circumstances, and could hardly stand
any degree of dislocation from outside. Distribution and trans-
portation may indeed prove to be the weakest links in the Ger-
man economic chain.

With long sea communications restricted by our action, available
shipping reduced by heavy losses and road transport limited
by the need for economizing oil and rubber, German transport
is primarily dependent upon its railway system. Although that
system, owing to our blockade, must now carry vast quantities
of bulky traffic, formerly sea-borne, it has, up to the present,
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survived these strains without serious deterioration by the com-
mandeering of locomotives and rolling stock in occupied coun-
tries, and by the ruthless disregard of civilian needs both in those
countries and in Germany itself. Every new extension of the area
of German control means new strains on the system and whether
or for how long it can continue to bear them will depend on the
extent to which we can either force new traffic on to it by the
further restriction of alternative routes, or reduce, by means of
the bomb or the saboteur, its ability to carry existing traffic.’

All these elements contributed to the new directive, which was
issued to Bomber Command on the gth July. The instructions now
were ‘subject to essential diversions which might occur from time to
time . . . to direct the main effort of the bomber force, until further
instructions, towards dislocating the German transportation system
and to destroying the morale of the civil population as a whole and of
the industrial workers in particular’. To this end nine communica-
tion-centres in western Germany, all within relatively easy range,
were selected as primary targets, to be attacked with as much
accuracy as possible on clear, moonlight nights. The majority were
situated in densely populated industrial areas, such as Cologne,
Duesseldorf and Duisberg, where, it was hoped, even those bombs
which missed the main target would do miscellaneous damage of
some value and contribute at least to the lowering of morale. In
addition, six major towns—Hamburg, Bremen, Hanover, Frankfurt,
Mannheim and Stuttgart—were listed as secondary targets against
which area-attacks were to be made, whenever the weather was un-
suitable for accurate bombing. This was intended as an ‘all-weather’
policy, in which raids on secondary targets and near-misses on pri-
mary targets would all contribute their quota to the final effect.

On this basis some 10,000 sorties were flown, and between 11,000
and 12,000 tons of bombs dropped during the three months of July,
August and September. The results, though superior to any which
the Command had yet achieved, were not spectacular. The average
bomb load did not exceed 150 tons a night; and with this weight of
attack area-raids on large towns could scarcely have more than a
harassing effect. And the standard of precision bombing, if it can so
be called, remained deplorably low. During the summer and early
autumn a series of inquiries based on the new photographic evidence
disclosed some disturbing figures.! It appeared that under the best
conditions of moonlight and clear sky, which did not occur on more
than three or four days in the months, only half of the aircraft
despatched could be expected to come within five miles of a target on

1 The original inquiry in August, 1941, was undertaken on the initiative of Lord
Cherwell’s Statistical Section. See also Sir C. K. Webster and N. Frankland, The Strategic
Air Qffensive against Germany, 193945, (1960) Vol. I, p. 178.
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the Channel coast, and only a third within the same distance of a
target in the Ruhr. In bad weather the proportions fell to 15 per cent
on the coast and 10 per cent elsewhere ; and the general average for
all sorties was not higher than 15 per cent. Under these conditions,
even area-bombing was uncertain, while the chances of a direct hit on
a target less than five miles in extent were so small as to be negligible.

These unwelcome facts gave Allied policy a further impulse
towards area-bombing. The movement of opinion was clearly marked
in an elaborate paper on the Development and Employment of the
Heavy Bomber Force, based on an analysis of the effects of German
bombing in England, which the C.A.S. circulated at the end of
September. It contained a careful estimate of the effect on an
average industrial town of a series of attacks on the same scale as the
heavy raid on Coventry in the previous November. On that occasion
the weight of bombs dropped had been of the order of one ton to
every 8oo inhabitants. This had lowered the town’s general index
of activity! by 63 per cent; and recovery had taken about g5 days.
If a second attack had been made within a month of the first, when
recovery was still incomplete, the same weight of bombs would have
brought the index even lower. After a succession of six such attacks,
at the same interval of time, the cumulative damage would have
reached a point from which recovery was impossible. A further cal-
culation showed that if, in addition to Coventry, twenty-three other
industrial towns of the same importance had been similarly reduced
to impotence, a complete breakdown of British economy would have
followed.

The paper proposed that these methods should now be tried on
Germany. Instead of attacking particular industrial or administrative
targets, Bomber Command should seek to gain its objective by the
methodical wrecking—or, in a later phrase, emasculation—of forty-
three industrial towns, which normally housed a population of 15
million persons. Six attacks would be made on each, at not more than
monthly intervals, using the same weight of bombs in proportion to the
population as in the German raid on Coventry. It was assumed that
each squadron of heavy bombers would be able to make 100 sorties a
month with an average bomb-load of g tons an aircraft and that 25
per cent of the total load would fall in the target area. On this basis
Target Force E, when it reached its full strength, would be able to
drop 75,000 tons of bombs a month on Germany, of which 18,750
would be effective. This was the equivalent of one ton to every 800
persons in a population of 15 million, or the total amount required
for one attack on each of the forty-three selected towns. Six months’

1 This was an artificial measurement of air-raid damage which took account of psycho-
logical effects and the general dislocation of life as well as material damage.
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continuous operations would therefore suffice for the whole cycle of
attacks. At the end of that time, if the calculations were correct,
German economy would be completely shattered.

Here was the beginning of a new policy, later to find its expression
in the thousand-bomber raids on German cities, which Air-Marshal
Harris inaugurated in 1942. It cannot be said, however, that the
paper was altogether favourably received at the time. The Prime
Minister, having studied it, replied in a vein of scepticism closely
parallel to his remarks on the precision bombing of synthetic oil
plants earlier in the year:

‘It is very disputable whether bombing by itself will be a decisive
factor in the present war. On the contrary, all that we have learnt
since the war began shows that its effects, both physical and
moral, are greatly exaggerated. There is no doubt the British
people have been stimulated and strengthened by the attack
made upon them so far. Secondly, it seems very likely that the
ground defences and night fighters will overtake the Air attack.
Thirdly, in calculating the number of bombers necessary to
achieve hypothetical and indefinite tasks, it should be noted that
only a quarter of our bombs hit the targets. Consequently an in-
crease in the accuracy of bombing to 100 per cent would in fact
raise our bombing force to four times its strength. The most we

can say is that it will be a heavy and I trust a seriously increasing
annoyance.’

These comments could be taken as implying that Mr. Churchill
had temporarily lost confidence in the strategic value of Bomber
Command ; and it was in this sense that the C.A.S. read them. He
replied immediately and at some length, pointing out that a series of
Cabinet decisions had allotted a primary réle to the bomber in our
offensive strategy. The expansion programme, to which we were
deeply committed, had been conceived on these lines and for this
purpose. If it was now thought that the power of the bomber had been
over-estimated, it was essential that existing plans, including the
proposed size and composition of the force, should at once be
reviewed. Nothing could be worse than to continue preparations on
the present scale, when we no longer believed that they were capable
of producing the results at which we aimed.

But the Prime Minister was not willing, and had not intended, to
press his own argument to these lengths. He was at pains to emphasize
in his reply that Cabinet policy had not changed. The bomber re-
mained the primary offensive weapon, if only because no other
existed. But it was useless to pretend that the exuberant hopes once
entertained had not been diminished by contact with reality:

‘We all hope that the Air Offensive against Germany will realize
the expectations of the Air Staff. Everything is being done to
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create the bombing force desired on the largest possible scale,
and there is no intention of changing this policy. I deprecate,
however, placing unbounded confidence in this means of attack,
and still more expressing that confidence in terms of arithmetic.
It is the most potent method of impairing the enemy’s morale we
can use at the present time. If the United States enters the war,
it would have to be supplemented in 1943 by simultaneous
attacks by armoured forces in many of the conquered countries
which were ripe for revolt. Only in this way could a decision
certainly be achieved. Even if all the towns of Germany were
rendered largely uninhabitable, it does not follow that the mili-
tary control would be weakened or even that war industry could
not be carried on . . . It may well be that German morale will
crack and that our bombing will play a very important part in
bringing the result about. But all things are always on the move
simultaneously, and it is quite possible that the Nazi war-making
power in 1943 will be so widely spread throughout Europe as to
be to a large extent independent of the actual buildings in the
homeland.

A different picture would be presented if the enemy’s Air
Force were so far reduced as to enable heavy accurate daylight
bombing of factories to take place. This however cannot be done
outside the radius of Fighter protection, according to what I am
at present told. One has to do the best one can, but he is an un-
wise man who thinks there is any certain method of winning this
war, or indeed any other war between equals in strength. The
only plan is to persevere.’

(iii)
Subversion

The only plan, as Mr. Churchill said, was to persevere; but the out-
look was not encouraging. It was clear that Germany would never
succumb to economic pressure alone. What contribution the air-
offensive could make to victory was still uncertain. Time was needed
—much more time than had been expected—to build a sufficient
force; and it was not until that had been done, and the force tested
in action, that Bomber Command’s potential could be accurately
judged. Meanwhile, the only guide was past experience, which sug-
gested that the power of an unsupported air-offensive was a great
deal less than its advocates had hitherto claimed. But if these two
weapons, the bomber and the blockade, were both insufficient, what
other possibilities remained ? There was only one answer : the invasion
of Europe and the defeat of the German army in the field.
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No one had ever doubted that this was the only certain way of
winning the war; but it did not appear to be a practicable operation.
In June 1941, Germany was believed to dispose of 250 divisions, of
which go were ready for immediate service in any theatre. Against
this the Allies could only muster a prospective Field Force of just
under 6o divisions,! which would not reach its full strength until the
autumn of 1942. Nor did the discrepancy end there. Germany occu-
pied the central position and could throw the full weight of her force
in whichever direction she chose. The Allies, on the other hand, were
obliged to divide the greater part of their force between two perma-
nent garrisons, one in the United Kingdom, the other in the Middle
East. When the requirements of these two theatres had been satisfied,
less than four divisions would remain to cover all other contingencies,
including the protection of Allied interests in the Far East.

In these circumstances, and without so much as a foothold on the
Continent, the Allies were in no case to challenge Hitler by land. Nor
could they expect that their position would alter materially in the
future. No doubt the Dominions would be able in time to raise
additional forces; but these could never be large enough to turn the
balance. The other Allied governments were governments in exile,
only able to recruit within a narrow circle of refugees and overseas
residents. India, it is true, possessed large reserves of manpower and
her mobilization had as yet barely begun. But there were many fac-
tors, practical, political and economic, which would always limit the
number of Indian divisions which could be raised and equipped for
foreign service, especially in the European theatre. It was, therefore,
on the manpower of the United Kingdom that the Allies had chiefly
to depend ; and there were signs even in 1941 that this pool would
shortly run dry.

It was calculated that, during the two years between the spring of
1941 and the spring of 1943, the Services and the armaments industry
in Great Britain would together require something over 2 million
men to complete their programmes. But the natural increase of the
male population in the same period would only provide -32 million.
The remainder would have to be found either by withdrawing men
from ‘non-essential’ industry—a process which was already nearing
its limit—or by substituting women. If the latter were done to the
extent necessary to meet the demand, by the beginning of 1943
nearly 40 per cent of the whole female population would have been
drawn into industry or some work depending directly on the Ser-
vices.? This was not impossible—indeed, the figure was only a little

1 This did not include ‘forces retained in the Dominions and India for their defence, the
garrisons of defended ports abroad and certain local and colonial forces’.

* These were the contemporary figures, in which some adjustments were made later,
though without affecting the broad principle.
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higher than that for women in all forms of employment (including
domestic service) before the war ; but it was probably a maximum.

It followed that British manpower would already be at full stretch
by the time when the Army programme was complete and the Field
Force had reached its planned total of 60 divisions. Thereafter no
increase in the size of the Army would be possible, except at the
expense of one of the other Services or of essential industry. From
these facts flowed certain strategic consequences, to which the Prime
Minister had already drawn attention. He had noted, in a memoran-
dum written in March, that:

‘The above considerations and the situation as a whole make it
impossible for the Army, except in resisting invasion, to play a
primary role in the defeat of the enemy. That task can only be
done by the staying power of the Navy and above all, by the effect
of air predominance. Very valuable and important services may
be rendered overseas by the Army in operations of a secondary
order, and it is for these special operations that its organization
and character should be adapted.’

There was one sense in which this situation had long been foreseen.
Even in 1939 or before the war it had not been intended that Great
Britain and the Dominions should attempt to match Germany’s
strength by land. Their main contribution to the alliance was to be by
sea, in the air and through their economic and industrial strength,
while the manpower of western Europe, and especially of France,
provided the bulk of the land-force. But that pattern, the pattern of
England’s traditional strategy in a general European war, had now
been broken by the German victories of 1940; a new and radically
different strategy was required for the future. There was, of course,
one obvious basis on which it might rest. If the United States were to
join the Allies, the old balance would be restored and more than
restored. But this event, however much to be desired, did not appear
probable. Moreover, as we saw in the last chapter, contemporary
estimates of the immediate results to be expected from American
intervention were extremely cautious. No one doubted, it is true, that
the manpower and immense industrial strength of the United States
would be decisive in the long run. But the difficulty of bringing these
resources to bear effectively in Europe was regarded as so great, that
no fundamental change in the Allies’ strategic position could be
expected, at least for some years.

The reason for this will be clear, if we examine the problem in its
crudest terms. In order to make a direct assault on the Continent and
to defeat the German army in the field the Allies would require at
least an equality of force by land—that is to say, an addition to their
present strength of the order of 140 or 150 divisions. There was no
doubt that the United States could in time raise and equip an army
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of this size; but there was little probability that shipping would be
available to transport it to Europe. Even under the best conditions a
movement on this unprecedented scale might be expected to occupy
years; and the actual conditions, as we have seen already, were far
from the best. In the summer of 1941 an acute shortage of shipping
existed, which was expected to continue more or less indefinitely. It
was true that an American building programme, on the scale to
be anticipated after a declaration of war, together with American
naval help in the Atlantic, would greatly ease the position. But it
was not likely, even so, that such a surplus of shipping would be
created as to make these enormous troop movements easy or even
possible.

It was necessary to assume, therefore, that an American expedi-
tionary force would be relatively small. No attempt could be made at
this stage to forecast its probable size ; but we may suppose that the
planners were not thinking in terms of more than 3o or 40 divisions at
the most. In that case the odds against the Allies would not shorten
appreciably : it would still be 100 divisions or thereabouts against not
less than 250. Moreover, the Allies would not be able to use their 100
divisions as a single unit, since they had two theatres to consider—
the United Kingdom and the Middle East—both of which were under
threat by the enemy. Germany, on the other hand, since she occupied
the central position, would be able to keep her forces concentrated.

These calculations are, of course, over simplified. It was rarely
possible, least of all in 1941, to consider strategy in such cut-and-dried
terms ; nor would it have been realistic to do so. Nevertheless, the
figures given had a solid base in truth—a truth which was bound to
assert itself in some form, however the case were stated and whatever
qualifications were allowed. It was plain that even an American
declaration of war would not bring about any lightning transforma-
tion of the scene. The Allies’ defensive position would be much
improved ; the ring of blockade round Germany would be tightened ;
and certain local successes were probable. But the general pattern of
the war would remain the same. Even with full American help—and
how much more without it—the Allies would still be committed to a
gradual process of wearing down Germany’s strength by a combina-
tion of blockade, bombing and limited action by land. But this process
could not continue indefinitely. The strain on Allied economy and
morale was already great and might well be intensified by future
events—by further German victories or a Japanese aggression in the
Far East. The Allies had also to consider that their own forces (apart
from any American contribution) would reach their peak at some
date between the autumn of 1942 and the summer of 1943. There-
after there would be little to gain, and perhaps much to lose, by
delaying the climax.
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But what form could the climax take, other than a direct assault on
German positions in Europe? In the last section of the strategic review
circulated in June, the J.P.S. examined this problem. They reached
the conclusion that it could only be solved by calling in the man-
power of occupied Europe to support the Allies. The method which
they proposed to use requires some explanation. Since the disasters of
the previous year ‘subversion’—the stirring up of underground re-
sistance to Germany—had been recognized as a distinct and poten-
tially valuable branch of the Allied war-effort; and a new organiza-
tion, the Special Operations Executive, had been created for the
purpose. Its origins and early history were described in the previous
volume. Here it is only necessary to remind the reader that S.O.E.
was not a branch of the Services but a civilian organization under
the wing of the Ministry of Economic Warfare, which had an im-
portant stake in subversion in the sense that sabotage and the promo-
tion of industrial unrest were valuable adjuncts to the blockade.

In their paper of May 1940, the Chiefs of Staff had included sub-
version, along with the blockade and the air-offensive, as one of the
three potential weapons of victory. It might be thought that the sub-
sequent decision in favour of civilian control, which divorced S.O.E.’s
operations from those of the Services, implied some reduction in
status; but this was not so. On the contrary, it is with the rise of the
new department that we first begin to hear of the Fourth Arm and the
theory that subversion could play an independent strategic role,
comparable in importance with that of the army or the air force.
S.O.E., as its founders conceived it, was not simply to be a hand-
maid to the regular forces, but to evolve a method and tactic of its
own, drawing inspiration less from military history than from the
records of political insurrection. The impress of this plausible theory,
so well adjusted to the problems and difficulties of the time, is clearly
visible in the last section of the J.P.S. paper of June 1941. The out-
line plan for the final offensive was there given in the following terms:

‘In areas where German power has become sufficiently weak,
subjugated peoples must rise against their Nazi overlords. Such
rebellions can only occur once. They must not happen until the
stage is set, until all preparations are made, and until the situation
is ripe. The armed forces at the patriots’ disposal must be suffi-
cient to destroy the local German forces. The reduction in Ger-
man powers must be sufficient to prevent their reinforcing
affected areas adequately.

By the time these conditions are obtained, we should have
achieved such a degree of air superiority, combined with naval
and military strength, as to warrant the dispatch of certain
armed forces from the United Kingdom, whether invasion had
been attempted or not. We might be able to operate some ten or
more divisions (mostly armoured troops), with a considerable air
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force, particularly if our offensive operations were so directed as
to clear the invasion ports area. Smaller forces might be sent
from the Middle East to the Balkans.

The German Army, even with its 250 divisions, is very spread
out. They cannot be strong everywhere. With every fresh acces-
sion of territory they become further stretched. As their mobility
is reduced, their difficulties of reinforcement of threatened areas
increase. They become more and more vulnerable.

The object of our operations would be the liberation of the
area concerned from Nazi rule with a view to enabling an alter-
native government of its own to assume control locally.

The attack from within will be the basic concept of such opera-
tions. The Germans have demonstrated the advantages of the
attack in depth, their forward columns receiving help in advance
from fifth columnists and airborne troops. We must go one better.
Their fifth columnists were traitors and comparatively few in
number. Provided we give them the necessary training and make
the required preparations, we shall be able to draw on large
numbers of patriots of high morale. We should be able overnight
to produce the anarchy of Ireland in 1920 or Palestine in 1936
throughout the chosen theatres of operations.

In a German invasion of England, vulnerable points, com-
munications and possibly air landing places are protected by the
Home Guard who know every inch of their own areas. On the
other hand, when our offensive is carried into German occupied
territories, the Home Guard will be there on the side of the in-
vaders. Patriots will, beforehand, have been secretly organized
and armed with personal weapons, such as Sten guns, bombs and
explosives.

At the chosen moment in each area, these patriots will seize
such objectives as headquarters, broadcasting stations, landing
grounds and centres of communications. They will attack officers,
sentries, guards and alarm posts and, where possible, barracks,
camps and aerodromes. They will destroy German communica-
tions leading to the theatre of operations.

The patriots will, however, need the support of organized
armed forces. For this purpose full use must be made of the
“free”” allied contingents now in our territories. In addition, in
most cases, British armed forces will be required.

The roles of British armed forces will be to isolate the area
from German intervention from outside, to assist the patriots in
the capture of important centres and to destroy enemy formed
bodies within the area. Powerful air forces will be used to interrupt
the German communications and harass their troops. If we have
access to the country by the sea, armoured formations will be
landed to strike swiftly and deep into the area. Sufficient infantry
formations will be required to protect the bases and harbours on
which these armoured troops depend.

There will be no methodical advance from one linear objective
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to another. The only line to be secured is the boundary of the
theatre of operations which enemy reinforcements must be pre-
vented from crossing. Within the theatre chosen, we must estab-
lish a number of protected areas where our forward aerodromes,
dumps and maintenance arrangements will be located. These
protected areas will be captured in succession by armoured
formations and used as advanced bases for further operations
directed to the complete destruction of enemy forces within the
theatre of operations.

The role of the “free” allied contingents will be to supply the
rebels with specialists using equipment which cannot be put into
the country clandestinely beforehand. In this category are, for
example, signals, engineers, anti-tank and anti-aircraft artillery.
In addition, small, well-armed mobile columns may be required
to work in close co-operation with the patriots.

In allocating “free” national troops or British forces to tasks
the principle to be observed will be that “free’’ national troops
will be used wherever very close co-operation with patriots is
required. British troops will be used for larger operations and, on
completion of their tasks, will hand over to local forces.’

These proposals need to be studied carefully if their implications
are to be fully understood. At first sight they might be thought to
foreshadow an extensive guerilla movement, such as actually
developed later in the war in Greece, Yugoslavia and elsewhere. But
this would be an error. What was proposed was in effect the antithesis
of a guerilla. The essence of the plan, as the J.P.S. stated it, was that
the revolt should be as widespread as possible, not that it should be
confined to those isolated or mountainous areas, which alone can
support partisans. Indeed, the list of targets, with its emphasis on
headquarters, broadcasting stations and centres of communication,
made it clear that the main scene of action was expected to be in
town rather than country. Stress was also laid on another fixture,
equally uncharacteristic of a guerilla. The revolt was to be single,
sudden and complete; it was to break out everywhere ‘at the chosen
moment’ without warning or rehearsal. But a guerilla movement
normally develops slowly, as it did in Greece and Yugoslavia, and
only reaches its full intensity after months or even years of continuous
fighting.

The aim—and this distinction is important—was not a partisan
movement, which could contain and harass enemy troops in certain
favourable areas, but a general political insurrection throughout
Europe, which would reproduce, as the paper put it, the condition of
Ireland in 1920 or Palestine in 1936. This choice of method was partly
influenced, no doubt, by S.O.E.’s civilian background ; but it could
also be supported by other arguments. The Allies expected to make
their main thrust in western Europe, where country suitable for a
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guerilla is difficult to find and of no great strategic significance. On
the other hand, the industrial districts of northern France, Belgium
and Holland were of prime importance from the point of view of
sabotage and the general economic activities of S.O.E. They were
accessible from England; the population was thought to be well-
disposed ; and there was reason to hope that a strong organization
could be built up. It was from the same source that the Allies would
have to draw the further support, which they would require for their
final offensive.

But the task of creating an effective military instrument by the
methods proposed was formidable. In the first place, to organize an
‘underground army’ or series of such armies on a scale appropriate to
the situation was to cut across all the accepted canons of conspiracy.
Few secret organizations upon such a scale have remained secret for
very long ; and in fact, all S.O.E.’s organizations in the West suffered
much from exposure and penetration by the enemy—a risk which was
inherent in the policy. Secondly, any attempt to create an active,
nation-wide organization in a defeated country was bound to raise
sharp and complex problems of leadership and political allegiance.
This aspect of the matter was given all too little thought at the be-
ginning ; but it was later to prove one of the main obstacles to success.
In almost every country resistance groups were torn by internal
jealousies and conflicts of this kind, to a degree that made central
control, let alone military planning on a major scale, invariably
difficult and sometimes actually impossible.

There were also serious, if not insuperable, logistic problems. The
J.P.S. paper made it clear that the initial equipment of the under-
ground armies, to say nothing of their subsequent support, would
entail a considerable air effort. No figures were given; but certain
preliminary calculations had in fact been made by S.O.E. A draft
programme, submitted in May, showed that the equipment of three
underground armies in France, Poland, and Czechoslovakia of a total
of 130,000 men! would require the equivalent of 8,000 bomber
sorties. A second and much reduced programme, put forward in
June, gave the cost of equipping 45,000 underground fighters in
France, Belgium and Holland as rather more than 2,000 sorties. Both
estimates were, of course, far below the scale of the J.P.S. plan; and
the figures were admittedly tentative. But they were the only figures
available ; and it was in their light that the position had to be judged.
On this basis only one conclusion was possible. Bomber Command
was then flying an average of less than 2,000 offensive sorties a
month.2 To equip a force of 200,000 underground fighters throughout

! They were to be armed on the scale of 500 pistols, 168 sten-guns and 61 light machine-
guns to each ‘battalion’ of 520 men.

* This was the average for the nine months between June, 1941 and March, 1942.
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Europe would require, if the S.O.E. figures were correct, not less than
12,000 sorties, or six months’ effort by the entire Command ; and this
diversion would have to be made during the next year or eighteen
months, while the Command was passing through the most critical
phase of its expansion. There was thus a direct incompatibility
between the existing bomber policy and subversion on the scale
which was now proposed. The Allies could pin their faith to one or
the other; but they could not afford, at least in 1941, to support both
on an equal scale.

The final problem was at once practical and strategic. The plan
depended for its success on a single, instantaneous rising by forces
which had lain perdu until that moment. The underground armies
were to have no opportunity of exercising themselves in advance,
since any premature disclosure of their strength or even their exis-
tence would be fatal. This meant that their military potential was
impossible to gauge. An uncertainty beyond the ordinary hazards of
war would overhang the whole operation ; and it would affect both
parties equally—the Allied staff on one side and the resistance
leaders on the other. The former would be unwilling to commit their
regular forces, until after they were satisfied that the rising had
already succeeded ; the latter would be unwilling—and in any case
unwise—to touch off the rising, until they were assured of immediate
regular support. The only way out of this impasse was to make the
regular forces strong enough to control the situation alone, even on
the footing that the rising wholly or partly failed. But once this
principle was admitted, the revolt would become a mere ancillary to
regular operations instead of being, as the plan required, a prime
condition of their success. To this extent the whole theory of the
general rising was grounded on a paradox. Since it could only take
place once, it was necessary to ensure its success; but the only condi-
tions which could make success certain were also those which would
make the rising strategically unnecessary.

These were the main objections to the J.P.S. plan. They were
certainly grave and probably decisive ; yet it is difficult to see, granted
the conditions of the problem, what alternative form the plan could
have taken. A differently constituted S.O.E. might have proposed
methods which relied more on irregular warfare and less on the in-
determinate prospects of political insurrection. But an operation in
these terms, whatever local success it gained, would have been strictly
circumscribed geographically. Though it might have gained the
Allies a foothold somewhere in south-eastern Europe, its further
development beyond that area would have been difficult and
hazardous, if not impossible. The problem, in short, was one of power
rather than technique. Under the conditions which then existed in
Europe, subversion was inherently a subsidiary weapon; and it is
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doubtful whether any method could have been devised, which
would have turned it into a valid instrument of major strategy.

This was certainly the view taken by the Chiefs of Staff, when they
had studied the proposals. Their collective note to the Prime Minister
contained a cautious reference to the need for ‘detailed examination’
of the plans for the final offensive ; but it is clear that this phrase con-
cealed more than a simple lack of enthusiasm. The most outspoken
critic was the C.A.S. In a personal minute, which he circulated at the
same time, he had no hesitation in condemning the final section of
the paper root and branch:

‘.. . I think it would be disastrous’ [he wrote] ‘if the rather vague
possibilities of the distant future, set out in Section IX of the
paper, were to be allowed to obscure the need for the clearest
possible direction of the whole of our productive programme,
during the next two years, towards the breaking of the German
will and material ability to continue the war.

‘The Panzer Divisions and the Luftwaffe will be the last of the
German forces to be allowed to weaken, and I cannot believe
that, so long as these forces are controlled by a resolute German
government with the backing or acquiescence of the people, we
shall be able to put land-forces on the Continent. I do not think
that a patriot “Home Guard” in occupied territory will prevent
a Namsos on a grand scale, if we attempt to invade Europe under
these conditions.’

By contrast with this plain-speaking the comments of the C.I.G.S.
were very cautious and might almost have been read as a qualified
approval :

‘T agree with the general conception of Section IX of the paper.
At some period in the future we must intervene with armed
forces on the Continent. Long-term plans should be made and
equipment ordered.

I entirely agree that subversive action and propaganda are
essential features and must form an integral part of such plans
and preparations.

Moreover, suitable arrangements must also be made to ensure
that adequate air-support will be available for the forces engaged
in these operations.’

The force of these remarks was more in the form than the content.
By coupling subversive action with propaganda, the C.I.G.S. dis-
missed it, in effect, from the main battle. He was prepared to make
use of it as an ancillary, so far that might be necessary, but he
evidently had no faith in it as a principal weapon.

The practical results of this attitude were soon visible. In July, Dr.
Dalton, as the Minister responsible, forwarded to Mr. Churchill for

the urgent consideration of the Chiefs of Staff the second of S.O.E.’s
5
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two estimates of the air-support which they would require. This was
the one which provided for an underground army of 45,000 men,
distributed between France, Belgium and Holland, and could fairly
be described as an absolute minimum, if the plan were to be tested at
all. Nevertheless, the estimate was turned down. The Chiefs of Staff
took the view that ‘it would be unsound to sacrifice the effectiveness
of our bombing effort to subversive activities’; and this decision was
accepted without protest. S.O.E. was thus deprived, though only for
a time, of the means to carry out its policy ; but it will be noticed that
the policy itself had not been abandoned. The creation of under-
ground armies remained the final goal of S.O.E.’s activities; and in
subsequent years, when the supply position was easier, large re-
sources and a considerable air effort were in fact devoted to this
object.

The decision in July was not, therefore, so final or so clear-cut as it
appeared to be. It arose from a general lack of confidence in the
military, or at least the strategic, value of subversion ; but it did not
amount to a denial that some such method of warfare might, in fact,
be necessary. We can see here the essential dilemma which Allied
strategy faced at the time. It was admitted that the means proposed
were often inadequate to the purpose or mutually conflicting, as
bombing then conflicted with subversion ; but no other means were
available, or could be until the terms of the problem had radically
changed.



CHAPTER III
THE ORIGINS OF ‘BARBAROSSA’

@)

Hitler’s Dilemma

WH ILE THE VARIOUS plans and appreciations, dis-

cussed in the last two chapters, were being written and

studied in London, a military event was preparing else-
where, which would presently change the whole nature of the war.
The Allies expected, as we have seen, that Germany would make her
next move in the Mediterranean, probably by a two-pronged attack,
in the east against Suez, in the west against Gibraltar. The strategic
advantages of such an operation were obvious and had certainly not
been lost on the German General Staff. But they made no appeal to
Hitler, whose thoughts had already turned in a different direction.
By the spring of 1941 his view of the war had undergone a profound
change. He no longer regarded England or the Western Allies in
general as his main enemy; to complete the victory in the West,
which was already almost within his grasp, seemed comparatively
unimportant. His whole attention was concentrated on a totally new
adventure—the conquest of the Soviet Union.

The preliminary signs of this metamorphosis had been visible as
early as July 1940. In that montbh, still flushed with his success in the
Battle of France, Hitler had found himself confronted by two new
problems, which he had some reason to link together. The first was
England’s stubborn refusal to admit defeat or come to terms, despite
the apparent hopelessness of her position. The second was Russia’s
growing activity on his eastern border. At the end of June she had
announced abruptly that her claim on the Rumanian province of
Bessarabia must be settled forthwith, if necessary by force. She
had followed this with an entirely new claim to the neighbouring
province of Bukovina, ‘the last missing part of the unified Ukraine’.
During July, with an equal lack of ceremony, she had completed the
annexation or ‘voluntary incorporation’ of the three Baltic States,
including a strip of Lithuanian territory which previous agreements
had allocated to Germany.

These acts were not, of course, unexpected. By the two treaties,
which made up the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939, Germany had recog-

! The Non-Aggression Treaty of 23rd August and the Boundary and Friendship
Treaty of 28th September.
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nized Russia’s claim to Bessarabia and had also agreed that, ‘in the
event of a political and territorial rearrangement’ in the Baltic States,
the whole of that area (apart from the small strip already mentioned)
should fall within Russia’s sphere of influence. Nevertheless, their
actual execution, its speed and brusqueness and the evidence which
it offered of Russia’s intention to go beyond the strict letter of the
Pact, came as a disagreeable shock to Hitler. It was already plain
that his victories in the West had impaired, perhaps even destroyed,
the basis of his original agreement with Russia. He had signed in
order to free his hands against England and France. Russia had
signed in self-protection and in the hope that an arduous campaign
in the West would weaken Germany and blunt her appetite for
further adventure. But now, with France already prostrate, neither
motive had the same force. A new era was beginning in which both
parties might wish to revise their policy ; and in this context England’s
continued resistance had a particular importance.

Early in July 1940 Hitler had been obliged to warn Mussolini
against any premature adventures in eastern Europe. An attack on
Yugoslavia, such as Italy was then contemplating, might well be the
signal for a general struggle for power in the Balkans in which Russia
would join. Under these conditions, Hitler had added, it was possible
that England and Russia ‘might discover some community of in-
terest’.! Exactly what combination of events he had in mind is not
clear. He may, perhaps, have feared a bargain by which Russia
received a free hand in the Balkans in return for an undertaking to
deny Germany the Rumanian oil on which her war-industries de-
depended. But there is no doubt that he was serious in expecting some
form of rapprochement between England and Russia. A week later he
reverted to the same subject in conversation with Halder :2

“The Fuehrer is very much preoccupied with the problem of why
England does not wish to come to terms. He sees the answer, as
we do, in the fact that England still has some hopes of Russia. He
therefore expects that he will have to compel her by force to make
peace. But he is reluctant to do this. Reason: if we crush England
by force of arms, the British Empire will fall to pieces. But that
would be of no advantage to Germany. We should spill German
blood only in order that Japan, America and others might
benefit.’

Hitler’s anxieties had been reinforced by other evidence which
came to hand at about this time. In the middle of July the German
Foreign Office received, apparently through the Italian intelligence

1 Ciano Diplomatic Papers (ed. M. Muggeridge) 1948, pp. 375-9.

* Colonel General Franz Halder, Chief of the General Staff from September 1938 to
September 1942.

3 Halder's Diary (M.S.), 13th July, 1940.
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service, a series of reports or intercepted dispatches, which threw a dis-
turbing light on current diplomatic activity in Moscow. Three in par-
ticular described conversations which Sir Stafford Cripps, the newly
appointed British Ambassador, had had with his Turkish, Greek and
Yugoslav colleagues. He was reported as saying that his reception by
President Kalinin and M. Molotov had been most cordial. The
former had spoken of England’s and Russia’s common interests and
the need to reach an understanding ; the latter had received him
twice at a time when he was refusing the German Ambassador on the
ground that he was on leave. The general impression was that
Russia’s dislike and fear of Germany were growing daily. Speaking
to the Greek Minister Sir Stafford had added the precise forecast that
Russia would be fighting on the Allied side within a year.

The German Ambassador, Count von der Schulenburg, affected to
make light of these reports. He maintained that there had been no
real change in Russo-German relations. Cripps’ remarks were simply
the natural language of an energetic diplomat anxious to enhance his
country’s prestige. Nevertheless, other reports received at the same
time offered a certain confirmation. A dispatch, for example, from
the Turkish Ambassador to his government gave a startling account
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